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Hin de lan q, Robert D., Values and Drug Use Among College Students,
Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University
of Wyoming , July,  1978.

Out ’ hundred three junior college students were administered

quest ionnairt ~s obtaining information about i l l i c i t  drug use and

selected personal i ty  variables from Rotter ’s Social Learning Theory

(Rot ter , 1954) . It was hypothesized that nonusers would place

hiqher values on Recoqnition-Achievement and Peer Af fec t i on  goals

whi le  druq users would place higher values on Independence goals.

It was f u r t h e r  hypothesized that among drug users a pattern of

druq use defined as problematic would be pos i t ive ly  associated

wi th Independence values and negatively associated with Recognition-

Achievement and Peer Affection values. Statistical significance

was obtained only between values for Independence and problematic

druq use althouqh several supporting trends were also found . Results

were discussed in terms of recent find ings with attention paid to

the possible uniqueness of Independence qoals in drug use research.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The object of this study is to investigate the possible rt’lat ion-

ship between Rotter ’s (l’)54) concept of values and reported drug use

among college students. Drug use in the present study is operationally

defined as the reported consumption rates of four drugs: marijuana ,

amphetamines , hallucinogens and barbiturates.

The prevalence of drug use among the younger population continues

to rise in spite of the developmen t of widespread educa tion and

prevention programs. According to Blumberq (1975), the ra te of

marijuana use nearly doubled from 1968 to 1972, (17.5% to 34.5%) a

while the rate of LSD and amphetamine use showed modest increases during

this period (3.8% to 4.7% and 6% to 9.7%, respectively) . Rate of

barbiturate use evidenced a slight decline but the figures are only for

a single two year period. Percentages of “any use during the past

year ” suggest that the rate of occassiona l , experimental use of drugs

may be even higher . In addition to increased drug use , Kimmel (1974)

suggests that the at tent ion focused on h3llucinoqenic drugs in the

1960 ’s has shif ted to heroin use and its spread in to middle c la ss

neighborhoods and schools. This apparent inability to control increases

in drug use and fear of the spread of heroin use seems l ike ly  to resul t

in increased pressure to f ind  solutions to the widespread druq abuse

problem . 
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An increase in the quantity of drug-related research is not in

itself likely to provide solutions. Braucht, Brakarsh , Fol l i ngstad

and Berry (1973) in a review of the literature of deviant drug use

conclude that reporting of statistics and personality traits of

confirmed drug users are important but do little to demonstrate

causes, possible interventions or plausible solutions to the problem.

They therefore recommend that future rescu~rch in this area be “compre-

hensive, systematic and theory bound” (Braucht , et al., 1973, p. ~2).

One possible way to comply with the above recommendation is by

utilizing Social Learning Theory (Rotter , 1q54) as a theoretical

basis to explore the relationship between selected personality variables

and subsequent drug use. A major assumption within this theory is

that behavior is directed toward obtaining qoals or satisfying individ-

ual needs. Thus, poten tial for the occurrence of a set of behav iors is

a func tion of two fac tor s, i.e. the expectation that the behavior will

result in obtaining a goal and the importance or value attached to

the goal.

The present study will investigate the relationship of the value

placed upon goals (Need Value) and drug use. In Social Learning Theory

(Ro tter and Hochreich , 1975; Rotter , Chance and Phares , 1972; Rotter,

1954), behaviors that lead to attainment of highly valued goals are

more likely to occur than are other behaviors which lead to lesser

valued goals. Additionally, when behaviors fail to directly satisfy

valued need s , less direct behaviors may be used as a substitute or

alternate means for satisfying that need. In Rotter ’s theory, these 

.~~~~~~~~ ‘ ... . - _ ~~~~ —_ . ..~...————- —- —-.~~~~ --
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distal behaviors are defined as “irrea1’~ behaviors and would include

drug use behaviors.

Previous investigators , using Rotter ’s theory, have examined

alcohol use , (Carman , 1971; Jessor , Carman and Grossman, 1968; Jessor ,

Graves , Hanson and Jessor , 1968) and more recent ly drug use (Carma n , 1973,

l~ 74). Previous investigations have not however focused specif ically

on the possible rela tionship between social ly learned personality

characteristics and patterns of drug use in a college population . Thus,

the fur ther investigation of Rot ter ’s Need Values in rela tion to drug

use among college students is warranted.

i
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CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND

This chapter first presents an outline of Rotter ’s Social Learning

Theory with a brief review of research relevent to this study. Next an

overview of the variables to be examined in this study will be presented

followed by a statement of the hypotheses.

Social Learning The~~~

According to Rotter (1954), Rotter, Chance and Phares (1972) and

Rotter and Hochreich (1975), the study of personality in Social

Learning Theory rests on three very important assumptions. The first

assumption is tha t the study of personality deals with the in teraction

of both the individual and his meaningful environment. This implies

that the study of personality is the study of learned behavior which

is modifiable and which can and does change wi th an individual’s

experiences throughout his life. Next, it is assumed that personality

has unity; a person ’s experiences and his interactions with his

environment influence each other. The final assumption has to do

with the nature of motivation. Behavior is viewed as being goal—

directed, and reinforcement is defined as anything that affects

movement toward a goal (law of effect). Goals or needs are learned

very early in life but are modified throughout an individual ’s l i fe

span as the result of his experience. Behaviors become associated

with needs by an individual’s belief or expectancy that the behaviors

will lead to the attainment of those needs.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  —
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These assumptions contain important constructs relevant to this

study and can be described by the general predictive formula,

NP=f(FM & NV), which is not intended to predict a specific behavior in

a very limited situation. Instead, Need Potentials (NP), are potentials

for occurrence of classes or sets of behaviors that lead to the

satisfaction of some need. Prediction of the occurrence of these

behaviors depend s on two components, Freedom of Movement, (FM) , and

Need Value , (NV).

Freedom of Movement (FM) is a set of expectancies that related

behaviors will lead to valued goals. It is a subjective probability

held by an individual that certain behaviors will lead to successful

goal or need acquisition. Rotter, Chance and Phares (1972) define

Freedom of Movement as:

“....the mean expectancy of obtaining positive
satisfactions as a result of a set of related
behaviors directed toward obtaining a group of
functionally related reinforcements.” (p. 34)

The value or worth placed upon certain goals by an individual is

that goal’s Need Value (NV). Given different sets of attainable goals

or satisfactions, individuals will differ  in their selection of these

satisfactions. The selection, ignoring - the expectancy component, will

be based upon preference for one set of satisfactions over another.

“Need Value... . the mean preference value of a
set of functionally related reinforcements.”
(Rotter , Chance , Phares , 1972 , p. 31)

- 

. 
With Fr’~edom of Movement and Need Value thus defined , a more

thor ugh d~~ inition of NP is: 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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.the mean po ten t i a l i t y  of a group of
fu nctiona l ly  rela ted behaviors , directed
at obtaining the same or a set of similar
r e inforcements, occurring in any segment
of an individual ’s l i f e . ” (Rotter , Chance ,
Phares, l~)72, p. 31)

Need Potential , then , is the po ten t i a l i ty  of occurrence of behaviors

directed toward the attainment or satisfaction of certain needs. It is

a function of the expectancy that the behaviors wi l l  lead to the

success fu l  attainmen t ~- f the goals and the importance or value placed

upon those goals. In sum , NP=f(FM & NV) states that the potential for

occurrence of a set of behaviors that lead to the satisfaction of a

need is a function of the expectation that the behaviors will result

in obtaining those needs or reinforcements and the reinforcement ’s

value (Rotter and Hochreich , 1975). Finally, the relationship between

Freedom of Movement and Need Value is generally assumed to be multi-

plicative.

A crucial par t of Rotter ’s Social Learning Theory involves

predicting behaviors when Freedom of Movement is low and Need Value

is high. Lew Freedom of Movement implies that an individual does not

expect to achieve a certain goal or satisfy a particular need . At

the same time when the individual hi ghly desires tha t goal (h iqh NV )

he is likely to seek alternative behaviors that avoid the anticipated

failure. Needs are not perceived as likely to be satisfied in usual,

socially appropriate ways. As a result, the individual will resort

to “irreal” behaviors in an attempt to obtain desired goals, and

perhaps more importantly, to avoid failure.

—-- :L2~.-~~ - --- - ---—- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .__ .- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- - --- - ----- - ~~. - .. .—_.
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The conflict between high value and low expectation , or

ine~cct’ssibility of goals, results in “ ir rea l behavior ” . For example ,

rationalization , react ion forma tion , or fa ntasy could allow individual s

alternate means of coping with or avoldinq anticipated failure .

