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Preface 

The r e s e a r c h presented i n t h i s volume i s an i n t e g r a l p a r t of a 
l a r g e nationwide study of adolescent boys begun i n 1966 under the 
primary sponsorship of the U.S. O f f i c e of Education. The study, 
e n t i t l e d Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n , has l o n g i t u d i n a l l y followed a panel 
of some 2200 young men from the f a l l of 1966, when they were in 
tenth grade, to the spring of 1 9 7 0 — a year past high school .gradua
t i o n f o r the great m a j o r i t y . During t h a t three and one-half year 
i n t e r v a l a number of r e s e a r c h o b j e c t i v e s have been added to the 
o r i g i n a l one, which was to study the causes and consequences of 
dropping out of high school. 

The r e s e a r c h which led to the present volume r e f l e c t s one such 
a d d i t i o n . As the 1970 data c o l l e c t i o n approached, i t became c l e a r 
to the major i n v e s t i g a t o r s t h a t the use of i l l i c i t drugs had emerged 
as an important youth phenomenon and that our p r o j e c t was i n a r a t h e r 
unique p o s i t i o n to make a c o n t r i b u t i o n to the body of r e s e a r c h which 
was s l o w l y emerging i n that f i e l d . The study already had a wealth 
of information on the p e r s o n a l i t i e s , backgrounds, and major s o c i a l 
environments of a n a t i o n a l sample of young men; t h e r e f o r e , with the 
addition, of a r e l a t i v e l y l i m i t e d number of questions, i t would 
become p o s s i b l e to examine a great many of the p o s s i b l e c o r r e l a t e s 
of drug use. 



T h i s author, i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n with Jerome Johnston, developed 
a short q u e s t i o n n a i r e d e a l i n g with drug use and r e l a t e d i s s u e s , 
which was then included i n the 1970 data c o l l e c t i o n . However, no 
funds were then a v a i l a b l e for the c o n s i d e r a b l e a n a l y s i s and w r i t i n g 
task which l a y ahead. 

We were p a r t i c u l a r l y fortunate a t t h a t point to make c o n t a c t 
with The Grant Foundation of New York, which generously provided an 
immediate grant for the completion of the r e s e a r c h on drug use. I 
would l i k e to j o i n the other p r i n c i p a l i n v e s t i g a t o r s on t h i s p r o j e c t 
Jerome Johnston and J e r a l d Bachman, i n e x p r e s s i n g our a p p r e c i a t i o n 
to The Grant Foundation and p a r t i c u l a r l y to i t s d i r e c t o r , Dr. P h i l i 
S a p i r , f o r providing the responsiveness and f l e x i b i l i t y which was 
necessary to make t h i s r e s e a r c h p o s s i b l e . 

A number of people a t the I n s t i t u t e f o r S o c i a l Research have 
a l s o c o n t r i b u t e d d i r e c t l y to t h i s r e s e a r c h e f f o r t . Jerome Johnston, 
i n a d d i t i o n to p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the development of the o r i g i n a l 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e and r e s e a r c h proposal, played a major r o l e i n the 
e a r l y a n a l y s i s phase, f o r which I am p a r t i c u l a r l y g r a t e f u l . J e r a l d 
Bachman, the p r i n c i p a l i n v e s t i g a t o r of the parent study, has gener
ously given of h i s time and counsel throughout. 

Both of these valued c o l l a b o r a t o r s read and r e a c t e d to the 
f i r s t d r a f t of the manuscript, as did two other c o l l e a g u e s a t the 
I n s t i t u t e for S o c i a l Research, P a t r i c k O'Malley and John Robinson. 
I am g r a t e f u l to a l l of them for t h e i r keen i n s i g h t s . 

S e v e r a l others have helped immensely i n handling the v a r i o u s 
t e c h n i c a l and procedural problems i n h e r e n t i n the production of a 
r e s e a r c h p u b l i c a t i o n . Gayle Ackley has provided v a l u a b l e a s s i s t a n c e 
i n g e n e r a l l y managing the e d i t i n g and typing of manuscripts, as w e l l 
as i n preparing the t e c h n i c a l t a b l e s contained here. Susan Shapiro 
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ably a s s i s t e d i n the e a r l y stages of the l i t e r a t u r e review and i s 
a l s o r e s p o n s i b l e for drawing the many f i g u r e s which appear through
out, w h i l e Pamela Deasy was r e s p o n s i b l e for typing the f i n a l d r a f t 
of the t e x t . Gayle Ackley and Kathleen Y a l e were r e s p o n s i b l e for 
i n d e x i n g the volume. 

One cannot do j u s t i c e to a l l i n d i v i d u a l s nor enumerate a l l of 
t h e i r c o n t r i b u t i o n s , but I would l i k e to acknowledge i n a g e n e r a l 
way the a s s i s t a n c e of the members of the Survey Research Center's 
Sampling, F i e l d , Coding, and Computer S e r v i c e s e c t i o n s ; and to 
thank the many past and present members of the Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n 
s t a f f , who are l i s t e d below: 

F i n a l l y , the c o n t r i b u t i o n of the thousands of p a r t i c i p a n t s i n 
the study must be acknowledged. We are p a r t i c u l a r l y indebted to the 
young men i n the study, as w e l l as to many s t a f f members i n the 87 
high s c h o o l s , for t h e i r s plendid l e v e l s of cooperation. We consider 
the g e n e r a l p u b l i c ' s w i l l i n g n e s s to p a r t i c i p a t e i n s o c i a l s c i e n c e 
r e s e a r c h to be a c r i t i c a l and by no means unlimited resource. There
f o r e , we hope th a t by the way we have t r e a t e d our respondents and 
the ways that we have used t h e i r information, we have at l e a s t not 
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depleted t h a t fund of good w i l l ; we would be very pleased to t h i n k 
t h a t we had augmented i t . 

FUTURE PLANS 

Sinc e the Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n study i s an ongoing p r o j e c t , 
there w i l l be more p u b l i c a t i o n s and, h o p e f u l l y , more data c o l l e c 
t i o n s i n the f u t u r e . By the f a l l of 1973, most of our respondents 
w i l l have been out of high school a l i t t l e over four y e a r s . Soon 
a f t e r t h a t p o i n t we hope to add a f i f t h data c o l l e c t i o n to a s s e s s 
the experiences of our panel i n major post-high school s e t t i n g s 
( c o l l e g e , work and m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e ) and to continue to a s s e s s the 
changes i n drug use (and a t t i t u d e s toward drug use) which occur 
w i t h i n those important s o c i a l i z i n g environments. 

PLAN FOR THIS VOLUME 

S e v e r a l d i f f e r e n t types of questions are addressed s e g u e n t i a l l y 
i n t h i s volume. A f t e r the i n t r o d u c t i o n to the study and survey of 
e x i s t i n g r e s e a r c h given i n the f i r s t chapter, the second chapter 
grapples w i t h the oft-debated question of how widespread and how 
s e r i o u s the "drug problem" i s among American young people. The 
important i s s u e of m u l t i p l e drug use i s a l s o t r e a t e d there a t some 
length and a b r i e f guide to i n t e r p r e t i n g the f i g u r e s to be used i n 
subsequent chapters i s presented. Chapter 3 goes on to address the 
r e l a t e d t o p i c of young people's acceptance of the use of the v a r i o u s 
drugs and of the ways i n which t h e i r f e e l i n g s about the use of one 
drug r e l a t e s to t h e i r f e e l i n g s about the use of o t h e r s . 

Chapter 4 then launches us i n t o an examination of d i f f e r e n t 
subgroups i n the population i n an attempt to c l a r i f y j u s t who the 
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drug u s e r s are. I t t r e a t s a v a r i e t y of background, demographic, 
and a b i l i t y measures both s e p a r a t e l y and i n combination. The m u l t i 
v a r i a t e s t a t i s t i c a l procedure used throughout, Mul t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a 
t i o n A n a l y s i s , i s introduced and described (mostly i n n o n - s t a t i s t i c a l 
terms) a t the beginning of Chapter 4. 

Drug experiences during two major time i n t e r v a l s are- addressed 
i n t h i s volume: they are the period p r i o r to high school graduation 
i n the s p r i n g of 1969, and the year a f t e r graduation (s p r i n g , 1969, 
to s p r i n g , 1970). Chapter 5 continues the search f or p a r t i c u l a r 
"user groups" by examining a number of important c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 
the s c h o o l experience i n r e l a t i o n to drug use p r i o r to graduation. 
Chapter 6 then focuses on use a f t e r high school (and changes i n use) 
as a f u n c t i o n of major c a r e e r l i n e s . Comparisons are made between 
those who go on to c o l l e g e , trade school, c i v i l i a n employment, and 
m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . Chapters 5 and 6 continue to present the r e s u l t s 
of m u l t i v a r i a t e p r e d i c t i o n , p r i m a r i l y f o r the purpose of c o n t r o l l i n g 
f o r o t h e r v a r i a b l e s . 

Chapter 7 begins to de a l with the question of how the u s e r s 
and non-users of various drugs d i f f e r from a p s y c h o l o g i c a l stand
point. Delinquency, p o l i t i c a l a l i e n a t i o n and anti-Vietnam sentiment 
are the primary v a r i a b l e s addressed. 

F i n a l l y , i n the summary chapter the major f i n d i n g s are high
l i g h t e d and an attempt i s made to l i n k the r e s u l t s of t h i s study 
to some of the s e r i o u s p o l i c y questions now under d i s c u s s i o n a t 
v a r i o u s l e v e l s of government. I n a complex area such as t h i s , no 
one study i s going to a r r i v e a t "the" best p o l i c y a l t e r n a t i v e ; the 
f a c t o r s t o be weighed are simply too numerous. What such a study 
can do, however, i s to help r a i s e some of the r e l e v a n t i s s u e s and 
to f i l l i n some of the missing pieces of information, so th a t a 
more tho u g h t f u l and informed s e t of conclusions becomes p o s s i b l e . 
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I f we have succeeded i n any way i n accomplishing these more modest 
goals, then we w i l l c o nsider our e f f o r t s to have been s u c c e s s f u l . 

L. J . 
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Chapter 1 

An Introduction To The Study 

"The drug problem i n American high schools has reached epidemic 
p r o p o r t i o n s . " This statement has been heard so f r e q u e n t l y i n r e c e n t 
years t h a t i t has come to be taken as a v i r t u a l truism; yet there i s 
s t i l l a v e r y r e a l question of what i t means, l e t alone whether i t i s 
t r u e or j u s t how s e r i o u s l y i t should be taken. 

Although most people t h i n k they share a common notion of the 
phenomena encompassed by "the drug problem," the apparent consensus 
q u i c k l y disappears when people begin to e l a b o r a t e on t h e i r v a r i o u s 
understandings of the term. Drugs are presumed by many to be sub
stances t h a t a f f e c t the mind (psychoactive s u b s t a n c e s ) , all of which 
are a s s o c i a t e d with an e v i l and c l a n d e s t i n e trade. But t h i s d e f i n i 
t i o n succumbs q u i c k l y when i t i s pointed out t h a t not a l l psycho
a c t i v e substances are i l l e g a l to s e l l or use. The t h r i v i n g c i g a r e t t e 
and a l c o h o l i c beverage i n d u s t r i e s c o n s t i t u t e two dramatic exceptions. 

But, many would r e p l y , the phrase "the drug problem" encompasses 
only those psychoactive drugs which r e a l l y c o n s t i t u t e a problem f o r 
the s o c i e t y — t h e i m p l i c a t i o n again being t h a t only i l l e g a l drugs 
should be included. However, to r e a l l y o p e r a t i o n a l i z e t h i s d e f i n i t i o n 



i t i s s t i l l necessary to c l a r i f y what i s meant by a problem. I f a 
problem i s presumed to e x i s t when there i s widespread p u b l i c d i s 
approval of a drug, then marijuana i s c l e a r l y an i n t e g r a l p a r t of 
the drug problem along with most other i l l e g a l drugs. Alcohol and 
c i g a r e t t e s are probably not included under t h i s d e f i n i t i o n . But, 
i f a s o c i e t a l problem i s defined i n terms of a c t u a l dysfunction f o r 
the i n d i v i d u a l and the s o c i e t y , then a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s s u r e l y 
q u a l i f y f o r i n c l u s i o n , w h i l e perhaps marijuana does not. Under t h i s 
l a t t e r d e f i n i t i o n , the l e g a l i t y of a drug does not a c c u r a t e l y 
i n d i c a t e whether i t should be viewed a p a r t of a l a r g e r drug problem. 

But even i f we do d e f i n e the drug problem i n terms t h a t most 
people would, i . e . , i n terms of those psychoactive drugs which are 
sold and used i l l e g a l l y , t h e r e are s t i l l many ways of understanding 
or misunderstanding what the s i z e or nature of t h a t problem r e a l l y 
i s i n contemporary America. 

Beginning i n the l a t e 1960's, the media began r a i s i n g the 
spectre t h a t drug use was rampant i n our high s c h o o l s , and the sug
gestion was often f a i r l y e x p l i c i t t h a t drug use meant hard drugs 
l i k e h e r o i n . Graphic and alarming s p e c i f i c s were often provided. 
So one major question concerns j u s t how widespread the use of drugs 
r e a l l y i s among young people. A r e l a t e d , but l e s s often heard 
question concerns e x a c t l y which drugs are being used and with what 
degree of frequency. 

Then comes the question of who the u s e r s a r e . Hypotheses 
abound. The u s e r s are mostly i n the ghettos or mostly i n the c i t i e s . 
They are the s o c i a l m i s f i t s l i v i n g on the margins of mainstream 
America--the dropouts, the h i p p i e s . The campuses are u s u a l l y 
c r e d i t e d w i t h c o n t r i b u t i n g a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e share of the problem. 
Users are people who are coping with deep p s y c h o l o g i c a l problems, 
screening the pain and r e a l i t i e s they f a c e . Others say u s e r s are 
mostly normal conformists, u n c r i t i c a l l y adopting the l a t e s t fad l i k e 
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many generations before them. The one thing on which most people 
agree i s t h a t the user population i s to a large extent young people. 

We must be jogged out of the s i m p l i f i c a t i o n , however, th a t a 
user i s a user i s a user. The term helps the conversation but b l u r s 
the understanding. Any of the above hypotheses may be t r u e for 
u s e r s of one drug but not f o r users of another. Perhaps a more 
u n s e t t l i n g reminder i s t h a t t h e r e may not be any s i n g l e "user type" 
or reason for u s i n g - - t h a t as with many other s o c i a l i s s u e s , we are 
d e a l i n g w i t h a very complex phenomenon with m u l t i p l e p a t t e r n s and 
dynamics. I f t r u e , t h i s suggests t h a t "the drug problem" i n America 
may not be amenable to simple s o l u t i o n — t h a t we may not be able to 
l e g i s l a t e i t away, nor enforce i t away, nor i n other ways submerge 
i t through quick, c o l l e c t i v e a c t i o n . We may even continue to have 
d i f f i c u l t y agreeing what i t i s . 

THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY 

These d i f f i c u l t i e s a r i s e l a r g e l y because a s o c i a l problem of 
r e a l l y g r e a t complexity has grown d r a m a t i c a l l y i n a r a t h e r s h o r t 
time, and the s o c i e t y i s s t i l l t r y i n g to catch up with i t i n terms 
of language and concepts and understanding. We must now unravel 
the shorthand terms we have h a s t i l y acquired for d e s c r i b i n g and 
d i s c u s s i n g the complex s e t of phenomena known as "the drug problem",; 
we must come to understand the misconceptions we have u n w i t t i n g l y 
adopted, and i n the process, perhaps, gain some i n s i g h t i n t o our 
reasons f o r our adopting them. 

The present study i s presented as a c o n t r i b u t i o n to t h a t general 
p r o c e s s . I n e v i t a b l y , i t moves us toward a l e v e l of g r e a t e r complex
i t y than t h a t to which we are accustomed. There i s not a monolithic 
"drug problem" d i s c u s s e d here, nor a simple "drug u s e r . " We deal 

3 



with the use of each of seven d i s c r e t e drugs (or c l a s s e s of d r u g s ) , 
and d i f f e r e n t i a t e experimental, o c c a s i o n a l , and r e g u l a r u s e r s of 
each. Not a l l i l l e g a l drugs are included i n t h i s study, but most 
of the major c l a s s e s a r e : marijuana, h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, 
b a r b i t u r a t e s , and heroin. 

The use of c e r t a i n l e g a l drugs i s examined as w e l l : s p e c i f i 
c a l l y , the use of c i g a r e t t e s and the use of a l c o h o l i c beverages. 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y enough, we f i n d that the usage p a t t e r n s of l e g a l and 
i l l e g a l drugs are not u n r e l a t e d by any means. 

We attempt to a s s e s s the prevalence and i n t e n s i t y with which 
each type of drug has been used both during and a f t e r high school 
by examining a recently-graduated c l a s s of American high school 
s t u d e n t s . The sheer i n c i d e n c e of use i s something about which 
s u r p r i s i n g l y l i t t l e i s known. We a l s o attempt to a s s e s s young 
people's a t t i t u d e s toward drug use and sources of drug help, with 
some r a t h e r s u r p r i s i n g r e s u l t s . 

Most importantly, we explore the r e l a t i o n s h i p of a number of 
s o c i a l environments to drug use: r e g i o n , community, f a m i l y , high 
school, c o l l e g e , work, and m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . The young person's 
performance and personal experiences i n a number of these s e t t i n g s 
are a l s o r e l a t e d to drug use: s t a b i l i t y of r e s i d e n c e , dropping out 
of high s c h o o l , p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s , grades achieved 
i n high s c h o o l and c o l l e g e , and a l i e n a t i o n from the p o l i t i c a l order. 
A l l are f a c t o r s commonly assumed to be r e l a t e d to drug use. Again, 
many widely held conceptions are s e r i o u s l y challenged by the r e s e a r c h 
r e s u l t s . 

F i n a l l y , the often-mentioned r e l a t i o n s h i p between drugs and 
crime i s examined. Having the power of a l o n g i t u d i n a l design, the 
present study presented a unique opportunity to separate out cause 
and e f f e c t i n t h i s important a r e a . 
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Taken alone, we do not assume th a t these research r e s u l t s are 
going to provide any quick s o l u t i o n s to s o l v i n g "the drug problem ", 
no matter how one def i n e s i t . But we do thi n k that we are able to 
c o n t r i b u t e some important new evidence to the fund of knowledge now 
being cumulated to deal with i t . Before launching i n t o the r e s u l t s 
of the pr e s e n t study, however, i t i s worth considering b r i e f l y ' t h e 
s t a t e of the f i e l d to which t h i s work c o n t r i b u t e s . 

THE CURRENT STATE OF KNOWLEDGE IN THE FIELD 

Because any summary of t h i s f i e l d w i l l soon be obsolete, and 
given t he ponderous nature of the e x i s t i n g l i t e r a t u r e , no exhaustive 
review w i l l be attempted here. The major purpose of t h i s s e c t i o n i s 
to f a m i l i a r i z e the reader with the general s t a t e of the f i e l d along 
with some of the f i n d i n g s of p a r t i c u l a r relevance to the c u r r e n t 
study. Major e x i s t i n g s t u d i e s and p u b l i c a t i o n s w i l l be referenced 
as w e l l as some forthcoming works of importance. 

I t should be r e c a l l e d t h a t seven d i f f e r e n t drugs are t r e a t e d 
i n t h i s volume, a r a t h e r wide a r r a y , which turns out to mean th a t 
a t l e a s t three d i f f e r e n t l i t e r a t u r e s are of relevance. The two 
l e g a l drugs included here, a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s , have a c o n s i d e r 
ably longer h i s t o r y of widespread use i n the c u l t u r e and, as a 
r e s u l t , have each given r i s e to e a r l i e r and separate l i n e s of 
r e s e a r c h . 

C i g a r e t t e Smoking 

Over the l a s t two decades, c i g a r e t t e smoking has r e c e i v e d 
c o n s i d e r a b l e a t t e n t i o n as evidence has been amassed of i t s r o l e i n 
the e t i o l o g y of a host of s e r i o u s d i s e a s e s . Those who are i n t e r e s t e d 
i n f u r t h e r e x p l o r a t i o n of the l i t e r a t u r e d e a l i n g with the psychology 
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and s o c i o l o g y of c i g a r e t t e smoking should c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g 
sources: McKennell and Thomas (1967), National Interagency C o u n c i l 
on Smoking and Health (1967), Smith (1969), Gallup Index (September, 
1969}, Purdue Opinion P o l l (1969), and U.S. Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare (1964, 1969, 1971, 1972). Findings from 
s e v e r a l of these sources w i l l be summarized here. 

N a t i o n a l Clearinghouse S t u d i e s . A s e r i e s of thr e e n a t i o n a l 
surveys concerning the smoking h a b i t s of teenagers was conducted by 
the National Clearinghouse f or Smoking and Health (Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare; 1971 and 1972). Telephone i n t e r 
views of l a r g e samples of the age range 12 to 18 were conducted i n 
1968, 1970, and 19 7 2 — d a t e s which bracket the present study. During 
t h a t period they found t h a t teenage g i r l s showed a s l i g h t l y higher 
incidence of r e g u l a r smoking a t each subsequent survey (going from 
8% to 12% to 13% smoking weekly or more o f t e n ) . Boys, on the other 
hand, i n c r e a s e d use from 1968 to 1970, but decreased use between 
1970 and 1972 (going from 15% to 19% to 16% s e q u e n t i a l l y ) . The net 
e f f e c t of these s h i f t s was to narrow sex d i f f e r e n c e s i n smoking 
l e v e l s c o n s i d e r a b l y . Among 18 year olds i n 1972, 30% of the males 
were a c t i v e l y smoking on a d a i l y b a s i s compared with 25% of the 
females. 

Smoking h a b i t s among members of the immediate fam i l y , a s u b j e c t 
u n f o r t u n a t e l y not explored i n the present study, proved to have a 
very important r e l a t i o n s h i p to youngsters' smoking h a b i t s (Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, 1971). Among boys 12 to 18 
i n i n t a c t f a m i l i e s , 24% smoked r e g u l a r l y i f both parents smoked, 
17% i f one parent smoked, and only 12% i f n e i t h e r parent smoked. 
D i f f e r e n c e s r e l a t e d to the smoking p a t t e r n s of old e r s i b l i n g s were 
f u l l y as s t r o n g . Of those boys w i t h older s i b l i n g s who smoked, 30% 
smoked r e g u l a r l y ; whereas only 13% smoked r e g u l a r l y among those 
whose o l d e r s i b l i n g s d id not smoke and only 15% among those without 
older s i b l i n g s . The smoking h a b i t s of g i r l s showed b a s i c a l l y 
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s i m i l a r r e l a t i o n s h i p s to family p r a c t i c e s except t h a t the r e l a t i o n 
s h i p to p a r e n t a l smoking h a b i t s was l e s s strong than for boys, whi l e 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p to older s i b l i n g p r a c t i c e s was even more pronounced. 

S e v e r a l demographic and background f a c t o r s were a l s o examined 
i n that study. Modest r e g i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s were found, with the 
Northeast and the South having the g r e a t e s t prevalence of c i g a r e t t e 
smoking f o r boys, the North C e n t r a l region somewhat l e s s , and the 
West having the l e a s t (21%, 20%, 17% and 14%, r e s p e c t i v e l y , i n 
1970). T h i s ordering i s r e p l i c a t e d i n our own work, to be d i s c u s s e d 
l a t e r . Regional e f f e c t s are d i f f e r e n t for g i r l s , with the Northeast 
c l e a r l y h i g h e s t , the North C e n t r a l next, then the West and the South 
(16%, 13%, 10% and 9%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . 

The National Clearinghouse surveys a l s o showed smoking to be 
s l i g h t l y higher i n metropolitan a r e a s , a f i n d i n g not r e p l i c a t e d i n 
the present study. Smoking was found to be considerably lower than 
average among youngsters from high socioeconomic l e v e l s , those i n 
c o l l e g e preparatory s t u d i e s i n high school, and those attending 
c o l l e g e ; a l l of these f i n d i n g s are r e p l i c a t e d here and are 
d i s c u s s e d i n more d e t a i l i n Chapters 4, 5, and 6. 

S t u d i e s i n Great B r i t a i n . McKennell and Thomas (1964) reported 
a number of f i n d i n g s which p a r a l l e l those of the National C l e a r i n g 
house, based on nationwide samples of adults and adolescents i n 
Great B r i t a i n . For example, they found t h a t , although males are 
s t i l l h e a v i e r smokers, the sex d i f f e r e n c e s have been narrowing for 
y e a r s . They found smoking to be n e g a t i v e l y r e l a t e d to s o c i a l c l a s s 
and l e v e l of education, and determined t h a t p a r e n t a l smoking prac
t i c e s r e l a t e d s t r o n g l y i n a p o s i t i v e d i r e c t i o n to t h e i r c h i l d r e n ' s 
p r o p e n s i t y to smoke. They a l s o discovered t h a t p a r e n t a l d i s a p p r o v a l 
of t h e i r c h i l d r e n smoking (as perceived by the c h i l d r e n ) was 
a s s o c i a t e d with c o n s i d e r a b l y lower l e v e l s of use. 
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There was a very strong, p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
proportion of a young person's peers who smoked and the p r o b a b i l i t y 
t h a t he was a smoker. F i n a l l y , those who were non-church goers and 
those who drank a l c o h o l i c beverages r e g u l a r l y were found to be 
c o n s i d e r a b l y more l i k e l y to be r e g u l a r smokers. 

P e r s o n a l i t y C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of Smokers. Smith (1969) provided 
a s u c c i n c t review of the c o n s i d e r a b l e l i t e r a t u r e on p e r s o n a l i t y 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s r e l a t e d to smoking. His view was t h a t the l i t e r a 
t u re supported only two c l e a r c o n c l u s i o n s : t h a t smokers are more 
" a n t i s o c i a l " on the average than non-smokers, and a l s o more e x t r o 
v e r t e d . Of the 32 a n a l y s e s he c i t e d d e a l i n g with a n t i s o c i a l 
tendencies ( i n c l u d i n g v a r i a b l e s such as r e b e l l i o u s n e s s , b e l l i g e r e n c e , 
defiance, misconduct, psychopathic deviance, and d i s a g r e e a b l e n e s s ) , 
27 showed a s i g n i f i c a n t , p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p between the a n t i s o c i a l 
tendency and smoking. Of the 2 5 a n a l y s e s he c i t e d which r e l a t e d 
smoking to e x t r o v e r s i o n , 22 y i e l d e d s t a t i s t i c a l l y - s i g n i f i c a n t , 
p o s i t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n s . 

In the present volume, we w i l l be d e a l i n g with delinquent 
behavior i n r e l a t i o n to smoking, and our f i n d i n g s turn out to be 
c o n s i s t e n t with those c i t e d by Smith. No measures of e x t r o v e r s i o n 
are t r e a t e d here.* 

Smith a l s o c i t e d r e s e a r c h evidence, but i n h i s opinion not 
c o n c l u s i v e evidence, which suggested t h a t smokers tend to have a 

•Unfortunately Smith's review focused on the s t a t i s t i c a l s i g n i f 
i c a n c e of d i f f e r e n c e s r a t h e r than t h e i r magnitude, so one must r e t u r n 
to the o r i g i n a l source m a t e r i a l to a s s e s s the r e a l importance of 
d i f f e r e n c e s found. Nor d i d he d e a l w i t h the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t t h i r d 
v a r i a b l e s on which smokers and non-smokers d i f f e r , socioeconomic 
l e v e l i n p a r t i c u l a r , might account f o r the p e r s o n a l i t y d i f f e r e n c e s 
c i t e d . 
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lower sense of i n t e r n a l c o n t r o l or personal e f f i c a c y ; to be more 
im p u l s i v e ; to be more o r a l ; and to have poorer "mental h e a l t h " than 
non-smokers. He concluded t h a t much re s e a r c h remains to be done 
before a reasonable understanding of the psychology of smoking i s 
achieved, and he presented some s p e c i f i c suggestions f or r e s e a r c h 
s t r a t e g i e s . Among h i s suggestions were the use of l o n g i t u d i n a l 
designs and m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s . 

Alcohol Use 

Alc o h o l use has long been considered worthy of study because 
of the s o c i a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o s t s a s s o c i a t e d with alcoholism. 
Very r e c e n t l y the p u b l i c ' s a t t e n t i o n has been drawn again to what 
some c a l l "the nation's number one drug problem," with p u b l i c i t y 
focusing on the incidence of e x c e s s i v e a l c o h o l use by those 
r e s p o n s i b l e f or t r a f f i c f a t a l i t i e s and crimes of v i o l e n c e . Alcohol 
i s probably the most widely used psychoactive substance i n America 
today, w i t h the exception of c a f f e i n e , and t h i s f a c t i s as t r u e 
among young people as i t i s among t h e i r e l d e r s . 

A N a t i o n a l Survey of College Students. Gallup (1971) reported 
t h a t of a n a t i o n a l sample of c o l l e g e students surveyed i n 1970, 
about one-half had used hard l i q u o r i n the previous t h i r t y days, 
one-half had used wine, and 60% had drunk beer. For each type of 
a l c o h o l i c beverage, about 80% of the sample reported having used i t 
at some time i n the p a s t . 

There were no sex d i f f e r e n c e s i n c u r r e n t use of beer (e.g., 
use i n the past t h i r t y days) and only modest d i f f e r e n c e s i n the use 
of wine and hard l i q u o r , w i t h males being the heavi e r u s e r s . Users 
of each of the i l l i c i t drugs (marijuana, h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, 
and b a r b i t u r a t e s ) reported higher than average use of a l l three 
types of a l c o h o l i c beverage. 
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A Nat i o n a l Adult Survey. I n an important 1965 n a t i o n a l survey 
of a d u l t s 21 ye a r s and o l d e r , Cahalan, C i s s i n , and C r o s s l e y (1969) 
were abl e to look q u i t e i n t e n s i v e l y a t American d r i n k i n g behaviors 
and a s s o c i a t e d f a c t o r s . They developed a f i v e - c a t e g o r y system f or 
c l a s s i f y i n g people based on the qu a n t i t y , frequency, and v a r i a b i l i t y 
of t h e i r a l c o h o l consumption. They c l a s s i f i e d 32% as " a b s t a i n e r s , " 
15% as "infrequent d r i n k e r s , " 28% as " l i g h t d r i n k e r s , " 13% as 
"moderate d r i n k e r s , " and 12% as "heavy d r i n k e r s . " The l a s t group 
includes people who drank at l e a s t weekly or more often with f i v e 
or more d r i n k s on some of those o c c a s i o n s . Only 22% had never used 
a l c o h o l i c beverages. 

C o n s i s t e n t with the Gallup r e s u l t s , a l a r g e r proportion of men 
than women used a l c o h o l , p a r t i c u l a r l y at the h e a v i e r l e v e l s of 
usage. While only 5% of the women were heavy d r i n k e r s , 21% of the 
men were so c l a s s i f i e d . H e a v i e s t d r i n k i n g was found i n the North
e a s t , w h i l e the South had r e l a t i v e l y low r a t e s of a l c o h o l use. I n 
the p r e s e n t study of young men, usage l e v e l s were found to be q u i t e 
s i m i l a r i n the d i f f e r e n t regions of the country, suggesting t h a t 
r e g i o n a l p a t t e r n s may be changing with newer genera t i o n s . 

Another f i n d i n g reported by Cahalan, e t a^. , which f a i l e d to 
match the r e s u l t s of the present study concerns the d i f f e r e n c e 
a s s o c i a t e d with u r b a n i c i t y . They found d r i n k i n g to be most p r e v a l e n t 
i n l a r g e c i t i e s and l e a s t p r e v a l e n t i n r u r a l a r e a s . The f i n d i n g s 
from the cu r r e n t study are j u s t the opposite, p o s s i b l y r e f l e c t i n g 
a g e n e r a t i o n a l s h i f t i n u r b a n i c i t y p a t t e r n s as w e l l . 

R a c i a l comparisons i n d i c a t e d very s i m i l a r usage d i s t r i b u t i o n s 
for b l a c k s and whites, p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r men. The present r e s e a r c h 
y i e l d s s i m i l a r r e s u l t s f o r adolescent males. I n r e l i g i o u s compari
sons, they found C a t h o l i c s to have a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y high number 
of r e g u l a r d r i n k e r s , p a r t i c u l a r l y C a t h o l i c men. 
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P a r e n t a l permissiveness about d r i n k i n g (as r e c a l l e d by the 
respondent) was found to be p o s i t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d with the 
respondent's own frequency of d r i n k i n g . ( R e c a l l t h a t McKennell and 
Thomas [1964] reported a s i m i l a r f i n d i n g i n r e l a t i o n to c i g a r e t t e 
smoking.) Also, heavy d r i n k i n g by one spouse proved to be more 
l i k e l y i f the other spouse drank h e a v i l y . 

The primary reasons given for d r i n k i n g by the m a j o r i t y of 
these a d u l t respondents were s o c i a l ones. The authors concluded 
tnat only about 29% of the d r i n k e r s could be c l a s s i f i e d as "escape 
d r i n k e r s . " To be so c l a s s i f i e d , a respondent had to i n d i c a t e t h a t 
two or more of the fo l l o w i n g f i v e were "very important" or " f a i r l y 
important" reasons f or t h e i r d r i n k i n g : i t helped them r e l a x ( 4 5 % ) ; 
i t cheered them up (25%); they needed to drink when tense and 
nervous (18%); i t helped them forg e t worries (15%); i t helped them 
forge t e v e r y t h i n g ( 7 % ) . S o c i a l reasons for d r i n k i n g were given high 
r a t i n g s by much l a r g e r proportions of the sample: to c e l e b r a t e 
s p e c i a l occasions (75%) ; to be s o c i a b l e (72%) ; and to be p o l i t e (59%) . 

I n examining p u b l i c a t t i t u d e s toward alcohol use, the i n v e s t i 
gators found a pronounced ambivalence. About th r e e - f o u r t h s of a l l 
respondents thought d r i n k i n g did more harm than good. The negative 
e f f e c t s they were most concerned about included h e a l t h , family l i f e , 
a c c i d e n t s , and economic and p s y c h o l o g i c a l consequences. On the 
p o s i t i v e s i d e , many f e l t t h a t d r i n k i n g helps people to mix s o c i a l l y 
(26%) and helps people to r e l a x ( 2 5 % ) . Over 40% of the respondents 
reported having c l o s e r e l a t i v e s with a s e r i o u s d r i n k i n g problem and 
31% a c l o s e f r i e n d with such a problem. About 9% s a i d they worried 
about t h e i r own d r i n k i n g . 

A very strong r e l a t i o n s h i p was found between c i g a r e t t e smoking 
and d r i n k i n g f or men (ranging from 38% of the a b s t a i n e r s smoking to 
60% of the heavy d r i n k e r s ) , but the r e l a t i o n s h i p was even more 
pronounced among women (ranging from 19% to 81% for the r e s p e c t i v e 
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groups). Experiences with i l l i c i t drugs were not asked about i n the 
study, so they could not be r e l a t e d to a l c o h o l use. 

F i n a l l y , two p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s were found to d i s t i n -
( U i ' h people who d r i n k to v a r y i n g degrees. The h e a v i e r d r i n k i n g 
groups scored somewhat higher than average on an index of i m p u l s i v i t y , 
w h i l e a b s t a i n e r s and i n f r e q u e n t d r i n k e r s were the l e a s t i m p u l s i v e . 
However, h e a v i e r d r i n k e r s came out lowest on an index of r i g i d i t y , 
and a b s t a i n e r s were c o n s i d e r a b l y higher than average. 

Surveys of High School Students. S e v e r a l of C a h a l a n 1 s c o l 
leagues a t the Rutgers Center of Alcohol S t u d i e s had conducted a 
p r i o r survey of n e a r l y 2000 high school students i n the e a r l y 1960's. 
(Maddox and McCall, 1964.) L i k e so many s t u d i e s i n the f i e l d , i t 
was l o c a l r a t h e r than n a t i o n a l i n scope. They drew t h e i r sample 
from the j u n i o r and s e n i o r c l a s s e s of t h r e e high schools i n a 
medium-sized Midwestern c i t y . 

The i l l i c i t nature of d r i n k i n g f o r the age group, a t l e a s t i n 
the e a r l y 1960's, was i n d i c a t e d by the f a c t t h a t respondents thought 
teen-age d r i n k i n g most often occurred a t " w i l d " or "unsupervised" 
p a r t i e s , and the most frequent l o c a t i o n s c i t e d were " s e c r e t , out of 
the way p l a c e s . " The i n v e s t i g a t o r s found t h a t personal approval of 
d r i n k i n g v a r i e d c o n s i d e r a b l y with the respondent's own use of 
a l c o h o l . While only 36% of the non-users thought d r i n k i n g was " a l l 
r i g h t , " about 84% of the u s e r s thought so. 

The teen-agers were asked to l i s t the t h r e e most important 
reasons why people t h e i r age drank. The most frequent mention 
(about 40% of the responses) was coded "to enhance conception of 
s e l f as smart and grown-up." About 30% of the mentions were "to be 
s o c i a b l e " or "to avoid being d i f f e r e n t or l e f t out," w h i l e l e s s than 
3% were coded "to reduce a n x i e t y . " 
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Maddox and McCall concluded t h a t the use of a l c o h o l " i s a 
s o c i a l l y s t r u c t u r e d and c u l t u r a l l y defined pattern of behavior to 
which almost a l l adolescents i n our s o c i e t y are exposed i n the 
process o f growing up and with which most of them sooner or l a t e r 
experiment." (p. 99) They emphasized the importance of a d u l t 
r o l e - p l a y i n g as a f a c t o r i n d r i n k i n g behavior by noting t h a t , when 
adulthood i s perceived as i n v o l v i n g a l c o h o l use (as i t i s i n most 
segments of American s o c i e t y ) , the i n c r e a s i n g i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of a 
young person with a d u l t s t a t u s i s l i k e l y to lead to h i s personal 
use of a l c o h o l . 

The Purdue Opinion Panel (March, 1969) conducted a l a t e r study 
on a l c o h o l use which was based on a broader sample but afforded l e s s 
in-depth a n a l y s e s . Using a l a r g e , non-random sample of high school 
students i n grades ten through twelve (which was reweighted to 
match a n a t i o n a l sample i n terms of demographic composition), the 
Purdue i n v e s t i g a t o r s asked a few questions about personal experiences 
and a t t i t u d e s r e l a t e d to a l c o h o l use. Since some of the questions 
had been included i n Purdue surveys done i n 1949 and 1957, c e r t a i n 
c r o s s - t i m e comparisons were p o s s i b l e . 

I t was found t h a t approval of a l c o h o l use had i n c r e a s e d over 
the twenty year period from 1949 to 1969. At the e a r l i e r date 59% 
of the h i g h school students expressed disapproval of the use of 
i n t o x i c a n t s , but by 1969 the proportion had dropped to 37%. Approxi
mately 30% i n d i c a t e d a p o s i t i o n of n e u t r a l i t y on the i s s u e on both 
o c c a s i o n s . G i r l s were g e n e r a l l y more disapproving than boys a t both 
times. 

The data a l s o suggested t h a t young people may begin d r i n k i n g 
a t an e a r l i e r age i n recent y e a r s . I n 1957 only 27% of the high 
school students i n d i c a t e d t h a t they had taken t h e i r f i r s t drink by 
age 14, but by 1969 the percent had jumped to 55%. However, there 
was a v e r y high non-response r a t e i n 1957, over 40%, which was 
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i n t e r p r e t e d by the authors as i n d i c a t i n g no use of a l c o h o l , but 
which could a l s o be i n t e r p r e t e d as r e f l e c t i n g high concealment; 
t h e r e f o r e the f i n d i n g s must be t r e a t e d as very t e n t a t i v e . 

I n the 19 69 survey, 36% of the teen-agers s a i d n e i t h e r of t h e i r 
parents drank, whi l e 39% s a i d both parents drank. More p a r e n t a l 
d r i n k i n g was reported i n the higher socioeconomic l e v e l homes and 
i n the E a s t e r n and Midwestern regions of the country. 

Some 45% s a i d t h e i r parents forbade them to dr i n k , while an 
a d d i t i o n a l 24% s a i d d r i n k i n g was permitted only a t home. These 
p a r e n t a l r e s t r i c t i o n s did not seem to be much d i f f e r e n t f o r boys 
than f or g i r l s nor for tenth, e l e v e n t h , or t w e l f t h graders. Fewer 
parents were reported as forbidding a l c o h o l use i n 1969 than i n 
1957, i n d i c a t i n g some r e l a x a t i o n of a d u l t as w e l l as adolescent 
mores i n r e l a t i o n to a l c o h o l use by young people. 

The Use of I l l e g a l Drugs 

A g r e a t d e a l of the e x i s t i n g r e s e a r c h on the use of i l l e g a l 
drugs (such as marijuana, h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s 
and the o p i a t e s ) s u f f e r s from some r a t h e r severe methodological 
l i m i t a t i o n s . Many s t u d i e s have s t a r t e d with populations of known 
drug u s e r s , often p a t i e n t s i n r e h a b i l i t a t i v e programs, and have 
t r i e d to work back the chain of c a u s a t i o n using r e t r o s p e c t i v e data. 
The l i m i t a t i o n s of t h i s " a f t e r the f a c t " method, i n terms of 
v a l i d i t y of the data, r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s of the sample, absence of 
c o n t r o l data, and g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y to wider populations are w e l l 
documented i n the l i t e r a t u r e . 

Many other s t u d i e s - - i n f a c t most o t h e r s — h a v e i n v o l v e d surveys 
of normal but g e o g r a p h i c a l l y very l i m i t e d populations, such as 
p a r t i c u l a r schools or towns. The information on usage r a t e s , 
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a t t i t u d e s , and so f o r t h are obviously of r e s t r i c t e d g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y , 
although t h i s f a c t i s u n f o r t u n a t e l y often overlooked by both the 
i n v e s t i g a t o r s and the media. 

Such s t u d i e s a l s o have the disadvantage of l i m i t e d v a r i a t i o n 
i n p o t e n t i a l l y important c a u s a l f a c t o r s — p a r t i c u l a r l y d i f f e r e n t 
types of s o c i a l environments—with the r e s u l t t h a t the e f f e c t s of 
such f a c t o r s cannot be a s s e s s e d . F i n a l l y , most such s t u d i e s are 
c r o s s - s e c t i o n a l snapshots at one point i n time, which leave the 
d i r e c t i o n of c a u s a l i t y between r e l a t e d v a r i a b l e s very much open to 
q u e s t i o n . 

Berg (1970) summarized most of the r e s e a r c h and l i t e r a t u r e on 
n a t u r a l populations up to 1970 i n a very thorough review a r t i c l e . 
Of the 69 surveys she i n c l u d e d in her compilation, the v a s t m a j o r i t y 
were s t u d i e s i n s i n g l e i n s t i t u t i o n s and, according to her, ""rather 
haphazard i n design." Only four involved n a t i o n a l samples, t h r e e 
of c o l l e g e students and one of the adult population. Gallup 
conducted a l l of the c o l l e g e p o l l s , one under c o n t r a c t with Reader's 

Digest (1967), one for NeweDeek (1969), and one independently 
(Gallup and Davies, 1969). The s i n g l e survey of adults 21 
years of age and over was a l s o conducted by Gallup (Gallup Opinion 
Index, 1969b). 

N a t i o n a l College Surveys. Since Berg's o r i g i n a l review a r t i c l e , 
more n a t i o n a l c o l l e g e surveys have been conducted, s e v e r a l of which 
she c i t e s i n a more r e c e n t p u b l i c a t i o n supplementing the o r i g i n a l 
a r t i c l e (Berg and Broecker, 1972). These i n c l u d e Gergen, Gergen, 
and Morse (1971), Playboy (1970, 1971), Groves, R o s s i , and 
G r a f s t e i n (1970) , and Gallup (1971) . Gallup has s i n c e completed an 
a d d i t i o n a l c o l l e g e p o l l i n l a t e 1971 (Gallup Opinion Index, 1972). 

The Gallup data provide the best information on trends cur
r e n t l y a v a i l a b l e . They show a continuing r i s e i n the use of 
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marijuana a c r o s s the time i n t e r v a l s covered, with 51% of c o l l e g e 
students i n l a t e 1971 saying they had a t l e a s t t r i e d marijuana once, 
up from 42% i n 1970 and 22% i n 1969. According to Gallup, h a l l u 
cinogen use has a l s o been r i s i n g on the campus from 4% i n 1969 say
ing they had ever used i t to 14% i n 1970 and then to 18% i n 1971. 
Amphetamines were only included i n h i s 1970 and 1971 su r v e y s , and 
the percent r e p o r t i n g ever having used them climbed from 16% to 22%. 
B a r b i t u r a t e use, on the other hand, seems to have peaked a t 15%, 
the r a t e reported i n 1970 and 1971, a f t e r a r i s e from 10% i n 1969. 
The most recent survey, made i n l a t e 1971 (Gallup Index,1972) 
included heroin and cocaine f o r the f i r s t time, so no trends are 
a v a i l a b l e . Only about 2% reported having ever used heroin, but a 
s u r p r i s i n g 7% reported experience with cocaine. 

While the above f i n d i n g s tend to i n d i c a t e a continuing sharp 
r i s e i n usage r a t e s on campus for most i l l i c i t drugs, they may be 
somewhat misleading, s i n c e they include a l l people who say they 
"ever used" the drug. There i s co n s i d e r a b l e evidence i n the 
s t a t i s t i c s concerning active use t h a t the upward trend i n drug use 
may have peaked. Between 1970 and 1971 the percent r e p o r t i n g use 
of marijuana i n the p r i o r t h i r t y - d a y period i n c r e a s e d only a l i t t l e 
(from 28% to 30%) ; hallucinogen use for the same period dropped 
(from 6% to 4%) as did b a r b i t u r a t e use (from 5% to 4%) ; and ampheta
mine use rose only s l i g h t l y (from 7% to 8 % ) . F u r t h e r the p r o f i l e 
of a c t i v e drug use for the incoming freshman c l a s s e s i n each of the 
two y e a r s were very s i m i l a r , perhaps i n d i c a t i n g a peaking of a c t i v e 
use i n the high schools as w e l l . 

G a l l u p r e p o r t s c o l l e g e men to have a higher i n c i d e n c e of use 
of a l l of the drugs than c o l l e g e women. For example, i n the 1971 
survey, 23% of the female respondents had used marijuana i n the 
preceding t h i r t y - d a y period versus 36% of the male respondents. 
The l e v e l of education a t t a i n e d by the respondent's f a t h e r was 
found to be p o s i t i v e l y a s s o c i a t e d with use of a l l of the i l l i c i t 
drugs except heroin. 
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Gergen, Gergen, and Morse (1972) r e c e n t l y reported on a l a r g e 
s c a l e n a t i o n a l survey of c o l l e g e students, focusing p a r t i c u l a r l y on 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p of marijuana use to three c l a s s e s of v a r i a b l e s : 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the educ a t i o n a l i n s t i t u t i o n s , s o c i a l and personal 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the students, and personal r e a c t i o n s to the 
Vietnam War. Based on a survey completed i n e a r l y 1970 on a sample 
of 5000 c o l l e g e students ( l o c a t e d i n 38 c o l l e g e s and 5 j u n i o r 
c o l l e g e s ) , the i n v e s t i g a t o r s reported t h a t 37% had used marijuana 
a t some time i n the p a s t , 12% had used hallucinogens such as LSD, 
8% had used s t i m u l a n t s or depressants, and 2% had used heroin or 
cocaine. Marijuana was used by over 96% of the u s e r s of heroin or 
cocaine and 85% of the u s e r s of s t i m u l a n t s and depressants. 

The i n s t i t u t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which they found to be 
a s s o c i a t e d with higher than average marijuana use included being 
l o c a t e d a t a c o l l e g e i n the Northeastern or Western regions of the 
country, being a t a l a r g e r i n s t i t u t i o n , being a t a non-denominational 
i n s t i t u t i o n , and attending an a l l - m a l e or a l l - f e m a l e school. Usage 
was lowest f or both males and females among those who attended 
coeducational i n s t i t u t i o n s . The d i f f i c u l t y of gaining admission to 
the school was found to be d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to marijuana use, with 
usage r a t e s ranging from 23% i n the l e a s t competitive group up to 
56% i n the most competitive one. 

Among the student c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s found to be p o s i t i v e l y r e l a t e d 
to marijuana use were the e d u c a t i o n a l attainment of the student's 
f a t h e r , the l e v e l of education to which the student himself a s p i r e d , 
and the student's grade-point average i n c o l l e g e . ( I n the present 
study, grade-point average i n the freshman year of c o l l e g e turned 
out to be unr e l a t e d to c o l l e g e grades. Those majoring i n s o c i a l 
s c i e n c e s , the humanities, and the a r t s were a l s o r e l a t i v e l y more 
l i k e l y t o use marijuana.) 
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I n examining the r e l a t i o n s h i p of marijuana use to r e l i g i o u s 
p r e f e r e n c e , they found that those who defined themselves as Jewish 
had a much higher than average l e v e l of use ( 6 2 % ) . Those r e p o r t i n g 
no a f f i l i a t i o n with a recognized r e l i g i o u s group had the h i g h e s t 
i n c i d e n c e of use ( 6 9 % ) . 

Reaction to the Vietnam War was found to be the most important 
" p r e d i c t o r " of marijuana use i n the study. Of those who supported 
u n i l a t e r a l withdrawal by the U.S., 60% used marijuana, v e r s u s 41% 
of those d e s i r i n g u n i l a t e r a l , phased withdrawal and 17% of those 
d e s i r i n g anything l e s s than some kind of u n i l a t e r a l withdrawal. 
S i m i l a r d i s t r i b u t i o n s emerged when the sample was d i v i d e d according 
to p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n anti-war demonstrations and according to per
sonal d i s l i k e f o r P r e s i d e n t Nixon. (Those who demonstrated a g a i n s t 
the war and who most d i s l i k e d the P r e s i d e n t were the h e a v i e s t u s e r s . ) 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p between the use of a l l drugs and a l i e n a t i o n 
from the war (as w e l l as the p o l i t i c a l order g e n e r a l l y ) are examined 
i n Chapter 7 of the present volume. Our r e s u l t s are q u i t e c o n s i s t e n t 
with those of Gergen, e t a l • 

A b r i e f p r e l i m i n a r y report was r e c e n t l y r e l e a s e d on a l a r g e -
s c a l e survey of l i f e s t y l e s on campus, under the d i r e c t i o n of Peter 
R o s s i at Johns Hopkins (Groves, R o s s i , and G r a f s t e i n , 1970). Based 
on 1969 data from about 8000 freshman and j u n i o r s a t f i f t y c o l l e g e s 
a c r o s s the country, they found t h a t the g r e a t m a j o r i t y disapproved 
of the non-medical use of heroin, p s y c h e d e l i c s , and " p i l l s " (pre
sumably amphetamines and b a r b i t u r a t e s ) . About an equal number of 
students approved of marijuana use as disapproved of i t . 

Users of each drug, when asked to check the one or two most 
important reasons f o r use, i n d i c a t e d q u i t e d i f f e r e n t reasons f o r 
d i f f e r e n t drugs. Marijuana, l i k e a l c o h o l , had 52% i n d i c a t i n g t h a t 
the primary reason f o r use was "to get p l e a s u r e , to get moderately 
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high, f e e l good." However, the second-ranked reason for marijuana 
use was "to use with others, to enjoy the e f f e c t s together," where
as for a l c o h o l use i t was "to be s o c i a b l e and f e e l comfortable with 
other u s e r s . " 

The major reasons f o r u s i n g p s y c h e d e l i c s were "to produce 
i n t e n s e , e x c i t i n g e x p e r i e n c e s " and "to explore the i n n e r - s e l f or 
enhance c r e a t i v i t y . " " P i l l s " were taken most often "to help with 
work, performance, or weight," then came "to experiment once or 
t w i c e , " followed by "to r e l a x , to reduce anxiety or t e n s i o n , to 
help s l e e p . " 

Users were a l s o asked t o r a t e how s a t i s f y i n g t h e i r experiences 
had u s u a l l y been with each drug. The modal {and median) answer of 
"moderately s a t i s f y i n g " r e s u l t e d for tobacco, a l c o h o l , p i l l s , and 
heroin. (There were only 48 s e l f - r e p o r t e d heroin u s e r s . ) For 
marijuana and p s y c h e d e l i c s , however, the modal (most f r e q u e n t l y 
chosen) answer was "very s a t i s f y i n g . " 

N a t i o n a l Adult Surveys. I n h i s 1969 i n t e r v i e w survey of the 
a d u l t population, Gallup found only 4% admitting to the use of 
marijuana. Usage r a t e s were by f a r the h i g h e s t among the young, of 
course; but were a l s o higher than average for males, the more 
educated, those from urban a r e a s , and those from the West and the 
E a s t . Use of marijuana was admitted by 9% of the a d u l t respondents 
i n the West. Unfortunately, no other i l l e g a l drugs were included 
i n t h a t survey. 

CBS conducted a telephone i n t e r v i e w survey i n August, 1970, of 
the n a t i o n a l adult population 18 years of age and older (Geiger, 
1971). Based on 1128 completed i n t e r v i e w s , the following informa
t i o n was secured on people's use of (or t h e i r exposure to) marijuana. 
About 6% had at l e a s t t r i e d i t , 7% s a i d they would l i k e to t r y i t , 
and another 12% who had n e i t h e r t r i e d i t nor wanted to t r y i t s a i d 
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they had f r i e n d s who used i t . Again, use was highest among the 
young, with 21% of the 18-24 year olds r e p o r t i n g p r i o r use, 9% of 
the 25-29 year o l d s , 7% of the 30-34 year o l d s , and 2% of those 35 
and over. These sharp d i f f e r e n c e s between f a i r l y c l o s e age groups 
i n d i c a t e the dramatic speed with which drug use emerged among the 
young. I t a l s o seems to i n d i c a t e t h a t those who passed the c o l 
lege y e a r s without having t r i e d marijuana are much l e s s l i k e l y to 
t r y i t than are those of a younger age. There i s a t present no 
n a t i o n a l information on the use of other i l l e g a l drugs by a d u l t s . 

Other Work i n the F i e l d . Richard Blum, i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n with 
others, p u b l i s h e d two volumes on drugs i n 1970, Society and Drugs 

and Students and Drugs. These c o n t a i n a h i s t o r i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e on 
the use of many drugs as w e l l as a c o n s i d e r a b l e amount of r e s e a r c h 
on, and d i s c u s s i o n of, t h e i r contemporary m a n i f e s t a t i o n s . While 
not working with n a t i o n a l data, these i n v e s t i g a t o r s do have samples 
of a number of c o l l e g e s and high schools for t h e i r data base. Blum 
and A s s o c i a t e s (1972a, 1972b) have subsequently published two-addi
t i o n a l books of importance, one d e a l i n g with the r o l e of the f a m i l y 
i n drug use and the second focusing on drug d e a l e r s . 

Other r e f e r e n c e s which the reader may f i n d u s e f u l i n e x p l o r i n g 
the drug l i t e r a t u r e i n c l u d e Goode (1969, 1970), who has w r i t t e n 
e x t e n s i v e l y on marijuana use; and the International Journal of the 

Addictions, perhaps the most important j o u r n a l i n the drug r e s e a r c h 
f i e l d . 

Forthcoming Research. The reader should a l s o be aware of 
s e v e r a l n a t i o n a l surveys of drug use which w i l l be p u b l i s h e d i n the 
near f u t u r e . The nationwide c o l l e g e survey under the d i r e c t i o n of 
Peter R o s s i , a l r e a d y mentioned, should be i s s u i n g f u r t h e r r e p o r t s 
f a i r l y soon. Another very l a r g e study of drug use i s underway a t 
Columbia's School of P u b l i c Health under the d i r e c t i o n of Dr. Jack 
E l i n s o n . I t i s a l o n g i t u d i n a l study of some 35,000 j u n i o r and 
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s e n i o r high school students, the f i r s t wave of which was completed 
i n the s p r i n g of 1971. Presumably some major p u b l i c a t i o n s w i l l be 
forthcoming from t h a t group soon. 

F i n a l l y , the P r e s i d e n t ' s Commission on Marijuana and Drug 
Abuse sponsored a 1971 n a t i o n a l survey of a d u l t s and young people 
d e a l i n g w i t h drug use and r e l a t e d a t t i t u d e s . The f i r s t report of 
t h a t Commission, focusing s p e c i f i c a l l y on marijuana, was i s s u e d i n 
1972 along with some of the survey r e s u l t s . * The second r e p o r t , 
d e a l i n g w i t h the use of other i l l i c i t drugs i s due for p u b l i c a t i o n 
i n 1973. 

However, d e s p i t e the number of forthcoming works, the f a c t 
remains t h a t at present there i s r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e information from 
n a t i o n a l samples on drug behavior and drug a t t i t u d e s — p a r t i c u l a r l y 
surveys which i n c l u d e the non-college p o p u l a t i o n — a n d what l i t t l e 
t here i s has been gathered more for o p i n i o n - p o l l purposes than for 
in-depth a n a l y s i s . Therefore, we hope to be able to f i l l i n some 
of the gaps i n present understanding of drug behavior among American 
youth by bringing to bear the power of m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s on the 
n a t i o n a l l y r e p r e s e n t a t i v e data base of the Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n Study, 
of which the present r e s e a r c h i s but one p a r t . 

THE YOUTH IN TRANSITION STUDY 

Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n i s a long-term study of young men i n a 
s i n g l e high school c l a s s . O r i g i n a l l y conceived of as a study of 

*Because the v a s t m a j o r i t y of the t e x t of t h i s volume was 
completed by the time the f i r s t r eport of the P r e s i d e n t ' s Commission 
became a v a i l a b l e , no attempt has been made to i n t e g r a t e the r e s u l t s 
of t h a t r e p o r t with the main body of t h i s t e x t . However, some of 
the Commission f i n d i n g s of p a r t i c u l a r r e l e v a n c e to the present work 
are noted i n an epilogue to t h i s volume. 
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the causes and e f f e c t s of dropping out of high school, i t i s com
p r i s e d of four s e q u e n t i a l data c o l l e c t i o n s from a n a t i o n a l sample 
of young men over a period of about four y e a r s . 

The Sample 

The sample was drawn to be r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the n a t i o n a l 
population of boys who were s t a r t i n g tenth grade i n p u b l i c high 
schools i n the c o n t i n e n t a l United S t a t e s i n the f a l l of 1966, i . e . , 
those who would become the c l a s s of 1969. Approximately 2200 young 
men l o c a t e d i n 87 high schools a c r o s s the country were s e l e c t e d i n 
the i n i t i a l sample (See F i g u r e 1-1). 

A t h r e e - s t a g e random sampling procedure was used. F i r s t , the 
76 Primary Sampling Units (PSU's) used by the Survey Research Center 
were s e l e c t e d as the geographical domains for f u r t h e r sampling.* 
Within each of 88 s t r a t a , a s i n g l e high school was randomly sampled, 
with the p r o b a b i l i t y of s e l e c t i n g each school being proportionate 
to i t s estimated number of tenth-grade male students. (Since we 
wanted to draw e q u a l - s i z e d samples i n each school, i t was n e c e s s a r y 
to i n c l u d e a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e number of l a r g e schools because they 
contained a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e number of students.) 

O r i g i n a l l y , 88 schools were asked to p a r t i c i p a t e : 71 agreed 
to do so, while the remaining 17 d e c l i n e d for a v a r i e t y of reasons. 
Replacement schools were l o c a t e d i n the same s t r a t a for 16 out of 
the 17 d e c l i n i n g s c h o o l s . 

*The Primary Sampling Units are geographical areas which have 
been s e l e c t e d as c o n t a i n i n g a population r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the 
population of the c o n t i n e n t a l United S t a t e s based on the I960 Census. 
Since some PSU's r e p r e s e n t more than a s i n g l e sampling stratum of 
the population, there are a c t u a l l y 88 s t r a t a represented i n the 76 
Primary Sampling U n i t s . 
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FIGURE 1-1 

LOCATION OF SAMPLING CLUSTERS 

A predetermined number of tenth-grade boys were then randomly 
sampled i n each of the s e l e c t e d high s c h o o l s . Roughly e q u a l - s i z e d 
samples were drawn, averaging around 25 boys per school. (Complete 
d e t a i l s of the r e s e a r c h design are given i n Bachman, e t al_. , 1967 , 
Chapter 3.) 

The Four Data C o l l e c t i o n s 

The fourth data c o l l e c t i o n , made i n the spring of 1970, i s the 
one of primary concern for t h i s volume, f o r i t contained the ques
t i o n s d e a l i n g s p e c i f i c a l l y with drugs. However, v a r i a b l e s measured 
a t other points i n time w i l l be d e a l t with here, so a short s y n o p s i s 
of the f u l l sequence w i l l be presented. 

The i n i t i a l data c o l l e c t i o n was conducted i n the high schools 
when the respondents were j u s t beginning tenth grade ( f a l l , 1966). 
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I t e n t a i l e d a two-hour personal i n t e r v i e w , a group-administered 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e of co n s i d e r a b l e length, and a b a t t e r y of group-
administered t e s t s . A l l instruments were administered by a p r o f e s 
s i o n a l i n t e r v i e w e r from the Survey Research Center. Over 97 percent 
of the t o t a l sample of boys i n v i t e d to p a r t i c i p a t e did so, p r o v i d i n g 
a highly a c c u r a t e i n i t i a l sample and a r i c h s e t of i n i t i a l data f o r 
analyzing the nature of eventual panel a t t r i t i o n . 

A l l data c o l l e c t i o n s a f t e r the f i r s t were conducted a t l o c a 
t i o n s other than the s c h o o l — s e t t i n g s which were judged to be more 
" n e u t r a l " f o r drop-outs. Various l o c a t i o n s were secured, depending 
upon the a v a i l a b l e f a c i l i t i e s i n each neighborhood, i n c l u d i n g com
munity c e n t e r s , l i b r a r i e s , church basements, and so on. I n t e r v i e w e r s 
sought l o c a t i o n s near to the school which would a f f o r d p r i v a c y . 

The second a d m i n i s t r a t i o n took p l a c e i n the s p r i n g of 1968, a 
.point corresponding to the end of the j u n i o r y e a r . I t included an 
int e r v i e w and paper-and-pencil q u e s t i o n n a i r e , which altogether-took 
respondents about three hours to complete. The t h i r d c o l l e c t i o n , 
made j u s t p r i o r to the point of normal graduation from high s c h o o l , 
was comprised only of q u e s t i o n n a i r e s , which were administered to 
small groups of respondents. 

