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Preface

Concern about drug usage had grown to a point in 1967 where students at Car-
negie-Mellon University approached members of the present research team and asked
them to gather reliable information about the phenomenon. These requests were
matched by desires amor che authors to learn more about students who use drugs.
Plans for an initial brief survey quickly mushroomed, and Joel W. Goldstein was
selected as principal investigator for a research project to sketch out the dimen-
éions of the situation on the C-MJ campus. The research was begun under a grant
from the Small Grants Program of the National Institute of Mental Health entitled,
"Extent and Patterns of College Student Drug Use'" (QH-15805). However, the project
quickly exhausted the funds awarded and we turned to the Maurice Falk Medical Fund
of Pittsburgh for additional support. With the extensive cooperation of the Fund's
President, Mr. Philip Hallen,the additional funds necessary for the completion of
the research reported here were received.

The research was also facilitated by communication with other research workers.
The Falk Fund support also covered the expenses of arranging and conducting a Prob-
lem Discussion Session at the 1969 Annual Meeting of The American Psychological |
Association. This session, ‘'Usage oi ., ioactive Drugs: Needed Directions for
Research and Action,' brought together psychologists and others doing research on
drug usage for a lively discussion of vexing issues involved in studying this be-
havior.

The present report represents the first phase of an on-going project on the
nature and meaning of student drug usage. As such, it deals with what might be
referred to as éﬁe "morphology of student drug use'’: the demographic and psycho-
logical characteristics of various types of drug users, patterns of drug usage

Py

behavior, attitudes toward drugs and drug-related issues, the perceived effects ci

e
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iv
usage, changes in usage over time. The data collected permit much analysis beyond
what is presented here. Additional analyses are contemplated to further our under-
standing of such important phenomena as the process of becoming a user and termin-
ating usage, the role of usage in the life of the uéer, and the inter-relationships
between usage of varicus drugs.

This report does not integrate our f:‘mdingé with those of other investigators
(althcugh we have tried to indicate the existence of relevant research by others
in many areas); this must await the next phase of our project. Clearly there is
much to be learned from comparisons between findings, and from testing the hypothe-
ses of other investigators.

The data presented here should also be of use to persons charged with formu-
lating and implementing policy related to drug usage by students. Unfortunately,
action often must be taken in the absence of sound empirical information and an
understanding of the meaning of drug usage whick such information facilitates.

Drug education, protective, and rehabilitative programs should be more successful
in developing respect for drugs if they are based upon a careful and complete umn-
derstarding <7 b .y user (Goldstein, 1970).

A research project of this magnitude requires the cooperation and assistance
of a great many pecople. Officers of our two funding &gencies, especially Dr.
Robert C. Petersen of NIMH and Mr. Philip Hallen of the Falk Fund were cooperative
and encouraging. The students of Carnegie-Mellon University are owed the major
acknowledgement. They responded in impressive mumbers to a long, complex question-
naire which sought highly personal information. They &ave invested their trust in
us and we have tried tc produce research worthy of that trust.

The research staff includes at various phases of the project a number of
graduate students from the Department of Psychology =t Carnegie-Mellon. James V.
Hardt, Josafine Jayme, Henry Bernstein aud Thomas Burgess, II have contributed to

@ roject to date. Sally Pearme, an instructor in Psychology and a counselor in
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v
the Counseling Center, was a member of the research staff and contributed a report
analyzing the multitude of notes which students wrote on or sent with their ques-
tiommaires (Pearne, 1969). Suzamne Goldenberg helped us design the research ins-
truments, and Xaren Norbut did prodigious amounts of work in the data analysis
phase of the project. The major share of the typing and reproduction of this report
was efficiently and carefully done by Lois Iannacchione.

We owe our thanks to all of these people whose efforts have made possible

completion of the research which we have completed to date.

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania - Joel W. Goldstein
‘ Co ’ \ v James H. Korn
Jux}e, 1970 o P . - Walter H. Abel
S N

e ‘ ' : Robert M. Morgan
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The Social Psychology and Epidemislogy of
Student Drug Usage:
Report on Phase One
Joel W. Goldstein, James H, Korn, Walter H. Abel and Robert M. Morgan
Carnegie-~Mellon University
Introduction

Public concern and alarm about psychoactive drug usage among youth has been
growing steadily since 1965 (Berg, 1967; Newsweek, 1967; Goldstein, 1966; Young
and Hixon, 1966; Senate Judiciary Committee, 1966). Clearly many people who had
never used drugs before were now doing so and this usage was causing considerable
apprehension in the larger society. While pharmacological knowledge about scme of
these psychoactive agents was uneven and scarce, knowledge of the users—who they
are, why they use, and vwhat the effects of this usage are--was almost entirely
lacking., In an effort to understand the méaning of campus drug usage the present
team began preliminary studies of users in 1967. This led to a formal survey of
the entire student body at Carnegie~Mellon University in the fall of 1968.

The focus of those few empirical imvestigations of youthful drug usage prior
to this time was heavily upon the question of the extent of use and this was often
overlaid with interpretations of the meaning of the'percenﬁages obtained in the
absence of substantlal other types of data (Dickenson, 1967; Pearlman, 1967; Eells,
1968 MArra, 1970; King, 1969, Tmperi, Kleber & Dav1e, 1968). These studies are
valuable in helplng one to understand the,outllnes of this pattern of behavior,
but their usefulness is sevérely limited. When they do seek to understand the
meening of usage they lack in-depth information of the soecial psychological pro-
cesses of usage. Recently a few studies have appeared which do go considerably
beyond the focus on extent. Most notable of these is ﬁhe work of Blum and asso-~
ciates (1969) Other studies will be cited in the main body of this report as

Q “ecome relevant to the particular issue being dlscussed.
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2.

The focus of the present investigation is on three areas: the entent of use,
the characteristics of users, and the motivations for and patterns of use. Thus
this report will discuss who uses what drugs, for what presumed reasons, under
what circumstances, with what attitudes and beliefs, and with what perceived ef—
fects. To simplify the presentation of results they will be organized around
certain user types: the total abstainer, the heavy alcohol user, the user of up
(stimulating and hallucinogenic) drugs, the user of down drugs (sedatives, tran-

qullizers and narcotics), and the marijuana user, In addition comments on the

general meaning of student drug use will be made.
Procedure
Carnegie-Mellon University is located in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and was
formerly named Carnegie Institute of Technology. Founded in 1900 as a technical
- school it gained fame as a center of learning.in engineering, science and the fine

arts. Recently programs have been added with‘the following colleges in existence

when our data was collected: Engineering and Science, Fine Arts, Humanities and
Social Sciences, Margaret Morrison Carnegie GolJege (for women), and the Graduate
School of Industrlal hdministration. The unlverulty is noted for taking students
of superior academlc standing and for emphaslzing professional training along with
a liberal college education., Students in some departments of the college of fine
arts are selected on the basis of talent aud’tions. Some 1/3 of the students are
from immediate areas of Pennsylvania,hOhro and West Virginia. Undergraduate stu-

dents who live at home with their parents comprize 20% of all undergraduates and

another 30% lives off campus in private apartments. A study of the student body
revealed that some colleges have rather stable stereotyped images: Engineering
and Science, Fine Arts, and Margaret Morrison (Kirk, 1965).

An attempt was made to survey 100% of the full-time student body. This pro-
cedure was followed rather than a sampling one in order to aid in the protection

~ +he anonymlty of respondents by'maklng it more difficult to identify them

- 12




3.
through their personal characteristics. Thig procegure also eliminated the necess-
ity of making laborious a priori specificatiols of sampling categories and it re-
duces the possibility that we will be restricted in our ability to test hypotheses
due to sampling oversights. For example, the amount of heroin use was thought to
be important but very limited. Conventional Sampling techniques might have missed
detecting the small amount that exists. The additional costs created in condvst-
ing a total survey are small because of the uSe of computers in the data analysis.

The survey methodology was based.on the €xperience of Eells (1968) who point—
ed out the value of obtzining student support for the ressarch and of the desira-
bility of including a separate name card with each questicmnaire which, when
returned separately from the questionnaire, allows the identification and follow-
up of nonrespondents. & questionnaire was deVeloped based in part on thcse in
use at the Institute for the Study of Human Problems in +the Ps&chopharmacology
Project of Stanford University and at the New Jersey Bureau of Research in Neurol-
ogy and Psychiatry. This was pretested in sevVeral editions by both users and
nonusers. Finally, mestings were held with 2 variety of students to inform them
of the purposes and procedures of the research and to ask their cooperation in
" obtaining student support. Similar explanatiOns were given to the university
administration, | | B

| The actual research questionnaire (Appendix A) congists of two pages of demo-
grabhic and background information and a matrix asgking students to answer 13
pessible questions concefning 17 possible subStances. This technique allowed us
to gather a great deal of information in a sm8ll space. Finglly there was a page
of opinion questions and a page asking about Personal experience with the sub-.
stances. Each questionnaire can contain as m&ny as 326 discreet pieces of infor-
mation. A cover letter, a return envelope and a "Directions" reply card were

inc%uded,with the packet (Appendix 4).
Q .
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The freshman class and trapsfer students anonymously filled out the question-
naire as part of the new student orientation and testing program. The freshmen
also completed the California Fsychologicel Inventory end the s#llport, Vernon,
Lindzey, Study of Values. A total of 813 questionnaires were obtained of which
792 were from freshmen and 2. geirz from transfer students or CMU students who were
returning after having dropped out. Tk# upperclass and graduzte students received
their questiomnaires through cmmmzs or 7.S. mail between Wovember 13 =nd 16th, 1968.
This produced 1918 questionnaires gy Desember lst (here after referred to as the
Ufirst wave" respondents). Amcther 277 students responded after December 1
(hereafter called "second wave" raspondsmts). Comparing drug usage between waves
was a method suggested by Eells (7948) far estimating the nature of the usage of
the non-respondents. These comparisons will be presented in Table 6. On December
11th a follow-up letter (Appendix A) was sent to the nonrespondents. 4lso in the
interim an explanatory article (an elaboration of material in the follow up letter)
was placed in the school newspaper, ads requesting that students return their

1

questionnaires were also placed in the newspaper and announcements were made over
the campus radio station. These matsrials attempted to deal with concerns which
were feportedvto us informally as being the basis for reluctance to respond.
Several types of reluctance were reported. Perhsps the major kind was simple
laéiness, followed by a belief that one need not respond if he does not use drugs.
User reluctance was based somewhat on fear of personal identification (one student
felt that we had coded the Questionnaire with infra-red markings), but more on the
belief that if the amount of use were precisely known, police action would be
precipitated.,
Attempts to deal with these concerns are clearly shown in the follow-up
letter and newspaper story. In addition the investigators held informal talks with
- students felt to be central among the hold-outs of this type. There is some indi- .

Q jon that an attempt to organize a systematic campaign for non-coeperation was
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abandoned due to these efforts. Throughout ths research, from questionnaire con-
struction, through mailing, coding, key punching end data analysis we have hired
those who were likely to be among the drug msers freely. It was our belief that
this would help to communicate our honesty to students who are suspicious of drug
research,

Since the freshmenere responding on om: of their first days on campus they
essentially were reporting their high school experience., In order to have longi-
tudinal data on the effect of time in college, in addition to the cross—sectional
data available by means of making comparisons among the upperclassmen, we resurvey-
ed the freshmen in early May, 1969. A shortened form of the questionnaire and new
cover letters were used (Appendix B) because the essential focus of the follow-up
was on changes in patterns of use during the freshman year. In addition we allow-
ed a systematic opportunity for fuller comrunication by providing two optional
open-ended questions. This was done because of the useful material contained in
the notes volunteered along with the non—freéhman survey.  These‘notes are dis-
cussed more fully in the Results section. Questionraires were sent to about 800
freshmen in May and 507 replies were received by the’end of the school year. One
foiiow-up letﬁer was sent to the non-respondents (Appendix B).

- Finally, during the early spring of 1969 (but before the freshman follow-up
study), a very short questionnaire was éent fo a 5% sample of the non-freshmen who
did not respond to the questionnaire. This was done in anbeffort to discover why
people had not responded and to learn how the hold-~outs differed from the respond-
ers in terms of drug usage. These data are reported in the section below, "Are
the Respondents Representative?"

Rate of Return

Table 1 gives the university Registrar's enrollment figures for freshman,

other undergraduates, and graduate students, the number of questionnaires we

15



6.
obtained, and the per cent response for the three groups., When & questionnaire
packet was returned by either ths campus or U.S. post office every effort was made
to obtain a correct address for she intended recipient. For some 43 undergraduate
and 624 graduate students no adeguate residential address could be obtained. In
the Znstance of the graduate students the packets were sent by czmpus mail to
their departments of study. This may acccunt for a portion of ths low response
rate among graduate students. It should be noted that the najority of all students
without addresses were enrolled in the College of Fine Arts or were foreign grad-
uate students in Engineering and Science. |

Table 1

Rate of Response by Class

Class ‘Number Number with Number of % Returned of Those
Enrolled Addresses* Returns with Addresses

Freshmen 837 837 802 . 94.6%

Other Undergrads 2341 2298 1472 64..0%

Grad. Students 1369 1318 728 55.2%

Class Not Given ———— ——— | 8 -~ -

Total 4547 4453 3010 . 67.6%

¥ Undergraduates not so categorized had no residential address; some 624 graduate

- students had no residential address listed with the Registrar, however all but

51 unreachable cases are included here because graduate students can usually be

- reached by means of campus mail address to their department of study. Freshmen
responded during orientation and no mails were used for them..

The data in Table 1 indicate an overall return rate of 67.6%. We have some
indication that our actual percentage was somevhat higher because graduate students
away from campus but working on dissertations are included in the figﬁres of full~
time enrollees and we made no provision for paying U.S. postage of students who
could hot return their materials through the campus mail. Some students did pay

O » postage on their oun.
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The rate of return varies widely in questionn:' re studies of drug usage de-
pending upon the population under study and the met .odology used. Pearlman (1967)
obtained a 55% response from graduz®ing Brookliyn (il lege seniors with no follow-up.
Imperi, Kleber and Davie {1968) obtzined a response rate of 80% from a sample of |
Yale undergraduates and of 66% from a sample cf Wes.lzyan undergraduates. King
(1969) obtained a 79% response from graduating Dartyouth seniors. Marra,
(1968) obtained a '70% response rate from studemts =2t: the State University of New
York at Buffalo who received their questionnaire when they appeared to obtain their
university identification card. Eells (1968), after whom we modeled our research
methodology, obtained an impressive 90% return from the studemt body at the Cali-
fornia Institute of Technology. Thus our response :""Ze falls in the midst of those
obtained by others, however it seems especially impressive when one notes that the
other studies have involved a very brief questionnzire while the present research
asked‘for responses to an elaborate questionnaire which took many respondents at
least 30 minutes to complete. Also our population was 1arger}than in the previous
studies. Given this intensive probe requested only by mailed exhortations we feel
that the rate of response is more than satisfactory. Of course; the rate df‘re-
sponse is merely incidential to the nature of bias in the respondents and it is -

to this question to which we now turn.

- Are The Respondents Representative?

Data from the freshmsn cless are almost complete and thus they come nearest
to being an accurate indication of the responses of that class. The matter of bias
on the questionnaires themselves will be discussed below. What abov’ that 32.4%
of the students who did not respond? Table 2 gives their number and rate of
response by class, college and sex. These data indicate +that the largest numbers
of nonrespondenté were male junibrs, seniors, and especially graduate students in
engineering and science ficlds (Carnegie Institute of Technology), and to a

lesser extent, students in fine arts; especially mmles. In terms of living

17



Table 2

Questionnaire Response Rate by College, Class and Sex

Seos Sex | C.I.T. F.A. 99_%5%% AMS or H&SS
GSIA
frestmen | Roth | Moo 53| Whresn| Bon g | Heosrs | Bhege.ss
Sophenores| Hale | 26k o gy | SLp s =608 | Zsousy | 192.8
Female §§=81-é% 5%=61,5% %§=67,4% T %Z;sa 1%
Jumiors | Mele | 1850, 5y | 26,9 | - = ee9.an | Besiaw
Female 2ﬁ?77'3% 38547,5% %§=66.7% %:100% 82--75 6%
Seniors | Male 3%3‘58 6% | Shsyag| zé 57.8% | 2=76.64
Femsle) Roan| Seras| Besox | | s
Graduates | Male é§%=52-6% —9~46 8% %32370.4%*
Female §§=62 9% §f=74;2% %Z%Aé.l%*

* Data for GSIA, MMCC and H&SS are combined here.

Note: Totals of respondents add to 14 persons less than the total mmber of
questionnaires received because 1/ persons did not indicate st least one
of the three classificatory variables.

C.I.T. = Carnegie Institute of Technology (engineering and science)

MMCC = Margaret Morrison Carnegie College (business, home econcmics)

AMS = Administration and Management Science (undergraduate only)

GSIA = Gradnate School of Industriel Administration (graduate programs in

business, econamics, psychology, statistics)

H&SS =

Humanities and Socisl Sciences

18



9-

arrangements (see Table 3) nonrespondents were disproportionately students living
off campus but not with parents or relatives. Foreign students were also dis-
proportionately represented among the nonrespondents. Recall that graduate :

students were especially likely not to have home addresses listed with the

Table 3

Housing Location of the Nonrespondents by Class and Sex

Class Cempus Housing Pittsburgh Off- No Address and
- Campus Housing Distant Addresses
Males | Females Males | Females Mzles | Females

Sophomores 89 55 103 21 13 0
Juniors 51 30 102 43 12 - 3
Seniors 69 2/, 137 45 10 5
Foreign

Undergrads., 0 1 14 1 0 0
Total Under-

graduates 209 110 356 . 110 35 8

U.S. Graduate :
Students 101 11 396 54 46 5

Foreign Grad-
uate Students 25 0 70 2 0 0
Total Gradustes -~ 126 | 11 | 466 | 56 46 5

university registrar (Table 1). Thus it is likelyvthat they received a lower
prOportion of their survey materials. An intensive survey wes made of a 5% sample
of the nonrespondents. Table ./ indicates the reasons why these students did not
respond.  If one extrapolates from these data one can conclude that 28% of the
nonrespondents were inordinately difficult to reach, having no identifiable ad-
dressés or telephoné numbers or havihg left the university. This suggests that

cur 3010 returned questionnaires represent a 73.1% response from the reachable

Q
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Table 4

Reasons for Not Responding to Original Questionnaire
of a 5% Random Sample of Nonrespondents

Students who could be contacted and who

responded to intensive probe: N
Lagy or too busy 7
Lost survey materials 6

Felt it unimportant or that own
experience was unimportant 8
Other miscellaneous reasons 5

Claimed questionnaire was returned 9

Did not answer this question 3

Total Number students who could be contacted 38
Students who could not be contacted by mail or telephone 13
Students who had left the university : 5

Students saying that they were willing to respond to intensive
probe but who never did 12
Students clalming original questionnaire was returned and who |
decided to ignore intensive probe 3
Students who refused to respond to probe ' _ 4
Total N in the Intensive Sample ' p 75

students, Clearly the number of principled refusals was quite small, and laziness,
carelessness, or lack of interest accounted for the vast majority of the nonrespon-
siveness. In the intensive probe a very abbreviated question inquired into extent
of drug use. Table 5 gives the extent of use data for those 38 of our 75 sampled

students who did Treturn the short probe questionnaire,

20




11.
Table 5

Extent of Drug Use in Students Responding to Probe of the
Nonrespondents to the Original Questionnaire

Pattern of Use N
No marihuana, no other drugs* 28
"Some" marihuana, no other drugs 6
"Much" marihuana, no other drugs 1
"Much" marihuana, "scme" other drugs 1
"Much" marihwana, "much" other drugs 1
No answer to this item _*5-

Total 38

# WOther Drugs (Hallucinogens, AMphetamiﬁes, Barbiturates)"

Thus we see that 73.7% of these persons did not ﬁSe_any drugs at all. The 37
persons who did not return the intensive probe questionnaire were lergely males
in engineering and science andrin fine arts.

In short méles, especially gradﬁate students in engineering and science, and
males in fine arts were especially likely not to have responded to theJquestion—
neire. Students iiving off campﬁsbalso responded‘iess than did students living
on campus. Iﬁ the Results section we will see that graduates in engineering and
science aré-especially likely to be drinkers of alcoholic beverages and that
students in fine arts are oﬁer;represented among the users of marijuana and of
"up" and "down" drugs. In attempting tc generalize about the extent of use of
ihese drugs these limitations must be kept in mind.