Similarly, the excessive use or drugs , including alcohol , to alter

emotional states is another behavior allowing for at least temporary

escape from potent ia l  f a i l u r e . The adoption of a par t icular  irrea l

behavior by an individual can be explained through such concepts as :

access to a l t e rna te  behaviors , indiv idual  learning his tory and

resulting individual differences. The utility of the concept of

irreal behavior lies in i ts  ab i l i t y  to explain a wide range of

occurrence of maladaptive , or abnormal , behaviors.

- 
. One f i n a l  concept of Social Learning Theory relevant to this study

is that of generalized needs. This concept implies that groups of

behaviors are related in tha t they lead to the same or similar

reinforcements or goals. Rotter and Hochreich (1975) illustrate

six very broad needs which attempt to include most kinds of learned

behaviors. These needs are (1) recognition-status , (2 )  dominance ,

(3) independence , (4) protection-dependency, (5) love and affection ,

and (6) physical comfort. Although these categories are meant to be

comprehensive, they are viewed as only one possible framework of

generalized needs.

Related Research

Jessor , Graves, Hanson and Jessor (1968) in a study of a t n —

ethnic community found in their  measurements of perceived opportunity



_ _ _ _ _ _

8

that the three ethnic groups held similar values but differed in what

they e .pec ted to achieve. The two ethnic groups lowest in their

expectations for achieving valued goals were also the most likely to

engage in socially deviant kinds of behavior , including problema tic

dr ink ing . Although the level of association by itself was low , the

perceived opportunity measure accoun ted for a dis tinct and sign i f i c a nt

part of the variance in the multivariate analysis.

In a study of dr inking  among college students, Jessor, Carma n

and Grossman (1968) found that individuals with low expectation of

need sa tisfaction in academic achievement and peer a f fec tion were

more l ikely  to repor t higher rates of alcohol consumption , drunkenness

and social complications. Problem oriented motivations for drinking

were also found to be associated wi th  problematic dn ink inq , pa r t i cu la r ly

among females. In a similar study, Carma n (1971) studi ed expectations

for successful satisfaction of achievement and affection needs among

U.S. servicemen. The results indicated that low expectations of

sat isfying achievement needs were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  related to problem

dninkinq, characterized by a preference for personal-effects functions ,

a hjqh quantity frequency index and a hiqh rate of social problems

and of drunkenness.

Jessor , Collins and Jessor (1972) examined longitudinal differences

among a high school sample in order to study the onset of d r i n k i n g

behavior . They found a pat tern  of a t t r ibutes  that appeared to signa l

a shift from abstainer to drinker status. Part of the pattern

included lower values on academic recognition and a tendency toward

higher values on independence . Other attributes included personal

— - .—~~~~
—_-- 

--- - -
- 
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control ~li fferences , social envi ronmental  di f ferences  and actua l

behaviora l d i f f e r e n c e s .  The env i ronmental var iab les  emerged consis-

t e n t l y  as the most Important in r e l a t i o n  to becoming a drinker followed

by the value for academic recognition and value for independence , or

“instigator ” variabl es.

App l y ing s i m i l a r  measures to a longi tud ina l study of m a r i j u a n a  use ,

Jesso r , J&’ssor and F i sney ( 197 ~) found that marijuana users valued

achievement less and independence more than nonusers. Also , for users

there was a greater  discrepancy bet ween the ra t ings of independence

values and achievement values .  These results  were found for three

di f fer ent  sainp les: I tin b r  high , sen ior high and college s tudents .  The

I ndependence—achIevement value di screpency was a iso correlated w i t h

the on set of mar i luana use. Other variables, such as perceived soc ia

environmen t, and di ftercnt behaviors, were stud ied besides the p er s o n a l i t y —

values variables, In the context of these other var iab les , pe r sona l i ty

was still critic al to var ia t ion in drug use.

Carman (l~~7 I, 1974) studied values and expectations in relation to

drug use among a high school sample. Carman (197 ~) tested the hypot h—

es is that  drug use would he posit i Vt’ ly correlated t o high values placed

on f r i  endsh I ~~, t rus t  and interpersona l acceptance .  Such a relationship

was not evident . Inst ead , drug use t ended to cor re lat e  n e ga t i v e l y  w i t h

va l ues for peer affect i on and posit ively w i t h  values placed upon i nde—

pendence. F i n a l l y ,  (‘arman ( 1974)  found tha t  low Freedom of Movement ,

as re f lec ted  by low expect at ion of goa l a t t a inmen t , in the goal area

of r ecoqnlt t on— ach lvvement  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  associated w i t h  the prob l em

of use of drugs , e s pec ia l l y  barbi turates  and h a l lu c i n oq en s .
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Present Research

The concept from Rotter’s Social Learning Theory to be examined in

this study is Need Value (NV). NV defined as a mean preference value

for a set of functionally related reinforcers can be viewed as a

measure of internal needs so that both goals and needs labels can be

used interchangeably. A revision of Rotter ’s generalized needs (Carma n,

1973) is used in the present study to operationalize and refine the

measures of NV. The revised categories are: Recognition—Achievement ,

Peer Affection and Social Relations, Experiential , Social—Ecological

Change, and Material Possessions and Independence. Measurements of

NV within these six need categories represent the independent person-

ality variables for this study.

Dependent variables to be studied in relation to the personality - -

variables consist of drug use measures, including quantity—frequency

measures of four drugs (marijuana, amphetamines, hallucinogens and

barbiturates), functions or motivations for drug use, number of times

high and social complications. Drug use versus nonuse is assessed with

the quantity-frequency (Q—F) measures. Among drug users a particular

pattern of drug use can be defined as “problematic”. Problematic

drug use, or irreal behavior, is indicated by personal effect functions

for use, high Q—F use of a drug, increased times high and occurrence of

more social complications related to use or drugs.

Hypothesis

While Rotter’s equation, NP—f (FM & NV), does not predict irreal

behavior drug use from NV alone, the present investigation explores

______________________ — ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~- —
~~:

- - -
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NV as a separate explanatory concept contributing to the understanding

of drug behavior. Based on research already outlined , several hypotheses

are suggested . Firs t , NV is used to dist inguish between users and non-

users. It is hypothesized that nonusers will place higher values on

Recognition-Achievement and Peer-Affection goals while users will place

higher values on Independence . Secondly, among users , NV’s are expected

to relate differentially to problematic drug use, i.e. irreal behavior ,

as follows: (1) NV for Recognition-Achievement and Peer Affection is

expected to correlate negatively with problematic drug use, and (2 )

NV for Independence is expected to correlate positively with problematic

drug use. 

- ——- -—--~~~~~~—-~- 
—---- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



CHAPTER III

METHOD

Procedure

Questionnaires (see Appendix A) were adm~~i~ tcred to 103 students

enrolled in introductory psychology courses at Casper Community College

in Casper , Wyoming . Subjects were part of a larger group of students

surveyed to gather drug use information for the Central Wyoming

Counseling Center . In addition to the drug use data the students at

the community college were administered a questionnaire obtaining data

on personality variables.

Before receiving the questionnaires, the subjects were given a

brief introduction to the purpose of the study. They were informed

of the complete confidentiality of the-data and asked not to put their

names or any identif ying number on the questionnaires. All instructions

were contained with each questionnaire. The experimenter remained

present in order to answer any individual questions.

Student’s t—tests were used to examine differences in means

between drug users and nonusers for values placed on six generalized

goals. Spearman r correlations were used to analyze the relation between

values for goals among drug users and problematic drug use.

Measurement of Need Value

In order to obtain a measure of Need Value , subjects were first

asked to “list. . .things you would like to accomplish or have happen to
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you in the forseeable future ”. This allowed subjects to determine their

own goals rather than responding to an imposed structure.

A f t e r  l i s t i ng  goals , up to ten maximum , the subjects were provided

wi th scal es to assign each goal a numerical “value ” rating . Each scale

allowed for a quantified rating of goal importance ranging from 0

(neither like nor dislike) to 100 (like very much). The scale was

divided in to ten equal incremen ts providing for scores to be calculated

in mul tiples of ten.

