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’ - In measuring petsonal attitules toward drng users,
is i-portant to minimize the fabrication of ®socially desirable"
responses. This drug attitude film was-.designed to reduce such
fabrication by (1) presenting vivid stimuli that provoke strong. o
feelings, %?T using obligue response scales, and (3). requiring quick .
responses. The author reviews the ptelilinaty research on the .
instrusent properties in two studies. In'the first, data was
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the regular film). In the second stndy, pre- and post-résponses to
the DA? were obtained from 93 seniors in a § equired two~day drug
education progras. Respomses indicate sone ignificant changes from

pre~ to post-test. The author discusses vhethgt -or not use of the
film is worthwhile due to the co-plxcatxon of administration.
Bxcerpts froam the flll, 'Groov1ng', are’ inclnded. (lnthor/PC)

o e ce?
-~

.\
-
¢




]

5

L)

.

e

- > S
. P : ‘
. .
- ‘ *

A

X

5
. -

U S.OEPARTMENTOF WEALTR, -
EOUCATION & WELFARE .
NATIONAL INSTITUTEOF -
EOUCATION \ R
115 DOCUMENT WAS BEEl REPRO . < e
OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM -
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN -
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS :
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY L.

] ~
" .

The DRUG ATTITUDE FILM

Development of a Measurement Technique for
.Assessing Attitudes tqwa:ds Adolescent Drug U;sers
A Preliminary Report Draft -
™~
N
A Y
o
o]
. Andrew Ahigren
. Associate Directol® .
o Center for_ Educational Developmen
- University of Minnesota /
<
]
- »
. .
. \\ ‘. . .:_' 0 “
. . ‘ 2 [+ ) T
.:' - ‘oo . °
A d . - ” 0
. N b t °
o 2N e - , :

i




.

*
3

. ‘ . N \ .
« ATTITUDES TOWARD DRUG USERS - DEVELOPMENT, OF A MEASUREMENT IECﬁNIQUE

>
——.
e T

w
' .
————————
———

" fabrication- by:

 second instructional title, "Now mark your responses! to each ' .

e

Among the many domains of attitude concerning drugs and drug’
use, perhaps the one of most relevanite for teachers and health
professionals is that of attitude toward the drug user. , Public
school teachers and even health professionals are often in-
clined to refuse even to gonsider drug-related aspects of

their responsibilities or to overreact in dysfunctional ways.
Reduction of the tendency to reject drug users personally

thus becomes virtually a prerequisite for implementation of
other goals of drug education for professionals, including
detection, referral, "first aid", counsgliqg,4and treatment.

In measuring girsonal attitudes toward drug users, it is .
important to minimize the fabrication of "socially desirablée'
responses--whether that means:artificially vindictive or >
artificially liberal for the respondent's social reference group.
The tecinnique reported on here was designed to reduce such

a) presenting vivid stimuli that provoke strong -
feelingss;. - N
b) using response scales that.are somewhat oblique,
so that the "right" answer/is not completely
obvious; <. . -
c¢) requiring that responses be made quickly;

» . Y -

All fhree-of these characteristics were realized by use of.
color-sound film presentations of real people with a '‘semantic-
differential™ response form paced by the film. . :

The Drug Attitude Film : -
The stimulus film was constructed from short clips taken from
the 30-minute drug education film Grooving produced by the New
York State Narcotics Control Commission. A fresh print of
this film, which consists entirely of statements and discus-
sions by adolescents during a weekend conference on. drug use,
was kindly provided by the producer for the purpose of dis-
section. A variety of clips were selected and spliced
together with titles, numbers,, and intervals of black. Con-
tinuous prints were then made from the spliced master. The drug - |
attitude film (DAF) begins, witl a, sample clip, not used for
responses, which serves to set sound level of the projector - ¥
and to familiarize the audience with what the stimuli will be o
like. - Then, after a brief descriptive title, clips of five - -
different students appear , (about 10 seconds each) separated
by three seconds. A\This preliminary sequence is intended. to s
improve audience perception of the film characters and what o
they say on the subsequent numbered and timed run. After a % a3
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student quickly,” the five clips appear again-~each preceded by a&. i
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- Figure, la.  Film Format e

GROOVING EXCERPTS

"The following brief scenes were taken
from a film made at a weekend student
meeting on drug use.,"

*This scene for settlng'sound level only."

