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Much information aboutv drug abuse and other

controversial social problems comes from sources other than radio,
television, or the press. In addition to private and government
agencies that provide "walk—-in" services and responses to

correspondence,

there are special telephone hotline services that

give information on topics such as drugs and psychological probleums.
Other sources of drug-related information are friends, relatives,
doctors, and other professionals. A test sample composed of 407
University of Connecticut students, was polled to determine students®
habits of seeking information abouit drug abuse. The resulting data

indicated: (1)

that friends provide initial awareness about effects

of marijuana and amphetamines, but the mass media account for great
awareness about other drugs; (2) that information seekers prefer
friends and professional sources over government agencies; (3) that
friends are the single most popular source of information about
marijuana, but professional and quasi-profrssional sources are
preferred for information about other drugs; and (4) that friemnds are
the most convenient source of drug abuse information. (RN)
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This report is one of a series of descriptive and
predictive studies into the cognitive; affective and
behavioral responses to drug abuse information. Project
DAIR (Drug Abuse Informatlon Research), proposes to de-
fine dimensions.of information seeking and utlllzatlon
"that relate to drug abuse. Investigations in this series
develop and implement the instrumentation for a methodology o
‘which includes surveys, experimental manipulations, field .
expernments and modellng'“*One gdal of the series is the
development of a stochastlc behavioral model which allows
“the predlctlon of drug use behavior consequent to spe01f1ed
-exposure from drug abuse 1nformatlon.

b

~ Computer tlme for statlstlcal analyses was prov ded through
the Faollltles of the University of Connecticut . .Computer
Center and supported by National Science Foundatlon Grant
GJ-9 to -the Computer Center.
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Pesearch into the relative believability of the media has generally indicated
television as the most credible medium overall.l In other words, when faced with
contradictory information, individuals tend to believe television over other mass
mediai Such studies also establish the various functions sérved by the media in
fulfilling informational needs: the electronic media provide instantaneous gen-
eral information,2 while the priﬁt media may serve to supplemeut3 or provide very
specialized information.u Additional data indicate that credibility and use vary
according to certain demographic predictors,5 but except for very specialized topics,
most persons (especially the better educated) use more than one communhication source.

tiowever, frequently additional noumedia imperscnal scurces of information are
available to the public about specialized topics. Troldahl, Van Dam, and Robec}(7
suggest that expert agencles serve two functioms in a communication network: they
prbvide specialized information to the media for counsequent dissemination and, sec-
ond, they are themselves sought out directly for information. 7The idea-originating
role of impersonal sources in innovation diffusion is doc''mented by Rogers8 but,
research examining the uews diffusioun procéss has in gereral ignored impersonal
sources.,

This study focusses on the role of nonmedia sources in relatiouship to the
traditional media in disseminating information about drug abuse and treatment. It

also explores the relationship between information seeking and the convenience and

believability of available drug abuse information sources.
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"The speclallzed 1nformatlon needs of thc publlc havc tradltlonally been served

e

by~ a varlety of nonmedla 1nst1tutlons. -For instance; agrxcultural exten51on,serv1ces

throughout the world dlssemlnate lnformatlon about farm lnnovatlons and products,

’and in developlng natlons, prov1de more: general 1nformatlon as well,

Planned Parenthood is another traditional source - of 1nformatlon about a very

E;SpeClallzedﬂtOplC.v Yet thelr 1nformatlon function-differs'somewhat from the agri- .

Alnformatlon,seeklng.,

»

,cultural e?ten81on model for, where the modern day extenszon service prov1des mini-

_mal direct agenqy access, Planned Parenthood prov1des for walk -in as well as written -

e

. 7
The n1neteen-81xt1es saw the development of popularlzed lnformatlon dlssemlna—

tlon in four forms draft 1nformatlon centers, print compllatlons about 1nformatlon

o

sources, the "under round” medla and tele hone 1nformatlon serv1ces._.
g ’

-

Draftminformation centers prov1ded guldance and_factsifor draft age young men'

that were e1ther unavallable through the mass medla or %ot readlly prov1ded by . govern- .

ment sources. Instead of prov1d1ng effort restrlctlons to- 1ts acce851blllty (and

thereby, de facto, dellmltlng ltS use) most draft centers provxded walk-in serv1ce

‘and telephonlc lnformatlon, as well as responses to written lnqulrles.

A second development in the sixties saw the publlcatlon of such efforts as The

Whole Earth Catalog, a compllatlon of handy tools, bulldlng materlals, lnformatlon,

[l B 3%

LI

‘and lnformatlon source about bthh blrth control, beekeeplng and other such dlS—

SlmllaP topics, »lt, and 31mllar successful publlcatlons (e g., Radlcal Software,

7

- an information paper fogﬁhalf:;nchdvldeotape‘users)-were.nonproflt orlented and-; a

-provided. aninformation: pool unavailable from traditional media-or other organiza-

B T

O

-
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The most startling media development of the sixties seemed to be the growth

.‘of’the ”underground“ or alternative media.; The Viliage Voice.became a wealthy and

fnatlonally respected newspaper, the Berkeley Barb went natlonal as dld the Chlcago

.aeed Rolllng Stone became a counter-culture newsoaper/magazmne of tremendous ooou—

: °f

’

larlty- These papers prov1ded 1nformatlon about the polltlcal, soclal and cultural

medla (or other sources) 1gnored ' Seemlngly, one reason such medla succeeded was -
because “there were lnformatlonal needs about radlcal polltlcs, vene eadl dlsease

. treatment, the effects of certain- 1lllClt drugs (wlthout pre]udglng the1r use), or

rock music: albums not convenlently met by other sources. It-lS, of course, an entirely
«*separatefmatter.to'investlgate,the nature of either,the failure or unwillingness of
“traditicnal communication sources, such as parents, schools and religious and civic
_institutions to respond to those information needs.
' An outgrowth of the-émmediate-need,for specialized information was the telephone
.information‘service._ Many of. these services originated:out of the need for immedi—

ate, often emergency, lnstrumental and confldentlal luformatlon about persoual crlses.

PRI -

.'However, in the early seventles te-ephone serV1ces have expanded to prov1de 1nforma-

‘tlon about drugs, abortlons, other psychologlcal problems (SUlClde, depre051on, "lone-

11
'llness),-rumorS,,and consumer protectlon. ,

i
i

Itimay-be considered ‘a failing cf thexmajor media:that yhlle they provlde ex=

_ tensive homemaker 1nformatlon (whlch is noncontrover51al) they promulgate l*ttle‘

about the draft, bxrth control, vernereal d1sease, sex, alcohollsm, or drug abuse.