A revised system of Rotter ’s generalized needs (ba sed upon a

study by Carmen, 1973) was used to operationalize and refine the measure

of Need Value and includes the following categories:

I. Recognition-Achievement: getting a good job , graduating from school,

succeeding in athlet ics, increasing skills and excelling in hobbies

II. Peer Affection and Social Relationships: a desire for love and

a f f e ction, fr iendship , the rai sing of a fami ly ,  marriage , helping

socially and psycholoqically handicapped individuals, and desires

for good rela tionships w i th others

III. Experiential Goals: finding happiness in life , good physical

health, a desire for travel , emotionally elevating experiences,

getting “high” , f ind ing God and peace

IV. Social-Ecological Change: eradication of racial prejudice, an

end to war , educational and legal reforms, changes in man ’s treat-

ment of the natural environment

V. Material Possessions: a desire for money , property , cars , land ,

clothing,  or other possessions 

— —
~~~
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VI. Independence: getting away from home, being f inancial ly  indepen-

den t, making one ’s own decisions, pursuing one’s own values

without interference from others

Each goal listed by the subject was categorized by the experimenter .

A reliability check was made of the experimenter ’s judgments using a

random sample of seven subjects and fifty-five goals. Two psychology

graduate students were trained in the procedure for judging generalized

need categories. An 89% level of agreement was obtained between the

experimenter and the two trainees indicating a high level of agreement.

Measurement of Drug Use

Drug use data include type and quantity-frequency of use. First,

subjects were required to select from a comprehensive drug list those

drugs used presently or in the past. Second, both a quantity and a

frequency measure of use were obtained for four groups of drugs:

marijuana , amphe tamines, hallucinogens and barbiturates. Previous

studies (Carma n , 1973 , 1974; Jessor , Graves , Hanson and Jessor , 1968)

have demonstrated the utility of a quantity-frequency (Q-F) index as

an accurate measure of alcohol or drugs consumed . This Q-F index is

obtained by combining the quantity and frequency measures into one

comprehensive measure representing the amount consumed each time and

how otten a drug is used. Numerical values were assigned such that the

Q—F score increased directly with quantity and frequency of use.

Q—F scores were used to separate the entire s~’mple into two groups,

drug users and nonusers. Individuals who responded “never” to either

the quantity or frequency questions were placed into the nonuser group. 

-~~~~~~~ -~~~~~ - -~~
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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A total of 53 subjects were identified as nonusers. The remaining 50

drug users are the samp le to be considered when examini ng probl emat ic

drug use.

Measurement of Problematic Drug Use

The variables described in this section are intended to delinea te

and measure the possible occurrence of irreal behavior . Combined with

the above Q—F measures of drug consumption , per sona l e f fec t func tions ,

times high and soc ial complica tions represen t a pat tern of socia l l y

inappropriate and maladaptive drug use.

Drug Use Functions/Motivations: To measure drug use functions ,

subjects were requested to select from a list of thirty specific

func tions those which would best describe their own reasons for

using drugs. The thir ty items represented three funct ion ca tegories

(10 items per function) described as follows:

I. Positive Social: Motivations and attitudes which link drug use

to activities of a pleasant, festive and sociable nature. Drug

use is engaged in largely for the convivial plea sur e which

surrounds it (Jessor , Carman and Grossman , 1968). Examples:

“makes get togethers fun; just to have a good time”

I I .  Personal Ef fec t s :  Motivations and attitudes which link drug use

to unresolved problems or inadequacies of a psychological nature .

Drugs are used as an escape from or relief for such problems or

short comings, or as a way of achieving goals not otherwise

attainable (Jessor , Carman and Grossman, l%8). Examples:

“ feel ina  lonely; makes you feel more sa t is f ied  wi th  yourse l f”

-

~~~

‘ —-— — -~~
‘ -—-- ~~--.~~~~~~—_ , :~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
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III. Experiential: Motivations and attitudes which link drug use to

pleasant emotional states, rel igious experiences, self-awareness

and changes in perception (Burns , 1975). Examples: “it enhances ~~Ot -i ’

senses, jus t for the experience”

A total motiva tion score was obtained summing across all  thr ee

categories. Furthermore, the proportion of each of the three categories

was obtained to estab].ish an estimate of their relative weight. This

proportion is the percentage of total items represented by each category .

Times High: The “t imes high”  measure was obtained by asking each

subject to report, “How many times have you gotten really high in the

last year ?” The subject then selected one of either responses ind ica t ing

the number of times high over the past year. The eight responses were

assigned scores ranging from 0 to 6 wi th the last two items being

combined into a single rating of 6.

Social Complica tions: Social compl ications resul ting from drug

use were measured by an eighteen—item scale. Five of the items were

“f i l l e r” items. The remaining thirteen items involved situations with

authori ties, family or friends where the subjects migh t have exper ienced

trouble because of drug use. Subjects reported the incidence of a

par ticular problem be selecting ei ther (a) never , (b) once or twice ,

or (c) several times. A social complication score, ranging from 0 to

13 was derived by assigning a score of 0 to (a), one to (b) or ( C ) ,  and

summing the items together .



_ _ _ _ _  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Nonusers and Users: Value Differences

Table 1 presents the data and resulting t—tests for differences

in means between nonusers and users for values placed on the six

generalized needs (goals). Data for both total values and average

values are presented .

Only for Social—Ecological change goals do siqnificant differences

exist between the means . Nonusers placed s ign i f i can t ly  higher values

on these goals than did drug users. This finding was not predicted

by the hypothesis.

There does appear to be some tentative , although non—significant ,

support for part of the hypothesis. Values for Peer Affection and

Independence goals are in the expected direction. Nonusers tended to

place higher values on Peer Affec tion goals than did users, while

users tended to place higher values on Independence goals. For these

two goals, the t values for total values were “larger ” tha n t values

for average values indicating the number of goals mentioned by each

user group contributes to greater differences in the means.

Values for Recognition-Achievement goals were not in the expected

direction. For total values the means for nonusers and users were

nearly identical while for average values the expected direction based

upon the hypothesis was reversed . Instead of nonusers valuing

~
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TABLE 1

t—tests for Differences in Values
Between Nonuser-s and Users

TOTAL VALUES

Nonusers (N ~’47 ) Users (N = 36)  t — t e s t

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Rec—Ach 217.23 112 .10 214.86 125.33 t= .09l
Peer—Aff 179.04 118.35 132.78 109 .25 t 1.824
Exper 164.89 137.58 146.81 117.59 t= .631
Soc—Ecol 37.87 69.30 5.28 22.07 t=2.716*
Mat Poss 83.72 111.17 98.47 105.38 t — .613
Indep 18.94 43.49 31.11 59.94 t=—l.074

*p ( .05 two- tailed test

AVERAGE VALUES

Nonusers (N=47) Users (N=36) t—test

Mean S.D.  Mean S.D.
Rec—Ach 76.53 19.07 81.03 17.68 t = - 1 .099
Peer—Aff 72.49 29.38 68.92 32 .63 t=— .523
Exper 68.13 31.94 71.06 53.89 t — .309
Soc—Ecol 24.36 38.52 5.28 22.07 t=2 .655*
Mat Poss 46.53 40.19 60.00 42.09 t=—1.483
Indep 15.32 32.34 21.39 38.16 t~~~.784

*p ( .05 two— tailed test 

- 1 1LTL  —
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othe r corre la t ions  are u n i f o r m al ly  low and ?;uqgest no re la t ionship

between Ex p e r i e n t ia l  values and pat tern  of drug use.

Sociat-Ecoloj ical_ Chan~~~: Although Social-Ecological Change

goals were the only goals t o  show s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in means

between nonuser;; and users, among users there is no significant

correlation between values for the goal and druq variables ~t’able 5).

Values tend t o  correlate positively with Q—F measures, except marijuana

which is near zero , and correlate negatively wi th the other variables

of problematic drug use , i.e , personal effect  func t ions , times high

and social complicit ions. The low correlat ions and inconsis tent

relat ion to problematic use imply minima l interaction between value;;

for Social-l-:coloqical Change au-id druq use.

Mater i a l_ Possessions: In Table 6, it it ;  evident that  valu ’s for

Material Possession goal s covary negatively with nearly all drug use

variables except personal effect funct ions - Alt houqh non—s igni  f i cant

the correlations manifest an overall negative’ relation to drug variables

sim ilar to that found for Recognition—Achievement and Peer Affect ion

goals. Once again personal effect functions fail to relate to va l ue;:

in a fashion s i m i l a r  to  other variables of problematic druq use.

Independence: The f i n a l  correlat ions for Independence goals are ’

presented lt~ Table 7. Values for Independence goal;; show a onsi~~te’nt

positive correlation with problematic druq tuse variables . Significance’

is obtained for tota l mot iva t ions, persona l ef fe ct  functions and Q—F

mari juana . ‘No other variab l es, Q—F amphetamines and t imes high ,

approach significance. Other correlations appear hiqh enough to

support a strong relation be tween Independence val ue -. and druq variable-s.