The f o u r t h and most r e c e n t data c o l l e c t i o n was made i n the 
spring of 1970, a poin t corresponding to one year a f t e r normal high 
school graduation. Once more, " n e u t r a l s i t e s " were used and 
respondents were paid ten d o l l a r s for p a r t i c i p a t i o n . The two-hour 
in t e r v i e w was r e i n s t a t e d and an i n d i v i d u a l l y - a d m i n i s t e r e d s e t of 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e s , which took about one and one-half hours to complete, 
was a l s o i n c l u d e d . One of these q u e s t i o n n a i r e s contained a l l of the 
questions i n t h i s study d e a l i n g s p e c i f i c a l l y with drugs. Of the 
o r i g i n a l sample, 71% were secured f o r p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n t h i s f o u r t h 
data c o l l e c t i o n . The importance of the panel a t t r i t i o n w i l l be 
dis c u s s e d below. 
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The Drug Questionnaire 

A l l questions concerning drugs a t Time 4 were included i n four 
pages of a s h o r t " C o n f i d e n t i a l Information Questionnaire," which i s 
presented i n i t s e n t i r e t y i n Appendix B. Questions were asked 
concerning the respondent's own use of seven drugs both during and 
a f t e r high school; the number of f r i e n d s he had who used the v a r i o u s 
drugs; h i s own a t t i t u d e s about drug use; the extent to which he 
thought marijuana and heroin were a c c e s s i b l e to him; and the p l a c e s 
he would t u r n for help i n the event he got i n t o trouble with drugs. 

T h i s q u e s t i o n n a i r e , which contained an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n number 
but not the young man's name, was completed by the respondent work
ing alone i n a s u f f i c i e n t l y p r i v a t e s e t t i n g t h a t no one could view 
h i s answers. Once f i n i s h e d , he sealed the q u e s t i o n n a i r e i n a spe
c i a l envelope to ensure t h a t i t would not be read by the i n t e r v i e w e r . 
I t was mailed to Ann Arbor i n a l a r g e r envelope by the i n t e r v i e w e r 
along w i t h the other m a t e r i a l s , and the respondent was assured t h a t 
h i s answers always would remain i n s t r i c t confidence. (A more 
d e t a i l e d d e s c r i p t i o n of the s i t u a t i o n i s presented i n Appendix A i n 
the context of a d i s c u s s i o n of the v a l i d i t y of the data.) 

A NOTE ON METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 

Two major methodological questions are p a r t i c u l a r l y germane to 
the r e s u l t s presented i n t h i s volume. They concern the r e p r e s e n t a 
t i v e n e s s of the sample at Time 4, upon which a l l of the drug data 
are based, and the v a l i d i t y of the answers given to the drug-use 
quest i o n s i n g e n e r a l . Both of these i s s u e s are t r e a t e d i n more 
depth i n Appendix A for the reader wishing to explore them f u r t h e r , 
but the b a s i c conclusions are summarized here. 
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Representativeness of the Sample 

By the fourth data c o l l e c t i o n , some 29% of the o r i g i n a l sample 
had been l o s t from the study f or a v a r i e t y of reasons. A f t e r com
paring the composition of the r e t a i n e d sample to that of the 
o r i g i n a l sample along a number of important dimensions, and examin
ing the reasons f or panel l o s s , we concluded t h a t the population 
e s t i m a t e s of such things as drug use were probably changed very 
l i t t l e due to panel a t t r i t i o n . Where drug use i s i t s e l f presumed 
to be a cause of n o n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n , an assumption we make only f o r 
heroin a t an a d d i c t i v e l e v e l , we conclude t h e r e i s l i k e l y to be a 
sy s t e m a t i c underestimate of use--though as a proportion of the 
sample t h i s should be a very small underestimate. 

High school dropouts were the one subgroup we know to be 
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y underrepresented i n the r e t a i n e d sample. They a r e 
estimated to comprise 18% of those who were i n the o r i g i n a l sample, 
but comprised only 10% of the Time 4 respondents. A f t e r e x p l o r i n g 
at some length the consequences of reweighting the responding 
sample to compensate for d i f f e r e n t i a l r e t e n t i o n r a t e s - - a s i n the 
case of d r o p o u t s — i t was concluded t h a t such reweighting would a l t e r 
the population estimates extremely l i t t l e , too l i t t l e to j u s t i f y the 
added complexity. Examples of such c o r r e c t i o n s are presented i n 
Appendix A. 

V a l i d i t y of the Answers 

One of the f i r s t q u e s t i o n s r a i s e d whenever one presents survey 
r e s e a r c h f i n d i n g s concerning i l l e g a l behaviors i s whether the 
respondents have r e a l l y been honest. I s i t not reasonable to assume 
t h a t people w i l l l i e about such matters to p r o t e c t themselves from 
embarrassment and p o s s i b l y even from s e l f - i n c r i m i n a t i o n ? 
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N a t u r a l l y , the i n v e s t i g a t o r s were concerned about these ques
t i o n s . We took p a r t i c u l a r pains to reduce such motivations to l i e 
and, f u r t h e r , to i n c r e a s e the respondent's p o s i t i v e d e s i r e to be 
honest. The s i t u a t i o n provided p r i v a c y , and the qu e s t i o n n a i r e 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and handling was designed to assure the c o n f i d e n t i 
a l i t y of the respondent's answers. The i n s t r u c t i o n s emphasized the 
importance of r e s e a r c h on the s u b j e c t of drugs; and we t r i e d to 
communicate to the respondents, both i n the i n s t r u c t i o n s and by 
i n c l u d i n g c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l among the drugs, a p o s i t i o n of 
n e u t r a l i t y and o b j e c t i v i t y on the pa r t of the r e s e a r c h e r s . 

One must a s s e s s the success of our e f f o r t s through i n f e r e n c e , 
s i n c e no d e f i n i t i v e sources of information are a v a i l a b l e concerning 
whether each respondent a c t u a l l y used drugs. The i n v e s t i g a t o r s 
conclude from the i n f e r e n t i a l data a v a i l a b l e t h a t the v a l i d i t y of 
the s e l f — r e p o r t e d answers i s qu i t e high. Among the f a c t s leading 
to t h i s c o n c l u s i o n are (a) n e a r l y 40% of the sample admitted to 
some i l l e g a l drug behavior, (b) the percent of missing data i n t h i s 
s e c t i o n was about normal, (c) the proportion of non-users i s 
c o n s i s t e n t with the proportion who say they disapprove of drug use, 
(d) the drug use questions r e l a t e s t r o n g l y and i n expected d i r e c 
t i o n s to v a r i a b l e s such as the i n d i v i d u a l ' s drug-related a t t i t u d e s 
and h i s re p o r t s of drug use by h i s f r i e n d s , (e) strong r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
are a l s o found to be d i f f e r e n t , but t h e o r e t i c a l l y r e l a t e d v a r i a b l e s , 
and ( f) other methodological s t u d i e s suggest t h a t our methods should 
e l i c i t a r e l a t i v e l y high degree of " t r u t h t e l l i n g . " I n sum, we are 
i n c l i n e d to view the c o l l e c t i v e answers of our respondents about 
drug use and r e l a t e d matters as being g u i t e accurate. 
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Chapter 2 

The Use of Drugs During 
and After High School 

One important f a c t should be kept i n mind when reading the 
following s t a t i s t i c s on the prevalence of drug usage; namely, t h a t 
what we have here are f i g u r e s based on a s i n g l e graduating c l a s s of 
students as they pass through a p a r t i c u l a r c h r o n o l o g i c a l stage of 
development. Thus, whi l e they may be q u i t e accurate d e s c r i p t i o n s 
of usage r a t e s i n t h a t group of young people ( i . e . , the high school 
c l a s s of 1969), they may be l e s s a c c u r a t e f o r preceding and f o l 
lowing c l a s s e s . (This i s probably l e s s t r u e f o r the l e g a l drugs 
i n v e s t i g a t e d — c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l . ) Rates of i l l e g a l drug usage 
have been changing r a p i d l y , and may continue changing; but, many of 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p s and dynamics d i s c o v e r e d here are l i k e l y to remain 
f a i r l y s t a b l e a c r o s s a number of c l a s s e s . T h i s f a c t , i n conjunc
t i o n with the s e r i o u s l a c k of good n a t i o n a l information on drug 
usage for any c l a s s of high school students, make the e x p l o r a t i o n 
of these s t a t i s t i c s s t i l l very worthwhile. 

THE USE OF DRUGS DURING THE HIGH SCHOOL YEARS 

One f r e q u e n t l y hears t h a t the use of i l l e g a l drugs i s f i l t e r 
ing down to younger and younger age groups. While we u n f o r t u n a t e l y 
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do not have evidence on the age at which our respondents f i r s t t r i e d 
these drugs, we do have information about the prevalence and i n t e n 
s i t y of drug usage among these young people before the point of high 
school graduation. Table 2-1 presents the f i g u r e s f o r seven drugs 
along w i t h the o r i g i n a l question, which was asked r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y 
one year a f t e r the m a j o r i t y of the c l a s s graduated.* The reader 
may wish t o take a moment to f a m i l i a r i z e himself with the question, 
s i n c e i t and another l i k e i t are the sources of the major dependent 
v a r i a b l e s for t h i s book.** 

I t should be noted t h a t p a r t i c u l a r drugs or c l a s s e s of drugs 
chosen f o r i n c l u s i o n here are by no means an exhaustive s e t of a l l 
p s y c h o a c t i v e substances c u r r e n t l y i n use. They were chosen from 
the l a r g e r s e t on the b a s i s of t h e i r presumed s o c i a l and medical 
importance, as w e l l as on t h e i r prevalence of use. Among the 
substances missing from the s e t are c a f f e i n , glue, a e r o s o l s , and 

*A r e l a t i v e l y s mall f r a c t i o n (9.3%) of the sample on .which 
these s t a t i s t i c s are based i s composed of young men who dropped out 
of high s c h o o l a t some point a f t e r the beginning of tenth grade. 
Th i s group i s d i s c u s s e d s e p a r a t e l y i n Chapter 5 but i s a l s o included 
i n the s t a t i s t i c s throughout, s i n c e they comprise p a r t of the grade 
cohort. References to drug usage "during high school y e a r s " 
i n c l u d e s the dropouts even though they were not i n high school for 
some p o r t i o n of t h a t time i n t e r v a l . 

* * R e c a l l the question was asked during the fourth data c o l l e c 
t i o n or l a t e s p r i n g , 1 9 7 0 — a time which corresponded to one year 
after graduation for the v a s t m a j o r i t y . Therefore, i t asks for 
r e t r o s p e c t i v e i n f o r m a t i o n — d r u g taking which occurred p r i o r to the 
twelve month i n t e r v a l j u s t ended. The v a l i d i t y of such r e t r o 
s p e c t i v e data i s , of course, open to question. However, the f a c t 
t h a t the t e r m i n a t i o n of the time i n t e r v a l i n question i s c l e a r l y 
demarcated by a major event l i k e high school graduation, and the 
f a c t t h a t the behaviors being asked about have such great s i g n i f i 
cance to young people, suggest the respondents should have been 
able to r e c a l l f a i r l y a c c u r a t e l y t h e i r own drug r e l a t e d behaviors 
during high school. 
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TABLE 2-1 
Drug Use During Che High School Years 

Percentage Frequencies 

Previous to this past year (that i s , 
before l a s t summer), how often had 
you done this for other than medi
cal reasons ? 
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CU 01 tu ta
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CD (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

(a) Smoked cigarettes 

(b) Smoked marijuana (pot, grass) 
or hashish 

(c) Taken amphetamines (pep p i l l s , 
bennies, speed, uppers) 

(d) Taken barbiturates (yellow j a c 
kets , red devils, downers) 

(e) Taken heroin (smack, horse, "H") 

(f) Taken hallucinogens (LSD, mesca
line , peyote, etc.) 

(g) Used alcoholic beverages 
(liquor, beer, wine) 

36.2 7.5 5.4 5.5 11.6 33.7 1.6 

1.4 4.9 4.1 3.8 6.6 79.3 1.8 

0.8 1.1 1.8 2.6 3.7 90.0 1.2 

0.2 0.5 1.6 1.6 2.3 93.7 1-4 

0.3 0-3 0.4 0.4 0.4 98.2 1.1 

0.4 0.7 1.7 -1.6 2.4 93.1 2.3 

6.4 26.1 23.0 14.0 12.0 18.5 1.2 

Total N for Each Row - 1798 
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o p i a t e s o t h e r than heroin, such as cocaine. Among the drugs chosen 
for i n c l u s i o n are four broad drug c l a s s e s ( a l c o h o l i c beverages, 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, and b a r b i t u r a t e s ) and three s p e c i f i c 
drugs ( m a r i j u a n a — i n c l u d i n g i t s concentrated d e r i v a t i v e , hashish; 
c i g a r e t t e s ; and h e r o i n ) . A l t e r n a t e and slang names for some of 
these drugs are presented i n the o r i g i n a l question. 

I l l e g a l Drugs 

Table 2-1 represents a r e p o r t on a l l drug use up to the time 
the v a s t m a j o r i t y of t h i s c l a s s of students graduated from high 
school. Given t h a t t h i s was the class of 1969, i t seems l i k e l y 
t h a t most of the i l l e g a l drug use which i s reported here ( i . e . , 
e v e r y t h i n g except c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l use) took place during the 
high s c h o o l years and not e a r l i e r , s i n c e i t was during the l a t e 
s i x t i e s t h a t i l l e g a l drug use burgeoned on the campuses and i n high 
schools (See Berg, 1970). 

One prominent theme which emerges from these data i s th a t there 
c e r t a i n l y was not a widespread "epidemic" of i l l e g a l drug use among 
these h i g h school students as the popular p r e s s had suggested. 
Marijuana was the only one of the i l l i c i t drugs used by more than 
10% of the students. About 21%, or one i n f i v e , had made some use 
of marijuana a t some time, but note t h a t even among those students 
about a t h i r d had t r i e d i t only once or twice, l e a v i n g j u s t 14% who 
had used marijuana on more than an experimental b a s i s during high 
s c h o o l . Only 6% had ever used i t on any kind of a r e g u l a r b a s i s — 
t h a t i s , weekly or more o f t e n . Of course, c o n s i d e r i n g that i n the 
l a t e 60's, the possession and use of marijuana were c l a s s i f i e d as 
s e r i o u s crimes i n v i r t u a l l y every s t a t e and punishable by up to l i f e 
imprisonment, the e x i s t e n c e of a 21% occurrence r a t e i n a n a t i o n a l 
population of young people i s r a t h e r astounding. But i n comparison 
to the p r e v a l e n c e of drug use suggested by innumerable reports i n 
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the media, the 20% r a t e seems modest. Furthermore, s i n c e the 
in c i d e n c e of i l l e g a l drug use among males tends to be higher than 
among females, these s t a t i s t i c s are higher than we would have found 
for the f u l l age cohort, both male and female. 

As f a r as the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs are concerned, t h e r e 
are s u b s t a n t i a l l y lower usage r a t e s reported than f or marijuana. 
As we would expect, heroin i s the l e a s t f r e q u e n t l y used of the 
i l l e g a l drugs with only 1.8% or one in f i f t y r e p o r t i n g any e x p e r i 
ence w i t h i t . About a q u a r t e r of those had experimented only once 
or twice i n a year's time, but more importantly only o n e - s i x t h or 
.3% of the e n t i r e sample had ever used the drug on a d a i l y b a s i s — 
the usage r a t e a s s o c i a t e d with p h y s i c a l a d d i c t i o n . Undoubtedly, we 
have underrepresented to some degree the p o r t i o n of our sample who 
are h e r o i n a d d i c t s , s i n c e i t seems very l i k e l y t h a t such people are 
l e s s l i k e l y to show up f o r personal i n t e r v i e w s , but i t seems u n l i k e l y 
t h a t such people c o n s t i t u t e anything more than a t i n y f r a c t i o n of 
the t o t a l sample.* 

The h e a v i e s t usage r a t e among the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs 
i s found for amphetamines, "uppers," where approximately one student 
out of ten reported a t l e a s t t r y i n g them during high school; but 
again about a t h i r d of the u s e r s had only experimented w i t h the 
drug on one or two o c c a s i o n s . Roughly one i n fourteen or 7% had 

•Because heroin use was such a r a r e behavior i n t h i s sample of 
young men, we have only 27 unweighted cas e s upon which to base our 
analyses during the high school y e a r s , and t h i r t y - s i x unweighted 
cases f o r the year a f t e r high school. While acknowledging the f a c t 
that any r e l a t i o n s h i p s found must be t r e a t e d as more suggestive 
than d e f i n i t i v e , I w i l l compare these small groups of u s e r s to non-
users w i t h the exp e c t a t i o n t h a t a t l e a s t some v a l u a b l e hypotheses 
w i l l emerge. I t would indeed be a shame not to make use of t h i s 
r a r e n a t i o n a l data based on a normal population, d e s p i t e the very 
t e n t a t i v e nature of any c o n c l u s i o n s which a r i s e . 
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made some use of hallucinogens such as LSD, again with a t h i r d of 
them being experimental u s e r s . About 6% had used b a r b i t u r a t e s with 
over o n e - t h i r d experimenting only. 

So, o v e r a l l , we are t a l k i n g about a r e l a t i v e l y small percent 
of the high school population who reported using each of the 
i l l e g a l drugs, and a s u b s t a n t i a l proportion of them were r e a l l y 
only experimenting. Furthermore, as we s h a l l see l a t e r i n t h i s 
chapter, because the users of the d i f f e r e n t i l l e g a l drugs tend to 
be the same people, i t turns out th a t l e s s than a quarter of the 
t o t a l sample (22.5%) had used any i l l e g a l drug before the point of 
normal graduation. 

L e g a l Drugs 

The two l e g a l drugs included i n t h i s survey, tobacco and 
a l c o h o l , present a dramatic comparison i n terms of the breadth and 
i n t e n s i t y with which they are used. Two-thirds had t r i e d smoking 
by the end of t h e i r high school years and more than f o u r - f i f t h s had 
at l e a s t t r i e d a l c o h o l . The unusual circumstance, then, i n the 
case of these drugs was not to have t r i e d them by age 18. More 
important i s the f a c t t h a t over a t h i r d were r e g u l a r ( d a i l y ) 
c i g a r e t t e smokers and a t h i r d drank a l c o h o l i c beverages weekly or 
more o f t e n , d e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t i n most s t a t e s the minimum l e g a l 
d r i n k i n g age was twenty-one. Thus, there can be no doubt t h a t , 
w h i l e the use of i l l e g a l drugs has r i s e n markedly during the l a s t 
decade among American youth of high school age ( p a r t i c u l a r l y the 
use of marijuana) the t r a d i t i o n a l - l e g a l drugs, a l c o h o l and tobacco, 
have not l o s t t h e i r widespread appeal and have by no means been 
d i s p l a c e d as the p r e f e r r e d drugs among high school students. Those 
drugs which are sanctioned by the s o c i e t y are s t i l l the most 
p r e v a l e n t l y used by young people of high school age. 
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ABBREVIATING THE CATEGORIES OF DRUG USE 

Table 2-2 presents a p a r a l l e l question to the one we have j u s t 
been d i s c u s s i n g . I t asks respondents about drug use during the 
year immediately preceding the data c o l l e c t i o n ( i . e . , l a t e s p r i n g 
of 1969 to l a t e s p r i n g of 1970). For the v a s t m a j o r i t y of 
respondents, t h i s time i n t e r v a l corresponds to the year a f t e r high 
school graduation and w i l l be r e f e r r e d to as such henceforth. 

Tables 2-1 and 2-2 have been presented here i n t h e i r o r i g i n a l 
d e t a i l to permit the reader to acquaint himself with the two s e t s 
of usage questions which are c e n t r a l to t h i s r e p o r t , and a l s o 
allow examination of the d e t a i l e d answers. However, to s i m p l i f y 
both the a n a l y s t ' s and the reader's t a s k , more condensed v e r s i o n s 
of these answer c a t e g o r i e s w i l l be used f o r the remainder of the 
book. 

Four terms w i l l be used to d e s c r i b e l e v e l s of drug use: 
"experimental use"; " o c c a s i o n a l use"; " r e g u l a r use"; and—where 
o c c a s i o n a l and r e g u l a r use are combined i n t o a s i n g l e category--
"more-than-experimental use. " Table 2-3 shows for each drug the 
correspondence between these g e n e r a l terms and the s p e c i f i c answer 
c a t e g o r i e s i n the o r i g i n a l question. The p a r t i c u l a r d i v i s i o n s have 
been s e l e c t e d to s a t i s f y two c r i t e r i a : (a) to r e t a i n the most 
important d i s t i n c t i o n s w h i l e (b) encompassing a l a r g e enough number 
of cases i n each category to permit meaningful s t a t i s t i c a l a n a l y s e s . 
When i n c o n f l i c t , the l a t t e r c r i t e r i o n p r e v a i l e d ; the most important 
r e s u l t being t h a t d i s t i n c t i o n s were l o s t between r e g u l a r and 
o c c a s i o n a l use of each of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs. For 
a l c o h o l and marijuana, i t seemed reasonable to encompass weekly as 
w e l l as d a i l y use i n the " r e g u l a r " category. On the other hand, 
for c i g a r e t t e s the most important d i s t i n c t i o n on t h i s answer s c a l e 
obviously l i e s between d a i l y use and eve r y t h i n g e l s e . 
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TABLE 2-2 
Drug Use During the Year After High School 

Percentage Frequencies 

How often have you done this during 
part or a l l of the last year for 
other than medical reasons? 

tr] 
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(a) Smoked cigarettes 

(b) Smoked marijuana (pot, grass) 
or hashish 

(c) Taken amphetamines (pep p i l l s , 
bennies, speed, uppers) 

(d) Taken barbiturates (yellow j a c 
kets, red devils, downers) 

(e) Taken heroin (smack, horse, "H") 

(f) Taken hallucinogens (LSD, mesca
line, peyote, etc.) 

(g) Used alcoholic beverages 
(liquor, beer, wine) 

40.7 7.7 5.6 4.9 8.9 32.2 1.6 

2.6 6.9 7.8 5.9 11.0 65.7 1.3 

0.2 1.5 3.0 4.2 5.0 86.1 1.3 

0.1 0.7 2.1 2.0 3.8 91.2 1.3 

0.4 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.9 97.7 1.7 

0.2 1.0 3.0 3.1 4.1 88.7 2.5 

9.1 34.7 23.3 12.7 8.7 11.4 1.8 

Total N for Each Row = 1798 

35 



TABLE 2-3 

Defin i t i o n s of "Regular", 
"Occasional", and "Experimental" Use 

DRUG CATEGORY 
FREQUENCIES 

INCLUDED IN CATEGORY 

Marijuana 'Regular use" 

"Occasional use" 

"Experimental use" 

Nearly every day 
Once or twice a week 

Quce or twite a month 
3-10 times a year 

Once or twice a year 

Hallucinogens, 
Amphetamines, Bar
biturates and Heroin 'More than experi

mental use " 

"Experimental use 

Nearly every day 
Once or twice a week 
Once or twice a month 
3-10 times a year 

Once or twice a year 

Alcohol "Regular use " 

"Occasional use " 

Nearly every day 
Once or twice a week 

Once or twice a month 
3-10 times a year 

Cigarettes "Regular use " 

"Occasional use" 
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Nearly every day 

Once or twice a week 
Once or twice a month 
3-10 times a year 
Once or twice a year 



INTRODUCTION TO THE FIGURES DESCRIBING DRUG USE 

F i g u r e 2-1 r e l a t e s the drug-use information presented i n 
Tables 2-1 and 2-2 i n terms of these s i m p l i f i e d usage d e s c r i p t i o n s . 
Note t h a t seven bar graphs are given i n Figure 2-1, one for each of 
the seven drugs being d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s volume. In a l l of the 
f i g u r e s to follow, the same s e t of seven drugs w i l l be included, 
each l o c a t e d i n the same p o s i t i o n i n the f i g u r e . What changes 
from f i g u r e to f i g u r e i s the v a r i a b l e being described on the 
h o r i z o n t a l a x i s . I n the case of Fig u r e 2-1 the t o t a l population i s 
being d e s c r i b e d during each of two time i n t e r v a l s . L a t e r f i g u r e s 
w i l l have subgroups d e s c r i b e d by separate bars. 

User Groups. The t o t a l percent using the drug during the time 
period i n question i s represented by the number at the top of the 
bar.* The proportion of these "users" who have taken the drug a t 
the v a r i o u s l e v e l s of i n t e n s i t y can be deduced from the shaded 
po r t i o n s which can be i n t e r p r e t e d by using the key i n the upper 
l e f t - h a n d corner of the f i g u r e . For example, the bar d e s c r i b i n g 
marijuana use during high school i n d i c a t e s t h a t 21% made some use 
of marijuana. The 21% breaks down to 6% regu l a r u s e r s , 8% o c c a s i o n a l 
u s e r s , and 7% experimental u s e r s . The percentages on the bars are 
cumulative percentages, i n d i c a t i n g the t o t a l who use the drug t h a t 
f r e q u e n t l y or more often. 

Weighted Data. The number of cases represented by each bar i s 
a l s o g i v e n i n the upper l e f t - h a n d corner. The numbers s t a t e d there 
are the number of weighted c a s e s , which i s g e n e r a l l y s l i g h t l y more 
than the unweighted number. A small degree of weighting was 
introduced to compensate f o r c e r t a i n underrepresented s t r a t a i n the 

•Alcohol i s the one exception, s i n c e those who used only 
a l c o h o l once or twice are not shown i n the f i g u r e s (see Table 2-3). 
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FIGURE 2-1 USAGE RATES FOR SEVEN DRUGS DURING HIGH SCHOOL AND IN THE YEAR AFTER 
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o r i g i n a l design. I t was accomplished by double weighting 299 
respondnets and t r i p l e weighting one respondent i n the o r i g i n a l 
Time 1 sample. Weighted numbers have been used i n the bar c h a r t s 
(and elsewhere, unless otherwise indicated) i n order to a c c u r a t e l y 
r e p r e s e n t the proportion of the universe which we estimate f a l l s 
i n t o each category based on random sampling. Also, weighted case s 
were used i n a l l b i v a r i a t e and m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s . On the 
average the number of a c t u a l cases i s 13% l e s s than the number of 
weighted case s given, s i n c e the t o t a l Time 4 sample was comprised 
of 1571 a c t u a l respondents, which y i e l d e d 1798 weighted c a s e s . 

Important D i s t i n c t i o n s . In examining such f i g u r e s , one f i n d s 
that whatever happens to t o t a l usage ( i n d i c a t e d by the top of the 
b a r s ) , g e n e r a l l y a l s o happens to the v a r i o u s shaded portions. So, 
f o r example, i f t o t a l use of marijuana i s going up, r e g u l a r use i s 
a l s o r i s i n g i n a s i m i l a r manner. Therefore, the reader's task i s 
s i m p l i f i e d i f he concentrates p r i m a r i l y on the tops of the bars 
when examining the bar c h a r t s dealing with i l l e g a l drug use. 

T h i s i s not true, however, f o r the c h a r t s d e a l i n g with a l c o h o l 
and c i g a r e t t e s , where the m a j o r i t y of these young men were a t l e a s t 
o c c a s i o n a l u s e r s . Therefore, s i n c e the most important d i s t i n c t i o n 
to be made on those drugs i s between r e g u l a r u s e r s and a l l o t h e r s , 
the r e a d e r may want to concentrate on the p o r t i o n of the bar having 
the d a r k e s t shading. For a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s then, reg u l a r user 
groups w i l l be the focus of primary a t t e n t i o n i n the remainder of 
the t e x t . 

Having taken t h i s a s i d e to explain our use of bar graphs, l e t 
us r e t u r n to the major t o p i c of t h i s chapter, drug use during and 
a f t e r h i g h school. 
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DRUG USE IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 

The y e a r f o l l o w i n g high school brings dramatic change f o r most 
American young p e o p l e — p a r t i c u l a r l y m a l e s — f o r i t i s apt to t e r m i 
nate a long period of r e s i d e n c e with t h e i r parents and a s s o c i a t i o n 
with high school f r i e n d s , and bring exposure to a whole new s o c i a l 
m i l i e u i n c o l l e g e or the m i l i t a r y or i n a c i v i l i a n job. I t seems 
reasonable to ask whether there might not be a dramatic s h i f t i n 
drug use which accompanies t h i s period of adjustment to new-found 
freedom and f r i e n d s . 

The answer seems to be more yes than no, although both s i d e s 
can be argued. As the data i n Figure 2-1 show, the answer i s "no" 
in the sense t h a t the proportion of the sample using any of the 
seven drugs i s not a l l t h a t much higher a year a f t e r high school 
than i t was during the high school y e a r s . The usage i n c r e a s e does 
not exceed 4.5% of the sample for f i v e of the seven drugs. 
(Marijuana use and r e g u l a r a l c o h o l use are the e x c e p t i o n s . ) * 

The more compelling f a c t , however, may be t h a t while the s h i f t 
i n the percentage of the whole population i s not great for f i v e 
drugs, the percentage i n c r e a s e i n the number of users i s q u i t e 
dramatic. Table 2-4 shows t h i s percentage f o r each of the drugs. 
I t i s apparent t h a t a l l of the i l l e g a l drugs show a dramatic 
i n c r e a s e i n the number of u s e r s during the year f o l l o w i n g high 
school. About 65% more people r e p o r t using marijuana i n t h a t year 

*These d i f f e r e n c e s tend to understate the s h i f t i n the r a t e of 
usage i n s o f a r as they compare the h i g h e s t r a t e of use during the 
s i n g l e y e a r f o l l o w i n g high school with the h i g h e s t r a t e of use a t 
any p r i o r time. At l e a s t some of those r e p o r t i n g usage during 
t h e i r high school years would have stopped by s e n i o r year. There
fore, i f the upward s h i f t s i n drug use were s t a t e d i n terms of an 
annual r a t e of usage, s l i g h t l y l a r g e r s h i f t s than those shown i n 
Figure 2-1 would probably r e s u l t . 
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TABLE 2-4 

Increases in Drug Use i n the 
Year After High School 

Increase in the 
Percent of the Sample Increase in the 

Reporting Use * Number of Users ** 

Marijuana 13.4 X 65 

Hallucinogens 4.4 65 

Amphetamines 3.9 39 

Barbiturates 2.5 40 

Heroin .6 35 

Alcohol 7.2 19 

Cigarettes 1.7 3 

Alcohol-regular users 11.3 35 

Cigarettes-regular users 4.6 13 

* For example, 21% of the sample smoked marijuana in high 
school and 34% smoked i t i n the year a f t e r high school; 
thus there was an Increase In the number of users which I s 
equivalent to 13% of the sample (a c t u a l l y 13.4%). 

** For example, there were 366 boys who used marijuana during 
high school and 608 who used i t i n the year aft e r high school, 
which represents a 65% increase in the absolute number of users. 
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as had reported use during high s c h o o l . The same i s t r u e f o r 
ha l l u c i n o g e n s . There i s roughly a 4 0% i n c r e a s e both i n the number 
of amphetamine us e r s and i n the number of b a r b i t u r a t e u s e r s . Over
a l l , then, there r e a l l y i s a s u b s t a n t i a l i n c r e a s e i n i l l e g a l drug 
use a s s o c i a t e d with l e a v i n g high s c h o o l . 

I n c r e a s e s i n the number of us e r s of a l c o h o l or c i g a r e t t e s are 
not n e a r l y as dramatic. However, i f we concentrate on the s h i f t s 
i n the i n c i d e n c e of r e g u l a r use, the r e s u l t s are more mixed, with 
r e g u l a r a l c o h o l users i n c r e a s i n g t h e i r number by a t h i r d w h i l e the 
number of r e g u l a r smokers i n c r e a s e s by only 13%. 

S t a b i l i t y of Use by I n d i v i d u a l s . To r e a l l y t a l k about s t a b i l i t y 
of drug usage i t i s necessary to go beyond gross s h i f t s i n i n c i d e n c e 
r a t e s i n the population. I t would be p o s s i b l e , f o r i n s t a n c e , f or 
the i n c i d e n c e r a t e to remain p e r f e c t l y s t a b l e w h i l e i n d i v i d u a l usage 
was very unstable over t i m e — i n c r e a s e s i n usage by some being o f f s e t 
by decreases i n usage by ot h e r s . Table 2-5 gives the information 
necessary to a s s e s s the s t a b i l i t y of both the i n c i d e n c e and i n t e n 
s i t y of usage a c r o s s the two time i n t e r v a l s . 

A number of f a c t s are found to be true a c r o s s a l l or a t l e a s t 
most of the drugs. One which i s c o n s i s t e n t l y t r u e i s t h a t only a 
small proportion of the "u s e r s " of a drug cease to be us e r s a f t e r 
high s c h o o l . Heroin has the hi g h e s t r a t e of q u i t t i n g , with 
approximately one-fourth of the previous u s e r s r e p o r t i n g no f u r t h e r 
use a f t e r high s c h o o l . Marijuana, c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l have the 
lowest r a t e of q u i t t i n g . 

On the other s i d e of the c o i n , the proportion of non-users who 
became u s e r s i s a l s o low, p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l 
drugs. For marijuana, however, about a f i f t h of the non-users took 
up usage. One out of nine who had p r e v i o u s l y avoided r e g u l a r 
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TABLE 2-5 

Changes i n Frequency of Drug Use 
i n the Year After High School 

(as a Percent of the Total Sample) 

Percent of Sample Who Are: 

Percentage Frequencies 

/ Jo 

-V 

fy 

Non-users who remain 
non-users 

Non-users who s t a r t 

64.4 87.7 84.6 90.5 97.3 10.0 27.7 

14.8 5.5 5.5 3.3 1.0 8.7 6.2 

Users who stop 1. 6 1.0 1.6 0.9 0.4 1.5 4.6 

Users who decrease usage 2. 0 1.3 1.7 1.0 0.2 6.1 3.3 

Users who maintain usage 11. 4 2.8 5.1 3.4 0.6 47.4 48.1 

Users who increase usage 5. 8 1.7 1.5 .9 0.5 26.3 10.1 

100 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Not regular users who 
remain so 

Not regular users who 
become regular users 

Regular users who cease 
regular use 

Regular users who remain 
so 

53.0 57.2 

14.5 6.9 

3.2 

29.3 

2.3 

33.6 

Total Percent Remaining 
at Same L e v e l of use 
or non-use 75.8 90.5 89.7 93.9 97.9 57.4 75.8 
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c i g a r e t t e smoking took i t up, whil e about a f i f t h of those who d i d 
not drink r e g u l a r l y began to do so. 

These f a c t s taken together mean t h a t the great m a j o r i t y of 
these young men maintained the same r a t e of use (or non-use) a f t e r 
l e a v i n g high school as they had shown during high s c h o o l . * To the 

extent that there was change^ it tended mostly in the direction of 

beginning or increasing the use of a drug. The most noteworthy 
upward s h i f t occurred f or marijuana, (where there was a net 
i n c r e a s e of 13% of the sample who reported some use) and a l c o h o l 
(where there was a net i n c r e a s e f o r r e g u l a r or weekly use of 11% 
of the sample). 

PATTERNS OF MULTIPLE DRUG USAGE 

While i t i s both i n t e r e s t i n g and informative to t a l k about the 
proportions of people using one drug or another, there s t i l l remains 
the question of the extent to which these user groups are comprised 
of the same people. Or, put another way, i s the r a t e of usage 
observed on one drug r e l a t e d to one's r a t e of usage on the o t h e r s ? 

Working with the usage data f o r the year f o l l o w i n g high 
school, two d i f f e r e n t s t a t i s t i c a l methods f o r addressing these 
questions were chosen. F i r s t , a s e r i e s of bar graphs i s presented 
i n F i g u r e s 2-2 through 2-8. I n these f i g u r e s respondents are grouped 
according to t h e i r r a t e of use on one drug and then each of those 

*As we w i l l see i n the next s e c t i o n , the c r o s s - t i m e Pearson 
product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t f o r each of the f i v e i l l e g a l 
drugs l i e s a t or near .68, i n d i c a t i n g a high l e v e l of s t a b i l i t y as 
measured by t h a t s t a t i s t i c . 
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FIGURE 2-2 MARIJUANA USE RELATED TO THE USE OF OTHER DRUGS IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 

USAGE OF DRUG ON THE VERTICAL AXIS 
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FIGURE 2-3 HALLUCINOGEN USfil RELATED TO THE USE OF OTHEF; DRUGS IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 

USAGE OF DRUG ON THE VERTICAL AXIS 
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FIGURE 2-4 AMPHETAMINE USE RELATED TO THE USE OF OTHER DRUGS IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 

USAGE OF DRUG ON THE VERTICAL AXIS 
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FIGURE 2-5 BARBITURATE USE RELATED TO THE USE OF OTHER DRUGS IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 
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PIGVXE 2-6 HEROIN USE RELATED TO THE USE OF OTHER DRUGS IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH I, WOOL 

USAGE OF DRUG ON THE VERTICAL AXIS 
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FICURE 2-7 ALCOHOL USE RELATED TO THE USE OF OTHER DRUGS IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 

USAGE OF DRUG ON THE VERTICAL AXIS 
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FICURE 2-8 CICARETTE USE RELATED TO THE USE OF OTHER DRUGS IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 
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subgroups i s d e s c r i b e d i n terms of the frequency with which they 
use the other s i x drugs.* 

Summary s t a t i s t i c s are a l s o presented here to r e f l e c t the 
b i v a r i a t e r e l a t i o n s h i p s between drug usage items. Table 2-6 
presents the Pearson product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n s among a l l fourteen 
drug usage measures (seven drugs measured for two time i n t e r v a l s 
each). These s t a t i s t i c s are i n d i c e s of the strength of l i n e a r 
a s s o c i a t i o n between p a i r s of v a r i a b l e s assuming i n t e r v a l p r o p e r t i e s 
i n the underlying s c a l e s . The o r i g i n a l seven category answer s e t s 
to the drug use questions were used i n c a l c u l a t i n g the c o r r e l a t i o n s . 

A General Propensity to Use Drugs. S e v e r a l important f a c t s 
can r e a d i l y be observed i n both the f i g u r e s and the summary 
s t a t i s t i c s . The f i r s t i s t h a t there is an impressive degree of 

positive association among the usage rates of all seven drugsj 

legal and illegal. While the s t r e n g t h of the a s s o c i a t i o n v a r i e s 
c o n s i d e r a b l y w i t h i n the s e t , the f a c t remains t h a t a l l c o r r e l a t i o n s 
are p o s i t i v e . In other words there seems to be an underlying 
f a c t o r which might be termed a g e n e r a l propensity to use drugs. 
Even c i g a r e t t e use i s r e l a t e d to the use of a l l i l l e g a l drugs, with 
re g u l a r smokers more than three times as l i k e l y to have t r i e d 
marijuana during the year than are those who have not smoked a t 
a l l , more than twice as l i k e l y to have t r i e d h a l l u c i n o g e n s , three 
times as l i k e l y to have t r i e d amphetamines, and four times as 
l i k e l y to have t r i e d b a r b i t u r a t e s . While based on small numbers, 
heroin use i s a l s o p r o p o r t i o n a l l y much higher among r e g u l a r smokers. 

* I n examining these t a b l e s be sure to note the t o t a l number of 
cases being d e s c r i b e d by each bar, s i n c e i n some i n s t a n c e s the 
numbers are r e l a t i v e l y small (e.g., "experimental" and "more than 
experimental" u s e r s of heroin, where the numbers of c a s e s are 24 and 
16 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . When the N's are s m a l l , there i s a f a i r l y wide 
i n t e r v a l of confidence around any percentage estimate. 
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TABLE 2-6 

Product-Moment Correlations Between the Drug Use Variables 

(1) Cigarettes After H.S. 
( 2) 26 (2) Marijuana After H.S 
C 3) 19 60 (3) Amphetamines After H.S. 
C 4) 18 47 70 (4) Barbiturates After H.S. 
( 5) 09 26 43 49 (5) Heroin After H.S. 
C 6) 15 61 67 56 43 (6) Hallucinogens After ] 
C 7) 46 23 14 14 06 11 (7) Alcohol After H 
( 8) 85 23 16 17 08 13 39 (8) Cigarettes 
( 9) 24 71 54 46 32 49 17 28 (9) Marij' 
(10) 17 43 68 56 42 48 11 20 65 (10) 

(11) 13 39 54 70 48 42 12 17 59 75 

(12) 08 21 32 32 64 28 00 08 32 40 

(13) 13 43 53 49 42 63 10 15 60 69 

(14) 44 26 18 16 05 14 76 48 26 19 

Amphetamines During H.S. 
(11) Barbiturates During H.S. 
45 (12) Heroin During H.S. 
66 45 (13) Hallucinogens During H.S. 
17 03 16 (14) Alcohol During H.S. 



A very s i m i l a r p a t t e r n i s to be found f o r the one other l e g a l 
drug i n the s e t , a l c o h o l . Young men who r e g u l a r l y used a l c o h o l 
beverages sometime during the year, when compared to those who 
seldom or never used them, are four times as l i k e l y to have t r i e d 
marijuana, three times as l i k e l y to have t r i e d amphetamines, almost 
three times as l i k e l y to have t r i e d h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and four times 
as l i k e l y to have t r i e d b a r b i t u r a t e s . Again the p a t t e r n f o r h eroin 
i s s i m i l a r to t h a t of the other i l l e g a l drugs. 

Looked at from another p e r s p e c t i v e , we can say t h a t the user 
groups on a l l of the i l l e g a l drugs show c o n s i d e r a b l y higher r a t e s 
of c i g a r e t t e and a l c o h o l consumption than do the non-user groups. 
Contrary t o popular b e l i e f , marijuana does not appear to be a 
s u b s t i t u t e f o r c i g a r e t t e s or a l c o h o l . -Of the r e g u l a r marijuana 
smokers, 62% smoke c i g a r e t t e s d a i l y and 56% r e p o r t using a l c o h o l i c 
beverages on a weekly b a s i s or more o f t e n . * 

An I l l e g a l Drug—Use F a c t o r . Moving beyond t h i s base l e v e l of 
i n t e r r e l a t e d n e s s among the seven usage items, one can d i s c e r n some 
qui t e s p e c i f i c c l u s t e r s i n the matrix of drug c o r r e l a t i o n s . There 
i s an i m p r e s s i v e l y high degree of a s s o c i a t i o n between the usage 
r a t e s of a l l f i v e i l l e g a l drugs, whether you look a t the t a b l e of 
c o r r e l a t i o n s or the bar c h a r t s . S t a r t i n g with the c o r r e l a t i o n s , we 
f i n d t h a t the s t r o n g e s t r e l a t i o n s h i p seems to e x i s t between 
b a r b i t u r a t e s and amphetamines, which c o r r e l a t e with each other .75 
during high school and .70 i n the year f o l l o w i n g — v e r y high l e v e l s 
of a s s o c i a t i o n . Hallucinogen use i s a l s o s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d to the 
use of both of these drugs, having an average c o r r e l a t i o n with them 

*Gallup (1971) r e p o r t s t h a t among a n a t i o n a l sample of c o l l e g e 
students, the i n c i d e n c e of hard l i q u o r use during the previous 
t h i r t y - d a y i n t e r v a l was 56% among those who had a l s o used marijuana 
i n the same time period, whereas among those who had not used 
marijuana the i n c i d e n c e of hard l i q u o r use was only 46%. 
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of .68 d u r i n g high school and .61 afterward. Marijuana seems to be 
the next most r e l a t e d , having average c o r r e l a t i o n s with the three 
above drugs of .61 and .56 i n the r e s p e c t i v e time i n t e r v a l s . 
F i n a l l y , h e roin j o i n s the s e t with average c o r r e l a t i o n s to the 
previous four drugs of .40, both during and a f t e r high school. 

However, i t i s important to note that there i s a f a i r l y wide 
range i n the strength of h e r o i n ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p with the various 
other i l l e g a l drugs. For example, the c o r r e l a t i o n of heroin use 
with marijuana use i s only .26 i n the year a f t e r high school, w h i l e 
the c o r r e l a t i o n of heroin use with use of the other more se r i o u s 
drugs i s c o n s i d e r a b l y h i g h e r - - i n p a r t i c u l a r b a r b i t u r a t e use, with 
which i t has a c o r r e l a t i o n of .49. 

I n summary, then, we could deduce from the c o r r e l a t i o n t a b l e 
alone t h a t there i s a strong i l l e g a l drug use c l u s t e r which' shows 
a s i m i l a r s t r u c t u r e both during and a f t e r high s c h o o l . Amphetamine, 
b a r b i t u r a t e , and hallucinogen use are p a r t i c u l a r l y s trongly r e l a t e d . 
Marijuana and heroin use a l s o have a quite strong r e l a t i o n s h i p to 
each of those other three drugs, but a l e s s strong r e l a t i o n s h i p to 
each other. 

Asymmetrical Relationships. I f we turn to the bar c h a r t s 
presented i n Figures 2-2 through 2-8, we f i n d no evidence which i s 
d i r e c t l y c o n t r a d i c t o r y to the conclusions j u s t derived from the 
c o r r e l a t i o n t a b l e . However, we do gain i n s i g h t i n t o a q u a l i t y of 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p s which i s l o s t i n c o r r e l a t i o n s which are symmetric 
s t a t i s t i c s ; namely, t h e i r degree of symmetry or asymmetry. 

For example, we f i n d t h a t n e a r l y a l l of the people who had more 
than experimental contact w i t h heroin during the year (N = 24) a l s o 
had used marijuana, h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, and b a r b i t u r a t e s . 
Even experimental users of h e r o i n report very high usage r a t e s for 
the o t h e r i l l e g a l drugs. But when we r e c l a s s i f y our respondents 
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according to t h e i r usage r a t e s on the other drugs, we f i n d t h a t 
only a s m a l l proportion of the user groups r e p o r t any use of her o i n . 
Among those r e p o r t i n g "more than experimental" use of h a l l u c i n o g e n s , 
only about o n e - f i f t h have a l s o used any h e r o i n . The comparable 
f r a c t i o n s f o r amphetamines and b a r b i t u r a t e s are o n e - f i f t h and one-
t h i r d r e s p e c t i v e l y . i n other words, i n the type of population 
being examined here, h e r o i n users are almost c e r t a i n to be u s e r s 
of marijuana, amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s and/or h a l l u c i n o g e n s , but 
the r e v e r s e i s d e f i n i t e l y not tr u e - - t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p i s asymmetric. 
Most u s e r s of marijuana, amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and h a l l u c i n 
ogens do not use heroin. 

More symmetrical r e l a t i o n s h i p s do e x i s t among the other t h r e e 
s e r i o u s d r u g s — h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, and b a r b i t u r a t e s . Of 
those who used hallucinogens more than once or twice during the 
year, most (84%) a l s o used amphetamines and the ma j o r i t y (60%) a l s o 
used b a r b i t u r a t e s . Of those who used amphetamines more than once 
or twice, 69% a l s o used h a l l u c i n o g e n s and 68% used b a r b i t u r a t e s . 
F i n a l l y , of those using b a r b i t u r a t e s more than e x p e r i m e n t a l l y , most 
(74%) used hallucinogens and n e a r l y a l l (90%) used amphetamines. 
I n other words, knowing t h a t a young man i s more than an e x p e r i 
mental u s e r of one of these drugs makes i t q u i t e l i k e l y t h a t he i s 
a l s o a u s e r of each of the oth e r s . The l e a s t symmetric r e l a t i o n 
ship i n t h i s s e t occurs between amphetamines and b a r b i t u r a t e s . 
Among the people who r e p o r t any use of b a r b i t u r a t e s , even e x p e r i 
mental use, 83% say they have used amphetamines. However, only 53% 
of the amphetamine u s e r s say they have used b a r b i t u r a t e s . A p l a u s i 
ble e x p l a n a t i o n f or t h i s asymmetry i s t h a t b a r b i t u r a t e s ("downers") 
are most o f t e n taken as an antidote f o r the e f f e c t s of amphetamines 
("uppers") . Therefore, p r a c t i c a l l y a l l b a r b i t u r a t e u s e r s have used 
amphetamines. However, because not a l l amphetamine u s e r s had 
occasi o n t o use an a n t i d o t e , p a r t i c u l a r l y l i g h t u s e r s , not a l l 
amphetamine users have used b a r b i t u r a t e s . 

56 



The bar graphs a l s o r e v e a l some important asymmetries i n the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n v o l v i n g marijuana which cannot be deduced from the 
c o r r e l a t i o n s . For example, i t can be s a i d t h a t u s e r s of any of 
the more s e r i o u s d r u g s — e v e n experimental u s e r s — a r e almost c e r t a i n 
to have used marijuana as w e l l . On the other hand, of a l l the 
young men who used marijuana during the year a f t e r high school, 
only about a t h i r d a l s o used h a l l u c i n o g e n s , a t h i r d used ampheta
mines, a f i f t h used b a r b i t u r a t e s , and only one-sixteenth used 
h e r o i n . Therefore, the mere f a c t that a young man used marijuana 
does not even make i t l i k e l y t h a t he uses any one of the more 
s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs, much l e s s make i t a near c e r t a i n t y . 

Given t h i s general p o i n t about the asymmetry, though, i t i s 
important to make some f u r t h e r d i s t i n c t i o n s among the marijuana 
u s e r s . Those who used the drug only once or twice show very l i t t l e 
use of the more s e r i o u s d r u g s — e v e n l e s s than the f r a c t i o n s j u s t 
q u o t e d — b u t those who use marijuana r e g u l a r l y (weekly) do report 
very high use of the other drugs. Put another way, there i s a 
d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p between how deeply a young person becomes 
in v o l v e d i n marijuana and how probable i t i s th a t he w i l l a l s o be 
"turning on" with more s e r i o u s drugs. Of the regu l a r pot smokers, 
about two-thirds a l s o use b a r b i t u r a t e s . About an eighth used 
heroin during the same time i n t e r v a l . These are high proportions 
indeed, and j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r some concern, although they t e l l us 
nothing about the causes f o r t h i s degree of a s s o c i a t i o n . 

A lcohol and C i g a r e t t e s . The two remaining v a r i a b l e s i n the 
o r i g i n a l s e t of seven are r a t e of c i g a r e t t e smoking and r a t e of 
a l c o h o l consumption. As we d i s c u s s e d e a r l i e r , the use of both of 
these drugs i s p o s i t i v e l y r e l a t e d to the use of a l l of the i l l e g a l 
drugs, p a r t i c u l a r l y marijuana. However, the c o r r e l a t i o n s are 
q u i t e modest, i n l a r g e p a r t due to the highly skewed d i s t r i b u t i o n s 
on the i l l e g a l drug use v a r i a b l e s . Thus the c l u s t e r or f a c t o r 
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mentioned e a r l i e r — a "general propensity to use drugs"--can only 
account f o r a l i m i t e d proportion of the v a r i a n c e i n a l c o h o l or 
c i g a r e t t e use. 

Much of the remainder of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between c i g a r e t t e s 
and a l c o h o l may be a t t r i b u t a b l e to a l e g a l drug-use f a c t o r , but 
with only two l e g a l drugs i n the s e t we can hardly draw such a 
co n c l u s i o n . I t i s c l e a r l y the c a s e , however, t h a t the use of these 
two l e g a l drugs i s r a t h e r s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d . T h e i r usage r a t e s 
c o r r e l a t e .48 during high school and .46 i n the year f o l l o w i n g . 
The bar graphs, which are based on the l a t t e r time i n t e r v a l i n d i c a t e 
t h a t of those who drank on no more than two occasions during the 
year, only 12% were r e g u l a r smokers, versus 55% of those who drank 
a l c o h o l i c beverages weekly or more o f t e n . O c c a s i o n a l d r i n k e r s f a l l 
i n between, w i t h 39% smoking r e g u l a r l y . A very comparable p i c t u r e 
emerges i f we t u r n the s i t u a t i o n around and look a t how a l c o h o l 
consumption v a r i e s as a f u n c t i o n of c i g a r e t t e use. Only 22% of the 
non-smokers r e p o r t r e g u l a r d r i n k i n g experiences whereas 60% of the 
r e g u l a r smokers do. 

As w i t h the two drug use c l u s t e r s i d e n t i f i e d e a r l i e r — t h e 
"propensity to use drugs" and the "propensity to use i l l e g a l d r u g s " — 
we cannot t e l l from these data the reasons f o r the observed r e l a 
t i o n s h i p s . Perhaps the use of one drug somehow causes or l e a d s to 
the use of another, perhaps c e r t a i n p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
lead to such general p r o p e n s i t i e s , and perhaps c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 
the s o c i a l environment i n f l u e n c e young men to use p a r t i c u l a r s e t s 
of drugs or to use drugs g e n e r a l l y . We do know, however, t h a t 
becoming in v o l v e d i n the v a r i o u s drugs examined here are not 
happenstance events. Involvement with one bears a s y s t e m a t i c 
connection to involvement w i t h o t h e r s . 
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Previous F i n d i n g s 

Some of the f i n d i n g s presented here r e p l i c a t e e a r l i e r work on 
more l i m i t e d populations. Blum (1970) reported on a survey of 
students from f i v e c o l l e g e campuses conducted i n the mid to l a t e 
1960's. Dealing with a s i m i l a r (though s l i g h t l y l a r g e r ) l i s t of 
drugs, he a l s o found a manifold of p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n s among 
them, which he f e l t i n d i c a t e d a general d i s p o s i t i o n toward psycho
a c t i v e drug use.* As i n the present study, he found a c l u s t e r i n g 
between a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s and between hallucinogens and 
marijuana. Unlike the present study, he did not f i n d a very strong 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between the use of amphetamines and the use of seda
t i v e s ( b a r b i t u r a t e s ) , nor d i d he f i n d a strong, i l l i c i t drug use 
c l u s t e r . The reasons for these d i f f e r e n c e s are not c l e a r , but may 
be e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of the d i f f e r e n t types of samples and d i f 
f e r e n t age cohorts being examined. 

SERIOUSNESS OF DRUG USE 

So f a r i n t h i s d i s c u s s i o n of m u l t i p l e drug use we have worked 
with f i g u r e s or s t a t i s t i c s which r e l a t e the usage v a r i a b l e s for the 
drugs taken two a t a time. Another approach to answering the 
question, "To what extent are users of the d i f f e r e n t drugs the same 
people?" i s to c r e a t e a s e t of mutually e x c l u s i v e c a t e g o r i e s based 
on more than two drug use v a r i a b l e s . We have b u i l t such a v a r i a b l e 
based on the i n d i v i d u a l ' s answer to the questions concerning h i s 
use of a l l f i v e i l l i c i t drugs. The v a r i a b l e , e n t i t l e d " s e r i o u s n e s s 
of drug use," has eleven ordered c a t e g o r i e s ranging from most to 

*The drugs examined included tobacco, a l c o h o l , marijuana, 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, t r a n q u i l i z e r s , s e d a t i v e s , i l l i c i t 
o p i a t e s , and s p e c i a l substances. (Blum, 1970, pp. 102-103.) 
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l e a s t s e r i o u s according to our conceptions of " s e r i o u s n e s s . " 
Table 2-7 presents the d e f i n i t i o n s f or the eleven c a t e g o r i e s , and 
the percent of the sample f a l l i n g i n t o each category f or each time 
i n t e r v a l . 

Again, one has to be s t r u c k by the r e l a t i v e infrequency with 
which the young men have become deeply "involved" i n drugs, compared 
with popular conceptions. About 78% used no i l l i c i t drugs a t a l l 
during high school and 87% took nothing more s e r i o u s than an 
o c c a s i o n a l " j o i n t " of marijuana. I n other words, only 12% t r i e d 
some i l l e g a l drug more s e r i o u s than marijuana, and even i n t h a t 
group a t h i r d d id no more than experiment. I n the year a f t e r high 
school, 64% or n e a r l y two-thirds r e f r a i n e d from contact w i t h any 
i l l e g a l drugs, and 80% d i d nothing more s e r i o u s than use marijuana 
o c c a s i o n a l l y . However, the number who went beyond the poin t of 
experimentation i n t o a s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drug climbed from 8% to 12%, 
an a p p r e c i a b l e i n c r e a s e i n a n a t i o n a l population. 

PATTERNS OF USE ACROSS TIME 

The p a t t e r n s of drug use we have been examining so f a r are 
s t a t i c p a t t e r n s , a snapshot of one i n t e r v a l of time. A more dynamic 
view can be gained by examining p a t t e r n s a c r o s s the two time 
i n t e r v a l s f o r which we have data. C e r t a i n l y , the dynamic p i c t u r e 
i s the more i n t e r e s t i n g one, f o r i t i n d i c a t e s the s e q u e n t i a l use of 
drugs. (The most c o n t r o v e r s i a l hypothesis about s e q u e n t i a l use i s 
that marijuana use somehow "leads t o " the use of heroin and other 
more dangerous drugs.) 

The c o r r e l a t i o n between the use of one drug during one i n t e r v a l 
of time and the use of another during the fo l l o w i n g i n t e r v a l i s not 
a s u f f i c i e n t t o o l f o r summarizing the dynamic r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

60 



TABLE 2-7 
Seriousness of Drug Use 

Note: Respondents are classified into the top(most serious^ category for 
which they qualify based on their self-reported drug use during the 
time interval in question. 

During 
High School 

After 
High School 

1. Heroin—more than experimentally 
2. Heroin—experimentally 
3. Amphetamines, Barbituates, Hallucinogens— 

more than experimental use of a l l three 
4. Amphetamines, Barbituates, Hallucinogens— 

more than experimental use of two 
5. Amphetamines, Barbituates, Hallucinogens— 

more than experimental use of one 
6. Amphetamines, Barbituates, Hallucinogens— 

% No. of Cases % No. of Cases 
1.4 
.4 

1.5 

1.7 

3.0 

(25) 
(7) 

(26) 

(30) 

(53) 

1.3 
.9 

1.2 

3.3 

5.3 

(24) 
(16) 

(22) 

(59) 

(94) 

experimental use of one, two or three 4.4 (78) 5.7 (102) 
7. Marijuana—regular use .8 (15) 1.8 (32) 
8. Marijuana—occasional use 4.7 (84) 7.5 (134) 
9. Marijuana—experimental use 4.7 (83) 9.0 (160) 

10. No use of any of the five i l l i c i t drugs 77.5 (1378) 63.9 (1137) 
100.1 (1779) 99.9 (1730) 

11. * 
Missing data on a l l five drug use questions - (19) - (18) 

*Those with partially missing data were classified into the highest 
usage category based on known data. 
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them, f o r i t may simply r e f l e c t an ongoing but non-sequential 

a s s o c i a t i o n between two drugs. For example, we know t h a t the usage 
r a t e s f o r amphetamines and b a r b i t u r a t e s are h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d f o r a 
given i n t e r v a l of time. We a l s o know th a t people remain f a i r l y 
j o n s t a n t a c r o s s the two time i n t e r v a l s i n t h e i r use of both drugs 
( s t a b i l i t y c o e f f i c i e n t s = .68 and .70 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . Thus, we 
would expect t h e r e to be some c o r r e l a t i o n between amphetamine use 
during the f i r s t i n t e r v a l and b a r b i t u r a t e use during the second 
i n t e r v a l , even if the use of one d i d not precede use of the other, 
simply because a l o t of people continued to use both drugs a c t i v e l y . 

The concept of cross-lagged panel c o r r e l a t i o n s was developed 
p r e c i s e l y to de a l with t h i s dilemma (Campbell and Sta n l e y , 1963). 
Rather than looking a t s i n g l e c o r r e l a t i o n s , under t h i s method one 
examines a l l s t a t i c and cr o s s - t i m e c o r r e l a t i o n s between p a i r s of 
v a r i a b l e s i n order to deduce whether A p r e d i c t s B a t some fu t u r e 
time better than B p r e d i c t s A. F i g u r e 2-9 pres e n t s the c r o s s -
lagged c o r r e l a t i o n s between a l l p a i r w i s e combinations of seven 
drugs.* 

L e t us concentrate f o r a moment on the f i r s t of these f i g u r e s — 
t h a t showing the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l — t o 
demonstrate the way i n which the cross-lagged panel c o r r e l a t i o n s 
can be used. F i r s t , note t h a t the two v e r t i c a l l i n e s r e p r e s e n t the 
s t a t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p s between a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e use for two d i f 
f e r e n t time i n t e r v a l s . They remain f a i r l y constant (.48 v s . .46) 
i n t h i s c a s e , as they do f o r almost a l l other p a i r s of v a r i a b l e s . 
The numbers a s s o c i a t e d with the two h o r i z o n t a l l i n e s r e p r e s e n t the 
s t a b i l i t y c o e f f i c i e n t s f o r each drug. These v a l u e s are high f o r 

*These cannot be a c c u r a t e l y c a l l e d panel c o r r e l a t i o n s s i n c e 
a l l of the data on which they are based was gathered a t one point 
i n time. However, s i n c e the responses r e f e r to non-overlapping 
s e q u e n t i a l periods of time, the l o g i c i s s t i l l the same. 

62 



FIGURE 2-9 CROSS-LAGGED CORRELATIONS BETWKEH PAIRS 
OF DRUG USE VARIABLES 

IJocc: The number* I n each f i g u r e I n d i c a t e the Pearson product-nonent 
c o r r e l a t i o n s between r i a l r a o f v a r i a b l e s tbaaed on the o r i g i n a l 6 p o i n t 
answer c a t e g o r i e s ) . 
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FIGURE 2-9 C o n t ' d 
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a l l drugs and p a r t i c u l a r l y so for c i g a r e t t e s , r e f l e c t i n g the s t a 
b i l i t y i n usage p a t t e r n s r e f e r r e d to e a r l i e r . The two diagonal 
l i n e s and t h e i r a s s o c i a t e d c o r r e l a t i o n s represent the cross - t i m e 
" p r e d i c t i o n s " which can be made from one drug to the other. I n 
t h i s case, we can p r e d i c t c i g a r e t t e use from p r i o r a l c o h o l use 
(r = .44) s l i g h t l y b e t t e r than we can p r e d i c t a l c o h o l use from 
p r i o r c i g a r e t t e use (r = .39), suggesting t h a t c i g a r e t t e use i s 
more r e l a t e d to p r i o r experience with a l c o h o l than v i c e v e r s a . 