)
Lo cap

Concelvably, publlcatlon of such 1nformat10n would not be as commerclally profltable
S

in as much as homemaker 1nformatlon is. supported by food chaln-, appllance Store-,

-

and department store advertlslng supplements.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



K

e

. DRUG ABUSE INFORMATION - T

The case of drug abuse 1nformatlon and the medla s respons1b111ty and response

. to 1t prov1de an 1llustratlon of how publlc 1nformatlon needs are’ sonetlmes unmet.

The need to promulgate‘drug abuse lnformatlon‘ls self-evident., RichardS»and Lan’ger,12

‘J~

for 1nstance, have 1dent1f1ed drug abuse as a grow1ng, youth problem. 'Named as’cne.

of the major problens fac1ng th1s country in the seventies by both natlonal polls and
governmental author1t1es, some medla especlally telev1s1on, apparently choose to treat
drug abuse w1th a "bus1ness as normal appzoach

14 '
In a content analys1s by Hanneman and McEwen et al., of telev1s1on stations
/‘.

ﬁln a tri- stcie New England area (Connetlcut Massachusetts, Rhode Island) gu% of the

drug abuse messages coded over a two-week perlod were broadcast during class C t1mes,
| the times of lowest aud1ence~attendance. Addltlonally, whlle the PSA's observed made
'heavy use of prestfge appeals; very few were or1ented toward blacks or toward user

- groups. . The messages seemed to 1gnore the dlfferent 1nformatlonal needs of parents,

/

‘naiVe nonusers, and users.p Further over 80 of the messages conta1ned no factual in-- .

: formatlon of apparent lnstrumental utlllty for any of the user groups.

These flndlngs confllct Wlth an article in Edltor and Publlsher,l5 describing

the goal for a natlonal drug abuse campalgn. Grey Advert1s1ng Agency, the creator

w:of 15 prlnt mes ages and 2“ broadcast cgmmerclals for NIMH, 1nterv1ewed former ad-

dlcts, housew1ves, students,'soclologlsts and psychologlsts over a 6-month perlod

‘ i

in order to ascertaln what type of campalgn Would be’ most effectlve.. The agency

ﬂconcluded ,w1thout reportlng the1r f1nd1ngs, a. "nonpunltlve campalgn that Would...

B
o

arm potentlal tasters among the country s youth w1th facts which mlght helD them re-.

sist peer roup pressure" would have greatest 1mpact. This " goal seems'ln llneiw;th

~ -

a NIMHl6 statement descr1b1ng the purposn of mass medla drug abuse campa . as

[

Q ‘!‘I
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providing‘general awareness-and understanding. Note the apparent presumptlon that

¢

awareness is related to counter-message res1stance, and the lack of emphas1s on

att1tude—behav1orfchange. L

The effectlveness of the Grey Advert1s1ng campalgn has yet to be assessed . How~

" ‘ever, Cwalmal has suggested that the avallablllty of factual 1nformatlon about the’
effects of LSD is cons1dered to be part of the reason that the use of LSD declvned

durlng the 1967 1968 perlod. - e '_. . i o 1 §

The relatlve importance of the mass;media'as a source‘of,information about drugs

¢

‘walS lnvestlgated in some research llterature. In an extens1ve survey of three Cana—

fdl_ cities, Frejer, Smart and_others18 studled 12, 55M students in grades 7 through
14, - News media were clted as the most lnformatlve source .from - whlch one could leain

about drugs by an average of 53% of the students. _Also,_in two cities;“close to SOﬁA

© . b

of the-students clted the‘news‘medla‘as most helpful in convincing them that mari-

i

Juana was ! harmful.' Family<and~frdends_were the nekt frequentlygcited sources.of'inf;
formatlon about drugs 1n general and marljuana in partlcular. |

~  However,. the latter flndlngs compare to those of Zima and Smlthl who examined -
drug 1nformatlpn sources for high school students.. They found peers and parents as

the most helpful in deallng w1th drug problems

Sw1sher and Warner20 in a study of four approaches to drug abuse p*eventlon‘

(class health unit; group sess1ons uszng relatlonshlp technlques, using modellng by '
, a nonuser, and - modellng by a reformed addlct) found no dlfferences among approaches
in ‘terms of knowledge galned attltudes changed or in the reported actual use of drugs.

Also, none of the approaches had any signlflcant 1mpact on student attltudes toward

' drugs orMWere apparently effectlve in decreas1ng drug use.

'

“In addltlon to the medla, other oOUPCQS about drugs are thelvarlous expert agen-' -
. . ‘ ) — T .
1eo (e.g., on a federal level, the Hatlonal Clearlnghouse for Drug Abuse Informatlon),

” 1

| I .



specxallzed newss:and sources (e g., booklets about drug abu,e); write-in Sources

such as the Lutheran Church, Blue Cross Blue Sh-eld Ann Lander s booklet ”Stralght

.Dope on Drugs"- school drug abuse edufatlon unlts, health s< v1ces, Such,aS‘hQSpl*

3

- tals and CllﬂlCS‘ telephone drug 1nformatlon llnes.'and most often, fr1ends.

For parents, most of these communlcatlon sourceS'may alsc-have utlllty; many‘

. concerned parents probably wrlte for pamphlets and related materlals, perhaps more

o'*ﬂn than thelr founger counterparts. 1 R : ol

i

Nevertheless, data 1nd1cates that youth are. broadcast orlented, not prlnt OPl-

-ented; Thus, the efflcacy of us1ng prlnt medla dlrected to the youna may be OUEathn—

able. Even in spec1al subgroups (e. - among the college age persons where the drug

,mllleu is more thhly soph1st1cated) where newspapers and magaz1nes are consumed

the trend is toward readlng Rollxng Stone, the hatlonal Lampgon as much -as. 1t is

’

toward readlng newsweeklles.

- In terms of drug abuse 1nformatlon dissemination among parents, the research '

S

.-discussed in'general implies that media sources are equzlly potent ln,creatlng aware-

7

ness among adults (although,.of course, literacy and particular media preference are

related to educatlonal level—and other demographlcs) HoweVer -the general»tone'of

most drug abuse appeals surveyed 1n earller studles, when compared w1th the type of

. , ' 23 - )
lnformatlon sought by parents,-appears 1nappropr1ate. .

.