U)
0~~ )~ 

(0 — .  )‘ -‘
C E  0~~~ ~~~ ‘lt h o  . m
0

U,
~~~-‘E~~ ’ ‘—~~o ~‘ eL)

-~ 4~~~~ •m .m
I~~~~

.0 cO —. ‘.0 —-.
~~~14 ~It f l  . U

~~~ 
.
~:2 .

~~

0
~~ 

-
~~~~ -‘ ‘ f -’

i~~~ -4 ~- I f l  - L fl
U) t ’-—4 - -~ . m

0. -
~~ 

—

I—
.,

U)
0 ) 0 )  .c ~~~~~-‘ ~~~~~-‘

(_ ) I’)
> C.’

ci-’ —’ ~~~~~~~

~~~~I ‘--l eO - ‘ . O
Ut . m
0 I~~~~ I ’ —
p.

—I
111 4-’ In -.. i n — . .
4)0 ‘—l eO ~- l e 0
0~~~ 

.m
F-’ l~~~~ l~~~—

In
‘-i-I‘-1 in

‘—4 0)
‘11 :1‘_ 5 -I

— 4 ’ ) —

~- l Z  N Z
4)

0
F-i

_______________-



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _  _____ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

25

U)
0 C14 .—l~~~ u--i~~-..
O E  (N~~~ -4 ’11’(1) 0 .rn .m
0 I~~~ I - -

tn
(V _ c  s- ’  ~~~-‘O ¼ 0  0 e O

-~~~~ --~ 
. m  .m

.0 0~~— ,-4 -’14 0L l~-i Oi l - i

I ’ —  I ’ —

I-)
F..~~ -4 a ’- ’  e 0 — ~
~~~ -4 ( N i n  in

‘11 O~~11 . m

‘11 (4)

14) 4’) .c -‘3’ -’ ~~~~~-—

LI
0 U )  t~. 1 4  ‘ l e O  ~-l’ .~
~~~U) 1 ( 1 1  .rn .rn

‘.0 1 4 0  o x  ~~
-

0 ) 4 1 1  14
$*~ 0)- I  4) ‘---4 -’ 0 -’I-. ~~~14 * 0 .  .—l ’.J) ‘--l eO

4~1 4 )  >~ .m  . r n
4.) N I —

ii

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  —-~~~ —~~ _ _ _



~~~~~~~~~~ 
—

~~~~~
- -

~~~~
- - — -- - - -

~~~--~~~
-. -.- -

~~~~~~~~
-- -

In
0 0 .  .—l --.. (N~~~~o W  ~~~~~ (N~~~
~~~0 •m .m
0

(4)
4 ) _ c  — 4 - ’  ‘—4 -’
n~~~’ m ’ .~ r n e~-.-l --4 . rn . m
1-i :11 — —

LI ~-4 .- -~ ts-t~~~
1’. 14 (N It) (N Ift
I ” )  . m  . m

0

~~~~~~ ci-i~~ -. m - ..
t~~~~4 C I t )  .-4 In

‘11 01 411 . m  . m
—

11i
U)
( V U )  ~c o - — ~

~—4 ~—4 l.~. 0. m u~t rn t. —t

. 0 ’ )  I~~~~ . m  .~~~~~
—

14
4 1 1 0 )
> 0  - r-t

l.~~--4 ( N— - .  m~~b 4 )  1 1 4  r n eo  m ’.c~-i1 ‘1i 04 ‘11 • rn • m
N ~~~ C

O W
0.

411 4.4
< 4) ‘- C —  e C- ’
F-’ ~~~ l--l .*‘ ç), C e o  C e O4.) X .~~~~~4 ) 1 4  N — —

*4~4
U)
c U t  ‘4-’
0 4 )  ‘4-4

N ~
‘11 ”) U) N—  ~~

.
-‘

14 ~~~e0 ~~~‘.O4) a) • r n  . m
4.1
4-4

8
C.)

- ‘ ? —  ‘r —.
~~~~I ‘-l eil ,-l ¼0

U) . rn .m  4—’0 I ’ -.- I~~~~ 4-i U)
p. (4) ‘3)4)

i-i
‘-4
‘ ) 4 J  C -.-. r n .--. ‘114 ) 0  ‘? ‘.O ~~~¼0 4) ~-4
ox  .rn .m

--4

(4) 0
4) 4.)

(4) 4)
‘-I 4) ‘-4
‘11 in c’

-4 0

-4~~~~~~~N Z
4) p.

o ~‘ 0. *F-i ,.C

--- -- ------------
~
- ---

~~~~
--- -—-— - --~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~~ -- — — - -  —- 

____



- -~ -— ---- -~~~~~~~~~~~ -- -- - -~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~----~~~- - - - - -~~~~ - -

27  
- 

-
Ihi rel~ ti on i~~ po’~itiv~ whi’.h not only supports the hypothLsls but

is  also the’ only consistently positive re la t ion to drug var iables

among all other goals.

Suninary of Results

Even though signi f icance  was not always achieved , the resul ts

tended to hi’ in the expected direction giving at least tentative

:;upport for the first hypothesis. Nonusers had higher values for Peer

Affection goals while users had higher values for Independence goals.

However, values for Recognition-Achievement tended to be higher for

users which was opposite- of expectations. The only significant

differences between nonusers and users were found for Social—Ecological

Change goals with values for nonusers being hiqher than users.

The results for relation of values to problematic drug use

measures offered stronger support for the second hypothesis. Both

Recognition—Achievement and Peer-Affection goals tended to relate

negatively to drug use variables. Three correlations for Peer—

Affection goals were significant. The correlations for both goals

covaried negatively with problematic drug use variables except for

personal effect functions. Material Possession goals evidenced a

similar  pattern of correlations between values and drug use , i . e . ,

negative correlations with drug variables except personal effect

functions. Values for Independence goals were found to be postiively

correlated wi th drug measures , and significance was achieved on total

motivations, personal effect functions and Q—F marijuana . Among all

si x  generalized goals , values for Independence goals man i f e sted the only

consi stent , positive correlations with problematic’ drug usc-.. 
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~iscuss ION

‘rht~ primary concern of th i s st  udy has been to t’;: t al-’ ii sh the

relation between values for six oenera ii k-cd cioa is  a u d  . iu -  uq t i s~ - among

a col leqe’ popula t ion . Some evidence to SUPI~ tT t lx’t h hypo t hen’.’;; ‘4~.t S

fouu d hut i gut i f ic’ant u - cnn it ; ; w’.’re obt .i i ned only t eu t he ;;econd hypo-

thesis, i e. , among dttiq users , Values for Peer Affect ion and inde’pet —

deuce goals were s igui if  i cant  ly corn ’ 1 at ed with m’.’s t measure;; of

problemat ic’ drug USe’ - However , u o i otu i f i cant differences in v~u I ues

were found b~’t We’t ’7) drug users and nondrug useu n for these two ~oa Is .

Only for socj. l ecological ch1ingt’ clc\ui ;:  wa;; a siqni fjc.-uui t tjj ft et e u) c O

found , but there ppe.tu- t’~l to b’.’ ))O t rt’tid fo r  Soc i.i l — I- c’.-’ le”.l i cal ~‘h ouioe

Va 1 ut’s t o u-c 1.-ito t o proli 1 ema t i c ~lu-ug us’.’ . It appears t hat va 1 ties ~in

measured in this nt udv art’ pnim ari l related to di  f fe rcnces  aut~~nq dru g

users in terms of drug used , amount ‘.‘Cu)sumt’d , n~~t ivat iou ;; and associated

measures of t imes h igh  and social compl i’.’at ions -

Many of the co r r e l a t i ons  used ,is ev idence  of relationshi ps between

values and drug measures were adm i t t cd iy  low. The corre-’ la t- ion;;

generally ranged in magnitude from the . .‘ c~ ‘ n to t he’ high .40’ s With

significance obt a i ned in  the low - ~0 ‘ . The highest corn’.’ I at ion

obtained , 47, accounts for on iv  .‘ .‘% of the variance . yet , this

correlation is h iqh  relative to other  con - d a t  ions obtained in this

study or other studies such as Carman (107 ~) . Cons i ‘.ien i uwi that Need

Value it ; iii theory only I nd I. ri~ct 1 y related to drug use , t he - mao n i t tide
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of the’ corre 1 at i oil ;; j ;; u- ic- it ;;urpr i sing . Peu soui _ u lit y Va u i  ab los such as

Need Va l ue may u - iot be’ .4; ; mmcd t a t e  lv imp I i  cat  ive of behavior  an

cmvi rouut~’nt a 1 vat- i abi~’s ( i .0 .  access to drugs , social s~ pix r t fou

us’.’, etc. . At the’ same t ime , other ant hou- s have showu that personality

measures similar to Need V.i 1 ues do apparant I y ~‘ont t~ ihtit e significantly

~ t 1 ’ .’ \ .f l  tat ion i n  ~1rug use’ hetiav or;; (J’.’ssou- , J ’.’ssor and 1-’ i nney , 1 °7

Co I i i  us and Jensou , 1’ ’.’) - ~‘.1 t hc’ugh the’ corre’ lat ions in t h i s

study are mod’.’;; t , t hey ‘peal- to i- of 1 oct  a pens il-il’.’ u-el at ion between

va lues  and citui ’i US’.’.