Another vway torestimate,how thé nonrespondents differ from the respondents
is to generalize from comparisons of early (wave one) to later respondents (wave

two). 4s seen in Table 6, the students who returned their questionnaires late

21
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Table 6

1z.

Characteristics and Drug Usage of Early and Later Responders

% of Early Responders

% of Later Responders

~ N.R.

Variable
' N =1918 N =278

Male ) 7104- 7707

Female 28.4 2109

NoRo 0'2 oll—k

Freshmen o6 1.4

Sophomoreg R5.4 18.7

Juniors 20.5 21.9

Seniors 2.3 19.1

Graduate students 32.0 37.8 -

N.R. o2 1.1

Cempus Housing 43.5 29.1

Live with parents 19.8 28.1

Other housing 36.3 4.7

VA 1.1l

. Amphetamine Use ' o
~ Never - 82.8 76.5
- Once 3.1 1.4
2 - 10 times - 5.4 8.7
. 10 ~ 50 *times 3.0 4.0
 .Over 50 times 1.5 2.2

E ‘ I\I.R.. : 402 702 )

:Beer Use .

- 'Never 8.9 - 72
©. . Onece ‘ 3.3 .30,6
+ 2 = 10 times 15.2 15.5

~10 - 50 times 19.5 17.7
Over 50 times: 51.6 53.8
N.R. 1.4 2.2

 Hard Liquor o _

" HNever 8.9 10.8

Once 2.2 1.1
2 - 10 times 17.0 17.3
10 - 50 times 7.7 27.1
‘Over 50 times 4247 40.8
N.R. 1.5 2.9



13.
Table 6 (continued)

Variable % of Early Responders # of Later Responders
N = 1918 N=278

Marihuana Use

Never 70.9 65.7
Once 5.0 5.1
2 - 10 times . .0 9.4
10 = 50 times 6.2 6.1
Over 50 times 5.3 7.2
N.R. 3.6 6.5
Tobacco Use
Never 29.5 26,4,
. Once 4.7 2.2
2 - 10 times 14.3 12.3
10 - 50 times 7.6 12.3
Over 50 times 40,3 42,6
N.R. 3.6 a2

were more likely to be male, graduate students, and to live off campus either

with their parents .or in other non-campus housing, and were less likely to be
vsophomores, than those who responded promptly. In terms of their drug usage the
later respondents were less llkely to have never used amphetamlnes and marijuana
'but were not strlklngly hlgher in extenslve use of any of the five representative
 substances 11sted@ If one assumes that the later respondents are somewhere be-
dtween the early respondents and the nonrespondents in the1r drug use we would 1nfer
that ‘the nonrespondents had hlgher usage, especially of amphetamines, marihuana and
'tobacco, than the respondents, but not strlklngly higher usage.

How Accurate are the Obtained Que stlgnnalre Regponses?

Independent of the matter of who returned the questionnaire is the issue of
i
the accuracy of the responses made on those questlonnaﬂres which were returned.

It will be noted that the cover letter (and the letter accompanylng the freshman
follow-up) provided the opportunlty for students who dld not W1sh to complete the1r
questlonnalre to- return it blank and to return the directions card so as not to be

bothered by followuups., Eells (1968) . reported that this opportunlty was appreclat—:

E

RJﬂ:hls populatlon of 1nterest, and that only a small number decided to take




1.
advantage of it (11 of 1290 students). We also found that only a small number
chose this opportunity: 14 blank questionnaires were received. Many students did,
however, leave parts of the questionnaire blank. The follow-up letter suggested
that doing this to protect one's anonymity was preferable to not returning any-
thing or to returning a blank questionnaire.

The majority of blanks on the returned questionnaire were not in personal
identification data (pages one and two of the questionnaire), but were in the
matrix (page 3) or on the question asking about personal experience with the sub~
stances (page 5}. Since the matrix was complex in layout a cemparative analysis
was made on blank responses to two important questions for a number of important
substances., Table 7 presents the mumber of persons and the percenﬁ of persons
who left the amount of use item (matrix question in column one) blank, for seven

Table 7 |
Number and Per Cent of Respondents Leaving 'Amount of Use'! and 'Future

Intention to Use' Questions Blank for Seven Representative Substances

Extent of Use¥® Future Intention to Use¥*¥
Substance — —
o N % of Respondents N % of Respondents
Tobacco 76 2¢5% '464‘ 15.7%
Beer o | 1.4 | 224 ’ 7o
Hard Liquor 48 1.6 249 8.4
LSD 140 W4 : 1146 40,0
Marihuana 101 3k 905 30.0
No Doze 109 3.6 826 R7e4
Tranquilizers 145 4.9 1050 | 3447
- #  Matrix column one .
¥%  Matrix column four

24
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representative substances. Since the freshmen data and that of all other respon-~
dents are similar they are combined here. Two aspects of these data are striking:
the number of blanks on the 'future intention' item are eight or nine times the
number for the 'amount of use' item. This is probably due to two factors, the
reluctance of respondents to complete all of the compiex questionnaire, and much
more likely, the siiple failure to recognize that one is to complete this item even
if one has never used the substance in question. (Recall that this item is '
column 4 in the matrix; columns 2 and 3 concern only persons who have used the
drug) .

The second notable trend in the data is that the number of blanks varies
greatly according to the substance, beer having only about one fifth as many as
LSD for the intent question. This trend is related to the first one. That is,
the reporting of éome usage in column one increases the likelihood that one will
'respbnd to column 4 (as one has dlready to columns two and three). The possibility
of a genuine reluctance or uncertainty rather than mere oversight is also indicated
by the differences among the substances. The more potent end illegal substances
are likely to be more difficult to make personal predictionskabduP than the common
and legal ones. | |

Only one questionnaire was blatently hostile§ it came stuck together with
glue with a garden weed stuck inside. Two others showed clear instences of féke
respbnses and were not included in the data analysis. Thirtyuseven students spon-
taneously wrote comments about the questionnaire on their forms (despite being
asked not to write on it other than to reply to the questions) or in separate notes
sent to the investigators. Eleven of these were generally positive and supportive,
17 were negative or even hostile and eight contained constructive criticisms for
improving our questionnaire. Thus the obtained questionnaires and notes showed
very little overt rebellion; especially considering the nature of the survey.

O _in undergraduate, Madeline Frink, ’miade gn,i‘nd‘e'p,endent study of 53 students

o5




16.
who use drugs in order to assess their attitudes toward the survey (Frink, 1969).
She found that 75% of her respondents had returned the questionnaire, 6% said
they had merely forgotten to respond and 19% deliberately did not respond to our
survey. Only one of her respondents indicated that he had deliberately falsified
his questionnaire. He had falsified the opinion questions, especially the item
asking one to estimate the extent of marijuana use on campus. This study was done
in the Spring of 1969. 1In assessing changes in actual usage since the original
survey Miss Frink found that 56% of her szmple used drugs in the spring that they
had not used the preceeding f="" {recall ihat all her subjects were users of il-
legal drugs). Some notable firings from her sample concern confusicons peopnle had
with the original survey: abowt. 10% misinierpreted the word "addictisve" (matrix
column 13), confusion on the personal experience question (page 5) was greater tham
with any other question (this wm=ding was used in order to allow comparisons with
Eells (1968) from whom the item was adopted), 53% did not consider graduate stu-
dents in making their estimates of the amount of marijuana use on campus, and 30%
felt that asking people to fill out the grid on page 3 was asking too much.,

Miss Frink found that her respondents were strongly in favor of drug research
--only one was opposed. All said that they intgnded to read the results when they
were available. No one said that they would not like to sees more drug research at
-Carnegie-Mellon. Eighty-one per cent felt that our questionnaire would bring forth
useful information. The following data from her study were especially interesting
in assessing the attitudes of the college user toward drug research:

How might drug research be conducted?

55% Questionmaires

50% Interviews by Psychology Department Faculty
39% Interviews of drug users by trusted students
66% Observations of sctual drug usage

11% Other

How should the survey results be used?

Q

42% In counseling drug users

o 98
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40% As evidence for repeal of the drug lays
60% To educate the establishmgft with regard to drugs

What important questions about'dfugg are yet to be answered?

83% Changes in values as a regWt of drug usage

74% Reasons for drug use

64% What kinds of people use d¥ugs

42% Settings under which peopl® use drugs

64% Types of experiences stuqgRts have with diFferent drugs
51% Frequency of bad experieng®s

43% Chemical composition of "glreet™ drugs

74% Drug culture-~the general Rseds of drug users

11% Other ‘

32% A1l of the items listed

In her conclusion Miss Frink summarjZes per study as follows:

"Students did feel that the Psych. Dept. Survey was relevant to
drug use at CMJ, Most of my syPjects returned their Psych. Deps.
Questionnaires and only a few ¢f those who did not said that it
was because they were against gFug wesearch., Students feel that
the Psych, Dept. Survey will ~Jlg sut worthwhile informationm,
Few students are reluctant to p#rticipate in drug research, al-
though many do not want to spepd the time. The percentage of
students distorting responses g2 thelr Psych. Dept. question-
naire was probably not as greay as had been feared (by Miss
Frink). A significant mumber of students are more liberal to-
ward drugs now (Spring) than ty2y were in November., There are
some questions on the original @estionnaire which might be
subject to different interpretationg, particularly the questions
Addiction, Disapproval (by one!s firiends), end % of CMU students
having used marijuana at least Stce, CMU studemts are strongly
in favor of drug research."

In interpreting these conclusions iy Should be noted that she obtained replies
on 53 of the 90 questionnaires which she Algtributed (4 questionnaires from non-—
users which were returned were discarded). Her experience in response rate and

the reasons she obtained for not respondi®® to the original questiomnsire are quite
compatible with our own data from our fol)Ow-up probe of 5% of the nonrespondents.

Rosm1 48
The presentatio? of results will be gy8aniged around a variety of user types:
the straight student or abstainer, tﬁe a2leghul uSer, heavy users of stirulant and
dgpressant drugs, end marihﬁaﬁé users. Sinée marihuans is a highly controversi%l

bR

sqbstancg and since it is the umost widely yfed of the illegal drugs, it will ba

b1

discussed in more detail than the other supStances, A1l subgtances otherlﬁﬁéﬁ_waﬁf |

ﬂl‘“ﬁj“;;No Doze and tobacco will sometimes Pe referred to for the sake of h-J:“éV\s;?:}“.:"L =

o




18,
es "illegal drugs" in this report., 411 drugs incuired about have same legel -
controls over them, but the exceptions listed are widelr availiéble without medieal
prescription to persons cf specified ages.- Following the discussion of typés of”
users, the report will deal with selected. charecteristics of tsers acrosz drugs,
e.2., intended future use of various drugs.

It may be noted from an inspection of our questiomnaire that many possible'
arzlyses of our data are mot presented here. The authors intend a.secxnd phase
of this investigation which is designed to delineste some of the more subtle Te-
lewionships in the data. In this report emphasis will e placed upon who uses what
substances in wket weys for what ressons and with what =ttitudes.

Uger Type Definitions

The following definitions of user types are listed Ain the order im which the
results for each type will be presented. The mumber of students and the per cent
of the total semple that met each definition are given in Table 8 which follows
this listing.

Straight Student - no use of any of the substances listed on the questionnairé

(which included beer, No-Doze and tobacco). In addition, a category of "principled™
non~users was defined as students who said they did not intend to use any of the |
‘substances in the future.

Drinker - use of beer or 1iqpor more than ten times but no uée of any othef
drug except tobacco and Do-Doze. Since oriy one freshman met this criterion, all
drinkers discussed are upperclassmen or graduate students.

Heavy Up Users - use more than ten times of at least one of the following
drugs: amphetamines, hallucinogens, cocaine.

Heavy Down Users - use more than ten times of at least one of the following
drugs: barbiturates, tranquiligzers, heroin, morphine, opium.

For the up and down categofies use of marihuana, beer, liquer, No-Doze and

tobacco were considered irrelevant, since‘heavy users of strong drugs tend to be
©

28




1%.
heavy users of all drugs. Again, very few freshmen met these definitions (18 - up;
315 ~ doym) and so only the results for upperclassmen and graduate students will be
prasented.

Marihuana Taster - a one-time user who has not umed any other illegal drus.

Mayihuana user ~ has used marihuszma between two =znd tenm times but has used no
other illegal drugs.

An attempt was made to create a marihuana Yhead" category involving use more
‘than ten times and use of no other ilil=gal drugs more than once, however, there |
were almost no individuals in our sample who fit this definition. Virtually all
heavy marihuana users had used other iZlegal drugs maxrs than once.

Table 8
Number of Students and Per Cent of Totzl Freshman

and Upperclass Samples Imcluded in Each User Type

Freshman Upperclassmen & Graduate Students
User Type N - (N=802) % N (N=2208) %
Straight 114 C14.2 75 34
Drinker — —— 4R ‘ 19.1
Heavy Up _— —— 112 5.1
Heavy Dowr: — — 98 beod
Marihuana faster 26 3.2 72 3.2
Marihuaba User 26 3.2 108 A9

For ease of comparison of user types, per cent responses of all user types
and of the total sample are presented together in Table 9 for demographic variables
and in Table 10 for opinion questions. Those tables should be referred to for
detailéd presentation of the results discussed in the following sections. Some of
the data discussed under each user type was taken fram the matrix on page three of
the questionnaire and are not included in Tables 9 and 10, In thosevcases, per-

cemtages will be given in the text or in smaller tables.
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When a question arises as to whether an observed difference between two per-
centages represents a significant difference the procedures described in Appendix
C can be used to dete. iine whether the difference of interest is likely to have
occurred by chance alone, Differences discussed in the text are large enough to
have occurred by chance five or fewer times in one hundred.

Straight Students

An interesting group of students in our survey should be that group whe has
never used any of the drugs about which they were asked. We found 189 individuals
who answered "never" to the extent question for ail the drugs on the list. They
will be referred to by the symbol "S", In addition, a subset of this group also
said they did not intend to use any of the drugs. There were 49 of these "princi-~
pled® straight students (Bs).

 Well ovar half of these straight students were freshmen (S = 60%, P = 55%).
Agtgg_ﬁhe freshman year the preportion of students in both groups (S & P) drops
‘répiﬁi?;and, roughly, linearly, i.e., more sbphomores than juniorsg are non-users,
mere juniors than seniors, ete. Thus, in comparing the characteristics of nonusers
to the rest cof thé population, the over;representation of freshmen must be kept in
‘mind. |

4s is generally true of freshmen, not many of the straight students live in
fraternity houses or rented apartments. Hﬁwever, a much larger proportion live at

‘home: S = 26%, P = 31% vs. 17% for freshmen and 21% for non—freshmen. Thus it
-.appears that some straight students are more closely tied to the family than drug-
using students., They could leave home in order to drink or smoke with friends, but
they do not do so.

The straight student is more religious than other students. He attends church

much more regularly (S = 56%, P = 59% report "regular" attendance vs. 39% freshmen,

27% other). In addition, he is move likely to have been raised as a Protestant,

O 3 likely to have been Jewish, and is ﬁuch more likely to claim some Protestant
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group as his pregent faith than to be either Jewish or nothing. The proportion of

Catholics seems to be about the same amcng nonusers as among other students.

The educational background of the paremts of straight students does not differ
much from that of other students'! parents. There are small, but consistent, dif-
ferences in the direction of less education for both the fathers and the mothers
of straight students. Family income appears to be lower for nonusers (but not Ffor
Bs) than for others: in the categories over $15,000, 8 = 28%, P = 34%, freshmen =
39%, nor-freshmen = 35%. There ig not much difference in hcme towns of students in
these groups. DMore Ps (47%) come from the suburbs and fewer.ﬁs and Ps from "aver-
age sized towns" (10,000 - 99,999).

It is difficult to make any selid statement about the degree of participation
in activities by these students, since freshmen haven't had a chance to get into
things on campus. Most students answered the +tems on activities and fraternities,
but no differences are apparent. |

Politically, straight students are more conservative than other students.

. The mean ratings on a 7-point scale from 1 = extremely liberal to 7 = extremely “
conservative were: freshmen = 3.23, non-freshmen = 3.29, 8s = 3.93, and Bs = 4.11.
More straight students also said that their position could not be reprgsented on
this scale or that they were hotkintérested in politics (for both categories to-
gethei, S = 26%, P = 223, freshmen = 19%, others = 18%).

The idea that straight students are more conservative was supported by data
from the opinion questions. One conéistent tendency on theas questions was the

“use of the "don't know" category by the straight students. This suggests that
they may be straight because of a lack of information or, conversely, that getting
information about drugs leads some students to try them.

About the same proportion of straight students (8) as of all freshmen indi-
cated that they thought marihuana produées a physiologiecal need for heroin, but

-thi§ proportion was higher than for all non-fmeshmen. Agreement with the statement
(S . . . E
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that marihuana creates a physiological need for neither heroin or LSD was less
likely for S and P students than for students in gemeral.

Fewer straight students than cthers saw a social influence on merihuana users
to use LSD, vhile straight students and fresimen in general agreed that this was
alsc true for heroin. Fewer straight students alsc saw marihuaha changing a per-
son's values so that he would then use LSD, and more straight students thought this
would happen in regard to heroin. The proportion of straight students answering
Yneither" on both the social influence ard the change of values questions was much
lower than the proportion of other students using that alternative.

A surprisingly large number of students think that regular use of marihuana
incresses the likelihood of criminal activity. DMore straight students and more
freshmen hold this belief than do non-freshmen (N = 43%, P = 35%, freshmen = 30%,
non-fresbmen = 17%). Straight students also take a tougher point of view concern-
ing the Pemnsylvania state law (2 ~ 5 yrs in jail and up fo $2000 fine for posses~ :
sion of marihuana, first offense): 16% of Ss and Ps thought this law was too lenient
vs., 6% of other students. It was thought to be too severe by 29% of Sg, 20% of Es,
50% of freshmen, and 64% of the non~freshmen.

Dafa from the matrix (page 3, column 8 of questionnaire) indicated that the
primary reason given by straight students (both S and»P) for never using any sub-
stance was, "no desire to experience its effects." For all drugs listed, this
reason vas given by 40-44% of all Ss and 55-60% of all Ps. Secondary reasons for
not using concerned reports of harmful psychological or medical effects. Depend-
ing on the drug, these secondary reasons were bothlselected by 10-20% of both S
and P students.

To summarize, straight students differ most clearly from other students in
that they are more religious, more conservative politically, and tdkd a stronger
view agéinst drugs. There is also scme evidence that they are more closely tied

to their famllies and that they know less wbout drugs than do other students.
: \‘l‘ . .
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"Principled" nonusers do not differ much from nonusers who say they might be will-
ing to try some of the substances that we listed. Freshmen are definitely more
straight than are non-freshmen. A large decrease in nonusers takes place between
the freshmen snd sophomore years. Changes in drug use will be discussed further
below when we consider the freshmen follow-up survey data.
Drinkers

Another tybe of drug user is the "drinker," the person whose drug use is
exclusively beer and liquor. Such a category was defined more specifically as
scmeone who answered that he used both beer and hard liguor more thar ten times
and who said that he never used any ofher drugz (except tobacco and No-Doze).

Only one freshman student met these criteria while there were 424 non-freshmen
whe did. The reasons for this are not clear, but there is at least one possible
explanation. Recall that freshmen were gver-represented among the "straight"
students. Perhaps if high school students use drugs at all, it is for reasons that
lead them to select substances disapproved by the general culture as opposed to
substances (beer and liéﬁor) that sre the culture's drugs of choice. In any case,
the following.comments will deal only with data obtained from upperclass (non-
freshman) students. #11 comparisons with the general student population will refer
~ to that population exglﬁding freshmen. The extenﬁﬂof use of beer and liquor by
’ the students who met the definition of “drinker" was, beer ﬁsed 10-50 times by
:26%, over 50 times by 74%; liquor used 10~50 times by 43%, over 50 times by 57%.

Drinkers are slightly more likely t« be male (79% vs. 72% of general popula-
‘tion), to be married (26% of drinkers vs. 20% of general), and to be in graduate
schocl in Engineering and Science (27% vs. 19%). Their place of residence is not
significantly different from that of most other students.