It is apparent that drug abuse lnformatlon is prollferatlng w1thout any real

data about 1ts effectlveness in elther creatlng awareness attltude change about drug

-use ‘or decreas1ng its 1nc1dence.' The var10u° message sources the channels emplo;ed

and the appeals utlllzed appear to lack coherent purpose.. Also because of the fre-
i .

m
: quent confllct in approaches to orug abuse 1nformatlon, the Jational Conmlss1on on

ERIC

BA Fuiimext provided by R

24. o
Marlhuana and Drug Abuse acknowledged a confusxon and uncertalnty in the DU.b.LlC

e . f . - .



i

'about the veraCity of available information.' It recommended that one,federal source :

v

f(The National Clearinghouse for Drug Abuse Information) be mandated to oerform the

- other overlapping organizations serve as supplementary and‘often.redundant'sources

task of drug abuse information dissemination. Nevertheless, a‘WlderaPIEty‘Ofu

)

.

2
}

abcut drug abuse.25

The availability and divers1ty of the nonmedia sources of information Suggest

v
'

a number of questions usually restricted to studﬂes about the relatJve advantage of

L

. one medium,over another._ Compared to the media What are ‘the functions of the sup-

plementary sources? ‘What-about the relative advantage and believabilityiof one sourcef

” X o, . ) . &

~over another? Do the media present information qualitatively different from other

YosmEn

'-sources? Are'information seekers utilizing one source different from_those utiliz-

ing another° How is the information from the various sources ‘processed?
L.ﬂ_ _— . 5‘ i }.r;‘:«::)—c—'~-.' o
' "r"‘DRUG ABUSE INFORMATION SEEKING R

i

. I

It is an established finding in communication research 6» nat generally the;

Ihigher thefcredibility ‘of the source the_less manipulative his persuasive intent is

v

. perceived to be and hence the greater the immediate tendency to accept his conclusions.

Such credibilityeeffects may be'of little importance. in the,transmission_of factual

v

e .27 : '
,information and thus may have minimal bearing on campaigns that create awarerness

-about drug abuse effects. But, in informational campaigns of the type most effective

in EersuaSiox (for instance, two s1ded message appeals aDout th2 use of drugs) the

'influence of the source becomes a cruCial factor, although mitigated by the influence

of reference group norms among user populations.'

A.reViewiof the mass Communication,literature,'and its application'in'other

fields, yields ‘little about the dissemination of public service information in gen-'.

_eral, and drug abuse messages in particular. As previously suggested, it appears’

“'. E

Rc
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'that drug abuse dlssemination activities typlcally occur uithout adequate audience
-analySis and predicated on a discounted one—step model p031ting mass effects conse-r

quent to.media exposurg,%?’ In the theoretic literature however, a media -to- Oplnlon
. ' B ' 5 ' »
leader-to-follower paradigmtls frequently posited, while Troldahl:group, presents

strong data to. indicate that for certa1n categorles of 1nformatlon (e.g., public.
------ . N

g . S

: affairs) oplnlon leadershlp is predomlnantly a two way process, w1th as much 1nform-

tion sharlng as 1nformation 1mpart1ng occurring between oplnlou leaders and "fol-, :

n29
' lowers. Drug abuse information seems more amenable ‘to analysis’ 1% this latter
.’——w-\

paradigm, suggesting the inapproprlateness of the tradltlonal opinion leadershlp
1

..._ P

concept to.drug abusebinfornation snarlng.‘ That is, the down- the-block«ne*ghoor '
‘uitn’expertise.in drug abuSe,who.is<sought out about drugjeffects probably_does not -
: exist for,aduits. | |
A‘Drug:abuse'information does not, Eéimg facie,_appear'Similar'to.other_types.of.
mass'communicated information such as news about the latest fashions or space actiui-
uties, or information about”gourmet cooking. More'probablyi drug.abuse information
is- con81dered a rather personal and prlvate type of 1nformatlon 81milar to blrth con-

trol knowledge.- Thus, in terms. of creating awareness obout drug abuse 1nformatlon,

i

i
)

the traditional,relay functions served.by-the opinion leader seem eveln, more inapplic-
:abie-due.to'the private nature:of‘the infonmation. Additlonally, it is highly un-
'likely that 1nd1v1duals, especlally the naive young, will be sufflclently motivated

b

to seek addltlonal 1nformatlon by wrlting for it to an agency, as urged at the tag

¢ :
end’ of most‘teleVised drug'abuse messages. Such motivation, that‘ls 1nformation

gearch, is usually motivated by some type of uncertainty, ‘either about a topicfor,
; i ) ,
- 30
vabout alternatives (alternative outcomes, interpretatlon, effects, etc.).
3 .
Much of what Festmger,.l 1n hlo exporltlon on. cognitlve dissonance, labels pre—

decisional conflict "also applies to drup abuse 1nformation search. _An~fndiyidual

CERIC e
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experiencing such corflict would be relatively 'lunable" to discriminate amcng the

.- effects, alteruativéjmodes of!treatment, or alternatives to drug use when compared '

to those w1th sufflrlenf lnformatlon.' Likewise, a user exposed to contradictory

_nformatlon about 1lt1c1t drug use may avoid 1nconsxstent sources and seek cousonant

[

' 2 T _ .
lnformatlon. ) . T
\ Although many of the knowledge claims about information seeking have yet to be

validated for specialized topics _such as drug abuse, certain implications are sug-

. gested, . For ‘instance, it seems tenable' that drugs differ in the amount of risk per-

ceiﬁed by'uSers'about-the-physioiogical; sociai and legal consequences of consumption.
‘Marljuana would be a low PlSk drug, while her01n (oplates) would have the hlghest
percelved rlsk. In thp mlddle would be -the ampnetamlnes, barblturates and psyche-

dellc drugs. Not: only are harder drugs probably more 1naccess1ble and thus demandlnp

'of rlskler search behav1or, but there are consxderable dlfferences in the legal penal—.*"

‘ties imposed on a'convictlon for possessxon of‘soft.drugs_(marmjuana) and hard drugs

'(heroin). Possession of softer drugs’is usually'treated as a misdemeanor, Whereas
“harder drug use generalLy draws felonles ‘and ]all terms. " Given this relationship;.
' then the attltudes (of users) toward the hlgher r1sk drugs may  have gone through con-

s1derably greater dlssonance reductlon and ]ustlflcatlon procedures than the attltudes

\

‘of marljuana-users resultlng in well deflnod attltudes for the former group,, These

e

relatlons then, suggest the followxng cons1deratlons.