Student’l in preliminary ecene

’

" Mark quickly 'your reaction to each
student, .

" 1 ll»

Student 1 [see attached transcript]

-

l; 2 [1]

Student 2 téee attached tljaﬁscript]
[1] 3 1]

Student 3 [see attached transcript]
[1] 4 [1}

Student 4 [see attached transcript]

/
/

i
J

-”sl'

Student 5 [see attached transcript]




- life is great, people are great, ‘I'm leaming how to love, now.’-

- Transcription of excerpts from a film of a student conference ’on érug use,

-

Figure |b. Film Transcript °

. STUDEN'IZ 1 [ attractive blond girl} |

.-"The way I felt when I first started getting into smoking was that
I‘d like to see what all of it was like, and be able to reject the things
that were bad and také up the things that were good. And; you see,

I think. I'm the kind of person who can't take other people's advice
about’ anything._ I have to experience, I have to learn lessons by
experience, experiencing things myself."

STUDENT 2 [white male]

“"Look, see I know, man, that smoking pot. . .all that happens is
you get high. The people get high, you sit around and groove, you
listen to Country Joe and the Fish and you groove, that's all you do.
You never, you never sit down and say, ‘Well, man, people arel..

I mean, come on, man,"

t

" STUDENT 3 [blacw]

*When somebody takes pot, snort, whatever they want to take,.
the grown-ups are saying, ‘They're just trying to -find a way out.'
But what it'is, you feel free, you feel like your mind is free, There's
nothing tight in yourmind that you're thinking about. You feel real

happy."

STUDENT 4 [ bearded white male]

*I'm curfous about the drug experience, but I'm not curious enough
to try it myself I definitely don't want to try it myself. Idon't think-
it's worth it." ' ;

STUDENT 5 [ overweight white male]

"You say, ‘'Why do you like chocolate candy?*® You dig it, right') -
Well, I like getting high. I'm not trying to find an escape, I just
enjoy it." T

Center for Curriculum Studies, University of Minnesota.
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weak
beaut i ful
*foolish
- exciting

. enemy

-

\_;_,//'/ weak
beauti ful
foolish

exciting

enemy

weak
beautlful
: foolish
exciting

enemy

-

weak
beautiful
foolish
exciting
enemy

igure 2. Response Form (re{rised)
.oon
MO FO
RESPONSB FORm

STUDENT ]

O strong
O ugly
O wise
O dull
O friend

« STUDENT 2

strdng
ugly
wise
dull
friend:

ST PENT 3

O—O—O—O——O——O—O Strong
0—0—0—0—0—0—0 ugly
(}-:(}—43—-(}—43——C>—43.wise
O0—0—0—0—0—0—0 dull
0—0—0—0—0—0—0 friend

STUUENT b

o—o—o—o—o—o—o strong
0—0—0—0—0—0—0 ugly
O0—O0—O0—O0—0—0—0 Wise
o0—0—0—0—0—0—0 ' "dull Ce
0—0—0—0—0—0—0 friend

) STUDENT 5 st :
c>—<3—43~—c>—<3—~c>—<3 strong, R
0—0—0—0—0—0—0 ugly \sx‘:%i,
0—O0—O0—0—0—0—0 wise S

0—0—0—0—0—+0—0 dull
0—0—0—-0—0—0—0 friend
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sequence number (1 to 5), and separated by 15 seconds of black
leader. An "End" title appears after the final 15 seconds of
_black screen. Transcripts of the five clips and capsule
descriptions of the characters appear in Figure 1b.,

—

The Response Form

“

Five word pairs for the semantic differential were chosen on

_ the basis of relevance expressed by drug educators, and exten-
sive previous experience with semantic differential instru-
ments and the factor analysis thereof. The sequence, polarity,
and response format for the five scales are shown in Figure 2,
the actual response sheet. - : T .

Preliminary Research on Instrument Properties

A small-scale study was made of responses to.different modes
of presentation of the film material. Complete data across .
three different modes were obtained for 21 students in a
required public health course at the University of Minnesota.
The group first responded (on the' semantic-differential form)
to printed transcripts of the five film clips (Figure 1).

