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- Tre Tirst atteapt bzlieved to be ever made by drug
preveniion researchers to investigate fae long ters effects of a
schcol based cCurriculza that may have affectad stunldent's decisions oa
the use of drugs is reported hare. Zhis final report contaims a shkort

. sectiou 3in nontechnical language d=2scribing the study and its
results, and-a longer seciicn providing the detail and laaguage
chatacteristic of a research report. The evidsnce from this stuly
irdikates tkat a curriculum that taught students to recogaize whan it
ie—Warranted to be uncertain has a desiratles =ffect three years later

-cn those student®sS beliefs 2nd behavier concerning drugs. The
curricilua was pct developed for the purpose of drug abuse prevention
and contaiied no exaﬁples oz; exercises dealing with drug abuse
prevention. The most interesting finding, from +the standpoint of drug
abuse preven+icm, is thez paitern of ccrrelations indicating thet
students who can recognize when it is warranted to be umncertain about
drugs repori less hard drug ause and more soft drug use. Another
: important cuicoxe of the study is the finding that warranted
uncertaicty is a reliablie constract which, irrespactive of +raining,
- affects self-reported drag use. The discovery that drug use may be

- significantly affected by a relatively brief classroom-based <raiaing

.+ -, exercise that dces not containm inforeation about drugs has
intsresting implications for the developnent of preveantion
sirategies. (Author/2¥Y)
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I=trofzctory Statement

The misqjcn of the Stenford Center for Research a=d Develepment
in Teaching o irprove tezaching in American schools. Current major

cperatirns include three research 2cd development programs—Teaching
E£ffectiveress, The Eavironument for Teaching, and Teaching and Linguistic
Pluralism—ard two preogracs combining research and tecknical assistance,
ze Stanford UrtanfRurai Lleadership Trainisg Institute and the Hoover/
Stanford Teacher Corps Project. The ZRIC Clearinghouse cn Informatica
Zescuroes Is also a part of the Center. A program of exploratery amd re-
1cted studies provides for smalier studies not part of the major prograzs.

This RD Xemorandum is the final report of an affiliated project
funded by the XNational Instirute on Jrug Abuse within SCRDT's progran
of exploratory and relared studies.
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Prefzce

Tre study reporzed kere is, we delieve, the first atzempt ever fzde
by drug-abrse preveantion researcters o investigate the lcng-term effects
of a school-based curciculum that may have affected students' decisicns
on the use of drugs. The evidence from this study indicates thar 2 cur~
riculum that taught srudents to recognize when it is warranted to be un—
certain bad a desirable effect three years lzter on these students” de-
1iefs zrd behavior concerning drigs. The reader should be aware that the
curricuium was not develcped for tfe purpose of drug-zbuse preveantiocn and
coatained oo examples or exercises dealing with drug-abuse preventica.

The discoverv in this study that drug use may be significantly affected

by a relatively brief classrocom-based training exercise that does not ccn~
tain information about drugs has interesting implications for the develop-
mert of prevention strategies.

Currently, two related curricuia are under development, but because
of the overwvhelming legal and ethical problems presently connected with
tte study of drug use and drug-related activities in school children,
they are directed at a2dults. Dr. Richard E. Clark is developing a cur—
riculun for training teachers to generate warranted uncertainty and to
model that skill in their teaching. Dr. Joan E. Sieber is develeping
apé testing a warranted uncertainty curriculum for adult edvcation. 2oth
training progracss deal with drugs 2long with other problems. Interested
readers may write to the authors directly.

Tie format of this final report was specified by the staff of the
Yational Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). We were asked to produce a
shkort section in nontechnical language describing the study and its re-
results, and a Ionger secticn providing the detail and language usually
associated with a research report. The reader who may be interested in
using the warranted uncertainty curriculum should look beyond the neces~
sary generalizaticns contained in the first part to the actual data con~
tained in the second part.