Concerning religion, the most obvious difference is thet drinkers are more
1ikely'both to have been resred in the Cstholic faith (34% ve. 27% generél and to

nr%sently consider themselves Catholic (29% vs. 21% general). Their church
©
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attendence is more regular (34% drinkers vs. 27% general) but the difference is
not nearly as'great as it was for straight students.

The educational level of the parents of drinkers tends to be sligh . ly lower
than that of the general student population. There are no obvioué differences in
family income or in the home town of drinkers vs. others. There is also little
difference in their degree of participation in on- or off-campus activities,
However, it is slightly more likely that é drinker will be a member of a fratern-
ity or sorority (38%) than will someone from the general population (30%).

Drinkers tend to be more conservative than students in general, but not
nearly as conservative as straight students. However, in angwers tc opinion
questions about marihuena, the only consistent difference between drinkers and
other students is the greator tendency of drinkers to use the answer, "don't know."
Drinkers used that category even more than did straight students.

Demographically, students defined as "drinkers" do not differ dramatically
from upperclass students in general. Where differences do exist, they are usually
in the same direction =25 the differences found for straight students. The out~
standing excepticn is that drinkers tend to be older than the general student pop-
ulation, whereas straight students tended tolbe younger. Drinkers were also more ok
likely to be Catholic and straight students to be Protestant than the general E
student population, ' :

The remaining results for drinkers are based on responses to the matrix (page
3) of the questionnaire., Most drinkers started their use of alcohol before they
entered college: 58% for beer and 51% for liquor. Beer drinking began during
the first year in college for 27% of these students and liquor drinking for 30%. -
One-~third of the drinkers say that their first use of both beer and liquor was
their own idea. A close friend of the same sex suggested first-time use of beer
to 28% of these students and first-time use of liquor to 24%. Parents were also

g4 mni ficantly involved in first suggesting use of beer (17%) and liquor (21%).
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In our society, drinking is a social activity. This is indicated for this
group of students by the report of 93% of them that most or all their friends
drink beer and of 86% who say very few or none of their frineds disapprove of beer
drinking. The correspcnding percentages for liquor are 88% and 80%.

Although only 132 students (31%) answered the quesiion about reasons for use
(column 12 of matrix), three alternatives were frequently mentioned. Use of liqaor
(this question was not asked about beer) to "get high, feel good" was mentioned by
108 students, to "go along with others" by 68 students, and to "be more friendly,
enhance sociability™ by 65 students. It should be noted that a student could
select more than one reason if he wished to do so.

Only 19% of the drinkers thought that hard liquor was addictivq. Again, this
question was not asked about beer. 55% answered "no," and 7% replied "don't know."
Either these students were not aware that alcoholism is a very serious ad extensive
form of addiction or they defined addiction in such a way that it did not include

alcoholism.

Heavy Up and Down Users

-+ usage type vas designed to identify all individuals who engage in heavy
use of”atmleast one "strong“‘drug. Furthéfmore, it seemed likely that we might
find diffsrences between heévy users (10 times or more) of "up" or stimulant-type
drugs and heavy users of "downﬁ or depressant-type drugs. More specifically, up
‘drugs i§aiuded amphetamine, LSD, DMT, mescaline, psilocybin, and cosaine; down
drugs included barbiturates, tranquilizers, heroin, morphine, and opium. Marihuane
beer, liquor, No~Doze, and tobacco were excluded from consideration in this defini.
tion of heavy users.

One must be careful in applying and interpreting this definition. In the up

category, use of amphetamines is much more extensive than use of cocaine or the

hallucinogenic drugs, so the up category primarily represents heavy amphetamine

@ Use and masks eny unique characteristics of heavy hallucinogen users. Similarly,
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use of tranquilizers is more extensive than use of barbiturates or narcotics and
the down category will be most representative o the former drug. In later analy~
ses of our data we intend to make finer distinctions between types of users.

Unly 18 heavy up and 15 heavy down freshmen users were found to meet our de~
finitions. Therefore, this analysis of demographic characteristies will deal only
with non-freshman heavy users (up N = 112 and down N = 98); their characteristies
will be compared with those of the general popuiation of upperclass (non-freshman)
students. |

Femeles made up a larger proportion of the population of heavy users than they
did of the general population: 28% of &ll upperclass snd graduate students who
responded to this survey were females, whereas 36% of heavy up wusers and 45% of
heavy douwn users were female,

Heavy up users were more likely to be undergraduates (77% vs. 66% of all non~
freshmen) and to be in Fine érts (29% -~ up vs. 12% all) or in humanities (17% up,
10% all) end less likely to be graduate students in E&S (7% up vs. 19% el1). Heavy
down users were also more likely to‘be fine arts or humanities undergraduates but
not less likely to be graduate students.

Grades of heavy up usefs”were lower than grades fa students in general, but
the difference was small.for heaéy down users. I¥ should be noted, however, that
over 30% of all gtudents and a like percentage of heavy users did not report their
grade poiht averages.

Heavy up users were more likely to live in a rented apartment (61% vs 37% of
all students), but housing arrangements for heavy down users were similar %o the
general population.

Concerning religion, heavy up users were more likely to have been reared as
Jews (29% up vs. 19% all) but wefe more 1likely to claim no present religious
preference (50% up vs. 30% all). Heavy down users had about the seme pattern of

O 'ed religion ag the general student population, but they too were more likely
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to claim no present religion {41%). Only 2% of heavy up users said they attended

church regularly, as opposed to 15% of heavy down users and 27% of the general
population; €2% of up users, 51% of down users and 37% of all students said they
never attend church.

Both parents of heavy up users had more education than 4id parents of non-
freshman students in general. This was also true for heavy down users, but the
differences were not nearly as large. The economic level was also higher for both
kinds of heavy user; 35% of all non~freshman students reported a family income of
over $15,000, while this was true for 45% of up users and 44% of down users.

There was little difference in the involvement in on- or off-campus activities
of heavy users and students in general, except that heavy up users were a little
more likely to say that they frequently engaged in off~campus activities (15% up
vs. 6% all). This certainly does not support the bypothesis that heavy users have
"dropped out." ‘Heavy up users are less likely to belong to a fraternity or soror-
ity (21% up vs. 31% all). |

Politically, heavy up users were very liberal, Their mean rating on cur 7-
point scale (1 = extremely liberal, 7 = extremely conservative) was 2.53 as opposed
56 3.29 for all non-~freshmen. The mean rating for heavy down users was 2.98.
HOWever, 20% of all heavy up users seid thatltheir position could not be represent-
sd on this scale, whereas only 9% of all students.said that,

The liberal attitude of heavy‘up users was reflected in their feelings about
the state law on marihuane: only 1% thought the law was too lenient and 90% thought
Lt was too severe, as opposed to the 6% of all upperclass students who thought it
vas toorlenient end 64%, too severe. On the other hand, heavy down users' feelings
about the law were only slightly more liberal than the general student population,

Responses to opinion questions about marihmana showed that neither type of
neavy user thought there was a relationship between marihuana and heroin. However,

1807 users were more likely than the general student population to believe that
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there was a social influence on marihuana users to use LSD and that use of mari-
huana might altzr a person's values so he would use LSD,

Heavy users did not think that use of marihuané leads to‘crime and, again, the
responses of heavy up users were more strongly in this direction than those of
heavy down users.

One very consistent aspect of the responses of heavy users to theé opinion
questions was their less frequent use of the "don't know" category. Some possible
reasons for this: (1) Heavy users have more information about drugs. (2) The
social role of.drug user includes these opinions.

As mentioned before, heavy use of up drugs primarily means heavy use of amphe-
tamines: 94% of heavy up users used amphetamines 10 or more times. 1.% used LSD
10 or more times and 8% used it 2-10 times. This group also included many heavy
marihuena users: 60% used marihusna more than 10 times, 19%‘used it 2-10 times.

The following information concerhs only use of amphetamine by heavy up users.
The most often mentioned period for starting use of that drug was during the first
yéar in college (41%), followed by high school (20%). Most emphetamine heavy users
say they will use it again (63% say they might or would definitely use it)vbut a
significant number say they would not or probably would not use it in the future
(23%). Those who stopped dr decreased usage of amphetamine most often mention a
bad personal experience (20% as their reason for stbpping.

Their first use of amphetamine was most frequently either as a result of the
suggestion of a close friend (36%), or it was their own idea (28%).

Amphetamine use clearly is not a socizl activity for most heavy users: 70%
say they usually use it alone. As with other drugs there is social support for
usage: 4i% of heavy users say most or all of their friends use amphetamines and
4% say none or very few of their friends disapbrove of use. waever, it is &lso
true that a number of heavy users seem to be going égainst their friends! feelings

© 1 13% say me-% or all of their friends disapprove of amphetamine use and do
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not use the drug themselves.

The most frequently mentioned reason for using émﬁhetamines (column 12 of
retrix) was to "feel less dull or sluggish." This reason was given by 43% of
heavy users. Other frequently mentioned reasons were: "improve ability to learn
or remember" (39%), "improve performance in something puysicel" (24%), "...:.. de-
crease spetite fa food" (27%), "get high, feel good" (14%), "facilitate creative
abilities" (13%). No response was given by 12% of the heavy up users. These
percentages total more than 100% because students were allowed to give more than
one reason. Some of these reasons for use are interesting, given that, although
amphetgmine is an established central nervous system stimulant and appetite sup-
pressant, there is no evidence that this drug has a direct effect on learning,
emory, cr creativity.

Generally, heavy up users reported that their personal experience with
amphetamine {page 5 of guestiomnaire) was positives 71% described their experience
as helpful and beneficial. Only 4% said it was mostly harmful and 3% that it was

very disturbing or seriously harmful. However, when asked to give their primary

and secondary reasons for stopping or decreésing use of amphetamine (if they had
done so), 20% of heavy users indicated "unsatisfactory personal experience with
the substance," as the most common.primary reason. |

A large number of he§§y up users think that amphetamines are addictive (47%)
36% say they are not addictive and 12% do not know.

Heavy use of douwn dfugs is essentially use of tranquiliszers; ten times or
more by 86% of this group. Only 17% had used barbiturates as frequently and 5%
had used opium ten times or more. Marihuana had been used ten or more times by
33% of the heavy down users, a much lower proportion than for heavy up users.

The following information concerns only use of tranquiligers by heavy down
users. Some time during high school was the most frequently reported (26%)
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poried for starting use of tranquiligzers. Another 23% reported starting during
their first year in college. A physician was the person who suggested use of
tranquiliZers for the first time for 35% of these students. ~Since students had
been instructed (top of page 6 of questior... ~e) to report only usage which was
"not on medical advice," It could be that although a physician may have suggested
first use of tranquilizers, later use continued without the recommendation of
that physician. A number of other heavy down users reported that first time use
of tranquilizers was their own idea (22%) or was suggested by a parent (14%).

As would be expected, tranquilizer use is not generally a group activitys

65% say they use alone and only 7% report use in any kind of group. In additionm,
~only 9% of heavy down users say that most or all of their friends use tranquiiizers,
whreas 26% say that none or very few friends use tnese drugs. Disapproval of
”wtranqgilizer use is not very frequent: 56% say none or very few friends disapprove,
5% say most or Jll.

The most frequently mentioned reason for using tranquilizers was, as would be
expected, to "reduce ééneral anziety." This reason was given by 43% of heavy down
users. Other frequently'mentiqnéd reasons;ﬁéfe: "relieve anger or irritability" |
(14%) and "shut things out of mind" (16%). Twenty~two per cent gave no response.

Personal experience with tranquilizers was described as "very helpful aund
beneficial...with no serious hermful effects" by 52% of heavy down users. Only
2% reported unpleasant or harmful personal experience. Since over two-thirds of
the heavy down users did not respond to the question concerning reasons for stop-
ping or decreazsing use of tranquilizers, these data will not be presented asre.

Eleven per cent of heavy down users agreed that tranquilizers could be physio-
logically addictive; 58% said they were not addictive and 12% did not know.

To summarize, the characteristiés of a heavy drug user depend on which drug
one is talking about. Heavy users of stimulant drugs look much more like the

stereotype of the drug "héad" than do heavy users of depressant drugs. The heavy
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up users tended to be fine arts cr humaniiies students vho lived in rented apart-
ments and came from higher socio-economic levels than did students in general.
They were less religious, more liberal, and had strong positive opinions about
marihuana, There was also more heavy marihuana use by up users than by down users.
In 21l categories, heavy down users looked much more like the generzl student
population than like the heavy up users. The experience of heavy up users with
amphetamines and of heavy down users with tranquilizers was generally reported'
as being positive and beneficial.

Marihuana Tasters and Users

Two categories of marihuana using persons will be discussed here, the taster
(T3 one time use witk no other use of illegal drugs), and the user (U; use of
mariﬁuana two to ten times with no other use of illegal drugs). We attempted to
create a category of marihuana head: & person who had:ﬁsed “his substance more
than ten times end other illegal drugs no more than once, but we found almost no
pecple in our sample who met the definition. Virtually all heavy marihuana users
had used same other illegal substance more than once. Thus the two types.we are
dealing with are '"pure" in that their usage of illegal drugs has been>1imited
to marihuana. A great many students who have used marihuana and other drugs as
well are not represented in this section, but did qualify for the heavy "up" and/
or heavy "down" drug use categories discussed above. Data on these two tjpes of
marihuana users were analyzed separately for freshmen and for all other students;
where there are significant differences between these two groups they will be
discussed, otherwise no distinctions will be indicated here (Tables 9 and 10 do
present freshmen and nonfreshmen data separately, however).

There were 26 freshmen tasters and also 26 freshman users. Among the upper-~
classmen and graduate students there were 72 students who met the taster defini-
tion and another 108 who met the user defirition. One should keep in mind that
8 strdents in our sample had tried marihuana at ieast once (or about 24% of our
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entire sample), and that 328 of these had used it ten or more times (Extent of use
of all drugs will be discussed in more detail later in this report.) Of the iatter,
&s indicated above, few had not also used other illegal drugs and thus they are not
included in this section on "pure" marihuana users. In thig section all percentages
given are percent of either the freshmen sample or of all nonfreshmen unless other-
vise indicated.

Who are these students whose experience with illegal drugs wes limited to
narihuana? They are almost equally likely to be female as males, whereag, females
accounted for only about 30% of the total sample. There were no obvious differ-
ences in year in school when tasters and users were compared to all students.

Major study area (department) also was not strongly related to marihuané UE3a

There was a slight tendency for fine arts and humanitieé upperclassmen>to be over-
represented among tasters (28%) and among users (29%), but this relationship was
much smallérnthan had been obtained for hesvy up users. The most notable varia-
tions from pr6pcrtiona1 representation with area of study were in the engineering
and scienée college: ﬁppeﬁglassmen in mechanical, eleci.icsl and chemical engineef—
ing are underrepresented among tasters by 8% (but among users by only 4%); graduate
students in engineering and science were underrepresentedjamong users by a strik-
ing 11%. Except for these cases, percentages of maiihuana: tasters éﬁd users in
the various departments were within 4% or less of the‘total number of svudenis in
tl: departments.

We obtained no strong relationship between grade point average and pure
ﬁarihuana usage among'the sophomores, juniors and seniors who were the only students
who were to indicate their grade average on the questionnaire.

Students' housing locations were related to usage. Thus 17% of all freshmen
live at home but only 12% of the tasters and 8% of the users do, Anong the non-
freshmen the same pattern is seen: 21% of all of them live at home but only 10% of

th?.tasters and 9% of the users do. Freshmen with marihuvana experience who do not
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live at home Jive in the dormitories (by school requirement). Upperclassmen, with
the exception of ummarried sophomore women, and graduate students could 1iv§ where
they chose at the time of the study. About 37% chose apartments but 49% of tasters
and 51% of users were apartment dwellers. Fraternity dwellers were overrepre: .nt-—
ed by 6% among tasters but not significantly among users.

The religion in which one was reared was also related to use. Freshman and
nonfreshman patterns differed, largely in degree. The freshmen class is 42% of
Protestant origin, but 50% of the tasters ar/ - -7 30% of the users were raised
as Protestants. While 28% were raised as Ceﬁhoiics, 38% of Lhe tasters and 8% of
the users were raised in this religion. fmong Jewish-reared students (20% of the
freshmen) tasters were underreprecented (8%) and users are overrepresented (46%);
the same pattern held for those freshmen answering "none" in response to the re~
ligion of origin questionnaire item (Item number 8). Among upperclassmen and
graduate students Protestants were proportionately represented among tasters and
users, but Cathalies (27%) are underrepresented emong tasters (22%) =nd usersU§18%}i
while Jews (19%) are proportionately tasters but disproportionatelyfuéérs (32%) .
Students reared in "other" religions were 4% of the nonfreshmen but 10% of the
tasters.

When one considers present religious preference (Item 9) those favoring
Protestantism are underrepreseated among buth tasters and users for both freshmen
and all other students by at least 10% in each instance.f For those favo:ing Catho-
locism the same trends hold but to an even greater exteﬁt: 22% of freshmen favor
this faith and 15% of the tasters and 8% of the users doj among all nonfreshmen
21% favor this faith, 10% of the tasters «nd 8% of the users do also., Those
students claiming that they p~~fer no religion ut present (25% of the freshmen
and 30% of the other students) had substertisl ssiihuana experience (T = 62%, U =
35%, and T = 46%, U = 48% réspectively).v Usage was inversely related to frequency

of attandanéevat religious sesrvices: 39% of the freshmen and 27% of other studemns
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said they attended "regularly", but much lower percentages of the tasters (Fr. =
27%, Others = 14%) and users (Fr. = 12%, Others = 10%) did. The reverse situation
obtained for those reporting that they never attend religious services (Fr. = 22%,
T = 27, U = 38; others = 37%, T = 56%, U = 48%).

Both father's and mother's extent of education were related to amount of
marihuana use. If one's father had graduated from college, one was likely to be a
user (Fr. = 27%, U = 38%; others 25%, U = 43%). The same thing held true if one's
mother had graduated from college (Fr. = 21%, U = 35%; others = 21%, U = 30%).
Tasters were not disproportionatzly students with parents who had graduated from
college and were not overrepresented among those with parents at any educational
level. Those whose parents education stopgped at high school graduation were tas-
ters to a ﬁroportionate extent but were underrepresented among users except for
nonfreshmen with mothers in this category (for father's education: Fr. = 21%, U =
4L%; others = 23%, U = 15%; for mother's education: Fr. = 40%, U = 19%; others = 38%,
U = 34%).

Family income iw related to extent of parental education and we did find»that
the extent of marihuana‘usage did increase with total family income. Students who
came from families with incomes in the $5000 to $10,000 rang; were less often
ﬁasters and users th=a: their numbers would warrent (Fr. = 25%, T = 15%, U'= 8%;
others = 26%, T = 19%, U = 16%). Students coming from homes in the $25,000 and
over income range were proportiorately tasters but were disproportionately users
(Fr. = 14%, U = 27%; others = 15%, U = 24%).

The type of community in which one was raisnd was related to usage. Most
obvious is the overrepresentation of users (though not of tasters) who were raised
in suburbs (Fr; = 39%, U = 50%; others = 31%, U = 41%). Freshmen tasters came .
disproportionately from average-sized towns (Fr. = 20%, T = 31%) and nonfreshmen
fasters from cities, but not large cities (others = 8%, T =17%). 1In general,

smaller the town of origin the less likely the student was to have been a
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taster or user.

Two guestionnaire items asked about extent of participation in on- and off-
campus activities. Since the freshmen were responding during one of their first
days on campus only nonfreshmen data are discussed here (the freshmen data in
Table 9 is indicative of participation during their high school period). There
were no significant departures from proportional representation among the several
alternatives of extent of participation for nonfreshmen tasters and users. That
is, extent of participation was about the same whether one was a taster or user
or not and this was true for both on-campus and off-campus activities. In like
manner there was no strong relationship between nonfreshmen membership in social
fraternities or sororities and being a marihuans téster or user,

In regard to political attitude, both tasters and users were more likely to
regard themselves as liberals and less likely to regard themselves as conserva-
tives than were other students except that tasters were somewhat underrepresented
at the extreme 1iberal end of th: attitude scale. The attitude scale ran from 1
(Yextremely liberal") to % (Yextremely conservative"); the freshmen mean ratiné
was 3.23 but the tasters' mean was 2.9 and the users' was 1.9. The trend is
weaker among the nonfreshmen (ovérall mean = 3,29, T = 3.1, U = 2.7).