A week later, they responded the a silent presentation of the
film. A week later still, they responded to the sound film,
and a final week later they responded' again to the sound film.
-Mean :response profiles to the three forms of stimuli appear in
Figure 3. o

Multivdriate analysis of variance of differences between

first and second presentations are displayed in Table 1. The
greatest differences, unsurprisingly, were between the silent
and sound presentations. There were, however, also distinct
differences between the trdnscript and sound-film presen-
tz.ions; the appearance of the characters was evidently having '
an effect on the reaction to what they said. There were, on
the other hand, no differences between the two sound-film
presentations--that is, there is good stability of mean
response to the sound film:.

For chaiacters 2 and 3, the mean response to the sound film

is roughly midway between the mean responses to the printed
transcript and the silent appearance, suggesting that the
response to the total audio-yisual stimulus is compounded of
(or a compromise.between) the purely vispal and purely content
components. For character 4, a bearded male who makes an
anti-drug statement, the mean response profile for his sound
appearance is identical to the profile for the transcript, -
implying that his statement far outweighs his appearancé.

For character 5, the profile for the sound film is on the
"negative"” side of both the transcript and silent fi}m pro=~
files, suggesting that the tone of his voice had an /appre-
ciable negative effect on the general. impression. .For
character 1 (the sole. female), the three profiles were almost
identical, with the exception that the sound-film profile was
distinctly more toward foolish on wise-foolish <cale;

| . 7 L
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Weak

Ugly

Foolish

’ Dull

. Enemy

Wgak ‘
Ugly
I-'o'.:msh
Dull

Enemy

"Weak

Ugly

Foolish

Dull

Enemy

- ~ 2 I
"Figure 3. Response Profiles for Different Media

STUDENT 1 .

= I=
g ]
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- ]
— 3
_ STUDENT 2
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W eak
Ugly
‘Foolish
ﬁull

. Enemy

’
Weak
I{gly
f‘oolish
Dull | \

'1
Enemy l‘

amae
-0

o STUDENT 4

L 1

— N

1 —

- -

. | STUDENT § _
o I
- [_\_JL__J

mean written ratings

mean silent film ratings

mean sound film ratirgs

Strong

.Beautiful

Wise

Exciting ‘

Friend

Stro_ng
B,\eau'tiful
Wise
Exciting

Friend

Note -- The ugly-beautlful and dull-exciting scales

had opposite polarities on the actual form.
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'Table 1. Significant Differenées_in'Re5pbnses :
‘ between.Modes. of Prg§?nta;ion
' - \\\‘\\ Significance Levéls cf p=.10 or Better
. ‘ . EFanscript Silent Film Sound Film-
— Character Scale- vs. Sound Film wvs. Sound film vs. Sound Film
" Student 1 stfong . ,‘ o ‘ \ l
e beawliful .. . > T y- .07
" wise oL .7 .02 ’ ' ‘ .
___,-<“WF“: exciting ‘. \ :4,
‘ friend |
{ Student 2 -.strong . .02 i
" v " beautiful - -
wise . .05 e
exciting
« frieﬁd o . C .
Student 3 strong .002 ,
_ beautiful : 08
L n wise Lok . .03
. : exciting ’ '
. friend - .05 )
' Sthdent 4 strong .0001
' beautiful : ‘ .06
wi : .000u
exciting— -, . ‘ SN
friend - .01
: Student 5 strong !oos .10
K beautiful .07 : I -
W:Se - .005. ‘
exciting o
friend .006 .10
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aprarently the tone of voice contributed only to an impression
of foolishness; rather than to a general negative one.

(If one were greatly concerned with the contributions made

by different stimulus modes, it would be possible to go a

step further and have a“presentation of the spund track

-only, allowing ahwgsséésment of the influence of tone of -
voice on statement content, and then the influence of visual
appearance on combined content and tone of voice. Indeed, this
would have been a reasonable alternative to the silent-sound

. approach reported z2bove, For the present, the properties of
the technique seem sufficiently well established to, proceed

to identification of composite scores.) '

Composite Scores

Responses to tﬁe DAF were obtained at the beginning of a .
required two-day drug education program for 93 ‘'seniors in
the College of Education (the first of the intervention groups
described below), The 25 scores, resulting from the five
scales on each of five film chiracters, were submitted to
principal components. analysis dnd subsequent varimax rotation.
Five significant facters (i.e.,| factors with eigen values
. >1.0) were identified. Varimax rotation of all five factors
produced factors that related f%irly clearly to the five ,
different characteqs,,loadings or each being greatest for