Before proceeding f u r t h e r with the cross-lagged panel c o r r e l a 
t i o n s , an a d d i t i o n a l s e t of data w i l l be introduced which provides 
a v a l u a b l e supplement. Remember t h a t the c o r r e l a t i o n s d i s c u s s e d i n 
the c r o s s - l a g g e d panel c o r r e l a t i o n s are r e l a t i n g four d i f f e r e n t 
usage v a r i a b l e s , each of which has an underlying s i x point s c a l e 
ranging from " d a i l y use" to "no use." I n other words, the v a r i a b l e s 
are i n t e n s i t y - o f - u s e v a r i a b l e s , not simply use versus non-use 
v a r i a b l e s . The l a t t e r type of v a r i a b l e would be u s e f u l f o r d e f i 
n i t e l y answering the question, "Which drug came f i r s t ? , " by allow
ing us to focus only on people who s t a r t e d to use the drug i n 
question a f t e r high school. We can then e s t a b l i s h what other drugs 
they had used p r e v i o u s l y and then determine whether t h e i r previous 
use of o t h e r drugs was higher than we would have expected. I f i t 
i s higher, we have evidence of a s e q u e n t i a l pattern of drug use. 
The r e l e v a n t comparison group f o r determining what we would have 
expected would be non-users who do not become u s e r s of the drug i n 
question a f t e r high school. Table 2-8 presents t h i s type of i n f o r 
mation f o r a l l seven drugs. Used i n conjunction with the c r o s s -
lagged panel c o r r e l a t i o n s , i t should r e v e a l r a ther d e f i n i t e l y the 
cr o s s - t i m e p a t t e r n s which e x i s t i n t h i s sample of young men. 

C i g a r e t t e s 

By scanning down the column l a b e l e d " c i g a r e t t e s " i n Table 2-8, 
we can see t h a t people who used each of the other drugs for the 
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TABLE 2-8 
Previous Use of Other Drugs by 
New Users and Non-Users 

% who used these drugs during the high school years 

No. 
of 

Cases 
/ -v J v «y ^ c> <S <? / / / / / / 

Cigarettes 
New users after high school 109 — 63 8 3 5 1 2 
Continuing non-users 487 — 60 8 3 4 2- 0(.2) 

Alcohol 
New 152 36 — 9 5 5 4 2 
Non 176 22 — 2 2 3 1 1 

Mar ijuana 
New 262 74 91 — 1 2 0 0C4) 
Non 1135 58 75 — 0(.2) 1 0M) 0(.l) 

Hallucinogens 
New 96 75 94 44 — 15 7 1 
Non 1525 64 80 14 — 5 2 0C3) 

Amphetamines 
New 98 75 91 45 6 — 0 0 
Non 1501 63 80 12 2 — 1 0(.3) 

Barbiturates 
New 59 76 92 36 10 9 — 0 
Non 1602 64 80 15 3 5 — 0(.3) 

Heroin 
New 17 82 82 71 53 65 41 — 
Non 1720 66 81 19 5 8 5 
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f i r s t time a f t e r high school had a higher incidence of c i g a r e t t e 
use during high school than d i d t h e i r peers who remained non-users. 
I n other words, among non-users of any of the s i x other drugs, 
those who smoke are more l i k e l y than those who do not smoke to 
s t a r t u s i n g each of the other drugs subsequently. I f we turn the 
question around to ask whether taking up c i g a r e t t e s i s more l i k e l y 
among previous users of other drugs, we f i n d t h a t i t i s not. As we 
can see from the row l a b e l e d " c i g a r e t t e s " i n Table 2-6, previous 
use of ot h e r drugs i s e q u a l l y infrequent among new c i g a r e t t e u s e r s 
as i t i s among those who remain non-users. So, we know th a t 
c i g a r e t t e use tends to precede the use of other drugs a l i t t l e 
more o f t e n than expected but the use of other drugs does not tend 
to precede c i g a r e t t e use to an exceptional degree. 

We would not have made t h i s deduction had we looked only a t 
the c r o s s - l a g g e d panel c o r r e l a t i o n s , which take i n t o account not 
only use versus non-use, but varying degrees of use as w e l l . They 
i n d i c a t e no c o n s i s t e n t d i r e c t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between the rate 
of c i g a r e t t e smoking and the r a t e of use of most of the other 
drugs.* 

Alcohol 

I n c o n t r a s t to c i g a r e t t e s , more evidence of a d i r e c t i o n a l 
sequence can be found i n the case of a l c o h o l , e.g., heavier a l c o h o l 

* I n the case of a l c o h o l there i s some i n d i c a t i o n t h a t i t s r a t e 
of use p r e d i c t s to l a t e r use of c i g a r e t t e s b e t t e r than the r a t e of 
c i g a r e t t e use p r e d i c t s to l a t e r use of a l c o h o l . T h i s mild e f f e c t 
i s i n apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n to our e a r l i e r f i n d i n g t h a t new u s e r s 
of a l c o h o l had higher than expected p r i o r experience with c i g a r e t t e s . 
However, the f i n d i n g s can be r e c o n c i l e d by the f a c t that only a 
sm a l l proportion of the sample r e f r a i n e d from a l c o h o l use during 
high s c h o o l ; t h e r e f o r e , they have r a t h e r l i m i t e d i n f l u e n c e on a 
c r o s s - t i m e c o r r e l a t i o n based on the e n t i r e sample. 
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use precedes h e a v i e r use of marijuana (while the opposite r e l a t i o n 
ship i s l e s s t r u e ) . A s i m i l a r statement could be made f o r a l c o h o l 
i n r e l a t i o n to amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and h a l l u c i n o g e n s , 
although the c r o s s p r e d i c t i o n s are much l e s s asymmetrical than was 
true between a l c o h o l and marijuana. The new u s e r s of each of these 
i l l e g a l drugs provide confirming evidence f o r these sequences; 
that i s , a g r e a t e r proportion of them have had p r i o r experience 
with a l c o h o l than have the continuing "non-users." 

Marijuana 

The most pronounced sequences, however, and t h e r e f o r e the most 
i n t e r e s t i n g occur when we get to the f i g u r e s on marijuana. Marijuana 
shows a c o n s i d e r a b l y higher p r e d i c t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p a c r o s s time to 
a l l of the other i l l e g a l drugs than they show to i t . These f i n d i n g s 
are borne out d r a m a t i c a l l y i n Table 2-8, where we f i n d t h a t new 
use r s of amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and heroin have 
very high proportions who were previous marijuana u s e r s (ranging 
from 36% to 71%). These proportions are three to four times as 
great as the proportions i n the comparison groups who reported 
using marijuana. 

Because of the importance of t h i s type of f i n d i n g and i t s 
re l e v a n c e to some very heated c o n t r o v e r s i e s now t r a n s p i r i n g i n the 
p u b l i c arena, i t seems important to pause t o co n s i d e r e x a c t l y what 
t h i s information does and does not mean. I t does mean th a t among 
the r a t h e r l i m i t e d number of young men who t r i e d each of the four 
more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs f o r the f i r s t time a f t e r high school, 
previous marijuana use was uncommonly p r e v a l e n t . I t does not mean 
that all of them had p r e v i o u s l y used marijuana. (For example, only 
36% of the new b a r b i t u r a t e u s e r s reported marijuana use i n high 
school.) 
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Another thing which the f i n d i n g does not mean i s t h a t a l l 
marijuana u s e r s move on to more se r i o u s drugs. We know, for 
example, t h a t during the year a f t e r high school f u l l y one-half of 
those who used marijuana did not use any of the more s e r i o u s drugs. 
Neither do these f i n d i n g s mean t h a t marijuana "caused" or "led to" 
the use o f more s e r i o u s drugs for those who did use them. We have 
no way of knowing how many of these young men would have t r i e d the 
more s e r i o u s drugs had there been no marijuana experience a v a i l a b l e 
to them. I t seems q u i t e l i k e l y t h a t a number would have, p a r t i c u 
l a r l y g i v e n our f i n d i n g t h a t there may be a p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r which 
i n c l i n e s people toward or away from drug use i n g e n e r a l , i n c l u d i n g 
the l e g a l drugs. 

While the " c a u s a l " hypothesis i s not proven by these data, 
n e i t h e r i s i t disproven. I n a s o c i e t y which a t t a c h e s a s o c i a l , 
moral, and l e g a l meaning to marijuana use which i s synonymous with 
the use o f these other i l l e g a l drugs, i t seems q u i t e l i k e l y t h a t 
i t s young people w i l l come t o see them as l o g i c a l l y connected. For 
example, a young person may decide to t r y marijuana with the b e l i e f 
t h a t t h e r e i s no compelling argument a g a i n s t t r y i n g i t . But he may 
then come to accept s o c i e t y ' s d e f i n i t i o n of t h a t experience as a 
f i r s t major step i n t o a c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e or drug-culture, making the 
next s t e p much l e s s d i f f i c u l t p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y . I f the use of 
marijuana were l e g a l , the s o c i a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l meaning of using 
i t might c h a n g e — r e n d e r i n g i t no longer a f i r s t step i n t o the world 
of i l l i c i t drugs. I n other words, even i f there i s a type of c a u s a l 
l i n k between marijuana and harder drugs, i t may be based more on 
e x i s t i n g s o c i a l p o l i c i e s and d e f i n i t i o n s than on any mechanistic or 
p h y s i c a l l i n k . 

The More Serious I l l e g a l Drugs 

Amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and hallucinogens a l l show 
c o n s i d e r a b l y b e t t e r a b i l i t y to p r e d i c t l a t e r use of heroin than the 
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r e v e r s e . The information i n Table 2-8, while based on an extremely 
small number of new u s e r s of heroin (n = 1 7 ) , lends support to the 
patterns suggested by the cross-lagged panel c o r r e l a t i o n s . P r i o r 
to the time of high school graduation, 65% of them had used 
amphetamines, 53% h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and 41% b a r b i t u r a t e s — a l l very 
high r a t e s of use. These data i n d i c a t e (although q u i t e t e n t a t i v e l y 
because of the number of cases) t h a t the use of one or more of 
these three drugs tends to precede the use of h e r o i n . 

The cross-lagged panel c o r r e l a t i o n s a l s o i n d i c a t e t h a t e a r l i e r 
amphetamine usage r a t e s p r e d i c t w e l l to l a t e r b a r b i t u r a t e use. We 
already know t h a t the use of these two drugs i s h i g h l y a s s o c i a t e d , 
but these c r o s s - t i m e data suggest a c e r t a i n s e q u e n t i a l p a t t e r n 
between them. One i n t e r p r e t a t i o n a lready mentioned, i s t h a t f o r 
most of these u s e r s , amphetamines are taken f o r t h e i r d i r e c t e f f e c t s 
and b a r b i t u r a t e s are taken p r i m a r i l y to r e v e r s e those e f f e c t s , i . e . , 
t h e i r use r e f l e c t s an attempt to r e t u r n to a "normal" s t a t e , r a t h e r 
than an attempt to l e a v e i t . The data on new u s e r s of these drugs 
i n Table 2-6 lend s l i g h t support to t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Nine per
cent of new b a r b i t u r a t e u s e r s had used amphetamines during high 
school w h i l e none of the new amphetamine u s e r s had used b a r b i t u r a t e s 
during the same time i n t e r v a l . However, the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n given 
would suggest a r a t h e r s h o r t s e q u e n t i a l c y c l e between amphetamine 
use and b a r b i t u r a t e use, thus we would not expect data based on the 
large time i n t e r v a l s d e a l t w i t h i n t h i s study to c a t c h many people 
who become dual u s e r s i n the middle of the c y c l e - - t h a t i s , a f t e r 
having s t a r t e d on amphetamines but before proceeding to b a r b i t u r a t e 
use. Therefore, the r a t h e r modest support f o r the hypotheses found 
i n Table 2'-8 i s not c o n t r a d i c t o r y to the b a s i c hypothesis. 

Turning now to the remaining r e l a t i o n s h i p s , we f i n d t h a t there 
does not appear to be any d i r e c t i o n a l c r o s s - t i m e r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between amphetamines and h a l l u c i n o g e n s or between b a r b i t u r a t e s and 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s . The c r o s s c o r r e l a t i o n s are roughly equal i n both 

70 



c a s e s . F o r a l l three of these drugs we f i n d t h a t people who become 
use r s a f t e r high school are a l i t t l e more l i k e l y than those who do 
not to have had previous experience with the other two drugs. The 
one exception, which has already been mentioned, i s that none of 
the new amphetamine users had p r e v i o u s l y used b a r b i t u r a t e s . Thus, 
i t looks as i f p r i o r experience with any one of these drugs 
i n c r e a s e s the p r o b a b i l i t y of experience with the others, but there 
i s no i n d i c a t i o n of a dominant sequence. 

One f i n a l t e c h n i c a l point should be made before c l o s i n g t h i s 
s e c t i o n on the dynamic p a t t e r n s of m u l t i p l e drug use, and i t i s one 
which has already been a l l u d e d to above. Namely, the u n i t s of time 
a c r o s s which we are looking for s e q u e n t i a l p a t t e r n s are r a t h e r 
l a r g e ( i . e . , the years before graduation and the year a f t e r gradua
t i o n ) and t h e r e f o r e are u n l i k e l y to be anywhere near optimal for 
uncovering b e h a v i o r a l sequences, p a r t i c u l a r l y where the c y c l e i s a 
s h o r t one. That i s , most of the i n d i v i d u a l s e q u e n t i a l behaviors 
w i l l occur within e i t h e r the f i r s t or the second time period, not 
a c r o s s them. Thus we f i n d , f o r i n s t a n c e , t h a t i n the cross-lagged 
panel c o r r e l a t i o n s there are few i n s t a n c e s where the c r o s s - i n t e r v a l 
c o r r e l a t i o n between two drugs i s higher than e i t h e r w i t h i n - i n t e r v a l 
c o r r e l a t i o n . Usage questions c o l l e c t e d on s h o r t e r i n t e r v a l s or 
which s p e c i f i c a l l y asked the respondent the sequence i n which he 
s t a r t e d t o use d i f f e r e n t drugs would provide b e t t e r data from 
which to e x t r a c t s e q u e n t i a l p a t t e r n s and, i n p a r t i c u l a r , to a s s e s s 
the s t r e n g t h (prevalence) of those p a t t e r n s . 

However, d e s p i t e t h i s handicap i n the study design, we have 
been a b l e to i d e n t i f y c e r t a i n i n d i c a t i o n s of a tendency toward 
s e q u e n t i a l use of some of the drugs. Alcohol and c i g a r e t t e use 
seem to precede use of the v a r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs more often than 
would be expected. Marijuana use tends to precede the use of each 
of the o t h e r i l l e g a l drugs i n a s i m i l a r way; and, f i n a l l y , the use 
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of amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and/or hall u c i n o g e n s tends to precede 
the use of heroin. I t must be emphasized again t h a t the phrase 
"tends to precede" does not say "always precedes" or "causes." We 
have no evidence of a necessary or f i x e d sequence i n these p a t t e r n s 
of drug use, nor any compelling evidence of c a u s a l connections. 
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Chapter 3 

The Attitudes of Youth 
Toward Drug Taking 

The "new youth c u l t u r e " i s popularly assumed to c o n s i s t of a 
whole new complex of v a l u e s , a t t i t u d e s , and behaviors--a r a d i c a l l y 
d i f f e r e n t l i f e s t y l e and o r i e n t a t i o n from those of previous 
g e n e r a t i o n s . I n a d d i t i o n to new a t t i t u d e s toward sex, war, and 
m a t e r i a l goods, newer generations are g e n e r a l l y assumed to have 
changed t h e i r stance on drugs. We considered t h a t notion worth 
t e s t i n g and, t h e r e f o r e , decided to i n c l u d e a s e t of questions 
which ask respondents f o r t h e i r a t t i t u d e s about the use of most of 
the drugs we have been d i s c u s s i n g . In t h i s chapter, we w i l l 
address a number of questions about youths' a t t i t u d e s on drugs. 
What are t h e i r general a t t i t u d e s about the use of both l e g a l and 
i l l e g a l drugs? Are a t t i t u d e s about experimental use d i f f e r e n t 
from those on r e g u l a r use? Are a t t i t u d e s about the use of d i f 
f e r e n t drugs r e l a t e d ? How d i f f e r e n t are the a t t i t u d e s of u s e r s 
and non-users? 

EXISTING ATTITUDES 

Table 3-1 presents the questions concerning drug a t t i t u d e s 
along w i t h the percentagized answer d i s t r i b u t i o n s . As the t a b l e 
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TABLE 3-1 
Attitudes Toward Drug Use 

o 

People differ in how they feel 
about individuals doing certain 
things. How do you feel about 
people your age doing each of 
the following things'? (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Smoking one or more packs of 
cigarettes per day 1.4 4.3 36.2 29.5 28.0 0.7 1. 3 
Trying marijuana (pot, grass) 
once or twice 4.7 16.7 25.6 13.1 33.7 6.1 1. 9 

Smoking marijuana occasionally 2.9 14.0 25.9 14.2 36.5 6.5 1. 8 

Smoking marijuana regularly 2.4 6.6 20.0 19.7 44.9 6.3 2. 0 

Trying LSD once or twice 1.2 4.7 11.7 15.0 58.5 8.9 3. 5 

Taking LSD regularly 0.5 0.7 6.7 13.6 69.6 8.9 1. 7 

Trying heroin (smack, horse, 
"H") once or twice 0.6 0.9 4.5 10.7 73.9 9.3 1. 7 

Taking heroin occasionally 0.3 0.4 3.5 10.0 76.9 8.9 1. 4 

Taking heroin regularly 0.3 0.3 2.8 8.2 79.5 8.8 2. 8 

Trying a barbiturate (yellow 
jacket, red devil, downer) 
once or twice 0.5 3.5 12.5 15.7 57.3 10.5 1. 8 

Taking barbiturates regularly 0.3 0.7 6.5 13.7 68.8 10.0 1. 9 

Trying an amphetamine (pep 
p i l l , bennie, speed, upper) 
once or twice 0.7 5.7 14.3 14.3 55.8 9.2 1. ? 

Taking amphetamines regularly 0.3 0.7 6.8 14.5 67.4 10.2 3. 1 

Trying alcoholic beverages 
(liquor, beer, wine) once or 
twice 8.5 38.3 38.7 5.0 8.0 1.4 1 ? 

Drinking alcoholic beverages 
regularly 3.6 19.0 41.6 20.0 15.1 0.7 1 6 

1A 
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i n d i c a t e s , separate questions were asked about experimental use and 
r e g u l a r use for most drugs. Occasional use was added for marijuana 
and-heroin, while experimental use of c i g a r e t t e s was not included. 

Respondents were asked to i n d i c a t e t h e i r degree of approval 
or d i s a p p r o v a l on a f i v e point s c a l e or, i f they were not s u f 
f i c i e n t l y f a m i l i a r with the drug to hold such an opinion, to 
i n d i c a t e t h a t f a c t by checking the s i x t h point. A l l of the more 
s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs ended up with nine or ten percent answering 
i n the " u n f a m i l i a r with drug" category, a r a t h e r s u r p r i s i n g f a c t 
i n t h i s age of mass media. The g r e a t m a j o r i t y , however, did 
express some a t t i t u d e on a l l s c a l e s . 

A t t i t u d e s Toward I l l e g a l Drugs 

The major f i n d i n g s are indeed s t r i k i n g . Use of any of the 
more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs, even experimental use, r e c e i v e d the 
d i s a p p r o v a l of the great m a j o r i t y of these young people. E x p e r i 
mental use of amphetamines drew the l e a s t condemnation among the 
more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs, and even t h i s behavior r e c e i v e d the 
d i s a p p r o v a l of 70 percent of these young men who were one year out 
of high school at the time. I t r e c e i v e d the strong d i s a p p r o v a l of 
56 percent. A t t i t u d e s are roughly comparable for amphetamines, 
b a r t i t u r a t e s , and ha l l u c i n o g e n s ; t h a t i s , over 70 percent of the 
respondents disapprove of t h e i r use even on an experimental b a s i s , 
w h i l e over 80 percent disapprove of r e g u l a r use. Heroin use i s an 
even l e s s admired a c t i v i t y , with only 6 percent saying they approve 
of or f e e l n e u t r a l about experimenting with the drug, and l e s s than 
4 percent e x p r e s s i n g such a t t i t u d e s about reg u l a r use. 

Marijuana smoking, on the other hand, e l i c i t s a negative 
r e a c t i o n from a much s m a l l e r f r a c t i o n of the sample. Only 47 per
cent disapprove of the experimental use of marijuana, while an 
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equal number e i t h e r approve of the a c t i v i t y or f e e l n e u t r a l about 
i t . More i n t e n s i v e use of marijuana r e c e i v e s more d i s a p p r o v a l , a 
fi n d i n g which a l s o holds t r u e f o r a l l of the other drugs, w i t h the 
r e s u l t t h a t r e g u l a r use of marijuana r e c e i v e s the d i s a p p r o v a l of 
nea r l y two-thirds of the respondents. But, i t i s s t i l l the case, 
t h a t a s u b s t a n t i a l 2 9 percent approve of or f e e l n e u t r a l about 
t h e i r peers using the drug r e g u l a r l y . 

In a d d i t i o n to r e f l e c t i n g a more t o l e r a n t r e a c t i o n , the d i s t r i 
bution of a t t i t u d e s toward marijuana- use i s noteworthy i n another 
re s p e c t . The d i s t r i b u t i o n i s bimodal; t h a t i s , the two most 
fr e q u e n t l y chosen answers are not i n ad j a c e n t p o s i t i o n s on the 
s c a l e . People tended e i t h e r to s t r o n g l y disapprove of use of the 
drug or to express a p o s i t i o n of n e u t r a l i t y about i t s use, suggest
ing t h a t there i s some p o l a r i z a t i o n of p o s i t i o n s w i t h i n t h i s age 
group on the s u b j e c t of marijuana use. I t i s the only drug f o r 
which such a p o l a r i z a t i o n emerged so c l e a r l y . 

The f i n d i n g s d i s c u s s e d so f a r about a t t i t u d e s toward the use 
of i l l e g a l drugs have some i n t e r e s t i n g i m p l i c a t i o n s . The f i r s t i s 
tha t there have undoubtedly been some gross d i s t o r t i o n s i n the pub
l i c ' s p e r c e p t i o n concerning the r e c e p t i v e n e s s of our young to 
drugs or a "drug c u l t u r e . " The g r e a t m a j o r i t y of these young men 
express strong d i s a p p r o v a l of the use of a l l i l l e g a l drugs except 
marijuana. I t f o l l o w s , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t f or drug use to become sub
s t a n t i a l l y much more prevalent than i t c u r r e n t l y i s , the a t t i t u d e s 
of youth a r e going to have to change c o n s i d e r a b l y . 

Second, i t should be noted t h a t marijuana i s seen by these 
young people as i n a c l a s s by i t s e l f . They r e a c t to i t s use q u i t e 
d i f f e r e n t l y than they r e a c t to the use of the other i l l e g a l drugs. 
Put another way, there are a great many who say they do not d i s 
approve of the use of marijuana but who s t r o n g l y disapprove of the 
use of the other more s e r i o u s drugs. 
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Another way of a s s e s s i n g the current f e e l i n g of young people 
toward marijuana i s to compare how favorably they r a t e i t s use 
compared t o the use of l e g a l drugs. Regular c i g a r e t t e smoking, 
for example, i s viewed more favorably than r e g u l a r marijuana use; 
but, s u r p r i s i n g l y , i t gets no b e t t e r r a t i n g o v e r a l l than the 
o c c a s i o n a l use of marijuana. About 42 percent of the respondents 
say they do not disapprove of each of these a c t i v i t i e s ; t h a t i s , 
they approve of or f e e l n e u t r a l about them. 

A t t i t u d e s Toward Legal Drugs 

Some 58 percent of the sample disapprove.of c i g a r e t t e smoking, 
which i n d i c a t e s r a t h e r c l e a r l y t h a t c i g a r e t t e s have l o s t t h e i r 
glamour f o r a very l a r g e segment of t h i s generation of young people. 
In f a c t , o n l y 6 percent say they p a r t i c u l a r l y approve of smoking, 
l e s s than the number approving of r e g u l a r marijuana use! 

A l c o h o l has not fared as badly. To t r y a l c o h o l i c beverages 
once or t w i c e i s almost u n i v e r s a l l y .accepted, i f not approved. 
Only about a t h i r d of these young men disapprove of d r i n k i n g 
a l c o h o l i c beverages r e g u l a r l y and n e a r l y a quarter s t i l l p o s i t i v e l y 
approve of the a c t i v i t y , making i t the most accepted drug i n the 
s e t . I t may provide comfort to the d i s t i l l e r s and brewers of 
America t o f i n d t h a t t h i s generation of America's youth s t i l l r a t e 
the use o f t h e i r products as s o c i a l l y a c c eptable. C i g a r e t t e 
manufacturers, on the other hand, have c o n s i d e r a b l e reason f o r 
concern. 

THE ATTITUDES RELATED TO EACH OTHER 

We would undoubtedly expect to f i n d some r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
people's a t t i t u d e s toward these d i f f e r e n t drugs. For example, a 
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person would .seem i n c o n s i s t e n t i f he s a i d he approved of the use 
of h eroin but not of marijuana. So the q uestion r e a l l y i s how 
strong a r e the i n t e r c o n n e c t i o n s , and are there some higher order 
concepts or f a c t o r s which help to e x p l a i n a t t i t u d e s toward s p e c i f i c 
drugs? 

To help answer these q u e s t i o n s , the fourteen a t t i t u d e v a r i a b l e s 
were r e l a t e d i n a t a b l e of Pearson product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n s , w i t h 
one c o r r e l a t i o n for each p a i r w i s e combination of v a r i a b l e s . (See 
Table 3-2.) These c o r r e l a t i o n s were then entered i n t o a type of 
c l u s t e r a n a l y s i s program which t r e a t s the c o r r e l a t i o n s as s i m i l a r i t y 
(or proximity) measures and proceeds to b u i l d c l u s t e r s based on the 
s i m i l a r i t y of the v a r i a b l e s . The s i m i l a r i t y of a v a r i a b l e to a 
c l u s t e r i s measured by the lowest c o r r e l a t i o n between that v a r i a b l e 
and any v a r i a b l e already i n the c l u s t e r . The lower t h a t lowest 
c o r r e l a t i o n i s , the lower i s the s i m i l a r i t y . I n the present 
in s t a n c e the program s t a r t e d by t r e a t i n g a l l f i f t e e n v a r i a b l e s as 
separate c l u s t e r s , and then through a s e r i e s of fourteen s e q u e n t i a l 
steps combined c l u s t e r s one a t a time, each step j.oining the two 
c l u s t e r s having the g r e a t e s t s i m i l a r i t y . The f i r s t step simply 
combined those two v a r i a b l e s having the h i g h e s t p a i r w i s e c o r r e l a 
t i o n . * 

*A c o r r e l a t i o n matrix was f i r s t generated based on the o r i g i 
n a l five-answer v a r i a b l e s ("unfamiliar w i t h drug" i s excluded). 
Because the c o r r e l a t i o n s turned out to be so high, i t seemed 
po s s i b l e t h a t the few respondents out i n the "approve" end of the 
s c a l e may be accounting for a great d e a l of the c o r r e l a t i o n . T h i s 
would be a problem i f the d i s t i n c t i o n between saying one "approves" 
versus he f e e l s " n e u t r a l " r e f l e c t s only d i f f e r e n c e s i n sematic 
s t y l e and not d i f f e r e n c e s i n a t t i t u d e s . So, a second product-
moment c o r r e l a t i o n t a b l e was c r e a t e d based on v a r i a b l e s i n which 
the f i r s t t h r e e answer c a t e g o r i e s ("strongly approve," "approve," 
and " f e e l n e u t r a l " ) were c o l l a p s e d i n t o a s i n g l e category. How
ever, the c o r r e l a t i o n s turned out to be p r a c t i c a l l y i d e n t i c a l to 
those generated by the o r i g i n a l method, i n d i c a t i n g t h a t v a r i a t i o n 
w i t h i n the "approve" end of the s c a l e was not c r i t i c a l to the 
r e s u l t a n t c o r r e l a t i o n s . Though i t makes l i t t l e d i f f e r e n c e , the 
c o r r e l a t i o n s which are c i t e d i n t h i s chapter are based on the 
bracketed v e r s i o n s . 
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TABLE 3-2 

Correlations Among the Drug Attitudes 

Note: These cor r e l a t i o n s are based on bracketed versions of the attitude variables i n which 
answers (1) through (3) i n the o r i g i n a l question are collapsed into a single code. 
Those giving answer (6), "unfamiliar with drug", are treated as missing data. 

( 1) Cigarettes: Regular Attitude Toward the Use of: 
( 2) 25 (2) Marij uana: Exptl • 
C 3) 24 90 (3) Marijuana: Occasional 
C 4) 26 79 86 (A) Marijuana: Regular 
( 5) 24 56 59 64 (5) LSD: Ex p t l . 
( 6) 26 41 45 55 76 (6) LSD Regular 
C 7) 21 33 36 41 58 63 (7_) Heroin: Exptl. 
C 8) 21 28 31 36 51 61 87 (8) Heroin: Occasional 
C 9) 21 25 26 33 44 60 77 85 <£> Heroin: Regular 
(10) 21 52 53 56 71 61 57 53 47 (10) Barbiturates: E x p t l . 
( I D 25 39 42 49 58 67 60 63 65 73 (11) Barbiturates: Regular 
(12) 22 54 54 56 70 57 51 47 40 87 67 (12) Amphetamines: Expt. 
(13) 25 39 41 46 57 65 58 62 62 68 85 68 (13) Amphetamines: Regular 
(14) 21 33 33 28 19 14 11 07 06 21 14 22 13 (14) Alcohol: E x p t l . 
(15) 28 30 29 27 17 16 14 13 14 16 19 19 20 47 (15) Alcohol: Reg 



A General Factor 

The f i r s t t h ing to be mentioned about the r e s u l t s of these 
a n a l y s e s i s that they y i e l d e d a t a b l e c o n t a i n i n g a l l p o s i t i v e c o r 
r e l a t i o n s , j u s t as the drug usage questions e a r l i e r . The lowest 
c o r r e l a t i o n occurred between heroin use and a l c o h o l use, where 
they got down as low as .06. 

Two i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s suggest themselves. One i s t h a t the 
observed r e l a t i o n s h i p s are v a l i d , meaning t h a t there i s a gene r a l 
a t t i t u d e toward the use of a l l drugs, l e g a l and i l l e g a l , on which 
i n d i v i d u a l s vary. The other i s t h a t some response b i a s ( p o s i t i o n 
b i a s , e t c . ) e x p l a i n s t h i s general f a c t o r — t h a t i t i s r e a l l y an 
a r t i f a c t and not a v a l i d a t t i t u d e . Our previous f i n d i n g t h a t 
there appeared to be a general tendency f or the use of a l l drugs 
to be r e l a t e d , suggests t h a t t h i s s i m i l a r f a c t o r derived from the 
a t t i t u d e v a r i a b l e s i s not a methodological a r t i f a c t . (Because the 
drug usage s c a l e d e a l s with d i s c r e t e b e h a v i o r s , i t seems much l e s s 
l i k e l y t h a t the usage-proneness f a c t o r i s i t s e l f a methodological 
a r t i f a c t based on p o s i t i o n b i a s . ) 

D r u g - S p e c i f i c C l u s t e r s 

As the c l u s t e r a n a l y s i s proceeded through i t s e a r l y s t a g e s , 
i t became apparent t h a t a t t i t u d e s about d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of usage 
of the same drug ( i . e . , experimental use of marijuana and r e g u l a r 
use of marijuana) were more h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d with each other than 
with other v a r i a b l e s . The three marijuana questions c l u s t e r e d 
with each other, as did the questions on h e r o i n , those on LSD, and 
those on a l c o h o l . (Because there was only one question about 
c i g a r e t t e smoking, no such c l u s t e r could emerge.) The notable 
exception occurred f o r amphetamines and b a r b i t u r a t e s , where the 
a t t i t u d e toward .experimental use of amphetamines f i r s t c l u s t e r e d 
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with the a t t i t u d e toward the experimental use of b a r b i t u r a t e s 
(r = .87). The questions about the r e g u l a r use of both drugs a l s o 
j o i n e d w i t h each other i n i t i a l l y (r = .85). L a t e r a l l four ques
t i o n s j o i n e d i n t o a l a r g e r amphetamine-barbiturate c l u s t e r . 

T h i s e a r l y p a t t e r n i n g of c l u s t e r s suggests t h a t there are 
unde r l y i n g a t t i t u d e s s p e c i f i c to each drug r e g a r d l e s s of l e v e l of 
usage, and there are a l s o d i f f e r i n g a t t i t u d e s about the degrees of 
use, r e g a r d l e s s of drug. In most c a s e s , the d r u g - s p e c i f i c a t t i t u d e 
p r e v a i l e d f i r s t . However, i n the case of amphetamines and 
b a r b i t u r a t e s , the i n t e n s i t y / s p e c i f i c a t t i t u d e p r e v a i l e d — p r o b a b l y 
because the d r u g - s p e c i f i c a t t i t u d e s toward b a r b i t u r a t e s and 
amphetamines are very highly c o r r e l a t e d , l e a v i n g the a t t i t u d e s 
about a c c e p t a b l e degrees of use to give r i s e to any d i f f e r e n t i a l 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s among the four v a r i a b l e s . 

These two amphetamine-barbiturate c l u s t e r s merge i n t o a 
s i n g l e f o u r v a r i a b l e c l u s t e r , with the lowest c o r r e l a t i o n between 
any two v a r i a b l e s i n the s e t being .67. The two questions about 
LSD then j o i n t h i s c l u s t e r , w i t h the lowest c o r r e l a t i o n i n the 
r e s u l t i n g s e t of s i x v a r i a b l e s being .51. The three questions 
regarding heroin j o i n the c l u s t e r next, s t i l l b ringing the lowest 
c o r r e l a t i o n down to only .40. No other a t t i t u d e c l u s t e r s were 
then able to j o i n t h i s s e t without b r i n g i n g the minimum and 
average c o r r e l a t i o n l e v e l s down s u b s t a n t i a l l y . This f a c t i n 
co n j u n c t i o n with the conceptually meaningful nature of the e x i s t 
ing s e t suggested t h a t t h i s was a u s e f u l stopping point i n the 
c l u s t e r i n g process. The name to be assigned to the c l u s t e r or 
f a c t o r i s "Att i t u d e Toward More Serious I l l e g a l Drugs," s i n c e i t 
in c l u d e s the questions asked about a l l i l l e g a l drugs except 
marijuana. 

A t t i t u d e s about marijuana use are hi g h l y c o r r e l a t e d to ques
t i o n s about three of the drugs encompassed by t h i s c l u s t e r : LSD, 
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b a r b i t u r a t e s , and amphetamines. However, the marijuana q u e s t i o n s 
ar e c o n s i d e r a b l y l e s s r e l a t e d to a t t i t u d e s about heroin use; thus 
t h e i r f a i l u r e to enter the c l u s t e r a f t e r the h e r o i n q u e s t i o n s had 
entered i t . The marijuana c l u s t e r f a i l e d to merge -with any other 
c l u s t e r u n t i l a q u i t e low proximity l e v e l was reached (.27 with 
the questions about a l c o h o l ) , so i t w i l l be t r e a t e d s e p a r a t e l y 
here. 

S i m i l a r l y , the two questions on a l c o h o l use remained as a 
separate c l u s t e r as did the s i n g l e question on c i g a r e t t e use, 
suggesting t h a t a t t i t u d e s toward these drugs are q u i t e d i s t i n c t 
from a t t i t u d e s about the other drugs being i n v e s t i g a t e d . So we 
end up w i t h four a t t i t u d e c l u s t e r s d e r i v e d from the fourteen 
o r i g i n a l a t t i t u d e v a r i a b l e s : c i g a r e t t e s , a l c o h o l , marijuana, and 
"the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs" taken as a s e t . A t t i t u d e i n d i c e s 
were b u i l t to correspond to these c l u s t e r s by c a l c u l a t i n g a mean 
value from the scores (standardized) of the i n g r e d i e n t v a r i a b l e s , 
a l l e q u a l l y weighted. I n the remainder of t h i s book d i s c u s s i o n s 
of a t t i t u d e s w i l l focus on these i n d i c e s r a t h e r than on the l a r g e r 
s e t of items on which they are based.* 

ATTITUDES RELATED TO USAGE 

Knowing, as we do, t h a t the m a j o r i t y of young people d i s 
approve of the use of a l l i l l e g a l drugs as w e l l as the use of 
c i g a r e t t e s , i t i s not hard to deduce t h a t a c t u a l u s e r s must d i s 
agree w i t h the m a j o r i t y of t h e i r age peers i n t h e i r a t t i t u d e s about 
the drugs they use. We do, i n f a c t , f i n d t h a t r e g u l a r smokers are 
about a standard d e v i a t i o n lower than non-smokers i n t h e i r 

*A f i f t h index was a l s o b u i l t f o r h e r o i n , based on the t h r e e 
questions about heroin, because of the p a r t i c u l a r impotance of 
t h a t drug. 
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d i s a p p r o v a l of c i g a r e t t e s (although, i n t e r e s t i n g l y enough, t h e i r 
mean answer i s s t i l l 3.3 which i s s l i g h t l y i n the d i r e c t i o n of d i s 
approval) . Regular u s e r s of alcohol are about one and one-half 
standard d e v i a t i o n s away from non-users i n t h e i r score on the 
a l c o h o l a t t i t u d e index, w h i l e r e g u l a r marijuana smokers are n e a r l y 
two standard d e v i a t i o n s away from non-users on the marijuana 
a t t i t u d e index. People who have used heroin more than e x p e r i 
mentally a r e two and a h a l f standard d e v i a t i o n s d i s t a n t from non-
u s e r s on the "more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs" a t t i t u d e index. F i n a l l y , 
people who have used amphetamines or b a r b i t u r a t e s or LSD more than 
e x p e r i m e n t a l l y are about one and three q u a r t e r s standard d e v i a 
t i o n s away from t h e i r r e s p e c t i v e non-user groups i n the d i r e c t i o n 
of approving of the use of the "more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs." The 
i n t e r m e d i a t e usage groups f o r a l l of these drugs ( o c c a s i o n a l and 
experimental) l i e somewhere between the extremes, y i e l d i n g a 
c o n s i s t e n t l y o r d i n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p i n every case between one's 
degree of use of a drug and h i s approval of i t s use. 

These fi n d i n g s are s u r e l y not s u r p r i s i n g , but those to follow 
next are l e s s i n t u i t i v e l y obvious. They concern the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between one's use of one drug and h i s a t t i t u d e s toward the use of 
other drugs. Table 3-3 shows the amount of v a r i a n c e explained i n 
f i v e d i f f e r e n t a t t i t u d e i n d i c e s by the seven drug use v a r i a b l e s 
(based on use a f t e r high school) i n a one-way a n a l y s i s of v a r i a n c e . 
What i s not shown i s the shape of the r e l a t i o n s h i p represented by 

2 
each e t a value. I n a phrase, every r e l a t i o n s h i p i s again a 
p o s i t i v e o r d i n a l one.* That i s , the higher i s one's r a t e of use 

*The r e l a t i o n s h i p between marijuana use and a t t i t u d e s toward 
a l c o h o l i s a s l i g h t exception. A l l users are more approving of 
a l c o h o l use than are non-users. However, the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s not 
q u i t e o r d i n a l , i t i s s l i g h t l y c u r v i l i n e a r . Experimental marijuana 
u s e r s a r e .45 standard d e v i a t i o n s away from non-users, o c c a s i o n a l 
marijuana users .65 standard d e v i a t i o n s away, and r e g u l a r u s e r s .45 
standard d e v i a t i o n s . 
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TABLE 3-3 

Drug Use Predicting to 
Drug Attitudes 

Comparison of Different 
Usage Groups for: 

Eta2 Value 
(decimals omitted) 

Dependent Variable i s Attitude Toward; 

/ 
/ 
/ 

o •> 
T o 

marijuana (4 category) 50 19 05 07 02 

hallucinogens (3 category) 21 21 06 01 02 

amphetamines (3 category) 20 27 08 02 03 

barbiturates (3 category) 12 20 07 02 02 

heroin (3 category) 04 11 16 01 02 

alcohol (3 category) 06 01 005 29 05 

cigarettes (3 category) 04 02 01 06 18 

„0j 

Note: The a b i l i t y of one va r i a b l e to account for variance on another 
depends in part on i t s own d i s t r i b u t i o n of cases. Highly 
skewed v a r i a b l e s , as are most of the i l l e g a l drugs, have a 
li m i t e d a b i l i t y to predict l e s s skewed v a r i a b l e s . Therefore, 
a low eta^ value for a highly skewed predictor such as heroin 
use, may s t i l l represent very large a t t i t u d i n a l differences 
between categories. 
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of any drug, the higher i s h i s approval of the use of each of the 
other drugs. T h i s means t h a t a marijuana user i s more favorably 
i n c l i n e d toward c i g a r e t t e smoking and a l c o h o l use, not l e s s as 
some have argued.* Conversely, c i g a r e t t e smokers are more favor
ably i n c l i n e d than are non-smokers toward marijuana use, as w e l l 
as the use of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs. Users of a l l of the 
more s e r i o u s drugs are s u b s t a n t i a l l y more approving of marijuana 
use. The r e v e r s e i s a l s o t r u e . (Table 3-4 shows the d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n a t t i t u d e s toward each drug [stated i n standard d e v i a t i o n s ] 
between the highest and lowest usage groups.) 

Of course, these f i n d i n g s might simply be due to the f a c t 
t h a t a l l drug use v a r i a b l e s are p o s i t i v e l y i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d to some 
degree. For example, we would expect marijuana users to express 
more f a v o r a b l e a t t i t u d e s than non-users toward c i g a r e t t e smoking 
on the average simply because more of them smoke c i g a r e t t e s . The 
important guestion, then, i s whether marijuana use s t i l l r e l a t e s 
to a t t i t u d e s toward c i g a r e t t e smoking a f t e r we c o n t r o l f or 
c i g a r e t t e use. 

The answer i s t h a t i t does. I f we look only at people who 
were not smoking c i g a r e t t e s r e g u l a r l y i n the year a f t e r high 
school, we f i n d t h a t the more they used marijuana, the more 
approving they were of c i g a r e t t e smoking. (Among non-smokers, 
r e g u l a r marijuana u s e r s were n e a r l y four-tenths of a standard 
d e v i a t i o n higher i n t h e i r approval of c i g a r e t t e smoking than non-
us e r s . ) A s i m i l a r f i n d i n g r e s u l t s i f we look only a t people who 
did not d r i n k r e g u l a r l y a f t e r high school, and examine t h e i r 
a t t i t u d e s about d r i n k i n g as a function of t h e i r marijuana use. 
Marijuana users are c o n s i d e r a b l y more t o l e r a n t of d r i n k i n g . 

•Regular marijuana u s e r s are about four-tenths of a standard 
d e v i a t i o n from non-users i n the d i r e c t i o n of approving of c i g a r e t t e 
use, o c c a s i o n a l u s e r s t h r e e - t e n t h s of a standard d e v i a t i o n , and 
experimental users two-tenths. 
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TABLE 3-4 

A t t i t u d i n a l Differences Between 
Highest and Lowest Usage Groups 

of Each Drug 

A t t i t u d i n a l Difference Between Groups 
i n Standard Deviations 

Dependent Variable in Attitude Toward: 

Comparison of Highest 
with Lowest Usage Group 
Based on Their Use of: 

Marijuana (4 category) 

Hallucinogens (3 category) 

Amphetamines (3 category) 

Barbiturates (3 category) 

Heroin (3 category) 

Alcohol (3 category) 

Cigarettes (3 category) 

1.9 

1.5 

1.4 

1.2 

1.3 

.7 

.5 

1.3 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

2.5 

.3 

.3 

.7 

.9 

.9 

1.1 

3.0 

.1 

.2 

.5 

.3 

.4 

.5 

.5 

1.5 

.6 

.4 

.4 

.5 

.5 

.9 

.6 

1.0 
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Assuming th a t the observed r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the use of 
each drug and a t t i t u d e s about a l l of the others remain a f t e r an 
analogous c o n t r o l procedure, we can make a r a t h e r i n t e r e s t i n g 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . I t i s th a t the more one uses any of the drugs 
studied here, i l l e g a l ov l e g a l , the more l i k e l y he i s to approve 
of the use of any of the other drugs, l e g a l or i l l e g a l , r e g a r d l e s s 
of whether or not he a c t u a l l y uses them. 

Why such a s t a t e of a f f a i r s should e x i s t i s as yet unclear. 
We do know, from a s t a t i s t i c a l viewpoint, t h a t a l l drug behaviors 
are p o s i t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d to one another, a l l drug a t t i t u d e s are 
p o s i t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d to one another, and a l l drug a t t i t u d e s are 
p o s i t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d to a l l drug behaviors. Therefore, there i s 
a very g e n e r a l a t t i t u d e / a c t i o n f a c t o r which could be e x t r a c t e d . 
U n fortunately, f a c t o r s tend to t e l l us a l o t more about how things 
are a t some point i n time than how they got to be th a t way. 
Whether such an o r i e n t a t i o n preceded the s p e c i f i c a t t i t u d e s and 
behaviors measured here, or whether behaviors emerged i n a way 
c o n s i s t e n t with a t t i t u d e s , or the a t t i t u d e s came in t o l i n e with 
behaviors cannot be determined from our data. What we can say i s 
t h a t s p e c i f i c drug-taking behaviors and s p e c i f i c a t t i t u d e s r e f l e c t 
i n p a r t a general o r i e n t a t i o n toward the use of psychoactive 
substances. 
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C h a p t e r 4 

Background and Intelligence 
Related To Drug Use 

In t h i s chapter we w i l l be examining the d i f f e r e n c e s i n drug 
use which e x i s t between young men from v a r y i n g types of backgrounds. 
We w i l l a l s o be looking a t the nature of the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between 
i n t e l l i g e n c e and use of the v a r i o u s drugs, both during and a f t e r 
high s c h o o l . 

There are s e v e r a l r a t h e r important reasons f o r ex p l o r i n g these 
i s s u e s , perhaps the most s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d of which i s t h a t we need 
such b a s i c d e s c r i p t i v e information to a c c u r a t e l y understand the 
gross contours of the "drug problem" among American young people 
today. How widespread i s the use of drugs and are a l l drugs 
e q u a l l y p e r v a s i v e ? F u r t h e r , as we l e a r n more about the r e l a t i o n 
ship between any behavior and other important v a r i a b l e s such as 
demographic and family background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , we begin to 
understand more about the dynamics involved i n t h a t behavior. Drug 
use i s s u r e l y no exception. F i n a l l y , i n order to a c c u r a t e l y a s s e s s 
the e f f e c t s of v a r i o u s s o c i a l environments i n r e l a t i o n to drug use, 
which we w i l l attempt to do i n l a t e r c h a p t e r s , i t i s necessary to 
be able to remove e f f e c t s which are due to the d i f f e r e n t types of 
young people who go i n t o those environments i n the f i r s t p l a c e . To 
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remove those d i f f e r e n c e s , one needs to know the importance of the 
background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s i n r e l a t i o n to drug use. 

For a l l of these reasons, the r o l e s of demographic, family 
background and a b i l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are being explored here. 
Among the s p e c i f i c v a r i a b l e s to be examined are region of the 
country, u r b a n i c i t y , socioeconomic l e v e l , i n t a c t n e s s of family, 
s t a b i l i t y of r e s i d e n c e during high school, race, and measured 
i n t e l l i g e n c e . 

Before moving i n t o the s p e c i f i c a n a l y s e s , though, i t i s neces
sary to make a short detour i n t o methodology i n order to b r i e f l y 
e x p l a i n the m u l t i v a r i a t e technique which w i l l be used r o u t i n e l y i n 
t h i s c h a p t e r and again i n Chapters 5 and 6. Even those readers 
with an a v e r s i o n to mathematics may want to skim t h i s short s e c t i o n , 
s i n c e the b a s i c ideas are presented at an i n t u i t i v e r a t h e r than on 
a formal mathematical l e v e l , and an i n t u i t i v e grasp of the t e c h 
nique w i l l be h e l p f u l to understanding many of the subsequent 
r e s u l t s . 

INTRODUCTION TO A MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE: MCA 

The simple d e s c r i p t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the s e v e r a l back
ground c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s chapter and use of the 
seven drugs under examination are of great i n t e r e s t i n t h e i r own 
r i g h t . Therefore, they w i l l be presented i n the form of bar graphs 
i n t h i s chapter. However, when we examine a n a t u r a l phenomenon, as 
opposed to a c o n t r o l l e d event i n the laboratory, there i s always 
the q u e s t i o n of whether a r e l a t i o n s h i p between two v a r i a b l e s would 
remain i f we could "hold other thinqs equal." Supposing, f o r 
i n s t a n c e , one region of the country had an e x c e p t i o n a l l y high l e v e l 
of drug use, but i t a l s o had an e x c e p t i o n a l l y wealthy population. 
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I f we f e l t t h a t wealth was r e l a t e d to heavy drug use, we might w e l l 
wonder whether d i f f e r e n c e s i n wealth r e a l l y account for a l l of the 
r e g i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s . I n t h i s s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d example there would 
be some f a i r l y r o u t i n e techniques f or s e p a r a t i n g the e f f e c t s of the 
two v a r i a b l e s . However, once we s t a r t d e a l i n g with three or more 
p r e d i c t o r s , the problem of d i s e n t a n g l i n g t h e i r e f f e c t s becomes more 
complex. 

An a n a l y t i c technique which i s p a r t i c u l a r l y w e l l s u i t e d to 
t h i s purpose has been c r e a t e d and adapted to computer a p p l i c a t i o n 
by Andrews, Morgan, and Sonquist (1969) . They have e n t i t l e d i t 
"Multiple C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s . " Other d i s c u s s i o n s of the 
technique may be found i n Blau and Duncan (1967), Sonquist (1969), 
and B a r f i e l d and Morgan (1969). I n t h i s as w e l l as subsequent 
chapters, I w i l l be using M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s to 
estimate the e f f e c t s of each v a r i a b l e a f t e r holding other v a r i a b l e s 
constant. 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of MCA 

Sin c e Bachman (1970) has already summarized the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
of t h i s s t a t i s t i c a l procedure i n an e a r l i e r volume from the Youth 
i n T r a n s i t i o n study, I w i l l draw upon i t r a t h e r than attempt to 
d u p l i c a t e h i s e f f o r t s . 

MCA permits us to predict a criterion dimension* 
say QT [Ammonfs Quick Test of Intelligence] scores* 
using a number of background factors (or predictor 
dimensions) simultaneously. The procedure operates 
as follows: we begin with the mean of QT scores for 
all respondents (the grand mean) - this represents 
our best guess about any individual's QT score if we 
know nothing else about him. Then from that start
ing point we make adjustments upward or downward 
according to whatever information we have about the 
individuaI. These adjustments to the grand mean 
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represent the effects of that individual's back
grounds-how he ranks along the predictor dimension; 
. ..The difference is that MCA provides an estimate 
of the effect of each predictor as if it were uncor
related with all other predictors. To put it 
another way* when MCA is examining the effects of a 
particular predictor category (e.g.* the category 
'seven or more siblings ') it estimates what the 
effects of that category would be if other back
ground factors (e.g.* race and SEL) were distributed 
within that category exactly as they are for the 
total sample...MCA looks at predictors simultaneously 
and adjusts each predictor to take some account of 
its relationship with the other predictor(s).... (pp. 
64-65) 

A * * 

Now let us review some of the most basic 
characteristics of MCA: 

1. MCA can deal with predictors that are only 
nominal in form. This is essential, since most of 
our background variables--race, broken home, com
munity size* religious and political pref erences--
are of this nature. In fact, predictors must be in 
categorical (nominal) form for MCA procedures. This 
represents no problem, since any continuous variable 
can be treated as a series of categories. 

2. MCA can handle missing data on the predictor 
variables, simply by treating absence of data as 
another predictive category. This characteristic 
of the program is quite valuable when dealing with a 
number of predictors each of which involves some 
missing data. 

3. MCA can handle a wide range of interrela
tionships among predictors and between predictors 
and criteria. This general-purpose feature of MCA 
means that we can apply the same technique to all 
of our variables, thus avoiding the shifting frames 
of reference necessitated by alternate modes of 
analysis. A more basic advantage of this feature 
is that MCA can deal directly with intercorrelations 
that are the rule rather than the exception among 
background factors. 

4. MCA requires that dependent variables be 
either (a) interval scales--such as test scores, 
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grades* statue of aspired occupation* or (b) dichot-
omies--such as planning to go to college or not... 

5. MCA assumes that the effects of predictor 
variables are combined additively; that is* it 
assumes that there is no interaction among predictors. 
This assumption is of critical importance * for it 
means that either the investigator must assume that 
no appreciable interaction exists (based on the other 
findings * theory * or intuition)* or he must search 
the data for such interactions prior to applying the 
MCA technique. (p. 68) 

I t should be noted here t h a t , although some checks were made 
for i n t e r a c t i o n between s e l e c t e d p a i r s of v a r i a b l e s where i n t e r 
a c t i o n was most suspected, no comprehensive systematic s e a r c h has 
been conducted f o r t h i s volume. The r e s u l t s of the focused looks 
we have taken i n d i c a t e t h a t there i s probably very l i t t l e i n t e r 
a c t i o n t o be found among the v a r i a b l e s . 

More w i l l be s a i d l a t e r i n the chapter about MCA. For the 
time being, the primary idea to understand i s th a t v a l u e s can be 
generated f o r p r e d i c t o r c a t e g o r i e s ( i n t h i s case the v a l u e s r e f e r 
to the percent of the people i n the category who are usin g a 
drug), and t h a t these values are es t i m a t e s of what the observed 
values would be i f a l l other p r e d i c t o r s were u n c o r r e l a t e d with 
t h i s one. 

I n t e r p r e t i n g Symbols i n the Bar Char t s 

The adjusted values given i n t h i s chapter have been d e r i v e d 
from a M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s which used as i t s p r e d i c t o r 
s e t a l l of the background and a b i l i t y v a r i a b l e s d i s c u s s e d i n the 
chapter. These adju s t e d values are i n d i c a t e d i n the bar graphs 
by a c a r a t (•*•) next to each bar. The top of the bar i n d i c a t e s 
the a c t u a l percent of the people i n the category using a drug. 
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The carat indicates the adjusted percent of people we would expect 

to find using the drug if the predictor in question (say* socio

economic level) were uncorrelated with all of the other predictors 

in the set. For a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s , the MCA adjusted v a l u e s 
have been c a l c u l a t e d to correspond to r e g u l a r use- Therefore, the 
c a r a t s appear near the top of the black p o r t i o n of the bar, i n d i c a t 
ing the pe r c e n t of people we would expect to f i n d d r i n k i n g r e g u l a r l y 
(or smoking r e g u l a r l y ) i f the p r e d i c t o r i n question were u n c o r r e l a 
ted with the other p r e d i c t o r s . 

REGION OF THE COUNTRY 

I t has long been b e l i e v e d that d i f f e r e n t regions respond i n 
d i f f e r e n t degree and with d i f f e r e n t i a l speed to new trends and fads 
i n the n a t i o n . I t would not be s u r p r i s i n g , t h e r e f o r e , to f i n d 
r e g i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n the use of drugs, p a r t i c u l a r l y i l l e g a l 
drugs, s i n c e widespread drug use among c o l l e g e and high school age 
youth i s a r e l a t i v e l y new phenomenon. 

We do, i n f a c t , f i n d q u i t e s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s , as the 
data i n F i g u r e 4-1 i l l u s t r a t e . Except f or heroin, for which there 
are no r e g i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s worth d i s c u s s i n g , i l l e g a l drugs were 
used most fr e q u e n t l y i n the West and next most frequently i n the 
Northeast. For marijuana, these two regions showed usage r a t e s 
n e a r l y t w i c e as high as those reported i n the Southern and North 
C e n t r a l s t a t e s . I n the year a f t e r high school (1969-71), 
marijuana use by young people from the West and Northeast approached 
50%. Hallucinogen and amphetamine use was s u b s t a n t i a l l y higher f or 
both of t h e s e regions. While p l a c i n g i n the two top p o s i t i o n s on 
b a r b i t u r a t e use as w e l l , the West and Northeast did not d i f f e r 
much from the South. 
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FIGURE 4-1 REGION OF THE COUNTRY RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 
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As mentioned e a r l i e r , we would not expect such dramatic r e g 
i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s for behavior p a t t e r n s which have long been d i f 
fused throughout the s o c i e t y . Thus the f i n d i n g t h a t r a t e s of a l c o 
hol use a r e very s i m i l a r a c r o s s a l l four regions i s not e n t i r e l y 
unexpected. C i g a r e t t e use, however, does d i f f e r c o n s i d e r a b l y be
tween the r e g i o n s , perhaps i n d i c a t i n g some new trends i n t h i s wide
spread p r a c t i c e . 

I t i s f a s c i n a t i n g to f i n d t h a t the West, where the use of 
i l l e g a l drugs i s h i g h e s t , shows the lowest use of c i g a r e t t e s . 
Whether t h i s i s a leading i n d i c a t o r of where the r e s t of the 
country i s going i s s t i l l an open question. However, there i s 
strong evidence t h a t an important g e n e r a t i o n a l change i n smoking 
h a b i t s i s taking place i n the West. A Gallup p o l l of the a d u l t 
population taken i n August of 1969 i n d i c a t e d t h a t r e g u l a r smoking 
among a d u l t s occurred most f r e q u e n t l y i n the West (45% of the men 
and women reported smoking during the previous week v s . a n a t i o n a l 
average of 40%). By way of c o n t r a s t , young men from the West i n 
our sample reported the lowest incidence of smoking (31% r e p o r t i n g 
r e g u l a r smoking i n the year a f t e r high school v s . a n a t i o n a l 
average o f 41%). Whether the trend continues or whether young 
people i n the r e s t of the country follow s u i t remains to be seen. 

A l l of the b a s i c r e g i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s we have discussed for 
drug use i n the year a f t e r high school a l s o hold f o r drug use 
p r i o r to graduation. The "shadow bar" to the l e f t of each s o l i d 
bar i n F i g u r e 4-1 i n d i c a t e s the usage r a t e s during the high school 
y e a r s . The "shadow b a r s " r e f l e c t the t o t a l percent using each of 
the i l l e g a l drugs; but for a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s they a l s o 
i n d i c a t e the percent making regular use of those more pr e v a l e n t 
drugs, s i n c e t h a t seems to be the most important d i s t i n c t i o n . For 
a l l i l l e g a l drugs except h e r o i n , the rank orderings by region are 
e x a c t l y the same as e x i s t e d a f t e r high school ( i . e . , West, North
e a s t , South and North C e n t r a l ) . There are g r e a t e r r e g i o n a l 
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d i f f e r e n c e s i n heroin use during high school, though, w i t h 3% i n 
the South, 2% i n the Northeast and i n the West, and 1% i n the North 
C e n t r a l . The major post-high school f i n d i n g s for the l e g a l drugs 
a l s o apply to the high school y e a r s ; namely, that r e g i o n a l d i f 
ferences i n a l c o h o l use are very minor and t h a t r e g u l a r smoking i s 
more p r e v a l e n t i n the Northeast and South (44% and 38%) than i n 
the North C e n t r a l and Western s t a t e s (31% and 3 0 % ) . 

One might reasonably ask whether some of the d i f f e r e n c e s which 
we have found to e x i s t between d i f f e r e n t regions might not a c t u a l l y 
be due t o d i f f e r i n g c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the populations comprising 
them, d i f f e r e n c e s i n socioeconomic l e v e l or degree of u r b a n i c i t y 
for example. The r e s u l t s of a M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s , 
i n which a l l of the v a r i a b l e s d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s chapter were 
entered i n t o a simultaneous p r e d i c t i o n , i n d i c a t e t h a t the r e g i o n a l 
d i f f e r e n c e s p r e t t y much remain a f t e r we c o n t r o l for these other 
v a r i a b l e s . * The c a r a t s ( H i n Figure 4-1 i n d i c a t e the v a l u e s we 
would expect to f i n d i f a l l of the other population c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
used i n the a n a l y s i s were comparably d i s t r i b u t e d a c r o s s a l l four 
regions. The adjustments are r e a l l y very small and do not change 
any of the statements made e a r l i e r about r e g i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s or 
r e g i o n a l " e f f e c t s . " Therefore, we must conclude t h a t something 
about the s u b - c u l t u r e s i n these regions must account for the 
c o n s i d e r a b l e d i f f e r e n c e s between them. 

COMMUNITY SIZE (URBANICITY) 

There i s i n c r e d i b l e d i v e r s i t y i n the nature of the p h y s i c a l 
and s o c i a l environments i n which young people grow up i n America, 

*The other v a r i a b l e s a r e u r b a n i c i t y ; socioeconomic l e v e l ; 
i n t e l l i g e n c e ; i n t a c t n e s s of family; s t a b i l i t y of r e s i d e n c e ; and a 
combination v a r i a b l e based on r a c e , r e g i o n , and school s e g r e g a t i o n . 
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ranging from i s o l a t e d farmhouses surrounded by thousands of a c r e s 
of corn to crowded tenement houses surrounded p r i m a r i l y by concrete 
and people. One dimension which captures a great d e a l of t h i s 
d i v e r s i t y i s u r b a n i c i t y or community s i z e . C e r t a i n l y a study such 
as t h i s would be incomplete i f i t ignored t h i s important demo
graphic f a c t o r , p a r t i c u l a r l y given t h a t i l l e g a l drug use has long 
been assumed to be concentrated i n America's l a r g e r c i t i e s . 

The p a r t i c u l a r measure of u r b a n i c i t y used i n these a n a l y s e s 
i s based upon r e p o r t s by the p r i n c i p a l s of the high schools i n 
which our samples of young men were o r i g i n a l l y drawn as they began 
tenth grade. There i s , of course, some sli p p a g e i n t h i s measure 
due to respondents moving to d i f f e r e n t types of communities e i t h e r 
during or a f t e r high school, but for the v a s t m a j o r i t y i t i s an 
accurate measure of the type of community i n which they l i v e and 
i n which they grew up. The p r i n c i p a l was asked to c h a r a c t e r i z e 
the areas from which h i s school drew p u p i l s as being p r i m a r i l y a 
r u r a l a r e a , a small town under 15,000, a c i t y of 15,000 to 50,000 
which was not a suburb, a suburb, or a c i t y of over 50,000. (The 
l a s t two c a t e g o r i e s were f u r t h e r d i f f e r e n t i a t e d i n terms of being 
r e s i d e n t i a l v s . i n d u s t r i a l or commercial a r e a s , but those d i s t i n c 
t i o n s w i l l not be d i s c u s s e d here.) Each student i n a school who 
f e l l i n t o our random sample was assigned the answer category 
s u p p l i e d by h i s p r i n c i p a l . We then f u r t h e r d i v i d e d those students 
i n the " c i t y over 50,000" category i n t o two subgroups — t h o s e i n 
c i t i e s of 50,000 to 300,000, defined as " m e d i u m - s i s a J c i t i e s , " and 
those i n c i t i e s of 300,000 or more ("large c i t i e s " ) . As we s h a l l 
see, t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n proved to be an important one as f a r as drug 
use i s concerned. 