Table”lo reports data from a series of opinion questions on page 4 of the
questionnaire. In response ‘to the item asking whether marihuana creates a "physio-
logical or bodily need" for L3D and/or heroin the bulk of freshmen and nonfreshmen
tasters and users replied that it led to neither and in these feelings they con-
siderably exceeded the percent of nonusing students who felt this way (Fr. saying
neither were 36%, T = 62%, U = 73%; others = 49%, T = 56%, U = 68%). Interesting~
ly both freshman and upperclass tasters replied "Don't know™ about as often as
their respective subpopulaticns but users did so far fewer times (Fr. = 28%, U =
12%; others = 32%, U = 15%). |

he second opinion questions asked whether "There may" be & social influence
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on marihuana users to use" heroin an¢/or LSD. In.general, responses were more
affirmative on this item than the precszeding one. bBoth freshman and other users
still replied "neither” in the main, but to a lesser extent than in the "bodily
need" item (Fr. = 12%, U = 42%; others = 16%, U = 28%). Persentages of "don't
know" responses were about th: same as in the pr::seding quesiion tut more students
responded "both". In general marihuana tasters and users are less likely than
nonusing students to feel that its use leads—~whether for physiological or social
reasons--to heroin use, but they were somewhat more 1ikély to feel that there may
be social influence to use LSD (especially the freshmen users).

A third opinion item asked whether "Use of marihuana may alter a person's
values so thet he himself decides to use" LSD and/or heroin. Reéponses to this
item were very similar to responses to the "social influence" item; again the
preponderance of users answered "neither"™ and they did this to a far greater ex~
tent than nonusing students did (Fr. = 14%, U = 46%; others = 18%, U = 36%).

While more students felt that regular use of marihuana did not increase the
1ikelihc§d of criminal activity than thought that it did or who were unsﬁre, those

who had used the drug felt more strongly that there was no use-crime relationship

(Fr. answering "No" = 36%, T = 52%, U = 88%; others = 46%, T = 62%, U = 81%).

The same trend is seen in the evaluation of the Pennsylvania state law'’s
penalties for possession of marihuana: students in general felt it was too strict
but those with marihuana experience felt this overwhelmingly (Fr. replying "Too
gevere" = 50%, T = 77%, U = 96%; others = 64%, T = 95%, U = 93%),

The final opinion item asked the respondent to indicate what percent of CMU
students he felt had tried:marihuana at least once. The wmedian response for
straight students was 20%, for both Leavy up and heavy down users it was 50% and

for freshmen tasters it was 47.5%, freshmen users 45%, nonfresnmen tasters 50% and

\anfreshmen users 45%. The 20% median estimate of the straight studerts was clos-

RICE to the figure of 24% cbteined in tpis survey.
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Data from the matrix on page three of the survey questiomnaire reveal some of
the patterns and social psychological aspects of drug usage. We have examined sel-
ected information from the matvix for the various user types. In the following
discussion of these data once again the percentages given will refer to percent of
the freshmen or non‘reshmen, as statzd.
Half of the freshmen tasters and 73% of the freshmen users had used or had
rarted to use niarilmana during their “igh school years, and most of the remainder
of the usage occurred after high schooi . it before college (T=35%, U=23%). Iwo
fresimen became tasters and one a user during their few days on campus befores they
filled out the questiommaire Nonfreshman tasters' use occurred during their third
yéar of college (21%) or during graduate school (17%). The nonfreshmen uszrs were
equally likely to have started in their first (24%), second (26%), or third (24%)
year of ;511‘ege.
| vIntent to use marihuana again was asked about in column 4 of the matrii. Two
trends are apparent: freshmen are less likely to indicate that they will use again
in the future than nonfreshmen and, not surprisingly, users tend to be vore likely
to us: again than tasters. If we combine the numnber of students replyin, ''Defi-
nitely would like to use it'" and 'might like to use it" into a single percent fig-
ure representing positive attitudes toward future use, these relationships are
clearly seen (the number of students l=aving the item blank or answering. 'Don't
know"' wés very small in all four user groups): Fr. T=38%, U=50%; others T=50%,
U=71%.
it is sometimes proposed that marihuana use will lead to use of other sub-
stances. Students were ‘to estimate the likelihood that they would use all of the
substances listed in the matrix, but many tended to overlook subst?nces w}uch they
had not already used themselves. Twp drugs | of substantial interest here are LSD
and heroin. The precentage of students not responding to the "intent to use" ques-
I.SD and heroin ranged .from 27% to 44% for the marilmana user types. The
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number of students responding 'Don't know' was very small in all groups. No
freshnan said he ""definitely” would use LSD and only one said that he "might' do so
(a user); two nonfreshmen said they definitely would like to use this drug (both
tasters), and three said they 'might" do so {27, 1U). No student said that he
would "definitely'" like to use heroin and only one (Fr. U) said that he "might"
like to try it. Thus among these students whose use of iiicgal drugs had been
limited to marihuana there was almost no indication of desires to use LSD or heroin.

The person who suggested that the respondent use marihuana the first time
(matrix colum 5) was more often a close friend of the same sex tha:. any of the
other possibilities listed, and this was true of zll four user types (Fr. T=42%,
U=42%; others T=480%, U=39%). No other type of persc.. was at all near to close
friend of the same sex in frequency of suggesting c¢riginal usage of marihuana.

The most likely setting for using marihuana (colunmn 6 of matrix) was the
apartment of a ¢l se friend, and this setting dominated all other settings for all
user types (Fr. T=35%, U=54%; others T=39%, U=50%). One's own apartment was the
second must 1‘:‘"~.t_ored setting for nonfreshmen students (T=22%, U=24%).

The majority of use was reported to be in the company of one or two other
persons of the same sex (Fr. T=31%, U=46%; others T=31., u=24%), or with one or
two others of both sexes (Fr. T=35%, U~46%; others T=40%, U=57%). These data are
from matrix colum 7.

It is interesting that students almost never had begun their drug experience
with mariluana. Only one freshman and four others said that they had. In response
to the yuestion in colum 9 of the matrix asking respondents to mumber the drugs
in the matrix in the order in which they had their first experience with them, the
majority of students in each user category listed marihuana as the fourth substance
they had experienced (Fr. T=46%, U=54%; other: T=56%, U=56%). The other responses
are scattered over ranks 1,;,3, and 5, with 5 being the next most frequent rank.

Verv few persons failed to respond to this item.
©
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Matrix colums 10 and 11 inquired into the number of one's friends using (at
sast once) and the mumber of one's friends disapproving use of marihuana, respec-
ively. Not surprisingly more of the users' friends use marihuana than of the tas-
crs! friends, and fewer of the users' friends disapprove of marihuana than of the
asters' friends. Only two persons said that none of their friends use marihuana
soth tasters, a freshman and a nonfreshman). If we create a stringent criterion
y adding together the categories, ''about half," "most’ and "all"” cof one's friends,
> obtain thes following percentages of each user type that had “hat many friends
10 had tried marihmana: Fr. T=23%, U=42%; others T=26%, U=38%. Very few respon-
>nts failed to answer this question. Apnlying the same criterion to the question
sking about proportion of one's friends who disapprove of marihuana we obtain the
blloewing similar trend: Fr. T=50%, U=27%; others 1=33%, U=26%. Again only a
>w respondents failed to answer this question. Only one perscn, a nonfreshman
ser, said that all of his friends disapprove of marihuana use.

Marihuana is not thought to be physiologically addictive by most students in
hese groups. The most frequeni: response to this question (matrix column 13) was
10," and the users felt this to be ti:ue more than the tasters (Fr. T=50%, U=77%;
thers T=63%, U=73%). It is notable that an appreciable number of persons replied
lon't know'" to this questicn (Fr. T=31%, U=11%; others T=29%, U=15%), however the
mber of students failing to answer the question was very small.

Students were atked to indicate (colum 12 of matrix) the reason(s) why they
ad used various substances. Only the nonfreshmen data are discussed here because
here were so many of the freshman tasters and users failed to respond fo this
tem. In terms of frequency of mention the most popular reasons given for using
arihuana were “'Get high, feel good'' (76% of the users and 51% of the tasters gave
hat as a reason) and "Explore inner self' (T=31% and U=23%). " All of the 24 other
sasons received only a scattering of responses' even though we tallied as many as

ix reasons for each respondent. Here it should be noted that when "curiosity''
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was listed as a possible reason on the freshman follow-up survey, this was the most
frequent reason given, with "for enjoyment or pleasure; to get high, feel good"
receiving the next most frequent selection.

We inquired into the students'’ persomnal experiences with the substances they
had used in an evaluative question (page 5 of the questionnaire) taken from Eells
(1968). Unfortunately 21% of the tasters and 23% of the users failed to respond
to this question with regard to marihuana. Most students found marihuana an in-
nocuocus or beneficial drug. The majority of the responses regarding marihuana
were to altermative a. --''...very helpful and beneficial... no serious harmful
effects’ (T=10%, U=28%), and to altsrnative c. --"...no particular effect... bene-
ficial or harmful" (T=58%, U=44%). Very few Tesponses were given to the other
alternatives. One percent of the users repcrted having had a "...very disturbing,
very upsetting, or seriously harmful experience'' with it, and 1% of the users and
7% of the tasters have had "...mostly a haimful, or unpleasant experience... but
it did not seem serious."

In sumary, marihuana tasters and users were students who were equally likely
to be males as females, majoring in any department in the University but especiaily
fine arts and humanities. They were less likely to live at ﬁome and more likely
to live in apartments. Jewish students and those reporting no particular religious
background or interest were more likely to use marihuana than other students. The
extent of usage among students increased with amount of parental education and
income. Those from suburbs were esrecially likely to have marihuana experience.
Usage was not related to extent of participation in on or off-campus activities,
but it was ic.ated to liberal political attitudes. Most felt that marihuana was
ot addictive, that it was not likely to lead to use of LSD or heroin, and that its
use did not increase the likelihood of criminal activity. Usage was also related
to believing the Pennsylvania marihuana possession penaltieé wexre overly severe,

*:ﬁ‘to over-estimating the percent of students at the University who had tried

ana. | 57




48.

Appreciable numbers of marihuana users intended to use it again, but they did
not intend to use either LSD or heroin., Most were introduced to the substance by a
close friend of the samévsex and usually had used it either in a friend’s or their
own apartment with usually only 1 or 2 others present., Typically marihuana was the
fourth drug experienced of the 17 we inguired about. ZFrom 25 - ,0% of those with
marihuana experience said that a helf or more of their friends also ﬁse the drug,
and from 25 - 50% say that half or more of their friends disapprove of using the
drug. The most frequently selected reasons for using marihuana were Lo "get high,
feel good," "curiosity," and to "explore inner self." Most students found the drug
a beneficial and not a harmful experience or reported no particular effeéts, good
or bad.

Comparisons Across User Types.

!

Friends using and disapproving. Social support and approval gre important

reasons involved in initiating and maintaining many kinds of behavior. Certainly
this is true of much drug-taking behavior. ‘Many of the drugs asked about in this
survey were used primarily in group situations, first used at the suggestion of a
close friend, and often used far social reasons (e.g., go along with others). Two
questions which directly assessed social factors in drug use were: "What propor-
tion of your friends have used the substance at least once?" (Column iO of matrix),

and "What proportion of your friends disapprove of using this substance?"” Responses

of user types to these two questions are presented in Tables 11 and 12 for several

substances.

In general the data in this table demonstrate that if a student used a drug,
he was more likely to have friends who also used it and few friends who disapproved
of its use. OStraight students, who never used any of these drugs, were most likely
to say that none or few of their friends use drugs and that most or all their
friends disapprove of drug use, Drinkers responded sbout the same way -~ except

for liquor and tobacco, their drugs of choice. Obviously, since liquor and tobacco
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Table 11

Per Cent of User Types Indicating That
Large or Small Proportions of Their Friends

Have Used Various Substances1
uc uc
SS Dr HU HD MT MO
E;bhetamine
none/very few 72 63 13 32 45 56
most or all 1 0 41 14 1 0
no response 26 28 3 21 39 27
Barbiturates
none/very few 72 64 41 -~ 41 52 60
most or all 1 0 9 4 1 0
N0 respense 24 27 20 27 35 28
Hard Liquor
none/very few 34 2 6 7 2 5
most oy all 15 88 84 73 82 87
No response 20 3 2 10 4 3
LSD
none/very few 72 67 24 39 50 57
most or all 0 0 15 5 3 1
no response 24 26 18 30 35 27
Marihuana
none/very few 66 50 6 18 20 12
most or all -1 2 52 32 12 22
Nno response 23 24 7 18 8 5
Tobacco . '
none/very few 24 4 2 6 4 2
most or all 17 45 72 52 37 53
no response 20 11 4 14 8 8
Tranquilizers _
none/very few 60 52 35 26 38 38
most or all 1 1 12 9 1 yA
nO response 23 27 14 16 39 32

The two categories at each extreme have been added together:
none and very few; most and all. Middle categories (a few,
a sizeable minority, and about half) are excluded from this

table.
o3
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Table 12

Per Cent of User Types Indicating That

Large or Small Proportions of Their Friends

Disapprove of Using Various Substances!
uc uc
SS Dr HU HD MT MU
Amphetamine
none/very few 4 6 44 24 12 5
most or all 62 53 13 26 34 48
no response 29 30 5 28 38 28
Barbiturates
none/very few 4 6 16 18 12 6
most or all 63 54 33 31 38 47
no response 27 29 27 31 38 28
“Hard Liquor _
none/very few 18 80 80 84 72 88
most or all 28 2 4 4 2 3
no response 24 7 5 9 10 3
LSD
none/very. few 3 4 17 9 4 4
most or all 66 61 27 37 48 50
N0 response 25 26 21 31 35 28
Marihluana
none/very few 4 9 57 36 24 33
~most or all 62 43 1 16 14 13
no response 24 26 12 20 12 3
- Tobacco -
none/very few 20 39 54 56 45 50
most or all 24 6 8 4 8 7
no response 23 13 9 17 12 11
Tranquilizers
none/very few 12 15 38 56 11 17
most or all 45 37 9 5 18 25
no response 26 30 22 16 40 32

The two categories at each extreme have been added together:

none and very few; most and all. Middle categories (a few,
a sizeable minority, and about half) are excluded from this

| tablé. | . E;() ,‘.
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are the most widely used drugs by our total sample, one would expect that all user
types would report more friends using and fewer friends disapproving than for any
other substances.

The relationship between using a drug, and having many friends who use and few
who disapprove of usage also held for marihusna. Extent of marihuana use increased
in this order: marihuana tasters, marihuana users, heavy down users, heavy up users;
This is the same ordering for percent indicating that most or all their friends use
marihuana, and that none or very few of their friends disapprove of marihuana use.

Factors reducing or preventing drug use. The reasons that were given for

using drugs were much as expected: drinkers and marihusna users want to "get High"
(although curiosity was also found to be an important reason for marihuana use),
users of stimulant drugs (especially amphetamines) want to increase their level of
arousal, and users of tranquiligzers want to felieve anxiety., It is just as im~
portant to ask, however, why some people stop or decrease drug use, or why they
never use some drugs at 2ll. These reasons should be especially important to those
; concerned with drug abuse,

Table 13 gives the percent of user types indicating various primary snd se-~
condary reasons for stopping, decreasing, or never using several substances; |
Freshman marihuana tasters and users are not included because of the small number
»g: who responded to this question. These data must be interpreted carefully because
of the large proportion of students not responding. Possible reasons for this were
discussed on pages 14 and 15.

For most substances in Table 13 (except tobacco) "no desire to experience...

its effects" is the reason most often given. It is also the reason most frequently
used for all substances by straight students. fmong the least mentioned reasons
are uréing from parents and from friends. Either parents and friends don't do any
urging or, if they do, it isn't effective. Apparently most students in these

groups are at least femiliar with the names of these substances, since the -
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alternative, "have not heard of (it)" was rarely used and therefore it is not listed
in the table.

For amphetamines, heavy up users were the only group who did not list '"no de-
sire to experience" as their first negative reason. For that group, which includes
the heaviest users of amphetamines, "unsatisfactory personal experience with the
substance" was most frequently mentioned. For all user types,; the two next most
important reasons were reports of harmful psychological or harmful medical effects,
in that order. These two reasons were given somewhat more often by marihuana tas-
ters and users. It would be interesting to know exactly what "reports" these
students were thinking of, not only for amphetamines, but also for the other drugs
listed.

"No desire to experience..." was clearly the most common negative reason for
barbiturates, with reported harmful medical effects second and psychological effects
third. Observation of others is mentioned as a reason by each of the user types,
but most frequently by heavy down users.

The highest frequency of no response was for hard liquor, probably indicating
that use of that substance had not stopped or decreased. This idea is supported
by the fact that straight students (who never had used liquor) did answer the ques-
tion and again said their principle reason was "o desire to experience." Observa-
tion of others and reported harmful medical and psychological effects were also
frequently mentioned by this group. In addition, urging from parents was mentioned
fairly often as a reason that straight students never use liquor, making this one
of the few cases where there was evidence for parents having a significant influence.

For LSD, "no desire" was the most frequent used primary negative reaéon for
straight students and drinkers. Heavy up and down users were equally concerned
about reports of harmful medical and psychological effects, while these latter
reasons were gian more frequently as negative reasons by marihuana tasters and

-7y ‘than was 'no desire to experience." Reports of harmful psychological effects
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are more frequently mentioned as a negative reason for LSD than for any other drug.
Perhaps this is related to the large number of newspaper and magazine articles on
LSD that appeared during 1967 and 1968.

Reasons for not using marihuana or decreasing marihuana use were also quite
varied across user types. Straight students again?listed "no desire..." as their
primary reason mcst often, with quite a few giving reported harmful psychological
and medical effects as primary_or secondary negative reasons. Drinkers did not use
marihuana for similar reasons but, in addition, because of the illegality of mari-
huana. The pattern of reasons for heavy down users resembled that for drinkers,
except for the grearer frequency of no response. Heavy up users and marihuana
tasters and users were not so concerned with psychological and medical effects of
marihuana, but rather with its illegality or being difficult to obtain. These
three user types and the heavy down users also mentioned "unsatisfactory personal
experience" fairly often as a negative reason. That reason was given most often
by marihuana tasters who also gave "no desire to experience" as a frequent reason
for stopping use of marihuana. For many testers, their one experience with mari-
buana was unimpressive, As with straight students, 6% of the tasters gave "urging
from parents" as a negative reason.

The campaign against cigarette smoking was getting stronger in 1968 and ap-
parently was having effecis on a significant proportion of students For all user
types except straight students, "reports of harmful medical effects" was most often
mentioned as a primary and as a secondary reason for stopping or decreasing use of
tobacco. However, "o desire to experience" again was mentioned very often.

Except for heavy down users who had a high "no responsef rate, tranquiliszers
were not used or use was decreased due to "no desire to experience" their effects.
Reports of harmful medical and psychological effects were also often mentioned.

Knowledge about addiction. Students' responses to the question of whether a

ce~*13~ drug is physiologically addictive are both a measure of information about
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the drug and some indication of a negative influence on use, assuming that students
want to avoid becaming addicted. Table 14 gives the percent responses of user fypes
to this question, i.e., whether a drug "produces very unpleasant physical symptoms
when sustained use is stopped." Again, the no response rate is fairly high, especi-
ally for straight students and drinkers.

There is little evidence in the literature that amphetamines are physiological-
ly addictive, although a period of depression may follow intensive use and psycholo-
gical dependence may develope. Therefofe, it is surprising to see that almost half
of all heavy up users, who are mainly emphetamine users, thought that bhis drug
is addictive. Straight students and marihuena tasters and users frequently answer-
ed, "don't know" to the addiction question.

Barbiturates and tranqguilizers are addictive when used in relatively large
amounts over long periods of time. This fact is not widely known as indicated by
the large proportions of "don't know" responses by most user types. Heavy up users
are more likely than any other user type to say that both classes of drugs are
addictive. A#As mentioned before, heavy down users, primarily users of tranquiligers,
are most likely to say those drugs are hot addictive.