‘the scales of a single one of the characters, and all in the
"good" direction. | If differential attitudes to different -
types of characters were the intépt of fthe study, thése might
have been ad0pted/for‘further analysis. However, the intent

was to identify aj/global response relating to pro+drug and
anti-drug characters. . \

s . . \

Varimax rotation of éhly the figgt\two principal components
prcduced two factors: one had loadings on all five characters, .
all in the "good" direction; the second had 10adingsron all
characters, but in opposite directions for pro-drug and anti-
drug characters. ﬂThe factor loadings are-given in,Table 2,)
That is, the first 'represents a global response to people--
and was therefore labeled "General Warmth," and the |second
represents a contrast in response to pro- and anti-drug
characters—-and was therefore labeled "Tolerance" (of pro-
drug students). Data were obtained again at the end of the .
second day of the workshop, and the same factor analysis per-
formed. The results were similar, and a simplified, integer
set of weights.(0,1,2,3 or 4) was chosen that were a compro- _
mise between the pretest and posttest factor loading patterns.
These approximations to factor scores, intended to simplify
.scoring for-general usage of the instrument, were used in
subsequent. analysis of the University of Y;nnesota data.

Internal-consitency reliabilities and intep-score correlations were
fourid _for the workshop described above and on a subsequent
similar workshop 3 months later for other students. As would be

_expected, the correlation between the two quasi-factor scores
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Table 2, )

. N ' N
FACTOR LOADINGS FOR LARGEST TWP VARIMAX FACTORS

¥

n

C
"Warmth" factor "Tolerance!.factor -

Scale o
© o, 3
".Student |  strong .27 ‘ ', 51 '
= beautiful .19 .39
wise .06 .66 !
exciting L0532 ., . 30 ‘
friend .45 . .24
Student 2 strong .58 -.1Q h ¥
|  beautiful .65 N -.24 -
_iwise .49 Sl 19
".- exciting .51 . =19
\ friend G .57 "-,29 s
Student 3  strong oL Las .18 7 ¥
'\ beautiful .69 N7 -
‘wise © .49 .33
exciting .58 0 .
- friend ‘J.68 7!4 -
Student 4 strong 2 .57
' beautiful .45 -,37
h wise .10 T =70 .
exciting .20 -. 63 .
b friend .16 - .59
Student 5  strong .44 .48
" . beautiful .57 .23
wise .27 .98
exciting .45 N7
friend .48 . 3?
' Percent of total variancé: 20% . 16%
' Percent of common variance: 34% 27% |

{in S significant factors) .




Infhesubééquént workshop group,  the two scores have modest .29 and .20

™

'TQE DAF has been used for six different groups. Two of the o
'gréups are those already mentioned above: two-day mandatory , '

/

" before any other pretests. and before any presentation-of

"-at Mankato, which the instructor attests is "rdughly com-

" approximate the exact factor structure (Table 3a). The resulting

. correlations between the composites and each of the character scores

. a-tolerance score that was indgpend?ht from general_reaction to ‘peop

,Scores were respectablée’, even if not admirable: .79 for Warnitl},
= 7 . . - x ’

B Ay
a

Pt

L

“Intervention Studies

.giver at, the end of 6 weeks (after the first half of the
‘course) and again at the end of 12 weeks (after the whole -

‘When data for all of the abovementioned groups. were collécéted,

A ' =

- -

wasnil for the group on which they were generated: .0l pre; -.0l post

‘correlations (pre and pos). The internal consistencies of the-

: . .71 for Tolerance.

-’
a -
\ = - x » ¥

wobkshops on drugs and -drug use for seniors in the .College -
of |Education at the University of - Minnesota. A third was

a 3-week summer course in- drug education offered to profes-
sidnals in the health. sciences. The fourth and fifth were
6-week and 12-week drug education components of public health
courses conducted af Mankato State College. For all of these

groups, the DAF-was given at the very beginning of the program,

topics. For the two College of Education workshops, the DAFl
was given as the last event at the end of the three weeks. TR
For the three groups at Mankato State -College, the DAF was ) ’,

course). In none of these situations was it practical to -
assign students to treatment and control groups, soO that the j N
only non-treatment comparison gvailable is the third group [ H

i
parable in population" to the other two group$ there. . -§
A . » ;