An~~ng .I11 S1 X g e u i c r a  1 t .~0cl e)0~i is , onl V.u 1 ti ’.5 ;; f’.’u- In dependence’

covau i ‘.‘d p osi t  i ye iy with drug use - S igni f i c u n ’ .- ’  was ol-’t a t f l t’ti 011 t lire’.’

measures: total met i vat ; oui;; , peu noui i 1 of fi’ct funct iouis and c—i -

uu~iri iua u - ia  . The’ trend , ‘cau- s to be for pnohli’mat ic use of druon to

~-o i in’  i de  w u th va lue’~ p laces eTh i nde’pendencc - The s ion ;  t iciui t 1’o;; i t  iv ’.’

cot-re’ l at  t Oil bet we’.’ui Va l ii ’.’;; and p’.’t sc-’uia 1 ‘.‘t t oct fuuK’t ions unde’nsc’.’u c ; ;

he’ “ pu ob 1 ~‘ma t i c ” aspect s of drug use. ‘Phi ;; met i vat  i en.i 1 1-a t ‘oorv

based upon a t t i t u d e s  w h i ch  1 iu i k  drug  t in ’ .’ t o  tin t - e’so lv ’.’d p u ol’i’.’ms Ot

i nadt ’q uac j e t ;  of a ps\-ciIo leo u ‘.-.ul ‘nit ur ’.’ . flntio ;: may there fou c’ be used

as an es1- .i~-”.’ fu-onu pu -ob i ems auid as a s u b s t i t u t e  or a i t  cu -u n i t  i v ’  meau is

o f aclu i eying goals . In this nensi’ , t h e  concept of Need Va I tie’s tot

t u - id ’ .’pendenc’.’ 00.1 is appeau- s to  be posit ive l y  re 1 at  ‘.‘d to  i i-rca I be’li.i~’ iou -

,‘t5111 i t  ion ,ul  support fe-i- t he f i nd I lid t h a t  va i tie;; fo u i n’.iept’nde Ii’.” .’

are linked to drug use ce-~m’.’s fu -om c’aruna uu ( 1’’ .- a u d  Jessou .lessor and

F’ i nnev ( l07 . These an t  hot - s l i k e w ise  found v.i I ties fou  i udepe unicu ic i ’

to be related to ‘.luu’.i use’ - C,irmaui ’ s measuring t echn ique’s were neat- ly

ieie’uit i cal  to  t h ost’ used in  t lii 5 s tu dy  but the pat t e rn  of sign it icant

I
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results was different. He found that Q—F amphetamines and time’s h igh

correlated significantly wit h-i independence values.  The inconsistency

with the present data might be at t i b u t a ble  to the different sample’s,

high school and college.

Jessor , Jessor and Fiu in ey ( 1973) not only  found values for

independence to be re la ted to drug use, but also found a slight

tendency for independence values to predict onset of marijuana use.

The strength of predic tion was increased when values for independence

were combined into a discrepancy measure involving values for

achievement. The more independence was valued relative to achievement

the greater the likelihood of involvement with marijuana .

No attempt was made in the present study to measure value discre-

panc ies and the approach for measuring personality va riables (values)

and drug variables for this study and Jessor et al. were different.

This is par ticularly true in measurement of values for reconqition-

achievement (achievement in ~Tcssor et a l .) .  Jessor et al. specifically

measured academic achievement while this study ’s measure was iuiteu;ded

to be much more global. Perhaps a global measure of recognition—

ahcievement allows for a diffusion of value ratings resulting i n  only

modest correlations with drug use. Among a college sample , academic

achievement may be of more pressing concern and thus such a measure

might have been more strongly related to drug use.

Overall the evidence from this study , which is to some extent

consistent with previous research , indicates that drug use tends to

occur in the context of striving for independence and freedom from

interference by others. For young people who are  maturing into adults

~~1L. -— ~ 
- -  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ :2:~ . --



-. --
~~ — - 

~~~~~~-- ---
~~
-------- - - -

~~~~~~~
- - - -----

~
-‘- --.----- ----- ------- ------ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~ - - ---------- ------ - - —
~~~~~~~~~~~~

--- ---- -

31

and attempting to gain adult responsibilities it is not surprising

tha t drug use , especially experime n tal use, is associated with

independence goals. Drug use in this context may be a means of

expressing individual ity and freedom or perhaps adolescent rebel lion

against parental and societal norms. However , it also appears that

striving for independence can be associated with alienatioui and

rejection of societal norms. Jessor , Jessor and Finney (1973) give

evidence of this in their finding that alienation and social

criticism were associated with and predictive of drug use along with

their measure of independence. It may be that  independence , when

associated with alienation and rejection , is more likely to result

in problematic use of drugs (irreal behavior), while “normal”

adolescent strivings for independence result in occassional, experimental

use of drugs. However , the evidence in this study does not provide

a basis for such a d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of independence goals.

Thus , one suggestion for further research would include an attempt

to inves tigate in more de ta il the meaning of needs for independence and

relationship of such needs wi th general adjustment and social con formi ty.

Secondly, it is also recommended that value—discrepancy measures be

used to operationalize and investigate the meaning of independence

needs. Jessor , Jessor and Finruey (1973) found that their independence—

achievement value discrepancy measure correlated hi gher with marijuana

use and was a bet ter predictor of the onset of mari juana use than

single value measures. The results from the present study suggest

exploration of independence-peer affection value discrepancy as another

variable that may be associated with drug use. Refining the meaning 

—- — 
— - - __________



— --—--~~~p--~~~~--~~~~~ --—-~~
-- - -

~~
-
~--~-— ~~~~

of independence needs it-u the context of a relationship to the goals

of recognition-achievement and peer affection , i.e . discrepancy measures,

may result in a better understanding of the relation between values for

socially learned goals and irreal behaviors such as drug use.
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We ’re interested in learninq something about the kind s of things

people like or consider important. List below the ten th inqs  you would

l ike to accomplish or have happen t o  you in t h e  foreseeable f u t u re .  We

are sincerely interested in your goals and desires.  We want to know how

you real ly feel about your f u t u r e .  Try to be r e a l i s t i c  and at t h e  same

time describe what you really want for yourself.

1. ______________________________________________________

3. 
________________

4. 
__________

5.

6. 
________________ _____ ____

7. 
_________________ _____________________

8. 
______________ ________________________________

10.  
________

_ _ _

~

_

~

S_

~

_
_ _ _ ____ __ ~~~~ ~~-=-~~~~-- - - _
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What  we wan t  t o  know now is how s t rong ly  you l i ke’ or want the

thing ;;  you l i s ted  below . How strongly you l ike’ somethiuuq c’a u u  1;’.’ shown

by put t i u q  a check mark somewhere a Icing a I j u t e  t h a t  rut -us from NE ITIIER

L I KE NOR D I SL IKE , at  one end , to LIRE VERY Mill_il , at  t he’ o ther  end .

1) 100

1 1 1 1 1 1 I I  i I I
NEITHER LIKE LIKE l I K E  VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

When you l i ke’ something very much , you ‘.-an show t h i s  by mak i u - ig a

check ( 
~~ 

) j u t  one of the spaces t oward the  ‘u - id t h a t  ;; .u v ;; 1,1 Kl - \ ‘ENY

MUCH . I f  you clOut ’ I care ’ aLx~ut some t hit u ci , one way c’i t h e  t ither , you

c .u u u sh ow t h a t  by m a r k i n g  a check in cine 01 t h e  ;;}‘.ict ’;; tow.~ard t I-ic• o ther

end . If you feel  somewhere in bet ween aix itut  notne t In ito , put your check

somewhere toward t he midd le  of tI-i ’ .’ 1 in ’.’ - Y’.- suu - check c.u u t  be in  any of

the’ spaces a long the lit-ic , depend i ng on how yc it i  u - t n t  i i  y I cc i

Lo t ’ ;; t .i k’.’ .tn example ’ :

how strongly d c i  1 1 ike

To have other  People’ ask me t o  he lp  o rgan  i ~~ ‘.‘ a new c 1ub~’

0 1 00
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
N ET T IIL -:R I.IKE l.IKI-~ LIK1-~
NOR DIS LI KE MUC H

I f you t hi  i-uk about t h i s  for .i mi nut’.’, you can see that some

persons would 1 ike t h  I ;; very much; some’ Pe’!~~~u ‘.~~Ulelfl ‘ I d ’art ’ Out’

way or t hue o ther , .tncl some pe rt ;outs  would he i t  between. T h i n k

about the way you i~’..’.’ I - Now put your check mat -k in one of the sI’ac’.’s

along the h ut ,’ that best shows how st I- ott cily you like this.

__ —.--~~ . ~~_ ;n~~~~~~~~~ -:-~ .~.-_~- 
__ —~~~ ---- — —~~~~~

- - - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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On this  que stionnaire we’re not asking about what ae-tu.ull y does

happen to you , or what you expect t o  happen. We want to know how

much you would l ike  these d i f f e r en t th in gs to happen.

Each question should be answered by itself. Don ’ t worry abou t

how you have answered the others.

REMEMBER !

There are no right or wrong answers. Fill in each blank with

the things you mentioned on page 1 of this  questionna i re’. Place a

check on the corresponding graph to show how stronqly you really

like each thing .



< - I

1. How strongly do I l ike :

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LIKE LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

2. How strongly do I like :

O 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LIKE LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

3 How strongly do I like:

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LI1~E LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

4. How strongly do I like:

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LIKE LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

5. How strongly do I like :

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LIKE LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH
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6. How strongly do I like :

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LIKE LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

7 . How stronqly do I like :

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHE R LIKE LIKE LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

8. How strongly do I l ike :

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LIKE LI KE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