. == ‘more defense mechanlsms will be ralsed in areas where attltudes are
- firmer or the user .is more ego- lnvolved through extens1ve self justi- -
:_flcatlon (1 e., the harder drug area),.. - :

'--'consequently, medla lmpact of drug abuse messages for the hlgher rlsk .
aud1ence-wxll be ‘minimal; o S o

-~ and, lnformatlon seeklng "about harder drugs w;ll rely more on profes—;f
sional sources, whereas.information about drupa percelved of low Plok
will be sought from’ frlenda or the media. '

.
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Hontheses'

. The preVLous discus51on, then, suggests a number of hypotheses about the com-

municatlon behav1or of 1ndiv1duals W1th regard to drug. abuse.

S—

Given ‘the availability; use, and“perceived'1ow”risk“of“marijuaﬂa?

1. Friends areé nmore likely to be cited than other sources in prov1d1ng
1n1t1al awareness about marijuana;
_.However, given the lower availability and access, 'and the higher perceived risk.-

. of harder-drugs,

2. The media (general content, not public servize announcements) are more
likely to be cited as sources of first awareness about noncannabls '

drugs. :

In seeking 1nformation about drugs, the1r effects and treatment, however,

i
3. 'All 1nformatlon seekers Wlll more likely prefer frlends or profeSS1onal

' sources over governmental agencles.

N Also, ti-ose seeking information about cannabis drugs ‘will choose
' friends over other sources.

.

. 5. But, those seeking information about noncannabis drug effects and treat-
ment will prefer profess1ona1 or quaSi-profeSS1onal sources.

Among users: and nonusers, however, 1nformatlon seeking will differ as follows'
1

6. NonuSers will more likely than users cite the media as an information
‘source. - - . ] S : ST

- [ d
7. Users, except for cannabis users, will seek out profess1onal health ser-
v1ces or drug lines rather than other sources.
When:faced,with contradictory information from friends and other sources,
8. Friends w1ll be chosen over all other sources.

9. For noncannabls drugs, however, a doctor or health center will be sought

A

out. . -

10. The most convenient source of drug abuse information will be friends.

11. .The most bellevahle source of drug abuse information will ba medical -
sources. o S

ERIC
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METHOD

Subjects vere 407 college students enrolled in an upper level communication
course and various sections of an intraductory communication course at The University
cf Connecticut. Students represented all class years.

The subjects completed one of five versions of a self—édministered survey in-
strument33 during part of a class period. Versions were randomly distributed amoug
subﬁects. Each questionnaire was identical with the exception of the cover sheet,
which mac. reference to one of five drug categories: amphetamines; barbiturates;
cannabis; psychedelics; opiates. All questions we:2 identical in format and made
reference to 'the drugs described." Subjects were instructed both on the cover sheet
and orally that this referred only to the specific drug category listed on the cover
and that only this particular category should Le kept in mind when answering the

items. The data were analyzed for each category (as a separaﬁa data file) and col-

lapsed where appropriate.

Variables

The instrument was divided into three sections. The first section obtained data
about the information seeking habits of subjects with regard to a spccified illicit
drug. This section included primarily items measuring the relative utility of one
source over another. Subjects were provided with forced-choice alternative drug abuse
information sources (and an open-ended "other”): friends: parents; relatives; doc-
tor; health center or hospital; telephone drug line; counselor/psychologist/govern-
mental agency; the media (in some items broken into television, radio, or newspapers);
and drug rehabilitation programs. For these alternatives, subjects were asked about
sourczs creating awareness, which source would be chosen for information about the

treatment of a drug described, three items about their choice wheun faced with
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cqntradiétqrywinformatién abéutid}ug abQSe'(from eitherrﬁhe média‘aﬁd_friends, bap—'
eﬁté'and ffiends, 6r_governmental agenciés and frieﬂds),_thé ébnvenieﬁCé-bf the_‘
sources, and the bellevablllty of the sources.. |
The.second section confalned varlables descrlblng past and p;eqent druo use of
the subject.s& ‘These variables provide cross-breakvpnedigpqrs of information séék-
ing and, for uséfs,_hay-suggest relative ﬁfeferences‘fof oneriﬁformatibn 360rcé over
Y 'f.another. These items lncluded questlons on_ini;ial drgé‘useé égévof first use; if
stopped, the reason foé dlsadoptlon° the seftiﬁg of'firsf.uéeihfhé feigﬁiqgshi§ fo
frlends and uses arrest lnformatlon; and purchase 1nformatlon.- |
‘The: demographlc sectlon as well as the medla hablt descr;pt;on_ prov1de com-
parisons cross-bpeak splits gnd independent predictors for;examining infcrmation
éeekiﬂg.. This section ihciuded ifems abouf~ége, S;hool backgréhnd (pne-college),
as wéll as information aboutibafenf35'tﬁé stgdén;\s financiél.;itdatidh‘aéd f5e»- -
;técéhpatioﬁ‘of thé-main wage éarﬁef;.iThis iéttef‘iﬁdeg-was coded.accordiﬁg:fo  |
Troldahl's occupatlonal prestlge scaie.as Tﬁié’sectio;‘also inéiuded items about

- s . . ’

' medla selectlon (partlcularly neWSpapers read telev181ou shows Dreferred “and

‘radlo statlons orlentatlon)

- -

" FINDINGS

The final'sample iﬁC1uded 364"amphetamine"_respondents; 83 barbituratekreSPQn- -
dentS' 88 ”cannabls" respondents, 69 "psychedellcs" resuondents, and 81 respondento

“who completed quesplonnalres‘aboutf"oplates.“ Thpre Were no sxgnlflcant demograpn*c

-diffe-r'encés‘-mnong the subsamp,_les'.‘" .

'

o

Table 1 and. 2 abouf,here'

O
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Table 1 shows that overall there exlsts a relatlonsnlp between source of ini-

tlal awareness and drug category (x = 55.5; df = 20, p < .DOl) | The data furtherv
oo 5

prov1de support for hypothes1s l,plndlcatlng that frlends ‘are: more llkely to be

1

‘ldeutlfled as the soUrce'of first awareness about’marljuana than other sources”

J(p:< -601). However, the data do notlprouide suppcrt for research'hvpothesis 2.