/

Revised Composites
= » » _ - - " -
factor analyses of the‘'responses were rerun|to establish more
broadly based composite sco#es. In the couﬁse of these analy-
ses,. a simplifying principle was adopted: "positive" responses .
were summed for each clipo. and factoring performed on the “resultant -
five scores. The five scores were given-integer weights and. summed +

i -
summed composite scores, still called "gengral warmth® and
ntolerance of users", are easier to calculate and explain-- .

and give change results virtually identical to what was found™
using the original 25-term composites. Table 3b shows the

On” the 'pooled sample of«1100 observations, the internal con-
sistency of "tolerance" was .8l and the correlation of "warmth"
and "tolerance" was -.09:—~The warmth’ score is essentially a
discardable variable for this_instrumentj it betokens a
positive reaction (or response“bhias) for all § clips, and .
serves mainly as a developmental foil against which to identify

For the pooled sampl€, the mean tolerapce sco is about -20
and the standard deviation about 30. KThe range possible is
from =150 to +150.) If responses to all clips were iden
the tolerance mean would be 0. Changes in scale bias or in

homogeneous, response to all-clips would not have any effect

' - _13

—— -
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' Table 3a) Weights for Character Scores
» used for Summing Composites

! \ . . - \ i y
Character "yarmth"  "Tolerance"
- \ . .
. . ' Student. 1 - 2 2
o Student 2, 2 -2 .
L 4 . A T
. , . Studfﬂ: 3 2 i
) / Stident " 4 , 3 -3
‘Student 5 ! 1 2

Table !3b. Correlations of Composites
with Character Scores

(based on 1147 poole%-observafibns)

Character. "Warnth" "Tolerance"

Student1 - .57 © .64

) .~ Student 2 .58, L.21
P Student 3 ' - +60 .ué

s " students .32 =13

Student 5 . UL ‘ .70
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on this. mean (singe the weights for tolerance sum to 0).
A preference for drug users would.be + and a preference
for non-users woulh be -. Although the mean score of -20
might thus be taken to imply a "negative tolerance", this
really bears little intérpretation because it would be
heavily influenced by the particular characters in the
clips. (Nonetheless, it may be useful for reporting to
government agencies, that would blanch at"liking drug

users") .

Pre-Post Changes \

Results of multivariate analysis of variance.on the pre-

post changes in "General Warmth" and "Tolerance™ scores are . ‘e

. given in Table 4. The mean scores for the groups are
plotted in Figure 4. In-every case, there is no significant

" ‘change in .General Warmth. Whether this score is a o
measure_of "personality™ or of "response bias™ or -"social . /]

- desirability" is irrelevant for its role here--its stability ~__—

- indicates that repeated: exposure to the instrument does no N ‘
affect a change in global response to thg/gharadférs*in the -

& - i film. P e ’ /‘./ . ) ’

N R R #/_,/ - ) - //.

. ‘There is, however, a strongly significant change in- the
F Tolerance sccre for all of the treatment groups. For the two
¢ groups of college undergraduates at the University, the
Tolerance score increased during the program: That is, pro-
drug students were viewed less unfavorably relative to anti-
drug students. For the State College groups on the othér
M hand, the tolerance score decreased. Both the population and

treatment were different, so there is no way of attributing -

a cause for the opposite shift. .

Is the use of film worth the complication of administration?

Perhaps written statements would be just as effective as .

stimuli; maybe even the single phrase "Students who use drugs" .

would be Sufficient as an attitude target. The summer group at

the Uniyersity of Minnesota was split for the pre and post _

assessments: one group responded to the sound film both times, and

the other group responded to the transcript of the film. Also, = =+
R each group was given on both occasions a single_ written concept, - 7

. "Students whe use drugs" to rate on the usual five secgles.