The drug use data for the communities of v a r y i n g s i z e are 
given i n F i g u r e 4-2. The f i r s t f i g u r e , d e s c r i b i n g marijuana use, 
shows a smooth trend of i n c r e a s i n g use with i n c r e a s i n g u r b a n i c i t y . 
During the year a f t e r high school only about a quarter of those i n 
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FIGURE 4-2 COMMUNITY SIZE RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 
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r u r a l a r e a s had ever smoked marijuana while over h a l f of those 
from l a r g e c i t i e s had used the drug. As we s h a l l d i s c o v e r from 
examining the remaining f i g u r e s , use of each of the i l l e g a l drugs 
i s from two to s i x times as high i n l a r g e c i t i e s as i t i s i n r u r a l 
areas both during high school and i n the year a f t e r . The i n t e r 
mediate s i z e d communities g e n e r a l l y l i e somewhere i n between. 

The c u r v e s are not always smooth, however, as we see i n the 
case of marijuana use during high school, where l a r g e c i t i e s have 
c o n s i d e r a b l y higher r a t e s than any other type of community 
i n c l u d i n g suburbs. But, due to an 18% jump i n usage by the 
suburban group, the curve smooths out i n the year a f t e r high school. 

A r e l a t i v e l y l a r g e i n c r e a s e among suburbanites a l s o occurs 
for r eported hallucinogen use which, as we w i l l see l a t e r , may be 
e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of the proportion of suburbanites going to 
c o l l e g e . During high school, the students with c l e a r l y higher 
h a l l u c i n o g e n usage r a t e s are those i n small c i t i e s and l a r g e 
c i t i e s . I n the year a f t e r high school, the suburban group has 
j o i n e d the other two as a high user group. 

A l e s s i r r e g u l a r p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p i s to be found between 
u r b a n i c i t y and both amphetamine use and b a r b i t u r a t e use. Those i n 
l a r g e c i t i e s have sharply higher usage r a t e s than any other group. 
Across the l a r g e middle range of community s i z e from small town to 
medium-sized c i t y and suburb there i s very l i t t l e d i f f e r e n c e i n 
the i n c i d e n c e of amphetamines or b a r b i t u r a t e s ; and, as u s u a l , the 
r u r a l youngsters r e p o r t the lowest i n c i d e n c e . Young people from 
l a r g e c i t i e s seemed to show the l e a s t i n c r e a s e i n the use of these 
two drugs a f t e r high school, but none of these groups e x h i b i t e d an 
e x c e p t i o n a l l y high r a t e of i n c r e a s e . 

O v e r a l l , there are r a t h e r small percentage d i f f e r e n c e s between 
d i f f e r e n t s i z e d communities i n heroin use, e i t h e r before or a f t e r 
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we c o n t r o l f o r other f a c t o r s . Thus there i s l i t t l e evidence i n 
t h i s body of data t h a t being i n a l a r g e c i t y makes a person of t h i s 
age s u b s t a n t i a l l y more s u s c e p t i b l e to involvement with h e r o i n . 
That does not mean t h a t s p e c i f i c s c h o ols, neighborhoods, o r c i t i e s 
do not have a high r i s k f a c t o r — u n d o u b t e d l y some d o — b u t r a t h e r 
t h a t l a r g e c i t i e s on the average do not appear to i n v o l v e appre
c i a b l y more r i s k for a given type of person than do suburbs or 
small c i t i e s . * In f a c t , looking a c r o s s a l l of the i l l e g a l drugs, 
we f i n d t h a t i l l e g a l drug use i s by no means as predominantly 
concentrated I n the l a r g e r c i t i e s as many r e p o r t s would have had 
us b e l i e v e . I t does tend to be h i g h e s t t h e r e , but i t i s o c c u r r i n g 
i n f a i r l y comparable proportions i n the suburbs and s m a l l e r c i t i e s 
as w e l l ; and i t has c e r t a i n l y reached the s m a l l town and r u r a l 
a r e a s . I t i s no longer an urban phenomenon, as i t was once 
purported to be. 

Turning now to the two l e g a l drugs, i t should come as no 
s u r p r i s e t h a t a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e use are even more p e r v a s i v e 
behaviors. Regular a l c o h o l use has a s l i g h t l y negative r e l a t i o n 
s hip to community s i z e , but i t s range goes only from 49% i n r u r a l 
areas to 34% i n big c i t i e s . As was the case for most i l l e g a l drugs, 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n a l c o h o l use a c r o s s the broad middle band of community 
s i z e s are very s m a l l . The l o c a t i o n of the c a r a t s i n t h i s f i g u r e 
i n d i c a t e t h a t the modest d i f f e r e n c e s i n r e g u l a r a l c o h o l use 
a s s o c i a t e d with u r b a n i c i t y are not e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of any of 
the other v a r i a b l e s d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s chapter. 

Regular smoking occurs with about equal frequency i n communities 
of a l l s i z e s both during and a f t e r high s c h o o l . The adjustments 

*The caution should be repeated, however, t h a t our f i n d i n g s 
regarding heroin use are q u i t e t e n t a t i v e , given t h a t we have so 
few reported u s e r s and the l i k e l i h o o d t h a t a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e 
number of a d d i c t s have l e f t the study. 

100 



emerging from the m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s which take i n t o account 
other background f a c t o r s a s s o c i a t e d with u r b a n i c i t y , change the 
va l u e s s l i g h t l y but do not give r i s e to any very i n t e r p r e t a b l e 
p a t t e r n . 

I n f a c t , an examination of the adjust e d values i n a l l of the 
bar graphs i n Figu r e 4-2 i n d i c a t e s t h a t f or the most p a r t the d i f 
f e r e n c e s i n drug use a s s o c i a t e d with u r b a n i c i t y are not e x p l a i n a b l 
i n terms of the other background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s 
chapter. The g r e a t e s t adjustment occurs for marijuana, where the 
adjuste d v a l u e s show sm a l l e r u r b a n i c i t y d i f f e r e n c e s than the 
unadjusted ones, but the b a s i c shape of the r e l a t i o n s h i p remains 
the same. Less adjustment takes p l a c e i n the case of hallucinogen 
and l i t t l e or no adjustment i s observed f or amphetamines, 
b a r b i t u r a t e s or h a l l u c i n o g e n s . * 

SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL 

A composite v a r i a b l e developed by Bachman (1970, p. 9) w i l l b 
used to d e f i n e the socioeconomic l e v e l of the young men i n the 
sample. I t i s an index of s e v e r a l e q u a l l y weighted components, 
some f a i r l y t r a d i t i o n a l i n g r e d i e n t s ( f a t h e r 1 s occupational s t a t u s 
on the Duncan s c a l e , f a t h e r ' s education, mother's education, and 
number of rooms per person i n the house), and two l e s s common 
i n g r e d i e n t s (an index of possessions i n the home and an estimate 

* I t i s worth noting, however, t h a t while background and demo
graphic f a c t o r s do not seem to e x p l a i n the u r b a n i c i t y d i f f e r e n c e s 
the average s i z e of the high schools attended i n these areas we 
observe, does have a strong bearing on the observed d i f f e r e n c e s . 
( I t i s the case t h a t youngsters from l a r g e r communities attend 
l a r g e r high schools.) A f a i r l y l e n g t h l y d i s c u s s i o n of t h i s 
important i s s u e i s presented i n the next chapter under the 
s e c t i o n e n t i t l e d "School S i z e . " 
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of the number of books i n the home). Bachman found a l l of these 
i n g r e d i e n t s to be i n t e r r e l a t e d and to have more p r e d i c t i v e power 
to a number of personal outcomes than any subset taken alone. 
Obviously a measure comprised of these d i f f e r e n t i n g r e d i e n t s 
r e p r e s e n t s a number of important f a c t o r s about a person's back
ground, i n c l u d i n g family s t a t u s , the i n t e l l e c t u a l r e s o u r c e s and 
encouragement he found i n h i s home environment, and suggests as 
w e l l the types of neighbors and peers with which he has grown up, 
e t c . Bachman r e p o r t s t h i s composite SEL index to p r e d i c t r a t h e r 
s t r o n g l y to academic achievement, occ u p a t i o n a l a s p i r a t i o n s , c o l l e g e 
plans, p o l i t i c a l knowledge, s e l f - c o n c e p t of school a b i l i t y , e t c . 
I t a l s o r e l a t e s to other important background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s such 
as number of s i b l i n g s ( l a r g e s t f a m i l i e s i n low SEL c a t e g o r i e s ) , 
d i v o r c e r a t e (high f o r low S E L ) , f a m i l y r e l i g i o u s preferences 

(higher SEL for Jewish, P r e s b y t e r i a n , Lutheran, and E p i s c o p a l ) , 
family p o l i t i c a l p r e f e rences (higher SEL f o r R e p u b l i c a n s ) , r a c e 
(lower SEL for b l a c k s ) , and i n t e l l e c t u a l a p t i t u d e s and a b i l i t i e s 
(which are higher f o r high SEL s t u d e n t s ) . 

Let us now turn to the r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h i s important 
background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c and the use of drugs. Fi g u r e 4-3 
presents a s e r i e s of bar graphs which show the usage r a t e s on 
seven drugs f o r each socioeconomic l e v e l category.* 

What we f i n d i n F i g u r e 4-3 i s t h a t q u i t e d i f f e r e n t p a t t e r n s 
emerge f o r d i f f e r e n t drugs. Marijuana use, f o r i n s t a n c e , shows a 
f a i r l y r e g u l a r p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p to SEL both during the high 

*This v a r i a b l e (SEL) has been broken i n t o f i v e groupings f o r 
purposes of c o n s t r u c t i n g bar graphs. The p a r t i c u l a r breaking 
points were chosen so aa to y i e l d a minimum of 130 c a s e s i n each 
category and, where reasonably convenient, roughly equal numbers 
of c a s e s — n o t to r e t a i n the o r i g i n a l shape or i n t e r v a l p r o p e r t i e s 
of the continuous d i s t r i b u t i o n . T h i s g e n e r a l approach has been 
used f o r most c l a s s i f i c a t o r y v a r i a b l e s d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s book. 
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FIGURE 4-3 SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 
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school y e a r s and a f t e r high school as w e l l . That i s , the higher 
the socioeconomic l e v e l of the young man, the more l i k e l y he i s to 
smoke m a r i j u a n a — a f i n d i n g which i s c o n s i s t e n t with the work of 
previous i n v e s t i g a t o r s {see Berg, 1970). During high school 17% 
of the lowest SEL group have used some- marijuana versus 29% of the 
highest group. By the end of the year a f t e r high school, the r e l a 
t i o n s h i p has become co n s i d e r a b l y stronger, 26% versus 49% or j u s t 
about two-to-one. The d i f f e r e n t i a l i n c r e a s e a s s o c i a t e d with 
v a r i o u s l e v e l s of SEL may w e l l be explained by the d i f f e r e n t types 
of environments entered by these d i f f e r e n t SEL groups a f t e r high 
school ( c o l l e g e , work, e t c . ) . As we s h a l l see i n Chapter 6, drug 
use does change d i f f e r e n t i a l l y i n d i f f e r e n t post-high school e n v i 
ronments . 

A s m i l i a r , but much l e s s d i s t i n c t , p a t t e r n can be found i n 
the f i g u r e s on hallucinogen and amphetamine use. That i s , the 
higher the l e v e l of SEL the g r e a t e r the percentage i n c r e a s e i n 
usage r a t e a c r o s s the two time i n t e r v a l s , with the r e s u l t t h a t the 
top two SEL c a t e g o r i e s show p a r t i c u l a r l y high usage r a t e s of both 
hallucinogens and amphetamines i n the year a f t e r high school. 
These two groups a l s o had shown higher than average usage during 
high s c h o o l , but u n l i k e what we found f o r marijuana, they d i d not 
have simple l i n e a r r e l a t i o n s h i p s with SEL during the high school 
y e a r s . I n f a c t , i f anything, the r e l a t i o n s h i p s were s l i g h t l y 
c u r v i l i n e a r . 

B a r b i t u r a t e use a l s o shows a s l i g h t l y c u r v i l i n e a r r e l a t i o n 
ship to SEL during high school w i t h the middle group being the 
lowest. However, the r e l a t i o n s h i p gets even more c u r v i l i n e a r 
during the year a f t e r high school, with the h i g h e s t and lowest 
groups showing the g r e a t e s t i n c r e a s e i n usage and the h i g h e s t 
r e s u l t a n t usage r a t e s . 
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The f i n d i n g s f o r heroin are f a i r l y ambiguous s i n c e they 
i n d i c a t e t h a t the lower SEL group and the second highest SEL group 
re p o r t g r e a t e r heroin use than any other group. T h i s y i e l d s an 
s-shaped curve which, though p o s s i b l e , can h a r d l y be confirmed 
using the number of cases we have here. 

The f i n d i n g s for a l c o h o l use are i n t r i g u i n g and demonstrate 
the power of time-sequence data. I f we only looked a t the data on 
the use o f a l c o h o l i c beverages during high school, we would 
conclude t h a t there i s a d e f i n i t e negative r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
SEL and a l c o h o l use. On the other hand, i f we had only the 
s t a t i s t i c s f or the year a f t e r high school, we would have concluded 
t h a t no r e l a t i o n s h i p e x i s t e d a t a l l . Had these f i n d i n g s r e s u l t e d 
from two separate surveys, we would probably be more i n c l i n e d to 
suspect t h e i r comparability or v a l i d i t y than to have accepted 
t h e i r seemingly c o n f l i c t i n g f i n d i n g s . Yet, both f i n d i n g s are r i g h t 
and are r e c o n c i l e d by the f a c t that changes i n a l c o h o l usage r a t e s 
were a d i r e c t function of SEL. The group highest i n SEL i n c r e a s e d 
i t s i n c i d e n c e of r e g u l a r use by 21% a f t e r high s c h o o l , whereas the 
group lowest i n SEL i n c r e a s e d by only 5%, I f such d i f f e r e n t i a l 
changes continue, the r e l a t i o n s h i p between SEL and a l c o h o l use 
w i l l r e v e r s e d i r e c t i o n s from negative to p o s i t i v e . 

F i n a l l y , we come to the use of c i g a r e t t e s during and a f t e r 
high s c h o o l . G e n e r a l l y speaking, we f i n d a strong i n v e r s e r e l a 
t i o n s h i p between SEL and r e g u l a r smoking. There are no important 
d i f f e r e n c e s between the two lowest SEL groups, which comprise about 
one-half of the sample, but from there on up we f i n d a c o n t i n u a l 
decrease i n usage, running from 43% down to 20% during high school 
and from 47% to 30% a f t e r high school. Obviously socioeconomic 
background i s a c e n t r a l v a r i a b l e to consider i n developing an 
understanding of the e t i o l o g y of smoking h a b i t s , j u s t as i t i s f o r 
the use of a l c o h o l and marijuana. 
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Turning now to a m u l t i v a r i a t e approach, we f i n d from the c a r a t s 
next to each bar t h a t "holding constant" the e f f e c t s of the other 
v a r i a b l e s d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s chapter does l i t t l e to a l t e r the l e v e l s 
of use a s s o c i a t e d with each SEL category. For marijuana, 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and amphetamines, the usage r a t e s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 
high SEL c a t e g o r i e s are a d j u s t e d downward s l i g h t l y and the usage 
r a t e s f o r low SEL c a t e g o r i e s are adjus t e d s l i g h t l y upward. Never
t h e l e s s , the b a s i c shapes of the curves remain. 

INTELLIGENCE 

Although s e v e r a l d i f f e r e n t measures of i n t e l l e c t u a l a p t i t u d e s 
and a b i l i t i e s were included i n the f i r s t data c o l l e c t i o n i n the 
Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n study, only one w i l l be d i s c u s s e d h e r e — t h e 
Ammons Quick T e s t of I n t e l l i g e n c e — p r i m a r i l y because there was a 
high i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n among those measures. Other reasons are 
included i n the fo l l o w i n g quote from Bachman (1970) which 
d e s c r i b e s the measure. 

The Ammons Quick Test is a brief, individually 
administered test designed to measure general intel
ligence (Ammons and Ammons, 1962). The Quick Test 
has three forms, all of which were given at the end 
of the interview (administration time for all three 
forms ranged from six to ten minutes). Each form 
consists of a list of fifty words ordered according 
to increasing difficulty, accompanied by a stimulus 
plate on which there are four line drawings. The 
test administrator (interviewer) reads each word to 
the respondent, who answers by pointing to one of 
the four pictures. For example, the word 'building' 
would lead the respondent to point to a picture which 
included a house, or the word 'disaster' might involve 
pointing to a picture of an auto accident. An item 
cardboard which lists all fifty items is handed to 
the respondent so that he may read along as the inter
viewer presents the items; it is not necessary, how-
ever, that the respondent be able to read the stimulus 
words. 
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The Quick Test seemed well-suited to our purposes 
for several reasons. As noted above* it does not 
require reading ability or a written response. It is 
individually administered* thus avoiding some of the 
problems that can occur in group-administered tests. 
Finally* it is practical for administration by inter
viewers with no previous experience in test adminis
tration, (pp. 46-47.) 

Because i n t e l l i g e n c e , as measured by the Quick Test, has a 
strong p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n with SEL, i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g to f i n d 
a very s i m i l a r p a t t e r n of drug use emerge for the v a r i o u s i n t e l 
l i g e n c e l e v e l s as for the v a r i o u s socioeconomic l e v e l s . 

I n t e l l i g e n c e , l i k e SEL, r e l a t e s p o s i t i v e l y to marijuana use 
and n e g a t i v e l y to r e g u l a r c i g a r e t t e and a l c o h o l use during high 
sc h o o l . (F i g u r e 4-4) A f t e r high school i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to 
marijuana gets much stronger, w h i l e i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to a l c o h o l 
and c i g a r e t t e s abates q u i t e s u b s t a n t i a l l y . Nevertheless, u n l i k e 
SEL, i n t e l l i g e n c e maintains a s l i g h t negative r e l a t i o n s h i p to 
r e g u l a r a l c o h o l use i n the year a f t e r high school. 

Turning to the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs, we f i n d that during 
the high school y e a r s there i s an i n t r i g u i n g c u r v i l i n e a r r e l a t i o n 
s h i p between i n t e l l i g e n c e and the use of hallucinogens and 
amphetamines. The young men a t both extremes are heavi e r u s e r s 
than those i n the middle and use both drugs a t about equal r a t e s . 
While these c u r v i l i n e a r r e l a t i o n s h i p s do remain i n the year a f t e r 
high s c h o o l , they seem to be g i v i n g way to a more l i n e a r p o s i t i v e 
a s s o c i a t i o n due to the f a c t t h a t usage i n c r e a s e s occur i n d i r e c t 
r e l a t i o n to the l e v e l of i n t e l l i g e n c e , with the most i n t e l l i g e n t 
i n c r e a s i n g the most. Th i s i s the same phenomenon we observed with 
SEL. 

B a r b i t u r a t e s r e l a t e somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y to i n t e l l i g e n c e than 
they did to SEL. While one could argue th a t during the high school 
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FIGURE 4-4 QUICK TEST OF INTELLIGENCE RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 
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y e a r s t h e r e i s a s l i g h t c u r v i l i n e a r r e l a t i o n s h i p , i t i s a small one 
and has disappeared by a year out of high school. At that point 
the lowest i n t e l l i g e n c e group i s higher than a l l others. R e c a l l 
t h a t f o r SEL, the lowest and highest SEL groups had high usage. 

Heroin use shows up most often i n the lowest i n t e l l i g e n c e 
group both during and a f t e r high school. Thus we can say th a t 
those who a r e lowest i n i n t e l l i g e n c e have the h e a v i e s t usage r a t e s 
of b a r b i t u r a t e s , heroin, a l c o h o l , and c i g a r e t t e s f or both time 
i n t e r v a l s , and the lowest usage r a t e s f or marijuana i n the year 
a f t e r high school. 

The a d j u s t e d v a l u e s which r e s u l t from the m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s 
show t h a t adjustments to the QT c a t e g o r i e s are very s i m i l a r to 
those found f o r SEL. For i n s t a n c e i n the cases of marijuana, 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and amphetamines, the usage r a t e s f or the upper QT 
groups are adjusted down and the usage r a t e s f o r the lower QT groups 
are a d j u s t e d up.* The r a t h e r high i n c i d e n c e of b a r b i t u r a t e and 
heroin use among those i n the lowest i n t e l l i g e n c e group i s lowered 
somewhat when other f a c t o r s a r e taken i n t o account. Nevertheless, 
both remain above average. Very l i t t l e adjustment takes p l a c e f or 
c i g a r e t t e and a l c o h o l consumption as a r e s u l t of c o n t r o l l i n g f or 
other f a c t o r s . 

* I t w i l l g e n e r a l l y be the case, as i t i s here, t h a t adjustments 
tend to move a category toward the grand mean because t h a t category 
i s being f o r c e d to share some of i t s " e f f e c t " ( d e v i a t i o n from the 
grand mean) with other v a r i a b l e s . I n t h i s c ase, SEL and QT are 
sha r i n g e f f e c t s p r i m a r i l y w i t h each other because they are so h i g h l y 
c o r r e l a t e d . Sometimes, however, two c o r r e l a t e d v a r i a b l e s have o f f 
s e t t i n g e f f e c t s (masking); and when one i s "held constant" s t a t i s 
t i c a l l y , the e f f e c t of the other becomes more apparent ( i . e . , i t 
shows an even g r e a t e r d e v i a t i o n from the grand mean). Th i s r e s u l t 
i s c a l l e d "unmasking." 

A mild i n s t a n c e of unmasking occurred i n the heroin graph i n 
F i g u r e 4-3 where the adjus t e d usage r a t e f or the second h i g h e s t SEL 
group was even f u r t h e r from the grand mean than was the unadjusted 
v a l u e . 
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BROKEN HOME 

The approach to understanding drug use which views i t as a 
mechanism f o r escaping r e a l i t y would probably p r e d i c t t h a t young 
people whose n a t u r a l f a m i l y has been broken by death or d i v o r c e 
would have more reason to seek escape through drugs.* F i g u r e 4-5 
presents the necessary information to t e s t t h i s notion. I t g i v e s 
the drug use l e v e l s f o r young men from i n t a c t f a m i l i e s , those from 
homes t h a t have been broken by death, and those from homes broken 
by d i v o r c e . 

For the year a f t e r high school, some c o n s i d e r a b l e d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n drug use do appear and i n the hypothesized d i r e c t i o n . Those 
boys whose f a m i l i e s have been broken by e i t h e r death or d i v o r c e 
report a higher l e v e l of use of a l l of the i l l e g a l drugs except 
heroin ( i n which case only the l a t t e r group r e p o r t higher than 
average u s e ) . S u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s e x i s t f o r marijuana use but 
only moderate d i f f e r e n c e s f o r h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, and 
b a r b i t u r a t e s . However, these d i f f e r e n c e s do not seem to be 
e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of d i f f e r e n c e s i n the background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
of the th r e e groups, because when the "broken home" v a r i a b l e i s run 
i n t o a M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s along w i t h the other back
ground c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s being d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s chapter, the 
adjuste d v a l u e s which r e s u l t f o r these three groups ( i . e . , w h i l e 
" c o n t r o l l i n g " f o r other t h i n g s ) are ve r y s i m i l a r to the o r i g i n a l 
v a l u e s . 

P a r a l l e l f i n d i n g s do not emerge f o r the two l e g a l drugs. Boys 
from broken homes and i n t a c t homes e x h i b i t q u i t e s i m i l a r h a b i t s i n 
regard to a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s . 

*0f course, other e x p l a n a t i o n s could be summoned i n the event 
that d i f f e r e n c e s were found, i n c l u d i n g the argument t h a t other back
ground c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s r e l a t e to d i v o r c e r a t e s , or th a t the absence 
of one n a t u r a l parent r e s u l t s i n l e s s p a r e n t a l c o n t r o l . 
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FICURE 4-5 INTACTNESS OF FAMILY RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HICH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
.AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 
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S t r a n g e l y enough, a q u i t e d i f f e r e n t s e t of f i n d i n g s emerges 
i f we look a t drug use during the high school y e a r s . What we f i n d 
i s that during high school those whose homes were broken by 
divorce had c o n s i d e r a b l y higher usage r a t e s on a l l seven drugs 
than d i d the v a s t m a j o r i t y who came from i n t a c t f a m i l i e s . However, 
those whose f a m i l i e s were broken by death had usage l e v e l s which 
were very s i m i l a r to those with i n t a c t f a m i l i e s . (The only r e a l 
exceptions e x i s t f o r c i g a r e t t e smoking.) Thus, coming from a 
family broken by death i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h an e x c e p t i o n a l increase 

i n i l l e g a l drug use during the year a f t e r high school, which 
r e s u l t s i n usage r a t e s which are then roughly as high as are found 
among boys coming from divorced homes. 

I t should be noted t h a t the numbers of cases i n the broken 
home groupings are l i m i t e d and t h a t the observed d i f f e r e n c e — 
p a r t i c u l a r l y for a s i n g l e broken home category taken a l o n e — c o u l d 
simply be the r e s u l t of sampling e r r o r . However, because the two 
broken home groups (combined N=324) are so s i m i l a r to each other 
and d i f f e r e n t from the i n t a c t home group a f t e r high s c h o o l , one 
i s i n c l i n e d to b e l i e v e the d i f f e r e n c e s . What, then, could e x p l a i n 
the f a c t t h a t the home-broken-by-death group showed drug h a b i t s 
which d i f f e r e d from the m a j o r i t y only a f t e r high s c h o o l . The best 
explanation, i n t h i s author's opinion, i s t h a t f a m i l i e s broken by 
d i v o r c e were d i s t u r b e d f a m i l i e s f o r a longer time on the average, 
whether or not the parents were a c t u a l l y separated. Therefore, 
s o c i a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l problems have been experienced f o r a 
longer time among those boys than among those whose homes were 
broken by death, l e a d i n g to an e a r l i e r e f f e c t i n terms of drug-
taking behavior. F u r t h e r a n a l y s e s i n which the young men whose 
f a m i l i e s were broken-by-death could be subdivided according to 
recency of the p a r e n t a l death, which would give some f u r t h e r e v i 
dence regarding t h i s hypothesis. The p r e d i c t i o n , of course, would 
be t h a t those having e a r l i e r deaths i n the f a m i l y would show g r e a t e r 
use of drugs during high school than those e x p e r i e n c i n g a compar
able l o s s a t a l a t e r age. 
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STABILITY OF RESIDENCE 

S t a b i l i t y of r e s i d e n c e was chosen for examination here because 
i t seemed l i k e l y t h a t one who leads a t r a n s i e n t l i f e a l s o leads a 
more s t r e s s f u l l i f e . I t turned out that during the high school 
years t h e r e i s very l i t t l e t r a n s i e n c e . The v a r i a b l e used i s a 
simple one. I t i s based on whether or not a respondent r e p o r t s - -
i n response to s p e c i f i c i n t e r v i e w q u e s t i o n s — t h a t he has moved a t 
any time between the f i r s t data c o l l e c t i o n (beginning of tenth 
grade) and the t h i r d one, two and a h a l f years l a t e r (end of t w e l f t h 
grade). Those r e p o r t i n g no moves, the m a j o r i t y , were put i n t o one 
group w h i l e a l l others were put i n t o a second. 

As i s apparent from F i g u r e 4-6, those leading a more t r a n s i e n t 
l i f e d uring the high school y e a r s report s u b s t a n t i a l l y higher use 
of a l l i l l e g a l drugs both during and a f t e r high school. They a l s o 
show a somewhat higher r a t e of c i g a r e t t e use and a s l i g h t l y higher 
r a t e of a l c o h o l use. 

Whether these observed d i f f e r e n c e s can be best explained i n 
terms of other background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which covary with 
s t a b i l i t y of place of r e s i d e n c e , or - r e f l e c t the s o c i a l and 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l consequences of leading a more t r a n s i e n t l i f e i s 
another matter. 

The a d j u s t e d usage r a t e s for the year a f t e r high school r e s u l t 
ing from an MCA, which s t a t i s t i c a l l y holds other things constant, 
i n d i c a t e t h a t p a r t of the d i f f e r e n c e i s e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of the 
other background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s d e a l t with i n t h i s chapter; but 
most of the d i f f e r e n c e s t i l l remains. I t could be, of course, t h a t 
the t r a n s i e n t l i f e does not "cause" higher drug use but i n s t e a d i s 
caused by other f a c t o r s which also lead to h e a v i e r use of drugs. 
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FIGURE 4-6 STABILITY OF RESIDENCE DURING HIGH SCHOOL RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 
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N e v e r t h e l e s s , one could think of ways i n which t r a n s i e n c e might 
play a more d i r e c t r o l e i n the causation of drug use. At the 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l l e v e l , drugs could provide a way of escaping the 
p a i n f u l r e a l i t i e s of l o s s of f r i e n d s , or d i f f i c u l t y making new 
f r i e n d s , or the more general a n x i e t y which u s u a l l y accompanies the 
task of coping with a new environment. At the s o c i a l l e v e l , one 
could imagine the a c t i v e use of drugs as being one of the e a s i e r 
ways of breaking i n t o new f r i e n d s h i p c i r c l e s a f t e r moving. Unfor
tu n a t e l y , the t e s t i n g of some of these hypotheses i s beyond the 
scope of t h i s book. 

RACE 

Unfortunately t h i s study i s not geared to examine r a c i a l d i f 
ferences i n any d e f i n i t i v e way, s i n c e i t contains drug data on only 
167 black respondents (weighted N=198), of whom a f a i r number are 
c l u s t e r e d i n f i v e or s i x high s c h o o l s . These l i m i t a t i o n s d e r i v e 
from the low proportion of the population which i s black, i n 
combination with our c l u s t e r e d - b y - s c h o o l sampling design. However, 
because r a c e has for so long been assumed to be an important 
v a r i a b l e i n the e t i o l o g y of drug behavior, i t seemed worthwhile to 
examine r a c i a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n the sample with the assumption t h a t 
the f i n d i n g s must be considered to be quite t e n t a t i v e . 

F i g u r e 4-7 presents drug use information for whites and b l a c k s 
s e p a r a t e l y (other r a c i a l m i n o r i t i e s are deleted from these analyses 
due to t h e i r s m a l l number of c a s e s ) . Data for both during and 
a f t e r high school are d i s p l a y e d because a number of r a c i a l compari
sons come out d i f f e r e n t l y a t the two points i n time. 

During the high school y e a r s , the black students i n t h i s 
sample re p o r t e d appreciably higher usage r a t e s of marijuana and 
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FIGURE 4-7 RACE RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 
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amphetamines, and much higher usage r a t e s for b a r b i t u r a t e s and 
heroin. T h e i r usage r a t e s were about the same as for whites on 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , a l c o h o l , and c i g a r e t t e s . 

But during the year a f t e r high shcool, they showed a q u i t e d i f 
f e r e n t p a t t e r n of change than did whites. In a phrase, the whites 
were c a t c h i n g up. For every one of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs, 
the black group e i t h e r held constant or reduced i t s usage, while 
the white group made con s i d e r a b l e i n c r e a s e s in use. As a r e s u l t , 
more w h i t e s used hal l u c i n o g e n s (12%) a f t e r high school than did 
b l a c k s ( 8 % ) , and the proportions using amphetamines have balanced 
o f f a t 14% for both groups. Blacks s t i l l report s u b s t a n t i a l l y 
higher usage r a t e s f o r b a r b i t u r a t e s and heroin, but the d i f f e r e n c e s 
have narrowed. Marijuana usage p a t t e r n s for the two groups are 
almost i d e n t i c a l , except t h a t a few more bl a c k s are experimental 
u s e r s . 

The two r a c e s e x h i b i t v i r t u a l l y i d e n t i c a l r a t e s of a l c o h o l use 
f o r both time i n t e r v a l s and very s i m i l a r r a t e s of c i g a r e t t e use. 
Whatever stereotype may have e x i s t e d i n the past, we f i n d no 
evidence of e x c e s s i v e a l c o h o l use i n t h i s sample of young black men. 

Another common b e l i e f to which these data are r e l e v a n t i s that 
i l l e g a l drug use i s d r a m a t i c a l l y higher among b l a c k s than among 
whites. C e r t a i n l y there are important d i f f e r e n c e s — p r i m a r i l y for 
b a r b i t u r a t e and heroin use--but by the end of the year a f t e r high 
s c h o o l , both r a c e s show roughly e q u i v a l e n t amounts of marijuana, 
hallucinogen,-and amphetamine use. 

A MORE COMPLEX VARIABLE: RACE-REGION-SEGREGATION 

Other i n v e s t i g a t o r s from the Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n study (Mednick, 
19 68; Bachman, 1970) have concluded t h a t analyses of r a c i a l 
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d i f f e r e n c e s i n t h i s sample are incomplete without a f u r t h e r break
down of the black sample according to region and r a c i a l composition 
of the high school. Focusing on t e s t s of i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y , 
Mednick found t h a t black students i n i n t e g r a t e d schools d i f f e r e d 
from a matched sample of whites i n the same schools by only one-
t h i r d the amount t h a t a l l b l a c k s d i f f e r e d from a l l w h i t e s . Bachman 
f u r t h e r d i s c o v e r e d t h a t among the black respondents i n segregated 
(predominantly black) s c h o o l s , important t e s t score d i f f e r e n c e s 
e x i s t between those f i v e segregated schools i n the South and the 
other four i n the Northeast and North C e n t r a l regions, with the 
Southern segregated schools showing c o n s i d e r a b l y lower mean scores 
on the Ammons Quick Te s t of I n t e l l i g e n c e (Bachman, 1970, p. 77). 
Those a n a l y s e s a l s o i n d i c a t e d t h a t the d i f f e r e n c e s among black 
subgroups cannot be explained i n terms of corresponding d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n socioeconomic l e v e l . Therefore, a more r e f i n e d race v a r i a b l e 
was c o n s t r u c t e d and i s being used r o u t i n e l y i n an a l y s e s of Youth i n 
T r a n s i t i o n data. I t takes i n t o account the f a c t t h a t i n p r e d i c t i n g 
to another important dimension, i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y as measured by 
the Ammons Quick Te s t of I n t e l l i g e n c e , there i s a three-way i n t e r 
a c t i o n between r a c e , region, and school segregation. The r e s u l t a n t 
v a r i a b l e , which seems to capture the major d i s t i n c t i o n s , has four 
c a t e g o r i e s : whites, b l a c k s i n i n t e g r a t e d schools, b l a c k s i n 
Northern segregated schools, and b l a c k s i n Southern segregated 
schools. However, whil e we may want to use t h i s v a r i a b l e to capture 
a l l e x p l a i n a b l e v a r i a n c e which may be r e l a t e d to r a c e , the f a c t i s 
that the sample s i z e s i n the thr e e black subgroups are very s m a l l . * 
Thus, any point estimates made from these samples f o r the c o r r e 
sponding populations from which they are drawn are h i g h l y u n r e l i a b l e . 
I n other words they must be t r e a t e d as even more t e n t a t i v e than our 
estimates for the t o t a l black population. 

* I n a l l M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n Analyses r e f e r r e d to i n t h i s 
book, r a c e has been included i n t h i s complex-variable form, not as 
simple black-white dichotomy. 
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With t h i s caveat i n mind, the reader i s d i r e c t e d to the s e t 
of drug-use breakdowns by the four r a c i a l subgroups i n Figure 4-8. 
Again, note t h a t our weighted number of black respondents from 
i n t e g r a t e d high schools i s 52, from Northern segregated (black) 
high s c h o o l s i s 42, and from Southern segregated (black) high 
schools i s 80. Further, each group i s drawn from only a few 
s c h o o l s . 

One f e a t u r e to be noted i n these f i g u r e s i s the amount of 
adjustment which occurs for Southern segregated blacks as a r e s u l t 
of m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s . Most of t h i s adjustment i s o c c u r r i n g 
due to the r e l a t i o n s h i p t h i s complex race v a r i a b l e has with the 
Ammons Quick Test of I n t e l l i g e n c e . R e c a l l t h a t i n Southern 
segregated schools there were p a r t i c u l a r l y low scores on the QT 
measure. That means t h a t based on QT scores we would expect young 
men i n t h i s group to have lower than average usage r a t e s for drugs 
l i k e marijuana where low QT i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h much lower usage. 
However, they do not demonstrate a much lower than average i n c i d e n c e 
of marijuana use, which means th a t being i n t h i s category must 
i n c r e a s e the l i k e l i h o o d of marijuana use, other things being equal. 
The a d j u s t e d usage r a t e s , then, simply i n d i c a t e what usage r a t e s 
we would expect if other things ( i n c l u d i n g QT scores) were equal 
a c r o s s the four r a c i a l c a t e g o r i e s , 

Because a l l m u l t i v a r i a t e analyses i n v o l v i n g race have used t h i s 
complex r a c e v a r i a b l e only, we were not able to examine the " e f f e c t s " 
of r a ce (holding other things constant) i n the previous s e t of 
f i g u r e s comparing a l l whites to a l l b l a c k s . * Therefore, the reader 

* I should make e x p l i c i t here my own p r e d i l i c t i o n for i n t e r 
p r e t i n g r a c i a l d i f f e r e n c e s as r e f l e c t i n g p r i m a r i l y d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
environments and e x p e r i e n c e s . That the black and white experience 
i s d i f f e r e n t i n t h i s country, even for people who are matched on 
many ot h e r important c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , i s a f a c t which I assume 
r e q u i r e s no e m p i r i c a l documentation here. 

119 



FIGURE 4-8 RACE (DETAILED VERSION ) RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL (SOLID BARS) 
AND DURING HIGH SCHOOL (DOTTED BARS) 

USAGE OF DRUG OH THE VERTICAL AXIS 

I 1 Experimental Use Experimental Use 
[5] Occasional Use More than E x p e r i -
H Regular Use n e n t s l Use 

fl OF CASES RACIAL CROUPS 
IH EACH BAR: S l a c k s - Blacks-

Blacks- Segregated- Segregated 
Whites Integrated North South 

N- 1577 52 46 100 

100 

50 

57Z 

Whites Blacks- Blacks- Blacke-
Integrated Segregated- Segregated-

North South 

RACIAL GROUPS 

100' 

8 50 \ 

121 
4* 5Z „ 

Whites Blacks- Blacks- Blacks-
Integrated Segregated- Segregated-

North South 

100 

50 H 

143 20: 
1 

„ I 

10 
13X 

r 10.55 

Whitee Blacks- Blacks- Blacks-
Integrated Segregated- Segregated-

North South 

100 -| 

50 

8t ex 
SS3L 

10X 175 „ 
13 

Whites Blacke- Blacks- Blacks-
Integrated Segregated- Segregated-

North South 

1001 

501 

2X 
61 7% .5 

££ea Blacks- Blacfca- Blacks-
Integrated Segregated- Segregated-

North South 

100 1001 
SIX 79% 78X 741 

Ul 
72% 71X 73X 68% I *=™ 

1 r >2 r u Cn 
49 i n 501 50 

41 39 

CJ 

0 Wittfis Blacks Blacks tacKS Whites Blacks Blacks Blacks 
Integrated Segregated- Segregated Integrated Segregated- Segregated 

North South South North 



may wish to deduce the e f f e c t s of these adjustments on black-white 
comparisons from t h i s more complex race v a r i a b l e . I n g e n e r a l , the 
m u l t i v a r i a t e adjustments tend to s l i g h t l y i n c r e a s e the d i f f e r e n c e 
between a l l b l a c k s and a l l whites on marijuana use (blacks were 
already somewhat h i g h e r ) , decrease the d i f f e r e n c e s on hallucinogen 
use ( s t i l l l e a v i n g b l a c k s lower), i n c r e a s e the d i f f e r e n c e s on 
amphetamine use (making b l a c k s lower), and decrease the r a c i a l 
d i f f e r e n c e s on b a r b i t u r a t e and heroin use ( s t i l l l e a v i n g b l a c k s 
h i g h e r ) . use of a l c o h o l would remain almost i d e n t i c a l for b l a c k s 
and w h i t e s , and the small d i f f e r e n c e i n c i g a r e t t e use (blacks were 
higher) would j u s t about disappear. 

Returning now to the i s s u e of d i f f e r e n c e s i n drug use between 
the t h r e e black groups, i t should be noted t h a t they vary c o n s i d e r 
ably from each other i n t h e i r usage r a t e s on a l l of the seven drugs 
under c o n s i d e r a t i o n . T h i s i s true both during high school (except 
fo r amphetamine use) and a f t e r high school and a l s o holds true f o r 
both a d j u s t e d and unadjusted usage r a t e s . 

Compared to a l l other b l a c k s , those i n i n t e g r a t e d schools tend 
to r e p o r t a higher i n c i d e n c e of marijuana and amphetamine use; but, 
more importantly, l e s s use of hallucinogens, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and 
h e r o i n . Those i n Southern black segregated schools show j u s t the 
opposite p a t t e r n when compared to a l l other b l a c k s . They a l s o 
r e p o r t g r e a t e r use of a l c o h o l and l e s s use of c i g a r e t t e s , p a r t i c u 
l a r l y i n the year a f t e r high school. B l a c k s from Northern segre
gated (black) schools d i f f e r from other b l a c k s p r i m a r i l y i n t h e i r 
lower than average use of hallucinogens and heroin and then higher 
than average use of b a r b i t u r a t e s . 

To repeat the point once more, these d i s t i n c t i o n s are made on 
the b a s i s of very small samples c l u s t e r e d i n a f a i r l y l i m i t e d 
number of schools. They a r e u s e f u l f o r understanding the s t r u c t u r e 
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of data from t h i s p a r t i c u l a r sample and as p i e c e s of evidence to be 
combined w i t h f i n d i n g s of other s t u d i e s . However, as es t i m a t e s by 
themselves of the r e a l s t a t e of a f f a i r s i n the l a r g e r population, 
they are h i g h l y u n r e l i a b l e and should be t r e a t e d as such. 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES 

C o r r e c t i o n s r e s u l t i n g from the m u l t i v a r i a t e procedure MCA have 
been given throughout t h i s chapter. For those i n t e r e s t e d i n more 
d e t a i l e d information, the summary s t a t i s t i c s r e s u l t i n g from the 
seven MCA r u n s — o n e run p r e d i c t i n g to each of the seven drugs using 
background and demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s — a r e presented i n 
Appendix C. 

BACKGROUND FACTORS AND THE PERCEIVED AVAILABILITY OF DRUGS 

We have found t h a t a number of background f a c t o r s r e l a t e r a t h e r 
strongly to drug use. One reason why they might r e l a t e i s t h a t 
young men growing up i n d i f f e r e n t kinds of environments have d i f 
f e r e n t i a l access to drugs. To examine t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y , t h r e e 
c e n t r a l background-demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s were chosen f o r 
e x p l o r a t i o n : SEL, Region, and U r b a n i c i n t y . 

The data on a v a i l a b i l i t y of drugs were gathered i n the l a s t 
data c o l l e c t i o n and, t h e r e f o r e , r e a l l y p e r t a i n e d to young men i n 
t h e i r s i t u a t i o n s i n the year a f t e r high s c h o o l . Therefore, the 
region and u r b a n i c i t y v a r i a b l e s , which were based on the l o c a t i o n 
of the high schools, may have some s l i p p a g e i n them, p a r t i c u l a r l y 
u r b a n i c i t y . N evertheless, they are l i k e l y to c o r r e c t l y c h a r a c t e r i z e 
the m a j o r i t y of these young people, so they are reported here. 
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The f i r s t guestion on a v a i l a b i l i t y read as f o l l o w s : 

How difficult do you think it would be for you 
to get marijuana (pot, grass) if you wanted some? 

1. Probably impossible 

2. Very difficult 

3. Fairly difficult 

4. Fairly easy 

5. Very easy 

A p a r a l l e l question was asked f o r heroin. The percent g i v i n g the 
answer of "very easy" has been chosen as an i n d i c a t o r of r e l a t i v e 
a v a i l a b i l i t y . Furthermore, only data from those people not using 
the drug i n question during the year a f t e r high school w i l l be 
examined, to remove d i f f e r e n c e s between groups which are due 
e n t i r e l y t o d i f f e r e n c e s i n the proportion a c t u a l l y using the drug. 
(Obviously, most r e c e n t u s e r s of a drug know where to obtain i t . ) 
Table 4-1 contains the a v a i l a b i l i t y data from non-users ( a f t e r 
high school) f o r the d i f f e r e n t background c a t e g o r i e s , and i t 
co n t a i n s some impressive f i n d i n g s . 

The a v a i l a b i l i t y of marijuana seems to be very much a f u n c t i o n 
of one's socioeconomic l e v e l . Only 19 percent of the lowest l e v e l 
t h i n k i t would be very easy t o get some, while 44 percent of the 
hi g h e s t SEL group th i n k they could. C e r t a i n l y t h i s i s a p a r a l l e l 
r e l a t i o n s h i p to the one reported e a r l i e r between SEL and a c t u a l 
marijuana use, and i t i s not the only such p a r a l l e l . 

The two regions of the country which showed s t r i k i n g l y higher 
l e v e l s of marijuana use, the West and Northeast, a l s o turn out to 
con t a i n the most easy a c c e s s to i t . U rbanicinty a l s o shows the 
same p a t t e r n f or a v a i l a b i l i t y as i t d i d for usage, which was a 
p r o g r e s s i v e i n c r e a s e - w i t h i n c r e a s i n g u r b a n i c i t y , but the top 
category ( l a r g e and medium c i t i e s ) i s an exception. For some 
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TABLE 4-1 

A v a i l a b i l i t y of Marijuana and Heroin Related 
to Background and Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

(Based on Data from Non-users of the Drug i n Question) 

MARIJUANA HEROIN 
% Saying X Saying 

// of "Very Easy" it of "Very Easy" 
Non-users to Get Non-users to Get 

Socioeconomic Level 

1 Low 256 19% 332 8% 
2 315 27 462 11 
3 310 32 470 12 
4 157 41 276 13 
5 High 69 44 134 11 

Region 
1 West 131 44% 262 11% 
2 North Central 394 28 539 8 
3 Northeast 216 39 392 15 
4 South 394 21 527 11 

Urbanicity 
1 Rural 327 20% 425 7% 
2 Small town 234 31 337 11 
3 Small c i t y 161 35 247 15 
4 Suburb 205 39 338 11 
5 Large & medium 208 28 373 12 

c i t i e s 
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reason they show only average a v a i l a b i l i t y although usage r a t e i s 
highest t h e r e . 

The a v a i l a b i l i t y of heroin v a r i e s much l e s s as a function of 
region, u r b a n i c i t y , and does not r e l a t e as c l e a r l y to d i f f e r e n t 
l e v e l s of usage as did marijuana. R e c a l l t h a t we found heroin use 
to be most p r e v a l e n t i n the lowest SEL group and the second highest 
SEL group. However, a v a i l a b i l i t y i s lowest f or the f i r s t of these 
and only s l i g h t l y above average f or the second. There was l i t t l e 
d i f f e r e n c e i n heroin use i n the d i f f e r e n t regions of the country, 
yet there a r e considerable d i f f e r e n c e s i n perceived a v a i l a b i l i t y ; 
15 percent of the non-users i n the Northeast s a i d i t would be very 
easy to g e t some, whereas only 8 percent of the non-users i n the 
North C e n t r a l s t a t e s made t h a t statement. F i n a l l y , there i s 
v i r t u a l l y no correspondence between perceived heroin a v a i l a b i l i t y 
and usage r a t e s for the d i f f e r e n t u r b a n i c i t y c a t e g o r i e s . R u r a l 
areas show the lowest a v a i l a b i l i t y , 7 percent, while small c i t i e s 
show the h i g h e s t , 15 percent. 

What explanation could account for the general correspondence 
of usage and a v a i l a b i l i t y r e p o r t s f o r marijuana and the absence of 
such a correspondence for heroin? The most p l a u s i b l e one, i n t h i s 
author's o p i n i o n , i s th a t a v a i l a b i l i t y becomes e s t a b l i s h e d more 
through f r i e n d s h i p c i r c l e s f o r marijuana than i t does for he r o i n . 
Therefore, when s u b s t a n t i a l l y l a r g e r proportions of the population 
use marijuana, a great many more non-users have a t l e a s t one person 
i n t h e i r f r i e n d s h i p c i r c l e who they know i s a user; and, t h e r e f o r e , 
can provide a c c e s s to the drug. I n other words, more common use 
leads to more common acc e s s f o r the non-users. 

Heroin use, on the other hand, occurs i n only a t i n y f r a c t i o n 
of the population and only v a r i e s from one group to another i n terms 
of t i n y f r a c t i o n s . I n a d d i t i o n , heroin use i s s t i l l considered a 
more i l l i c i t a c t i v i t y than marijuana use, as our a t t i t u d i n a l data 
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i n d i c a t e , which probably motivates users not to "broadcast" the 
f a c t of t h e i r own use. F i n a l l y , many of the heroin " u s e r s " may 
have had ac c e s s at a party or other temporary s i t u a t i o n , meaning 
tha t they do not have r e g u l a r a c c e s s . A l l of these t h i n g s taken 
.ogother are l i k e l y to mean th a t d i f f e r e n c e s i n proportions u s i n g 
che drug w i l l not n e c e s s a r i l y lead to corresponding d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
the proportions of non-users who know where to get i t . Or put 
another way, f a c t o r s other than f r i e n d s h i p c o n t a c t s play a l a r g e r 
r o l e I n determining a v a i l a b i l i t y . 

The a v a i l a b i l i t y of these two drugs w i l l be d e a l t with again 
i n Chapter 6. There the r o l e of the s o c i a l environment ent e r e d 
a f t e r high school w i l l be examined and some important d i f f e r e n c e s 
explored. 
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Chapter 5 

Drugs 
and the 
High School Experience 

The high school years are o f t e n thought of as comprising that 
d i f f i c u l t middle ground between childhood and adulthood. In those 
y e a r s and the one or two f o l l o w i n g , some r a t h e r important r i g h t s 
and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s f a l l to today's teenagers: the r i g h t to d r i v e , 
to d r i n k , to vote; the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of deciding whether to drop 
out of s c h o o l , continue education a f t e r high school, j o i n the armed 
s e r v i c e s , get married, and so on. I t i s s u r e l y an important period 
i n the formation of one's . i d e n t i t y — p a r t i c u l a r l y h i s occupational 
and s e x u a l i d e n t i t i e s — a n d f o r making d e c i s i o n s of l i f e - l o n g 
importance. 

During t h i s period, the young person's major s o c i a l environ
ment other than h i s home i s the high school he attends. Therefore, 
i t seems r a t h e r important to understand what e f f e c t the high school 
experience has on young people. The Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n study i s 
c u r r e n t l y addressing t h a t question a c r o s s a broad spectrum of 
student outcomes and using a great a r r a y of measures of the high 
schools and the high school experience. While there are a great 
number of those measures which might be a p p r o p r i a t e l y examined i n 
r e l a t i o n to drug use, only a few have been s e l e c t e d f o r a t t e n t i o n 
here. 
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MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS 

We wi]1 focus on the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the use of drugs 
during the high school years and the following f i v e v a r i a b l e s : 
dropping out, course of study, grades, e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r p a r t i c i p a 
t i o n , and the s i z e of the school. A l l of these v a r i a b l e s (except 
dropping out) were entered i n t o a M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s 
along w i t h the fo l l o w i n g background v a r i a b l e s : socioeconomic l e v e l , 
Quick T e s t of I n t e l l i g e n c e , region of the country, u r b a n i c i t y , and 
the complex race v a r i a b l e d i s c u s s e d i n the l a s t chapter.* For each 
v a r i a b l e d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s chapter (again with the exception of 
dropping o u t ) , the adjusted usage r a t e s r e s u l t i n g from MCA w i l l be 
i n d i c a t e d for each drug by a c a r a t (*•) next to each bar i n the 
f i g u r e s . R e c a l l from our d i s c u s s i o n of MCA i n the l a s t chapter 
t h a t the adjusted l e v e l s are s t a t i s t i c a l estimates of what the 
l e v e l of drug use would be for each subgroup i f a l l other v a r i a b l e s 
i n the a n a l y s i s were u n c o r r e l a t e d with the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c i n ques
t i o n . I t i s a way of answering the question, "What i s the e f f e c t 
of t h i s v a r i a b l e , a l l other things being e q u a l ? " * * 

DROPPING OUT 

A r e l a t i v e l y s mall number of our respondents i n the data c o l 
l e c t i o n i n which drug use was measured had dropped out of high 
school a t some time (weighted number of case s = 168) . In looking 

*See the beginning of Chapter 4 f o r a d e s c r i p t i o n of M u l t i p l e 
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s (MCA). Two background v a r i a b l e s d e a l t with 
i n Chapter 4 are omitted from these a n a l y s e s because of the s m a l l 
percent of v a r i a n c e they were ab l e to e x p l a i n . 

* * I t should a l s o be noted t h a t dropouts are not included i n the 
MCA a n a l y s e s reported i n t h i s Chapter, s i n c e they had m i s s i n g 
information on most of the high school experience v a r i a b l e s . 
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at the e f f e c t s of the high school experience, i t i s obviously r e l e 
vant to ask whether those who t o t a l l y withdrew from that environment 
show any p a t t e r n s of drug use which are d i f f e r e n t from t h e i r peers. 
T h i s group i s compared i n F i g u r e 5-1 to two other g r o u p s — t h o s e who 
continued t h e i r education i n the year f o l l o w i n g high school gradua
t i o n and those who did not. The three groups can be thought of as 
comprising three c a t e g o r i e s on a " l e v e l of education" continuum.* 

I t i s q u i t e obvious that l e v e l of education i s i n v e r s e l y r e l a t e d 
to the use of every one of the drugs, l e g a l and i l l e g a l , during the 
high s c h o o l years. The shapes are p a r t i c u l a r l y steep for the more 
s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs with dropouts using them about twice as f r e 
quently as do high school graduates and t h r e e to seven times as 
f r e q u e n t l y as do those headed for f u r t h e r education. One-third of 
the dropouts used marijuana during the school years (although not 
n e c e s s a r i l y while they were s t i l l i n school) versus 22% and 18% for 
the other two groups. 

Very dramatic d i f f e r e n c e s i n r e g u l a r c i g a r e t t e and a l c o h o l 
consumption are a l s o to be found i n Figure 5-1. However, dropouts 
do not d i f f e r a l l t h a t s h a r p l y from those who f i n i s h high school 
and then stop t h e i r formal e d u c a t i o n — p r o b a b l y the most r e l e v a n t 
comparison group—and some or a l l of those d i f f e r e n c e s would prob
ably be e l i m i n a t e d by c o n t r o l l i n g for other f a c t o r s . The other 
comparison group, comprised of those who go on to f u r t h e r education, 
e x h i b i t s v e r y low use of both alcohol and c i g a r e t t e s , even during 
high s c h o o l . 

*Volume IV i n the Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n monograph s e r i e s 
(Bachman, e t a l . , 1971) d e a l s e x t e n s i v e l y with the causes and 
e f f e c t s of young men ending up i n each of the three l e v e l s on 
t h i s education continuum. 
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FIGURE 5-1 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN THE YEAR AFTER HIGH SCHOOL RELATED TO DRUG USE 
PRIOR TO LEAVING HIGH SCHOOL 
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I t i s important to mention here that, although there are l a r g e 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n the use of a l l drugs which are a s s o c i a t e d with 
dropping out; we have by no means demonstrated any c a u s a l connec
t i o n between them. This f a c t i s emphasized because there are 
undoubtedly many who would argue e i t h e r that drug use leads to 
dropping-out, or dropping-out leads to increased drug use, or both. 
We u n f o r t u n a t e l y do not have repeated drug use measures within the 
high school years which would permit us to t e s t some of these 
hypotheses, and the a p p l i c a t i o n of some more elaborate a n a l y t i c 
techniques on the data we do have must await the next p u b l i c a t i o n . 
Probably the most r e l e v a n t s e t of findings are those presented by 
Bachman, e t a l . (1971) i n which they show th a t although dropouts 
d i f f e r from the other two comparison groups on a number of 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s by the end of high school ( i n c l u d i n g another 
deviant b e h a v i o r — d e l i n q u e n c y ) , the d i f f e r e n c e s were present and 
f u l l y as l a r g e back a t the s t a r t of tenth grade. They conclude, 
then, t h a t dropping out i s more a symptom than a cause of problems. 
I f the data were a v a i l a b l e , i t would not be at a l l s u r p r i s i n g to 
get a p a r a l l e l f i n d i n g f o r dropouts i n r e l a t i o n to drug use.* 

COURSE OF STUDY 

Within a given high school there tend to be a number of sub
c u l t u r e s c o e x i s t i n g . One dimension which often separates students 
i n t o s e p a r a t e groupings with somewhat d i f f e r e n t i n t e r e s t s and 
e x p e r i e n c e s i s t h e i r course of study. Those i n c o l l e g e preparatory, 
for example, tend to take one s e t of courses and g e n e r a l l y share 

•Adjusted values based on m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s are not given 
i n F i g u r e 5-1 because dropouts could not be included i n a m u l t i 
v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s i n v o l v i n g other high school experience v a r i a b l e s 
i n t h i s chapter on which they c o n s i s t e n t l y had missing information. 
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the e x p e c t a t i o n (and r e l a t e d problems) of going on to c o l l e g e . 
V o c a t i o n a l students take a d i f f e r e n t s e t of courses for the most 
pa r t and have q u i t e d i f f e r e n t c a r e e r p l a n s ; and so on. 

F i g u r e 5-2 g i v e s the drug usage r a t e s for students who i d e n t i f y 
themselves w i t h i n one of four major courses of study by the end of 
t h e i r s e n i o r year. (A number of students t r a n s f e r between programs 
during high school.) For the f i v e i l l e g a l drugs, the d i f f e r e n c e s 
between courses of study turn out to be r a t h e r minor. D i f f e r e n c e s 
i n marijuana use and heroin use are very s m a l l . Those i n the 
general program of s t u d i e s do r e p o r t a somewhat higher i n c i d e n c e 
of h a l l u c i n o g e n , amphetamine, and b a r b i t u r a t e use than do the other 
groups, which are a l l p r e t t y much a l i k e . The adjustments r e s u l t i n g 
from m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s do not r e a l l y change any of these f a c t s 
enough to be worth d i s c u s s i n g . * 

A l i t t l e more v a r i a t i o n i s to be found i n the f i g u r e g i v i n g 
a l c o h o l use. Only a q u a r t e r of those i n c o l l e g e prep have used 
a l c o h o l r e g u l a r l y during t h e i r school y e a r s , whereas 40% of those 
i n g e n e r a l s t u d i e s have done so. The v o c a t i o n a l and b u s i n e s s 
students l i e somewhere i n the middle. 

Co l l e g e prep students a l s o report the l e a s t amount of r e g u l a r 
smoking (only 25%), w h i l e students i n a l l other c u r r i c u l a r e p o r t 
about a 43% i n c i d e n c e r a t e . This i s a c o n s i d e r a b l e d i f f e r e n c e which 
might w e l l r e f l e c t a d i f f e r e n c e i n s u b c u l t u r e norms w i t h i n a school. 
C e r t a i n l y some of the observed d i f f e r e n c e s can be explained by 
covarying background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and a b i l i t i e s , as the a d j u s t e d 
usage f i g u r e s show. S t i l l , a s u b s t a n t i a l proportion of the between 
group d i f f e r e n c e s are not a t t r i b u t a b l e to the other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 

*A t e s t was made f o r s t a t i s t i c a l i n t e r a c t i o n between s o c i o 
economic l e v e l and c u r r i c u l u m i n p r e d i c t i n g to marijuana use. No 
i n t e r a c t i o n was found. 
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FICURE 5-2 COURSE OF STUDY RELATED TO DRUG USE DURING HIGH SCHOOL 
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The c o l l e g e group s t i l l would show a 28% adjust e d smoking r a t e 
versus 37% f o r gene r a l and 41% for v o c a t i o n a l . 

Thus we come up with the somewhat s u r p r i s i n g c o n c l u s i o n t h a t 
course of study during high school i s more r e l a t e d to d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n the use of conventional drugs, c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l , than to 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n the use of i l l e g a l drugs. I n f a c t , except f o r 
s l i g h t l y higher use by students i n general s t u d i e s of h a l l u c i n o g e n s , 
amphetamines, and b a r b i t u r a t e s , t h e r e are p r a c t i c a l l y no d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n i l l e g a l drug use r e l a t e d to which program of study the young man 
i s i n . 

SCHOOL SIZE 

The average s i z e of American high schools has been i n c r e a s i n g 
over the l a s t decade or so. A number of f a c t o r s have c o n t r i b u t e d 
to t h i s process i n c l u d i n g the e x t e n s i v e c o n s o l i d a t i o n of school 
d i s t r i c t s , widespread adoption of the b e l i e f s t h a t l a r g e r schools 
can o f f e r a more d i v e r s e choice of s u b j e c t s and c u r r i c u l a and can 
achieve economies of s c a l e , and so on. While these v i r t u e s may be 
r e a l , the p o t e n t i a l drawbacks of the l a r g e school have r e c e i v e d 
r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n . Among them may be i n c r e a s e d anonymity 
among students and among t e a c h e r s , a decrease i n the co o r d i n a t i o n 
and i n t e g r a t i o n of s t a f f e f f o r t s , and a d e p e r s o n a l i z a t i o n of the 
student-teacher r e l a t i o n s h i p . I f such unintended consequences do 
accompany the enlargement of the school as a s o c i a l system (which 
u s u a l l y c o i n c i d e s with the p h y s i c a l enlargement of the s c h o o l ) , 
then one might p r e d i c t a d e c l i n e i n s o c i a l - p s y c h o l o g i c a l adjustment, 
a d e c l i n e i n s o c i a l c o n t r o l , and concomitant behaviors such as 
higher delinquency and heavi e r drug use. These i s s u e s are being 
explored more i n t e n s i v e l y i n other p u b l i c a t i o n s from the Youth i n 
T r a n s i t i o n s e r i e s , but are r a i s e d here by way of e x p l a i n i n g the 
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r a t i o n a l e f o r e x a m i n i n g t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between s c h o o l s i z e and 
d r u g u s e s p e c i f i c a l l y . 

F i g u r e 5-3 shows t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e number o f 
s t u d e n t s i n t h e s c h o o l and t h e r a t e o f d r u g u s e r e p o r t e d by t h o s e 
i n our s a m p l e from s c h o o l s of e a c h s i z e . The s c h o o l s i z e v a r i a b l e 
i s b a s e d on t h e r e s p o n s e of t h e s c h o o l p r i n c i p a l a bout t h e t o t a l 
number o f s t u d e n t s i n h i s s c h o o l . * The c o n t i n u o u s v a r i a b l e was 
t h e n b r a c k e t e d t o a c h i e v e f i v e r o u g h l y e q u a l - s i z e d g r o u p s . Note 
t h a t t h e s i z e i n t e r v a l s spanned i n e a c h s u c c e e d i n g group a r e 
c o n s i d e r a b l y l a r g e r , so t h a t t h e b r a c k e t i n g amounts t o s o m e t h i n g 
l i k e a l o g a r i t h m i c r e s c a l i n g . The model s c h o o l s i z e a p p e a r s t o be 
somewhere a r o u n d 1000, b u t t h e range i n s i z e i s e x t r e m e l y b r o a d . 