That is, the medla were hot clted more than other sources in creat’ug 1ntt1al aware-~
ness about'uoncannabls drugs. Note however, that with the exceptlon of the ampheta- /‘
‘mine category;.respohdents dig_lndlcate the medla about as-often as friends .as

sources of 1n1t1al information about drugs; thlS contrasts with the hlgh frlend

1dent1f1cation for cannabis.' The fact that frlends do prov1de awareness about

_ amphetamines and barbiturates may be attrlbutable to the dual‘llclt and illicit

function of these drués,-as well as their'popularity among college students. Table

2 shoWws difference in initial awareness;between'users and nonusers (x = 4l

df'? 5; p < .001). Note the dif ferentlal functlon of frlends, as well as the heavy

13

media attribution by nonusers;

P - B . .
- . v

"I‘able 3 about here-

Table 3 displays the proportion of individuals,selecting‘certain‘drug abuse
,information sources within-each drug category; with the exception'of the*cannabis
7

:category, frlends were- c1ted as. frequently as drug abuse programs and other profes~ -

=sxonals. However, in analyzlng the professxonal sources’ together (doctor, health

»

‘center, drug programs) there lS clear support for hypothes1s 3 all lnformatlon

seekers prefer frlends or- profnss1onal Sources over. governmental agencles (ch1 :
| _ _ o .

' square analvsls across categorlea, p <‘.001)

Elil(j k‘lv_ o - | 'Ih o S -h : ;,; e :h s
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The significance of hypothesis 4 is open: to qualification. . It appears those

seeking drug abuse information about camnabis choose' friends in about the same pro-

B portioh"as other professional sources, when these latter sources areglumped together.

- However, Table 2 reveals that the 51ngle most popular source of drug abuse 1nforma-

tlon :bout cannabls is. frlends,'chosen by 34, 5 of the.respondents._ This is a
greater proportlon than found selectlng any other s1ngle source, and 1s also s1g—
nlflcant (X =.u2.3' df =65 p < .001). Pragmatlcally then, g1ven the dlvers1ty of 55

a multltude of sources, the most viable and stable lnformatlon source appears to be

.friends;

.The complement'of‘the research question embodied in hypothesis 4 'that‘indi-;

v1duals Seeklng lnformatlon about noncannabls drug ‘effects and treatment w1ll pre-

'-fer profess1onal and quas1profess10nal sources is supported when those proportlons

- .are compared to those preferrlng frlends (x = 47.8' df = "p < .001), and-conflrms :

suSpected;

O

e
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~equal . pro,ortlon of users ldentlfylng frlends as 1dent1fy professlonal sources and

hypothes1s 5. Nevertheless, in the overall examlnatlon of the data relatlve to these

three hypotheses, it is ev1dent that there is a lack of a strong 1nteractlon amonb

Lthe drug categorles and the respectlve lnformatlon Sources 1dent1f1ed as orlglnally

.

.

Table 4 about here - - oo

There is llttle dlfference between the. proportLOns of nonusers and users cltlng

‘~

f-the medla as a source of drug abuse 1nformatlon (Table 3) thus prov1d1ng no; support "

for hyoothes1s 6. Slmllarly, excludlng the canabis category, there 1s about an - ) @'>

’

'telephone drug llnes (table not shown), thus prov1d1ng no support for hypotnesls 7.

Further exam*natlon of the data reveal however, that while the proportlons of

1
ot



sers selecting frieunds or profeszional sources are equal (50% in each case),

among nonusers the proportions are cousiderably differeut with ouly 26% icentifv-
ing friends as a source of drug abuse information but 74% identifying professional
sources or telephone lines. This significant difference in proportions (x2 = 12.8;
df = 1; p < .001) is further bofne/tht in the significantly different pattern of
overall information seeking hetvéez ,ﬁﬁlfH:Jd nonusers, as listed in Table U4 (x2 =
52.043 4f = 73 p'< .001), HNote that when compared to the users, uonusers are more
"other' oriented in where they seek information: they re;y significantly mo.e on
telephone lines and professional sources qnd‘very 1iftle :r, friends or their own

~

Rl
experiences. Yet users rely much more on friends than nouusers, as well as placing

4 3 . . . .
reliance on their own experiences and their reading {u pharmaceutical books. Tne

us-

%)

‘‘other' orientation evidenced by the nonuser group in this data may suggest a
ceptibility to drug abuse mass communication campaigus. At the very least, the data
suggest that communications directed to nonusers do not have to overcome the apparent

peer group reference of friends who may provicde attitudinal anchors for the user
group.

Even though respondents may identify a particular source to which they might fo
to for drug abuse information, it is likely (at least according to the Kational Com-
mission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse)36 that the multiplicity of available sources,
coupled with the probable availability of self-proclaimed knowledgeable friends may
lead to confusion or uncertainty about competing information.. Vhen asked where they
would go to resolve contradictory information about any drug or its effects, when the
information originates from either one's friends aud (a) the media, (b) relatives
or parents, or (c) a governmental agency, an average of almost one half the respon-

dents prefer to seek additional information from a doctor or health center/clinic.

O
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The expectations (hypothesis 8 and 9) that friends would be the first conflict-
resolving choice, and for noncannabais drugs, professional sources, were not borne
out. In each case, the media were identified as the second conflict resolving
choice (an average of 1l4% of the respondents) anc friends were selected as the third
choice (an average of 11% of the respondents). Table 5 shows users and nonuser
choices appear to be significantly differcnt (p < .001) in an analysis of the three
major choices, and follow patterus found for other hypotheses: muonusers are more
professional source oriented. lote that users would seék the media more\than non-

users.

Tinally, Table 6 displays the drug abuse information sources identified as most
convenient or belie;able. Hypothesis 10 was supported (x2 = 16.6; df = 3; p < .001)
in that friends were clearly identified as the most convenient scurce of drug abuse
information by 60% of the respondents. Between user and nonuser groups (see Table
7) there are some differences in this figure however, with only 50% of the nonusers
identifying friends, whereas 83% of the users consider friends the mosé :5nvenient
source (x2 = 43.3; df = 2; p < .001). Hypothesis 11 predicted tnat most believable
source of drug abuse information would be medical sources (phone lines included).
This was not supported by the data shown in Table 6. 4ﬁowever, examination of Table
8 yields significant differences (x2 = 48,7; df = 3; p < .001) between users and
nonusers in which sources they cousider most believable. These data again follow
previous trends, with users groups overwhelmingly preferring friends, whereas non-
users prefer "outside sources," such as media ads, phone lines and medical sources
(and others).

In adéition to hypothesis testing (and related analyses), post hoc chi square

analyses of additional data indicated the following significant relatiomnsnips (all

p < .05):



1. 1In terms of sources of initial information about drug abuse effects for

particular drugs,
-~ those learning of drug abuse from tzlevision ads
a) became initially aware about the drug's existence from friends,
resolve contradictory information from any sources by seeking
out doctors and health centers, bur consider friends more be-
lievable;

-- those learning of drug abuse from friends,

b) became initially aware from friends also, and they also consider
them most believable;

-- those learning of drug abuse from their own use or reading,
c) consider friends most believable also.