The pre-post changes are .displayed in Figure.5, where, the score -
for each.chardcter is the sum of all five "positive™ ,scale .-
ratings. For the simplistic concept "Students who use drugs,"
,both the Film group and the Transcript group had more positiver
., responses -on the posttest than on the pretest. For all but
_ character I, the Transcript group (broken line) had more positive

responses to the statements on the posttest than on the pretest.
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- Table 4. muwlw0mﬁ ovm:mom .JI;III:J/ ,
g 7 Awm<pmmn mnoummv . \\MV :1/////{//L
; T :tm..anr: - ., ‘Tolerance'
GROUP N PRE  POSTH posT2 Sore,! tpre,2  PRE < POSTI POST2’ ‘pre,i " tpre,2 -
U, - 93 216.9 .Nna...,u 0 =1.38 -23.5 -16.1 =3.06%k% 7 °
u, 143 2112 213.8 -1:55 -17.8 -12.4 “3.35%Kk
vy 27 211.8. 212,5 -0.12 -14.5 " =26.7 2 4ok * ‘
z. wn..»-: 9 N__.w. 209.6 1.03 1.10 anpv -27.2 -34.9 0.82 2.95%*
Mo :w 208, 7 .205.5 no_wm. 1.05 " 2,23* -wm.u -18.3 -nmpm -0.65 0.98
My _nm 2040 ,204.8 203.2 -0.35 .0.35 . 27.7 ~-34.0 =-37.57 2.43%  3.6kkwkk
../ . L " . . .“H . -u . v ) :
¥p .05 Anto|mmuéonv . .
*.’* ﬂ.a. oo— V I. " ” , ¢
;o prhp 005TS v | .
, *f»* p 4001 " .. . . >
! . _ ) . e o i
c*m caﬂaoqm_n< of z.::omOnm Winter Workshop; 2 days, uOmnnomn at end of 2nd day.
U,: c=~<oqo.n< of Minnesota qu~=u Workshop;- 2 days, vOmnnomn at end'of Naa day.

cw".c=~<oqu-n< Om zﬂaaomOnm m:aaoq no:qmo. 2 weeks, vOmnnmmn at o:a of ~=a Zoox

x_" Mankato mnonw no__omo no:qmo.._n weeks (6 of aq:mmv posttest mmnoq 68 12 zooxm.
M,: Mankato mnonH College oocqmo./- ‘weeks (12 of nq:umv. posttest umnoq 6 & 12 weeks.
My Mankato State \College’ ‘Course;. 12 weeks (no drug); vOmnnomn mmaoq 6 & 12° weeks .
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Figure 4, Pre-f’osi Changes for Groups
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% The happy view of improved toleragnce is starkly contradicted, = ..
oy however, by, the Film group results (solid line),, where thexe &
. ¢ i is a clear dontrast betiween positive increases ¥or anti-drug,

EEE \\charagters II‘and.IV‘vs.~decﬁE§ses for pro-drug characters __
LT ~I:}£II, and V. If-one accepts the view ‘that the film provokes ’
N - -gtrongér feelings and thereby more honest’ responses, then the

-]

conclusion is that the. use of written stimuli misrepresents
not only the magnitude, but ‘even the difectigq of pre-post - =
change” in attitude. As suspected, subjects can leagn what the
-.approved verbalization is.without actually changing their ..
‘feelings“.in-that direction. L. . e
e N R - , .
The quoéi%eiqiréEtions of change.between the two University {_a
of Minnesota-'2-day.workshops on.the one hand apd the four ©oe
longer~-term programs -on the other suggest a highly tentative
- proposition:.  brief drug-education programs may diabuse .
= participants of ignornace and fears that they had been harboring,
-and so pkoducé a _temporary enhancement of pro-drug ‘attitudes --
but-'‘a more extensive experience may lead. to a8 reformulation of

anti-drug positions .based on valid knowledge of drugs and users.

.- However, the neggtive—dﬁ%ﬁge groups were also ﬁAQe up of°*more -
A ?bopSeruat&be" subjects -~ health professionals and ln-service

teachers, etc., rather than college seniors as:in the two 5 .
workshops. So an“alterfative proposition would-be that liberal
and conservative types aye simply confirmed if.their predilections.

This pfbposition:sufférsgthgbdifgiculty of there being 1little
difference in :the initial position of the putative "liberals" .

[ . <

and "conservatives." . TLE ‘
S : ‘o
The studies to date are inadequate to support firmly any
- - generalizations at all, and such propositigns’ a§ ‘are advanced
B above must wait on more carefully controlled studies with more  *
" ¢learly identified samples. The Center for Educational :
4 Development is eager to cooperate with ahy researchers who™ would
o . like. to try the technique in drug attitude assessments or.in
"« evaluation of drug education programs. v - .
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PRE to POST CHANGES IN AVERAGE RATINGS
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