The r e s u l t s w h i c h emerge i n F i g u r e 5-3 a r e f a s c i n a t i n g i n d e e d . 
The v e r y s m a l l s c h o o l s ( t h o s e under 250) s t a n d o u t f o r t h e i r v e r y 
low u s e o f a l l i l l e g a l d r u g s . Only f i v e p e r c e n t even t r y m a r i j u a n a 
d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l w h i l e l e s s t h a n one p e r c e n t t r y h a l l u c i n o g e n s , 
b a r b i t u r a t e s , o r h e r o i n . A t t h e o t h e r extreme t h e v e r y l a r g e 
s c h o o l s ( t h o s e o v e r 2000) show e x c e p t i o n a l l y h i g h r a t e s o f u s e f o r 
m a r i j u a n a , h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and amphetamines. T h e i r u s e o f b a r b i t u 
r a t e s i s s l i g h t l y h i g h e r t h a n t h e o t h e r g r o u p s , b u t n o t much. 
H e r o i n u s e , on t h e o t h e r hand, seems t o b e a r no d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p 
t o s c h o o l s i z e . 

However, a c r o s s t h e b r o a d m i d - r a n g e o f s c h o o l s i z e (from 250 
t o 2000 s t u d e n t s i n t h e s c h o o l ) t h e r e a p p e a r t o be v i r t u a l l y no 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n r a t e s o f i l l e g a l d r u g u s e . T h e s e f i n d i n g s s u g g e s t 
a t t h i s p o i n t t h a t s c h o o l s i z e may be an i m p o r t a n t f a c t o r i n t h e 
" c a u s a t i o n " o f i l l e g a l drug u s e , b u t t h a t w i t h i n a b r o a d m i d d l e 

• A l t h o u g h some s c h o o l s i n c l u d e more g r a d e s t h a n o t h e r s , t h e 
c o r r e l a t i o n i s v e r y h i g h between t h i s v a r i a b l e and one m e a s u r i n g 
t h e t o t a l number o f s t u d e n t s i n g r a d e s t e n t h r o u g h t w e l v e o n l y . 
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FIGURE 5-3 SCHOOL SIZE RELATED TO DRUG USE DURING HIGH SCHOOL 
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r a n g e i t d o e s not seem t o be i m p o r t a n t . M u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s 
t a k e s on some c o n s i d e r a b l e i m p o r t a n c e h e r e , b e c a u s e we know t h a t 
s c h o o l s i z e i s h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d t o a n o t h e r p r e d i c t o r w h i c h a l s o i s 
r e l a t e d t o dru g u s e - - u r b a n i c i t y . We know f o r example t h a t v i r t u a l l y 
a l l o f t h e s m a l l s c h o o l s ( l e s s t h a n 2 50 s t u d e n t s ) a r e i n s m a l l towns 
o r r u r a l a r e a s . T h u s , t h e problem becomes one o f s e p a r a t i n g s c h o o l 
s i z e e f f e c t s from u r b a n i c i t y e f f e c t s , w i t h w h i c h t h e y a r e co n f o u n d e d . 

The u s a g e r a t e i n d i c a t e d by t h e c a r a t s (*•) i n F i g u r e 5-3 g i v e 
us an i d e a o f t h e l e v e l s o f dru g u s e we would e x p e c t t o f i n d i f 
a l l o t h e r v a r i a b l e s i n t h e a n a l y s i s were n o t c o r r e l a t e d w i t h s c h o o l 
s i z e . . . i n p a r t i c u l a r , u r b a n i c i t y . They do, i n f a c t , i n d i c a t e t h a t 
a s u b s t a n t i a l amount o f a d j u s t m e n t o c c u r s when we c o n t r o l f o r o t h e r 
t h i n g s , b u t t h a t t h e a d j u s t m e n t s sometimes r e s u l t i n an increase i n 
t h e s t r e n g t h o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between s c h o o l s i z e and d r u g u s e , 
n o t a d e c r e a s e a s we would h a v e e x p e c t e d . I n o t h e r words, we have 
d i s c o v e r e d t h a t o t h e r v a r i a b l e s w h i c h a r e r e l a t e d t o s c h o o l s i z e 
t e n d e d t o o f f s e t o r mask i t s " t r u e " r e l a t i o n s h i p t o dru g u s e . T h i s 
i s p a r t i c u l a r l y t r u e i n t h e c a s e s o f m a r i j u a n a and h a l l u c i n o g e n u s e , 
where t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h s c h o o l s i z e become c o n s i d e r a b l y s t r o n g e r 
a f t e r a d j u s t i n g f o r o t h e r f a c t o r s . A more i n - d e p t h e x a m i n a t i o n o f 
t h e d a t a show t h a t u r b a n i c i t y i s i n f a c t t h e v a r i a b l e p r i m a r i l y 
r e s p o n s i b l e f o r m a s k i n g t h e e f f e c t s o f s c h o o l s i z e . 

To p e r m i t a more t h o r o u g h e x a m i n a t i o n o f t h e j o i n t r e l a t i o n 
s h i p s u r b a n i c i t y and s c h o o l s i z e have w i t h m a r i j u a n a u s e , where t h e 
"unmasking" i s most d r a m a t i c , two s p e c i a l l i n e d r a w i n g s h a v e been 
c o n s t r u c t e d . They a r e p r e s e n t e d i n F i g u r e 5-4. The f i r s t shows 
t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between m a r i j u a n a u s e and s c h o o l s i z e r e p o r t e d 
s e p a r a t e l y f o r t h e s t u d e n t s i n e a c h l e v e l o f u r b a n i c i t y . S o l i d 
l i n e s c o n n e c t t h e p o i n t s b a s e d on more t h a n t h i r t y c a s e s , i . e . , t h e 
most r e l i a b l e p o i n t e s t i m a t e s . The f a c t t h a t e a c h o f t h e s e l i n e s 
t e n d s n o t t o s p a n more t h a n two l e v e l s o f s c h o o l s i z e i s due t o t h e 
f a c t t h a t s c h o o l s i z e and u r b a n i c i t y a r e so h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d . 
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FIGURE 5-4: SCHOOL SIZE AND URBANICITY RELATED 
TO MARIJUANA USE DURING HIGH SCHOOL 
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T h e r e a r e , f o r example, no s t u d e n t s from r u r a l a r e a s a t t e n d i n g h i g h 
s c h o o l s l a r g e r t h a n 1200 s t u d e n t s . The s e c o n d p a r t o f F i g u r e 5-4 
p r e s e n t s t h e same d a t a i n a d i f f e r e n t f o r m a t . T h i s t i m e , t h e r e l a 
t i o n s h i p b e t w e en u r b a n i c i t y and m a r i j u a n a u s e i s g i v e n f o r e a c h 
l e v e l o f s c h o o l s i z e . 

The b a s i c c o n c l u s i o n s t o be drawn from t h e s e two l i n e c h a r t s 
a r e t h a t (1) u r b a n i c i t y shows a v e r y d i f f e r e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p t o 
m a r i j u a n a u s e when we c o n t r o l f o r s c h o o l s i z e t h a n i t d i d w i t h o u t 
s u c h a c o n t r o l a n d , ( 2 ) f o r s t u d e n t s i n a community of a g i v e n 
c a t e g o r y o f u r b a n i c i t y , s c h o o l s i z a r e l a t e s q u i t e s t r o n g l y t o t h e 
p e r c e n t smoking m a r i j u a n a . * T h e s e a r e p o t e n t i a l l y q u i t e i m p o r t a n t 
c o n c l u s i o n s v i s - a - v i s p o l i c y d e c i s i o n s on t h e o p t i m a l s i z e o f a 
h i g h s c h o o l , a s s u m i n g one a t t r i b u t e s any c a u s a l i t y t o t h e r e l a t i o n 
s h i p b e t w e en s c h o o l s i z e and t h e u s e of i l l e g a l d r u g s . T h e r e f o r e , 
i t seems p a r t i c u l a r l y i m p o r t a n t t o t e s t t h e b a s i c v a l i d i t y o f t h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

I n t h i s a u t h o r ' s o p i n i o n , t h e most p l a u s i b l e a l t e r n a t i v e 
e x p l a n a t i o n t o t h e one w h i c h a t t r i b u t e s some c a u s a t i o n t o s c h o o l 
s i z e , i s t h a t i t i s r e a l l y a b e t t e r measure o f u r b a n i c i t y ( a l b e i t 
an i n d i r e c t one) t h a n i s o u r u r b a n i c i t y v a r i a b l e i t s e l f . T h a t i s , 
i t may be a b e t t e r i n d i c a t o r o f p o p u l a t i o n d e n s i t y , o r p o p u l a t i o n 
w i t h i n community b o u n d a r i e s , o r d i s t a n c e from an u r b a n c e n t e r t h a n 
i s our u r b a n i c i t y v a r i a b l e , w h i c h i s b a s e d on t h e s c h o o l p r i n c i p a l ' s 
c a t e g o r i z a t i o n of t h e community. I f s o , t h e n one might a r g u e t h a t 
t h e a p p a r e n t s c h o o l s i z e e f f e c t s , even i n F i g u r e 5-4, a r e r e a l l y 

*The a d j u s t e d v a l u e s e m e r g i n g f o r t h e urbanicity c a t e g o r i e s 
( n o t t h e s c h o o l s i z e c a t e g o r i e s ) i n t h i s m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s 
i n d i c a t e a c u r v i l i n e a r r e l a t i o n s h i p i n s t e a d of t h e o r i g i n a l f a i r l y 
l i n e a r o n e . Those i n t h e most and l e a s t u r b a n a r e a s would be t h e 
h e a v i e s t u s e r s , t h e a n a l y s i s t e l l s u s , i f s c h o o l s i z e and t h e 
o t h e r v a r i a b l e s w ere no t c o r r e l a t e d t o u r b a n i c i t y . 
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due t o r e m a i n i n g d i f f e r e n c e s i n u r b a n i c i t y w h i c h have n o t been 
removed. Such a c o n d i t i o n i s i n d e e d p o s s i b l e . However, i t i s 
b a s e d on t h e a s s u m p t i o n t h a t u r b a n i c i t y i s p o s i t i v e l y r e l a t e d t o 
m a r i j u a n a u s e d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l , and i t i s n o t a t a l l c l e a r from 
t h e s e c o n d p a r t of F i g u r e 5-4 t h a t t h a t i s t r u e . I f i t had been, 
we would have e x p e c t e d a l l l i n e s t o be s l o p e d upward t o t h e r i g h t . 
T h a t i s , l o o k i n g a t s c h o o l s o f any g i v e n s i z e , we would e x p e c t 
t h o s e i n t h e more po p u l o u s c o m m u n i t i e s t o have h i g h e r r e p o r t e d d r u g 
u s e . However, o n l y a t t h e h i g h end o f t h e u r b a n i c i t y s c a l e does 
s u c h a p o s i t i v e s l o p e e x i s t . A t t h e low end t h e l i n e s t e n d t o be 
downward s l o p i n g and i n t h e m i d d l e t e n d t o be f l a t . Thus, t h e most 
p l a u s i b l e a l t e r n a t i v e e x p l a n a t i o n t o t h e r e b e i n g t r u e s c h o o l s i z e 
e f f e c t s d o e s n o t r e c e i v e v e r y good s u p p o r t i n t h e s e d a t a . 

Our f i n d i n g s t h e r e f o r e s t r o n g l y i n d i c a t e t h a t s c h o o l s i z e 
r e l a t e s t o i l l e g a l drug u s e and, i n p a r t i c u l a r , m a r i j u a n a and 
h a l l u c i n o g e n u s e — e v e n when many o t h e r v a r i a b l e s a r e c o n t r o l l e d . 
Some p o s s i b l e r e a s o n s f o r t h i s c o n n e c t i o n have a l r e a d y been 
m e n t i o n e d : a d e c l i n e i n t h e s o c i a l - p s y c h o l o g i c a l a d j u s t m e n t o f t h e 
s t u d e n t s w i t h i n c r e a s i n g s c h o o l s i z e , a d e c l i n e i n t h e c o n t r o l o f 
a u t h o r i t i e s , and p e r h a p s a f r a c t i o n a t i o n o f t h e p e e r s y s t e m i n t o 
more autonomous subgr o u p s w i t h a s u b s e q u e n t l o s s o f a s i n g l e 
dominant s e t o f p e e r norms. The t e s t i n g o f t h e s e h y p o t h e s e s o f 
n e c e s s i t y r e m a i n s f o r l a t e r a n a l y s e s . 

Thus f a r , we have l i m i t e d o u r d i s c u s s i o n i n t h i s s e c t i o n t o 
t h e u s e o f i l l e g a l d r u g s . A l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e u s e p r e s e n t a 
c o n s i d e r a b l y l e s s i n t e r e s t i n g p i c t u r e . R e g u l a r a l c o h o l u s e does 
d e c l i n e w i t h i n c r e a s i n g s c h o o l s i z e , g o i n g from 36% i n t h e s m a l l e s t 
s c h o o l s down t o 22% i n t h e l a r g e s t . However, t h e a d j u s t e d r a t e s 
p r e s e n t e d i n F i g u r e 5-3 show t h a t t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e p r a c t i c a l l y 
a l l e x p l a i n a b l e i n t e r m s o f o t h e r v a r i a b l e s , p r i m a r i l y u r b a n i c i t y . 
T h e r e f o r e , s c h o o l s i z e does n o t a p p e a r t o be a v e r y i m p o r t a n t 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n h e r e . 
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C i g a r e t t e u se i s q u i t e c o n s t a n t a c r o s s s c h o o l s o f v a r i o u s 
s i z e , w i t h a s l i g h t peak i n t h e mid-range. The m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s 
e n l a r g e s b e t w e e n group d i f f e r e n c e s somewhat, i n c r e a s i n g t h e c u r v i 
l i n e a r a f f e c t ; b u t s t i l l t h e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e n o t l a r g e enough t o be 
w o r t h much a t t e n t i o n . 

I n g e n e r a l , t h e n , i t a p p e a r s t h a t t h e s i z e o f t h e s c h o o l has 
r a t h e r l i t t l e t o do w i t h t h e r e s u l t i n g u s e by i t s s t u d e n t s o f 
c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l . E v e n though t h e r e i s an a p p a r e n t r e l a t i o n 
s h i p i n t h e c a s e o f t h e l a t t e r d r u g , t h e m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s 
a t t r i b u t e t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p t o u r b a n i c i t y d i f f e r e n c e s between t h e 
d i f f e r e n t g r o u p s o f s c h o o l s . -This i s t h e t y p e o f a d j u s t m e n t we 
would h a v e e x p e c t e d , knowing t h e h i g h c o r r e l a t i o n w h i c h e x i s t s 
between s c h o o l s i z e and u r b a n i c i t y ; and q u i t e t h e o p p o s i t e o f t h e 
t y p e o f a d j u s t m e n t s w h i c h t o o k p l a c e i n m a r i j u a n a and h a l l u c i n o g e n 
u s e , when we c o n t r o l l e d f o r u r b a n i c i t y . 

ACADEMIC GRADES 

C e r t a i n l y a m a j o r f a c t o r i n t h e h i g h s c h o o l e x p e r i e n c e o f j u s t 
a b o u t any A m e r i c a n s t u d e n t i s h i s r a t e d a c a d e m i c p e r f o r m a n c e - - h i s 
g r a d e - p o i n t a v e r a g e . I t t e l l s him, h i s p e e r s , and h i s f a m i l y how 
w e l l " t h e s y s t e m " t h i n k s he i s d o i n g . I t a l s o r e f l e c t s h i s a b i l i t y 
and w i l l i n g n e s s t o f u n c t i o n w i t h i n t h e s y s t e m . I n o t h e r words, i t 
i s an i n d i c a t i o n o f t h i n g s o t h e r t h a n i t s e l f , a s w e l l a s an i m p o r t a n t 
i n p u t i n t o t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l e x p e r i e n c e o f t h e s t u d e n t . 

S e l f - r e p o r t e d a v e r a g e g r a d e s t u r n o u t t o have an i m p o r t a n t 
r e l a t i o n s h i p t o t h e u s e o f a l l d rugs d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l . I n t h e 
c a s e o f e a c h o f t h e s e v e n d r u g s , l e g a l and i l l e g a l , g r a d e s t u r n o u t 
t o be i n v e r s e l y r e l a t e d t o u s a g e . T h a t i s , h i g h g r a d e s a r e a s s o c i 
a t e d w i t h low u s e . 

141 



The measure o f a c a d e m i c g r a d e s u s e d h e r e i s a s e l f - r e p o r t i t e m 
i n a q u e s t i o n n a i r e a d m i n i s t e r e d a t t h e end of s e n i o r y e a r . I t 
r e a d s , "What i s t h e a v e r a g e g r a d e you have been g e t t i n g i n y o u r 
c l a s s e s t h i s y e a r . " The s t u d e n t t h e n s e l e c t s one o f a s p e c i f i e d 
s e t o f a n s w e r a l t e r n a t i v e s . ( I n t h e f i r s t two d a t a c o l l e c t i o n s , a 
c o m p a r a b l e method was u s e d i n an i n t e r v i e w f o r m a t . ) R e p o r t e d g r a d e s 
p r o v e d t o be f a i r l y s t a b l e a c r o s s t i m e , w i t h c r o s s - t i m e p r o d u c t -
moment c o r r e l a t i o n s r a n g i n g from .59 t o .69. A c o m p a r i s o n o f s e l f -
r e p o r t e d g r a d e s w i t h s c h o o l r e c o r d s on a s u b s a m p l e o f a p p r o x i m a t e l y 
900 s t u d e n t s y i e l d e d an agreement c o e f f i c i e n t o f .71. Bachman 

(1970, p. 169) f u r t h e r r e p o r t s t h a t t h e Crowne-Marlowe s c a l e f o r 
n e e d - s o c i a l a p p r o v a l i s v i r t u a l l y u n c o r r e l a t e d w i t h s e l f - r e p o r t e d 
g r a d e s (R = - . 0 1 ) , and t h a t S E L i s p o s i t i v e l y r e l a t e d t o g r a d e s 
( E t a = .26) a s i s t h e Q u i c k T e s t of I n t e l l i g e n c e ( E t a = . 3 6 ) . 

T u r n i n g now t o g r a d e s i n r e l a t i o n t o d r u g u s e ( F i g u r e 5 - 5 ) , 
we f i n d t h a t t h o s e w i t h t h e l o w e s t g r a d e p o i n t a v e r a g e i n s e n i o r 
y e a r (C- o r below) a r e c l e a r l y t h e most f r e q u e n t u s e r s o f m a r i j u a n a , 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and h e r o i n ; and t h e 
i n c i d e n c e o f h a v i n g u s e d t h e s e d r u g s i s from two t o f o u r t i m e s a s 
g r e a t a s i s r e p o r t e d i n t h e h i g h e s t a c a d e m i c group (B+ and u p ) . 
The r e l a t i o n s h i p s t e n d t o be m o n o t o n i c , a l t h o u g h t h e r e t e n d s t o be 
v e r y l i t t l e d i f f e r e n c e i n •illegal drug u s a g e between t h e t o p two 
g r a d e c a t e g o r i e s (B- t o B and B+ t o A+). T h i s i s i m p o r t a n t s i n c e 
t h e t o p two c a t e g o r i e s a c c o u n t f o r o v e r 50% o f t h e r e s p o n d e n t s . 

A number o f t h e s e r e s u l t s a r e i n d e e d s u r p r i s i n g i n l i g h t o f 
our e a r l i e r f i n d i n g s on s o c i o e c o n o m i c l e v e l and i n t e l l i g e n c e . S i n c e 
SEL and i n t e l l i g e n c e a r e p o s i t i v e l y r e l a t e d t o a c a d e m i c g r a d e s a s 
w e l l a s t o e a c h o t h e r , we would e x p e c t p a r a l l e l r e l a t i o n s h i p s t o 
emerge f o r a l l t h r e e v a r i a b l e s i n r e l a t i o n t o d r u g u s e . I n f a c t , 
s u c h a c o r r e s p o n d e n c e does e x i s t f o r t h e two l e g a l d r u g s , where 
t h o s e w i t h i n t h e h i g h e s t g r o u p s i n i n t e l l i g e n c e , s o c i o e c o n o m i c 
l e v e l , a n d a c a d e m i c g r a d e s e x h i b i t t h e l o w e s t r a t e s o f r e g u l a r 
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FIGURE 5-5 AVERAGE GRADES IN SENIOR YEAR RELATED TO DRUG USE DURING HIGH SCHOOL 
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smoking and r e g u l a r d r i n k i n g d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l . However, i n t h e 
c a s e s of m a r i j u a n a and h a l l u c i n o g e n u s e , t h e r e s u l t s a r e j u s t t h e 
o p p o s i t e of what we would e x p e c t . T h a t i s , w h i l e b o t h S E L and 
i n t e l l i g e n c e t e n d t o show a s l i g h t l y p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p t o 
m a r i j u a n a and h a l l u c i n o g e n u s e d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l , g r a d e s show a 
d i s t i n c t l y n e g a t i v e one. I n o t h e r w o r d s , some p o s i t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d 
p r e d i c t o r s a r e h a v i n g o p p o s i t e (and t h e r e f o r e "masking" o r o f f 
s e t t i n g ) e f f e c t s . * The m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s p r e s e n t e d i n Appendix C 
c o n f i r m t h i s c o n t e n t i o n , i n t h a t t h e s t r e n g t h o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between g r a d e s and b o t h m a r i j u a n a and h a l l u c i n o g e n s goes up a f t e r 

t h e e f f e c t s o f o t h e r v a r i a b l e s a r e s t a t i s t i c a l l y removed ( i . e . , t h e 
2 2 B e t a i s l a r g e r t h a n t h e E t a ) . The much more common p a t t e r n i s a 

downward a d j u s t m e n t . 

The shape o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between g r a d e s and amphetamine 
use i s a l s o somewhat d i f f e r e n t from t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p s S E L and 
i n t e l l i g e n c e have w i t h amphetamine u s e . G r a d e s have a d e f i n i t e 
n e g a t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p t o amphetamine u s e w h i l e S E L and i n t e l l i g e n c e 
showed a c u r v i l i n e a r one i n w h i c h t h e h i g h and low g r o u p s a r e t h e 
h e a v i e s t u s e r s . However, t h e c o n t r a d i c t i o n i s n o t a s e x t r e m e a s i t 
was f o r m a r i j u a n a o r h a l l u c i n o g e n s . 

T h e r e a r e r e a l l y no a p p a r e n t c o n t r a d i c t i o n s i n t h e way t h a t 
g r a d e s , i n t e l l i g e n c e , and S E L r e l a t e t o h e r o i n and b a r b i t u r a t e u s e 
d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l . I n g e n e r a l , t h o s e i n t h e l o w e s t c a t e g o r y on 
e a c h of t h e s e t h r e e v a r i a b l e s e x h i b i t u n u s u a l l y h i g h r a t e s o f h e r o i n 
and b a r b i t u r a t e u s e , w h i l e d i f f e r e n c e s among t h e o t h e r c a t e g o r i e s 
a r e r a t h e r i n c o n s e q u e n t i a l . * * 

*A t e s t f o r s t a t i s t i c a l i n t e r a c t i o n between S E L and g r a d e s 
p r e d i c t i n g t o m a r i j u a n a u s e came ou t n e g a t i v e . The same r e s u l t 
emerged i n a t e s t f o r i n t e r a c t i o n between Q u i c k T e s t and g r a d e s , 
p r e d i c t i n g t o m a r i j u a n a u s e . 

**The one e x c e p t i o n o c c u r s between S E L and b a r b i t u r a t e u s e 
d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l , when no group shows an u n u s u a l l y h i g h r a t e o f u s e . 
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How a r e t h e s e r e l a t i o n s h i p s between h i g h s c h o o l g r a d e s and 
h i g h s c h o o l drug u s e t o be i n t e r p r e t e d ? They a r e c e r t a i n l y s t r o n g 
and a r e n o t e x p l a i n a b l e i n t e r m s o f t h e m a j o r background and a b i l i t y 
f a c t o r s we have a n a l y z e d . To t h e c o n t r a r y , c o n t r o l l i n g f o r t h o s e 
f a c t o r s e n h a n c e s some o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p s . U n f o r t u n a t e l y , i t i s 
n o t e a s y t o s e l e c t between a l t e r n a t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , and t h e r e 
a r e a number. One i s t h a t d r u g use has c o n t r i b u t e d d i r e c t l y o r 
i n d i r e c t l y t o a l o w e r i n g o f a c a d e m i c p e r f o r m a n c e . A n o t h e r i s t h a t 
poor a c a d e m i c p e r f o r m a n c e l e d t h e s t u d e n t t o s e e k c o m p e n s a t i n g 
s o c i a l o r p s y c h o l o g i c a l r e w a r d s t h r o u g h d r u g u s e . S t i l l a t h i r d i s 
t h a t b o t h poor g r a d e s and a c t i v e d r u g u s e r e s u l t from t h e same p r i o r 
d e t e r m i n a n t s , s u c h a s h a v i n g p s y c h o l o g i c a l problems o r j o i n i n g 
d e v i a n t s u b g r o u p s of s t u d e n t s . 

The f i r s t o f t h e s e h y p o t h e s e s - - t h a t d r u g u s e l e a d s t o l o w e r 
g r a d e s — c a n be e l i m i n a t e d . The usage r a t e s o f a l l s e v e n d r u g s 
d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l were r e l a t e d t o t h e s t u d e n t s ' a v e r a g e g r a d e s i n 
ninth g r a d e , a p o i n t w h i c h s u r e l y p r e c e d e d t h e b e g i n n i n g o f i l l e g a l 
d r u g u s e f o r most o f t h e young men i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r c o h o r t ( c l a s s 
o f 1 9 6 9 ) . A l t h o u g h t h e d a t a a r e n o t shown h e r e , t h e c u r v e o f d r u g 
u s e a c r o s s t h e v a r i o u s c a t e g o r i e s of a c a d e m i c g r a d e s i s about a s 
s t e e p and r e g u l a r b a s e d on a v e r a g e g r a d e s i n t h e freshman y e a r a s 
i t i s b a s e d on a v e r a g e g r a d e s i n t h e s e n i o r y e a r , i n d i c a t i n g t h a t a 
d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e number o f t h o s e who had low academic p e r f o r m a n c e 
a s e a r l y a s n i n t h g r a d e t e n d e d t o become i n v o l v e d w i t h i l l e g a l d r u g s 
d u r i n g t h e i r h i g h s c h o o l y e a r s . 

I n a d i f f e r e n t a n a l y s i s , t h e e n t i r e sample was c a t e g o r i z e d i n t o 
t h r e e g r o u p s b a s e d on t h e i r l e v e l o f d r u g u s a g e : t h o s e who r e p o r t e d 
u s i n g no i l l e g a l d r u g s d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l , t h o s e who r e p o r t e d u s i n g 
m a r i j u a n a o n l y , and t h o s e who u s e d some more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l d r u g s . 
The a v e r a g e a c a d e m i c g r a d e s o f t h e s e t h r e e g r o u p s were t h e n t r a c e d 
a c r o s s t i m e i n F i g u r e 5-6, w h i c h r e p o r t s a c a d e m i c p e r f o r m a n c e i n 
n i n t h , e l e v e n t h , and t w e l f t h g r a d e s . One c a n r e a d i l y s e e t h a t 
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FIGURE 5-6: DRUG USE IN HIGH SCHOOL RELATED TO 
ACADEMIC GRADES ACROSS TIME 

Academic Grades 
in High School 

B-

C+ 

43 

42 

41 

40 

39 

38 

No drug use during H.S. 
(wtd. N=1227) 

Used Marijuana only during H.S. 
(wtd. N=156) 

Used more serious drug during H.S, 
(wtd. N=161) 

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 
(9th grade) (11th grade) (12th grade) 

1 S. D. 6.88 6.94 7.04 

NOTE: S t a t i s t i c s are based on students from whom self-reported 
grades were secured at a l l three points i n time. 
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a l t h o u g h t h e t h r e e g r o u p s have d i f f e r e n t a v e r a g e g r a d e s i n t w e l f t h 
g r a d e ( t h o u g h n o t v e r y d i f f e r e n t ) , t h o s e d i f f e r e n c e s e x i s t e d i n a 
f a i r l y p a r a l l e l way a s f a r b a c k a s n i n t h g r a d e . Thus, we c a n s a y 
r a t h e r c o n f i d e n t l y t h a t , f o r t h e g r e a t m a j o r i t y o f s t u d e n t s who 
r e m a i n e d i n h i g h s c h o o l t h r o u g h t w e l f t h g r a d e , i n v o l v e m e n t w i t h 
i l l e g a l d r u g s had no a p p r e c i a b l e e f f e c t on t h e i r a c a d e m i c p e r f o r 
mance a s m e a s u r e d by g r a d e s . * 

The h y p o t h e s i s t h a t poor a c a d e m i c p e r f o r m a n c e i n s c h o o l some
how l e d s t u d e n t s i n t o h e a v i e r t h a n a v e r a g e d r u g u s e i s s t i l l a 
p o s s i b i l i t y . I f t h a t i s t h e c a s e , t h e r e l e v a n t p a t t e r n o f a c a d e m i c 
p e r f o r m a n c e was a l r e a d y e s t a b l i s h e d by n i n t h g r a d e . 

The h y p o t h e s i s t h a t b o t h d r u g u s e and poor a c a d e m i c p e r f o r m a n c e 
a r e c a u s e d by some t h i r d f a c t o r , s u c h a s membership i n a d e v i a n t 
s u b c u l t u r e o r b a s i c p e r s o n a l i t y p r o b l e m s , a l s o r e m a i n s p l a u s i b l e . 
As we s h a l l s e e l a t e r , j u v e n i l e d e l i n q u e n c y (which c o u l d be t a k e n 
a s an i n d i c a t i o n o f membership i n a d e v i a n t s u b c u l t u r e ) r e l a t e d 
v e r y s t r o n g l y t o i l l e g a l d r u g u s e . So, some i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n s 
a b o u t t h e r e a s o n s f o r t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between g r a d e s i n s c h o o l and 
t h e u s e o f d r u g s r e m a i n u n a n s w e r e d , a l t h o u g h we can s a y r a t h e r 
c o n f i d e n t l y t h a t t h e dru g u s e does n o t seem t o have been t h e " c a u s e " 
o f t h e b a d g r a d e s . 

B e f o r e l e a v i n g t h e i s s u e o f g r a d e s i n s c h o o l , we s h o u l d n o t e 
t h e s t r o n g r e l a t i o n s h i p t h e y e x h i b i t t o a l c o h o l u s e and c i g a r e t t e 
smoking d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l . L i k e t h e i l l e g a l d r u g s , h i g h e r g r a d e s 
a r e a s s o c i a t e d w i t h s h a r p l y l o w e r u s a g e r a t e s . . N e a r l y t w i c e a s 
many of t h o s e r e c e i v i n g t h e l o w e s t g r a d e s d r i n k r e g u l a r l y d u r i n g 

* T h o s e who us e d o n l y m a r i j u a n a show a s l i g h t l y l a r g e r d e p a r t u r e 
from n o n - u s e r s by g r a d e t w e l v e t h a n t h e y d i d i n g r a d e n i n e . How
e v e r , t h e d i f f e r e n c e i s s t i l l v e r y minor, i n c r e a s i n g from a b o u t one-
t e n t h t o t w o - t e n t h s o f a s t a n d a r d d e v i a t i o n . 
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t h e h i g h s c h o o l y e a r s a s do t h o s e w i t h t h e h i g h e s t g r a d e s , and t h r e e 
t i m e s a s many o f them h a v e been r e g u l a r s m o k e r s . A l s o s i m i l a r t o 
what we f o u n d f o r i l l e g a l d r u g s i s t h e f a c t t h a t g r a d e s i n freshman 

y e a r p r e d i c t e v e r y b i t a s s t r o n g l y t o c i g a r e t t e and a l c o h o l u s e 
p r i o r t o h i g h s c h o o l g r a d u a t i o n a s do g r a d e s i n s e n i o r y e a r . 
U n l i k e o u r f i n d i n g s f o r i l l e g a l d r u g s , some o f t h e c i g a r e t t e and 
a l c o h o l u s e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e e x p l a i n e d by o t h e r v a r i a b l e s . i n t h e 
m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s . However, an i m p r e s s i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p s t i l l 
r e m a i n s , e v e n a f t e r o t h e r t h i n g s a r e " h e l d c o n s t a n t " s t a t i s t i c a l l y 
i n an MCA r u n . A g a i n , membership i n d e v i a n t s u b g r o u p s r e m a i n a 
v e r y p l a u s i b l e e x p l a n a t i o n f o r t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p s g r a d e s h a v e w i t h 
a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e u s e . Both a c t i v i t i e s a r e a l s o s u b s t a n t i a l l y 
more p r e v a l e n t among t h o s e r e p o r t i n g h i g h l e v e l s o f j u v e n i l e 
d e l i n q u e n c y ( s e e C h a p t e r 7 ) . 

PARTICIPATION IN EXTRACURRICULARS 

P a r t o f t h e l o r e a b o u t d r u g u s e i n h i g h s c h o o l i s t h a t d r u g 
u s e r s t e n d t o be ( o r t o become) m a r g i n a l p e o p l e i n t h e l i f e o f t h e 
s c h o o l . We have a l r e a d y found t h a t d r u g u s e r s t e n d t o be somewhat 
more m a r g i n a l t o t h e a c a d e m i c l i f e o f t h e s c h o o l , b u t t h a t i s o n l y 
one p a r t o f t h a t s o c i a l m i l i e u . S o c i a l c o n n e c t e d n e s s t o p e e r s i n 
s c h o o l — p a r t i c u l a r l y i n f o r m a l a c t i v i t i e s - - i s a n o t h e r . Such 
c o n n e c t e d n e s s i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n some o f t h e many e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s 
o f f e r e d a t most s c h o o l s . Thus we have c h o s e n t o compare d r u g u s e 
f o r s t u d e n t s who r e p o r t v a r y i n g d e g r e e s o f e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r p a r t i c i 
p a t i o n d u r i n g t h e i r s e n i o r y e a r . 

The q u e s t i o n s r e l a t i n g t o e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r p a r t i c i p a t i o n were 
p r e s e n t e d i n a s e l f — a d m i n i s t e r e d q u e s t i o n n a i r e . S t u d e n t s were 
a s k e d t o c h e c k any o f a r a t h e r e x h a u s t i v e l i s t o f p o s s i b l e e x t r a 
c u r r i c u l a r a c t i v i t i e s i n w h i c h t h e y had p a r t i c i p a t e d i n t h e i r 
s e n i o r y e a r . The modal r e s p o n s e was one a c t i v i t y . 
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As c a n be s e e n i n F i g u r e 5-7, t h e l o r e a b o u t t h e more m a r g i n 
a l l y i n v o l v e d b e i n g t h e h e a v i e s t u s e r s does n o t have much f a c t u a l 
s u p p o r t . I t i s t r u e t h a t t h o s e w i t h t h r e e o r more e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s 
do show slightly l o w e r u s a g e r a t e s t h a n t h e o t h e r groups on t h e 
f i v e i l l e g a l d r u g s , b u t t h e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e q u i t e s m a l l . The 
l a r g e s t d i f f e r e n c e o c c u r s i n t h e c a s e o f b a r b i t u r a t e u s e , where 
o n l y two o r t h r e e p e r c e n t o f t h e more a c t i v e s t u d e n t s have t r i e d 
b a r b i t u r a t e s v e r s u s s i x t o e i g h t p e r c e n t o f t h e l e s s a c t i v e . T h e r e 
a r e v i r t u a l l y no d i f f e r e n c e s i n i l l e g a l drug u s e between t h o s e 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n z e r o , one, o r two e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r a c t i v i t i e s . 

C i g a r e t t e u s e i s a b o u t t h e o n l y t h i n g w h i c h r e l a t e s s y s t e m 
a t i c a l l y t o e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r p a r t i c i p a t i o n . R e g u l a r smoking d r o p s 
from 46% among t h o s e h a v i n g no e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s t o h a l f t h a t r a t e 
among t h o s e who p a r t i c i p a t e d i n f o u r o r more. I t seems q u i t e l i k e l y 
t h a t much o f t h i s e f f e c t c a n be e x p l a i n e d by i n c r e a s i n g p r o p o r t i o n 
o f a t h l e t e s i n t h e t o p e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r c a t e g o r i e s . E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s a l s o p o s i t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d w i t h g r a d e s , w h i c h 
would h e l p t o e x p l a i n t h e o b s e r v e d r e l a t i o n s h i p t o c i g a r e t t e u s a g e . 
I n f a c t , when t h e e f f e c t o f b a c k g r o u n d and o t h e r s c h o o l v a r i a b l e s 
a r e s t a t i s t i c a l l y removed i n a M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s , 
t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s and c i g a r e t t e smoking 
p r a c t i c a l l y d i s a p p e a r s . The v e r y s m a l l r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s and t h e o t h e r s i x d r u g s v i r t u a l l y d i s a p p e a r a s 
w e l l . So, i t seems s a f e t o c o n c l u d e , a t l e a s t f o r t h o s e who do n o t 
drop o u t o f s c h o o l c o m p l e t e l y , t h a t one's l e v e l o f p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 
t h e s o c i a l l i f e o f t h e s c h o o l i s n e i t h e r a c a u s e nor a r e s u l t o f 
d r u g u s e . 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES 

The MCA r u n s w h i c h g e n e r a t e d t h e a d j u s t e d v a l u e s shown i n t h e 
F i g u r e s t h r o u g h o u t t h e c h a p t e r a l s o y i e l d e d summary s t a t i s t i c s . 
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FIGURE 5-7 EXTRACURRICULAR PARTICIPATION RELATED TO DRUG USE DURING HIGH SCHOOL 

USAGE OF DRUG ON THE VERTICAL AXIS 
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T h e s e a r e d e t a i l e d i n Appendix C, a l o n g w i t h t h e e s t i m a t e s of p e r 
c e n t of v a r i a n c e e x p l a i n e d by e a c h v a r i a b l e t a k e n a l o n e and i n 
c o m b i n a t i o n w i t h t h e o t h e r b a c k g r o u n d and s c h o o l e x p e r i e n c e v a r i 
a b l e s . 
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Chapter 6 

Paths Taken 
After High School 

I n C h a p t e r 2 we n o t e d t h a t d u r i n g t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l 
t h e r e was a s u b s t a n t i a l i n c r e a s e i n t h e number o f young p e o p l e u s i n g 
a l l s e v e n d r u g s . I n t h i s c h a p t e r we w i l l s e e k t o d e t e r m i n e t h e 
e x t e n t t o w h i c h t h e r e a r e d i f f e r e n t i a l s h i f t s i n u s a g e a s s o c i a t e d 
w i t h t h e v a r i o u s s o c i a l m i l i e u s w h i c h t h e s e young p e o p l e e n t e r e d 
a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l . He w i l l a l s o l o o k f o r d i f f e r e n c e s i n t h e 
a v a i l a b i l i t y o f d r u g s a s a f u n c t i o n o f e n v i r o n m e n t ( c o l l e g e , work, 
m i l i t a r y , e t c . ) ; and, f i n a l l y , we w i l l s e e k t o d e t e r m i n e t h e e x t e n t 
to w h i c h young p e o p l e i n t h e s e d i f f e r e n t c u l t u r e s h o l d d i f f e r e n t 
a t t i t u d e s about t h e u s e o f d r u g s . 

CONCEPTUALIZING THE ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTS 

F i v e d i f f e r e n t g r o u p s w i l l be d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s c h a p t e r . A l l 
h a v e b e e n d e f i n e d i n t e r m s o f a young man's p r i m a r y a c t i v i t y f o r t h e 
i n t e r v a l r o u g h l y s i x t o t w e l v e months a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l g r a d u a t i o n 
( i . e . , t h e f i r s t s i x months o f 1 9 7 0 ) , a s r e p o r t e d by him i n a 
p e r s o n a l i n t e r v i e w a t t h e end o f t h a t p e r i o d . 
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N e a r l y h a l f (46%) r e p o r t e d t h a t t h e y were a t t e n d i n g a two- or 
f o u r - y e a r c o l l e g e , and t h e y a r e t r e a t e d a s a s i n g l e group h e r e . 
T h o s e a t t e n d i n g t e c h n i c a l o r v o c a t i o n a l s c h o o l s (6%) a r e t r e a t e d 
s e p a r a t e l y . A n o t h e r 31% i n d i c a t e d t h a t t h e i r p r i m a r y a c t i v i t y 
d u r i n g t h a t p e r i o d was some t y p e of c i v i l i a n employment. They 
c o m p r i s e t h e t h i r d group. E i g h t p e r c e n t o f our r e s p o n d e n t s i n 1970 
r e p o r t e d b e i n g i n m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e , b u t t h i s f o u r t h group i s 
c o m p r i s e d o f o n l y t h o s e i n d i v i d u a l s who were on a s s i g n m e n t i n t h e 
c o n t i n e n t a l U n i t e d S t a t e s . ( T h e s e were t h e o n l y ones a c c e s s i b l e 
t o o u r i n t e r v i e w e r s . ) T h e r e f o r e , t h e i r d a t a s h o u l d n o t be i n t e r 
p r e t e d a s i f i t were r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f a l l young men i n t h e m i l i 
t a r y , s i n c e a s u b s t a n t i a l p r o p o r t i o n o f m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e m e n a r e 
s t a t i o n e d o v e r s e a s . 

The f i f t h g roup t o be d e a l t w i t h h e r e i s l a b e l e d " o t h e r , " 
s i n c e i t i s c o m p r i s e d o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l s n o t c a t e g o r i z e d i n t o one 
o f t h e e a r l i e r f o u r g r o u p s and a l s o b e c a u s e i t i s made up o f more 
t h a n one c o n c e p t u a l g r o u p i n g . I t c o n t a i n s s i x t y p e o p l e who a r e 
s t i l l e n r o l l e d i n h i g h s c h o o l and n i n e t y - o n e who a r e o u t o f s c h o o l 
b u t unemployed. As we s h a l l s e e below, t h i s group e x h i b i t s d r u g -
t a k i n g b e h a v i o r w h i c h i s s u b s t a n t i a l l y d i f f e r e n t from t h e f o u r 
o t h e r g r o u p s . However, t h e two s m a l l subgroups o f w h i c h i t i s 
c o m p r i s e d a r e q u i t e s i m i l a r t o e a c h o t h e r i n t h e i r d r u g u s a g e , so 
no s e r i o u s d i f f e r e n c e s a r e b e i n g masked by c o m b i n i n g them. 

O v e r a l l , two o f t h e s e e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y d e f i n e d g r o u p i n g s have 
l a r g e numbers o f c a s e s (827 i n c o l l e g e , 559 employed) and t h e r e f o r e 
s h o u l d g e n e r a t e d e s c r i p t i v e s t a t i s t i c s w h i c h a r e r a t h e r good 
a p p r o x i m a t i o n s o f t h e a c t u a l p o p u l a t i o n s t a t i s t i c s . The o t h e r 
t h r e e g r o u p s , however, a r e r a t h e r s m a l l (from 115 t o 151 c a s e s 
e a c h ) , a n d t h e r e f o r e m e r i t r a t h e r w i d e c o n f i d e n c e i n t e r v a l s around 
t h e s t a t i s t i c a l v a l u e s t h e y g e n e r a t e . Thus, s m a l l d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n v o l v i n g t h e s e g r o u p s must be i n t e r p r e t e d w i t h some r e s e r v a t i o n . 
N e v e r t h e l e s s , t o t h e b e s t o f our knowledge t h e s e g r o u p s a r e u n b i a s e d 
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s a m p l e s o f t h e p o p u l a t i o n s t h e y r e p r e s e n t , s o t h e i r d a t a w i l l be 
t r e a t e d a s t h e b e s t a p p r o x i m a t i o n a v a i l a b l e o f t h e c o r r e c t s t a t i s 
t i c s f o r t h e i r r e s p e c t i v e p o p u l a t i o n s . 

MEASURING THE IMPACT OF ENVIRONMENT 

One's f i r s t t e n d e n c y i n l o o k i n g f o r t h e i m p a c t o f t h e s e s o c i a l 
e n v i r o n m e n t s on t h e d r u g - t a k i n g b e h a v i o r o f t h e i r o c c u p a n t s i s t o 
l o o k f o r g r o s s d i f f e r e n c e s i n d r u g u s e d u r i n g t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h 
s c h o o l — t h e t i m e d u r i n g w h i c h t h e s e young men were a c t u a l l y i n t h e s e 
e n v i r o n m e n t s . However, t o a s s e s s t h e impact of an e n v i r o n m e n t 
we need t o t a k e i n t o a c c o u n t n o t o n l y how i t s o c c u p a n t s ended up 
b u t what t h e y were l i k e t o b e g i n w i t h . T h e r e f o r e , F i g u r e s 6-1 and 
6-2, w h i c h g i v e u s a g e r a t e s f o r e a c h o f t h e f i v e e n v i r o n m e n t a l 
g r o u p s , i n c l u d e u s a g e prior t o t h e p o i n t o f g r a d u a t i o n a s w e l l a s 
a f t e r , so t h a t changes i n u s a g e r a t e s c a n be a s s e s s e d a l o n g w i t h 
a b s o l u t e l e v e l s . T a b l e 6-1 e x p r e s s e s t h e s e p e r c e n t a g e c h a n g e s i n 
t h e p r e v a l e n c e o f d r u g u s e a s " n e t c o n v e r s i o n r a t e s " w h i c h c a n be 
u n d e r s t o o d most s i m p l y a s t h e p e r c e n t a g e d e c r e a s e i n t h e number o f 
n o n - u s e r s i n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l , i . e . , t h e p r o p o r t i o n o f 
n o n - u s e r s who were c o n v e r t e d t o drug u s e w h i l e i n t h e e n v i r o n m e n t , 
c o r r e c t e d f o r t h e number who s t o p p e d u s i n g . F o r example, 669 o f 
t h e c o l l e g e - b o u n d s t u d e n t s had n o t u s e d m a r i j u a n a p r i o r t o l e a v i n g 
h i g h s c h o o l . I n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l o n l y 53 2 r e f r a i n e d from 
u s e . T h i s d e c r e a s e o f 137 i n t h e n o n - u s e r c o u n t r e p r e s e n t s a 20.5% 
d e c r e a s e ( 1 3 7 / 6 6 9 ) , w h i c h by d e f i n i t i o n i s t h e n e t c o n v e r s i o n r a t e . 
A c t u a l l y , more t h a n 137 o f t h e s e young p e o p l e t o ok up smoking 
m a r i j u a n a i n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l , b u t some a l s o s t o p p e d , 
t h e r e b y o f f s e t t i n g an e q u a l number o f b e g i n n e r s — t h u s t h e t e r m " n e t " 
c o n v e r s i o n r a t e . O b v i o u s l y , i f t h e same number s t a r t e d d u r i n g t h e 
y e a r a s s t o p p e d , t h e n e t c o n v e r s i o n r a t e would be z e r o . 
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FIGURE 6-1: TOTAL ILLEGAL DRUG USE (CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO SERIOUSNESS) 
BY MAJOR POST-HIGH SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT 

SERIOUSNESS OF DRUG USE 
| Any Use of Heroin 
P i Any Use of Hallucinogens, Barbiturates, and/or Amphetamines, But No UBe of Heroin 
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1 1 Experimental Use of Marijuana, But None of the Above 

100-f 

50H 

o-i 

4 IX 37X 
3IX 

16% 19X 
16 15 
9 9 
0 1 

During After 
B.S. H.S. 

Employed 

During After 
H.S. H.S. 

Military 

During After 
H.S. H.S. 

Trade School 

During 
B.S. 

After 
B.S. 

College 

MAJOR ACTIVITY AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 
Employed Military Trade School College Other 

it OF CASES 559 144 115 827 151 
IN EACH BAR: 559 144 115 827 

46% 

During 
H.S. 

Other 



FIGURE 6-2: USE OF INDIVIDUAL DRUGS RELATED TO MAJOR POST-HIGH SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT 
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FIGURE 6-2 CONT'D 
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TABLE 6 - 1 

Net C o n v e r s i o n R a t e s * A s s o c i a t e d With 
Ma jor P o s t - H i g h S c h o o l E n v i r o n m e n t s 

NET CONVERSION TO: 

Any Use o f 
R e g u l a r R e g u l a r Any I l l e g a l More S e r i o u s 
Smoking D r i n k i n g Drug U s e * * I l l e g a l D r u g s * * * 

Emp!oyed 4 * 15% 11% 2% 

M i l i t a r y 13 20 21 13 

T r a d e S c h o o l 10 17 18 7 

Col 1ege 7 18 22 8 

O t h e r 9 10 13 7 

* 
Net c o n v e r s i o n r a t e i s d e f i n e d as the d e c r e a s e i n t h e t o t a l number o f n o n -

u s e r s d u r i n g t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l , s t a t e d a s a p e r c e n t o f t h e t o t a l number 
o f n o n - u s e r s d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l . ( S e e F i g u r e 6 - 2 f o r raw d a t a . ) 

M a r i j u a n a , a m p h e t a m i n e s , b a r b i t u r a t e s , h a l l u c i n o g e n s , a n d / o r h e r o i n . 

Amphetamines , b a r b i t u r a t e s , h a l l u c i n o g e n s , a n d / o r h e r o i n . 

158 



I h a v e i n t r o d u c e d t h i s c o n c e p t b e c a u s e I t h i n k i t may be t h e 
b e s t s i n g l e m easure o f t h e s t r e n g t h and d i r e c t i o n o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l 
i m p a c t . U n l i k e t h e a b s o l u t e i n c r e a s e i n t h e p e r c e n t u s i n g a d r u g , 
i t t a k e s i n t o a c c o u n t t h e ' g r o u p ' s usage r a t e when t h e y f i r s t 
e n t e r e d t h e e n v i r o n m e n t . One, of c o u r s e , might a r g u e t h a t d i f 
f e r e n c e s w h i c h e x i s t a t t h e o u t s e t between t h e s e e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y 
d e f i n e d g r o u p s a r e t h e r e s u l t o f " a n t i c i p a t o r y s o c i a l i z a t i o n " a nd, 
t h e r e f o r e , a l r e a d y r e f l e c t some i m p a c t from t h e e n v i r o n m e n t s . How
e v e r , t h e d a t a t u r n o u t t h e o p p o s i t e o f what would have been 
p r e d i c t e d u s i n g t h e a n t i c i p a t o r y s o c i a l i z a t i o n c o n c e p t . 

THE "OTHER" GROUP 

I w i l l d e a l f i r s t w i t h t h o s e young men i n t h e " o t h e r " c a t e g o r y 
(unemployed o r s t i l l i n h i g h s c h o o l ) b e c a u s e o f t h e i r m a r k e d l y h i g h 
r a t e o f d r u g u s e . They use more o f a l l f i v e i l l e g a l d r u g s t h a n any 
o f t h e o t h e r g r o u p s d u r i n g t h e y e a r a f t e r most have f i n i s h e d h i g h 
s c h o o l . A l m o s t o n e — h a l f (45%) had u s e d some i l l e g a l d r u g d u r i n g 
t h a t t i m e i n t e r v a l . 

However, d u r i n g " t h e h i g h s c h o o l y e a r s " t h e y were a l s o t h e 
h e a v i e s t u s e r s o f a l l f i v e i l l e g a l d r u g s , w i t h about a t h i r d o f 
t h e i r number u s i n g one o r more. T h e r e f o r e , d e s p i t e t h e he a v y 
i n c i d e n c e o f d r u g u s e o b s e r v e d i n t h i s group i n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h 
s c h o o l , i t i s one o f t h e more s t a b l e g r o u p s a c r o s s t i m e . T a b l e 6-1 
shows t h a t i t has t h e s e c o n d l o w e s t n e t c o n v e r s i o n r a t e t o i l l e g a l 
d r u g u s e . A l t h o u g h i t s n e t c o n v e r s i o n r a t e t o t h e u s e of any o f 
t h e more s e r i o u s d r u g s i s n o t p a r t i c u l a r l y low, i t a c t u a l l y showed 
a d e c r e a s e i n t h e p e r c e n t u s i n g h e r o i n , t h e most s e r i o u s d r u g i n 
t h e s e t . 

T h e s e d a t a seem t o i n d i c a t e t h a t t h e a d v e r s e c i r c u m s t a n c e s 
e x p e r i e n c e d by t h e boys i n t h i s group ( f a i l u r e t o c o m p l e t e h i g h 
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s c h o o l on s c h e d u l e o r f a i l u r e t o s e c u r e employment) d i d n o t l e a d an 
e x c e p t i o n a l number t o become new u s e r s o f d r u g s d u r i n g t h i s t i m e 
p e r i o d . 

MILITARY S E R V I C E 

R e c e n t l y a g r e a t d e a l o f p u b l i c a t t e n t i o n h a s been f o c u s e d on 
t h e i n c i d e n c e o f i l l e g a l d r u g u s e i n t h e armed s e r v i c e s . W h i l e 
most of t h e e m p h a s i s has been d i r e c t e d t o w a r d h e r o i n u s e by s e r v i c e 
men i n V i e t n a m (a p o p u l a t i o n on w h i c h we u n f o r t u n a t e l y do n o t h a v e 
dr u g d a t a ) , t h e r e h a s a l s o been s p e c u l a t i o n t h a t d r u g u s e i s more 
p r e v a l e n t i n t h e s e r v i c e g e n e r a l l y t h a n i n o t h e r s e c t o r s . W h i l e 
o u r d a t a on young men i n t h e m i l i t a r y a r e b a s e d on a r a t h e r l i m i t e d 
number o f c a s e s (N=144), t h e r e s u l t s c e r t a i n l y t e n d t o s u p p o r t t h a t 
s p e c u l a t i o n . 

Some 41% o f t h e s e young men i n s e r v i c e i n t h e c o n t i n e n t a l 
U n i t e d S t a t e s u s e d one o r more i l l e g a l d r u g s i n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h 
s c h o o l . T h i s i s a s u b s t a n t i a l l y h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n o f u s e r s t h a n we 
f o u n d among t h o s e i n c i v i l i a n employment { 3 2 % u s e r s ) and a 4% h i g h e r 
u s a g e r a t e t h a n we found among c o l l e g e s t u d e n t s . F u r t h e r m o r e , 2 5% 
o f t h e m i l i t a r y group had u s e d amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , a n d / o r 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s d u r i n g t h a t y e a r , a q u i t e s u b s t a n t i a l jump from 14% 
d u r i n g h i g h s c h o o l . T h i s 25% r a t e i s a l s o c o n s i d e r a b l y h i g h e r t h a n 
t h e 18% o f employed young men o r 16% o f young men i n c o l l e g e who 
u s e d any o f t h o s e d r u g s d u r i n g t h e same p e r i o d . I n f a c t , t h e m i l i 
t a r y g r o u p shows t h e s e c o n d h i g h e s t r a t e o f c o n v e r s i o n o f n o n - u s e r s 
t o t h e u s e o f i l l e g a l d r u g s ( i n c l u d i n g m a r i j u a n a ) and by f a r t h e 
h i g h e s t r a t e o f c o n v e r s i o n t o t h e more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l d r u g s . (See 
T a b l e 6-1) 

However, i t s h o u l d be n o t e d t h a t h e r o i n showed a d i f f e r e n t 
p a t t e r n t h a n t h e o t h e r d r u g s . L e s s t h a n one p e r c e n t of t h e m i l i t a r y 
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sample re p o r t e d any heroin use i n the year a f t e r high school, a net 
i n c r e a s e o f zero. C e r t a i n l y t h i s f a c t argues strongly a g a i n s t the 
e x i s t e n c e o f anything l i k e a heroin epidemic among young men i n the 
m i l i t a r y / a t l e a s t among those i n t h e i r f i r s t year of domestic duty. 

Our sample i n the m i l i t a r y did, however, show the h i g h e s t r a t e 
of c o n v e r s i o n to r e g u l a r smoking and to r e g u l a r d r i n k i n g of any of 
the f i v e groups examined. F i f t y - f i v e percent reported d r i n k i n g 
r e g u l a r l y (weekly or more often) and s i x t y percent smoking r e g u l a r l y 
( d a i l y ) , making m i l i t a r y men the h e a v i e s t users of c i g a r e t t e s and 
a l c o h o l of any of the groups; and whil e they s t a r t e d out with higher 
r a t e s of usage than most other groups, they a l s o showed the highest 
r a t e of con v e r s i o n of non-users. 

CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT 

Those who entered c i v i l i a n employment e x h i b i t drug-use behavior 
which i s i n marked c o n t r a s t to t h e i r peers i n the m i l i t a r y . During 
the high s c h o o l y e a r s , they showed a very s i m i l a r p a t t e r n of drug 
use to the military-bound, w i t h almost e x a c t l y the same proportion 
(one i n four) having used one or more of the i l l e g a l drugs. How
ever, during the year a f t e r high school the percent of u s e r s among 
the c i v i l i a n employed climbed only 8% to give a t o t a l of 32%, 
r e f l e c t i n g the lowest net conversion r a t e to i l l e g a l drug use and 
to the use of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs as w e l l ; whereas the 
m i l i t a r y group had the h i g h e s t net conversion r a t e s . 

N e v e r t h e l e s s , those i n c i v i l i a n employment s t i l l r e p o r t more 
widespread use of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs than do t h e i r 
peers i n c o l l e g e or trade s c h o o l . Some use of heroin during the 
year a f t e r high school i s reported by 4% of the employed—the only 
group showing an i n c r e a s e i n the percent using heroin—-and about 
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one i n f i v e r e p o r t u s i n g amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , a n d / o r h a l l u 
c i n o g e n s . O n l y i n t h e c a s e o f m a r i j u a n a i s t h e r e more w i d e s p r e a d 
use among t h o s e i n c o l l e g e t h a n among t h o s e i n c i v i l i a n employment, 
and t h e d i f f e r e n c e i s n o t l a r g e . 

T u r n i n g t o t h e l e g a l d r u g s , we f i n d t h a t t h e r e a r e r e l a t i v e l y 
low r a t e s o f c o n v e r s i o n t o r e g u l a r c i g a r e t t e u s e o r t o r e g u l a r 
a l c o h o l u s e i n t h e work s e t t i n g . The p e r c e n t smoking d a i l y jumped 
from 53% t o 55% i n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l , a r a t e w h i c h i s 
s t i l l more t h a n t w i c e a s h i g h a s we f i n d among t h e i r c o u n t e r p a r t s 
i n c o l l e g e . N e v e r t h e l e s s , i t a p p e a r s t h a t f o r t h i s l a r g e segment 
o f t h e age c o h o r t , smoking h a b i t s h a v e r e a c h e d r e l a t i v e l y s t a b l e , 
a l b e i t h i g h , l e v e l s . T h e i r i n c i d e n c e o f r e g u l a r a l c o h o l u s e 
i n c r e a s e d somewhat (from 39% t o 48%) , b u t b e c a u s e a l l o t h e r g r o u p s 
were a l s o s h i f t i n g s u b s t a n t i a l l y , t h i s t u r n e d o u t t o be a l o w e r 
t h a n a v e r a g e r a t e o f c o n v e r s i o n . 

COLLEGE AND TRADE SCHOOL 

One o f t h e most u n e x p e c t e d f i n d i n g s i n t h i s s t u d y a r o s e from 
t h e d r u g u s e d a t a on t h o s e i n c o l l e g e and o t h e r p o s t - h i g h s c h o o l 
e d u c a t i o n a l s e t t i n g s . A l t h o u g h t h e A m e r i c a n l o r e f o r a good many 
y e a r s h a s i n c l u d e d t h e b e l i e f t h a t A m e r i c a n c o l l e g e s and u n i v e r 
s i t i e s a r e t h e b a s t i o n o f i l l i c i t d r u g u s e ( h e r o i n e x c l u d e d ) we 
f i n d t h a t , w i t h o n l y one e x c e p t i o n , t h o s e i n c o l l e g e and t r a d e 
s c h o o l were t h e g r o u p s w i t h t h e lowest r a t e o f us a g e f o r e v e r y d r u g 
b o t h b e f o r e and a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l g r a d u a t i o n . The s i n g l e e x c e p t i o n 
i s m a r i j u a n a , where t h e c o l l e g e group showed v e r y s i m i l a r u s a g e 
r a t e s t o b o t h t h o s e i n c i v i l i a n employment and t h o s e i n m i l i t a r y 
s e r v i c e i n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l . 