2. In terms of where one would seek information about the treatment or effects

of a particular drug,

a) those initially aware of a drug's existence through friends would
seek information equally from friends and drug abuse programs;

--. overall, regardless of where information was sought,

b) respondents would resolve contradictory information about drug
abuse by going to doctors and health centers, ccnsidered friends
the most convenient source, became initially aware of a drug's
existence through friends, and obtained drugs (if users) only in
face-to-face contacts with one or two others;

-~ but, those seeking information from friends,

¢) tend to favor legalization of drug use;
became initially aware through friends;
learn about drug abuse and a specific drug through friends;
consider friends most believable;
tend not to have a car;

-- those indicating they would seek information from a telephone drug
line, .

‘ d) were primarily aware of drug abuse effects from friends and TV ads;
cousidered doctors to be the most believable source;
tended to be nonusers, older, have higher status familiec and

have a car;

ERIC
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-- those indicating they would seek information from drug abuse programs,

f) learned about drug abuse effects from reading;
felt drug telephone lines were the most believakble;
did not favor legalization of drugs;
tended to be nonusers;
tended not to have a car.

3. Information sources described by respondents as being the most convenieunt,

-- overall
a) friends were the most frequently cited source;

-- when friends were chosen, individuals
=4 b) gained initial knowledge about a drug's existence or about drug
abuse effects from friends or self-use;
tended to favor the status quo in drug laws;
felt friends were the most believable source;
tended to be older than those feeling media ads were the most

convenient; .
-- when media ads were chosen, individuals
c¢) giined initial awareness from media shows or articles;
learned aboat drug abuse effects from television Jirug abuse
ads or self use; )
perceived impersonal sources as most believable;
-- when telephone drug lines were chosen, individuals

d) also perceived the phone drug lines as most belirevable.

4. Information sources described by respondents 3s being most believavle,

-- overall,

a) doctors and health centers were first chosen to be consulted to
resolve conflicting information from any source;

-- but, if friends were considered most believable,
b) respondents tended to favor (slightly) legalization;
-- if government agencies were choser,

¢) respondents overwhelmingly believed in the status qu- about drug
laws;

ERIC
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-- 1if media ads or telephone drug lines were choseun,

d) respondents also tended to favor the status guo atout drug laws.

5. Sex differences:

-~ Females

a) tended to favor the status quo drug la&ws;
primarily selected doctors o1 health centers to resolve conflict-
ing information; N
if users, would contact only particular sources; e
if users, tended to normally buy smaller amounts of amphetamines

than male users;
-- Males

b) tended to be evenly divided between faveoring legalization and the

status quo in drug laws;
went to a variety of sources when confronted with cnntradictory

drug abuse information;
if users, would ask various familiar sources about purchases.

6. User, nonuser differences:

-- Users

a) tended to favor legalization of drug use;
obtained their first knowledge of drug use from friends;
consider friends overwhelmingly the most convenient and believable
source of information about drugs; and therefore sought information
about drugs from friends;

~- Nonusers

L) indicated as much initial awareness from friends as from media con-

tent; :
considered friends and media ads equally convenient and believatle;
tended to seex information primarily from professional sources;
used the same sources as users in resolving couflicting informa-

tiomn.

On the basis of the data base (n = 407) 128 users were identified. An analysis

of the data indicates the following "user profile":

-- there were no sex differences in frequency or type of drug use;

-~ 94% of all users have smoked or smoke marijuana;

ERIC
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users tend to be richer and have higner status families than nonusers;
tend to be about the same age as nonusers;

those who stopped cite personal reasons (e.g., fcolis: '

were initiated by close friends whom they have kuown for at least a year;

obtain their supply of drugs through small face-tc-tface encounters with
one or two others;

contact dealers by seeking a particular, or a few particular sources;
make an average of l.u4 contacts before obtaining desired drugs;
majority of users have initiated no others to use;

of those who have initiated others (44%), a majority have only initiated
1l or 2 others;

about 50% of those who have initiated, did so in dormitory rooms, the rest
(38%) in their own off-campus apartments or their parents' home (12%);

96% of the users have never been arrested for other than traffic violations;

amphetamine and psychedelic drug users tended to use drugs ''very occasion-
ally" or less, while cannabis users tended to use it every other day;

the normal purchase amount of marijuana was an ounce or less; and
the normal purchase pattern for psychedelics was 5 "trips™ or less; speed,

10 pills or less, but marijuana users tended to buy only 1 amphetamine
pill (up) at a time; barbiturates, 5 pills or less.

DISCUSSION

The data indicated support for the following hypotheses and related statements:

-

friends provide initial awareness about marijuana and (unexpectedly) amphet-
amines, but friends and media content generate awareness in equal propor-
tion about other drugs. With the exception of marijuara and amphetamines
however, media content and drug abuse ads do account for the greatest amount
of initial awareness about drugs; .

\_4/
drug abuse information seekers prefer frlends and professional sources over
governmental agencies iu all cases; /
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~-- although friends are the single most popular source of drug abuse informa-
tion about canuabis, professional and quasi-professional sources are tre-
fefred about noncannabis drugs;

-- the most convenient source of drug abuse information is friends.

These <ata, as well as the post hoc data, bear on a number of points suggested
earlier: the presence of a multidimensional drug use continuum; differential infor-
mation seeking and opinion leadership; the role of nonmedia sources. Additicnally,

a considerable difference in communication activity between drug users and HORUSErs
emerged from a finer analysis of the hypothesis data.

It was postited that a multidimensional continuum might explain the relationshiy
among type of drug, its perceived risk, strength of attitudes toward the drug, such
that "softer', less controversial drugs (e.g., ﬁarijuana) would be placed on the low
end of the scale {(low risk, less intense attitudes), while the ‘'harder', more contro-
verzial drugs would be on the high end. '"Controversy' could be interpreted tec mean
conflicting public statements about a drug's effecrts, or the like, which may be in
divergence with user norms. These data provide support for such a paradipm. That

is, for the softer drugs, less professional (and credible ?) sources are solicitecd

for drug abuse information than for the harder drugs.