All of those wHo woried on this project wisn to express their thanks
and appreciation for the fuil support and encouragement of the NIDA staff.
Ye wish also to acknowledge the assistance of Daryl C. Dawscn, fornerly
cn the legal staff of Stanford University, wfio advised us on how we might
best protect the rights of our subjects; Roger Walsh, M.D., Staff Psy-
chiatrist at the Stanford University Medical School, who advised us on
interviewing techniques; Enily Garfield of the Institute of Public Policy
Analysis at Stanford Tniversity, who most generously advised us on how to
select and formulate items for our questionpaire and on how to maintain
confidentiality; Dr. Daniel Meyerson, who provided us with advice and
assistance in working with the principals, teachers, and students who
cooperated so generously-with this research; and Claudette Sprague, whc
rave us prod-natured assistance through all stages of the project.
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Cze of e montdciroarsd priblerns of this research wos the discovers
Tt 2 mumber of guesticns we %23 Loced o ask had to be ser aside te-
cuzse oI potential legal pretless. For exsrple, we could zot lock inmio
e srrest rezords, £olizguent bekaviors, or peer aod adnlt perceptiscs
f 3rup abuse in vur sthject population.  The informetien we do report,
*lweTel, wos <arefully ood ethically gpethered, znd we feel that on the
ir is zccurzte.

J. E. Sisber

R. £. Cilork

H. H. Sxith

ti. Szrders
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THE EFFECTS OF LEATNING WHEN 70 BPE UNCERTAIN

ON CHILTREN'S RNOWLEDCE AND-USE OF L2UGS

Jran E. Sieber, Richard £. Cinrrk, Pelen H. Smith, szd Nancy Sazders

PART I

Elementary school chilaren tend not to search for informatica to
help the% solve corplex problems. Instezd, they seem to choose quick
snluticns and forn p;orly grounded beliefs that may not withstand pres- -
sures from friends and playmates to act in potentialiy hérmful‘ways.

\én attempt o alter this tendency resulied in 1971-72 in an extensive
égacher—traiaing progran and the devel&pmeht of z warranted uncertainty
curriculum for use with fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade students (Smith,

1974). One hundred sixty-seven students in a variety of culturally and
5&6no:ically mixed schools received lesscns in identifying different
types of proble=s. These students learned how to search for information
that would help them reduce uncertainty zbout certaia tynes of questions,
- and they learned that they didn't always have to know the answer to preb- |

lems and in some cases couldn’t know then. J

i . The effects of this training were dramatic. The children gained !
the emotional and intel}ectual power they needed to defenﬁ‘themselves |
|

against childrea and adults who urged then to change their behavior ‘or

adopt beliefs without thinking. Researchers noticed that students who ) R
had received the training began to realize that teachers are not omni- |
scient. - They'bou¥d sonetimes ask their teacher an inpossiﬁie ques%fon |
only to stop in the middle with a thoughtful insight such as "Oh, you

wouldn't have any aéy'of knowihg that, would you?" There were many re-

ports of students using this few skill with brothers and sisters, parents,

State University, Hayward, California 94542. Richard E. Clark is Chair-
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Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York 13210. Helen H. Smith is an edu-
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cnd Trienls cutside the =chrel. Yest irportant, however, teackers re-
sorted that the "gooi” students were rot the cnly czes interested in the
tectnique. Children xkv had previcasly been withdrawn, tored, or frus-
trated in school seermed particularly excited and enthusiastic after re-
ceiving the training.

1his sarraonted uncertainty curriculunm did not involve drug-abuse
preblecs or exzrples; it dealt with otker matters that typify chiidren’sy
dzily 1ife. Clarxk, Xowitz, zpd Duckworth (1975) later had occasien to
cenlact research <o the ways that elecentary znd secondary students zake
Zecisicns to use "soft” drugs such as zarijuana and alcohol. They found
that —any users of iliegal drugs expressed sizplistic views to the ei-~
fect that drugs were "great," that theyr did no harm énd had beneficial
psychological effects. Many voung nonusers of illegal drugs expressed
views to the effect that drugs were bad and very dangerous. Giver that
such unwarranted certainty characterizes the thinking of many adults, it
Zas hardly surprising to learn that children also hold such simplistic
views. It was learned, however, that children switch at about the age
of 11 fron the sirple view of their parents that drugs are bad to the
€513lly sizple dogrma of their peers and of the drug culture that drugs

-

are gooed.