Of all the drugs listed in Table 14, heroin is most widely publicized as ad-
dictive. Thus, it seems surprising that about 10 ~ 20% of most user types said
that they did not know whether heroin was physioiogically addictive. Straight stu-
dents and marihuana tasters gave the largest proportion of "don't know" responses.
However, there were generally fewer "no" responses to heroin than to any other
drug. It is likely that thé proportion of "yes" responses would have been higher
had more students answered this question,

When one talks about drug "problems" alcoholism heads the list in terms of
number of peoplé addicted. Thus, it is impressive that such a large proportion of
all user types say that hard liquor is not addictive and that students who use alco-

hol extensively idrinkers) are most likely to say it is not addictive. Heavy up
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Table 14

i

Per Cent Responses of User Types to
Question on Whether Certain Drugs

are Physiologically Addictive

uc uc
SS Dr HU HD MP MU
Amphetamines
yes 12 13 47 20 14 18
no 4 6 36 21 8 15
don't know 38 28 12 19 47 32
no response 46 53 5 39 31 33
Barbiturates
yes 16 16 31 23 26 20
no 5 5 12 14 3 10
don't know 33 25 28 16 44 36
no response 46 53 29 46 29 33
Heroin
yes 33 36 54 35 56 S5
no 2 1 4 4 0 3
dori’t know 19 10 11 8 15 7
no response 47 53 31 53 29 35
Liquor
yes 24 19 44 27 29 6
no 10 55 34 46 52 33
don't know 20 -7 11 7 7 51
no response 47 18 12 20 12 6
LSD
yes 16 . .8 4 8 8 . 6
no 17 14 46 22 29 36
don't know 27 25 20 19 35 21
no response 46 54 29 50 28 36
Marihuana ,
yes 11 6 4 4 0 2
no 20 26 76 50 62 73
don't know 23 15 6 9 29 15
no respense 46 54 14 37 8 10
Tranquilizers S
yes 8 9 20 11 12 12
no ‘ 10 11 24 58 17 17
o don't know 34 25 31 12 43 35
]ERJK: ~ no response 48 55 25 18 28 36
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users included the largest proportion which said that liquor jg addictive and
marihuana users had the largest proportion answering, "don't know."

The results for LSD are not clear, partly because of the significant propor-
tion of students who did not respond. Heavy up users (a category which includes
all heavy LSD users) were most likely to answer "no" and marihpana users were the
next most likely group to give this response. The relatively large frequency of
"don't know" responses among all user types indicates that, although LSD is not
an addictive drug, there seems to be some uncertainty about this among students
in these groups.

Marihuana is also not‘addictive in the form of the '"grass" that students sre
most likely to use, and there is no reliable evidence that the more potent hash~
ish is addictive. About three~fcurths of the marihuana users and of heavy up users

" (who alse use marihuana extensively) and 62% of marihusna tasters answered "no" to
,the adaietion question for marihuana. Elther they were aware of the evidence that
this 6rug is not addictive or they were ,tatlng oplnlons that are part of the
.marlhuana subculture. The 1argest frequency of "don't knoy ".responses was given
by marihuana tasters probably'lndlcQtlng that they had less 1nformat10n. Although
brabout half the Stralght S udents and Drlnkers did »noi. respond to this question,
3those who dld were less 11ke1y than other uSer types to agree that marihuana is not
’ﬁfaddictlve and they had a falrly hlgh frequency of "don't know" responses.

In general, 1t appears that among these user types, many students do not have
a very accurate Vlew of the addlctlve propertles of several 1mportant and widely
used drugs. Unfortunately, the results on this and several other important ques-
tions have not yet been tabulated gar the total sample. It is clear, however, that
conpletesand accurate'information on drugs is not reaching many students, expecial-

1y those who, use drugs most often. At least this was true late in 1968,

Extegt and Intgnt of Use of All Substances.

Up to this p01nt all results have been presented in terms of user types. . In

we - e
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order to get a broad view of drug use on the Carnegie-Mellon campus, results for
the entire sample will be presented for two variables: . extent of use (number of
times each drug listed in the questionnaire had been used) and intent of use (like-
lihood of using each drug in the future). These are columns one and four of the
matrix. Results for extent are presented in Table 15 and for intent in Table 16.
The no response rate was relatively small on the extent question but larger on the
intent question for reasons discussed (pp. 14-15).

The most common substances on the list were the ones ﬁost frequently used by
students: beer, liquer, and tobacco. These were the only substances used fifty
or more times by more than five percent of &1l students. The most rarely used
substances (1% or less have ever used) were cocaine, STP, heroin, speed (injected),
morphine, and psilocybin., Other substances with low frequency of use (2-5% ever
used) were barbiturates, LS[, mescaline, and opium. Finally, these substances were
used rather frequently (10-40% ever used), although nof commonly: smphetamines, mari-
huana, No-Doze. 4lizers. Marihuana was the only one of these substances
that had been T o rifty times by at least “!'ve percent of the sample.

The data for intent to use these substances complement those for extent of use.
Combining the two categories, "definitely would" and "might liké}to," produces a
rankiﬁg of substan¢es for intenﬁ-that is about the same as that:fOr extent. When
th9se combined intent categories are compared with the percentage of students re-
poiting use one time or more (the sum of the last four columns of Table 15), it
appeafs that intended use of some substances is lower than previous use. Some
exampl es, with percentages in parentheses, are: amphetamines (extent 12.3; intent
8.6), 1iquor ("ext 83.7, int. 68.3), and tranquilizers (ext. 11.0, int, 9.5), Th,e
largest dlfferpnce is for tobacco: extent 66.1, intent 35. O In some cases per—lw
centages for 1ntended use were greater than for previous use: marihuane (ext. 23. 8,
+nt. 26.1), LSD (ext 3.4, int, 5 2), and mesceline (ext. 2. 1, int, 6.7). However,- 

I:R:k:aua must be interpreted caustlously due to the 1arge number of students not




Table 15

Extent of Use (Percent) of All Substances

For the Total Sample (N=3010)

60.

2.1

* Only one person (0.03%) is represented in each of these cells.

70

ifore
No 2-10 10-50 Than
Response Never Once Times Times 50
Amphetamines 3.7 84.1 2.9 5.5 2.6 1.3
Barbiturates 4.3 91.3 1.1 2.6 0.5 0.3
Beer 1.4 13.7 4.7 19.5 19.4 41.3
Cocaine 4.7 94.2 0.6 0.4 0.0 %
STP 5.0 94.2 0.3 0.4 * %
Hard Liquor 1.6 14.7 3.5 22.1 24.9 33.2
Heroin 4.8 94.7 0.4 0.1 0.0 *
LSD 4.7 91.9 1.4 1.4 0.5 0.1
Marihuana 3.4 - 72.8 4.8 8.2 5.8 5.0
Mescaline 4.9 93.1 1.0 1.0 0.1 %
Speed 4.9 94.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
Morphine 5.1 94,2 0.4 0.3 % 0.1
No-Doze 3.6 59.9 7.9 18.8 7.2 2.6
‘Opium 5.0 92.4 1.2 1.3 0.2 0.1
Psilocybin 5.3 93.9 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.1
Tobacco 2.5 31.6 5.5 14.7 9.2 36.7
Tranquilizers 4.9 83.1 2.7 6.1 1.1
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Table 16

Intended Future Use (Percent) of All Substances

for the Total Sample (N=3010)

Defi- Prob- Defi-
No nitely Might Don't ably nitely

Response Would Like to Know Not Not

Amphetamines 34.1 3.8 4.8 4.2 12.6 39.6
Barbiturates 37 .4 1.3 2.1 3.7 13.0 42.2
Beer 7.4 46.9 18.1 6.8 11.2 8.4
Cocaine 38.8 0.9 0.9 2.4 7.9 48.8
STP 39.7 1.0 0.9 1.9 6.1 50.1
Hard Liquor 8.4 47.8 20.5 6.6 8.7 7.8
Heroin 39.5 1.0 0.4 0.8 5.0 52.9
LSD 40.0 2.6 2.6 2.4 3.3 48.8
Marihuana 30.0 15.0 11.1 4.1 9.7 29.8
Mescaline 38.8 2.9 3.8 3.5 7.2 43.5
Speed . 39.6 0.9 0.7 1.1 5.4 52.4
Morphine 39.6 0.8 0.3 1.7 L 51.6
No-Doze 27.4 4.1 11.0 9.2 20.4 27.6
Opium 38.1 1.3 1.4 1.4 5.7  51.8
Psilocybin 40.9 1.5 1.5 4.7 5.7 45.4
Tobacco =~ 15.7 25.7 9.3 5.0  15.8 28.2
Tranquilizers - 34.7 2.8 6.7 7.5 15.5  32.5
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responding to the intent question.

Figures on extent of drug use, such as those presented in Table 15, are rather
tenous for a variety of reasons. Part of the problem is related to the reliablity
of the data. Especially when dealing with very low percentages, factors such as
faking, uncertain memory, and definitions of what constitutes use can be a problem.
For example, it is difficult to believe that there really was one student who used
STP more than fifty times. A more serious problem concerns generalizing from this
sample to other samples of college students or young people in genéral. 4 review
of surveys conducted in 1967 (Berg, 1969) found estimates of one time use of mari-
huana ranging from 5.6% to 34.9%, of LSD from 2.0% to 7.0%, and of amphetamines
from 7.0% to 14.0%. Carnegie-Mellon is not UCLA, nor is it Slippery Rock.

However, changes in the drug "scene" that occur over time are probably the
main reason for de~emphasizing data on extent of use. In 1967, surveys showed
marihuana use to be about 20% at most college campuses. In 1969, the figure was
commonly BO%Aor more. Some surveys taken orn the same sample @8 few as six months-
apart indicated an increase in use of marihuama of ten percent. (For a further
discussion of changes over time seevthé section below én the changes in usage dur-
ing the FreShman year,) Of course, the critical question is what is happening
during this periocd of time that leads to increased drug use and‘this is a‘question
for which we do not yet have a cléa; answer. Possible explanations include changes
in the kinds of students who are coming to college, publicity given to drugs by the
media, and social factors producing‘alienationfamong students. Very simple expla-
nations should not be overlocked such as fluctuation in the supply of drugs. For
example, there is some evidence that, shortly after most of the questionnaires had
been returnéd, a supply of mescaline became available. If our survey had been taken
early in 1969 the extent of use of that drug might have been significantly greater,

Finally, it is the opinion of the authors .f this report that the critical

question for anyone,tb ask is not, "how much?" but rather, "Why?" and "What happens?'
o ‘ '
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It is the process of becoming a user and the effects of drug use which should be
given the most attention, for when we know only, "how many," what significant under-
standing of the phenomena can we have?

Changes in Usage during the Freshman Year.,

It will be recalled that the freshman class was resurveyed in late spring of
their freshman year (1969) with a shortened questionnaire designed to assess changes
in usage during the year. The materials for this follow~up survey are in Appendix
B.

In the initial survey 94.6% of the freshmen responded (Table 1); in the follow-
up only 60.6% did. In the fall the percentage of female respondents among the
freshmen was 32%; in the spring it was 37%. Housing patterms of the respondents
changed little between the two surveys. In the fall 18% lived at home, £0% in
dormitories and 3% in apartments; in the spring 16% of those responding lived at
home, 82% in the dormitories and 3% in apartments. Present religious preference
also changed little from the fall to the spring respondents. In the fall: Pro-
testants 30%, Catholics 22%, Jews 16%, other 7% and none 25%; in the spring: Pro-
testants 27%, Catholics 20%," Jews 16%, other 8%, and none 29%. Here the changes
may réflect real changés in belief as well as possible differences in the percen-
tages from each religious groui;responding”in the spring. In like manner thé
several categories of father's education.changed by 3% or less between the two
surveys. The political views of the students should also be a good item to indicate
if the same types of students were responding in the spring as in the fall, since
those views were shown to be strongly related to usage of marihuana and of up and
down drugs. Table 17 compares the political responses of the two sets of respon-

dents.
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Table 17 _
Per Cent of Freshmen Students Responding to eachéPolitical

Attitude Alternative in Fall and Spring Surﬁeys

Response 1 2 3 4 T 6 7 Posit. > No Polit. N.R.

E Klternative (liberal) (conserv.) not rep. Inierest
| Fen % 6 22 24 10 12 5 1 9 .10 1

Spring % 5 17 25 14 14 3 1 8 “12 1

| Again there is the pogsibility that the shifts seen represent changes -in attitudes
rather than in types of persons responding. In general these various comparisons
of demographic data indiceste that the spring respondents were highly simiiar to the

fall respondents.

Table 18 compares the extent of use by fall and spring respondents of the
seven substances which were asked about in the follow-up study. Data are presented
from two questions in the‘spring questiomnnaire matrix, rows l-a. and 1-b. The
first asks for the amount of use ever during the student's school and college years
and as such it provides a measure of change when compared te the fall percentages.
A more direct indicator of change during the freshman year is the gquestion in row
1-b. which asks for the number of times a substance has been used since September
1, 1968, When one compares the fall totals for any use at all and the spring totiale

for any use since September 1, one obtains the following percentage changes:

amphetaminés-A%, beer 6%, liquor 9%, LSD 5%, marihuana 10%, and tobacco -10%.
Thus tobacco was the only substance to undergo a decrease in usage during the
year. Data on heroin or opium usage among freshmen in the fall was not available
separated from upperclass data. There were 11 students who reported msing heroin

once and another 10 who had used it more than once in the fall. In the spring 21

freshmen reported some usage, 14 of them only one time. Since the questionnaire

O item read "heroin or opium" on the spring gquesticnnaire (but just "heroin" on the
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Table 18
Per Cent of Freshman in Each Extent of use Category for Seven

Substances in Fall (¥=792) and Spring (N=507) Surveys

2-10 10-50 more
Never Once times times than 50 N.R.
Anphetamines
Fall 90 3 3 1 0 3
Spring~ Ever used 82 4 7 4 1 2
-~ Since Sept. 1 82 3 7 4 * A
Beer
Fall 27 8 32 19 11 3
Spring- Ever used 14 10 30 29 16 1
- Since Sept. 1 22 8 35 23 10 2
Hard Liquor
Fall 32 #* 33 18 7 9
Spring- Ever used 15 7 L3 21 13 1
- Since Sept. 1 21 0 45 16 6 2
Heroin
Fall - - —-— —_— — -
Spring- Ever used 23 3 1 * 0 2
-~ Since Sept. 1 91 3 1 e 0 5
L3SD
Fall 97 # 1 0 1] 1
Spring- Ever used 90 2 4 1 0 3
-~ Simce Sept. 1 &9 2 4 * ¥ 2
Marihuarma
Fall 80 5 6 ’A 2 2
- Sprinmg- Ever used 70 VA 7 9 7 2
- Simece Sept. 1 67 5 7 11 5 5
Tobacco
FalZ 39 9 17 9 24 2
Spring- Ever used 40 5 16 11 26 2
- Since Sept. 1 A 5 14 3 22 3

¥ Per cerf is less than one but greater than zero.
Totgls may mot add +o 100% because of rounding.
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fall questionnaire), it is possible that some of this freshman usage represents use
of opium alone or use of such mixtures as opium and marihuana smoked together.

Are the percentage changes which our university experienced during the 1968-
. /

1969 academic year typical? Table 19 shows changes over time in percentages of

students ever using marihuana from az number of sources over four years. Both the

Newsweek (1969) national sample of college students and our swrvey found a 10% in-

crease, and the University of Maryland survey (McKenzie, 1970) found a 12% inurease.
The UCLA data are from two sources (Berg, 1969; Behavior Today, 1970), represent
different survey years, and find a 17% increase in usage over a 3 year span. The
vne year increases range from 9 to 12% among these institutions depending upon the
year of the survey. Thus, extrapolation of future percentages from these data is
hazardous.
Table 19
Per Cent of College Students Ever Using Marihuana: Data from Four

Years, Three Universities, and a National Sample of Students

Sample 1967 1968 1969 1970
Newsweek (1969)#* - -~ 23 32 -—
U. of Maryland , ,

(McKenzie, 1970) 15 24, 36 —
U L ] C .IJ .A L] .

(Berg, 1969; Behavior Today, 1970) 35 —-— —~— 52
Carnegie-Mellon U, ## —— 18 o8 —

¥ A six month span existed between surveys.

#% Data from freshman class only.
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Is Personzlity Related to Usage?

This report has demonstrated that some demographic characteristics and some
attitudes and beliefs are related to usage of various drugs. In order to assess
whether similiar relationships might exist with personality characteristics of in-

dividual students we used the opportunity provided by the fall University orienta-

tion and testing program to ask each freshman to complete the California Pgychologi-

cal. Inventory (GPI; Gough, 1964) and the Study of Values (4VL; Allport, Vernon and

Lindzey, 1960). Students responded on two answer sheets with carbon between. Upon
completion of the testing the sheets were separated and students put their names

on one copy for official university use but put no name on the other. This other
copy did, however, contain a serial number which allowed us to match the test re-
sults with the appropriate drug questiomnaire while preserving the actual identity
of a1l respondents.

Usuable personality data was obtained from 752 freshmen. In Table 20 mean CPI

and AVL scale scores are presented for nonusers and for ell other freshmen (includ~
ing 1% or 2% who did not respond to the particular drug use question) who have used
amphetamines, hard liquor, and marihuama. The CFI séores are standard scores and
not raw scores. Recall that, since the freshman were responding during one of the
first days on csmpus, their drug usage was almost entirely pre-college use. The
personéfity data reveal widespread relationships between usage and those personal-~
ity characteristics which we assessed.

Significant'personaliﬁy'differeﬁces between student users and nonusers of
various drugs have been reported by other investigators. While these cther studies
will not be discussed in this report, it should be pointed out that there is sub-
stantial agreement between the perscnality data repcrted here and that of cther
investigators (Brehm and Back, 1968, Messer, 1969; Rosenberg, 1969; McGlothlin &

Cohen, 1965; Steffenhagen and Leahy, 1968; Kleckner, 1968; Jones, 1969; Blum, 1969a)

) . .
lil(ﬁtensive analysis of the personality data collected in this survey as well as
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additional analyses of the demographic and social psychological data must await
additional reports. The following discussion will be concerned with personality
differences between users and nonusers of marihuana.

On‘the CPI, users tended to score higher than nonusers on scales assessing
poise and self-assurance in social situations. They also tended to score lower on
the-Scale measuring gsense of well-being., Users might be characterized as enthuslas—
t1c, 1mag1nat1ve and talkative, however their confideiice may be superficial for the3
have greater self-doubt and more worries than nonusers. On scales measuring re-
spohsibllitj; social maturity and degree of self control there were strong differ-
ences between users and nonusers. The former were non-conforming, critical and
unrellable with respect to social responslblllty as well as being impulsive and
self—centered,v The scores here reflected a cynlclsm about social obligations and
,soclety in general with an absence of motlvatlon to translate such attltudes 1nto
‘persona] actlons. r third set of scales indicsted less or1entatlon toward achieve-
ment by conformlty for users than nonusers. Users tended to be 1nsecure, relatlve—
eVly dlsorganlzed under stress or under pressure to conform and were pess1m1st1c;"
Vabout their occupatlonal futures. A fourth class of scales measured intellectual
jfand 1nterest modes.v Users scored higher than nonusers here, 1ndlcat1ng greater'q
‘;flex1bility'and adaptablllty 1n thlnklng, as: well as greater reoelllousness toward
'irules, egotlsm, and cynlclsm than the nonuser.,.

On the AVL marlhuana usage was related to flVe of the slx scales.-'Users tend—
ed to =core hlgher on the aesthetlc and soclal scales and lower on economlc, pollQ
tical,;and rellglous scales. Interestlngly, thls is the same pattern often obta1n~
ed when one compares eng1neer:ng sbudents (who are similar in ~their value proflle_
“to the.nonusers) ‘to fine arts and design students (Allport Vernon, end Lindzey,
.:1960).“ In general then, users are more concerned w1th the art1st1c and aesthetlc, :

jand less w1th the bus1ness—llke, pragmatlc,'and the conventlonally rellgious.. The
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sampl.e of college students, while the aesthetic score is well above, and the re-
ligious score is well below, those of the national sampiev(Allport, Vernon, and
Lindzey, 1960). This profile indicates that the user is more apt than the nonuser
'to value things snd events for themselves rather than for their applications.