I n a l l , 37% of t h e c o l l e g e s t u d e n t s u s e d one o r more o f t h e 
i l l e g a l d r u g s d u r i n g t h e i r f r e s h m a n y e a r . They c a n be b r o k e n i n t o 
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two component g r o u p s : 16% who us e d more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l d r u g s and 
21% who u s e d m a r i j u a n a o n l y . By c o m p a r i s o n , t h e employed group had 
18% u s i n g t h e more s e r i o u s d r u g s (a h i g h e r p r o p o r t i o n ) , b u t o n l y 
14% u s i n g m a r i j u a n a o n l y , t h u s y i e l d i n g a l o w e r t o t a l p e r c e n t u s i n g 
any i l l e g a l d r u g ( 3 2 % v s . 37% f o r c o l l e g e ) - * 

T h e s e f i n d i n g s a r e i n d e e d s u r p r i s i n g , b u t b e f o r e we go much 
f u r t h e r we s h o u l d t a k e i n t o a c c o u n t r a t e s o f change a s w e l l a s 
s t a t i c d i f f e r e n c e s . R e c a l l from our e a r l i e r d i s c u s s i o n t h a t t h e 
r a t e s o f c o n v e r s i o n f o r n o n - u s e r s t o t h e u s e o f any i l l i c i t d r u g 
(and a l s o t o use o f t h e more s e r i o u s i l l i c i t d r u g s ) was l o w e r f o r 
t h e c i v i l i a n employed t h a n f o r any o t h e r group (11% and 2% r e s p e c 
t i v e l y ) . The c o m p a r a b l e f i g u r e s f o r t h e c o l l e g e - b o u n d a r e 22% and 
8%, s u g g e s t i n g t h a t a l t h o u g h t h e r e a r e n o t s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n t h e u s e o f i l l e g a l d r u g s between c o l l e g e freshman and t h e i r 
c o u n t e r p a r t s who a r e w o r k i n g , t h e r e may be s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s 
e m e r g i n g one o r two y e a r s down t h e r o a d . I t i s o b v i o u s t h a t t h e 
f i r s t y e a r o f t h e c o l l e g e e x p e r i e n c e i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h a much 
s h a r p e r i n c r e a s e i n t h e u s e o f a l l i l l i c i t d r u g s ( e x c e p t h e r o i n ) 
t h a n i s t h e f i r s t y e a r o f t h e work e x p e r i e n c e . - I f c o l l e g e c o n t i n u e s 
t o have a c o m p a r a b l e i m p a c t on i t s sophomores, j u n i o r s , and s e n i o r s , 
t h e c o l l e g e group c o u l d end up b e i n g c o n s i d e r a b l y more f r e q u e n t 

* I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t e t h a t 55% o f t h e c i v i l i a n employed 
who r e p o r t u s i n g m a r i j u a n a i n t h e y e a r a f t e r h i g h s c h o o l a l s o 
r e p o r t u s i n g one o r more o t h e r i l l e g a l d r u g s . The c o m p a r a b l e 
p e r c e n t a g e s f o r t h o s e i n c o l l e g e i s -only 40%. T h i s s u g g e s t s t h e 
p o s s i b i l i t y , a t l e a s t , t h a t m a r i j u a n a u s e i s l e s s a p a r t o f an 
i l l e g a l - d r u g c u l t u r e i n c o l l e g e s t h a n i t i s e l s e w h e r e . The d i f 
f e r e n c e s a r e n o t due t o t h e r e b e i n g a h i g h e r number o f " e x p e r i m e n t e r s -
o n l y " i n t h e c o l l e g e s ample. Roughly t h e same p e r c e n t o f b o t h 
g r o u p s a r e e x p e r i m e n t e r s . However, i t c o u l d be due t o t h e f a c t 
t h a t a g r e a t e r p r o p o r t i o n of t h e m a r i j u a n a u s e r s i n c i v i l i a n employ
ment a r e l o n g - t i m e u s e r s and t h e r e f o r e have had more c h a n c e t o 
become i n v o l v e d i n o t h e r d r u g s . A l a t e r f o l l o w - u p o f t h e Yo u t h i n 
T r a n s i t i o n sample s h o u l d be a b l e t o r e s o l v e t h i s q u e s t i o n . 
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u s e r s o f m a r i j u a n a , amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and h a l l u c i n o g e n s . * 
( H e r o i n f o l l o w s t h e o p p o s i t e p a t t e r n o f change, w i t h r a t e s r e m a i n 
i n g a t a v e r y low 1% f o r c o l l e g e s t u d e n t s w h i l e t h e y i n c r e a s e d from 
2% t o 4% among t h e employed.) 

I n l i g h t o f t h e i r r e l a t i v e l y low u s e o f most i l l e g a l d r u g s , i t 
i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t e t h e h a b i t s o f c o l l e g e f r e s h m a n i n r e g a r d t o 
r e g u l a r smoking and r e g u l a r d r i n k i n g . T h e i r i n c i d e n c e o f r e g u l a r 
smoking i s l e s s t h a n h a l f t h a t o f any o t h e r group e x c e p t t h o s e i n 
t r a d e s c h o o l . O n l y 25% r e p o r t smoking r e g u l a r l y v e r s u s 55% o f 
t h o s e i n j o b s and 60% o f t h o s e i n t h e m i l i t a r y . However, most o f 
t h i s d r a m a t i c d i f f e r e n c e e x i s t e d b e f o r e g r a d u a t i o n from h i g h s c h o o l 
and does n o t a p p e a r t o r e s u l t d i r e c t l y from t h e c o l l e g e e x p e r i e n c e . 
Net c o n v e r s i o n t o r e g u l a r smoking i s h i g h e r i n c o l l e g e ( 7 % ) t h a n i n 
c i v i l i a n employment ( 4 % ) a s was t r u e f o r t h e i l l e g a l d r u g s . 

The i n c i d e n c e o f r e g u l a r d r i n k i n g among c o l l e g e s t u d e n t s ( 38%) 
i s s u b s t a n t i a l l y below what we o b s e r v e f o r t h o s e who a r e employed 
(48%) o r i n m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e ( 55%) though t h e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e n o t 
a s d r a m a t i c a s f o r smoking. A l l of t h e s e s e c t o r s showed a p r e t t y 
h i g h r a t e o f c o n v e r s i o n o f p e o p l e who p r e v i o u s l y were n o t r e g u l a r 

•Whether o r n o t d r u g - u s e c o n t i n u e s t o i n c r e a s e p a s t t h e f r e s h 
man y e a r i s an open q u e s t i o n . P r o b a b l y t h e o n l y r e l i a b l e a n s w e r 
c a n be d e r i v e d from f u r t h e r l o n g i t u d i n a l s t u d y , o r b e t t e r y e t a 
s e r i e s o f l o n g i t u d i n a l s t u d i e s , s i n c e t h i s f i e l d i s i n a p e r i o d o f 
s u c h r a p i d change. I n F e b r u a r y , 1971, G a l l u p r e p o r t e d on a r e p r e 
s e n t a t i v e c r o s s — s e c t i o n a l s u r v e y o f 1,063 c o l l e g e and g r a d u a t e 
s t u d e n t s . H i s f i g u r e s i n d i c a t e t h a t an a s y m p t o t e i s r e a c h e d i n t h e 
sophomore y e a r i n t h e u s e o f m a r i j u a n a , amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , 
and h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and t h a t t h e r e i s e v e n some t a p e r i n g o f f p a s t 
sophomore y e a r . B u t , i f we a s s u m e — a s we m i g h t f o r t h a t p e r i o d — 
t h a t e a c h i n c o m i n g c l a s s c o v e r e d by h i s s u r v e y s t a r t e d c o l l e g e w i t h 
a h i g h e r r a t e o f dru g u s a g e t h a n had p r e v i o u s c l a s s e s , t h e n a r e a l 
upward t r e n d d u r i n g t h e f o u r y e a r s o f c o l l e g e may be masked i n 
t h e s e c r o s s — s e c t i o n a l d a t a by i n i t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s between i n c o m i n g 
c l a s s e s . Only by f o l l o w i n g p a r t i c u l a r c l a s s e s l o n g i t u d i n a l l y o r 
w i t h r e p e a t e d c r o s s s e c t i o n s c o u l d we s e p a r a t e o u t t h o s e d i f f e r e n t 
f a c t o r s . 
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u s e r s of a l c o h o l i c beverages: the c o l l e g e group i s about average 
on t h i s s t a t i s t i c . As with c i g a r e t t e s , the b a s i c d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
a l c o h o l use observed i n the year a f t e r high school e x i s t e d p r i o r 
to g r aduation. 

Grades i n College. Because academic grades were so s t r o n g l y 
r e l a t e d to drug usage r a t e s during high school, the p o s s i b i l i t y was 
explored t h a t there might be comparable r e l a t i o n s h i p s between grades 
and drug use during c o l l e g e . I n t e r e s t i n g l y enough,a very s i m i l a r 
p a t t e r n d i d emerge f o r a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s , but did not f o r the 
i l l e g a l drugs. 

High grades are a s s o c i a t e d with low use of both alcohol and 
c i g a r e t t e s . These r e l a t i o n s h i p s are strong and show a smooth l i n e a r 
p a t t e r n a c r o s s the f i v e c a t e g o r i e s of grades which were used. 
Regular use of a l c o h o l i c beverages r i s e s from 33% among those having 
top c o l l e g e grades (B+ to A+, N=171) to 43% among those having the 
lowest average grades (C to D-, N=262). Regular smoking for the 
same groups occurs a t the r a t e of 17% and 35% r e s p e c t i v e l y , a 
f a i r l y dramatic d i f f e r e n c e . P r e l i m i n a r y i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n d i c a t e s 
t h a t by c o n t r o l l i n g for the academic q u a l i t y of the c o l l e g e attended, 
we would f i n d an even stronger r e l a t i o n s h i p between grades and the 
use of both a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s . These f i n d i n g s , i n c o n j u n c t i o n 
with the e a r l i e r ones regarding high school grades, suggest r a t h e r 
s t r o n g l y t h a t the b r i g h t e r students are t a k i n g s e r i o u s l y the cam
paign to a void smoking f o r h e a l t h reasons. 

The more s u r p r i s i n g f i n d i n g , however, i s t h a t the grades i n 
c o l l e g e do not seem to have any i n t e r p r e t a b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p to usage 
r a t e s on any of the i l l e g a l drugs. The strong r e l a t i o n s h i p found 
during h i g h school no longer e x i s t s . An e x ploratory a n a l y s i s 
l i m i t e d t o c o l l e g e students attending c o l l e g e s of f a i r l y comparable 
academic standing s t i l l f a i l s to show any r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
grades and i l l e g a l drug use i n c o l l e g e . 
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Type of College Attended. Because of the s i z e of the c o l l e g e 
sample and the breadth of environments covered under t h a t category, 
d i f f e r e n c e s between b a s i c types of schools were examined. Three 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s were broken out s e p a r a t e l y : u n i v e r s i t i e s , l i b e r a l 
a r t s c o l l e g e s , and junior/community c o l l e g e s . {These three groups 
represented 55%, 23%, and 22% of the c o l l e g e sample r e s p e c t i v e l y . ) 
No a p p r e c i a b l e d i f f e r e n c e s were found between these subgroups on 
any of the seven drugs we have i n v e s t i g a t e d . The l a r g e s t d i f f e r e n c e s 
observed f o r the year a f t e r high school occurred for b a r b i t u r a t e s , 
where 9% of the junior/community c o l l e g e group reported some use 
(versus 7% f o r the t o t a l c o l l e g e group), and f o r c i g a r e t t e s , where 
29% of the l i b e r a l a r t s c o l l e g e students reported r e g u l a r smoking 
(versus 25% f o r the t o t a l c o l l e g e group). I n a d d i t i o n , the l i b e r a l 
a r t s c o l l e g e students e x h i b i t e d a higher frequency of marijuana use 
while i n high school (23% v e r s u s 18% f o r the t o t a l c o l l e g e group), 
but t h i s d i f f e r e n c e had washed out by the end of the year a f t e r high 
school. 

T herefore, i t seems s a f e to conclude t h a t there are not 
s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n the i n c i d e n c e of drug use a s s o c i a t e d 
with the v a r i o u s types of higher education d i s c u s s e d here. That i s 
not to say, of course, t h a t t h e r e are not dramatic d i f f e r e n c e s 
between i n d i v i d u a l i n s t i t u t i o n s . There are, as Berg (1970) docu
mented i n her review a r t i c l e . But the d i f f e r e n c e s are not system
a t i c a l l y a s s o c i a t e d with one of these types of i n s t i t u t i o n or 
another.* 

*Gallup (1970) r e p o r t s s l i g h t l y higher r a t e s of marijuana use 
("in the previous 30 days") i n p r i v a t e than i n p u b l i c i n s t i t u t i o n s 
(32% v s . 2 6 % ) . However, he found very s i m i l a r r a t e s of use of 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and a l c o h o l . 
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MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES 

So f a r i n t h i s chapter we have been examining the simple 
b i v a r i a t e r e l a t i o n s h i p between environmental s t a t u s and drug use i n 
the year a f t e r high school. However, we know that c e r t a i n charac
t e r i s t i c s of the i n d i v i d u a l which r e l a t e to where he goes a f t e r 
high s c h o o l (e.g., socioeconomic l e v e l , high school grades, e t c . ) 
a l s o p r e d i c t to drug use. The question, then, i s how much of the 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n drug use which we have observed between the v a r i o u s 
post-high school environments could be explained simply by d i f 
f e rences i n the types of young men who enter those environments. 
Perhaps the b e s t way of answering the question i s the one we have 
j u s t been using; namely, looking a t gross s h i f t s i n usage and a t 
net conversion r a t e s , both of which "control out" d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
drug use which e x i s t e d before these young men ever entered the 
v a r i o u s post-high school environments. Presumably, most of the 
e f f e c t s of background and high school experience are already being 
r e f l e c t e d i n high school drug use behavior, which i s being 
" c o n t r o l l e d out." However, another approach to removing the e f f e c t s 
of family background and high school experience i s to enter them 
i n t o a m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s along with a v a r i a b l e d e f i n i n g the 
respondent's post-high school environment.* We can then see to 
what e x t e n t the p r e d i c t i v e power of the post high school environ
ment i s diminished by the presence of the other v a r i a b l e s i n the 
a n a l y s i s . 

A s e r i e s of seven M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n Analyses (MCA's) 
were run, one p r e d i c t i n g to a dichotomous v e r s i o n of each of the 
seven drug-use v a r i a b l e s for the year a f t e r high school. (See 
Chapter 4 for a d e s c r i p t i o n of MCA.) As explained e a r l i e r , a 

*Post-high school environment i s a c a t e g o r i c a l v a r i a b l e with 
f i v e c a t e g o r i e s : c i v i l i a n employment, m i l i t a r y , t rade school, 
c o l l e g e , and "other." 
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comparison of the Beta with the corresponding Eta for any given 
p r e d i c t o r i n a m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s i s one means of determining 
the r e d u c t i o n i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p which would r e s u l t i f o t h e r t h i n g s 

2 
were c o n t r o l l e d . Table 6-2 shows the E t a a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the 
environmental s t a t u s v a r i a b l e for each drug to be very s i m i l a r 

2 
to the Beta . These s t a t i s t i c s were generated i n MCA's which 
simultaneously p r e d i c t e d from s e v e r a l background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
(region, u r b a n i c i t y , socioeconomic l e v e l , r a c e / r e g i o n / s e g r e g a t i o n ) , 
s e v e r a l d e s c r i p t o r s of the high school experience (school s i z e , 
course of study, grades i n s e n i o r year, number of e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s ) , 
and environmental s t a t u s a f t e r high s c h o o l . Put another way, the 
adj u s t e d usage l e v e l f o r each category of environmental s t a t u s 
(those which the a n a l y s i s program deduces would e x i s t i f e n v i r o n 
mental s t a t u s were not c o r r e l a t e d with the other v a r i a b l e s ) i s very 
n e a r l y the same as the a c t u a l usage l e v e l . The c a r a t s (»-} i n s e r t e d 
i n t o F i g u r e 6-2 i n d i c a t e the adjusted v a l u e s generated by the MCA 
program. They are extremely c l o s e to the observed v a l u e s . * 

These m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s , then, suggest t h a t the d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n drug use a s s o c i a t e d with v a r i o u s post—high school environments 
are f o r the most p a r t not e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of the d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n the background and experience v a r i a b l e s we have been d i s c u s s i n g . * * 

•Probably the most important adjustments occurred f o r marijuana 
use, where the M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s t e l l s us t h a t c o l 
lege students would a c t u a l l y show the lowest r a t e of marijuana use 
of any of the groups i f the background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s were e q u a l l y 
d i s t r i b u t e d among a l l groups. 

* * I t should be noted t h a t the MCA a n a l y s i s f o r c i g a r e t t e smoking 
did not y i e l d a s e t of a d j u s t e d means which f u l l y c o r r e c t f o r the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p to other v a r i a b l e s . We can deduce t h i s from the f a c t 
t h a t the variance accounted for by the a d j u s t e d usage r a t e s f o r 
environmental s t a t u s (Beta 2=.0775) i s c o n s i d e r a b l y higher than the 
marginal v a r i a n c e accounted for when environmental s t a t u s i s added 
to the other v a r i a b l e s i n the s e t ( i n c r e a s e i n R 2=.044). What has 
happened i n t h i s case i s t h a t environmental s t a t u s r e c e i v e d c r e d i t 
for some v a r i a n c e i n c i g a r e t t e use which could a l s o have been 
a t t r i b u t e d to high school c u r r i c u l u m and high school grades. Thus, 
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TABLE 6-2 

P r e d i c t i v e Power of Post-High School Environment 
i n a M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s 

Dependent V a r i a b l e E t a 2 * B e t a 2 * * 

M a r i j u a n a (Any U s e ) + .0089 .0071 

H a l l u c i n o g e n s ( " ). .0157 .0179 

Amphetamines ( " ) .0109 .0127 

B a r b i t u a t e s ( 11 ) .0149 .0082 

Heroin ( " ) .0108 .0059 

A l c o h o l (Reg. U s e ) + + .0134 .0131 

C i g a r e t t e s ( " ) .0861 .0775 

* E t a i s the percentage of v a r i a n c e accounted f o r by the environmental 
s t a t u s v a r i a b l e taken alone i n a one-way a n a l y s i s of v a r i a n c e . 

2 
** Beta i s the percentage of v a r i a n c e accounted for by environmental 
s t a t u s u s i n g adjusted category v a l u e s d e r i v e d i n MCA. (See c a r a t s i n 
F i g u r e 6-2 for adjusted category v a l u e s . ) 

+ P r e d i c t i n g to a dichotomous v a r i a b l e : any use v s . no use a f t e r high s c h o o l . 

++ P r e d i c t i n g to a dichotomous v a r i a b l e : r e g u l a r use a f t e r high school v s . a l l other 
answers. 
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Table 6-3 summarizes f o r each of the seven drugs the i n c r e a s e 
i n e x p l a i n a b l e v a r i a n c e which r e s u l t s from the a d d i t i o n of the post-
high school environment v a r i a b l e to the p r e d i c t o r s e t . C l e a r l y the 
g r e a t e s t i n c r e a s e i n p r e d i c t i v e power occurs f o r c i g a r e t t e s , where 
having the post-high school environment information i n c r e a s e s the 
explained v a r i a n c e by n e a r l y 60%. For the remaining drugs the 
fa t h e r small i n c r e a s e s i n explained v a r i a n c e i n d i c a t e t h a t the d i f 
ferences between the v a r i o u s s e c t o r s i n drug use during the year 
a f t e r high school i s not th a t great; and, i n p a r t i c u l a r , the two 
l a r g e s t groups (employed and i n c o l l e g e ) , which account f o r most of 
the v a r i a n c e , do not d i f f e r much one from the other. The l a r g e s t 
d e v i a t i o n s from the grand mean occur f o r the s m a l l e s t environmentally 
defined groups ( m i l i t a r y , trade school, and " o t h e r " ) , which r e s t r i c t s 
the a b i l i t y of environmental s t a t u s to account f o r much of the t o t a l 
v a r i a n c e i n the normal population. 

THE AVAILABILITY OF DRUGS 

The a c c e s s i b i l i t y of i l l e g a l drugs to American youth i s a 
s u b j e c t about which there i s c o n s i d e r a b l e c o n j e c t u r e and l i t t l e good 
information. We included two questions i n t h i s survey intended to 
get at the i s s u e , one asking about the judged d i f f i c u l t y of s e c u r 
ing marijuana and the second asking the p a r a l l e l q u estion about 
he r o i n . The r e s u l t i n g answers are d i s p l a y e d i n Tables 6-4 and 6-5, 
showing the percent of students i n each type of s e t t i n g which 
endorsed each of the answer a l t e r n a t i v e s . I n an attempt to c o n t r o l 

the a d j u s t e d s c o r e s f or c i g a r e t t e use i n the v a r i o u s post-high 
school environments do not r e a l l y r e f l e c t a very adequate " c o n t r o l 
l i n g " of other v a r i a b l e s . N e vertheless, even with a more adequate 
c o n t r o l f o r other v a r i a b l e s , s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s would s t i l l 
remain, s i n c e environmental s t a t u s does i n c r e a s e by a s u b s t a n t i a l 
amount the t o t a l explained v a r i a n c e . 
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TABLE 6-3 

M a r g i n a l P r e d i c t i v e Power of Pos t- High School Environment 
to Use of the Seven Drugs A f t e r High School 

Dependent V a r i a b l e 

P / ( a d j . ) 
without P o s t H. S, 

•Environment 

R 2 ( a d j . ) * 
w i t h Post H. S. 
Environment D i f f e r e n c e 

Marijuana (Any Use) 
Hallucinogens ( " ) 

Amphetamines ( " ) 

B a r b i t u a t e s ( " ) 

Heroin ( " ) 

A l c o h o l (Reg. U s e ) * 
C i g a r e t t e s ( " ) 

078 .081 .003 

046 .057 .011 

036 .042 .006 

044 .048 .004 

041 .043 .002 
016 .021 .005 

070 .112 .042 

M u l t i p l e R d e r i v e d from a M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n A n a l y s i s , adjusted f o r 
degrees of freedom. A l l runs c o n t a i n the f o l l o w i n g p r e d i c t o r v a r i a b l e s : region, 
u r b a n i c i t y , socioeconomic l e v e l , r a c e / r e g i o n /.segregation, school s i z e , course 
of study, grades i n s e n i o r year, and number of e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s i n high school 
( s e n i o r y e a r ) . 
** 

P r e d i c t i n g to a dichotomous v a r i a b l e : any use v s . no use a f t e r high s c h o o l . 
*** 

P r e d i c t i n g to a dichotomous v a r i a b l e : r e g u l a r use a f t e r high school v s . a l l other 
answers. 
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TABLE 6-4 

A v a i l a b i l i t y of Marijuana 

QUESTION: "How d i f f i c u l t do you think i t would be for you to get some 
marijuana (pot, g r a s s ) i f you wanted some?" 

Very 
Easy 

Employed 

37% 

M i l i t a r y 

552 

Trade 
School 

35% 

C o l l e g e 

41* 

Other 

382 

T o t a l 

40% 

F a i r l y 
Easy 32 32 33 42 39 38 

F a i r l y 
D i f f i c u l t 14 8 21 11 6 12 

Very 
D i f f i c u l t 8 1 6 4 9 5 

Probably 
I m p o s s i b l e 10 4 5 2 9 5 

N 559 144 115 827 151 1773 

Answers of Non-Users Only 

Employed M i l i t a r y 
Trade 
School College Other T o t a l 

Very 
Easy 24% 50% 29% 3IX 21% 29% 

F a i r l y 
Easy 35 33 29 47 44 40 

F a i r l y 
D i f f i c u l t 16 10 25 14 8 14 

Very 
D i f f i c u l t 11 2 9 6 15 8 

Probably 
Impossible 15 4 7 3 13 8 

H 366 90 75 516 78 1125 
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TABLE 6-5 

A v a i l a b i l i t y of Heroin 

QUESTION: "How d i f f i c u l t do you think i t would be for you to get h e r o i n 
(horse, "H") i f you wanted some?" 

Trade 
Employed M i l i t a r y School College Other 

Very 
Easy 

F a i r l y 
Easy 

F a i r l y 
D i f f i c u l t 

Very 
D i f f i c u l t 

Probably 
I m p o s s i b l e 

13% 

24 

23 

22 

18 

22% 

28 

29 

13 

10% 10% 

23 

28 

25 

14 

24 

33 

26 

15% 

27 

30 

15 

13 

T o t a l 

12% 

24 

29 

23 

12 

559 144 115 827 151 1767 

Answers of Non-Users Only 

Very 
Easy 

F a i r l y 
Easy 

F a i r l y 
D i f f i c u l t 

Very 
D i f f i c u l t 

Probably 
I m p o s s i b l e 

Trade 
Employed M i l i t a r y School College Other 

11% 

24 

23 

23 

19 

512 

22% 

28 

28 

9 

13 

138 

10% 

24 

28 

24 

14 8 

109 798 

9% 

23 

33 

26 

13% 

26 

31 

16 

13 

134 

T o t a l 

11% 

24 

29 

23 

13 

1701 
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f o r d i f f e r e n c e s i n the number of u s e r s (most of whom presumably 
know where to get the drug) a r e v i s e d v e r s i o n of each t a b l e was 
constructed based on the answers from only those who had not used 
the drug i n question during the p r i o r year. 

The s t a r t l i n g f a c t i s t h a t even among non-users of marijuana, 
seven out of ten judge i t to be "very easy" or " f a i r l y easy" f o r 
them to s e c u r e . I t appears t h a t whatever grand e f f o r t s have been 
made by law enforcement agencies to dry up the channels of supply, 
they seem to have f a i l e d abysmally. Furthermore, given the 
infreguency with which s u p p l i e r s are reported to p o l i c e , one can 
only conclude t h a t the v a s t m a j o r i t y of young people t h i s age have 
chosen to c o e x i s t with t h i s i l l e g a l p r a c t i c e and i t s concomitant 
trade. 

Looking back a t the s p e c i f i c s , we f i n d t h a t a somewhat higher 
proportion of c o l l e g e students have a c c e s s to marijuana than those 
i n c i v i l i a n work, but the most noteworthy f a c t i s the ready a c c e s s i 
b i l i t y of marijuana to those i n m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . Among non-users 
i n t h a t environment, 83% c l a i m i t would be " f a i r l y easy" or "very 
easy" to get. T h i s i s one more piece of evidence supporting the 
popular conception t h a t drugs are r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e i n the m i l i t a r y 
s e r v i c e . 

Again with h e r o i n , one i s s t r u c k with i t s a c c e s s i b i l i t y i n the 
m i l i t a r y . Some 50% of the non-users i n the m i l i t a r y think i t would 
be "very easy" or " f a i r l y easy" to obtain compared with a 35% f i g u r e 
for the whole sample. The other four groups ( c o l l e g e , t rade school, 
employed, and "other") vary only a small amount one from the other. 
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DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDES TOWARD DRUG USE 

The question of the extent to which there are s u b c u l t u r a l d i f 
f erences between the v a r i o u s environments we are examining i s an 
i n t e r e s t i n g one. One might have expected to f i n d t h a t the p r a c t i c e 
of using drugs was more condoned among c o l l e g e students than among 
workers. However, only t i n y d i f f e r e n c e s were found in the a t t i t u d e s 
held by the members of the f i v e groups we have been d i s c u s s i n g 
( c o l l e g e , trade school, work, m i l i t a r y , and o t h e r ) . I n a one-way 
a n a l y s i s of v a r i a n c e , the f i v e - c a t e g o r y environment v a r i a b l e 
accounted f o r l e s s than 2.5% of the t o t a l v a r i a n c e on f i v e d i f f e r e n t 

2 
d r u g - a t t i t u d e i n d i c e s . (Eta < .025) The indexes were for marijuana, 
the "more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs," heroin s p e c i f i c a l l y , c i g a r e t t e s , 
and a l c o h o l . A f t e r c o n t r o l l i n g i n MCA analyses for d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
usage between these environments, the a t t i t u d i n a l d i f f e r e n c e s become 
i n f i n i t e s i m a l , with most groups d i f f e r i n g from the grand mean on 
any index by no more than one one-hundredth of a standard d e v i a t i o n . 

2 
(Beta ^. .013) Therefore, whatever a t t i t u d i n a l d i f f e r e n c e s do e x i s t , 
they are e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of d i f f e r e n t proportions who are 
a c t u a l l y using drugs i n each type of s e t t i n g . 

So we reach the s u r p r i s i n g conclusion t h a t , on the average, 
there a r e no meaningful d i f f e r e n c e s i n a t t i t u d e s toward drug use 
between those i n c o l l e g e , work, trade school, or the m i l i t a r y . Not 
one of t h e s e environments has a general s o c i a l m i l i e u among peers 
which c o u l d be c h a r a c t e r i z e d as supportive of drug use, a l l head
l i n e s to the contrary notwithstanding. Of course, d i f f e r e n c e s 
might emerge a f t e r these young people have spent a longer time i n 
these environments, but the near t o t a l absence of d i f f e r e n c e s a t 
t h i s s t a g e o f f e r s l i t t l e support for t h a t hypothesis. 
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Chapte r 7 

Drugs, Delinquency, 
and Alienation 

There are a host of p e r s o n a l i t y and other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 
respondents i n the Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n study which can be r e l a t e d 
to drug use, and many of those w i l l be explored i n f u t u r e works. 
However, th e r e were a few which seemed to j u s t i f y an e a r l y look and 
which w i l l be reported here. The f i r s t , delinquency, was chosen to 
see whether other forms of d e v i a n t or law-breaking behavior are 
r e l a t e d to i l l e g a l drug use. 

DELINQUENCY 

The same " C o n f i d e n t i a l Information Q u e s t i o n n a i r e " which 
contained the guestions on drugs a l s o contained a s e c t i o n on 
general delinquency. The 21-item c h e c k l i s t , which i s presented i n 
Appendix B, i s an adaptation of one developed and v a l i d a t e d by Gold 
( 1970 ) - The items range from f i g h t s with parents to crimes a g a i n s t 
property and other persons. The respondent i n d i c a t e s the number of 
times he committed each offense over a f i x e d time period. An 
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average i s then taken across the items to y i e l d a "Total D e l i n 
quency " s c o r e . * 

I n a small v a l i d i t y study Gold found that 72 percent of the 
a d o l e s c e n t s i d e n t i f i e d as unapprehended offenders by o u t s i d e 
informants admitted to those offenses on h i s g u e s t i o n n a i r e s . He 
c l a s s i f i e d them as " t r u t h t e l l e r s . " There was some ambiguity 
concerning the t r u t h f u l n e s s of another 11%, c l a s s i f i e d as "question-
a b l e s , " and the remaining 17% were c l a s s i f i e d as " concealers." 
Since Gold's respondents were a l l i d e n t i f i e d o ffenders, we can 
conclude t h a t when we i n c l u d e non-offenders i n the sample the v a s t 
m a j o r i t y of a l l respondents a r e , i n f a c t , t e l l i n g the t r u t h . Since 
Gold's study was based upon f a c e - t o - f a c e i n t e r v i e w s with l e s s 
appearance of c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y , i t could w e l l be t h a t our sample 
contains an even higher proportion of " t r u t h t e l l e r s . " 

Our t o t a l sample was broken i n t o three rather a r b i t r a r y groups 
based on t h e i r T o t a l Delinquency s c o r e s , with about o n e - f i f t h i n 
the low group and o n e — f i f t h i n the high group. As F i g u r e 7-1 shows, 
the f i f t h of the sample who r e p o r t highest delinquency i n s e n i o r 
year (which i n c l u d e s young men not s t i l l i n school) have an 
e x c e p t i o n a l l y high r a t e of use of a l l drugs during high s c h o o l , 
both l e g a l and i l l e g a l ones. Conversely, the lowest f i f t h on 
delinquency have an e x c e p t i o n a l l y low r a t e of use on a l l drugs. 

Th i s strong a s s o c i a t i o n between other forms of delinquency and 
the use of a l l drugs i s not s u r p r i s i n g , i n a way, s i n c e drug use i s 

*The T o t a l Delinquency i n d i c e s d i s c u s s e d here included f i v e 
more items than the 21-item s e t i n Appendix B. Since those f i v e 
were a l l s p e c i f i c to o f f e n s e s i n school, they were dropped i n the 
fourth d a t a c o l l e c t i o n . See A r s c o t t (1970) for the complete index. 
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FIGURE 7-1 DELINQUENCY REPORTED IK SENIOR YEAR RELATED TO DRUG USE DURING HIGH SCHOOL 
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i t s e l f a delinquent or i l l e g a l a c t . * The c r i t i c a l guestion i s 
whether involvement with drugs somehow caused users to branch out 
i n t o other more general forms of delinguency. Does drug use lead 
to crime? Geiger (1971) r e p o r t i n g on a CES p o l l , found that 82% 
of a n a t i o n a l sample of a d u l t s b e l i e v e d t h a t marijuana does lead 
people "to commit crimes and ac t s of v i o l e n c e . " 

I f one accepts the assumption t h a t has been made throughout 
t h i s book, namely t h a t the v a s t majority of this class of students 

( c l a s s of 1969) who used drugs p r i o r to graduation did so after 
n i n t h grade, then i t i s p o s s i b l e to t e s t the v e r a c i t y of t h a t 
b e l i e f . S i n c e delinquency was measured a t the beginning of tenth 
grade as w e l l as a t the end of t w e l f t h grade, we can determine the 
r a t e of delinquency among drug users both before and after they 
s t a r t e d to use drugs. 

F i g u r e 7-2 pres e n t s the r e l e v a n t information. I n i t , respond
ents have been c l a s s i f i e d i n t o three groups according to the 
s e v e r i t y of t h e i r drug use during high school, and then the s e l f -
reported delinquency s c o r e s f o r each of those three groups i s 
t r a c e d a c r o s s four p o i n t s i n time. The three groups are (1) those 
who reported using no i l l e g a l drugs i n high school, (2) those who 
reported u s i n g marijuana only, and (3) those r e p o r t i n g some 
experience with more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs. 

I t i s qu i t e c l e a r t h a t there are s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s 
between these three groups i n t o t a l delinquency. However, c e r t a i n l y 
the major f i n d i n g i n F i g u r e 7-2 i s th a t the lar g e d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
delinquency between non-users and the two user groups which e x i s t e d 
i n s e n i o r year are p a r a l l e l e d by very comparable d i f f e r e n c e s as f a r 

* C i g a r e t t e smoking would g e n e r a l l y not be i l l e g a l — a l t h o u g h i t 
may v i o l a t e p a r e n t a l and school r u l e s , but the possession of a l c o h o l 
by minors g e n e r a l l y i s . 
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FIGURE 7-2: DELINQUENCY ACROSS TIME RELATED TO 
DRUG USE DURING HIGH SCHOOL 
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back as n i n t h grade.* In other words, those who are h i g h l y d e l i n 
quent are c o n s i d e r a b l y more l i k e l y to become u s e r s of drugs i n high 
school than those who are not, but becoming a user of i l l e g a l drugs 
does not seem to lead to any important i n c r e a s e i n delinquency.** 
This c o n c l u s i o n probably does not hold for a d d i c t s , who may have 
l i t t l e c h o i c e but to r e s o r t to crime to support t h e i r compelling 
h a b i t , but t h i s sample i s not purported to r e p r e s e n t the r e l a t i v e l y 
s mall a d d i c t groups i n the population. Among non-addict u s e r s 
(which i n c l u d e s a l l users of m a r i j u a n a — a non-addictive drug), 
there i s l i t t l e evidence of drug use l e a d i n g to crime. The widely 
held b e l i e f to the c o n t r a r y i s probably a myth. + 

DRUGS AND THE "COUNTER-CULTURE" 

I t i s often heard, p a r t i c u l a r l y from the young, th a t there i s 
a c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e growing i n American s o c i e t y - - a c l a s s of young 
people who are "turned o f f " by many American i n s t i t u t i o n s : the 
c u r r e n t system of government, the e d u c a t i o n a l establishment, the 
organization-man s t y l e of l i f e , e t c . Those i n the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e 

*A p a r a l l e l statement can a l s o be made about a l c o h o l and 
c i g a r e t t e use, although these drugs are not included i n the f i g u r e . 

**At Time 4, a year a f t e r high school, t h e r e i s some divergence 
of the u s e r s of more s e r i o u s drugs from the r e s t of the sample i n 
terms of delinquency. However, drug use during high school i s 
confounded with major s o c i a l environments entered a f t e r high s c h o o l , 
so i t would be i n c o r r e c t to conclude s o l e l y from the data i n 
Fi g u r e 7-2 t h a t drug use was the important f a c t o r underlying the 
divergence. 

+ A d d i t i o n a l analyses i n d i c a t e t h a t the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
delinquency and drug use i s j u s t about as strong among the c o l l e g e -
bound as i t i s among those not headed for c o l l e g e . They a l s o show 
t h a t , i f we had used an index measuring the s e r i o u s n e s s of d e l i n 
quency committed by respondents i n F i g u r e 7-2 i n s t e a d of a t o t a l 
delinquency index, the f i n d i n g s would be j u s t about the same. 
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are s a i d to be repulsed by American o u t e r - d i r e c t e d n e s s and to turn 
inward f o r t h e i r s a t i s f a c t i o n s . Drugs, i t i s a l l e g e d , provide some 
of the v e h i c l e s f or t h a t journey. 

I f a l l t h i s i s t r u e , then i t follows t h a t a c e r t a i n s t r u c t u r e 
of r e l a t i o n s h i p s should e x i s t among c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s (behaviors, 
values, e t c . ) which are a s s o c i a t e d with the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e . We 
hope to explore t h i s i s s u e i n gr e a t e r depth l a t e r ; but f o r the time 
being we must content o u r s e l v e s with a look a t the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between drug use and two important a t t i t u d e s of the type we have 
been d i s c u s s i n g : a l i e n a t i o n from government and a t t i t u d e toward 
the Vietnam War. 

Vietnam D i s s e n t 

I t i s hard to r e c a l l an i s s u e which has d i v i d e d t h i s country 
as badly i n recent years as the Vietnam War, un l e s s perhaps i t has 
been r a c i a l c o n f l i c t . The young people going through high school 
and c o l l e g e at the t i m e — p a r t i c u l a r l y men, s i n c e they were e l i g i b l e 
f or the d r a f t - - c o u l d s c a r c e l y escape being a f f e c t e d by the e x i s t e n c e 
of the War. 

Vietnam, according to some of i t s c r i t i c s , demonstrated beyond 
a doubt the corruptness of the American "system." I t came to 
symbolize t h a t which the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e was counter to. We would 
expect then t h a t , i f drug use i s pa r t of the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e , i t 
should occur with e x c e p t i o n a l frequency among those most opposed 
to the Vietnam War. 

The measure we have of Vietnam a t t i t u d e s was developed by 
J . Johnston and Bachman (1970). I t i s an index composed of s i x 
items, a l l statements of a t t i t u d e about the Vietnam War. Three 
items are s t a t e d p o s i t i v e l y and three n e g a t i v e l y ; a l l are answered 
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on a f o u r - p o i n t agree/disagree s c a l e . Three items are reversed and 
a mean s c o r e c a l c u l a t e d to c r e a t e the index. S i n c e a l l s i x items 
concern reasons for or a g a i n s t f i g h t i n g the war i n Vietnam, the 
index can be thought of as measuring the degree of perceived j u s t i 
f i c a t i o n f o r the war. Those who c a t e g o r i z e i t as most j u s t i f i e d 
are considered to be most i n agreement with U. S. p o l i c y at the 
time ( s p r i n g of 1970-or one y e a r a f t e r normal graduation from high 
s c h o o l * ) . 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p between disagreement with U. S. p o l i c y 
(measured a year a f t e r graduation) and the use of drugs i n the year 
a f t e r high school i s r e a l l y q u i t e dramatic, as the data i n F i g u r e 
7-3 show. Of the 200 young men who are i n strongest disagreement, 
about two-thirds use marijuana (one-third use i t on a r e g u l a r 
b a s i s ) , o n e - t h i r d use h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and n e a r l y one-third use 
amphetamines i n the year a f t e r high school. For a l l three of these 
drugs, t h e r e i s an a c c e l e r a t i n g curve which r i s e s with i n c r e a s i n g 
d i s s e n t . There i s no i n t e r p r e t a b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p between d i s s e n t 
and h e r o i n use or use of the two "conventional" d r u g s — a l c o h o l and 
c i g a r e t t e s . B a r b i t u r a t e s show only a s l i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

So f a r , then, we have found some t e n t a t i v e evidence of a 
" c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome." Other v a r i a b l e s which we might expect 
to r e l a t e would s u r e l y include a l i e n a t i o n from government, which 
we examine next. 

T r u s t i n Government ( P o l i t i c a l A l i e n a t i o n ) 

Disagreement with one p o l i c y of one a d m i n i s t r a t i o n does not 
n e c e s s a r i l y amount to a l i e n a t i o n from government i n general. A 

*A more d i r e c t measure of p o l i c y preference was given i n the 
form of a question asked by G a l l u p . I t r e l a t e s to the use of drugs 
i n a way which i s q u i t e p a r a l l e l to the way the Vietnam Dissent 
Index r e l a t e s . 
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FIGURE 7-3 ATTITUDES ABOUT U.S. VIETNAM POLICY RELATED TO DRUG USE AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 
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broader a t t i t u d e toward "government" was assessed by a three—item 
index. The questions, administered i n a paper and p e n c i l guestion-
n a i r e , a sk about how much tax money i s wasted by government, how 
oft e n "you can t r u s t the government i n Washington to do what i s 
r i g h t , " and whether "the people running the government are smart 
people who u s u a l l y know what they are doing." Answers to these 
three q u e s t i o n s are given on a five-point' L i k e r t s c a l e and condensed 
i n t o an index using equal weighting. 

A s e t of f i g u r e s r e l a t i n g t h i s v a r i a b l e (measured a year a f t e r 
normal graduation from high school) to the seven drug—use v a r i a b l e s 
w i l l not be presented here, p r i m a r i l y because the r e l a t i o n s h i p s are 
extremely p a r a l l e l to those found f o r Vietnam Dissent (with which 
P o l i t i c a l A l i e n a t i o n c o r r e l a t e s .46). I t s product-moment c o r r e l a 
t i o n s a r e : .24 with marijuana use (vs .36 for Vietman D i s s e n t ) , 
.20 with hallucinogen use (vs .22), .17 with amphetamine use (vs 
.18), .10 with b a r b i t u r a t e use (vs .07), .02 with heroin use (vs 
.03), .02 with a l c o h o l use (vs .03), and -.01 with c i g a r e t t e use 
(vs .01). T h i s f i n d i n g adds one more important p i e c e of evidence 
of a c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome, and the f a c t t h a t c e r t a i n drugs are 
a p a r t o f i t . 

The question n a t u r a l l y a r i s e s as to whether delinquency i s a 
par t of t h i s c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome, s i n c e i t r e l a t e s so s t r o n g l y 
to drug use. The answer p r e t t y c l e a r l y i s no. Delinquency i n 
se n i o r y e a r c o r r e l a t e s .07 with the Vietnam Dissent and -.10 with 
the P o l i t i c a l A l i e n a t i o n measures d i s c u s s e d here. R e c a l l , a l s o , 
t h a t delinquency bore a strong r e l a t i o n s h i p to the use of b a r b i t u 
r a t e s , h e r o i n , a l c o h o l , and c i g a r e t t e s . Vietnam D i s s e n t and T r u s t 
i n Government do not. Taken together, these f a c t s suggest t h a t 
there may be a t l e a s t two q u i t e d i f f e r e n t syndromes involved i n 
drug use. 
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S i n c e Vietnam d i s s e n t and p o l i t i c a l a l i e n a t i o n are so often 
a s s o c i a t e d with the c o l l e g e student population, i t seemed a p p r o p r i a t e 
to t e s t f o r the presence of the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome usin g only 
the non-college population. A c o r r e l a t i o n matrix was run i n which 
a l l respondents i n c o l l e g e or trade school i n the year a f t e r high 
school were excluded from the a n a l y s e s , l e a v i n g about 730 unweighted 
c a s e s . The c o r r e l a t i o n s which emerge between P o l i t i c a l A l i e n a t i o n 
and the use of marijuana, h a l l u c i n o g e n s , and amphetamines are 
p r a c t i c a l l y i d e n t i c a l to those reported f or the e n t i r e population. 
Therefore, we can say with assurance t h a t the " c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e " 
syndrome i n v o l v i n g , among other t h i n g s , p o l i t i c a l a l i e n a t i o n and the 
use of c e r t a i n drugs i s by no means confined to the campuses. 

Rock Music Preference 

Robinson (1972) r e c e n t l y reported another f i n d i n g from the 
Youth i n T r a n s i t i o n study which i s r e l a t e d to our t e s t i n g of the 
idea of a c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome. As a p a r t of h i s continuing 
r e s e a r c h on the media and t h e i r impact, he included a question i n 
the Time A data c o l l e c t i o n which asked respondents to i d e n t i f y t h e i r 
three f a v o r i t e records. T h e i r s e l e c t i o n s were then c l a s s i f i e d 
according to types of music, and the number of ch o i c e s i n the "hard 
rock" or " p r o t e s t " category determined. Robinson found t h a t use of 
four of the f i v e i l l e g a l drugs v a r i e d s u b s t a n t i a l l y and d i r e c t l y as 
a f u n c t i o n of preference f o r rock music. (Heroin was the exception.) 
Those w i t h three "hard rock" c h o i c e s (unweighted N=291) reported a 
56 percent i n c i d e n c e of marijuana use a f t e r high school, whereas 
those with no hard rock f a v o r i t e among t h e i r t h r e e choices reported 
only 2 2 percent. S i m i l a r f i n d i n g s emerged f o r ha l l u c i n o g e n s , 
amphetamines, and b a r b i t u r a t e s . Thus, we have one more confirming 
b i t of evidence i n t h i s study of a c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome being 
s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d to the use of c e r t a i n drugs. 
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Other R e l a t e d Studies 

Before l e a v i n g the s u b j e c t of drugs and the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e , 
i t i s worth taking note of two r e l a t e d s t u d i e s conducted elsewhere, 
a l b e i t on c o n s i d e r a b l y more l i m i t e d populations. Suchman (1970) 
conducted a sample survey of a f a i r l y large West Coast u n i v e r s i t y 
i n 1967. He was p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t e d i n whether marijuana 
smoking was p a r t of the "hang-loose" e t h i c as i t was defined by 
Simmons and Winograd (1966): 

One of the fundamental characteristics of the 
hang-loose ethic is that it is irreverent. It 
repudiates, or at least questions, such cornerstones 
of conventional society> as Christianity, 'my country 
right or wrong, ' the sanctity of marriage and pre
marital chastity, civil disobedience, the accumulation 
of wealth, the right and even competence of parents, 
the schools, and the government to head and make 
decisions for everyone--in sum, the Establishment. 

Suchman d i d , indeed, f i n d a r a t h e r strong r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
marijuana use and these other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the hang-loose 
e t h i c . The one which we have r e p l i c a t e d here on a much broader 
sample was the r e l a t i o n s h i p between marijuana use and opposition 
to the Vietnam War. However, he a l s o found marijuana use to be 
a s s o c i a t e d q u i t e s t r o n g l y w i t h p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n "happenings" and 
mass p r o t e s t s , reading underground newspapers, negative r e a c t i o n s 
to the sc h o o l experience, the d e s i r e f o r more student c o n t r o l i n 
d e c i s i o n making, opposition to m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e and to war i n 
gene r a l , r e s p e c t f or the "hippie" way of l i f e , the expectation of 
g e t t i n g t he most s a t i s f a c t i o n i n l i f e from r e c r e a t i o n a l a c t i v i t i e s , 
the b e l i e f t h a t parents do not r e s p e c t t h e i r opinions, approval of 
g e t t i n g around the law without breaking i t , and approving of pre
m a r i t a l i n t e r c o u r s e . 

C l a r k e and Levine (1971) c i t e f a i r l y comparable f i n d i n g s on a 
somewhat d i f f e r e n t g r o u p — a statewide random sample of high school 
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s e n i o r s i n the s t a t e of F l o r i d a . They f i n d t h a t marijuana u s e r s 
more of t e n than average d e s c r i b e themselves a s : d i s s a t i s f i e d with 
t h e i r education, .non-religious, opposed to the use of more f o r c e 
by p o l i c e to c o n t r o l crime, i n favor of a lower voting age, 
convinced t h a t t h e i r parents are opposed or i n d i f f e r e n t to t h e i r 
p o l i t i c a l views, and p o l i t i c a l l y a l i e n a t e d . 

These s t u d i e s are c i t e d not only to poin t out the c o n s i s t e n c i e s 
with our c u r r e n t f i n d i n g s , but a l s o to show the wealth of b e l i e f s , 
behaviors, and a t t i t u d e s not i n v e s t i g a t e d i n the present volume 
which seem to go with drug use i n the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome. 
These b e l i e f s , behaviors, and a t t i t u d e s are by no means unique to 
marijuana u s e r s ; such a concl u s i o n would be very much i n e r r o r . 
They a r e , however, s y s t e m a t i c a l l y more p r e v a l e n t among marijuana 
u s e r s , suggesting t h a t f o r a number of u s e r s , a t l e a s t , drug use 
t i e s i n t o a l a r g e r p s y c h o l o g i c a l s t r u c t u r e . 

I n summary, we f i n d t h a t the use of certain d r u g s — m a r i j u a n a , 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, and to a l e s s e r extent b a r b i t u r a t e s — 
seems to be a s s o c i a t e d with an i d e o l o g i c a l l y a l i e n a t e d s u b c u l t u r e , 
often r e f e r r e d to as the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e . Quite independent of 
tha t phenomenon i s a n o t h e r — t h e unusually frequent i n c i d e n c e of use 
of all o f the drugs, l e g a l and i l l e g a l , among those with a p e r s i s t 
ent p a t t e r n of delinquency. C e r t a i n l y not a l l drug use i s concen
t r a t e d among these two types of i n d i v i d u a l s , but i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 
these two separate syndromes adds to our gene r a l understanding of 
the drug phenomenon and of i t s c o n s i d e r a b l e complexity. 

188 



C h a p t e r 8 

Summary 
and 
Policy Implications 

T h i s book has focused on the i n c i d e n c e and d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
drug use i n a n a t i o n a l sample of males i n the high school c l a s s of 
1969. Because i t was drawn from that population when they were at 
the beginning of tenth grade ( i n the f a l l of 1966), i t i n c l u d e s 
both young men who completed high school and those who dropped out. 
F u r t h e r , while i t i n c l u d e s young men who went on to c o l l e g e i n the 
year a f t e r high s c h o o l — a population i n which drug use has f r e 
quently been s t u d i e d — i t a l s o i n c l udes a s u b s t a n t i a l number who 
went on to c i v i l i a n employment, m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e , and trade school. 
These l a t t e r groups g e n e r a l l y have not been the s u b j e c t s of system
a t i c r e s e a r c h . 

Two t r a d i t i o n a l l y l e g a l drugs ( a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s ) have 
been considered here, along with f i v e i l l i c i t drugs: marijuana, 
h a l l u c i n o g e n s , amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s , and heroin. The f r e 
quency w i t h which each of these drugs has been used during the high 
school years, as w e l l as i n the year f o l l o w i n g graduation, has been 
one major focus of concern. A second has been to determine the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the use of each drug and use of any of the 
o t h e r s . S t i l l a t h i r d focus of the study has been to explore the 
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a t t i t u d e s of contemporary youth toward drug use g e n e r a l l y ; and 
f i n a l l y — a n d perhaps most i m p o r t a n t l y — w e have attempted to i d e n t i f y 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of young people or t h e i r major s o c i a l environments 
which seem to be a s s o c i a t e d with drug use. 

DRUGS DURING HIGH SCHOOL 

Quite a number of r a t h e r s u r p r i s i n g f i n d i n g s have emerged from 
these e x p l o r a t i o n s — p a r t i c u l a r l y some having to do wi t h the common 
assumptions about the causes and e f f e c t s of drug u s e — b u t the f i r s t 
concerned the sheer prevalence of drug use i n high schools during 
the period i n question. 

I l l e g a l Drugs 

We found t h a t i n c i d e n c e of i l l e g a l drug use up to the poin t of 
normal high school graduation was co n s i d e r a b l y l e s s than r e p o r t s i n 
the press had l e d us to expect. Less than a quarter of these males 

(22.5%) report having made any use of ciny of these illegal drugs 

before leaving high school in 1969; and nearly half of those used 

nothing more serious than marijuana (10.2% of the sample). Of the 
12.3% of the sample using more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs o n e - t h i r d d id 
so on an experimental b a s i s only. 

Marijuana was by f a r the most popular i l l e g a l drug, with 
roughly one i n f i v e having smoked e i t h e r i t or i t s d e r i v a t i v e , 
h a s h i s h ; One out of every ten had t r i e d amphetamines; one out of 
every f i f t e e n h a l l u c i n o g e n s ; one out of s i x t e e n b a r b i t u r a t e s ; and 
one out o f s i x t y had at l e a s t t r i e d h e r o i n . However, roughly a 
t h i r d of those using each drug could be c l a s s i f i e d as experimental 
u s e r s , s i n c e t h e i r usage was no higher than once or twice i n a year . 
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At t he extreme, i f we c o n s i d e r weekly i n t a k e as c o n s t i t u t i n g 
r e g u l a r use of any of the i l l e g a l drugs, we can say th a t none of 
these drugs had been used r e g u l a r l y by more than two percent of the 
sample, w i t h the s i n g l e exception of marijuana. About 6 percent 
reported smoking marijuana r e g u l a r l y at some time during high s c h o o l , 
but l e s s than 2 percent had ever used i t on a d a i l y b a s i s . 

The question a r i s e s as to why there was such a discrepancy 
between media reports of drug use and a c t u a l l e v e l s as determined 
i n t h i s study. Undoubtedly, the answer l i e s i n p a r t with the 
s e l e c t i v e nature of the r e s e a r c h i n t h i s area, most of which has 
been l i m i t e d to s p e c i f i c l o c a l i t i e s or i n s t i t u t i o n s . Very l i k e l y 
l o c a t i o n s which did have an e x c e p t i o n a l "drug problem" were most 
often chosen as the s i t e s f o r such surveys p r e c i s e l y because they 
were seen as having a problem. Thus the p i c t u r e drawn by such 
s e l e c t i v e r e s e a r c h was a d i s t o r t i o n of the t r u e p i c t u r e nationwide. 

Another p a r t of the answer undoubtedly l i e s with s e l e c t i v e 
coverage by the media. Dramatic s t o r i e s make' good copy; so no 
matter how small or u n r e p r e s e n t a t i v e a sample, a s t a r t l i n g i n c i d e n c e 
of drug use i n some l o c a l i t y or school commanded widespread media 
a t t e n t i o n . The l e g a l drugs, on the other hand, are not g e n e r a l l y 
viewed as c o n s t i t u t i n g a s o c i a l problem, so t h e i r widespread use 
among young people has r e c e i v e d r a t h e r l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n . 

Legal Drugs 

The two t r a d i t i o n a l l y a c c e p t a b l e drugs, although they often 
cannot be l e g a l l y purchased by minors, c l e a r l y remain the f a v o r i t e 
of t h i s younger generation. Roughly a third had used alcoholic 

beverages on a weekly basis (or more often) during the high school 

years and a little over a third smoked cigarettes daily. The excep
t i o n a l s i t u a t i o n c l e a r l y was f o r a student not to have used c i g a r e t t e s 
and a l c o h o l i c beverages a t some time p r i o r to l e a v i n g high school. 
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THE HIGH SCHOOL EXPERIENCE 

Some c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the respondent's high school and h i s 
experience i n i t were examined i n r e l a t i o n to h i s use of the seven 
drugs. Included among the v a r i a b l e s of i n t e r e s t were length of 
sc h o o l i n g , course of study, school s i z e , average grades, and e x t r a 
c u r r i c u l a r p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

I l l e g a l Drugs 

G e n e r a l l y speaking, a higher i n c i d e n c e of i l l e g a l drug use 
during the high school years was found among those who dropped out, 
those who r e c e i v e d low grades, and those who attended l a r g e r high 
schools. There were no s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n drug use among 
the v a r i o u s c u r r i c u l a (or programs of s t u d y ) , although those i n the 
general s t u d i e s program did show s l i g h t l y higher than average 
i l l e g a l drug use. 

Drugs and the Marginally Involved. One hypothesis which was 
t e s t e d was the popular conception t h a t drug u s e r s are more margin
a l l y i n v o l v e d i n the academic and s o c i a l l i f e of the sch o o l . The 
f i n d i n g t h a t drug use i s more p r e v a l e n t among those with low grades 
and among dropouts turned out to be c o n s i s t e n t with t h a t notion, 
though i t leaves open the question of which causes which. The 

results concerning extracurricular participation, however, suggest 

that there is rather little relationship between illegal drug use 

and participation in the non-academic life in the school. Those 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n l e s s than three e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r s i n t h e i r s e n i o r 
year used i l l e g a l drugs s l i g h t l y more f r e q u e n t l y than those 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n three or more, but the d i f f e r e n c e s were not l a r g e . 
F u r t h e r , they were e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of r e l a t e d background 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , l e a v i n g l i t t l e evidence t h a t drug use i s p a r t i c u l a r l y 
a s s o c i a t e d with or caused by marginal involvement i n the s o c i a l l i f e 
of the s c h o o l . 

192 



E f f e c t s on Grades. The r e l a t i o n s h i p between i l l e g a l drug use 
and poor academic performance was explored f u r t h e r to determine 
whether, a s many contend, the use of drugs do seem to be the cause 
of the low grades. The answer seems to emerge r a t h e r c l e a r l y : 
drug use (short of addiction) does not seem to cause a deterioration 

in academic performance. What we f i n d i s th a t young people who use 
drugs during high school had lower grades on the average as f a r 
back as n i n t h grade. (Those who t r i e d something more s e r i o u s than 
marijuana had lower grades than those who went no f u r t h e r than 
marijuana, though none of the average d i f f e r e n c e s are very large.) 
However, t h e r e does not seem to be any s e r i o u s decrement over time 
i n the grades of the "user groups." I t seems e i t h e r t h a t the poor 
academic performance had something to do with these young people 
becoming i n v o l v e d with drugs i n the f i r s t p l ace, or some p r i o r 
t h i r d f a c t o r s were the cause of both the low grades and the drug 
use. * 

The Importance of School S i z e . Another noteworthy f i n d i n g 
concerned the importance of the s i z e of the school i n r e l a t i o n to 
drug use. The usage r a t e s of a l l i l l e g a l drugs except heroin were 
found to be h i g h e s t i n the very l a r g e schools and lowest i n the 
very s m a l l s c h o o l s . Within the broad middle range of school s i z e 
though, t h e r e d i d not seem to be many d i f f e r e n c e s . 

But when u r b a n i c i t y (which i s h i g h l y c o r r e l a t e d with school 
s i z e ) was c o n t r o l l e d i n a m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s , school s i z e 
demonstrated i t s e l f to be a more important f a c t o r , not l e s s impor
t a n t as would have been expected. Within any given category of 

urbanicity (e.g., small townt small city, or suburb) being in a 

* T h i s f i n d i n g i s re m i n i s c e n t of the one reported by Bachman 
e t a l . (1971) t h a t dropping out of high school appeared to be more 
a symptom of other ( p r i o r ) problems, r a t h e r than a cause of them. 
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larger school appears to be associated with a higher incidence of 

marijuana and hallucinogen use. I n f a c t , school s i z e was c r e d i t e d 
by MCA w i t n more explanatory power than any other background or 
school experience v a r i a b l e i n p r e d i c t i n g to marijuana and h a l l u c i n 
ogen use during high school. 

I n l i g h t of the trend of r e c e n t decades to enlarge and c o n s o l 
i d a t e s c h o o l s , t h i s f i n d i n g gives some b a s i s f o r pause. Could i t 
be that s o c i a l c o n t r o l — e i t h e r of the a u t h o r i t y or peer system, or 
b o t h — d e c l i n e s with enlargement of the s c h o o l ; or t h a t students 
face g r e a t e r s o c i a l or p s y c h o l o g i c a l s t r a i n as schools become 
l a r g e r and more impersonal?- I f any of these hypotheses a r e t r u e , 
i t would have important i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the planning of our educa
t i o n a l i n s t i t u t i o n s of the f u t u r e . 

Legal Drugs 

Regular use of a l c o h o l and of c i g a r e t t e s by these young men 
during t h e i r high school years r e l a t e d to schooling experiences i n 
a s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t way. L i k e the i l l e g a l drugs, r e g u l a r c i g a r e t t e 
smoking was high among those with low grades and among dropouts; 
but u n l i k e the i l l e g a l drugs, c i g a r e t t e smoking did d e c l i n e with 
i n c r e a s i n g e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r p a r t i c i p a t i o n . That r e l a t i o n s h i p was 
g r e a t l y reduced when other f a c t o r s were c o n t r o l l e d , however. 

Smoking was d r a m a t i c a l l y lower among those i n c o l l e g e prepara
tory c u r r i c u l a , and bore no r e l a t i o n s h i p to the s i z e of the high 
school attended. As we s h a l l see below, the c o l l e g e group continued 
to r e p o r t a s u b s t a n t i a l l y lower i n c i d e n c e of smoking during the 
f i r s t y ear of c o l l e g e i n comparison to t h e i r peers. 

Regular (weekly) use of a l c o h o l i c beverages occurred most f r e 
quently among those with low grades i n high school, those attending 
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s m a l l e r h i g h schools ( i n c o n t r a s t to the f i n d i n g s f o r i l l e g a l d r u g s ) , 
and those who dropped out. E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r p a r t i c i p a t i o n bore no 
r e l a t i o n s h i p to the incidence of r e g u l a r a l c o h o l use, which i m p l i e s 
t h a t , a t l e a s t during t h e i r o f f - s e a s o n s , f u l l y as many a t h l e t e s 
drink as no n - a t h l e t e s . 

DRUGS AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 

The number of u s e r s of a l l drugs jumped s u b s t a n t i a l l y i n the 
year f o l l o w i n g graduation, though the i n c r e a s e s did not rep r e s e n t 
very s i z e a b l e proportions of the t o t a l population. Over a third 

(36%) reported using some illegal drug at least once during the 

year after high school. The largest increases in terms of a per

cent of the sample reporting use of a drug were found for marijuana--

up from 21% during high school to 34% after--and the regular use of 

alcohol, up from 22% during high school to 3 3% reporting regular 

use afterward. A more d e t a i l e d e x p l o r a t i o n of changes i n the -rate 
of drug use i n the year a f t e r high school revealed t h a t most people 
who changed t h e i r r a t e of use did so i n an upward d i r e c t i o n , e i t h e r 
s t a r t i n g o r i n c r e a s i n g use of a drug; but th a t the great m a j o r i t y 
of young men maintained the same r a t e of use or, f o r the most p a r t , 
non-use. 

High Usage i n M i l i t a r y S e r v i c e 

The g r e a t e s t i n c r e a s e i n the use of almost a l l drugs i n the 
year a f t e r high s c h o o l - - i n terms of the "net-conversion r a t e " 
d e s c r i b e d i n Chapter 6--occurred i n t h a t sub-sample which went on 
to domestic m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e i n t h a t year.* During the high school 

*Drug use data were not gathered from the 48 respondents i n 
m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e who were s t a t i o n e d overseas. 
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years t h a t group (comprised of 144 weighted cases) had a ve r y s i m i 
l a r p r o f i l e of drug use to the one found f o r those who would e n t e r 
c i v i l i a n employment. However, the m i l i t a r y group showed one of the 
highest r a t e s of conversion w h i l e the c i v i l i a n employed group showed 
one of the lowest, making t h e i r p r o f i l e s on both l e g a l and i l l e g a l 
drug use q u i t e d i f f e r e n t by the year a f t e r high school. 

The Campus Versus Other S e c t o r s : Some S u r p r i s i n g R e s u l t s 

Perhaps one of the more s u r p r i s i n g f i n d i n g s from t h i s study 
concerns the i n c i d e n c e of drug use on campus versus other s e c t o r s 
of the s o c i e t y . C e r t a i n l y the popular conception has been t h a t 
c o l l e g e s and u n i v e r s i t i e s c o n t a i n a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e c o n c e n t r a t i o n 
of the i l l i c i t drug a c t i v i t y i n the n a t i o n , p a r t i c u l a r l y marijuana 
and h a l l u c i n o g e n use. However, our data tend to d i r e c t l y r e f u t e 
t h a t conception. In the year after high school the college sample 

showed an incidence of 37% using some illegal drug at least once 

during the year, a virtually identical rate to that for the entire 

sample, 36%. About 35% of those i n c o l l e g e used marijuana and 10% 
used some hal l u c i n o g e n , versus 34% and 11% r e s p e c t i v e l y f o r the 
whole sample: again, v i r t u a l l y i d e n t i c a l r a t e s . The c o l l e g e group 
used amphetamines, b a r b i t u r a t e s and heroin a t somewhat lower r a t e s 
than did t h e i r non-college peers, i n d i c a t i n g (at l e a s t f or those 
of freshman age) t h a t , taken o v e r a l l , i l l i c i t drug use i s s l i g h t l y 
l e s s i n t e n s e on the campuses than i t i s i n the other s e c t o r s of the 
s o c i e t y taken together. Further, the regular use of alcohol and 

cigarettes was substantially lower on campus. 