~~~. How strongly do I like :

O 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 _ I 1 1 1 1
NEITHE R LIKE LIKE LIKE VER Y
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

10. How strongly do I like :

0 100
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
NEITHER LIKE LIKE LIKE VERY
NOR DISLIKE MUCH

- - - -- ~~~~~~~~
-
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DRUG USE QUESTIONNAIRE

In this ques tionnaire, we are interested in learning something

about the use of mari juana , amphetamines (speed), barbiturates ,

hallucinogens (LSD , mescaline, etc.) and other drugs by high school

students. Many social researchers are interested in drug use patterns

and have been studying drug use in various settings (schools, armed

forces , organizations) amonq diverse groups of people all over the

t country.

We wish to learn about your own experiences, if any,  with drugs.

Some of the questions we ask may seem funny to you , but we hope you

will answer seriously and carefully. Do not put your names on the

questionnaire. This will insure that your identity will remain

unknown.

It is important for this study that your answers be accura te

and honest. For each question , you will be asked either to circle

a letter or number. Everyone should answer every question.

~~1 

___________ 
___________ _________________________ ___________________________________
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1. Which of the following drugs have you used or do use now?

A. Hal luc inoqens:

_____ 
a. LSD (d—lys erq ic  acid die thylamide)

_____ 
b. Mescaline

c. Psilocybin

_____ 
ci. Peyote

_____ 
e. Morning Glory Seeds

-_____ 
f. Other (list)

B. 
-____ 

a. Mar i juana

_____ 
b. Hashi sh

_____ 
C. THC (tetrahydrocannabinol)

C. a.  Heroin

_____ 
Ii . Morphine

c - Opium

D. 
_____ 

a. Amphetamines (bennies , pep p i l l s, - t c ~ )

F. 
_____ 

a. Methamphetamines (speed, crystal, mt’th, etc.)

F. a. Barbiturates (red birds , yellow jacket , red s, e t c . )

a. Codeine

H. a. Coca in’.~

I. 
_____ 

a. Alcohol

J. 
_____ 

a. Other (list)

2.  I else d i f f e r e n t  drugs for :

_____ 
a. d i f f e r e n t  reasons

_____ 
b. the same reasons

_____ 
c. never use druqs 

~ _________________________ 

____



_ 
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Drug use is important to people for different  reasons . Think

about your own reasons for using drugs and circle the number next to

all the things listed below which make y~~ feel like using drugs

or which are things about drug use that are important to you.

1. Makes get—togethers fun.

2. Feeling lonely.

3. It makes you feel peaceful.

4. Make s you worry less about what others are thinking about you .

5. It’s a pleasant way to celebrate.

6. To change your perspective on things.

7. Just to have a good time .

8. Just for the experience.

9. Because it’s a pleasant recreation.

10. Just because it’s fun.

11. For religious reasons .

12. Helps you forget you’re not the kind of person you would like to be.

13. It enhances your senses.

14. Makes you feel less shy.

15. Adds a certain warmth to social occasions .

16. Feeling under pressure.

17. It helps you understand yourself.

18. It’s a nice way to celebrate special occasions.

19. Makes you feel more satisfied with yourself.

20. Makes dinner dates out seem more special .

21. Feeling mad.

22. Makes the future seem brighter.

__________ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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23. It helps you understand others.