It_should be noted that the personality profiles of the users of all three
substances in Table 20 show significant and very often similar differences from
those»of the nonusers. As Brehm and Back (1968) demonstrated, there are signifi-
cant differences between those pro- and.anti~ drugs in general. so these similari-
ties across substances could have bheen expected. There is also a similarity be-
tween our findings and those of other investigators cited earlier that users were
more ingecure, pessimistic, and cynical and also were more flexible and skillful
in- self—presentatlon than nonusers. These data suggest to us that drug usage
should not be conceived of as an 1solated aspect of a person 's character. Rather,
'they'suggest that drug taklng is one of many-symptomatlc behaviors which indicate. a
.process of coping with problems in 11v1ng of the user. Feople cope and adapt in
many ways to the stresses and problems which they face. vIn the history of men
drugs have cons1stent1y been used for this purpose (Blum, 1969b) as have 1deolog1~‘:
fcal and religious bellef systems and a w1de varlety of other behav1or patterns. ﬁ

'q.cons1derab1e amount of addltlonal research 1s needed to reveal the full extent and
b'nature of the relatlonships betWeen these behav1ors whlch 1nc1ude drug-taklng, and

ﬁthe problems whlch are being responded to.

a*Ana1181g of Notes Ret neg With Questlonnalres..
v This sectlon is based on notes which were 1nvitedyby statements included in the
'_1ntroductory letters and the Dlrectlon Cards accompany1ng the questionnalres, to
| .the effect that students w1sh1ng to communlcate addltlonal remarks or information
after fllllng out the questlonnalre were welcome to do so (See Appendlces A and B).
jThe orlglnal questlonnalre 1tse1f d1d not ask any'questlons calllng for other than
‘a mult:ple ch01ce response, however the freshman folloWhup form included one

VJ:R\(:: Wf.i'
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optional question requesting comments or remarks.

Two hundred and ten students did include notes in their returns either in the
form of comments scrawled in the margins, separate notes either hund-written or
btyped, generally returned with the questionnaire, although occasionally some notes
were returned through thelmail apart from the questionnaires. When the notes con-
tained potentially incriminating evidence pertaining to usage'of illegal substances;
they were retyped and the original notes were destroyed.

For the most part, these notes necessitated a subjective evaluation, although
some data were codified and employed in a systematic analysis of types of responses.

 Examp1es are provided to better illustrate the tenor of the material.

The one question which directly elicited notes, and went one step further in
structurlng the response, sought information about the pos1t1ve or negatlve effects
of the various substances upon the users (page 3 of- freshman fOllOWhup survey).

The repsonses to this 0ptlona1 item were sorted into the categories below across
two;variables: The quallty of the experlence and the legallty of the substance
used; At first it was thought that a "neutral experlence" category would be use—>

v‘ful but this prOVed untrue.

-iuCategory‘ S , e No;rof.Responses

3

Original Survey Freshman follwo—up

No qualitative Statements o - 70 37

Legal substance positive experience - 3 11

b‘Illegal substance, posltlve experlence 6 11
?Legal end illegal substances, pos1t1Ve o

. experlence o - -0 _ 2

t,faLegal’substance, negative experlenceb - 0 | 9

Illegal substance, negatlve experlencern.f 0 X 7 | 5
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Category -(continued) No. of Responses (continued)

Original Survey Freshman follow-up

Legal and illegal substances, negative
experience o 1

Legal substance, positive and negative :
experience . 12 ' _ 1

Tllegal substance, positive and
negative experierce 2 7

Legal anc illegal substarces, positive
and negative experis=nce 0 12

It is interesting to mote %that 33 primarily positive experiences were re-
‘ported and 15 primarily negative experiences.o In addition 34 mixed ekperiences
were.reported An almost equal number of studelte reported 111egal usage (N*35)
as 1egal usage (N—36), and 14 others reported usage of both. Accompanylng these
v‘responses were several remarks to the effect that students found 1t extremely dif-

-flcult to c1a331fy a drug, aloohol, or tobacco experlence as "p031t1ve" or "negatlve
‘-but rather the terms "pleasant" and “unpleasant" mlght have been.more approprlate. .
The follow1ng excerpts typlfy the negative experlences reported by users of
‘dlllegal druas. (P031t1ve experlences are recorded below) All notes are repro--
duced exactly as wrltten.v | a .v o

"Marlhuana whlch I had my'first experlence w1th Just a week ago..=b
I really didn't expect to happen, but since it was there I thought
- I'd try it end nothing happened. I have often felt much higher
‘on nothing but happiness and the beauty of the world and nature.
So I just am glad it didn't have any effect so I'm not tempted
to try 1t again because Im flne w1thout it.

"y strongly feel that the use of pot and/or hash~-the resultlng
effects—-are merely a reflection of one's present state, My
- first experience was very beautiful the love and peace 1 held
“within at that time was 1nten5111ed and magnlfled bv the people
- and’ surrounding around me. _
My second and last experience vas qulte the opp031te. I was
,;fvery confused at that time (fac1ng a difficult identity crlsls)
‘ . and’ my'hlgh was chactic and: ‘extremely depress1ve, ‘bordering on
‘dE]{U:edf,flnsanlty. I do be11eve that An. both cases, "reallty" was, more
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deeply perceived; the reality being what one wants it to be.

I considered afterwards that at this point, pot could be more
harmful to my mental health, ane therefore decided not to

touch it until I could be assured of my own stability. In the
former case however, 1 do telieve that pot is something "sacred"
a thing from which man can derive great benefits." :

"The one negative aspect is the i _peversible high or floating
condition, which produces an inabil#dig to concentrate, that could
be disasterous.”

Notes accompanying the original questimmmesirves Fealt explicitly with the

qualitative expérience with the substance iwm quastion:in only 14 instznces (pre-

sumably because the original questionnaire @id =ot exgressly request such data

whereas the freshman follow-up questionnaire: d2d). UE these 14 comments, 10 were

directed toward the taste or medical effects === tobaceo and alcoholic beverages.

Included in notes from the follow-up qnestionnaire were comments about the

- nature of experlenves resulting from the 1ng£stlon of the "psychedellc" drugs9

prlm&”lly in uhlS instance, cannabls and LSD The folloW1ng categorles were

suggested by the data, and the number of such Tesponses compiled as seen below:

E;Qerlence of Qgg; : j’ No, of Reggonses‘
Fﬁcilitaté-éoéiél éommﬁnicétion | o
Psychologlcal 1n51ght or percaption
Paran01a -

. Lethargyvgr épatHy -
Time diétortionb
Helghtened Phy51cal penceptlon
Exceptlonally "good" experlence

Exceptlonally "bad" experience

H R O NM MW W NN

Inability To concentrate -

" Totai | | 20

“As can be seen frem these data, few situd=nts chose forde5cribe explicit effects

- of‘the drug experlence. Thisywasrparficumarly"trUE,of’marihuané;"bee*typieal

| [P&c
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responses are exemplified in the foliowing selected passages:

"Grass and hash have had and will continue to have a rewarding
experience with. I feel the high from marihuans has been one of
the experiences that unlocked many closed doors in my intellectual
and emotional (sens1t1v1ty) development. No other factor has
contributed to this development on a comparable scale. The
experience has been quite rewarding. As for i’ = sffects, I can
register none."

"Marihuana and Hashish: an acquaintance needed someone to walk

her to "wild" party. I offered, intending to try grass if it was

present. They had had hash and grass. I smoked both. I had

already decided beforehand that I would start, because of the

good experiences claimed by my best friend, and the lack of

evidence that it was potentially harmful.

Positive effects: relaxed feeling of well~being, sense of group,
egqsy high

Negative effects: none",.

LSD experiences, however, were reported more vividly.

"On acid I was also extremely relaxed. It seemed 2s if my mind had
- hit a "dump" button and dumped all the most beautiful things I

had ever seen back into my conscious. .Colors were very pure- ,
‘brillient without a trace of greying or dulling." : :

"I took LSD for the first time after having itaken mescaline
for the first time it was a very religious- experience and I feel
that it helped me emotlonally., I felt high for about a week
after, (I also took a cold remedy for medical reasons which
contained bella donna compounds) It really screwed me up.
About a week after that I took LSD and mescaline agsin. When

- I came down I had gone through some permanent emotlonal changes.
"I feel. that the LSD worked on my subconcious 8 traightening out
fproblams that 2 yrs. of psycho-therapy coulﬂ 't help."

, Several other observatlons are of 1ntere str ‘seven students descrlbed ?Pnsld-'
sgerable pressure from s1gn1f1cant peers, exceeding the usual group pressare’to
“follow the crowd." or the seven, +nree were referring to pressure ‘to use alcohol,
- and four describe& pressure to smoke marlhuana. Another source of pressure was
‘clearly felt in at 1easc~one instance to stem from the aﬁademic demanas of the

. institution.f On the subJect of the 1nstitution, three additional students comment-

od tnat they *elt that the university tacitly condoned the use of rllegal drugs,

"aand that thls attltude (or non-attltude) on tne'yart of the school was shameful.

-All four of these remarks came from students who profess usage of 1ega1 substances
Q ' S : R : v 2 o
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Ten students chose to openly philosophize or meralize about legal and illeg:1
drug usage, and the wide range of these ten responses appears to reflect the generr—
al campus-wide disparity on the subjeét of the wisdom and morality of illegal drug
usage. Four of these conments ceme from users of illegal substances, and six from
users of legal substances only. The ten responses varied from enthusiastic approv—

- al to an equally hearty disapproval of both legal and illegal substances, and wer=
not discernible in terms of whether or not the awthors used illegal substances,
The more generally expressed feelings, less explicitly stated than the opinions of
these ten, are that any usage, legal or illegal, is the business only of the indiv—
iduel concerned, i.e. "Though I think the mental and medical hagzards involved with
most drugs make fhem unfeasible for me, I would not care to approve or disapprove
of someone else's use,”

Although the original questionnaire did not directly solicit comments, the

question concérning legal pendlties for marihuana possession in particular drew

forth_many spontaneous responses. Thirty-six students offered extraneous repsonses
th'this item. Of the more extensiveaéomments, 14 were to the effect that the penal~
was too severe, 2 that it was too 1éﬁient,tand 2 that it was about right. Quite a
;féﬁfstudéhts simply added the wérd "absurd" after the ‘alternative answers provided |
' to‘thé'quésti0n:
- Twelve students commented ‘on their observations of friends! experiencesiwith
drugs, Three users of.illegal substancesfrepbrted'being frightened by seeing theilr
 friends on bad trips, for instance:
"I have observed frightening things in others. The boy who
introduced me to marihuans had been sick a couple of days and
had not eaten one entire day. That night he smoked and had quite
& bad time. For almost three hours I held him in my arms while
- he kept saying he was scared. He didn't know why he was scared
- or of what he was scared. ' During this time he was not completely
~ coherent and was not able to control himself to the point of
~ functioning properly (driving a car etc.)." -

 Five other comments concerned thé i11>effecﬁS>of alcohol on persons observed in




77

social situations.

Int*.estingly, eleven users of illegal substances announced their intentions
of abandoning these substances. Two stated that they ™ad had good exp.rriences, but
had learned all they wanted to know about themselves or the partieular drug. Three
reported bad experiences, two reported mixed experiehces, and one othe:r stated
indifference, Three were giving up drugs because of the legal risks Irwolved.,
(No-one repd%@ed being arrested, which is notable as a number of situdenis.had been
arrested on drug charges.)

Extreme attitudes and unhealthy cnes occurred as frequently among zsers of
legal substances as among users of illegal substnaces. Considerable mcderation was
apparent in the responses of useirs of both legal and illegal drugs. ©S¢eral ex-—
amples of moderation expressed by illegal users:

"I know of some drug users who have really beccme dependent on -
marihuana, LSD and combinations there of, and nearly @1l are

seeing psychologists. I feel some drug use could probably. help

some people, but repeated and frequent use can only harm an
individual by not allowing the innate "moral regeneraters! ewery
person has, to develep to the point necessary for the mature

person. This is esPeclally dangerous among the young, where maturity

should be crystallizing. I feel everyone & ould use drugs, but
only about a half dozen times."

- "I used marihuana: out of cur10us1ty and because some - of nmy prlends
"had tried it and I ‘ecould see no harmful effects that had occurred
due to its use. I think it is true that marihuana enabled me to
look at certain objects and feel things in genersl dlfferently
then I had before its use. I was able to let myself go totally;
~ I had no inhibitions and my imagination was quite stimulated.
- On the other hand, I don't think that I will use marihuana again,"

VIt is ev1dent that any drug usage raises serious questions sooner or later in the
minds of the users, and that usage of illegal substances is a guestion of concern
to é great number of college youth. J
The followingiare 2 divergent freshman responses repfesenting opposite ext-
remes of attitudes'about drug usage:
| "I starited smoking because I wanted to be cool. Ther T started

drlnklng because I was bored. I still smoke and it is theonly drug
I can't-do without., I qult drlnklng because it rots your ‘ad.

~ . .
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Instead of thinking, one uses it to forget. Before I started grass
I was opposed to it. I started one night because I felt that I
didn't have anything to lose and because I had already thought of
'suicide so grass didn't seem so bdd. I really dug it. Then the
opium was one step higher. Speed was not too good but it also gave
me a different perspective. 4cid came to my head a little while
ago. You may think that I've wrecked my head, but I now realize
the insanity that you have @11 wished ¢n yourselves. 4And so I'm
leaving this fucked up institution for the grreener grass on the
other side of the hill. So long people.™

"First and foremost: The last time I took this test I lied.

A lot. Put it down to a young kid kind of hoping the people around
me during the test would read over my shoulder =smd find out what a
hip guy I was. That part of my personality had died: this here is
straight business. ‘

Marihuana is a benign weed. I have seen it misused; I suspect it

is not misused as much as, say liquor, I use it as my parents use
liquor, as a tranquilizer, as social thing, as fun.

Speed is in some very rare cases a necesisity, in most cases an aid.
It is misused; so is the sllegheny River. The University should not
(in my opinion) restrict the prescription of Ritalin. The other
stuff is around, it will be used in a high pressure enviromment like
school. Better from the pharmicist than the pusher.

Which brings us to my next point: hallucinogens, LSD, but more
notably mescalin. This stuff is medicine, pure and sivple. It has
helped me to structure my approach to the world in a much more coher-—
ent and effective manner that I believe I would have been able to
without it. I guess it's a matter of perspectives. (It certainly has
not helped my typing, however) You are people in supposedly responsi-
ble positions, please work to understand the drug and its effects.,
Also please work to save my fellow students from the dangerous crap
passed as '"mind expanding" by the criminal element in this society.

I em not currently using them, I was very sensitive to their impurity.
- I believe that the Federal whatevers responsible for our drug '
laws are at best misguided people, at worst defenders of an establish-
ment that is rightfully running scared.: .
I do not expect the Pirates to teke the pennant."
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Summary and Conclusions
4 survey of the entire student body of Carnegie-Mellon University was carried
out in ‘the f&ll of 1968. The questionnaire was anonymous and included demographié
and background information, 13 questions on various aspects of the use of 17 drugs
and other substances, and several opinion questions. Upperclass amd graduate
students received the questionnaire by mail. Freshmen were tested en masse and
also completed the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) . and Allport-Vernon-
Lindzey Study of Values (AVL)., In addition, all freshmen were sent a follow-up
questionnaire (similar in format to the one in the fall, but shorter) in May of
1969.
A total of 3010 usable questionnaires were returned in the fall survey, or
67.6% of the students who could'be reached. 4nalysis of the non-festondents indi-
cated that they were most likely to be male Fine Arts students or graduate students
in Engineerihg and Scienéé.' Sii types of drug users were defined and results were
ﬂpresented,for each of the six types: | _
| Straight Sﬁﬁdents (N = 189) had never used any of the drugs about which they
‘were asked; Thé& wéfe more‘feligious, more conservétive politically, and took a
”s%fonger'view againsf drﬁgs‘than‘did'students“iﬁ general. They also knew less
 >about drﬁgs;thén did othér‘studenfs, 7 |
v‘ * Drinkers (N - 424,) .regulafly'used beer and liquor, but no other drugs except
perhaps tobacco or’No~Ddze. This group.did not differ greatly from students in
general, .except that they tended to be older and to be Catholic. Most drinkers
started using alcohol béfore entering cbliege end used ligquor in order to "get high'
“or "feel;good," ~Over half did not think that 1i§ﬁor is ﬁhysiologicaliy addictive.
Heavy Up (N = 112) ggg Down (N‘=?98)'H§§g§, usedvsqme,étimﬁlant'cr—aepfessant

drug tentimes or m@re: Generally, the drugs vsed were amphetamines for heavy up .

Q
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users and tranquilizers for hec«vy down users. Heavy users of stimulant drugs look-
ed much more like the stereotype of the drug "head" than did heavy users of depres-
sant drugs. The former tended to be fine arts or humanities students who lived in
rented apartments and came from higher socic-economic levels than did students in
general. They were less religious, more liberal, and had strong positive opinions
about marihuana. There was also more heavy marihuana use by up users than by down
users. Females tended to be over-represented among heavy down users. Experience
with amphetamines and with tranquiligers was generally reported as being positive
and beneficial.

Marihuana Tasters (N = 98) and Users (N = 134). A taster had used marihuana
only once and a user two to ten times and both had used no other illegal drugs.
Both tasters and users were more likely to be fine arts or humanities majors who
lived in apartments. Jewish students and those indicating no religion were more
likely to use marihuana than were other students. Marihuana use was alsoc related
tokhigher levels of parental educatien and income, living in_the suburbs, and
‘ liberalApolitical attitudes. Most tasters and users felt thaf marihuana was not
addictive, did not lead to use of LSD or heroin or to criminal activity, and they
OVerestlmated the amount of marlhuana use on the campus.. Most intended to use
marlhuana again, but not to use LSD or he101n. Typically, they were introduced
to the drug byva'close friend of the'samevsex and‘usually had used it either in a
friend's apartment or their own withbonly'lvor 2‘others present. The most frequent-
1y mentiened reasons for ueing marihuana were to "get highy feel good," "curiosity,"
and to "explore inner seif;", Most students found the drug a beneficial and not a
harmful experieﬁee or reported no:pafticplar effedts, good or bad.

Several comparlsons were made across user types. It was shown that if a
student used a partlcular drug he qu more likely to have frlends ‘who also used it

'and few frlends who dlvapproved of its use.

S
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Students gave primary and secondary reasons for stopping, decreasing or never
using drugs. The most common reason given was "no desire to experience its ef- e
fects;" among the least frequent reasons was urging from parents and friends.
Heavy up users gave "unsatisfactory personal experience" as their m$§£ frequent
reason and this was also mentioned by some marihuana tasters and users. Reports
of harmful psychological effects was more often mentioned for LSD than for any
other drug and reports cf harmful medical effects for tobacco. Asked whether sev-
eral substances were physiologically addictive, it appeared that, among user types
many students do not have a very accurate view of the addictive properties of sev-
eral importan£ and widely used drugs.

Data on the total sample were preseuted for the question on extent of use
(number of times used) and intent of use (likelihood of future use) of all sub~
stances. Most commonly used substances were beer, liquor anq tobacco; most rarely
used were narcotics and hallucinogens.‘ Use of amphetamines, marihuana and tran-
‘quilizers was frequent. but not common. fmount of intended future use was about
the ssme as previous use, except for a large decrease in intenﬁvto use tobacco.

It was emphasized that figures on extent of drug use are tenuous, primarily due to
changes in the drug" "SCene" over time, and that the questlon of extent is less-
.'1mportant than questions of motlvatlon for, and ef fects of, drug use.

» Analy51s of the freshman follow—up survey (rate of return 60.6%) showed in-
creased.use of several drugs. The 10% increase in.marihuana use was consistent
with the national trend at that time. The only substance for which there was de-
creased use was tobacco (~10%).

An analysis of CPI and AVL data for freshmen was presented which found signi-
ficant relationships bebﬁeenusage of several substawes and personality character-
istics of the users.

thally, an analys1s was made of the wrltten notes returned with some ques-

tlonnalres. These notes gave ‘some 1dea of the qualltatlve experiences of users
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and motivations for use.
Tmplications end Future Directions.