These results suggested that most children, drug users and nonusers,
do a0t recognize when it is warranted to be uncertain and hence hold very
simplistic views about drugs. It seemed possible fﬁat if they knew how
to recognize when it is warranted to be uncertain about drugs and knew
which questions about drugs are not yet answered or answerable, they
would experiment in a tentative way, reflecting their uncertaiaty about
the consequence:. The purpose of the present study was to test this con-

jecture. Accordingly, the students who received the warranted uncer-

-tainty training in 1971-72 were retested in 1974~75 to determine

(1) whether they could recmember what they learned three years earlier

about warranted uncertaint}, (2) whether they could apply those concepts
of warranted uncertainty to questions about drugs, and (3) whether their
ability to recognize when it is warranted to be uncertain was related to

the extent of their drug use.
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Three tundred twenty-four students participated in the 1971-72
study, either as treatment (i.e., recipimts of training) or ccntiol
group cesbers. Ope hundredoinety-five of these students were located
in 197% for tre follow-up study described here. Of that nu=ber, 133
participated in the follow-up study. (The legal rights of the students
were carefully protected, including their right to refuse To participate.
A few chose not to take part in the studw.) A three-part questicanaire
w3s develcped fron preéicusly validated instrus-eats: Part 1 assessed '
srudents' ability to recognize when it is warranted to be uncertain.

Part 2 crecked whether students could correctly categerize questions
about drups using the scheme they had been Caugﬁ; three years previcusly.
3nd Part 3 asked abour their experiences with drugs and with related
tchavior.

The results of this follow-up study are summarized below. The
reader is caucicned to check these generally unqualified'btatements

with the detailed procedures and data provided in Part I1 of this repoxt-

1. There was clear evidence that the trained students remecbered
so—e of their warranted uncertainty training from three years
bafore and could apply it to drug abuse problems.

2. Bven though the original training had nothing to do with drugs,
- trained students were moré capable of recognizing when it was
warranted to be uncertain about drugs than were untrained stu-
dents. Trained students were also significantly more able to
explain why certaia questions zbout drug abuse warranted being
vncertain.

3. The initial training was recembered best over the years by the
youngest students (the ones who had received the training when
in the fourth grade).

4. There was no difference in the amount of correct factual infor-
mation about drugs and drug abuse possessed by trained and
untrained studeats.

5. Legal and ethical problems with subject cooperation and data
collection prevented a clear test of the question of whether
trained students used drugs more than untrained students.

There was, however, a pattern of correlations indicating that
those students who were less able to recognize when it was war—
ranted to be uncertain were more disposed to use "hard" drugs
such as cocaine, the hallucinogens, bartiturates, amphet@mines,
and hergin. Trained students and these better able to, recog-
nize warranted uncertainty in drug problems tended to report
using “soft" drugs such as marijuana, tobacco, and liquor.

9




PART I1

Most of us fail ro recognize many of the ramificarions of the -
cozplex decisions we face. We tend to assume that solutions to
problens zre either known‘or knowable, aithough that assumption is
cften unwarranted. We nske decisions guickly without searchirg for
information, accept them with a false sense of certainty, and act on
then without willingrness to reexanine or re;erse them in fhe light of
relevant new informarion (Sieber & Lanzétta, 19663 Clark, 1970).

- An exazple of a question often rreated in'this doctrinaire way is,
What harmful and beneficial effects result from the use of various
drugs on which legal limits are placedg Many nonusers of illegal
drugs hold the simplistic view that all such drugs are extremely
harmful. Many users, on the;othe; hand, express the equally simplis-
tic view that such drugs are "great"; they do no harm and have
beneficial psychological effects. Given that such unwarranted
certainty charactefizes the thinking of adults, it is hardly sur-
prising}to learn rhat children also hold such simplistic views_or that
they-switch at about the age of 11 from the parental views tﬁat drugs
are bad to the dogma of their peers and of the drug culture that
drug$ are good (Clark, Kowitz, & Duckworth, 1975). o