24. Because it  puts you “in tune ” with nature .

25. To get your mind o f f  problems at home or school.

26. Because you would rather feel “high” than “straight”.

27. Because it’s enjoyable to join with people who are enjoying them-

selves -

28. It makes you a better person .

29. It’s often part of a congenial social activity.

30. Gives you more confidence in yourself.

List below reasons for using drugs that are important to you which

have not been listed above. 

~~~~~~ - - _  ~~~~~~~~~~ — - - - -- —-~~~~~~~~~~ 
_~~~ i_ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - —
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1. How of ten do you usually  smoke mari juana ? (circle one)

a. Never

b . Less than 1 time a year

C. At least 1 time a year

d. About 1 or 2 times a month

c .  About 1 or 2 times a week

f. About 3 or 4 times a week

o .  1 or 2 t im e s  a day

2 . When you smoke m a r i j u a n a , how much do you usually smoke at

one ti~ie? (circle one)

a. Never smoke marijuana

b. Par t of a jo in t

c. I joint

d. 2 jo in ts

e. 3 or 4 joints

f .  S or more join ts

3. How often do you usually take amphetamines (speed)? (circle one)

a. Never

b. Less than 1 time a year

c. At least 1 time a year

d. About 1 or 2 times a month

e. About 1 or 2 times a week

f .  About 3 or 4 times a week

g. 1 or 2 times a day (or more )

A1.— - — - - - —----- ——- - - — —~ ----.---- - ~~~~~~~ __~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ----- - - - - — -- ---— - ——-  — - —
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4. When you ta~ke amphe tamine~ (speed), how much do you usually take

at once? (circle one)

a. Never take speed

b. Part of one hit

c. 1 hit

d. 2 h i ts

e. 3 or 4 hits

f .  5 or more hits

5. How often do you usually take any hallucinogen (LSD , mescaline ,

etc.)? (circle one)

a. Never

b. Less than 1 time a year

c. At least 1 time a year

d. About 1 or 2 times a month

e. About 1 or 2 times a week

f .  3 or 4 times a week

g. I or 2 times a day (or more)

6. When you take a hallucinogen , how much do you usually take at

one time? (circle one)

a. Never take an hallucinogen

b. Part of one hit * * * * * * * * * * *
approximate dosage of hit equal

c. 1 hit to:
LSD = 75 to l5r) micrograms

d. 2 hits Peyote = 1 to 5 buttons
Psylocybin = 1 to 5 mushrooms

e. 3 or 4 hits Morning Glory Seeds = 100 to
150 grams

f .  5 or more hits

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~
— =-— - - - - -
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7. How often do you usually take a barbiturate? (circle one )

a. Never

b. Less than 1 time a year

c. At least 1 time a year

d. About 1 or 2 times a month

e. About 1 or 2 times a week

f. About 3 or 4 times a week

g. 1 or 2 times a day (or more)

8. When you take a barbiturate, how much do you usually take at one

time? (circle one)

a. Never take a barbiturate

b. Part of one hit

c. 1 hit

d. 2 hits

e. 3 or 4 hits

f .  5 or more hits

9. How many times have you gotten really high in the last year?

(circle one)

a. Never

b. 1 time

c. 2 or 3 times

d. 4 or 5 times

e. 6 or 7 times

f .  8 or 9 times

g. 10 times

h. 100 times a year (or more) (8 or 9 times a month or more)

- - - -
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10. How many times have you felt that your family relationships

improved because of your usage of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

11. How many times have you driven when you’ve been high on drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

12. How many times have you gone to school high or taken drugs while

at school?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

13. How many times have your friends ever criticized you because of

your using drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

14. How many times have you been high on other experiences in life

other than drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

~

— -

~

-—-
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15. How nuny t imes have you had au tomobi le  accidents because of your

usage of dru qs~

a. Ne ver

b. OIIL -
’.’ or t w i c e’

c.  ~‘.~v’.’ral times

1’.~. How many times have you been called before some authority because

of your usage of d ruqs .’

a.  Never

h. Once or t wic’.’

c .  S’.’ver~u l  t imes

17. How many times have you felt tha t your skills as a car driver

have been improved by your usage of drugs?

a . Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

18. How many times have you l e f t  school ear l y  or not gone’ at a l l

because of your usage c-f drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

19. How many times have you gotten i nt o  trouble with your family

because of your usage of druqs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times



50

20. How many times have you failed to get your date home or failed to

get home from a date because of your usage of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

21. How many times has your school work been improved because of

your usage of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

22. How many time.i have you damaged property because of your usage

of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

23. How many times have you been injured or gotten ill because of

your usage of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

24. How many times have you fe l t  that a friendship was damaged or

lost because of your usage of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times
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25. How many times have you missed an appointment because of your

usage of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

26. How many times have you ever injured others because of your

usage of drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times

27. How many times have you felt that a f r iendship  was improved

because of your usage ce drugs?

a. Never

b. Once or twice

c. Several times



- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

We would like to conclude this questionnaire by asking you

several biographical questions. These questions are not being used

to match up each questionnaire wi th a speci f i c  person . We simply

need the information to aid us in organizing the data collected

in this questionnaire.

1. Sex — Male Female (circle one)

2. Age -

3. I have 
_____ 

brothers. Their ages are 
_____

, 
_____

, 
_____ _____

4. I have 
_____ 

sisters. Their ages are 
_____-

, ,

5. I am living with (circle one)

a. both parents

b. one parent - mother father (circle one)

c. some other quardian

6. Ethnic group -

a. White

b. Black

c. Indian

d. Chicano

e. Oriental

7. Grade in school -

8. What grade do you most often make? ( c i rc le  one )

A B C D F

9. Marital status — married single (circle one)

____  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~
-
~~ - - ~~~~~ — ———-—
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This appendix presents resu l t s  of ana lys i s  which pertain to the

validity of measures used in the present study . The inter—correlations

among per sonali ty measures (independen t variables) and among drug

measures (dependent variables) will be examined briefly for both

independence of measures and expected inter-relations. Previous

investigations (Jessor, Car-man and Grossman , 1968; Jessor, Graves, Hanson

and Jessor , 1968; Carman, 1965) have dealt thoroughly with both

validity and reliability of concepts , scales and individual measures.

Therefore, this section will deal only with the f indings of variables

as measured in this study.

Personality Measures

Inter-correlations among total and average values are presented

in Tables Bi and 82. The influence of the number of goals mentioned

is obvious. For total values, only one correlation achieves signif-

icance and over half the correlations are in the negative direction .

For average values , there are three signi f ican t correla tions and al l

correlations are in the positive direct ion.  Apparent ly ,  the number of

goals men tioned per each goal category resul ts in smaller  correla tions

as well as a number of negative interactions.

The correlations among average values appears to more accurately

reflect the expected relationshi:’s among the goals. It is generally

expected that values for one goa l should be pos i t ive ly  related to

values for another goal. All six generalized goals are broad, socially

acceptable and generally socially prescribed . Thus, it is surpris ing

that the correlat ions are not ac tua l ly  higher . 

~~~~—~~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~~ -—-—- ~ -- ~~~~~~~~ rn- - --
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TABLE 81

Inter— correlations Among Total Values
(N=8 3)

Peer Aff Exper Soc-Ecol Mat Poss Indep

Rec-Ach .16 -.05 -.04 _ .24* -.05
Peer A f f  .01 .16 — .10 — .00
Exper -.03 -.05 .01
Soc-Ecol .02 .09
Mat Poss .15

*p ( .05 two—tailed test

TABLE B2

Inter-correlations Among Average Values
(N=83)

Peer Aff  Exper Soc—Ecol Mat Poss Indep

Rec—Ach .27* .16 .07 .14 .11
Peer Aff  .30** .11 .0l  .05
Exper .03 .20 .11
Soc—Eco]. .00 .08
Mat Poss .28*

( .05 two —tai led test

** p (  .01 two—tailed test

-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - 
—

~~~~~~~ - - ~~
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The magnitudes of the correlations among tota l values and average

values indicate independence of the six generalized goals. Even when

sign ificance is obtained , the correla tions accoun t for very li ttle

of the variance suppor ting the measure ’s independence.

Table B3 presents correlat ions between total and average values.

As e:~~ected the correlations between the total and average values for

each goal are highly correlated . Only for Recognition-.Achievement

is there no significant relation between the two measures. Once again

the magnitude of the correlations indicates satisfactory independence

for these personality measures.

Drug Measures

Inter—correlations among drug use m o t i v a t i o n - , w i l l  be considered

first. These correlations are presented in Table 134. Total motivations

correlates most highly with percent persona l effects functions. This

strong positive correlation is to be expected . The more motivations

an individual has for using drugs the greater the expectancy for actual

drug use to occur. Thus, not only does the total motivations relate to

personal ef fect  percentage by picking up more of those i tems (along

with other items ) but both total motivations and personal e f f ec t s

functions are expected to rela te to increased drug use.

The negative correlation between percent positive social and

percent personal effect is likewise expected . Individual drug use

based upon social convivial, social—facilitating motivations are

conceptualized as being opposites of those motivations relating drug

use to personal problems or fe~’1ings of inadequacy. The correlation

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ —= - --- -p-- --,-.-— --.----—-— -- -—-- -~ - --- --- -— :: ~~~
1_:

~~~~~~
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TABLE B3

Correlations Between Total Values
and Average Values (N=83)

Totals

Averages Rec—Ach Peer Aff Exper Soc—Ecol Mat Poss Indep

Rec—Ach .17 -.01 .05 .05 .18 .10
Peer Aff .08 ~55** .06 .M6 .03 .03
Exper -.01 .09 .6O** -.02 .14 .10
Soc—Ecol — .03 .18 — .00 • 99** .03 .08
Mat Poss — .08 — .03 .00 — .01 .8O** .26*
Indep — .06 .02 .01 .08 .16

*p~~~~~05

TABLE B4

Inter-correlations Among Drug
Use Functions (N=49)

Tot Motivations % Pos Social % Pers Fffect

% Pos Social — .12
% Pers Effect  47** — - 40**
% Experiential .17 _ .67** — .10

**p ~~ .01

I 

_____________ 

_________________________ _________________________ ______

~
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between positive social and experiential motivations was not anticipa ted.

The s ign i f ican t  negative relat ion between positive social and both

personal effect and experiential motivations emphasizes the different

role positive social motivat ions  play and would suggest strong similar-

i t ies between the other two motivat ions . However , exper ien t i a l

mot ivat ion’ s low correlation wi th  personal effect motivation reinforces

the independence of the three function measures. Although strong

relations exist between the functions, the higher shared var iance is

only 45% and the patterns of inter-correlations demonstrate satisfactory

independence.

The quantity-frequency drug measures are to be presented next.

These scores should be positively related but should not be perfectly

tied . The relat ionships among the quant i ty-f requency measures of

drug use can be examined in Table 85 .

As can be seen from the correlations, the quan t i ty - f requency

measures are in fact strongly related . The measures do show enough

independence to support their val idi ty. Q—F hallucinoqens and Q—F

amphetamines share the largest amount of variance at 49% . I t appears

that the use of any one drug is strongly related to the use of another.

Although certainly not a cause—effec t  re la t ionship ,  i t  is easy to see

why the use of one drug, usually mar i jauna , is considered one step

toward the use of many other drugs . Such high correlations for measures

of d i f f e r e n t  alcoholic beverages are not typically found .

The other two measures of drug use are times high and social

complications measure. These two measures are expected to be highly

c o r r e l a t e d  and thi s was found to be true (r= .4l , statist ical lv

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
- - ~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --
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TABLE 85 
—

Inter—correlations Among Drug
Use Quantity-Frequency

Q—F Marijuana ~~ F Amphetamines Q-F Hallucinogens

Q-F Amphetamines .62**
(N= 48)

Q—F Hallucinogens .62** .70**
(N= 48) (N=48 )

Q—F Barbiturates .67** 53** .48**
(N= 49) (N=47 ) (N =47)

( .01 two—tailed test 

_ ___ ___:___ ~~
--  -—- --— 
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significant at the .01 level), but the correlation is low enough to

demonstrate the independence of the two measures.