One must hasten to add, however, t h a t t h i s near p a r i t y i n 
marijuana and hallucinogen use may not hold t r u e i n the l a t e r 
c o l l e g e y e a r s . We f i n d t h a t the group of young men who went i n t o 
c o l l e g e i n the year a f t e r high school showed a r e l a t i v e l y high r a t e 
of i n c r e a s e i n i l l e g a l drug u s e — p a r t i c u l a r l y when compared to the 
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group e n t e r i n g c i v i l i a n employment. However, because the c o l l e g e -
bound had s u b s t a n t i a l l y lower than average r a t e s of drug use during 
high s c h o o l , t h e i r high r a t e of i n c r e a s e only r e s u l t e d i n t h e i r 
"catching up" with t h e i r peers i n the use of marijuana and h a l l u c i n 
ogens i n the year f o l l o w i n g high school.* I f the c o l l e g e group 
continues to show a high r a t e of i n c r e a s e i n succeeding y e a r s , they 
could a t t a i n a usage r a t e which would j u s t i f y popularly held con
c e p t i o n s . We hope to r e s o l v e the question d e f i n i t i v e l y by means of 
a l a t e r follow-up a t the end of the c o l l e g e y e a r s . 

Grades and Type of College. Two c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the c o l l e g e 
experience were examined to determine whether they bore any system
a t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p to drug use: academic grades and type of c o l l e g e 
attended. Grades were of i n t e r e s t , of course, because of the 
strong negative r e l a t i o n s h i p found between high school grades and 
the use o f a l l drugs during high s c h o o l . S u r p r i s i n g l y , a comparable 
r e l a t i o n s h i p was not found f o r c o l l e g e grades. Those with low 
grades d i d re p o r t h e a v i e r use of a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s , as was 
true during high school, but use of the i l l e g a l drugs bore no 
i n t e r p r e t a b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p to grades. 

*Our f i n d i n g t h a t those headed for c o l l e g e used l e s s marijuana 
and other drugs during high school than did t h e i r peers, i s con
t r a d i c t o r y to f i n d i n g s reported by Mauss (1969). He concluded t h a t 
there are a n t i c i p a t o r y s o c i a l i z a t i o n e f f e c t s among high school 
students r e l a t e d to c o l l e g e p l a n s : t h a t among those high on h i s 
s c a l e of A n t i c i p a t o r y S o c i a l i z a t i o n Toward College, there was a 
c o n s i d e r a b l y higher r a t e of marijuana use (18% v s. 8 % ) . However, 
h i s f i n d i n g s were based on only three high schools. F u r t h e r , to 
get a high score on the index, the respondent had to have three or 
more of h i s f i v e c l o s e s t f r i e n d s a c t u a l l y i n c o l l e g e . Since these 
high s c h o o l s appear to be near to campuses ( i n the E a s t Bay Area of 
C a l i f o r n i a ) , i t i s questionable whether the observed e f f e c t s can be 
c a l l e d anticipatory s o c i a l i z a t i o n or r a t h e r s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d s o c i a l i 
z a t i o n i n t o a c o l l e g e peer group to which students were exposed 
w h i l e s t i l l i n high school. 
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Neither were any s u b s t a n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n drug use found 
between students attending three b a s i c types of i n s t i t u t i o n s - -
u n i v e r s i t i e s , l i b e r a l a r t s c o l l e g e s , or junior/community c o l l e g e s . 
Those attending trade schools (which have not been included here i n 
our r e f e r e n c e s to " c o l l e g e s " ) did show somewhat lower usage r a t e s 
of a l l of the i l l e g a l drugs than did the c o l l e g e students. I n t e r 
e s t i n g l y enough, they a l s o reported higher usage r a t e s on a l c o h o l 
and c i g a r e t t e s . 

BACKGROUND AND ABILITY RELATED TO DRUG USE 

Chapter 4 contains an e x p l o r a t i o n of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
the use of each of the seven drugs and s e l e c t e d demographic, back
ground, and a b i l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . More s p e c i f i c a l l y , region of 
the country, community s i z e , socioeconomic l e v e l , r a c e , i n t a c t n e s s 
of f a m i l y , s t a b i l i t y of r e s i d e n c e , and i n t e l l i g e n c e were a l l 
examined i n r e l a t i o n to drug use both during and a f t e r high s c h o o l . 

Region and U r b a n i c i t y : Some Important D i f f e r e n c e s 

The use of a l l i l l e g a l drugs (except heroin) was found to be 
heavier by a c o n s i d e r a b l e margin i n the Western and Northeastern 
regions of the country than i n the South or North C e n t r a l r e g i o n s . 
There were no s u b s t a n t i a l r e g i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s f o r heroin or 
a l c o h o l , but c i g a r e t t e use was markedly lower i n the West and North 
C e n t r a l than i n other a r e a s . The f i n d i n g t h a t c i g a r e t t e smoking i s 
low i n the West i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t i n g s i n c e comparable data 
on the a d u l t population i n d i c a t e smoking among ad u l t s i s h i g h e s t 
there, i n d i c a t i n g t h a t a g e n e r a t i o n a l s h i f t i s o c c u r r i n g i n t h a t 
region. 
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The use of a l l i l l e g a l drugs (again i n c l u d i n g heroin) a l s o 
tended to be h i g h e s t i n l a r g e c i t i e s and lowest i n r u r a l a r e a s , but 
th e r e was l i t t l e v a r i a t i o n i n the broad middle-band of communities 
s t r e t c h i n g from small towns to medium-sized c i t i e s . S u r p r i s i n g l y , 
heroin use did not s y s t e m a t i c a l l y r e l a t e to community s i z e i n t h i s 
sample, nor did c i g a r e t t e use. Alcohol consumption, on the other 
hand, showed a negative r e l a t i o n s h i p with the most use being 
reported i n r u r a l a r e a s . As was mentioned e a r l i e r , m u l t i v a r i a t e 
a n a l y s e s suggest t h a t some of the d i f f e r e n c e s i n i l l e g a l drug use 
a s s o c i a t e d with u r b a n i c i t y may be e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n the s i z e of high schools found i n the communities. 

Socioeconomic L e v e l and I n t e l l i g e n c e 

Socioeconomic l e v e l (SEL) and i n t e l l i g e n c e , as measured by the 
Ammons1 Quick Te s t (QT) r e l a t e d i n a f a i r l y s i m i l a r manner to-most 
of the drug-use v a r i a b l e s ; not a s u r p r i s i n g f i n d i n g s i n c e SEL and 
QT are s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d to each other. Both are p o s i t i v e l y cor
r e l a t e d w i t h marijuana and hallucinogen use and n e g a t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d 
with c i g a r e t t e smoking. That i s , those young men coming from the 
most advantaged background and having the highest measured i n t e l 
l i g e n c e a l s o have the h i g h e s t incidence of marijuana and h a l l u c i n o 
gen use and the lowest i n c i d e n c e of c i g a r e t t e smoking, both during 
and a f t e r high school. Amphetamine use shows a c u r v i l i n e a r p a t t e r n 
i n r e l a t i o n to SEL and QT, p a r t i c u l a r l y during the high school 
y e a r s , w i t h the h i g h e s t and lowest groups showing h e a v i e s t usage. 
However, the r e l a t i o n s h i p becomes more p o s i t i v e i n the year a f t e r 
high s c h o o l as the top SEL and QT groups i n c r e a s e t h e i r use of 
amphetamines the most. 

SEL r e l a t e d somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y than d i d i n t e l l i g e n c e to the 
use of the remaining three drugs: b a r b i t u r a t e s , heroin, and a l c o h o l . 
B a r b i t u r a t e and heroin use i s high i n the lowest i n t e l l i g e n c e group, 
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a l l o ther groups being about the same. SEL on the other hand, seemed 
not to bear an i n t e r p r e t a b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p to heroin use. I t s r e l a 
t i o n s h i p to b a r b i t u r a t e use was e r r a t i c , but ' i n d i c a t e d t h a t the 
highest SEL respondents used b a r b i t u r a t e s most f r e q u e n t l y . 

The l a s t drug i n the s e t , a l c o h o l , was n e g a t i v e l y r e l a t e d to 
SEL and QT during the high school y e a r s : t h a t i s , the most 
advantaged students drank the l e a s t . However, the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
with SEL completely disappeared i n the year a f t e r high s c h o o l , and 
was s u b s t a n t i a l l y reduced f or QT, i n d i c a t i n g t h a t i n c r e a s e s i n 
al c o h o l use were g r e a t e s t among the more advantaged. The net e f f e c t 
was to o f f s e t previous d i f f e r e n c e s . 

R a c i a l P a t t e r n s : A Diminishing of D i f f e r e n c e s 

R a c i a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n drug use a l s o showed changing p a t t e r n s 
across time. (The fi n d i n g s are h i g h l y t e n t a t i v e s i n c e they were 
based on a f a i r l y s mall number of b l a c k s (N=167), many of whom were 
c l u s t e r e d i n f i v e or s i x high sc h o o l s . ) The black respondents 
reported a higher i n c i d e n c e of marijuana and amphetamine use during 
the high school years than did whites, and a c o n s i d e r a b l y higher 
l e v e l of b a r b i t u r a t e and heroin use. T h e i r use of hall u c i n o g e n s 
was about the same as for w h i t e s . 

However, i n the year a f t e r high school b l a c k s maintained 
r e l a t i v e l y s t a b l e usage p a t t e r n s , w h i l e whites i n c r e a s e d t h e i r usage. 
The net r e s u l t was t h a t whites became heavi e r u s e r s of h a l l u c i n o g e n s , 
caught up with b l a c k s i n amphetamine use, almost caught up i n mari
juana use, and narrowed the gap on b a r b i t u r a t e s and he r o i n . Thus 

there was a rather substantial shift in one year, resulting in fewer 

racial differences at the end than many observers may have thought 

existed. 
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I n t a c t n e s s and Mobility of the Family 

Two other c o n d i t i o n s of family background, i n t a c t n e s s of the 
fami l y and s t a b i l i t y of r e s i d e n c e , were included f or a n a l y s i s i n 
t h i s volume. I t was hypothesized that because they cause psycho
l o g i c a l s t r e s s f o r the i n d i v i d u a l , they might r e l a t e to drug-taking 
behavior. As p r e d i c t e d , those coming from homes broken by death or 
div o r c e reported s l i g h t l y higher usage r a t e s of most i l l e g a l drugs 
than those coming from i n t a c t homes, and the d i f f e r e n c e s remained 
a f t e r o t h e r background v a r i a b l e s were c o n t r o l l e d i n a m u l t i v a r i a t e 
a n a l y s i s . I n t e r e s t i n g l y enough, those from homes broken by death 
d i d not d i f f e r from the main sample u n t i l the year a f t e r high 
school. The hypothesis was advanced t h a t those from divorced 
f a m i l i e s have been i n a d i s r u p t e d family s i t u a t i o n f or a longer 
time, on the average, than those who l o s t parents through death; 
t h e r e f o r e , drug use d i f f e r e n c e s are observable e a r l i e r . Heroin, 
a l c o h o l , and c i g a r e t t e use was about average f o r young men from 
both types of broken homes. 

T r a n s i e n c e was a s s o c i a t e d with somewhat higher than average 
use of a l l seven drugs, both l e g a l and i l l e g a l . The v a r i a b l e i s an 
admi t t e d l y crude one, based on whether or not the respondent moved 
h i s p l a c e of residence at any time during high school. Neverthe
l e s s , i t e x t r a c t s d i f f e r e n c e s which are not e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of 
the other background v a r i a b l e s i n the s e t . We hope e v e n t u a l l y to 
e s t a b l i s h whether i n t e r v e n i n g v a r i a b l e s such as anxiety or depres
s i o n h e l p to e x p l a i n these l i n k s between exposure to s t r e s s f u l 
c o n d i t i o n s ( i . e . , l o s s of a parent or l o s s of r e s i d e n c e and f r i e n d s ) 
and h i g h e r than average drug use. 
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PATTERNS OF MULTIPLE DRUG USE 

I n a d d i t i o n to being r e l a t e d to v a r i o u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the 
young men and t h e i r major s o c i a l environments, the seven drug-use 
v a r i a b l e s were a l s o examined i n r e l a t i o n to one another. Whether 
or not t h e r e i s any connection between the use of d i f f e r e n t drugs, 
and what the nature of such connections might be, have been the 
s u b j e c t s of i n t e n s i f i e d debate i n r e c e n t y e a r s . Does marijuana 
lead to n a r c o t i c s use? I s a l c o h o l being r e p l a c e d as the drug of 
choice among younger Americans? A number of f i n d i n g s i n the p r e s e n t 
study bear on such questions. 

Alcohol v e r s u s Pot: L i t t l e Sign of Displacement 

As we have already seen, a f a i r proportion of young people are 

t r y i n g marijuana, c e r t a i n l y a l a r g e r proportion than i n previous 
generations; but we do not f i n d p a r t i c u l a r l y convincing evidence 
that any displacement i s o c c u r r i n g . We f i n d i n s t e a d t h a t the use 

of alcohol is still very widespread in this age group and that mari

juana users report higher than average use of alcohol, not lower. 

Evidence for a General D i s p o s i t i o n to Use Psychoactive Substances 

A p o s i t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n was, i n f a c t , found between the usage 
r a t e s of a l l of the drugs i n v e s t i g a t e d h e r e — b o t h l e g a l and i l l e g a l . 
We f i n d t h a t r e g u l a r c i g a r e t t e smokers r e p o r t a c o n s i d e r a b l y higher 
i n c i d e n c e of using all of the i l l e g a l drugs than do non-smokers. 
The same can be s a i d f o r r e g u l a r d r i n k e r s . I n other words, t h e r e 
appears t o be a general f a c t o r d e r i v a b l e from the drug-use d a t a — a 
"general d i s p o s i t i o n " toward the use of p s y c h o a c t i v e substances. 
Th i s f i n d i n g r e p l i c a t e s an e a r l i e r one by Blum (1970b). 
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P a t t e r n s of I l l e g a l Drug Use: Some Important Asymmetries 

There are a l s o stronger degrees of a s s o c i a t i o n between p a r t i c 
u l a r drugs than one could e x p l a i n with a "general d i s p o s i t i o n " f a c 
t o r . There is, for example, a strong positive association among the 

usage rates of hallucinogens, amphetamines, and barbiturates . Users 
of any one of these drugs are much more l i k e l y to be users of each 
of the other two than non-users. The usage r a t e s of a l l three of 
these drugs are a l s o p o s i t i v e l y a s s o c i a t e d with the use of heroin, 
but the r e l a t i o n s h i p s are very asymmetric. That i s , almost all 

heroin users (as represented by the small number of self-reported 

users in this sample) are users of amphetamines, barbiturates, and/ 

or hallucinogens; but most of the people who use any of the latter 

three drugs do not use heroin. * 

The connection between marijuana use and the use of the other 
more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs has been a t o p i c of p a r t i c u l a r l y vigorous 
debate i n r e c e n t y e a r s . I n t h i s study i t was found t h a t marijuana 
use i s p o s i t i v e l y a s s o c i a t e d with use of a l l of the more s e r i o u s 
i l l e g a l drugs, but again the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s asymmetric. While 

most users of hallucinogens also smoke some marijuana, only a small 

fraction of marijuana smokers use hallucinogens. The same type of 

asymmetric relationship exists between marijuana smoking and the use 

of amphetamines, barbiturates, and heroin.** 

S e q u e n t i a l P a t t e r n s of M u l t i p l e Drug Use 

An examination of s e q u e n t i a l p a t t e r n s of drug use a c r o s s the 
two time i n t e r v a l s studied here r e v e a l e d t h a t those who smoke 

* I t should be emphasized t h a t the term "use" r e f l e c t s use at 
any i n t e n s i t y level—'-even experimental use . 

**A11 f i n d i n g s regarding heroin use are extremely t e n t a t i v e due 
to the s m a l l number of admitted u s e r s i n t h i s sample. 
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c i g a r e t t e s during high school are a l i t t l e more l i k e l y to begin to 
use other drugs a f t e r high school than those who had not smoked. 
The same was t r u e f o r those who had used a l c o h o l i c beverages i n 
high s c h o o l . 

Marijuana use in high school related considerably more strongly 

to subsequent use of the more serious illegal drugs than earlier 

use of them related to the subsequent use of marijuana, which sug

gests that marijuana tends to come first in the sequence insofar as 

there is any typical sequence. There -is also evidence that ampheta

mine use precedes the use of barbiturates or heroin more often than 

the reverse. Similarly, the use of barbiturates or hallucinogens 

more often precedes the use of heroin than vice-versa. 

I t must be added t h a t these p a t t e r n s do not n e c e s s a r i l y imply 
any c a u s a l connections or f i x e d sequence. I n f a c t , t h i s study i s 
simply not w e l l equipped to i n v e s t i g a t e the p o s s i b i l i t y of such con
n e c t i o n among the d i f f e r e n t drugs. Marijuana, f o r example, i s used 
by the v a s t m a j o r i t y of those who t r y any of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l 
drugs. However, roughly h a l f of those who t r i e d marijuana did not 
use any of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs. Therefore, the most 
damning statement which might be made about marijuana, and s t i l l be 
c o n s i s t e n t with our data, i s t h a t marijuana use i s a n e c e s s a r y but 
by no means s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n to r e s u l t i n the use of more 
s e r i o u s drugs. But i t i s obviously not a necessary c o n d i t i o n 
e i t h e r , s i n c e no one s e r i o u s l y expects t h a t there would be no new 
users of other drugs i f marijuana suddenly disappeared. 

Involvement with marijuana, of course, may play a s u b t l e r o l e 
i n i n v o l v i n g young people with more s e r i o u s drugs. Some may accept 
s o c i e t y ' s d e f i n i t i o n of i t as a f i r s t s t e p i n t o i l l e g a l drugs, 
making the second and t h i r d step p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y e a s i e r ; and i t i s 
g e n e r a l l y conceded t h a t the s a l e and d i s t r i b u t i o n system f o r mari
juana i s f r e q u e n t l y used to push other i l l e g a l drugs. But, i f such 
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dynamics do e x i s t , t h e r e i s nothing f i x e d or mechanistic about them; 
they are s u b j e c t to a l t e r a t i o n by s o c i e t a l i n s t i t u t i o n s . For example, 
the meaning of marijuana smoking could be redefined by making the 
a c t i v i t y l e g a l , i n which case the s u b s t a n t i a l proportion of young 
people who are going to use marijuana i n any case would not f e e l 
t h a t , i n so doing, they had already c r o s s e d the l i n e i n t o i l l e g a l 
a c t i v i t i e s . S i m i l a r l y , p u b l i c c o n t r o l of the d i s t r i b u t i o n system 
could be brought about by c r e a t i n g a l e g a l , regulated i n d u s t r y , 
thus g r e a t l y reducing the amount of con t a c t young people have with 
i l l i c i t drug d e a l e r s . The sheer s i z e of the i l l i c i t d i s t r i b u t i o n 
system which now e x i s t s w i l l be demonstrated below by some of the 
f i n d i n g s about the a v a i l a b i l i t y of i l l e g a l drugs to young people. 

THE WIDESPREAD AVAILABILITY OF DRUGS 

Fully seven out of every ten of the respondents in this study 

said they thought marijuana would be "very easy" or "fairly easy" 

for them to secure, if they wanted some. One out of three said the 

same for heroin. 

Both drugs were f e l t to be most a c c e s s i b l e by those i n domestic 
m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . * Marijuana was a l s o considered to be more 
a c c e s s i b l e by those i n c o l l e g e than by those i n c i v i l i a n employment. 
However, the la r g e m a j o r i t y of non-users i n all post-high school 
environments s t i l l f e l t t h a t they could secure marijuana i f they 
wanted i t , and a m a j o r i t y in a l l s e c t o r s had a t l e a s t a few personal 
f r i e n d s who used i t . 

*Marijuana was a l s o found to be most a v a i l a b l e to young men 
(non-users) from the Western and Northeastern regions of the country, 
from the more urban a r e a s , and from f a m i l i e s of higher socioeconomic 
l e v e l . 
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One must conclude from t h i s information i n combination with 
a c t u a l usage r a t e s t h a t a c o n s i d e r a b l e proportion of young people 
must r e f r a i n from marijuana use by choice, not because they l a c k 
access. The f i n d i n g s summarized below regarding p r e v a i l i n g 
a t t i t u d e s toward marijuana use suggest one major reason f o r the 
c h o i c e — p e r s o n a l disapproval of the a c t i v i t y . Another, of course, 
may be the f e a r of being caught. 

ATTITUDES ABOUT DRUG USE: A BASIC CONSERVATISM 

The a t t i t u d e s p r e v a i l i n g among t h i s broad sample from "the 
younger ge n e r a t i o n " were c o n s i d e r a b l y more c o n s e r v a t i v e than might 
have been expected. The great majority disapproved of using any of 

the more serious i I legal drugs, even on an experimental basis. I n 
f a c t , over 55% of the sample s a i d they strongly disapproved of even 
experimental use of each. Only 1.5% e x p l i c i t l y approved of e x p e r i 
menting w i t h h e r o i n . 

Marijuana A t t i t u d e s : More L i b e r a l and More P o l a r i z e d 

A t t i t u d e s about marijuana, however, were i n sharp c o n t r a s t to 
those about the more s e r i o u s drugs. Exactly the same number of 

respondents "approved of" or "felt 'neutral about" the experimental 

use of marijuana as disapproved of it. The two most f r e q u e n t l y 
chosen answers were "strongly disapprove" and " f e e l n e u t r a l . " The 
f a c t t h a t these are non-adjacent answer c a t e g o r i e s on the a t t i t u d e 
s c a l e suggests t h a t t h i s sample of young men i s more p o l a r i z e d on 
the e t h i c s of marijuana use than on the use of any other drug. 
( I n c i d e n t a l l y , regular use of marijuana r e c e i v e d the d i s a p p r o v a l of 
a c o n s i d e r a b l y l a r g e r proportion of the sample.) 

206 



The f i n d i n g s on marijuana taken together with the very l i m i t e d 
p o p u l a r i t y of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs i n d i c a t e s that a 
s u b s t a n t i a l proportion of these young people approve of some use of 
marijuana but s t i l l disapprove of the use of the more se r i o u s i l l i c 
drugs. T h i s f i n d i n g may have important i m p l i c a t i o n s regarding any 
p o s s i b l e l e g a l i z a t i o n of marijuana; namely, t h a t most young people 
who would be apt to consider using marijuana already make a d i s 
t i n c t i o n between t h a t drug and the more s e r i o u s ones. 

Alcohol and Tobacco 

Of the two legal drugs -investigated, cigarettes received the 

most disapproval. In fact, a higher proportion of these young 

people disapproved of regular cigarette smoking (nearly 60%) than 

disapproved of the occasional use of marijuana. On the other hand, 
a l c o h o l — t h e most u n i v e r s a l l y used of the d r u g s — r e c e i v e d the d i s 
approval of a minority of respondents. Only about a third dis

approved of even regular use of alcoholic beverages. It certainly 

does not appear from these results that there has been any substan

tial generational shift in mores concerning alcohol use. 

Use Versus A t t i t u d e s 

A t t i t u d e s toward a drug were found to be s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d i n 
a p o s i t i v e d i r e c t i o n to the a c t u a l use of t h a t drug. They were 
a l s o found to be r e l a t e d to the use of the other drugs i n the s e t , 
l e g a l and i l l e g a l , suggesting t h a t there i s a general o r i e n t a t i o n 
toward ps y c h o a c t i v e substances which i s r e f l e c t e d i n the a t t i t u d e s 
and behaviors r e l a t e d to each s p e c i f i c drug. 
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A t t i t u d e s i n D i f f e r e n t S e c t o r s 

I n Chapter 6, the a t t i t u d e s of young men i n c o l l e g e , c i v i l i a n 
employment, and the m i l i t a r y were compared. Contrary to popular 
b e l i e f , the d i f f e r e n c e s between- the populations i n terms of t h e i r 
a t t i t u d e s toward the v a r i o u s drugs were very s m a l l . Once d i f 
ferences i n a c t u a l usage r a t e s i n those environments were c o n t r o l l e d , 
the s m a l l d i f f e r e n c e s t h a t e x i s t e d had v i r t u a l l y disappeared. We 

can, cone tude from this information that there is not any important 

difference in the moral climate of these different sectors regarding 

the use of illegal drugs, at least not among the nineteen year-olds 

in them. 

How, then, do we r e c o n c i l e t h i s f i n d i n g with the e a r l i e r one 
t h a t conversion to drug use seems to be higher among those i n m i l i 
t a r y s e r v i c e and c o l l e g e than among the c i v i l i a n employed? One 
p o s s i b l e answer i s t h a t young people comprise most of the occupants 
of some s e c t o r s but not oth e r s ; t h e r e f o r e , the c o l l e c t i v e a t t i t u d e s 
of the young people i n a s e c t o r do not n e c e s s a r i l y r e f l e c t the 
dominant moral clima t e i n t h a t s e c t o r . Presumably the c i v i l i a n 
employed spend a c o n s i d e r a b l y l a r g e r proportion of t h e i r time i n the 
company o f older a d u l t s (at work and at home) and thus have propor
t i o n a l l y l e s s exposure to people who use drugs or approve of t h e i r 
use. Put another way, they are l e s s t o t a l l y immersed i n a youth 
c u l t u r e than those i n c o l l e g e or m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . As a r e s u l t 
they may have g r e a t e r s o c i a l c o n s t r a i n t s working a g a i n s t t h e i r 
becoming users of i l l e g a l drugs, and fewer p o s i t i v e i n c e n t i v e s . 

Exposure to Drugs Through F r i e n d s . The number of young men 
having exposure to " u s e r s " was examined to t e s t t h i s h y p o t h e s i s , 
with the p r e d i c t i o n being t h a t l e s s of those i n c i v i l i a n employment 
would have exposure to drugs through f r i e n d s than those i n c o l l e g e 
or m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . The data, presented i n Table 8-1, come out as 
p r e d i c t e d . Fewer young men in the civilian work sector have friends 
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Civilian Employed 

Military 
Trade School 
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Other 

TOTAL SAMPLE 

TABLE 8-1 
Drugs Through Friends Exposure to D^gs 

Percent Having Any 
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friends Using Drug 
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.who use marijuana than in any other sector. The same also holds 

true for nearly all of the other illegal drugs. T h i s f i n d i n g 
provides a t l e a s t i n f e r e n t i a l evidence t h a t a d u l t s , who are seldom 
users themselves, make up a l a r g e r proportion of the s e t of " f r i e n d s " 
held by a young man i n a job than by a young man i n school or the 
m i l i t a r y . 

ATTITUDES ABOUT DRUG HELP 

A s h o r t s e c t i o n of the o r i g i n a l drug q u e s t i o n n a i r e d e a l t w i t h 
the sources of help to which these young men would l i k e l y t urn i n 
the event they found themselves "hooked" or otherwise i n tr o u b l e 
with drugs. Table 8-2 shows the percent of respondents saying they 
would go to each of the types of i n d i v i d u a l s l i s t e d . The f i n d i n g s 
are not a t a l l ambiguous. Nearly two-thirds of the sample said they 

would turn to doctors, drug clinics, and friends their age for help. 

No other potential helpgiving sources were chosen nearly as fre

quently as these three. Parents and s i b l i n g s were the next most 
popular sources of a s s i s t a n c e , but only a l i t t l e over a t h i r d of 
the respondents s a i d they would go to them. I t i s c l e a r t h a t agents 
of the church, s c h o o l , or work o r g a n i z a t i o n s are not a t t r a c t i v e as 
sources of h e l p — n o t even c o u n s e l o r s , who o s t e n s i b l y are h e l p - g i v i n g 
agents. These data, taken together, suggest t h a t r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of 
"the establishment" are not t r u s t e d when i t comes to d r u g s — a not 
s u r p r i s i n g f a c t i n view of p r e v a i l i n g laws and p u b l i c a t t i t u d e s . 
F r i e n d s o b v i o u s l y do not re p r e s e n t the establishment nor, perhaps, 
do medical p e o p l e — l i k e l y because they are assumed to o f f e r a 
c e r t a i n d o c t o r - p a t i e n t c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y and concern. 

Although the data i n Table 8-2 are based on the e n t i r e sample 
of young men, most of whom are non-users of i l l i c i t drugs, the b a s i c 
p r e f e r e n c e s f or h e l p - g i v i n g sources remain the same i f we look a t the 
answers of drug users s e p a r a t e l y . 
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TABLE 8-2 

Preferred Sources of Drug Help 

Percent of Sample* 
I f you found yourself "hooked" on a 
drug or otherwise needed help related 
to drugs, would you be l i k e l y to turn 
to any of the following sources for 

0) 

43 

CO 

help CD (2) C3) 

(a) Father or mother 37.5 33.1 29.4 1.9 

Cb) Sister or brother 35.1 29.6 35.3 2.8 

Cc) Other r e l a t i v e 15.3 29.3 55.3 2.5 

Cd) A friend your age 63.7 26.0 10.2 2.3 

(e) Doctor 65.2 26.7 8.1 2.2 

( f ) A drug c l i n i c 61.5 27.0 11.5 2.9 

Cg) Counselor where you work or go 
to school 15.9 28.4 55.7 2.6 

C'h) A teacher or supervisor 12.6 31.8 55.5 2. 7 

CD Minister, p r i e s t , or rabbi 28.9 29.3 41.8 3.1 

( j ) Other (PLEASE WRITE IN) 71.1 8.9 20.0 95.0 

(k) Other (PLEASE WRITE IN) 36.8 0.0 63.2 99.0 

* Missing data have been excluded from these percentages. 
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The i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r s o c i a l p o l i c y which we could draw from 
these f i n d i n g s are of two type s . One i s t h a t i f we want young 
people who are running i n t o t r o u b l e with drugs to be able to go to 
more of these p o t e n t i a l he3p-giving sources, we w i l l undoubtedly have 
to change the l e g a l and s o c i a l "meaning of drug t a k i n g from i t s 
present one (as an immoral behavior) to the c l a s s of unhealthy or 
maladaptive behavior.- However, i f we take the present l e g a l and 
s o c i a l d e f i n i t i o n s as given, i t appears t h a t the best way to get 
counse l i n g and help to those young people who are addicted or 
otherwise i n tr o u b l e with drugs i s through a system of c l i n i c s and 
involved doctors. Although the m a j o r i t y of young people say they 
would go to a drug c l i n i c , i t i s questionable how many a c t u a l l y 
have a c c e s s to one at the present time. 

DELINQUENCY AND ALIENATION: TWO IMPORTANT SYNDROMES 

In a b r i e f e x c u rsion i n t o a t t i t u d e s and behaviors which are 
r e l a t e d to drug t a k i n g , s e v e r a l important r e l a t i o n s h i p s were found. 

Drugs and C r i m i n a l Behavior 

The f i r s t such f i n d i n g was th a t self-repor ted delinquency dur

ing high school showed a strong positive relationship to the use of 

all seven drugs during high school, both illegal and leg a I drugs. 

T h i s f i n d i n g i s c e r t a i n l y c o n s i s t e n t with popularly held conceptions, 
and i t i s not r e a l l y s u r p r i s i n g from the poin t of view t h a t we have 
simply shown one c l a s s of i l l e g a l behavior (drug use) to be p o s i t i v e l y 
r e l a t e d to other c l a s s e s of i l l e g a l behavior. (The r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between delinquency and the use of the two l e g a l drugs may have 
been l e s s i n t u i t i v e l y obvious.) 

212 



The more important f i n d i n g , however, r e l a t e s to l i k e l y cause 
and e f f e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p s involved here. The b a s i c question i s , of 
course, whether drug use leads to crime, as most Americans b e l i e v e . * 
N a t u r a l l y , the f i n d i n g s we have are r e l e v a n t p r i m a r i l y to the non-
a d d i c t population of drug users--the great majority. For t h a t group 
we f i n d t h a t , although the user populations are s u b s t a n t i a l l y more 
de l i n q u e n t than the non-user population by the end of high school, 
the d i f f e r e n c e s were f u l l y as large as e a r l y as ninth grade, a point 
prior to the beginning of drug use f o r the v a s t m a j o r i t y . Thus, the 

more delinquent are substantially more likely to become users, but 

the users do not appear to increase their levels of delinquency. 

Whether delinquency plays an important r o l e i n g e t t i n g c e r t a i n 
young people involved with drugs i n the f i r s t p l a ce, or whether 
delinquency and drug use are both the r e s u l t of other f a c t o r s 
remains t o be determined. However, we can s t a t e r a t h e r d e f i n i t i v e l y 
from t h e s e data t h a t becoming involved w i t h m a r i j u a n a — o r the other 
i l l e g a l drugs, short of a c t u a l a d d i c t i o n — d o e s not lead to n o t i c e 
able i n c r e a s e s i n c r i m i n a l behavior. 

A l i e n a t i o n and the Counter-Culture 

Another quite separate and powerful syndrome involving drug use 

was found in a set of positive relationships between an index of 

Vietnam Dissent, an index of Political Alienation, and the use of 

three drugs--marijuana, hallucinogens, and amphetamines. This 

syndrome appears to be uncorrelated with the delinquency syndrome, 

which suggests that a different set of motivations and/or friendship 

patterns may be involved. These f i n d i n g s , i n combination with those 
of other i n v e s t i g a t o r s , are i n t e r p r e t e d as evidence of a "counter-

*Geiger (1971) reported that 82% of the respondents p o l l e d i n 
a nationwide telephone survey, conducted i n August 1970, agreed 
t h a t "using marijuana leads people to commit crimes and a c t s of 
v i o l e n c e . " 
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c u l t u r e " syndrome, which encompasses a wide a r r a y of r e l a t e d a t t i 
tudes and behaviors, ranging from music p r e f e r e n c e s to p o l i t i c a l 
b e l i e f s . The c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e syndrome i s not unique to the c o l l e g e 
population, as one might at f i r s t expect, s i n c e the r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
among the v a r i a b l e s examined i n t h i s study are f u l l y as strong among 
the non-college group as they are f o r the e n t i r e sample. 

C e r t a i n l y i l l i c i t drug use does not occur e x c l u s i v e l y among 
the most i d e o l o g i c a l l y a l i e n a t e d and most delinquent; even those 
a t the f a r opposite extremes on both dimensions r e p o r t some i l l i c i t 
drug a c t i v i t i e s . But, there is a very strong and important r e l a 
t i o n s h i p between each of these c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of young people and 
the i n c i d e n c e and i n t e n s i t y of i l l e g a l drug use. 

THE PERVASIVENESS OF DRUG USE 

At the o u t s e t of t h i s book, i t was s t a t e d t h a t one of i t s 
purposes was a d e l i n e a t i o n of the contours of "the problem" of drug 
use i n the normal population, we have examined the i n c i d e n c e and 
i n t e n s i t y of drug use i n t h i s n a t i o n a l sample of young men from a 
r e c e n t l y graduating high school c l a s s . We have a l s o examined drug 
use w i t h i n the many s e c t o r s and subgroups j u s t summarized. While 
the d i f f e r e n c e s found between groups are both i n t e r e s t i n g and 
important, one has to be e q u a l l y impressed with the s i m i l a r i t i e s , 
w ith the sheer pervasiveness of the phenomenon. One simply cannot 

say that illicit drug use (or the use of legal drugs for that 

matter) is totally concentrated in any one sector of our society. 

It has reached all sectors--rich and poor; rural, suburban, and 

urban; black and white; college and non-college. The only sector 

with which we can primarily associate illicit drug use is the young--
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it ie the phenomenon of a generation.* As we have discovered, t h i s 
s e c t o r was not as involved i n drugs as r e p o r t s i n the media had 
s u g g e s t e d — a t l e a s t not by 1970. Nevertheless, s u b s t a n t i a l numbers 
were t o l e r a n t of and i n t e r e s t e d i n experimental or o c c a s i o n a l use 
of some d r u g s — i n p a r t i c u l a r , marijuana. 

New Generations, New Problems, New L i f e S t y l e s 

I t i s unfortunate i n a way that t h i s phenomenon arose when i t 
did, f o r g e n e r a t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s were already frayed over Vietnam, 
m a t e r i a l i s m , o u t e r - d i r e c t e d n e s s , and a host of other value i s s u e s . 
I t came a t a time when mutual sympathies had ebbed and with them a 
w i l l i n g n e s s to reason about the i s s u e s , i n c l u d i n g drugs. But i t 
was probably a l s o i n e v i t a b l e t h a t the i n c r e a s e d i n t e r e s t i n drugs 
did c o i n c i d e with these other problems, f o r those value s t r a i n s 
have s u r e l y played some r o l e i n the e t i o l o g y of contemporary drug 
u s e — t h e y involve a d e s i r e f o r peace, mind above matter, and i n n e r -
d i r e c t e d n e s s . 

These may, of course, be l o f t y motives for a c t i o n s which 
r e f l e c t l i t t l e more than simple conformity f o r many teenagers, but 
the s t r i k i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p between the use of c e r t a i n drugs and a 
host of o t h e r a t t i t u d e s and behaviors, i n c l u d i n g a l i e n a t i o n from 
the government and the Vietnam war, suggest t h a t a great deal more 
i s i n v o l v e d here than sheer conformity with a s u p e r f i c i a l fad. The 
use of s e v e r a l i l l i c i t d r u g s — a t l e a s t f or the present—seems to be 
ah i n t e g r a l p a r t of the newly emerging l i f e s t y l e a s s o c i a t e d with 
the c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e . 

•Gallup (November 1969) reported t h a t i n a n a t i o n a l sample of 
a d u l t s , o n l y 4% reported ever having used marijuana, 6% of the men 
and 2% of the women. Among those 21 to 29 y e a r s of age 12% had used 
i t , v e r s u s 3% for the 30 to 49 year old group and 1% for the 50 and 
over group. 
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Whether the use of such drugs w i l l remain a p a r t of t h a t l i f e 
s t y l e long term i s another question; but with or without the b l e s s 
ings of the l a r g e r s o c i e t y , i t i s c e r t a i n l y p a r t of i t a t p r e s e n t . 

IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL POLICY 

As was s t a t e d at the o u t s e t of t h i s volume, the phenomenon of 
drug use has r i s e n so r a p i d l y and s e n s a t i o n a l l y i n t o the p u b l i c 
consciousness t h a t there has been l i t t l e time f o r the many myths 
which i n e v i t a b l y a r i s e to be r e f u t e d , nor f o r people to understand 
a l l the c o m p l e x i t i e s and d i s t i n c t i o n s which must be made i n t h i s 
tangled a r e a . J u s t how misinformed most Americans are about d r u g s — 
p a r t i c u l a r l y about t h e i r e f f e c t s on the u s e r s — w a s amply demonstrated 
by the r e s u l t s of a n a t i o n a l p o l l conducted by CBS concerning the 
e f f e c t s of marijuana (Geiger, 1971). When asked about marijuana's 
consequences the great m a j o r i t y s a i d i t i s an a d d i c t i v e drug (81% 
agreed); i t changes the u s e r ' s b a s i c p e r s o n a l i t y ( 9 0 % ) ; i t weakens 
the u s e r ' s w i l l and s e l f - d i s c i p l i n e ( 8 9 % ) ; i t i s very dangerous to 
mental h e a l t h (69%) and p h y s i c a l h e a l t h ( 6 1 % ) ; i t i s harmful to the 
fe t u s of a pregnant woman (76%) ; and i t "leads people to commit 
crimes and a c t s of v i o l e n c e " (82%) . There i s no convincing f a c t u a l 
evidence to support any of these statements endorsed by the g r e a t 
m a j o r i t y of a d u l t Americans; t h e r e i s s u b s t a n t i a l evidence to 
r e f u t e some of them; and the f i r s t — l a b e l i n g marijuana an a d d i c t i v e 
d r u g — i s p a t e n t l y f a l s e . 

I f the general p u b l i c i s t h i s s e r i o u s l y misinformed about 
drugs, i t stands to reason t h a t many l e g i s l a t o r s and members of the 
ex e c u t i v e branch are, as w e l l . Therefore, any movement to improve 
s o c i a l p o l i c i e s must de a l both with answering the unanswered ques
t i o n s and with communicating those answers to p o l i c y makers and the 
pu b l i c a t l a r g e . 
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Drugs and the Law 

For the most p a r t , the major s o c i a l p o l i c y concerns i n the 
drug f i e l d seem to center around the extent and methods of s o c i a l 
c o n t r o l , p a r t i c u l a r l y c o n t r o l through l e g a l r e s t r i c t i o n s on the 
use, p o s s e s s i o n , and s a l e of v a r i o u s drugs. There a r e , of course, 
other p o l i c y r e l e v a n t matters such as the value of p r e v e n t a t i v e 
e d u c a t i o n a l programs and the r e l a t i v e e f f e c t i v e n e s s of various 
programs f or counseling and r e h a b i l i t a t i n g drug u s e r s ; but i s s u e s 
r e l a t e d t o e x i s t i n g drug laws w i l l be the major focus of a t t e n t i o n 
here.* 

C e r t a i n l y the presumed consequences of drugs have a great deal 
of r e l e v a n c e to the r a t i o n a l formulation of s o c i a l p o l i c y and to 
the p o l i t i c a l f e a s i b i l i t y of changing p o l i c y , so our f i n d i n g s 
regarding the e f f e c t s of drug use w i l l be tre a t e d f i r s t . 

E f f e c t s o f Drug Use 

While the present study addresses some of the questions about 
drug e f f e c t s which are of p a r t i c u l a r concern to the maj o r i t y of 
Americans, i t i s worth remembering t h a t there are some important 
ones which are not d i s c u s s e d i n t h i s volume; i n p a r t i c u l a r , the 
consequences of drugs for the p h y s i c a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l s t a t e s of 
the u s e r . Some of the important questions which have been addressed 
here i n c l u d e the consequences of drug use for delinquent behavior 
("crimes and a c t s of v i o l e n c e " ) and academic performance (perhaps 
r e f l e c t i n g the us e r ' s " w i l l and s e l f - d i s c i p l i n e " ) . 

*The t o p i c of which counseling sources are the most t r u s t e d by 
young people has al r e a d y been d i s c u s s e d e a r l i e r i n t h i s chapter, 
and the p o l i c y i m p l i c a t i o n s noted. The apparent importance of high 
school s i z e as a f a c t o r i n drug use has a l s o been d i s c u s s e d above. 
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The r e s u l t s are f a i r l y s i m i l a r and s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d concerning 
both types of e f f e c t s , and they come out d i r e c t l y opposite to 
popular conception. Involvement with illegal drugs (short of heroin 

addiction) does not seem to have any appreciable effects on a young 

person's level of delinquency or his academic performance. Those 
who became drug u s e r s during high school r a t e d worse than average 
i n both a r e a s , but they were doing about as poorly as e a r l y as 
ninth grade, presumably before most had any con t a c t with drugs. 
The evidence i n d i c a t e s , then, t h a t there was no appreciable decre
ment over time i n e i t h e r grades or delinquency as a r e s u l t of 
becoming involved with i l l e g a l drugs. Nor did the drug users appear 

to become marginal to the social life of the school. Therefore, 
three popular conceptions, a l l of p o t e n t i a l p o l i c y - r e l e v a n c e , have 
been shown to be misconceptions. 

Assessing the E f f e c t s of L e g a l i z i n g Marijuana Use 

The p o s s i b i l i t y of l e g a l i z i n g the use of marijuana i s c u r r e n t l y 
being considered a t v a r i o u s l e v e l s of government. I n a s s e s s i n g the 
probable consequences of such a change, i t i s appropriate to ask 
not only how harmful the drug might be to new u s e r s (or to some 
proportion of new u s e r s ) , but how many new u s e r s are l i k e l y to 
r e s u l t . The p r e v a i l i n g a t t i t u d e s of young people toward marijuana 
provide some i n d i c a t i o n of the answer. 

Nearly h a l f of the young men i n t h i s sample s a i d they did not 
approve of the use of marijuana. This suggests that legalizing the 

use of the drug would probably not suddenly and drastically swell 

the ranks of users. Whether there would be a s u b s t a n t i a l s h i f t i n 
young people's a t t i t u d e s over a longer period of time i s s t i l l open 
to q u e s t i o n , however. 
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I t i s a l s o c l e a r from our a t t i t u d i n a l data t h a t many young 
people who do approve of the use of marijuana only approve of i t s 
use on a l i m i t e d b a s i s . (Even the v a s t m a j o r i t y of "current u s e r s " 
use i t on a r e l a t i v e l y infrequent b a s i s . ) It seems unlikely that 

legalization would suddenly lead to a large segment of young people 

who could be called heavy users. 

Perhaps of g r e a t e r importance i s th a t these young people make 
a c o n s i d e r a b l e d i s t i n c t i o n between marijuana and any of the more 
s e r i o u s drugs. Thus, increased marijuana use, if it did occur, 

would not necessarily imply increased use of the more serious drugs. 

I n f a c t , i t has been argued r a t h e r c o n v i n c i n g l y t h a t d e c r i m i n a l i z a 
t i o n of the use of the drug would weaken the a s s o c i a t i o n between 
marijuana use and use of the more s e r i o u s i l l e g a l drugs by c r e a t i n g 
a s o c i a l l y r e i n f o r c e d d i s t i n c t i o n between the two c l a s s e s . Others 
would go s t i l l f u r t h e r to argue t h a t d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n of a l l drug 
use, and i t s r e d e f i n i t i o n from being a moral-legal problem to being 
a h e a l t h problem, might remove much of the glamour and excitement 
which they assume c u r r e n t l y a t t r a c t young people to drugs. 

L e g a l i z i n g the S a l e and Promotion of Marijuana 

Presumably, i f the use and possession of a product i s i l l e g a l , 
then i t i s c o n s i s t e n t to a l s o f o r b i d i t s s a l e and promotion. How
ever, i f the use of a product is l e g a l , the c o n s i s t e n t p o s i t i o n 
regarding i t s s a l e and promotion i s somewhat l e s s c l e a r . 

Some P o l i c y A l t e r n a t i v e s . I f the use of marijuana were 
l e g a l i z e d , l e g i s l a t o r s might s t i l l t r y to l i m i t i t s use by p r o h i b i t 
ing the l e g a l s a l e of the drug. Were they s u c c e s s f u l i n a t t a i n i n g 
t h i s end, they would, i n e f f e c t , have taken away from the i n d i v i d u a l 
the freedom of choice to use the drug which they o s t e n s i b l y gave him 
i n the f i r s t p l a c e . However, i f the s a l e and promotion of t h i s 
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drug were to be l e g a l i z e d , then a g r e a t many more people would 
l i k e l y be drawn to i t s use. Thi s i s not a p a r t i c u l a r l y d e s i r a b l e 
outcome e i t h e r , s i n c e i t has not yet been proven beyond reasonable 
doubt t h a t the drug has no d e l e t e r i o u s consequences for i t s u s e r s . 

Perhaps a sensible middle position is to permit the sale of a 

drug but to forbid its promotion and advertising.* In this way, 

individuals regain the freedom to use the product if they want (and 

the market for an illicit trade is dried up), yet the society 

prevents the -powerful tool of advertising from giving momentum to 

the use of the product. ** 

As w i t h so many i s s u e s of law, a proper balance must be s t r u c k 
between i n d i v i d u a l freedoms and p u b l i c w e l f a r e . The above proposal 
may r e f l e c t a proper balance for some drugs, such as marijuana, but 
not f or others such as h e r o i n . Most people would be ap p a l l e d a t 
the idea of having heroin a v a i l a b l e to anyone wanting to buy i t , i n 
the b e l i e f t h a t too great a p r i c e would be paid both by the p u b l i c 
and would-be a d d i c t s to j u s t i f y such a concession to i n d i v i d u a l 

*Having grown up under constant s e i g e from Madison Avenue, 
most Americans tend to think of the s a l e and promotion of a product 
as i n e x t r i c a b l y l i n k e d . However, i t c e r t a i n l y i s p o s s i b l e to allow 
a product to be s o l d l e g a l l y but to ban i t s a d v e r t i s i n g and promotion. 
I n f a c t , to a l i m i t e d extent, c i g a r e t t e s — f o r which t e l e v i s i o n 
a d v e r t i s i n g i s now i l l e g a l - - a r e sold on such a b a s i s . 

* * S e l l e r s could a l s o be requ i r e d to inform buyers of any known 
or l i k e l y harmful consequences a s s o c i a t e d with use of the product, 
to be sure t h a t purchasers are making an informed d e c i s i o n . I t i s 
a l s o p o s s i b l e to p u b l i c l y r e g u l a t e and c o n t r o l the manufacturing 
and d i s t r i b u t i o n systems, i f th a t i s deemed d e s i r a b l e . 
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freedoms.* But the p r i c e , i f any, of having such a s e t of laws i n 
regard to marijuana i s s u r e l y much l e s s . 

Probable E f f e c t s of L e g a l i z i n g S a l e . Presumably the s a l e of 
marijuana would never be l e g a l i z e d u n t i l use of the drug was no 
longer p r o h i b i t e d by law. Therefore, the e f f e c t s of l e g a l i z i n g 
s a l e per se are the marginal e f f e c t s which would r e s u l t over and 

above any impact l e g a l i z i n g i t s use might have. 

I t seems l i k e l y t h a t l e g a l i z e d s a l e could p o t e n t i a l l y i n c r e a s e 
usage i n two ways: by making the drug more g e n e r a l l y a v a i l a b l e and 
by g i v i n g r i s e to an a d v e r t i s i n g and promotion campaign aimed a t 
s t i m u l a t i n g new demand. I f we assume t h a t a d v e r t i s i n g and promotion 
would be p r o h i b i t e d by law i n an attempt to avoid the c r e a t i o n of 
new demand, the only remaining e f f e c t i s th a t which would r e s u l t 
from i n c r e a s e d a v a i l a b i l i t y . 

Considering our earlier findings about the levels of avail

ability which are already seen to exist, it does not seem likely 

that a very great increase in availability would result in this age 

group if the laws were changed. The g r e a t majority of young people 
of the age addressed i n t h i s study f e e l t h a t they already have 
a c c e s s t o the drug.** Assuming th a t purchase and possession are 

* L e g a l , but c o n t r o l l e d s a l e of heroin to known addicts, however, 
has been suggested as a means of reducing t h e i r desperation. I n 
t h i s author's opinion, such a p o l i c y should be given s e r i o u s con
s i d e r a t i o n s i n c e (a) i t recognizes t h a t many addicts cannot break 
t h e i r h a b i t and w i l l not use s u b s t i t u t e s such as methadone, (b) i t 
removes one of t h e i r primary i n c e n t i v e s f o r r e c r u i t i n g new a d d i c t s , 
to support t h e i r own h a b i t , and (c) i t should reduce both the amount 
of crime and the s e r i o u s n e s s of crime committed by a d d i c t s , by 
pr o v i d i n g a non-criminal a l t e r n a t i v e to desperate people. 

**Should the p r i c e of marijuana drop considerably once the drug 
were s o l d l e g a l l y , and should the p r i c e prove to be an important 
determinant of usage l e v e l s , the government could- always manipulate 
the p r i c e through t a x a t i o n , j u s t as i t now does with c i g a r e t t e s . 
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l e g a l , t h e r e would be no remaining d e t e r r e n t (except p o s s i b l y 
inconvenience) to keep them from using those i l l e g a l sources i f the 
drug were not a v a i l a b l e through l e g a l channels. Therefore, i t 
seems f a i r l y l i k e l y t h a t the l e g a l i z a t i o n of the manufacture and 
s a l e (but not the promotion) of marijuana would not change usage 
r a t e s much from what they would be, given t h a t use and p o s s e s s i o n 
were a l r e a d y l e g a l i z e d . Whether i t would a f f e c t usage l e v e l s i n 
older age groups i s a more d i f f i c u l t q uestion, s i n c e they presumably 
do not have as widespread a c c e s s to marijuana a t the present time as 
do younger people. 

One can think of s e v e r a l p o t e n t i a l advantages of a l e g a l i z e d 
d i s t r i b u t i o n system, although none of them d e r i v e d i r e c t l y from the 
data i n t h i s study. The f i r s t i s t h a t there would be a more 
c o n s i s t e n t s e t of laws regarding the drug, i n s t e a d of a r a t h e r 
s c h i z o p h r e n i c d i v i s i o n between the l e g a l i t y of use and the l e g a l i t y 
of s a l e . More important, however, i s t h a t i t i s l i k e l y to take the 
user of marijuana out of cont a c t with the c r i m i n a l elements now 
involved i n the d i s t r i b u t i o n system and, t h e r e f o r e , out of c o n t a c t 
with people who are promoting the s a l e of more s e r i o u s drugs. For 
example, one i n s i d i o u s promotional technique i s to s e l l marijuana 
only i n a package d e a l — a l o n g with f i v e or ten d o l l a r s worth of 
heroin. To remove those who do want to use marijuana from exposure 
to such s i t u a t i o n s , and to dry up the market f o r the el a b o r a t e sub 
vosa d i s t r i b u t i o n which now e x i s t s can only be seen as d e s i r a b l e 
ends. 

Value I s s u e s 

I n approaching t h i s h i g h l y c o n t r o v e r s i a l t o p i c , i t i s worth 
keeping i n mind t h a t there are two q u i t e d i s t i n c t kinds of quest i o n s 
which must be taken i n t o account i n the formulation of s o c i a l p o l i c y - -
questions of values and questions of f a c t , w h i l e r e s e a r c h of the 

222 



type reported here can do much to r e s o l v e the questions'of f a c t , 
the value i s s u e s by t h e i r very nature are not s u b j e c t to e m p i r i c a l 
r e s o l u t i o n ; and s i n c e they may w e l l prove to be the more d e c i s i v e 
for p u b l i c p o l i c y , at l e a s t i n the near fut u r e , i t i s worth 
c o n s i d e r i n g b r i e f l y what some of those i s s u e s a re. 

V i c t i m l e s s Crime. The drug c o n t r o l laws r a i s e some important 
questions of s o c i a l and l e g a l philosophy, perhaps the most funda
mental of which i s whether i t i s appropriate f o r a s o c i e t y to punish 
people f o r a c t s which are p r i m a r i l y of consequence to themselves, 
" v i c t i m l e s s crimes." Many argue t h a t drug use i s a v i c t i m l e s s crime 
(even i n the cases where th e r e are known detrimental e f f e c t s f or 
the user) and th a t c r i m i n a l i z i n g such behavior i s an unreasonable 
and unnecessary abridgement of i n d i v i d u a l freedoms. They argue 
t h a t c i t i z e n s should be f r e e to make an informed choice of whether 
or not to use drugs as they p l e a s e . Presumably c i g a r e t t e smoking 
i s c u r r e n t l y l e g a l l y sanctioned under such a r a t i o n a l e . The same 
i s t r u e f o r a l c o h o l use. 

Although i t i s not immediately obvious, the " v i c t i m l e s s crime" 
p o s i t i o n is compatible with the argument presented above th a t 
promotion and a d v e r t i s i n g of drugs should be banned. The promotion 
of a product which might have d e l e t e r i o u s e f f e c t s on the user i s 
not r e a l l y a " v i c t i m l e s s " a c t s i n c e the actor and the p o t e n t i a l l y 
i n j u r e d a r e d i f f e r e n t p a r t i e s ; t h e r e f o r e , to p r o h i b i t the promotion 
and a d v e r t i s i n g of such a product i s not to c r e a t e a v i c t i m l e s s 
crime. 

Neither i s the " v i c t i m l e s s crime" p o s i t i o n incompatible with a 
p u b l i c p o l i c y of t r y i n g to dissuade people from using drugs, as long 
as the f i n a l d e c i s i o n remains w i t h the i n d i v i d u a l . In Great B r i t a i n , 
f o r example, there has been a government funded anti-smoking 
campaign for some time, y e t the s a l e and use of c i g a r e t t e s s t i l l 
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remains l e g a l . Such a campaign presumably enables i n d i v i d u a l s to 
make more informed d e c i s i o n s about t h e i r own use of such drugs. 

P o s i t i o n s of F a i t h and P r e j u d i c e . A r e l a t e d Value q u e s t i o n , 
of at l e a s t apparent r e l e v a n c e to c u r r e n t controversy about drug 
laws, concerns whether the use of psychoactive drugs i s i n t r i n s i 
c a l l y immoral irrespective of the consequences f o r the i n d i v i d u a l 
or the s o c i e t y . However, such a p o s i t i o n i s hard to defend with 
any l o g i c a l c o n s i s t e n c y i f i t s advocates f i n d the use of s e l e c t e d 
psychoactive, substances (e.g., a l c o h o l , c a f f e i n e , tobacco) accept
ab l e . To argue t h a t the use of the drugs one p e r s o n a l l y d i s d a i n s 
i s i n t r i n s i c a l l y immoral, but t h a t the use of other drugs i s not, 
i s more a statement of personal p r e j u d i c e than of any c o n s i s t e n t 
r e l i g i o u s d o c t r i n e . 

There are c e r t a i n r e l i g i o u s s e c t s which u n i v e r s a l l y condemn 
the use of a l l psychoactive substances ( i n c l u d i n g c a f f e i n and 
a l c o h o l ) on s t r i c t l y r e l i g i o u s grounds. However, t h e i r numbers are 
s m a l l , thus t h e i r p o l i t i c a l and r e l i g i o u s i n f l u e n c e on the n a t i o n 
as a whole have been minimal. Even were t h e i r numbers l a r g e , there 
would s t i l l be an e t h i c a l question of whether they should impose 
the p r o s c r i p t i o n s of t h e i r r e l i g i o n upon those of other f a i t h s . 

C onsistency i n the Law. S t i l l another type of value i s s u e 
r e l a t e d t o drug laws concerns the motives behind the i m p o s i t i o n of 
l e g a l p e n a l t i e s f o r drug use. A number of observers f e e l t h a t the 
American "establishment" has cracked down hard on the use of 
i l l i c i t d r u g s — p a r t i c u l a r l y m a r i j u a n a — n o t f o r the reasons p u b l i c l y 
given but for other, l e s s l e g i t i m a t e and l e s s obvious ones. They 
f i n d an i n c o n s i s t e n c y between the argument t h a t the use of marijuana 
and other drugs should be l e g a l l y p r o s c r i b e d f o r reasons of h e a l t h 
and p u b l i c s a f e t y , while a l c o h o l and tobacco can be l e g a l l y used, 
s o l d , and promoted d e s p i t e t h e i r a s t o n i s h i n g consequences f o r the 
h e a l t h and s a f e t y of the population a t l a r g e . These c r i t i c s contend 
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t h a t e x i s t i n g drug Laws are r e a l l y a way of s t r i k i n g back a t i n d i 
v i d u a l s and groups who f a i l to conform to the t r a d i t i o n a l American 
values and l i f e s t y l e s . * 

The data presented i n Chapter 7 of t h i s volume, along with the 
other f i n d i n g s c i t e d t h e r e , demonstrate beyond any reasonable doubt 
that f or many young people,, the use of c e r t a i n drugs i s a manifesta
t i o n of t h e i r adherence to the "hang-loose e t h i c " or membership i n 
the l o o s e l y - d e f i n e d " c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e . " Suchman (197 0) s t a t e d r a t h e r 
e l o q u e n t l y the p o s i t i o n t h a t e x i s t i n g marijuana laws are r e a l l y a 
d i s g u i s e d , p u n i t i v e response to the emergence of th a t e t h i c or 
c o u n t e r - c u l t u r e . 

...Our data would strongly suggest that use of 
marijuana is predominantly a social act favored by a 
subgroup in our society which happens to be dis
enchanted with the established order and for whom 
such use has become simply a norma I preference for 
their own particular recreational drug (Simmons t 

196?). To crack down on these youth with all of the 
powerful forces of law and order and to justify such 
a restriction of freedom in the name of preventing 
crime or disease seems more an uncontrolled expression 
of adult moral indignation and righteousness than of 

*There i s a r e l a t e d type of p u b l i c hypocrisy suggested, as 
w e l l . C u r r e n t l y over o n e - t h i r d of an age group i s committing a 
" s e r i o u s crime" i n using and possessing i l l e g a l drugs, p r i m a r i l y 
marijuana. One must ask: would t h i s s o c i e t y , i f i t could, put a 
t h i r d of a generation i n j a i l ? And i f not, who gets to decide 
which of our young people get s e l e c t e d to pay for t h e i r "crimes"? 
I f i t i s the p o l i c e , i s t h e r e any expectation t h a t the law w i l l be 
enforced e q u a l l y and without p r e j u d i c e , or would we not p r e d i c t an 
o v e r r e p r e s e n t a t l o n among the convicted of people with long h a i r , 
unusual d r e s s , p a r t i c u l a r p o l i t i c a l b e l i e f s , or black s k i n ? Such 
s e l e c t i v e enforcement by those i n a u t h o r i t y i s c e r t a i n to r e s u l t i n 
g r e a t e r a l i e n a t i o n — n o t j u s t of the " v i c t i m s , " but of those who 
care about the v i c t i m s or simply about j u s t i c e i t s e l f . S u rely, 
P r o h i b i t i o n proved beyond any doubt t h a t when lar g e segments of the 
pop u l a t i o n disagree with the le g i t i m a c y of a c o n s t r a i n i n g law, . 
r e s p e c t f o r the law-in general i s diminished, e f f e c t i v e enforcement 
becomes p r a c t i c a l l y i m p o s s i b l e , and the law comes to be enforced 
s e l e c t i v e l y to achieve purposes other than those for which i t was 
intended. 
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human concern or social justice--and, sadly, an inef-
fective and destructive expression at that (Lindesmith, 
196 5). While there can be little question that the 
"hang-loose" ethic is contrary to the Protestant ethic 
and the spirit of capitalism, and may be socially dis
approved for that and other reasons, the issue, it 
seems to us, should be openly faced and debated as one 
of conflicting social values and not of crime or health. 
As formulated by Simmons (1967), 'It (the marijuana 
issue) seems to be the pivot around which far deeper 
conflicts and confrontations are raging--oldsters 
versus youngsters, hippies versus straight society, 
administered moralty versus personal freedom. ' 

Surely, it should be possible to express one '& 
disapprovaI of marijuana and to seek its control with
out making its use a crime against society. (pp. 39-40) 

T h i s b a s i c argument has been advanced by others i n a d d i t i o n to 
Suchman, most notably the P r e s i d e n t ' s Commission on Marijuana and 
Drug Abuse.* While i t has a compelling q u a l i t y and should c e r t a i n l y 
be given very s e r i o u s c o n s i d e r a t i o n , i t i s undoubtedly an over
s i m p l i f i c a t i o n of the i s s u e . Most Americans probably do disapprove 
of the hang-loose e t h i c and may support r e s t r i c t i v e drug laws a t 
l e a s t i n p a r t f o r that reason; but they a l s o appear to be genuinely 
concerned about the d e l e t e r i o u s consequences of drugs ( i n c l u d i n g 
marijuana) f o r both the i n d i v i d u a l s using them and the s o c i e t y a t 
l a r g e . ( T h e i r concern about the e f f e c t s of marijuana has a l r e a d y 
been d r a m a t i c a l l y i l l u s t r a t e d i n the r e s u l t s of the CBS survey c i t e d 
at the beginning of t h i s s e c t i o n . ) Therefore, the problem i s 
c e r t a i n l y not only one of c o n f l i c t i n g v a l u e s and l i f e s t y l e s , though 
they undoubtedly do play a c e n t r a l r o l e ; but i t i s a l s o one of 
c o n f l i c t i n g b e l i e f s about the e f f e c t s of drug use. Both types of 
c o n f l i c t must be acknowledged, and both must be addressed, before 
any type of general consensus about p o l i c y i s s u e s can be expected 
to emerge i n t h i s country. 