Current impliecit if not explicit explanations of drug usage often appear to
regard usage as an isolated aspect of the user's life leading to the belief that
if the supply of drugs were only removed, then all would be set right. We believe
that the findings in this report indicate the inadequacy of this view. Clearly,

drug use was not something happening to everyone who replied to our survey. Cone

‘sistent and strong relationships between characteristics of users and the nature

and amount of their drug usage wvere found, as summarlzed above. The personal ity
data, combined with that of the other investigators clted, suggests that some peo-
ple haVe a predlspos1tlon to take drugs. Such persons typically have strong self-
defined dissatisfactions with themselves coupled with the absence of s1gn1f1cant
restraints against self—administered drug use.

Wo have a great deal yet to learn about drug usage. The.present project'in—

rvtends further analys1s of the data on hand to dellneate the process. of becoming a

_user whlch we belleve to be a soc1al psychologlcal rather than primarily an 1nd1v—'

yldual motlvated one. Further, we w1sh to Uy race the process of diffusion of usage
':!“through the unlverslty populatlon, and to 1earn more about the process . of terminat- )
‘?:1ng use Wthh may h&lp us to understand why use began in the flrst place. ‘We con-
h~vt1nue to be 1nterested in’ changes in usage over tlme and w1ll remeasure the fresh—.
‘;r;men of the 1n1t1al survey durlng the1r Junlor year, yneldlng 3 1ong1tud1na1 assess—"

':IBen'ts Of thls C].&SS. ” -

A number of other questions are suggested by the results preqented here. what
1s the relatlonshlp between drug use and knowledge about drugs? " Our stralght

students appeared to know the least about drugs. Knowledge that marihuana is a

‘_'relatlvely'mlld subsnance may lead one to try it. On the other hand, having tried
.marlhuana, one may have h1s own ev1dence that it is a mlld drug. He may aiso hold

| the, oplnlon that marlhuana is harmless because that is the Vlew of his friends,

\‘l
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who also use marihuana. It seems that the more widespread tne use of a drug, the
more favorable are the opinions about that drug. We do not know the extent to
which students! opinions about drugs are based on fact as opposed to egreementn
with views of friends and with their own behavior. Unfortunately, "facts" about
drugs are not always available, marihuana being an outstanding example.

Much more needs to be learned about drugvuse and academic performance. We
found little relationship between grade point average and drug.uSe;'although grades
of heavy up ucers were lower than grades of students in general. This needs to be
analyzed more closely. Also, measures of academic performance other than grade
average should be considered, e.g., creativity and independence. If it is de-
monstrated that heavy drug users do not perform as well academically, the problem
remains of determining whether drug use is a symptom or a cause or both.

One of the questions tnat most:concerns students,‘especially drug users, is
what causes a‘“badvtrip?" Does it happen only'to a certaln type of person and
" why does it happen ohly’sometxues. There were 2 numoer of reports of "unsatisfac-
tory personai enperience" in this surveya but'thls”could simply mean that the
: experlence was not as good as expected, There wereﬁvery fewvreports of severely |

:harmfal experlences w1th any drug. Agaln we need to look at our data more closely
"~ on th1s pomnt and gather more 1nformatlon,'but it 1s clear‘that 1f strongly'unpleas-
tant experlences .are. extremely rare, it wouldimake 11tt1e sense to try to’ conv1nce
:jstudents that this 1s a reason not ot use some spec1f1c drug. Agaln, marlhuana
jls.a good example. | |

The flndlng in the freshman follow—up survey of ‘a ten percent 1ncrease in use
of marlhuana could 1ead to Spcculatlon about whether that drug will ever ke as
common as beer. If the trend is stlll an upward ong, what does this say about our
‘drug 1aws? In the absenee of evidence that marlhuana is a harmful drug, it will
be diffioult to-malntaln the strong current laws agalnst use and posses31on of

'“thls drug, 1aws whlch most students belleve to: be too severe. FPerhaps even the

53
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milder penalties that are included in some of the legislation currently being
considered at federal and state levels will be widely ignored. We did obtain
evidence that some students did not use certain drugs (particularly marihuana)
because they were illegal. The effects of changes in drug laws and in law enforce~
ment (if that occurs) would be an interesting topic for further study.

While we heve much to learn we also feel that the data which have already been
compiled are valuable to those responsible for formulating and implementing drug
policy for students. It would seem that valid data on the characteristics of
users and their usage are important kinds of information for successful drug educa-
tion and rehabilitative programs. As just one example, this report isoclates some
of the specific informational dificiencies which many students have regarding the
addictive properties of various drugs. In subsequent phases of the research we
hope to relate age and educational level of initialzusage to characteristics of
later usage.; These data would allow. programs to be timed for maximal effectiveness.

This report has emphasized characteristics of individuals whlch are assoclated
'w1,h use, We wish to close, however, with a plea that society examine 1ts own role
in contributing to the creation of problems which students sometimes cope W1th by
us1ng drugs._ Why should the suburbs and affluent families produce far more than
. their share of drug users° What role do the family and schools play° These are
1mportant 1ssues- 1t would seem to be far ea31er to restructure pressure—induclng
':school pOllCleS, for example, than to prOV1de 1nd1v1dua1 therapy to large numbers
of students who turn to drug usage because of these pOllCleS. We may be overlya
Voptimistlc about the readiness w1th which soc1al structures may - be modified,
however when one cons1ders the scarcity and general ineffectiveness of individual
therapy, at 1east experimental institutionai modifications seem to be called for

(Goldstein, 1970).
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Carnegie-Melion Unmversity  Department of Psychology
Schenitwy Park
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15213
{-412] §21-2600

Dear CMU Studeat:

Drug use has received 2 lot of attention from the newspapers, magazines and teievision, particularly uz: by studemts. In
many cases this publicityrhas been undocumented, sensational and misleading. Verry little is known about e extent of drug
use among students and sbout their seasons for using (or not using) drugs. Unfortumately policy is continuaifly being madle om
the basis of such poor information. Also, attention has centered on marijuana, 15D, -and other psychededic dmums wher it may
be that other substances such as alcohol, heroin, or amphetamines deserve greater #oncern. There is clearly rzzreat need for
unbissed information on:ihe place of such substances in student life.

We are asking your.conperation in an attempt to get good information of a type that is presently rare everywhere. We ask
that you give some of your time to answer questions about the incidence of use of drizgs and other substances, reasons for such
use (or nonuse), and your attitudes:towards drugs.

This study is sponsored by a2 grant awarded to us by the National Institute of Ments! Health. The proposaiifor the research
was initizted entircly by us, and not by the university administration or any other authority, aithough themtady dipes have ad-
ministrative approval. Scme students have requested that the study be done and have cooperated with thereszarch staff by
talking with us about drug usage. Professional reseasch ethics wilt be strictly observed throughout the stuegz:. T purposes in
conduciing the research are simply to better:understangd usage and to share our understanding with others. We:ar= interested in
identifying patterns, trenxls, and relationships. We are not interested in identifying individuals and this concenrihas fed us to
sacrifice some imper2antquestions.

There are several reasons for conducting the study with the whole campus (data from the freshmen has siircady been ob-
tained). First, to obtain an accurete, unbiased picture of the drug usage of the entire student bedy. Second, to-pravide informa-
ticn to help us in counsaling and educating students who want to know more about drups. Finally, to serve as a basis for future
research in greater depth. A complite or very nearly complete response from the students is necessary because the data might
be biased in serious — and worse — unknown ways by only a partial response or by incomplete questivnnaires. In this area
the scarcity of good information makes your cooperaticn even more important than it usually is in survey research.

Because some of the practices inquired about are illegal, the questionnzire and method of returning it have been care-
fully designed so that replies are entirely anonymcus while stiil moking it possible for us to send reminders to those who do not
reply (&5 explained oa the Directions Card). ’

1f you feel that the questionnaire does not allow you to express your views adequately {and no questionnaire really does
since it must be limited to certain preselected choices, we invite you to communicate with us riore fully. A note, preferably
typewritten and enclosed with your questionnaire, is suggested, but it may be sent separately if you desire. If you want to tele-
phone one of us nio attempt will be made to determine your identity and we would be grateful for the chance to hear yeur views.
If you have questions which you would like answered before you respond to the questionnaire, any of us will try tc provide
answers. ' .

It you specifically wish not to participate in this survey for any reason, please enclose your blank questicanaire in the re-
turn envelope and proceed as indicated on the “Directions* card. We will then not bother you with further attempts to get the
questionnaire returned, however we hope that all students will be willing to respond so that we get meaningful and reliable
informaticn. ' o : : : v ‘

Due to the number and length of the questionnaires, it will take several months to tabulate and analyze the data. Thus, we
do not realistically expect to have a report of our findings until next summer. This report will be made available to all inter-
csted students at the beginning of the next school year and will be mailed to those graduates who want it.

Please follow the directions printed on the enclosed “Directions™ card, and please return the questionnaire immediately
since the analysis of the data cannot begin until all of the forms are returned. )

Once again, a complcte return is needed to got results that are meaningful. Your prompt return of the questionnaire will
save you the bother and save us the expense and effort of follow-up letters and calls. We hop= that you agree that this is an im-
portant and worthwhile project — for all of vs. ‘

Aolhlvee  Wollm. H. Qe

EL Goi.usmm, Pu.D., WALTER ABEL, PH.D., -
Assistant Frofessor of Psychology Counselor and Research Psychologist
(/Z/??’W /) rran : A B o
James KorN, PH.D., . OBERT MORGAN, En,D., [
Assistant Professor of Psychology Director of Counseling and Asscciate FProfessor of Psychology

ERIC | 39
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Carmnegie-Melion Uriversity Department of Psychology
Schenley Park
Pitisburgh, Pennsylvania 16213
[412] 621-2500

To CerTA CMIEI STUDENTS! )
Accrrding’ to our Tecords you are among the minority of students who have not returned a “Directions™ card so
we do not knowif you have returned your drug survey questionnsire.

LACK OF TiME?
If you have bsen meglecting your reply for lack of time we ask ihat you coasider yourself nudged and return the

materials. as soonas possible.

NOT A USER?

1 you have murresponded because you have had little or no experience with most or 2l of the substzmces being
asked about, rem=mber we need responses from ALL CMU students, users and nonusers, in order to cary out a
meaningful survey. -

CONCERNED ARDUT BEING IDENTIFIED?

If you haveirecitated to respond for fear that your personal identity might be discovered, becanse you do not
understand the mmurroses of the survey, or because you are concerned about the effects of the survey upon the enforce-
ment of drug laws:an the campus, we hope that our statement in the November 20th Tartan {misprints and all) heiped
to clarify these izsues. Let us summarize our thoughts about these concerns heve.

We have no reason to nor do we even want to be able to identify individuals. Ncne of the materials are marked in
any way and they may be traded about at will. The survcy materials are nct sufficient basis or evidence for arrest or
conviction. The data will be stored in a coded computerized system and the questionnaires and directions cards will he
buzned as soon as possible. IF you feel that your particular set of background characteristics might identify you (and
the categories have been kept very gencral to reduce this problem) onit the most highly idectifying item(s) rather than
not responding at all.

Some peopls arc under the impression that finding ont how much usage there is, is cur primary aim. This is not so.
1f it were, we would have settled for the very brief questiornaires used at most other colleges which have had surveys,
We are seeking to create profiles of characteristics of users of various substances, of patterns of use, and of attitudes

“towards and experiences with the various substances. Incredible as it may scem, empirical data on these basic maters
is almost nonexistent and we balieve our survey to be the most extensive wide-scale investigation yet to be conducted.

In checking with investigators at the California Institute of Technology, Brown Univérsity, the University of Ver-
mont, the State University of New York at Buffalo, 5 celleges and 8 high schools in California (research of Dr. Richard
Blum), among others, we find that all report that their surveys have had no effect on the amount cr pature of the law
enforcement situation at their campus. We believe that the same will hold true here and we are taking several steps to
insure this. As we have said, no data will be released before the mid-summer or next fail. At that time there will be
made available a report to students, but it will not deal with how mary users there are. I will deal with characteristics - .
of various types of use and ponuse. The final report will be in technical form in a sclentific journal or monograph and’
will not be rea:ty for at least two years from now'at the earliest. ' '

- It is our opinicn that we must assume that the authorities already suspect considerable: tllegal drug usage on
campuszas in this arca and have them under observation. ‘ : -

We have already received questionnaires from 60% of the student body ( 2nd about 90 of them coptained notes
for which we arc grateful). In spot-checking it becomes clear that we are obtaining a heavy response fiom both users
and nonusess. Stedents who resist returning a questionnaire cannot prevent the survey from being completed; there is
simply tco much ussful data on hand for that. They, and students who deliberately “fake” their responses, contribute
to the considerable amount of public misinformetion which already exists. It is 2 matter of having your experience and
opinions counted or of letting yourself be represented by others who may be very different from you.

If you desire additional materials for any rezson, you may request them by calling any of us or by leaving 5 mes-
sage wiik the secretary of the Counseling Center (extension 280). Notes concerning any aspect of the study may be sent
to any of us at the Psychology Department through the campus mail, either separate from or enclosed with a question-
naire. If any group of students would like to meet with an investigator, we will do our hest to arrange a mecting.

Sincerely,

JoEL GOLDSTEIN, extension 240
JAMES KORN, extension 278

ROBERT MORGAN, extension 280, 286
WALTER ABEL, cxiension 280, 286
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DIRECTIONS

2. ¥Yemse fill out the questionnaire without wiiting anything on it except the requested response
‘zzzters and check-marks. Place the questionnaire in the pre-addressed envelope and sesl it. Do
<mat write anything whatcver on the envelope. Drop the sealed questionnaire into campus mail
smywvhere on campus (Baker Hall post office, Donner Hall campus mail slot, main desk of More-
=oxd Gardens, or campus mail basket in any departmental office).

"2.. Biizme check and omplete the statement at the bottom of the card, and drop this card also into
e aampus mail. This will make it possible for us to know that you have returned the question-
zimire, without affecting the anonymity of the questionnaire itself. This will facilitate any necessary
#ealfow-up to obtain the needed high rate of responses. )

.. P¥se do this immediately, so that we can complete the survey before the end of the school year.

&. DFzwmu wish to write any additional comments or explanations that you think would be helpful in

mierstanding the situation on campus, such comments would be welcome. If you typewrite

amch notes aud do not put your name on them it will assist us in protecting the anopymity of
mething that you commmunicate to us. ‘

5. .:*campus mail is inconvenient, please use U.S. mail, but complete the address on the return
szvwelope and on this Directions Card first.
THANK YOU!

1 mailed my questionnaire to Dr. Goldstein.

Name (please print): ................ e e
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CONFIDENTIAL

PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE

Student Survey
1. Sex: U male O female 2. Age:
3. Yearinschool: O Freshman {1 Senior
0O Sophomore 1 1st yr. graduate student
O Junior 0O 2nd yr. and later grad. student
4. Marital status: O single 01 married 8 divorced or separaied
S. ngor study area: Graduate Undergraduate
O GSIA and Psych O Painting and Design, Graphxcs, Arch,
O Eand$S O Music, Droma
3 Humanities 3 Industrial Administration
- 00 Fine Arts a Engmeenng Civil, Metallurgical
' O Engineering: Mech., Elect., Chem.
- 01 Chemistry, Math, Physxcs
3 Business and Soc. Studzes
‘a Humamues :
6. Cumulative grade pomt average:
NoTE: 'Only sophomores, ]UﬂlOl’S, and seniors should answer this question.
O below 1.99 0 2.00-2.49 () 250—299 O 3.00-4.00
7. Housing during academic yeér: L _ o e
; . home 1 dormitory O fraternity O rented room or apt.
‘8. Religion in which you were _féarqd:
- O Protestant 0 Catholic . [ Jewish 0 Other 3 None
9. Present ré]igious preference:
0 Protestant 0 Catholic 0O Fewish O Other O None
10. Present attendance at religious services: ‘
‘ 0O infrequent 0O not at all

DO roguiar
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11. What is the highest level of formal education obtained by your parents?
(mark one in each column)

father mother
0 0 grammar school or Iess
a i some high school
a () high school graduate
o o some college
a 0 college degree
a a post graduate degree

12, Family's (parents’) approximate annual income:
Dr

3 under $5,000 0 $10,000to0 $15,000 O over $25,000
0 $%$5,000to $10,600 0O $15,000 to $25,000 .

13. Type of community where you were raised:

O farm or rural : 0 suburb of a city
8 small town (under 10,000) ; O city (100,000-500,000)
U3 average-sized town (10,000-99,999) 0O large city (above 500,000)

14. Extent of participation in:

..~ none seldom  occasional frequent
: (twice wk) = (3 or

_ more/wk)
on-campus extracurricular activities 1. o B = o
ofi-campus extracurricular activities [ o ] n

- 15. Areyou aiﬁ!_iated with'a‘social 'frate;nity or Soroﬁty?
‘O Yes . @ No '

16.  Please circle one number or check one of tim,‘nges' below to describe your

political position. - _
o 23T a -5 & 7 .
extremely -, . middle of theroad ~ extremely
liberal" ' T ' conservative

£33 My position cannot be representﬁd on the above scale.
03 I am not particularly interested in politics.
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Opinion Questions

i. Please check the appropriate answers below which best describe your opinion of
the relationship between the use of marijuana among students and their use of .
LSD and heroin.

a. Use of marijuzna may create a physiologicai or bodily need for

LSD Heroin
Neither Don’t know.
b. There may be social influence on marijuana users to use
LSD Heroin____
Neither_ Don’t know.

c. Use of marijuana mey alter a person’s values so that he himself dec:des to use
LSD__ ; o Heroin
Meither. —_— o - Don’t know

2. Does the regular use of manjuana increase the hkehhood of criminal &cthty
(other than the fact that marijuana is 1tsclf ﬂlcgal)"'
O Yes ' O No - - v a Don’tfknow' ’

3. The penalty in Pennsylvania for possesszon of mamuana is 2 to 5 yea's in jail
~ and a fire not to cxceed $2 ,000 for the ﬁrst offense Do you th mk this p.,najty 1s:

o Too Ienjent - O About nght B l'_'! Too severe

4. What perc:ent of all Studcn!s at CMU do you think ‘have used marijuana at least
‘once? _ : . C e o

%
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Personal Experience with the Substances:

Please select one of the statements below and put its letter on the line by each
substance that you have ever used.
a. It has been very helpful and beneficial to me, with no serious harmful effects.
b. It has been helpful and beneficial to me, buz there have been harmful effzcts also.
c. I have had no particular effect from it—=either beneficial or harmful.
d

- 1 have had mostly a harmful, or unpleasant experience with this drug, but it did
not seem serious io me.

. 1 have had a very disturbing, very upsetting, or serinusly harmful experience with

this drug.

——Amphetamine o — Mescaline or Peyote
— __ Barbiturates - R Speéd (injccted)

— Beer R — Morphine ©
——— Cocaine | . ——No-Doze

~——— DMT(STP).  _..__Opium

. Hard liquor © Gl psilocybin

e Heroin . S L Tobacco

—1isp e Tranquilizers
— Marijuana or Hashish o ‘




INSTRUCTIONS FOR PAGE 3

Fill in each column on page 3 with the ap ccopriate letter or number choices from the questions
below. All usage refers to that nor on medii il advice. PLEASE PRINT.

coiumn 1. |

column 2.

column 3.

column 4.

<

‘column §.

column 6.

column 7.

Number of times used during the period of my school. college, or graduate years
without prior medical recommendation: '

a. never s c. 2-10 times ¢. more than 50 times

b. once d. 10-50 times :

Educational level at which I started use: ‘ v
a. grade school d. college st yr. h. after college but not
b. high school e. college 2nd yr. enrcited in grad. school
¢. after high school but f. college 3rd yr. graduate school
not enrolled in college  g. college 4th yr.

-
.

The last time | used the substance was:
a. within the last weck c. 1-2 months ago e. 6 months - year ago
b. within the last month  d. 3-5 months ago f. more than a year ago

Assuming the substarice was readily available, the possibility of my using it in the
next year is: (choose orie for each substance)

a. definitely would like to usc it . d. probably would not use it
b. mightliketouseit =~ = 7 ¢. <efinitely would not use it

now

Perion who primarily suggested 1 use the substance the first time:

a. roommate d. close friend _h. brother or sister

b. spouse: ‘, - (opposite sex) " i. - physician or clinic

c. close friend . o €. acquaintance -j- it was my own idea
(same sex) = = - f. girl/boy friend k. other ;

g. parent S ] i

In what seiting are (were) you most likely to use the substance?

a. perents’ home d. public place g. automobile
b. own rzrited apt, e. apt. or room of k7 outdoors
orroom - close friend i. other
. dormitory room’ "~ f. apt. or room of ’
' o ‘acquaintance

The majority of the time I use the substance: o ,

a. alone ' E d. with a large grotup (same sex)
b. with one or'two others (same sex) €. with a farge group (mixed company)

c. with one or two others (mixed company)f. other ’

| 1 07 RPEY



column 8.

column 9.

column 10.
column 1.

column 12.

column 13.