(]

when users and nonusers are examined separately, users tend to select friends
as frequently as professional sources for drug abise informatio:-. That nonlinearity
is apparent in the overall relationship of the continuum is shown I data indicating
that of all users amphetamine users rely least on friends (38%) ai.c psychedelic
users rely most on friends (58%). &tlso, psychedelic users tend to rely least ou
professional sources (10%); but, other users (except for cannabis -- 25%) do rely

on professional sources (an average of 35%). But, among nonusers, only 26% will
seek drug abuse information from their friends, and a whopping 74% prefer to rely

1
on professional sources or telephone help lines. The significant differences hetween



.

the groups points up a trend found in these data: users and nonusers exhibit dif-
ferent communication behavior about initial drug awareness, drug abuse informatiown
seeking, conflict resolution, and other activity. A similar finding emerged in a

;tudy of illicit drug dealers: dealers tended to be much like users in almost all

facets of communication behavior, yet differed significantly from the nonusers.

The data also indicated similar patteruns between the two groups in resolving

conflicting information or identifying the most believable and convenient sources,
and even in naming their sources of initial awareness about drugs. It becomes evi-
dent that there are different communication channels utilized by the two groups:
interpersonal-friendship sources pr;,ominate for users in almost all cases, but
professional sources and the media provide initial awareness and information for
nonusers, Whether these differences arise mainly out of differential perceptious
(through experience) of what constitutes use risk, or, for nonusers the controver-

sial nature and lack of reliable information about some drugs, remaing open to in-~

vestigation.

Nevertheless, as suggested, the notion of opinion leadership camnnot be said
to be operating for nouusers; while it may for users. As has been posited else-
where, drug users exist in a drug culture, a milieu with its own reference norms
and reinforcement that ray make it resistant to blatant media persuasion attempts.
of cdurse, it may be the case that the friends identified by users initially gained

their awareness (before becoming users) from the media, and that these individuals

constitute the opinion leaders in the classic sense.

s

What about the role of the media in disseminating information about drug auvuse?
From these and other data and in this series, a number of generalizations begin to

emerge. Wote the relative Jack of reliance on the media by users {(Table 2); yet

O
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the reliance by u48% of the nonusers on media shows or drug abuse =3ds for initial
awareness. These proportions tend to exist across drug categories, except whewn
nonusers indicate sources of initial awareness about psychedelics and opiates
(probably the two most risky and medically controversial drugs): a significantly
\larger number of nonusers (than users) identify media shows and spots (primarily
media shows) over friends in creating initial awareness about the existence of the
drugs. In terms of information seeking function, however, there is little evidence
to support the media.

For example,.in terms of a preferred infurmation source about drug abuse, the
media play a negligible role (Table 3). There user-nonuser differences are not ar-
pareut. However, when faced with couflicting information from friends and other
sources, the media do become the second conflict resolving choice for bo=h users
and nonusers, even ahead of friends in both groups. 4Also, when considering con-
venience and believability, media ads play a prominent role for nonusers, hut a
very minor one for users. tledia orijentation differs somewhat too. Dealers auu

users read Polling Stone, Time, Playboy, and The National Lampan; nonusers real Tir:,

Life, Newsweek and Playboy. Dealers and users lizten to "underground” rock FM Sta-

tions; nonusers strongly prefer an AM top 40 station. Dealers prefer TV movies and

news programs; users and nonusers prefer All in The Family and news.

In terms of nonmedia, impersonal sources, it was suggested that the government's
dual role in the area of drug abuse is not amenable to lending maximum credibility
to an information campaign. Since " he government is both an enforcer as well as an
educator of drug abuse, reaction ¢ ui.2 type of behavior may interfere with reaction
to the other type of information. Specifically, the credibility of the gcvernrnent's
efforts in the area of drug abuse may be seriously diminished by uéers' reactions

to either conflicting goverument disseminated information (e.g., about marijuanz)
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or by a general negative set toward enforcement activities on the part of ego-in-
volved users.

The consistently low rankings of government activities by respondents in this
study suggests that this may be the case. For instauce, it remains an empirical
question whether the goverrment's (Mational Clearinghouse for Drug Abuse Information)
proposed national drug abuse hotline can be effective with this type of set apparently
operating. The data also suggest that whilé anvernment dissemination activities
may have some impact on nonusers, it seems unlikely that they will have affect on
users. Note that unlike any other type of information (e.g. about alcoholism) anti-
drug abuse messages may have a perceived latent function of irying to prohibit an
illegal activity. How such covert purpose may affect information processing needs
ample investigatiomn.

"As Woodley38 notes in his journalistic portrayal of a Harlem cocaine dealer,

"The potential (cocaine) drug user who seriously wishes to know the extent of the
dangers, or who is at least willing to listen, duickly discoversz that the informaticn
peddled doesn't chick out. So he is likely to throw out the wheat with the chaff

and believe nothing." Such an information-defensive reaction, which has been attri-
buted in this study to all users involved with controversial and high risk drugs, is
a potential counsequence of an impending drug abuse information explosion. This po-
tentiality has already been recognized by the National Commission on Marihuana and
Drug Abuse, as previously discussed.

The point is that, regardless of the origination of the message, nunless the
veracity of the appeal is perceived high, and the credibility of the channel is also

high, individuals will selectively reject the communication. Maintaining the ac-

curacy and credibility of drug abuse information becomes an even more irportant
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" task as' the general_level'of”drug-abuseléwareness rises in society and people seek
more sophisticated-information.
. '&nother point that is supported by the significant hypotheses, as well as the
other.data, is the importance of interpersonal (friendship) networks. :The influence

6preer groups.aqd.rgference groups ip mediating the impaqt,of-theémass media is
well dqumented; Not only'does<it seem fhat»frieﬁdship:plays aﬁ imﬁortant role in
adopting dealer behavior.(Atkyns and Hanneman, 1972) bﬁt also in drug use and infor-
A‘mafion‘séeking;-aé is'appapentrffpm.thi;‘sfudy.‘ ‘ |
V Whaf this suggests is thgt'informatiop'dissemination activities Shbﬁld be
" geared to suﬁp;émept:ihterpefsonal'aqtivifies. :One,épproach might be to direct in-
formation in é vay sdvas to sugggst‘ﬁﬁe utility of it for consequént Commﬁnicépion
to others, in essence proﬁiding the.recéiver of fhé messages with an inétrﬁmental
puﬁpése for its acceptaqce{ _ |
The posf hpc‘data also séem to have implications for information>d{ssémination
of drug abgse csmmunic;tions; _Fér instance, oﬂe overall fiﬂding ﬁas that docto£s
or health cenfepS-end.héspitalg were consisteﬁtly ci;gd‘as the source to seek out -
‘in resolving infdrmatioh cbnflicts. ‘This méy éuggééf-that inforﬁational_cambaigns
sponsored by medical groués, or~referring‘t§'hésﬁifél.infofmation_sérvices, stand
a goqd éhance'of aédeptaﬁcé by nearly all facets of the audiencg._ Placement of drug
abuse‘information in these channels séems especially édvantagoﬁs.‘ |
Hany of thé'othgr-fiﬁdings; of coufsé, provide heuristic groﬁnds for further
investigatiQe work . Nevertheless;fthg ovg;all trend exhibited by the data lend