F i n a l l y ,  in te r—corre la t ions  among all  the d i f f e r e n t  drug measures

are presented in Table B6. The significant correlations between total

motivations and all drug Q—F measures, times high and social compli-

cations illustrate the strong relation that exists between motivations

no matter what kind and drug variables. Simultaneously, the total

motivations measures shows minimal discriminabilitv in its relation to

the other thug variables.

Overall , the relationships between the different drug variables are

in the expected directions . Positive social functions tend to relate

negatively to other drug variables, al though the correlations are

extremely low and approach zero. Personal effect functions ~ire

positively related to other drug variables but experiential motivations

show more consistent positive relations. As expected times high and

social complications are highly correlated with Q—F measures.

The pattern of drug inter—correlations tends to support the

conceptualization of problematic drug use . Only personal effect

functions fails to relate significantly to the other problematic

variables (Q— F measures, ti~ es high and social complications) but it

does maintain a positive relation.

There appears to be sufficient independence of the various druq

measures. The magnitude of the coi elations are very high in many

cases, but this would seem to be more a function of expected relations

between variables measuring different aspects of drug use rather than

indicating a lack of independence .

L. 
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TABLE 136

Corre l i t  ions  Between Al l  Dru g Measures

Functions and Q—F’ Meas ur es

Q—F Ma n Q-F Amphet Q-F I lal luc  Q—F’ Barb

Tot Met iv  6l** - 44** . - 51**
(N=49)  (N= 47)  (N~ 47)  (N= 48)

% Poe Social — .06 .0 1 — 0 8  — .10
(N= 49) (N=4 7)  (N = 4 7)  (N =4 8)

% Pers l-:ifect .28 .03 .00 .14 —

(N = 4 o )  (N = 47) (N =4 7)  (N =45 )
t I:xper .13 . 17  . .14

(N -~4~l) (N=47)  ( N — 4 7 )  (N = 48) —

**p < .01 two—t ~i i led 1 es t —

~ —F Me, ;ilres dnd Times High, Social (‘omps

Q—F Nl~ r i i ç~—v Amphet Q—F Hal luc Q-F Barb

Times High .70** .48** .41** .42**
(N=4 8)  (N=4 6 )  (N = 4 6 )  (N~~47)

Social Comps - 55** . 50~~ - 54** .42 **
(N~’48) (N~ 46) (N~ 4 6) (N=47)

< .01 two —t,i I led test

Fu nc t i ons a nd T imes Hi gh, Social Comp s
( N — 4 7 )

To tal  Hot i v i t  ton % Poe ~oc ia l  % Pers 1-~f fec t  % Exper

T imes H i gh  - -L’~~ — - 0.~ . lh  -

Social Comps . l . l **  .04 .1.~ .1 -1

~ .01 t w 0 t  ~ i i  ,sl test

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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In summary, there appears to be adequate support for the validity

of measures used in this study. The correlations indicate relations

in the expected directions giving support for the conceptual validity

of both personality and drug use concepts. At the same time the

correlations were low enough to demonstrate the independence of

separate measures.
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The following discussion and tables present descriptive data for

the variables in this study. The purpose of this is to allow for a

examination of actual data obtained from the sample . Rather than

presenting an extensive list of data , the measures are summarized by

presenting means and standard deviations. Discussion will focus

primarily on interpretation of the descriptive data.

Personality Variables

Of the total goals mentioned , Recognition—Achievement goals

accounted for 32% , Peer Affect ion 23% , Experiential 24% , Social—

Ecological Change 5% , Material Possessions 13% and Independence goals

3%. These findings are similar to Carman ’ s (1973) study. The

differences that did exist between the present study and Carma n ’s are

attributable to d i f f e ren t  methods of assigning goals to categories.

Carma n made no attempt to place every goal obtained into a category

while all goals in this study were assigned a category according to

judged “best f i t . ”

Descriptive data for total and average values are presented in

Tables Cl and C2. The percentages for each goal has a double e f fec t

on the calculated means.  First , the number of goals (reflected in

percentages) for total values results in part icularly low means for

Social-Ecological, Mater ia l  Possession and Independence goals. Even

when numbers of goals are taken into account in the average-value

means , the inf luence  of numbers remains present because the number of

goals also par tial ly reflect number of subjects mentioning certain

goals. Low percentages of goals implies fewer subjects and results in

_ _  __ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~~ -— — - -- --- -- - - - ----_ - - - - _ _ _ _ _
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TABLE Cl

Descriptive Data for Personality Measures
Total Values (N=83)

Mean S.D.

Rec—Ach 216.20 117.28
Peer Aff  158 .98 116.12
Exper 157 .05 128.85
Soc—Ecol 23.73 56.27
Mat Poss 90.12 108.29
Indep 24.22 51.30
Totals 669 .58 208 86

TABLE C2

Descriptive Data for Personality Measures
Average Values (N=83)

Mean S.D .

Rec—Ach 78.48 18.51
Peer Aff 70.94 30.69
Exper 69.40 42.59
Soc—Ecol 16.08 33.63
Mat Poss 52.37 41.32
Indep 17.95 34.89
Totals 79.88 11.12
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t the above three goals maintaining respective magnitudes when means

of average values are computed .

Therefore, these figures do not allow for direct comparison of

numerical value ratings of goals. However , the percentages and tables

point out that Recognition—Achievement goals are more often mentioned

probably by more subjects than other goals. Peer-Affection and

Experiential goals are next most often mentioned followed by large

drops in the remaining three goals.

Drug Variables

An examination of motivations for use , Table C3 , indicates that

the average number of motivations selected were six . The proportions

of total motivations for each category was as expected . Positive social

motivations were the most frequently selected , on the average comprising

52% of all motivations. The fact the individuals chose positive social

functions more than other functions emphasizes the importance of

social relations among young people. Personal effect  functions were

the least frequently chosen accounting for an average of 15% of tota l

motivations. It was expected that for all those who use drugs , only

a small number would be motivated to use drugs for problems related

reasons . Finally the high mean percent of experiential functions

relative to personal effect  functions seems to illustrate a context of

drug use based upon the novelty of its use and as a means of expanding

awareness or senses. Such a context appears to f i t  with popularized

notions of drug use such as “getting high” or “blowing one ’s mind .”

- -  - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1

TABLE C3 -

Descriptive Data for Drug Measures
Motivations (N=49) -

Mean S.D.

Total Motivations 6.18 4.76
% Positive Social 52.00 30.52
% Personal Ef fec t  14.71 18.32 

-

% Experiential 31.18 27 .06 -

S_____ -_ 
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The drug quantity—frequency measures , Table C4 , indicate the most

widely used drug to be marijuana . The mean use (8.80) is approximately

smoking one joint two or three times a week. The mean use of ampheta-

mines is approx imately one “hi t ” two to three times a month. The

remaining drug use for hallucinogens and barbiturates is very low with

a “hi t”  or part of a “h i t”  occurring less than one time a year.

The final two drug measures are the times high and social complica—

tion variables, as shown in Table C5. The mean number of reported

highs within the last year for the sample was three . This f igure

appears to be low relative to the mean Q-F of drugs just described .

Perhaps reported Q-F of drug use was overstated by the sample and

therefore the times high measure may be a more accurate indicator of

“ real” drug use. Another possibility may be that translating a highly

subjective experience such as “getting high” into an exact number is

impossible. If Q—F drug use reported by this sample is factual , then

the times high measure may reflect  exceptional or unusua l experiences

associated with only a few instances of drug use .

The mean number of reported social complications was four . It

is d i f f icu l t  to put this find ing into an objective context. The

circumstances that account for the social complications measure include

a wide range of trouble , from being late to being “busted .” However ,

the importance of the measure is not in d i f fe rent ia t ing  circumstances

but in focusing on the occurrence of problems with others or trouble

directly related to drug use. This sample of users experienced some

difficulty or social consequences on the average of four separate

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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TABLE C4

Descriptive Data for Drug Measures
Quantity-Frequency

Mean S.D . # Cases

Q—F Marijuana 8.80 6.52 50
Q—F Amphetamines 6.83 8.08 48
Q—F Hallucinogens 1.86 3.70 49
Q—F Barbiturates 1.60 2.46 48

TABLE C5

Descriptive Data for Drug Measures
Times High & Social Complications (N=48)

Mean S.D .

Times High 3.37 2.46
Social Complications 4 .23  2.96

- 
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occasions. In the context of repeat drug consequences such a finding
V

would seem high. 
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