IR0 A0 oD

g e

If you have stopped cr decreased usage or if you have never nsed any of these sub-
stances please write in a letter froma the liet below to indicate the primary reason and
the secondary reason (if any) for this:

reports of harmful psychologicu! effecis,

reports of harmful medical effits.

observation of effects in others.

. urging (or potential disapproval) from parents.

urging (or potential disapproval) from friends or acquainiances.

unsaiisfactory perscinal experience with the substance.

illegality; arrests and increased law enforcement.

difficulty in obtaining the substance.

no desire 1o experience (1o continue experiencing) its eﬁects

diziike of injections. :

have not heard of this substance.

Considering all the substances listed on page 3, number those which vou have used in
the order of your first experience with each.

What proportion of your friends have used the substance at least once?

a. none c. afew e. about half g. all
b. very few d. asizeable minority f. most

What proportion of your friends disapprove of using this subs’2ace?

a. none . c. afew.’ A : e. about half g oall
b. very few d a m.eable mxnonty £, most :

ln ..ammn i2 on page 3, indicate (by lctter) for each substance that you've taken

your personal reason(s) for taking it.

Relieve tension or nervousness - Improve ability to learn or remember
‘Make a good mood last longer or Improve performance in something
make a fing feelmg better , - physical (athletics, work)
Eciieve anger or 1mtabxlxty Prepare for stress
Be more friendly, enhance sociabzht _/ Shut things out of mind
Be more loving ; . Be like others I admire
Feel stronget or healthier” Facilitate creative abilitics
. Feel less dull or sluggish - Go zlong with what others are domg
Get high, feel good .

a. Reduce genersl anxiety n. lmprove sexual a"'\etltc,sensmwty,
b. Explore inner self ' or capacities "7

c.. For rehgzom or mystxcal fecling 0. Reduce sexual desires or activities'

d.. Satisfy'a strong craving p. Either increase or decrease appetite
¢.  Relieve boredom - for food ‘

f. Feelless depressed or sad coq. Kill self

E. T

h. S.

~.<.=<”e.<.=r‘

Indicate for each substance whether it is physiologically addictive, that is whether it

praduces very unpleasant physxcai symptoms when sustained use is stopped. Usc the
approprisie letter: ,
a. yes  b.mo ¢. dom’t know
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APPENDIX B

Spring Freshman Follow-up Survey Materials1

Page

Letter Accompanying Questionnaire 100
-Follow-up Letter to Nonrespondents y 101
a | 103

SprinngueStionnaife

lNote' A Directions and Reply Card essentlally similar ta the one used in the
fall survey (Appendlx A) was also used in. this survey.
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Carnegque-fellon University Department of Psychology
Ecihenlay Park

Fittshurgh, Pennsyév&ma 18213
[412] 821-3800

To sll CMU Freshmen:

At the beginning of the school year most of you completed a guestionnaire conterning dmg use. Subsequently, this gures-
ticnnaire was sent to all the other students on campus and more than 70% were completed and returned to us. This was an
exceiznt response for a mail survey of this kind. A swnmary of the results will be available for you next fall.

Of coursc we were able to get a much higher response rate from freshmen (over 95% ), since you were tested as a group.
Since we were able to get such complete information, we would like to find out what has happened since last September. Obvi-
ously, your first Yeat in college is particularly significa:t. Many things are done differently than they were ir high school and
others happen for the first time. Some of you may have encountered the drug scenc and others may have missed it completely.
Finding out about all of you will help us learn something about adjusting to college life as well as about drugs.

The questicnnaire (a shoriened version of the one we usad last fall) and the method of returning it have been carefully
designed so that renlies are anonymous while still making it possible to send reminders to those who do not reply (as explained
on the “Directions” Card). We have asked you te write the code nucaber you were assigned Jast September (if you retained it)
on the questicnnaire. As you may recall, that number was assigned by chance-—determined by the seat which you salerted—
and could not be uszd to identify you.

W= have a strong desire to bs and to remain unable to identify specific individuals so that we are not placed in possible,
legal jeopardy and have tried hard to make it as difficult as possible for anyone to do this. All data will be transferred
to a zempaterized system and the questionnaires and directions cards will be bumed. Professional reszarch ethics will be
strictly observed throughout the study. Our purposes in conducting the research are simply to better undarstand usage and
to share our understanding with others. We are interested in identifying patterns, trends, and relationships. We are zot mte"es:ed

in identifying individuals and this concern has led us to sacrifice some important questions.

We are asking your cooperation in an attempt to get gocd informaticn of a type thal is pre: jently rare everywhere. A
complete or very pearly complete response from all freshmen is necessary because the data might be biased in serious—and
worse-——unkinown ways by only a partial response. or by incomplete questionnaires. In this area the scarc:ty of good informa-
non makes your cooperation sven more important than it usually is in survey research.

This stedy is sponsored by 2 grant awarded t¢ us by the National Institute of Mental Hcalth and by funds from the Falk
Foundation. The proposal for the research was initisted entirely by us, and not by the university administration or a*xy other
authority, although the study does have administrative approval.

If you feel that the questionnaire does not allow you to cxpress your views adequately (and no questionnaire really does
sitee it must be limited to certain preselected choices), we invite you to communicate with us more fully. A ncte, preferably
typewritten and enclosed with your questionneire, is suggésted, but it may be sent separately if yon desire. 1f you want to
t_lephone one of us no attempt will be made_ to determine your identity and we would be grateful for the chance 10 hear your
views, if you have queﬂh::ns which you would like answered before ycu respond to the qae..txonnaxre, any of us will try to
provide answers. N - : s

If yeu specifically wrsh not to participate in this survey for any reason, please enclm -your blan.( questionnaire in the re-
turm envelope amd procesd as indicated on the “Directions™ card. We will then not bother you with further atiempts to get the
questicnnaire returned, however we hope that all students will be wxlh.m; to respond 5o that we get ‘meaniezgful and reliable
information. . :

Please follow the d:rcctxcms n-inted on the enclosed “D:recnons" card, and please return the questionnaire 1mmed1ately '
gince the ana)ysw of the daia cannot begin until all of the forms are returned.

Once again, a complete return is nceded to get results that are meaningful. Your promp? rciurn of the qucsnonnaxm will
save you the bother and save us the expense and effort of follow-up letters and calls.."We hope that you agree ihat this is an

important and worthwhile pro;ect-for all of us.
Waoldzw H . QR0

Jos., GOLDSTEIN, Pa.D. V/ALTER ABEL, Pa D.
Assistant Pr. ofes.ror of Psychology - Counselor and Research PSJ'chnlogcst
. o
JsMES KorN, Pr.D. ROBERT MORGAN, En.D.
Assistant Professor of Psychology . Director of Counseling and Assocml‘e Professor of P.rychalogy
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Carneaie-NMelion Umiversty Department of Psychology
= Scheniey Park

Pittsburgh. Pennsylvania 15213
[4123 621-2800

To Cexcain CMY Fraslmnen:

According to ocur records you are among the frashmen who have not returned a
"“Dirsctions’ caxrd so wa do not know if you have rgturned your drug survey quecstione
veira, -

LACK OF TIMR?

IZf you have "een neglecting your reply for lack of time we agk that you con-
sider yourssif nudged and veturnm the materials as soconr as peossible, e reslizae
that atudents are undar a lot of pressuxra during £inal exzme, but wa fael that thae
topie of our questionnaire is imporrant ennuzl to ask you to take the 15-20 min,
neassary o complate i¢,

KOT & UVBRR?

If you hava not vesporndnd because you have had little or ro emperiencsa with
mogt or all of tha eubstances being asked about, vemembdor we nead reasponsea fxoca
ALL CMU students, users and nonugers, in order to caxry ocut & meaningful survey.

CORCRRNED ABOUY BRING IDENTIFIED?

Ye have no reason to mor do we aven want to ba sble to identify individuals,
¥one of the materisle are moerked in eny way and they msy be traded abcut et will,
- Tha survay mataerisls sre not sufficient basis.or aevidencs for agrest or conviction,
Tha data will ba stored in a coded computerized syatem and the questiouwnzires and
direetidne cards will be buzned as sccn as possible., IP you f£feel that your pasrticu-
lar eat of background characterfscics might ildentify ycu {e2nd the categories have
basn kept vory gonerzl to weduce this problem) omis the most highly identifving
icem(e) racther thaa not respending at all. ' : ' ‘

' 8ome people.aze undar the fmpressfion that finding out how much uvsage there 1s,
is our primery aim. This 18 not eo. If 1i¢ were, we would have gattled for the
vary brisf questionnaives used at wost other celleges which bave had surveys. We
arae seeking to create prefiles of characteristics of usars o¢f various gubstances,
of patteruns of use, and of: ettitudes towards aud experiences with the varicus gub-
gtances. JIYncwadible as it may seem, data on thesa basic matters is almess nonexistanst
and we baliuve cur survey to be cha moat extensive wida-gcale investigation yet to
bae conducted, ‘ ‘

In chacking with other investigatora, we find that all repoxrt that their
surveys bave had ro effect on the wmount or nature of tha law enforcement situstion
at thelr cswpup, Wa believa that the ssme will hold trua here and we ave taking
gevaral steps to insure this., 4As wa have said, no data will be releascd befora
the mld-susmer oxr noxt fall, &t that time there will be made avsilzble a repor:

*~ grudoacs, but JE will not deal with how many users thore are. It will deal with
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characteristics of variocus typas of use and nonuse., The £insl report will ba in
tachnical form in a scientific journal or monograph and viil ast be ready for at
least two yasrs from now at the aarliest,

Wa havs slready recsived questionnalres from 50% of ths frashmen (20d many of
them contained notes for which we ere grateful), JTn spotechecking it becomas
clear thez we ave obtrining a heavy response from both users and nonusers. Btudents
who resiat returning a questionnaire camnot prevent the survey £rom being complated;
thers ig oieply too much useful data on hand for that, They, and atudents who
delibevately “fakae" their responses, contribute to the considerable ewsunt of pubdlic
miainfoxmation vhich already exists. It is a matter of having your experienco and

cpinions counted or of letting yourself by represented by cthexs whu may be vazry

difforent from you.

If you desire additional material. for any reason, ycu may requaest them by
calling any of us =z by leaving a m=ssage with the secretary of the Counseling
Center {exiension 280). Notes coucerning any aspect of the study may be sent to
any of us st the Psychology Deparimznt through the campus mail, either separate
from or ennlosed with a questionnaive, If any group of students would like to
maet with sn invastigsator, wa will do our best to arrange a meeting.

Sincerely,
Joel Goldatein, extension 240
James Xorn, extension 273

Babert Morgan, extenzions 280, 286
- Walter Abel, extensions 280, 286
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CONPIUERTIAL
PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE CN THIS GQGUESTIONNAIRE

1f you have the code number you were given last September, write the number fiere.. . . .. . ..
1. Sex: Male. ... Female. . ..
2.” Major study zrea:

0 Painting, Sculpiure, Design, , [ Engineering: Mechanical, Electrical,
Graphics, Architecture Chemical

00 Music, Drama 3 Chemistry, Mathematics, Physics

[0 Industrial Administration [ Business and Social Studies

[ Engineering: Civil, Mzstallurgy O Humnanities
3. Grade point average last semester:

D below 1.99 O 2.00-2.49 0O 2.50-2.99 0 3.00-4.00
4. Housing during academic year:

J home {1 dormitory L3 fraternity 3 rented rcom or spartment
5. Religion in which you were reared:

O Protestant O Catholic = [ Jcwish 0 Other 0 Norne
6. Present religious preference: '

O Protestant O Catholic 0 Jewish - [ Cther 0 None

7. Present attendance at religious services:
O regular [0 infrequent C1 notatall

8. What is the highest level of formal educatlon obtamed by your parents?
- (mark cne in each column)

father mother = -

‘  grammarschool orless

(I [
O O sorae high school
O B high schioo! graduate
[ 0 sorme college
O O college degree
() (] post graduate degree
9, Family's (parents’) approximate annual income: ‘ '
1 under $5,000 O $19,000 to $15,000 1 over $25,000
3 $5,000t0 $10,000 O $15,000 tu $25,000
10. Type of community where you were raised: ‘
O farm or rural O suburb ofacity
0O small town ( undet 10 000) O city (100,000-500,000)
D average-sxzed town ( 10 000-99,999) 0 large city (above 500,060)
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Page2 | frequent

. occasional " (3 ormore
11. Extent of participation in: none seldom {twice week) per week)
on-campus extracurricular activities O O 0 0
off-campus extracurricular activities 0 (I O ()
12. Are you affiliated with a social fraternity or sorority? O Yes 1 No

13. Please circle OGNE number or check onie of the boxes below to describe your political positi-n.'

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely middle of the road extremely
“liveral conservative

{1 My position cannot be represented on the above scale.
J Iam not particularly interested in politics.

Tear off instruction sheet {next page) before filling out the rest of this page.

Amphetamines
-(Benzedrine,
Methedrine, etc.)
Hard Liguor
Heroin or
Opium

LSD

Marihuana

or Hashish
Tobacco

Beer

T-a. No. times used

1-b. NWo. times used since
September 1, 1968

when started

‘Jast time used

future use

who intreduced

© setting first tinive I s e

with whom first time 4 i
reasons for starting: -
) a. prireary

® N op oW

b. secondary

9. orderof use

10. % close friends using

11. % friends disapproving

12. negative influence:
a, primary

b. 'secbndaryb

R (4] ‘
AERIC personal experience

IText Provided by ERIC

Y.




INSTRUCTIONS FOR PAGE 2
Fill in each row on page 2 with the appropriate letter or number choices from the questions below. All
usage refers to that not on medical advice. PLEASE PRINT

Row la. Number of times used during the period of my scheol or college years without prior medi-

cal recommendation:
a. ncver c. 2-10 times €. more than 50 times
b. once d. 10-50 times
Row 1b. Number of times used since Sept. 1, 1968 without prior medical recommendatios.

a. never c. 2-10times e. more than 50 times
b. once d. 10-50 times

" Row 2. Ecducational level at which I started use (if started during summer, select the following
school year): , '
a. grade school - d. high school 3rd yr. g. college 1st semester
b. high school 1st yr. ' e. high school last yr, h. coliege 2nd semester
c. high school 2nd yr. f. after high scheol but

_ not enrulled in college
Row 3. The last time I used the substonce was:
a. within the last week c. 1-2 months ago e. 6 months-year ago
b. within the last month d. 3-5 months ago f. more than a year ago

Row 4. Assuming the substance was readily available, the possibility of my using it in the next vear
is: (choose one answer for each substance)
a. definitely would liketouseit d. probably would not use it
b. might like to use it ~ e. definitely would not use it
c. don't know

‘Row 5. Person who primarily suggesied 1 use the subétapce the first time:

a. roommate €. acquairtance i. physician or clinic
b. spouse f. girl/boyfriend j- itwasmyownidea
¢. closefriend (same sex) g. parent ' k. other ‘
d. close friend (opposite sex)  h. brotheror sister

Row 6. Where were you when you used the substance for the fixst time?
a. parents’ home " d. public place (indoors) - g. automobile
b. ownrented apt. or room e. apt. or room of close friend h. outdoors
¢. dormitory room f. apt.or room of acquaintance . i, other

Row 7. Who were you with when you used the substance for the first time?

' a. alone \ | d. with a large group (same sex)

b. with one or two others (same sex) e. witha large group (mixed ccmpany)
c. with one or two others (mixed company)  f. other

- 115




" Row 11,

- a. none c. afew e. about half g. 2l
b. veryfew - d. asizeable minority f. most

Row 8. In Row § indicate (by letter) for each substance that you have taken, your primary and

Row 9,

Row 10.

Row 12.

Row 13.

?r'-*-f*'.:-@ S & e
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secondary reason for using it the first time.

a. curiosity h. for religious or mystical feeling
b. for enjoyment or pleasure; i. satisfy a strong craving
to get high, fes! good j. relieve boredom
c. besociable and friendly; k. feel less depressed or sad
go along with others 1. relieve anger or irritability
d. reduce general anxiety, tension, m. improve atility to learn
RErvousness or stress or remember
e. acadeniic pressure ' - n. improve performance in somefhmcr
£. increase or decrease appetxte for food physical (athletics, work )
g explore inmer self o. facilitate creative ability

Considering all the substances on page 3, number those which you have used in the order
of your first experience with each.

What proportion of your friends have used the substance at least once?

a. none c. afew e. abont half g. ali
b. veryfew d. asizeable mirority f. most

What proportion of your friends disapprove of using this substance?

If you have stopped or decreased usage or if you have never used any of these substances
pl°ase write in a letter from the hst below to indicate the primary reason and the secondary

reason (if any) for this:

reports of harmful psychologmal effects
“reports of harmful medical effects  *
observation of effects in others
urging (or potential disapproval) from parents
‘urging (or potential dxsagproval) from friends or acquaintances
unsatisfactory personal experience with the substence
illegality; arrests and increased law enforcement
difficuity in obtammg the substance -
no desire to experience (or to continue experiencing) its effects
dislike of injections :
‘have not heard of this substance

Select one of the statements below for each substance you have ever used:

It has been very helpful, and beneficial to me, with no serious harmful eﬁects

It has been helpful, and beneficial to me, but there have been harmful efects also.

I have had no particular effect from it-—either beneficial or harmful.

I have had mostly a harmful or unpleasant expericnce W1th this substance, but it did ot
seem serious to me,

P‘P 57'?’

e I have had a very deturbmg, very upsetiing, or senouslv harmful experience with this _

substance.
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The following question is optional. Al forms containing answers to it will be retyped b}} us and this
page will be burned as soon as possible.

a. Please discuss why and/or how you started to use the substances that you have uced
Discuss as many relevant factors as you are aware of.

b. Please discuss the positive and negative aspects of the experic ~~35 that you }mv'e llaa vfzth
. each of the substances you have usad.
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APPENDIX C

Determining the Statistical Significance of a'ﬂ$'

Difference between Two Percentages
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Appendix C
Determining the Statistical Significance of a Difference

between Two Percentages

When»the question arises as to whether or not an observed difference between
two percentages represents a significcut difference the following table (Table 2)
can. be used. Nl and N2 refer to fhe size of two subsamples which are Being
compared. The figures in the table represent the size of a difference in per~
centages which would be netessary for the difference to have occurrea no more than
five times in one hundred by chance alone. The values are calculated for propor-
tions near 50% and therefore are couservative estimates for other percentages.
The table should not be used wheré,eﬂther value in a comparison is much lower than
20% or greater than 80%.

ﬁf"’f Table 21
Magnitude qf Qifference bétwaen Two Pércentages‘Required for

the 5% Levei’of Confidence fo= Subsamples of Various Sizes

N, |
N, 2000 800 500 400 200 100 50
2000 1 /
300 4 6 .
600 5 7 7
400 6 7 8 8
200 8 10 10 10 11f
100 10 10 11 11 12 14
50 14 14 14 14 16 17 20
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Examples: Are there significantly higher proportions of women who were

Heavy Down users than (a) in the gemeral population or than .b) who use alcohol?

Total Females 7% ‘Females
All upperclassmen 2197 615 28
Heavy Down users 98 44 45
Drinkers 424A ‘ 89 21
Entering the table at Nl = 2000 (the figurg closest to 2197, the total number of
upperclassmen) and at NZ = 100 (the figure closest “o 98, the npmber in the
sample of Heavy Down users), we find that a difference of 10.;; jire percentage

points are needed for a significant difference ro exist. Sincé the difference
between the 28% females in the upperclass population and the 45% females in the
Heavy Down users is 17, we conclude that women are over-xepresented among Heavy
Down drug users. |

By the same process we enter the tabié at 100 and at 400 to compare Heavy
Down users to Drinkers and obtain the figure of ii or more perceptage points
necessary for siénificance. Since the proportion of'females in the Heavy Down
group is 24% higher than for Drinkers, we can again conclude that the difference

in percentages is significant.
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