*The r e p o r t of the Commission i s t r e a t e d i n the Epilogue to 
t h i s volume. 
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A CLOSING NOTE 

As the preceding s e c t i o n has attempted to demonstrate, the 
assessment and change of p u b l i c p o l i c y i n the area of drugs i n v o l v e s 
an extremely complex s e t of f a c t o r s , ranging from value c o n f l i c t s 
w i t h i n the s o c i e t y , to i s s u e s of f a c t , to the degree to which p o l i c y 
makers and the p u b l i c are informed about the i s s u e s and the f a c t s . 
The p r e s e n t volume has attempted p r i m a r i l y to address f a c t u a l ques
t i o n s , w h i l e reviewing only b r i e f l y some of the r e l a t e d value 
concerns. 

A l l i n a l l , i t was found t h a t the amount of n o n - a d d i c t i v e 
i l l e g a l drug use has been much l e s s for American young people than 
the media had been suggesting and t h a t i t s e f f e c t s are f a r l e s s 
s e r i o u s than most Americans had assumed. C l e a r l y there has been an 
important g e n e r a t i o n a l change i n t h i s area, with an i n c r e a s i n g 
proportion of American youth being i n t e r e s t e d i n (and t o l e r a n t of) 
the use of psychoactive drugs. However, as of mid-1970 the v a s t 
m a j o r i t y of the age group s t u d i e d here were s t i l l c a u t ious about 
i l l e g a l drugs and not deeply i n v o l v e d i n them; and moat of those 
who were i n v o l v e d made important d i s t i n c t i o n s between the d i f f e r e n t 
drugs and the d i f f e r e n t degrees of usage. I n a phrase, contemporary 
American youth have been shown once again to be l e s s r a d i c a l (or 
more t r a d i t i o n a l ) than t h e i r p u b l i c image would i n d i c a t e . In f a c t , 
t h e i r c o n t i n u i n g adherence to c e r t a i n traditional p r a c t i c e s — n a m e l y , 
the widespread use of a l c o h o l and c i g a r e t t e s — m a y u l t i m a t e l y be the 
most important f a c t about y o u t h f u l drug p r a c t i c e s to emerge from 
t h i s study, a t l e a s t from the p e r s p e c t i v e of h e a l t h and p u b l i c 
s a f e t y . 
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Epilogue 
Report of the Presidential 
Commission 

Subsequent to the completion of most of the t e x t of t h i s 
volume, the P r e s i d e n t i a l l y appointed N a t i o n a l Commission on Mari
juana and Drug Abuse i s s u e d the f i r s t of i t s two r e p o r t s . I t i s a 
comprehensive treatment of the h i s t o r y of marijuana use i n t h i s 
country, the s o c i a l and medical i s s u e s i n v o l v e d , and the body of 
r e l a t e d r e s e a r c h . The Commission concluded t h a t , weighing a l l of 
the r e l e v a n t f a c t o r s , the use and p o s s e s s i o n (but not the s a l e ) of 
marijuana should be d e c r i m i n a l i z e d . The Commission, considered by 
most observers to be f a i r l y c o n s e r v a t i v e i n i t s composition, took 
the p o s i t i o n that marijuana use should be discouraged, but t h a t 
a t t a c h i n g c r i m i n a l p e n a l t i e s i s too i n e f f i c i e n t and s o c i a l l y c o s t l y 
a method for doing i t . As the t i t l e of the r e p o r t — M a r i j u a n a : A 

Signal of Misunderstanding—indicates, they a l s o concluded t h a t the 
marijuana i s s u e had become a symbol of a much wider a r r a y of c u l t u r a l 
and moral d i v i s i o n s , and t h a t the debate about marijuana per se had 
been g r e a t l y clouded and d i s t o r t e d as a r e s u l t . They concluded t h a t 
i t would be h i g h l y d e s i r a b l e to "desymbolize" and "demythologize" 
the i s s u e . 

J u s t p r i o r to the r e l e a s e of t h e i r r e p o r t , P r e s i d e n t Nixon 
f l a t l y r e j e c t e d the Commission's primary p o l i c y recommendation, the 
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d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n of use and possession ( i n small q u a n t i t i e s ) of 
marijuana. Subsequent surveys have i n d i c a t e d t h a t the m a j o r i t y of 
the American p u b l i c agree with h i s p o s i t i o n , a not very s u r p r i s i n g 
f a c t i n view of the massive p u b l i c misinformation about the drug 
c i t e d i n Chapter 8. 

S i n c e the Commission sponsored a n a t i o n a l survey on drug use 
and i n c l u d e d the r e s u l t s d e a l i n g with- marijuana i n the f i r s t r e p o r t , 
i t i s worth noting some of the points of convergence or rel e v a n c e 
to the p r e s e n t study. 

The Commission estimated that about 24 m i l l i o n Americans over 
the age o f 11, or approximately one-ninth of the t o t a l population, 
had a t l e a s t t r i e d marijuana. C o n s i s t e n t with other surveys, they 
found the incidence of a c t i v e use to be h i g h e s t i n the 18 to 21 year 
o l d group (40%) versus 12% or l e s s f o r a l l ages above 30. They a l s o 
found t h a t sex d i f f e r e n c e s , which have h i s t o r i c a l l y been about two 
to one, w i t h males being h e a v i e r u s e r s , are diminishing. 
V i r t u a l l y a l l of the Commission's f i n d i n g s regarding marijuana use 
i n r e l a t i o n to demographic and background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are 
c o n s i s t e n t with the r e s u l t s of the present study. They reported 
t h a t marijuana use does not d i f f e r s u b s t a n t i a l l y by ra c e , i s higher 
i n the more urban a r e a s , v a r i e s considerably by region (lowest r a t e s 
i n the South, h i g h e s t i n the West and Nor t h e a s t ) , and i s higher 
among the higher socioeconomic l e v e l s . 

Regarding p a t t e r n s of m u l t i p l e drug use, the Commission found, 
as did the present study, t h a t the use of a l l other i l l e g a l drugs 
was h i g h e r than average among marijuana smokers and t h a t the con
sumption of c i g a r e t t e s and a l c o h o l i c beverages was a l s o p o s i t i v e l y 
a s s o c i a t e d with marijuana use. They f u r t h e r discovered t h a t mari
juana u s e r s tend a l s o to be h e a v i e r u s e r s of a number of l e g a l drugs 
not t r e a t e d i n the present study; namely, over-the-counter p r e s c r i p 
t i o n p a i n r e l i e v e r s , t e n s i o n r e l i e v e r s , s l e e p i n g p i l l s , and 
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s t i m u l a n t s . T h i s f i n d i n g gives f u r t h e r support to the notion 
presented i n Chapter 2 t h a t t h e r e i s a b a s i c p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r 
i s t i c which can be described as a propensity to use (or avoid the 
use "of) p s y c h o a c t i v e substances. 

The Commission not only attempted to desymbolize and demythol-
ogize the i s s u e of marijuana, they suggested i n c o n c l u s i o n t h a t i t 
be "deemphasized" as a s o c i a l problem. 

Considering the range of social concerns in con
temporary America, marijuana does not, in our considered 
judgement, rank very high...The existing social and legal 
policy is out of proportion to the individual and social 
harm engendered by the use of the drug. To replace it, 
we have attempted to design a suitable social policy, 
which we believe is fair, cautious, and attuned to the 
social realities of our time. (pp. 210-211) 

A second r e p o r t from the Commission, d e a l i n g w i t h a number of 
i l l e g a l drugs other than marijuana, i s due f o r r e l e a s e i n 1973. 
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Appendix A 

Methodological Issues: 
Representativeness 
and Validity 

T h i s appendix t r e a t s i n considerably more d e t a i l two important 
methodological i s s u e s a l r e a d y d i s c u s s e d i n Chapter 1, namely the 
question of whether the panel r e t a i n e d from the o r i g i n a l n a t i o n a l 
sample i s i n f a c t s t i l l r e p r e s e n t a t i v e , and whether the responses 
provided by our respondents concerning t h e i r own drug use were 
honest and v a l i d . 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE SAMPLE 

Because a l l of the data d i s c u s s e d in t h i s book are based on 
members of the sample who remained i n the study through the fourth 
data c o l l e c t i o n , i t i s reasonable to ask j u s t how r e p r e s e n t a t i v e 
the r e t a i n e d sample i s . As Table A - l i n d i c a t e s , 71% of the o r i g i n a l 
panel were s t i l l p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the study some three and one-half 
y e a r s a f t e r the i n i t i a l data c o l l e c t i o n . T h i s r e p r e s e n t s an e x c e l 
l e n t r e t e n t i o n r a t e for a panel study and, i t might be added, even 
compares favorably to many one-time c r o s s - s e c t i o n a l surveys. Never
t h e l e s s , there had s t i l l been a l o s s of 29%. 
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TABLE A - l 

P a n e l Retention Across Time 

Number of 
Respondents 

% of O r i g i n a l 
Sample (N=2277) 

% of Time 1 
P a n e l (N=2213) 

Time 1 (Fall ,.19 66) 2213 

Time 2 (Spring, 1968) 1886 

Time 3 ( S p r i n g , 1969) 1799 

Time 4 (Summer, 1970) 1571* 

97.2% 

82. 8% 

79.0% 

69.0% 

100X 

85.2% 

81.3% 

71.0% 

T h i s number excludes 49 respondents who were contacted v i a m a i l and 
were, t h e r e f o r e , not asked to provide drug information although they 
d i d p r o v i d e other data. A l l were i n m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e o v e r s e a s . 

Reasons for Loss from the Time 4 Panel 

Number of cases % of Loss 

Too f a r from I n t e r v i e w e r 187 29% 

Could Not Locate Address 83 13% 

Could Not Contact or Did 

Not Show Up 155 24% 

Refused ( a t Time 4 or e a r l i e r ) 205 32% 

Deceased 10 2% 

Reason Undetermined 2 
642 100% 
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Causes o f Panel A t t r i t i o n 

To e v a l u a t e the importance of th a t l o s s , i t i s necessary to 
understand the reasons f or panel a t t r i t i o n . Respondents who move 
present the most s e r i o u s problem f o r panel s t u d i e s . In t h i s study, 
our p o l i c y was to seek the continued p a r t i c i p a t i o n of a respondent 
as long as he r e s i d e d w i t h i n a f i f t y mile radius of any of our 
i n t e r v i e w e r s . Those who moved f a r t h e r were l o s t to the study. 
A l t o g e t h e r 42% of those l o s t from the panel e i t h e r moved out of 
range or could not be tracked down at new addresses. 

While a number of respondents l e f t the study of t h e i r own 
choosing, e i t h e r by d i r e c t l y withdrawing from the study a t some 
point or simply not showing up for a scheduled i n t e r v i e w , a number 
i n the l a t t e r group were undoubtedly l o s t due to other reasons. 
S i c k n e s s , h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n , imprisonment, and t r a v e l accounted f o r 
some. N e v e r t h e l e s s , moving out of range was probably the s i n g l e 
most important f a c t o r , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the year a f t e r high school 
when a number of young men were i n m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e overseas or i n 
remote a r e a s of the United S t a t e s . 

O v e r a l l , i t i s the impression of the i n v e s t i g a t o r s t h a t no 
major group has been so massively underrepresented i n the r e t a i n e d 
sample t h a t i t would s e r i o u s l y a f f e c t most population e s t i m a t e s . 
Table A-2, f o r example, compares the composition of the o r i g i n a l 
panel w i t h the composition of the r e t a i n e d panel along a number of 
important dimensions which a r e d i s c u s s e d l a t e r i n t h i s book. One 
can r e a d i l y see t h a t , with the exception of dropouts, the major 
subgroups on each v a r i a b l e continue to comprise very s i m i l a r 
p r o portions of the sample. Dropouts do d e c l i n e from an estimated 
18% of the o r i g i n a l sample to 10% of the r e t a i n e d group. 
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TABLE A-2 
Comparison of Che Retained Sample with the O r i g i n a l Sample 

Percentage Composition 
O r i g i n a l Sample Retained Sample 
(N = 2213**) (N = 1571) 

Region of the Country 
West 152 15% 
North C e n t r a l 31 31 
Northeast 23 23 
South 31 31 

Community S i z e 
R u r a l 24% 25% 
Small Town 19 19 
Small C i t y 15 14 
Medium C i t y 11 11 
Suburb 20 20 
Large C i t y 11 11 

Socioeconomic L e v e l 
a. Low 22% 20% 
b. 27 27 
c. 26 27 
d. 15 16 
e. High 7 8 

M i s s i n g Data 3 3 
I n t e l l i g e n c e (Quick T e s t ) 

a. Low 9% 8% 
b. 19 18 
c. 37 37 
d. 27 28 
e. High 8 9 

The r e t a i n e d sample on the f o u r t h data c o l l e c t i o n contained 73% of the o r i g i n a l 
responding sample, which i n turn was comprised of 97% of the I n d i v i d u a l s 
i n i t i a l l y asked to p a r t i c i p a t e . 

The weighted number of cases f or the o r i g i n a l and r e t a i n e d samples r e s p e c t i v e l y 
a r e 2519 and 1798. 
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Intactness of Family 
I n t a c t 80% 82% 
Broken by Death 8 7 
Broken by Divorce 13 11 

Race 
whites 87% 88% 
Blacks (Integrated Schl.) 3 3 
Blacks (Segregated-North) 3 3 
Blacks (Segregated-South) 6 6 
Others 2 1 

Delinquency (Self-Reported i n Tenth Grade); 
a. Low 22% 22% 
b. Medium 56 56 
c. High 22 22 

Hifih School Completion 
Stay-ins 82% 90% 
Dropouts 18+ 1 0 

+Based on d e t a i l e d estimates presented in Bachman (1971, p. 22) 
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E f f e c t s of Reweighting on Population E s t i m a t e s 

An e x t e n s i v e i n v e s t i g a t i o n was made to determine the e f f e c t s 
of d i f f e r e n t i a l l o s s r a t e s for v a r i o u s subgroups, such as dropouts. 
By reweighting the respondents i n each subgroup on a v a r i a b l e to 
achieve r e p r e s e n t a t i o n proportionate to t h a t observed i n the o r i g 
i n a l p anel, we were ab l e to c a l c u l a t e a d j u s t e d estimates of drug 
use i n the whole sample. The adjustments a l l turned out t o be 
extremely minor. For example, when we reestimated the percent 
using marijuana during high school by reweighting the subgroups 
according to l e v e l of education achieved (dropouts, high s c h o o l 
graduates, and c o l l e g e e n t r a n t s ) , we d e r i v e d a 22% usage r a t e f o r 
the e n t i r e sample i n s t e a d of the 21% uncorrected value. 

Table A-3 gi v e s the c o r r e c t e d and uncorrected usage l e v e l s on 
s e v e r a l drugs for which c o r r e c t i o n s were c a l c u l a t e d using 27 sub
groups.* The 2 7 subgroups are those which r e s u l t when the sample 
i s t r ichotomized on three d i f f e r e n t v a r i a b l e s simultaneously (a 3 x 
3 x 3 t a b l e r e s u l t s ) . The p a r t i c u l a r v a r i a b l e s were chosen because 
they were known to r e l a t e both to drug usage r a t e s and to non-
p a r t i c i p a t i o n r a t e s ; t h e r e f o r e , they would show the g r e a t e s t main 
e f f e c t s and perhaps be good candidates for any important i n t e r a c t i o n 
e f f e c t s r e s u l t i n g from the c o r r e c t i o n s . As Table A-3 i n d i c a t e s , 
the c o r r e c t i o n s i n .sample usage r a t e s emerging from t h i s complex 
c o r r e c t i o n procedure a r e very s m a l l . * * 

* I would l i k e to thank my c o l l e a g u e , P a t r i c k O'Malley, f o r 
c o n c e p t u a l i z i n g and running the analyses presented i n Table A-3. 

**One important assumption which u n d e r l i e s the i n f e r e n c e s made 
from Appendix A should be s t a t e d e x p l i c i t l y . we used the 
data from the comparable p a r t i c i p a n t s who stayed i n the study to 
estimate the drug use data we would have r e c e i v e d from those who 
l e f t the study. However, i f drug use i s i t s e l f somehow r e l a t e d to 
l e a v i n g the study, independently of i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to c o r r e c t i o n 
v a r i a b l e s , then the data from respondents would not a c c u r a t e l y 
r e p r e s e n t the non-respondents. I n t h i s appendix I have made the 
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TABLE A-3 

Reweighting Respondent Data to 
Correct for Di f ferent ia l Non-Participation 

Rates on Grades, Delinquency, and School Size 

Percent Using* 

Corrected Uncorrected Difference 

Marijuana Use After High School 19.3% 18.9% .4% 

Amphetamine Use During High School 10.4% 9.6% .8% 

Amphetamine Use After High School 14.5% 13.6% .9% 

Use of Any Serious Drug After High School 18.3% - 17.2% 1.1% 

Cigarette Use During High School 36.6% 34.7% 1.9% 

Cigarette Use After High School 41.1% 39.3% 1.8% 

Note: To create this tab le , the sample was divided into 27 subgroups by trichotomizing 
i t in each of three var iab les : academic grades at Time 1, total delinquency at 
Time 1, and s ize of high school attended. The Time 4 participants from each 
c e l l were reweighted to achieve the number of Time 1 respondents in that c e l l ; 
then new drug usage rates for the sample were calculated using the corrected 
c e l l n's and the observed usage rate in each c e l l . 

* Unlike most of the s t a t i s t i c s presented in th is volume, these numbers are based 
on unweighted data. There were 1521 respondents at Time 4 from whom we had 
data on a l l three independent var iab les . 
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E s t i m a t i n g R e l a t i o n s h i p s 

Two d i f f e r e n t types of e r r o r or f a l s e c o n c l u s i o n s are of 
concern as we t r y to a s s e s s the e f f e c t s of panel m o r t a l i t y on the 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s of a sample. The f i r s t , which was j u s t addressed, 
in v o l v e s estimates of population s t a t i s t i c s such as the percent 
using a drug. The second i n v o l v e s the accuracy with which we 
a s s e s s r e l a t i o n s h i p s between v a r i a b l e s . 

For i n s t a n c e , there i s a sharp negative r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
academic grades i n high school and marijuana smoking, i . e . , those 
with low grades use more. Those with low grades are a l s o more 
l i k e l y t o drop out of the study. The question, then, i s whether 
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y underrepresenting such people a t Time 4 a f f e c t s the 
shape ( d i r e c t i o n and s e v e r i t y ) of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between marijuana 
and grades as determined by f i g u r e s of the type used i n t h i s volume. 
The answer i s t h a t i t does not, as long as the p a r t i c i p a n t s from 
each grade category are reasonably r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the non-
p a r t i c i p a n t s from the same c a t e g o r i e s — a n assumption we do make. 
Only i f t h e r e were an i n t e r a c t i o n between grades and marijuana u s e — 
such as a disproportionate number of marijuana smokers with low 
grades who l e f t the study^—would the observed r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
grades and marijuana be a l t e r e d . * I f t h i s l a t t e r s i t u a t i o n i s 

assumption t h a t drug use i s not i t s e l f a cause of n o n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 
I b e l i e v e t h i s i s a reasonable assumption for a l l drug u s e r s except 
those who are a c t u a l l y addicted to drugs. S i n c e i t seems l i k e l y 
t h a t a c t u a l a d d i c t s c o n s t i t u t e an extremely small proportion of a l l 
drug u s e r s , estimates of user populations should not be changed 

s u b s t a n t i a l l y by the u n d e r - r e p r e s e n t a t i o n of such i n d i v i d u a l s , i f 
i t did occur. 

•Estimates of the explanatory power of a v a r i a b l e i n any given 
population (e.g., percent of v a r i a n c e explained) could be a f f e c t e d 
i n such a case, i n proportion to the s t r e n g t h of the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between the v a r i a b l e s and the degree of underrepresentation. How
ever, not a great d e a l of emphasis i s given to such s t a t i s t i c s i n 
t h i s volume. 
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r a t h e r r a r e , and we are assuming that i t i s , we can conclude t h a t 
the b a s i c shape of most r e l a t i o n s h i p s between p a i r s of v a r i a b l e s 
w i l l not be changed by d i f f e r e n t i a l a t t r i t i o n i n the various sub
groups . 

C o n c l u s i o n 

I n summary, then, a l l of the i n f e r e n t i a l data that we can b r i n g 
to bear on the question of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s suggests t h a t the 
sample upon which t h i s book i s based i s adequate to y i e l d q u i t e 
good e s t i m a t e s of population s t a t i s t i c s and the shapes of b a s i c 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Estimates of proportions of va r i a n c e explained by 
p a r t i c u l a r v a r i a b l e s i n the gener a l population may be somewhat 
b i a s e d ; but p r i m a r i l y f or v a r i a b l e s l i k e dropping out, where the 
people i n one c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of the v a r i a b l e are s e v e r e l y under-
r e p r e s e n t e d . Of the v a r i a b l e s examined i n t h i s book, dropping out 
i s the only one having very severe underrepresentation i n p a r t i c u l a r 
c a t e g o r i e s . 

VALIDITY OF THE SELF-REPORTED DRUG-USE DATA 

The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s of the sample i s but one p o t e n t i a l 
source of inaccuracy i n survey data. Another i s the v a l i d i t y of 
the information secured from respondents, i r r e s p e c t i v e of whether 
or not they c o n s t i t u t e a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e sample. 

Probably the major question to be r a i s e d about the v a l i d i t y 
of the drug data i s whether the respondents have honestly reported 
t h e i r own use of i l l e g a l drugs.. Since no s p e c i a l v a l i d i t y study 
was b u i l t i n t o t h i s survey, we again have to make i n f e r e n c e s from 
the s i t u a t i o n , the data themselves, and r e l e v a n t findings from 
other s t u d i e s . 
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The S i t u a t i o n 

The s i t u a t i o n i n which questions about drug use were to be 
presented to the respondents was a matter of some concern to the 
i n v e s t i g a t o r s , and a very conscious e f f o r t was made to f a c i l i t a t e 
honest responding. R e c a l l t h a t a l l questions s p e c i f i c a l l y concern
ing drugs were gathered a t the f o u r t h data c o l l e c t i o n a t a l o c a t i o n 
a f f o r d i n g maximum p r i v a c y . The respondent f i r s t r e c e i v e d a p e r s o n a l 
i n t e r v i e w which covered a wide range of s u b j e c t s , from h i s f e e l i n g s 
about n a t i o n a l problems to h i s personal plans f o r a c a r e e r and 
marriage. He then completed a lengthy q u e s t i o n n a i r e d e a l i n g with 
a wide a r r a y of a t t i t u d e s , v a l u e s , and a f f e c t i v e s t a t e s , a t the end 
of which he r e c e i v e d the s p e c i a l C o n f i d e n t i a l Information Question
n a i r e c o n t a i n i n g the questions on drugs. 

Respondents were f a m i l i a r w i t h t h i s instrument because they 
had f i l l e d out a C o n f i d e n t i a l Information Questionnaire on th r e e 
previous o c c a s i o n s . At those times i t contained a standard s e t of 
about tw e n t y - f i v e questions on delinquency. T h i s time i t began 
with the same s e t of delinquency questions which were then followed 
by four pages of questions on drugs. The f u l l q u e s t i o n n a i r e i s 
presented i n Appendix B. 

I t d i d not contain the respondent's name on i t anywhere, only 
a code number which he knew had been assigned to him. The i n t e r 
viewer handed him the C o n f i d e n t i a l Information Questionnaire along 
with a s m a l l envelope c o n t a i n i n g the same code number. The 
respondent was asked to read the d i r e c t i o n s on the cover and, upon 
completion of the q u e s t i o n n a i r e , to s e a l i t i n the small envelope 
him s e l f . He was then to p l a c e the s e a l e d envelope i n a l a r g e r 
m a i l i n g envelope along w i t h h i s other m a t e r i a l s . The m a i l i n g 
envelope was addressed to the Survey Research Center i n Ann Arbor. 
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The i n t e r v i e w e r ' s l a s t statement before having the respondent 
begin the q u e s t i o n n a i r e was, "Let me remind you once again t h a t 
your answers are strictly private." The i n t e r v i e w e r was then 
i n s t r u c t e d to s i t where she could not see what the respondent was 
w r i t i n g . 

The respondent f i r s t read an i n t r o d u c t i o n to the whole ques
t i o n n a i r e which was intended to f u r t h e r assure him of the 
c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y of h i s information and of the importance of honest 
answers. (See Appendix B f o r the exact i n s t r u c t i o n s . ) After 
completing twenty-one questions on a wide v a r i e t y of delinquent 
b e h a v i o r s , he then r e c e i v e d t he short statement given below, which 
introduced him to the s e c t i o n dealing with drugs. 

The rest of this questionnaire deals with drugs. 
There is a lot of talk, but very little accurate 
information about drugs. We need to learn much more 
about the actual experiences and attitudes of young 
men your age. 

We hope you will answer all of these questions. 
However, if you find a question which you cannot 
answer honestly, we would prefer that you leave it 
blank. 

Remember, your answers will never be connected 
with your name -- they are put into a form which 
cannot be traced back to you as an individual-

We encouraged respondents to omit answers r a t h e r than l i e so 
t h a t we could a s s e s s the number who were u n w i l l i n g to answer such 
i n f o r m a t i o n and so t h a t d i s h o n e s t answers would not be confounded 
w i t h honest ones. The reader must judge for h i m s e l f whether he 
th i n k s t h e s i t u a t i o n i s one which would evoke honest answering, or 
a t l e a s t a w i l l i n g n e s s to r e f r a i n from answering r a t h e r than l y i n g 
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Findings Relevant to the V a l i d i t y of the Answers 

One p a r t i c u l a r l y important type of f i n d i n g i n l i g h t of the 
above i n s t r u c t i o n s , i s the non-response r a t e obtained on the ques
t i o n s concerning drug use. The r e s u l t s , f o r t u n a t e l y , are very 
encouraging. For the ten questions asking about the respondent's 
own drug use, the average percentage of non-respondents i s 1.55%. 
The average missing data f o r the four q u e s t i o n s concerning the use 
of l e g a l drugs (alcohol and c i g a r e t t e s ) about which there should be 
l e s s m o tivation to l i e , was .also e x a c t l y 1.55%. Furthermore, t h i s 
l e v e l of missing data i s j u s t about .average f o r the whole drug 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e and for the other q u e s t i o n n a i r e s d e a l i n g with e n t i r e l y 
u n r e l a t e d i s s u e s . Thus, we must conclude e i t h e r t h a t (a) the 
respondents as a group were being as coopera t i v e i n prov i d i n g t h i s 
s e n s i t i v e information as they were i n prov i d i n g most other t y p e s , 
or t h a t (b) all who f e l t they could not be honest were i n t e n t i o n 
a l l y and t o t a l l y ignoring the i n s t r u c t i o n s to leave these q u e s t i o n s 
blank. The f a c t t h a t the missing data percentages are so t y p i c a l , 
even g i v e n the s p e c i a l i n s t r u c t i o n s , i n c l i n e s me toward the former 
exp l a n a t i o n . 

Another f i n d i n g which tends to b o l s t e r our confidence i n the 
v a l i d i t y of these data i s t h a t a very s u b s t a n t i a l percent do admit 
to using at l e a s t one of the f i v e i l l e g a l drugs a t some time. 
Close to 40% admit using one of them a t l e a s t once. I f we assume 
tha t people who would admit to using one i l l e g a l drug would 
probably admit to a l l t h a t they have t r i e d , then we might reason
ably deduce t h a t a t l e a s t t h i s 40% have s u p p l i e d v a l i d data on a l l 
of t h e i r drug—use questions. 

As i n d i c a t e d i n Chapter 3, the a t t i t u d e s of most of t h i s 
p opulation of young men toward i l l e g a l drugs turn out to be 
c o n s e r v a t i v e enough t h a t we would r e a l l y not expect more than 40% 
to have used any of them. Assuming t h a t the a t t i t u d i n a l data are 
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themselves v a l i d (there would seem no i n c e n t i v e for respondents to 
i n t e n t i o n a l l y b i a s them under non f a c e - t o - f a c e c o n d i t i o n s ) , we have 
one more piece of evidence t h a t the drug-use data are a l s o v a l i d . 

Another type of f i n d i n g which r e f l e c t s on the v a l i d i t y of the 
drug use measures concerns t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p to other v a r i a b l e s . 
A measure i s s a i d to have c o n s t r u c t v a l i d i t y when i t r e l a t e s i n 
expected ways to measures of other concepts. I n chapters 4, 5, and 
7, we show th a t our measures of drug use bear a strong r e l a t i o n s h i p 
to a number of other v a r i a b l e s and i n ways that have been hypothe
s i z e d or r e p l i c a t e d by other i n v e s t i g a t o r s . Each drug—use measure 
a l s o shows a very strong r e l a t i o n s h i p to reported usage of the same 
drug by f r i e n d s , as we would expect. ( I n f a c t , f r i e n d s ' usage has 
been used by some i n v e s t i g a t o r s as a surrogate f o r own usage, based 
on the assumption t h a t i t would e l i c i t more honest responding.) 
Thus we have some r a t h e r impressive evidence of the c o n s t r u c t 
v a l i d i t y of our measures. 

Other S t u d i e s on V a l i d i t y and R e l i a b i l i t y 

Although no study of v a l i d i t y was b u i l t i n t o t h i s survey, two 
other survey s t u d i e s of a s i m i l a r nature did have such components. 
The most r e l e v a n t was reported by Josephson, Haberman, and Zanes 
(1971) and was conducted i n p r e p a r a t i o n for the survey by E l i n s o n , 
mentioned i n Chapter 1. 

Roughly 1,000 students i n two metropolitan E a s t Coast high 
schools were administered drug q u e s t i o n n a i r e s with v a r y i n g degrees 
of anonymity. One v e r s i o n was t o t a l l y anonymous, one v e r s i o n 
contained a coded number based on the respondent's name and b i r t h -
date, and the t h i r d v e r s i o n contained the respondent's name. To 
the s u r p r i s e of the i n v e s t i g a t o r s , the s i t u a t i o n providing the 
g r e a t e s t anonymity did not y i e l d the most s e l f - r e p o r t e d usage. I f 
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anything, complete anonymity may have reduced the honesty of 
r e p o r t i n g , s i n c e t h a t group reported the l e a s t usage of the t h r e e 
randomly chosen groups. I n any case, i t would appear from t h e i r 
f i n d i n g s t h a t the absence of complete anonymity i n our own study 
was not a handicap and, i n f a c t , may have f a c i l i t a t e d honesty i n 
responding.* 

Those i n v e s t i g a t o r s a l s o reported some evidence for the 
r e l i a b i l i t y of t h i s data, a t l e a s t at the aggregated l e v e l . 
They r e - i n t e r v i e w e d 205 students a t one school two weeks a f t e r the 
i n i t i a l i n t e r v i e w and found almost i d e n t i c a l proportions r e p o r t i n g 
v a r y i n g amounts of marijuana use. 

Another study (Gold, 1970), which i s d e s c r i b e d i n more d e t a i l 
i n Chapter 7, i n d i c a t e d t h a t the l a r g e m a j o r i t y of a d o l e s c e n t s who 
were i d e n t i f i e d as unapprehended j u v e n i l e offenders admitted such 
o f f e n s e s to i n t e r v i e w e r s . While the questions were not s p e c i f i c 
to drug use, a wide range of other i l l e g a l a c t i v i t i e s was i n v o l v e d 
i n the i n t e r v i e w . Gold found l i t t l e evidence of d i f f e r e n t i a l 
" t r u t h t e l l i n g " by r a c e or socioeconomic l e v e l . * * 

*One might c o n j e c t u r e from these f i n d i n g s t h a t dishonesty i n 
the d i r e c t i o n of exaggerating drug use may be i n v o l v e d when the 
respondent i s i d e n t i f i e d . However, a q u e s t i o n asking about use of 
a f i c t i t i o u s drug was included to check f o r such a p o s s i b i l i t y ; and 
i t drew an a f f i r m a t i v e response from l e s s than 1% of the sample, 
y i e l d i n g l i t t l e evidence of exaggeration. Other s t u d i e s have 
turned up s i m i l a r f i n d i n g s using f i c t i t i o u s , but p l a u s i b l e sound
ing, drug names. 

**Gold i s now undertaking a second v a l i d i t y study on s e l f -
r e s p e c t o f delinquent behavior, and i t w i l l i n c l u d e drug-use among 
the v a l i d a t e d v a r i a b l e s . 
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Conclusion 

The major c o n c l u s i o n we draw then, both from our own f i n d i n g s 
and from the most r e l e v a n t f i n d i n g s of o t h e r s , i s th a t the informa
t i o n g i v e n by our respondents concerning drug use was probably 
q u i t e h o n e s t l y reported. L i k e most major s t u d i e s on the s u b j e c t , 
we cannot q u a n t i f y the v a l i d i t y of the data nor say for c e r t a i n 
t h a t i t i s extremely a c c u r a t e , but a l l i n f e r e n t i a l evidence we 
have brought to bear seems to be encouraging. 
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A p p e n d i x B 

Confidential Information 
Questionnaire 

Your code number: 

PART J 

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

The questions on the next three pages deal with a part of young men's 
l i v e s we don't know very much about — the things they do which may be 
against the rules or against the law. The questions here are about things 
other young men have told us they've done which could get them into trouble. 

Some of these things may be d i f f i c u l t for you to answer; they may be 
things you've told very few people. But, i f we're going to understand young 
men a l l across the country, then each person must answer as honestly as he 
can. 

J u s t as before, no one outside the research s t a f f w i l l see your answers. 
This sheet w i l l have only a number to i d e n t i f y i t and your name w i l l not be 
used with i t . When these questionnaires are received, the information i s 
put into a form which can never be traced back to you as ?n -individual. 

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE, PLACE IT IN THE SPECIAL 
ENVELOPE AND SEAL IT. REMEMBER, EVERYTHING YOU WRITE DOWN IS COMPLETELY 
CONFIDENTIAL — NOT EVEN THE INTERVIEWER WILL SEE YOUR ANSWERS 1 

246 



Here are a number of things which you might do that could get you 
int o trouble. Please t e l l us how many times you have done these things 
i n the l a s t year. For each question, put a check in the box next to 
the answer that i s true for you. 

(CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE) In the l a s t year, how 
often have you done t h i s ? 

o B <r V u 
U U CJ 01 CO O O -H U > a c ai 

i f ) cn f i o 55 

( D ( 2 ) C 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 

(9:16) l . Gotten into a serious fight i n school or at work . . - O O O O O 
(9:17) 2. Taken something not belonging to you worth under $50 .Q Q G Q Q 

(9:18) 3. Went onto someone's land or into some house or building 

when you weren't supposed to be there D D D D D 

(9:]91 4 . S e t f £ r e to someone e l s e ' s property on purpose . . . - 0 0 0 0 0 

(9:20) 5, Gotten something by t e l l i n g a person something bad 

would happen to him i f you didn't get what you wanted.O O O O O 

(9:21) 6. Argued or had a fight with e i t h e r of your parents. . - O O O O O 
(9:^2) 7. Run away from home O O O O O 
(9:23) 8. Gotten into trouble with police because of something 

you did O O O O O 
(9:24) 9, Hurt someone badly enough to need bandages or a 

doctor O O O O O 
(9:25) 10. Damaged school property on purpose O D O O O 
(9:26) i i . Taken something from a store without paying for i t . - O O O O O 
(9:27) 12. Hit an i n s t r u c t o r or supervisor O O O O O 
(9:28) 13, Drunk beer or liquor without parents' permission . . - O D O O O 
(9:29) 14. Hit your father D O O O D 
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In the l a s t year, how 
often have you done t h i s ? 

ai 
S 

-rl W 
i-l 01 

B 
» "H 
O 
S 

tJ M O 41 01 
O O r> u > 

S C O ) 
u-l n H O 55 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 

(9:30) 15. Taken a car that didn't belong to someone i n your 
family without permission of the owner L J L J L J L J L J 

(9:31) 16. Taken an expensive part of a car without permission 
of the owner U • • U • 

(9:32) 17. Taken part i n a fight where a bunch of your friends 

are against another bunch I—II—II—II—II—I 

(9:33) 18. Hit your mother • • • • • 

(9:34) 19. Taken something not belonging to you worth over $50 

(9:35) 20. Taken an inexpensive part of a car without permission 
of the owner U U U U U 

(9:36) 21. Used a knife or gun or some other thing ( l i k e a club) 
to get something from a person .1—I I—II—I '—II—I 
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The r e s t of t h i s questionnaire deals v i t h drugs. There i s a l o t 
of t a l k , but very l i t t l e accurate information about drugs. We need to 
lear n much more about the actual experiences and attitudes of young men 
your age. 

We hope you w i l l answer a l l of these questions. However, i f you 
find a question which you cannot answer honestly, we would prefer that 
you leave i t blank. 

Remember, your answers w i l l never be connected with your name — 
they are put into a form which cannot be traced back to you as an i n d i 
v i d u a l . 

(CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE) 
3 u v at (0 •H CD B H-J C 

r-j o O o 
22. How many of your friends would < x m < 5 5 

you estimate: ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 

(9:37) ( a ) Smoke c i g a r e t t e s • • • • • 
(9:38) (b) Smoke marijuana (pot, grass) or hashish D D D D D 
(9:39) ( c ) Take amphetamines (pep p i l l s , bennies, speed, 

uppers) • • n • • 
(9:40) (d) Take barbiturates (yellow j a c k e t s , red d e v i l s , 

downers) • • • • • 
(9:41) ( e ) Take heroin (smack, horse, "H") • • • • • 
(9:42) ( f ) Take hallucinogens (LSD, mescaline, peyote, 

etc.) • • • • • 
(9:43) ( g ) Drink a l c o h o l i c beverages (liquor, beer, wine) 
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j : (-1 M 01 c n CJ o 0) 
a s (-> 

a) n « ra 01 
- e 

0) 
SN 

0) 
>. o CJ n U 
u •H •H •H 41 a 0] a > -u •u 0) 
41 E rJ •H 1-1 >. 0 o AJ o rH u at cu O 0) CD ra u u •H o > c c 1 c 01 

2 o o cn o 

(9:44) (a) 
(9:45) (b) 
(9:46) Cc) 

(9:47) (d) 

(9:48) (c) 
(9:49) ( f ) 

(9:50) (g) 

23. How often have you done t h i s during part 
or a l l of the l a s t year for other than 
medical reasons? ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) 

Smoked marijuana (pot, grass) or hashish. . • Q D O C LT1 Lj 

Taken amphetamines (pep p i l l s , bennies, 
speed, uppers) • • • • • • 
Taken barbiturates (yellow j a c k e t s , red 
d e v i l s , downers) • • • • • • 
Taken heroin (smack, horse, "H") • • • • • • 
Taken hallucinogens (LSD, mescaline, 
peyote, etc.) • • • • • • 

Xi 

a> c n 
0) o 0) 
> a u >> « 

Id (S Q 0 IB 
0) 01 01 fy, CJ U tCj CJ U TH -H TH 

OI 3 a w a 
> u -M 41 J J « a 

VJ Vi -H H o o *-> o rH M 
H t l 0) O 41 Ot 

24. Previous to t h i s past year (that i s , before 3 c c V c £ 
l a s t summer), how often had you done t h i s 5= o m o z 
for other than medical reasons? ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) 

(9:51) (a) Smoked c i g a r e t t e s • • • • • • 
(9:52) (b) Smoked marijuana (pot, grass) or hashish. . • Q Q H Q Q G 
(9:53) ( c ) Taken amphetamines (pep p i l l , bennies, 

speed, uppers) O O Q Q O L D 
(9:54) (d) Taken barbiturates (yellow j a c k e t s , red 

d e v i l s , downers) • • • • • • 
(9:55) ( e ) Taken heroin (smack, horse, "H") • • • • • • 
(9:56) ( f ) Taken hallucinogens (LSD, mescaline, 

peyote, etc.) • • • U • • 
(9:57) (g) 0 s e d a l c o h o l i c beverages (liquor, beer, wine) H Q [ ] H [ ] Q 
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People d i f f e r ln how they f e e l about individuals doing cer t a i n 
things. How do you f e e l about people your age doing each of the 
following things? 

iCHECK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE) 

at 
> 
o 

CD t-i 
> a. O o . 
M CO n O. M CO 
D. J J •H 
n) 3 

ai v
e
 - o 

c o >, 
rH M rH 

> rH a. 10 
e o 11 cx C 
0 u eg nt o 
Wi o . U-l ca t-1 
4J a -H u cn < H O w 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 

(9:58) 25. Smoking one or more packs of cig a r e t t e s 

per day O O • • • 
(9:59) 26. Trying marijuana (pot, grass) once or twice .DDI I O HI 

(9:60) 27. Smoking marijuana occasionally OOOOO 
(9:61) 28. Smoking marijuana regularly riDDOD 
(9:62) 29. Trying LSD once or twice • • D G G 

(9:63) 30. Taking LSD regularly GGGDG 
(9:64) 31, Trying heroin (smack, horse, "H") once or 

twice . GGGGG 
(9:65) 32. Taking heroin occasionally GDDDD 
(9:66) 33. Taking heroin regularly DOGGO 
(9:67) 34. Trying a barbiturate (yellow j a c k e t , red 

d e v i l , downer) once or twice. . . GOGOO 
(9:68) 35. Taking barbiturates regularly OODOQ 
(9:69) 36. Trying an amphetamine (pep p i l l , bennie, 

speed, upper) once or twice Q Q G Q 

(9:70) 37. Taking amphetamines regularly GOOOO 
(9:71) 38. Trying al c o h o l i c beverages (liquor, beer, 

wine) once or twice ODOOG 
(9:72) 39. Drinking al c o h o l i c beverages regularly. . . -GOGOO 

a 
x 
H M 

Pi < QS 
C/J < 

H r J 
- M 

H 3 
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(9:73) 40. How d i f f i c u l t do you think i t would be for you to get marijuana 
(pot, grass) i f you wanted some? 

• (1) Probably impossible 
• (2) Very d i f f i c u l t 
• (3) F a i r l y d i f f i c u l t 
• (4) F a i r l y easy 
• (5) Very easy 

(9:74) 41. How d i f f i c u l t do you think i t would be for you to get heroin 
= ^ = = (horse, "H") i f you wanted some? 

• CD Probably impossible 
• (2) Very d i f f i c u l t 
• (3) F a i r l y d i f f i c u l t 
• (4) F a i r l y easy 
• (5) Very easy 

co >. 
4 2 . I f you found yourself "hooked" on a drug or otherwise .JJJ £3 

needed help related to drugs, would you be l i k e l y to 
turn to any of the following sources for help? ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) 

(10:16) (a) Father or mother • • O 

(10:17) (b) S i s t e r or brother • • • 

(10:18) ( c ) Other r e l a t i v e f ~ l • l ~ l 

(10:19) (d) A friend your age • • • 

(10:20) ( e ) Doctor • • • 

(10:21) ( f ) A drug c l i n i c • • • 

(10:22) (g) Counselor where you work or go to school O D I I 

(10:23) (h) A teacher or supervisor • • • 

(10:24) ( i ) Minister, p r i e s t , or rabbi ["1 (• l ~ l 

(10:25) ( j ) Other (PLEASE WRITE IN) . . . . Q n r~| 

(10:26) (k) Other (PLEASE WRITE IN) _ . . . • • • FI 

- READ INSTRUCTIONS ON BACK COVER -
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INSTRUCTIONS 

Now place t h i s questionnaire i n the small 
envelope, s e a l i t , and place i t into the large 
mailing envelope. DO NOT SEAL the large mailing 
envelope yet. T e l l the interviewer that you 
have finished and are now ready for the next step. 



Appendix C 

Multivariate Summary 
Statistics 

The r e s u l t s of the M u l t i p l e C l a s s i f i c a t i o n Analyses, i n which 
the e f f e c t s of each v a r i a b l e have been adjusted to estimate what 
they would have been " i f other things were equal," have been d i s 
cussed throughout Chapters 4, 5, and 6; and the a d j u s t e d subgroup 
usage l e v e l s r e s u l t i n g from those a n a l y s e s have been i n d i c a t e d by 
c a r a t s i n the bar graphs.* The summary s t a t i s t i c s r e s u l t i n g 
from the MCA runs reported i n those chapters are presented here. 

The t a b l e s i n t h i s appendix give (1) the percent of v a r i a n c e 
explained by each independent v a r i a b l e taken alone i n p r e d i c t i n g 
to the use of each drug ( E t a ) , (2) an estimate of the percent of 
variance which would be e x p l a i n e d by each independent v a r i a b l e 
taken alone if the other independent v a r i a b l e s i n the s e t were 

2 
u n c o r r e l a t e d with i t (Beta ) , and (3) the percent of v a r i a n c e 
accounted f o r by the whole s e t of independent v a r i a b l e s p r e d i c t i n g 

2 
to each drug, a f t e r a d j u s t i n g f o r degrees of freedom (R , a d j u s t e d ) . 

*For an overview of the r a t i o n a l e of the MCA procedure, see 
the s e c t i o n e n t i t l e d " I n t r o d u c t i o n to a M u l t i v a r i a t e A n a l y s i s 
Technique: MCA" a t the beginning of Chapter 4. 
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D i f f e r e n c e s i n usage between subgroups have been emphasized i n t h e 
t e x t , s i n c e t h e y are more e a s i l y understood t h a n summary s t a t i s t i c s . 
W i t h them, one cannot o n l y know what t h e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e , b u t can 
make an i n t u i t i v e judgment as t o t h e i r i m p o r t a n c e . F u r t h e r m o r e , 
summary s t a t i s t i c s have t h e d i s a d v a n t a g e t h a t t h e y are i n f l u e n c e d 
h e a v i l y by t h e number o f cases i n subgroups and by t h e skewness o f 
t h e v a r i a b l e i n q u e s t i o n . * 

N e v e r t h e l e s s , t h e s e s t a t i s t i c s do r e p r e s e n t what t h e y are 
i n t e n d e d t o r e p r e s e n t ; namely, t h e p e r c e n t o f v a r i a n c e accounted 
f o r i n a normal p o p u l a t i o n o f young men when p r e d i c t i n g t o a 
dichotomous drug use v a r i a b l e ( e . g . , use v s . non-use o f m a r i j u a n a ) . 
From them we can f i n d e v idence o f r e d u c t i o n o f e f f e c t s due t o 

2 
c o n t r o l l i n g f o r o t h e r t h i n g s (when the Beta i s s u b s t a n t i a l l y lower 

2 
t h a n Eta ) and t h e a u gmentation (unmasking) o f e f f e c t s due t o 

2 
c o n t r o l l i n g f o r o t h e r t h i n g s (when t h e Beta i s l a r g e r t h a n t h e 

2 
Eta ) . And, o f c o u r s e , t h e y t e l l us the t o t a l v a r i a n c e we can 
account f o r w i t h any p a r t i c u l a r s e t o f independent v a r i a b l e s , o r 
t h e amount by which we can i n c r e a s e t h e e x p l a i n e d v a r i a n c e by add
i n g a d d i t i o n a l v a r i a b l e s t o t h e s e t . 

T a b l e s C-1 t h r o u g h C-3 g i v e t h e summary s t a t i s t i c s r e s u l t i n g 
f r o m t h e MCA runs r e p o r t e d i n Chapters 4 t h r o u g h 6 r e s p e c t i v e l y . 
Note t h a t Tables C-1 and C-3 d e a l w i t h drug use after h i g h s c h o o l 
w h i l e C-2 i n v o l v e s drug use during h i g h s c h o o l . I n Table C-3 t h e 
v a r i a b l e s l a b e l e d " s c h o o l s i z e " and " u r b a n i c i t y " are s l i g h t l y l e s s 

*Thus, even i f a group i s h i g h l y d e v i a n t i n d r u g use, i t can
n o t e x p l a i n much v a r i a n c e u n l e s s i t has a s u b s t a n t i a l number o f 
cases i n i t — e v e n though one may judge t h e d i f f e r e n c e t o be i mpor
t a n t i n t e r m s o f i n c r e a s i n g our u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e phenomenon. 
And w i t h a h i g h l y skewed dichotomous v a r i a b l e (as are most o f our 
drug-use v a r i a b l e s ) t h e r e i s a • t h e o r e t i c a l l i m i t on t h e p e r c e n t o f 
v a r i a n c e w h i c h can be accounted f o r u s i n g a more n o r m a l l y d i s t r i b u t e d 
p r e d i c t o r (as are most o f o u r p r e d i c t o r s ) . 
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TABLE C-1 
Multivariate Analysis (MCA) Predicting to the Use 

of Each Drug i n the Year After High School 
Using Background Variables 

Marij uana* Hallucinogens* Amphetamines* 

Predictor Set Eta 2 Beta 2 Eta 2 Beta 2 Eta 2 Beta 2 

Socioeconomic Level .023 .012 .018 .008 .011 .008 

Intelligence (QT) .012 .006 .024 .016 .005 .005 

Region .040 .027 .016 .010 .014 .009 

Urbanicity .032 .013 .018 .013 .026 .024 

Race/Region/Segregation .008 .011 .003 .005 .002 .005 

Broken Home .008 .007 .002 .002 .002 .001 

Mover at Some Time .004 .001 .000 .001 .005 .003 

R (adj.) .279 .219 .200 

R 2 (adj.) .078 .048 .040 

Percent Variance 
Explained .093 .064 .056 
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Table C-1 Cont'd 

Barbiturates* Heroin* Alcohol** Cigarettes** 

Predictor Set Eta 2 Beta 2 Eta 2 Beta2 Eta 2 Beta 2 Eta 2 Beta 2 

Socioeconomic Level .009 .008 .008 .008 .003 .003 .010 .009 
Intelligence (QT) .003 .002 .011 .006 .002 .002 .008 .006 
Region .008 .005 .001 .001 .001 .001 .013 .017 
Urbanicity .017 .016 .006 .004 .008 .009 .002 .005 
Race/Region/Segregation .009 .010 .019 .015 .005 .003 .008 .010 
Broken Home .004 .001 .000 .001 .000 .000 .001 .001 
Mover at Some Time .005 .002 .004 .003 .001 .002 .004 .003 

R (adj3 .174 .152 .047 .175 
R2 (adj.) .030 .023 .002 .031 

Percent Variance 
Explained .046 .039 .018 .046 

* The dependent variable ie a dichotomy Cany use vs. non-use). 
** The dependent variable i s a dichotomy (regular use vs. not regular use). 
Eixfi i s the explained sum of squares unadjusted from a one-way analysis of variance. 
Beta2 is the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other variables. 
R (adjusted) Is the multiple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom. 

(adjusted) indicates the proportion of variance i n the dependent variable explained 
by a l l predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom. 

Percent Variance Explained i s the percentage of variance i n the dependent variable 
explained by a l l predictors together with no correction for degrees of freedom. 
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TABLE C-2 

Multivariate Analysis (MCA) Predicting to the Use 
of Each Drug During High School 

Using Background and School Experience Variables 

* 
Marijuana 

* 
Hallucinogens Amphetamines 

Predictor Set ^ 2 Eta Beta 2 2 
Eta 4 

2 
Beta Eta 2 2 

Beta 

Socioeconomic Level .008 .007 .005 .003 .007 .005 

Intelligence (QT) .003 .004 .008 .006 .003 .001 

Region .031 .025 .011 .008 .017 .013 
Urbanicity .024 .025+ .012 .016+ .024 .011 + 

Race/Region/Segregation .010 .014 .003 .004 .003 .006 

Course of Study .002 .004 ,007 .009 .002 .002 

Grades .011 .012 .006 .009 .014 .013 

School Size .037 .073+ .013 .031 .018 .009 

No. of Extracurriculars .005 .001 .002 .001 .007 .001 

R (adj.) .274 .182 .206 

R2 (adj.) .075 .033 -042 

Percent Variance 
Explained .100 .059 .067 
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TABLE C-2 (CONT'D) 

Barbiturates Heroin Alcohol Cigarettes 

Predictor Set Eta 2 Beta 2 2 
Eta 4 

2 
Beta Eta 2 Beta 2 Eta 2 

Beta 4 

Socioeconomic Level .006 .002 .006 .003 .010 .003 .017 .006 
Inte l l i g e n c e (QT) .007 .001 .029 .007 .007 .003 .007 .005 
Region .012 .011 .004 .001 .002 .007 .015 .028 

Urbanicity .022 .015"1 .009 .001 + .012 .024 .006 .014 

Race/Region/Segregation .019 .016 .061 .047 .001 .004 .004 .005 

Course of Study .005 .008 .002 .004 .019 .009 .039 .021 

Grades .017 .013 .009 .008 .021 .016 .056 .033 

School Size .013 .013 .006 .002 .010 .006 .002 .007 

No. of Extracurriculars .010 .004 .006 .003 .001 .001 .032 .006 

R (adj.) .239 ,248 .176 316 

R2 (adj.) .057 .061 .031 • 100 

Percent Variance 
Explained .082 .086 .056 124 

* The dependent variable i s a dichotomy (any use vs. non-use). 
t A The dependent variable i s a dichotomy (regular use vs. not regular use). 

2 
Eta i s the explained sum of squares unadjusted from a one-way analysis of variance. 

2 
Beta i s the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other variables. 
R i s the multiple correlation c o e f f i c i e n t corrected for degrees of freedom. 2 
R indicates the proportion of variance i n the dependent variable explained by a l l 

predictors together after correcting f o r degrees of freedom. 
Percent Variance Explained i s the percentage of variance i n the dependent variable 

explained by a l l predictors together with no correction for degrees of freedom. 
+ The shape of the relationship Is changed. 
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TABLE C-3 

Multivariate Analysis (MCA) Predicting to the Use 
of Each Drug i n the Year After High School 

Using Background, School Experience, 
and Post-High School Environment 

Marijuana* Hallucinogens* Amphetamines* 

Prediatoi' Set Eta 2 2 
Beta Eta 2 2 

Beta 
2 

Eta 
2 

Beta 

Socioeconomic Level .021 .013 .021 .013 .015 .014 

Intelligence (QT) .009 .006 .023 .018 .005 .004 
Region .034 .036 .013 .010 .012 .010 

Urbanicity .022 .003 .013 .001 .014 .004 

Race/Region/Segregation .008 .016 .003 .004 .002 .003 

Course of Study .014 .011 .006 ,004 ,004 .003 

Grades .006 .011 .004 .004 .009 .009 

School Size .026 .017 .011 .003 .011 .002 

No. of Extracurriculars .000 .001 .003 .002 .005 .005 

Environmental Status .009 .007 .016 .018 .011 .013 

R (adj.) .285 .239 .205 

R2 (adj.) .081 .057 .042 

Percent Variance 
Explained .107 .084 .069 
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TABLE C-3 (CONT'D) 

Barbiturates* Heroin* Alcohol** Cigarettes** 

Predictor Set Eta 2 Beta 2 Eta 2 Beta 2 Eta 2 2 
Beta Eta 2 2 

Beta 

Socioeconomic Level .010 .009 .009 .010 .004 .006 .009 .007 

In t e l l i g e n c e (QT) .003 .002 .018 .006 .001 .001 .004 .004 

Region .009 .011 .002 .001 .001 .003 .016 .022 

Urbanicity .010 .008 .007 .002 .007 .013 .000 .002 

Race/Region/Segregation ..006 .004 .027 .020 .005 .004 .005 .005 

Course of Study .007 .007 .006 .006 .003 .003 .027 .004 

Grades .021 .017 .018 .013 .014 .015 .043 .013 

School Size .013 .023 .004 .001 .006 .004 .003 .007 

No. of Extracurriculars .006 .004 .002 .001 .001 .006 .014 .001 

Environmental Status .015 .008 .011 .006 .013 .013 .086 .077 

R (adj .) 

R2 (adj.) 

Percent Variance 
Explained 

.218 .207 

.048 .043 

.075 .070 

.146 .336 

.021 .113 

.049 .138 

* The dependent variable i s a dichotomy (any use vs. non-use). 
** The dependent variable is a dichotomy (regular use vs. not regular use), 

2 
Eta i s the explained sum of squares unadjusted from a one-way analysis of variance. 
Beta i s the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other variables. 
P i s the m u l t i p l e correlation c o e f f i c i e n t corrected for degrees of freedom. 
2 

R indicates the proportion of variance i n the dependent variable explained by a l l 
predictors together a f t e r correcting for degrees of freedom. 

Percent Variance Explained i s the percentage of variance i n the dependent variable 
explained by a l l predictors together with no correction for degrees of freedom. 
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r e f i n e d v e r s i o n s o f t h e v a r i a b l e s o f t h e same names d i s c u s s e d i n 
Chapters 4 and 5. The more r e f i n e d v e r s i o n s were used i n Tabl e s 
C-1 and C-2. 
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Appendix D 

Estimates 
of Sampling Error* 

As r e p o r t e d i n Chapter 1 , t h e sample f o r t h i s study was s e l e c t e d 
i n t h r e e s t a g e s . Stage one c o n s i s t e d o f t h e Survey Research Center's 
n a t i o n a l sample o f c o u n t i e s and m e t r o p o l i t a n areas s e l e c t e d f r o m 
each o f 88 s t r a t a . Stage two i n v o l v e d s e l e c t i n g one s c h o o l f r o m 
each such county o r m e t r o p o l i t a n area. ( I n one area s e v e r a l a t t e m p t s 
were u n s u c c e s s f u l i n l o c a t i n g a school w i l l i n g t o p a r t i c i p a t e ; t h e r e 
f o r e , i t was necessary t o o m i t t h i s area and proceed w i t h 87 s c h o o l s . ) 
F i n a l l y , s t a g e t h r e e c o n s i s t e d o f randomly s e l e c t i n g about 2 5 boys 
f r o m each s c h o o l . * * 

Given t h i s t y p e o f c l u s t e r e d and s t r a t i f i e d sample d e s i g n , i t 
i s n o t a p p r o p r i a t e t o a p p l y t h e s t a n d a r d , s i m p l e random sampling 
f o r m u l a s t o o b t a i n e s t i m a t e s o f sampling e r r o r s . The use o f these 
f o r m u l a s w i l l almost always u n d e r s t a t e t h e a c t u a l sampling e r r o r s . 

* T h i s appendix i s an a d a p t a t i o n o f one w r i t t e n by M a r t i n 
F r a n k e l , Sampling S e c t i o n , Survey Research Center, f o r Bachman, 
e t a l . (1971) . 

**We are g r a t e f u l t o L e s l i e K i s h and I r e n e Hess f o r d e v e l o p i n g 
t h e s a m p l i n g procedure used i n t h i s s t u d y . 
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One measure o f t h i s u n d e r s t a t e m e n t i s t h e d e s i g n e f f e c t (DEFF). 
For each sample e s t i m a t e , t h e d e s i g n e f f e c t i s t h e square o f t h e 
r a t i o o f a c t u a l s t a n d a r d e r r o r t o t h e expected s t a n d a r d e r r o r o f t h e 
e s t i m a t e f r o m a s i m p l e random sample o f the same s i z e . 

DEFF (sample e s t i m a t e ) = / a c t u a l s t a n d a r d e r r o r o f t h e e s t i m a t e \ 2 

For most o f t h e simple means i n t h i s monograph, our e s t i m a t e s 
suggest t h a t d e s i g n e f f e c t s w i l l be under 3. 

We recommend t h a t an assumed v a l u e o f DEFF = 3.0 be used i n 
computing s t a n d a r d e r r o r s f o r t h e p r o p o r t i o n s (p) p r e s e n t e d . E s t i 
mate s.e.(p) by 

A l t h o u g h t h e c l u s t e r e d n a t u r e o f t h e d a t a c o l l e c t i o n (sampling) 
i n t r o d u c e s c o r r e l a t i o n between o b s e r v a t i o n s , we f e e l t h a t t h e sam
p l i n g e r r o r o f a d i f f e r e n c e between two p r o p o r t i o n s p^ and , based 
on s u b c l a s s s i z e s o f and r e s p e c t i v e l y , may be c o n s e r v a t i v e l y 
e s t i m a t e d as 

Even when d e s i g n e f f e c t s f o r simple means a r e r a t h e r l a r g e , 
t h e r e e x i s t s a good d e a l o f ev i d e n c e t o i n d i c a t e t h a t d e s i g n e f f e c t s 
f o r more complex statistics ( e . g . , r e g r e s s i o n and MCA c o e f f i c i e n t s , 
c o r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t s , MCA Etas and Betas) a r e s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
lower ( K i s h and F r a n k e l , 1970; F r a n k e l , 1971). 

a c t u a l s t a n d a r d e r r o r o f t h e e s t i m a t e 
expected s t a n d a r d e r r o r o f t h e e s t i 
mate i f t h e sample were s i m p l e random 
o f t h e same s i z e 

s.e.(p) DEFF p ( l - p ) P d - p ) 
N N 

P , ( 1 - P , ) POU-PO 
s.e.(p,-p„) DEFF N N 

Pn (1-P,) P . ( l - P o ) 
N N 
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The user i s c a u t i o n e d a g a i n s t u s i n g these s t a n d a r d e r r o r s f o r 
c o m p uting " e x a c t " s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l s , c o n f i d e n c e ( o r c r e d i b l e ) 
i n t e r v a l s . These s t a n d a r d e r r o r s as w e l l as t h e necessary normal 
d i s t r i b u t i o n a l assumptions a r e a p p r o x i m a t i o n s . For f u r t h e r d i s 
c u s s i o n o f some o f t h e i s s u e s r a i s e d i n t h i s appendix, see K i s h 
(1957), K i s h and F r a n k e l ( 1 9 7 0 ) , F r a n k e l (1971). 
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