support to many of the innovation diffusion concepts discussed. While Rogers' model

posits that initial awareness is usually disseminated through. the media, these data

indicate friends are the predominant first source for users, but neot for nonusers.
The disparity is probably due to the private nature_of drug abuse information for
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'_nonusers-and, in fact, the media are really not purposefully creating'awareness

about drugs as an innovation, whereas it is pOSSlDle friencs do so amonc peers in
the drug milieu, - However, Rogers does predict the hivher status and cosmoooliteness-

rof drug users, as well as the social similarity among friend initiatorS‘found in

this study. ‘Future work Wlll have to determine whether the adoption process for

drugs is Similar to that for other innovations. IV o .

- In conclusion, this study has;indicatedpa number of problem areas-in. the realm

of disseminating drug abuse information. It has arrived at some knowledge claims

about information seeking behavior and drug'abuse behaviorL Finally,'it presented

. an extenSive outline of Significant relationships about information seeking and

O
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drug abuse, as well as '‘a user profile. .These data servc as. a data base for future

Wwork.
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informational overload. While social scientists are aware of the failure of com-
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TABLE 1

Sources of Initial Awareness of Various Drug Categories

Information
Source Drug Category
Amphetamines | Barbiturates | Cannabis Opiates Psycﬁedelics

Friends GQ.Q% (55) 37.8% (31) 64.4% (56) [54.6% (28) 47.1% (32)
Relatives 2.3% (2) 11.0% (9) 2.3% (2) | 6.2% (5) 0.0% (0)
Drug Program 3.5% (3) 6.1% (5) 1.1% (1) 1.2% (1) 0.0% (0)
Media Public 8.1% (7) 15.9% (13) | 6.9% (6) J1u.8% (12) | s.8% (6)
Service Spots

g::jieffgijws 19.8% (17) 25.6% (21) |20.7% (18) |37.0% (30) | 38.7% (27)
Other 2.3% (2) 3.7% (3) 4.6% (4) 6.2% (5) L.4% (3)

N=86 N=82% N=zg7% N=81 N=6B*

*Does not include 1 missing case.



TABLE 2

User/Nonuser Differences in Initial Awareness

Information Source Type

Users Nonusers
Friends 72% (92) 40% (109)
Relatives : 5% (6) u% (12)
Drug Program 2% {(3) 3% (7)
Media PSA's 3% () 15% (40)
Media Content : 17% (22) 33% (90)
Other 1% (1) 8% (16)

N=128 N=274%

#Sums to over 100% due to rounding error; also does not in:zlude 5
missing .ases.




Professional

Sources

TABLE 3

Preferred Drug Abuse Information Scurces about
Various Drug Categories

Information
Source Drug Category
Amphetamines | Barbituates Cannabis Opiates Psychedelics
Friends 24.7% (21) 19.5% (16) [3u.5% (30) }23.8% (18) | 32.u% (22)

Telephone drug
line

14.1% (12)

 —

19.5% (16)

13.8% (12°

16.3% (13)

19.1% (13)

r

Private doctor 11.8% (10) 24.4% (20) {11.5% (10) |18.8% (15) 7.4% (5)

Health center 12.9% (11) 8.5% (7) 9.2% (8) 7.5% (6) 1.5% (1)

Drug rehabilita-

tion/abuse 23.5% (20) 20.7% (17) 16.1% (14) |27.5% (22) 29.4% (20)

program

Governmental 1.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 1.1% (1) | 1.3% (1) 1.5% (1)

ageuncy

Media 3.5% (3) 2.u4% (2) 2.3% (2) 2.5% (2) 4,.u4% (3)
N=85% N=82% N=87% N=80 N=68%

*Does not include 1 missing case.



TABLE 4

Drug Abuse Information Sources Preferred
by Users and Nonusers

Information Source Type
Users Nonusers
Friend us% (58) 18% (50)
Telephone line 12% (15) 19% (51)
« |Doctor 8% (10) 18% (50)
W 9
O & |Health center 8% (10) 8% (23)
o 0
wn
Drug program 12% (15) 29% (78)
Government agency 1% (1) 1% (3)
lledia (content & ads) 3% (1) 3% (8)
Other (self; bocks) 12% (15) 4% (11)
N=128 N=27u%

*Does not include 5 missing cases.



TABLE 5

Overall User-Honuser Preferences of Sources to
Resolve Conflicting Drug Abuse Information

Information Source Type
User Nonuser
Friends 13% (17) 8% (22)
Professional Sources 29% (37) 50% (140)
Media Ads 19% (2u) 12% (33)
Other (six sources) 38% (u49) 30% (84)




TABLE €

Convenience and Believability of Drug Abuse
Information Sources

Information Sources : Source Characteristic
Convenient Believable
Friends 59.9% (2u3) 36.1% (luu)
Kelatives (not parents) 0.5% (2) 0.5% (2)
Parents 1.0% (u) ' 0.8% (3)
Government Agencies 3.0% (12) 9.8% (39)
Media Ads 14.8% (60) 7.0% (28)
Telephone Drug Help Line 7.1% (29) 22.8% (S1)
Other (Medical Sources; o o
books ) 8.6% (35) 18,3% (73)
None 5.2% (21) 4.8% (19)
N=u06% N=399%

% Does not include 1 and 8 missing cases, respectively.




TABLE 7

Convenience of Drug Abuse Information Sources
for Users and lonusers

Information Sources Type
User Nonuser
Friends 83% (10s6) 50% (137)
Media Ads 2% (3) 20% (56)
Other (6 sources) 15% (19) 30% (83)
H=128 N=276%

*Does not include 3 missing cases.

TABLE 8

Believability of Drug Abuse Information Sources
for Userz and Nonusers

Information Sources Type
Usier Nonuser
Friends 60% (77) 25% (67)
Media Ads 3% (u) 13% (35)
Phone Lines 15% (19) 27% (72)
Other (5 sources) 22% (28) 35% (95}
N=128 N=269 ¥

*Does not include 10 missing cases.