It seems ;lausiblé to infer thzt teenagers who accept the simple
'dogma that drugs are good will plunge into drug use with li£21e ia'
sen;e of the possible danger;, will believe things they should déubt,v
and will have little correct informatior about'ﬁrugs. It seems °
equall?‘plausible to infer éhat teenagers who continue to believe
their parentS' position that drugs are bad will shun drugs, will
exaggerate ‘their hangé%s, and will also have little correct infor-
mation about Jrugs. But what would happen if, prior to the age of
’ 12, children were té&ght to recognize when it is warranted to be
uncertain and whether the answer to a question is presently known or

knowable? Would they reject out of hand all of the reservations

their parents or other authorities have expressed about drug use and




accept without question the dogma of the drug culture? Or woulid
they use this skill to recogzize (1) wken it is warranted to be
uncertain about drugs, and {2) which questions 2becut drugs are not
yet answered or answerable? How wouid their sctual drug use be .
affected? Would they experiment irp a tentative vey, reflecting their
uncertainty about the consequences? The purpose of this present
research was to answer these questions. Since this study is a
follow-up te research conducted in 1971-72, this report begias with
the rationale and a brief descriptior of the e2arlier study.

Rationale for Research on. Warranted Uncertainty in Chiidzen

»

There is evidence that children are seldom taught appropriate
ways of dealing with uncertainry. On the contrary, they are usuaily
taught to regard problems as having clear and determinate solutions,
and to look to othérs fotr simple answers. For exzamplé, Bellack,
Kliekard, Hyman, and Smith (1966) observed that teachers usuaily
provide students with specific information aad then expect epecif;c
"right" answers to questions about that information., Chiidren hunt
for cues to what answer the teacher expects. Furtharmore, if appears
that teachers do not often allow questicning interruptionms from stu-
dents. Bellack and cthers {1965) observed in their study of pupii-
teacher interaction in high school that the teachers ask 80 percent
of all the questionms,’ and‘that 65 percent of all student Tresponses
are in the form of simple’ans;ers.

In response to tﬂiéxsituation, ; program of research on warranted
uncertainty was initiated at the Stanford Center for Research and
Development in Teaching, and several attempts were made to design

~instructional materials that could be used to teach children to
identify and analyze problems. Sieber-Suppes, Epstein, and Petty
(1970) identified five/types of problems or questions and developed
a simple procedure for teaching children to distinguish among them.

The categories aré as follows: . .
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1. Questioes to which the individual knows the correct answer.
E.g., Ynat is your name? What state do we live in?

2. Questions to which the individual does not kmow the right
answer but tg which the answer is known by someone or is
avaiilable in some source. E.g., Who inveated the sewing
machine? What principles underiie jet propulsion?

3. Questions to which no one may know the answer, but for
which there is 2 known method of discovering the answer.
E.g., What is the volume of this room? What kinds of
mamrals iphabit this area?

4. Questions te which no one knows the answer for sure because
they concern an evenr that has not happened yet. ‘E.g.,
When and where will there be another earthquake that

-Tieasures 7 or higher on the Richter scale? When will ice
again cover .all of Canada?

5. Questions to which o one knows the answer, arnd for which— -
there is at present no known way to-discover the answer.
E.g., Is there life in other galaxigs? What are the
smallest physical components of matter?

‘The teaching procedure devised by Sieber-Suppes, Epstein,. and -

Petty was used with uppaf elementaiy school students, who demonstrated

that they readily grasped the ﬁaxs concepts and learned how to apply

them to new problems. This exp@rihent in teaching children tc express
e S

warranted uncertainty employed the experimenters as the teachers. It

was recognized, however, that a useful scheol curriculum would have

to be designed and tested using regular school teachers. Accordingly,

several new efforts were initiated. Acuff and Sieber-Suppes (1972)
developed and tested materials that could be used by in-service
teachers to teach warranted uncertainty in the area of art education.
An in-service teacher-training workshop was conducted in 1969 to
train tedachers in the use of uhcertainty concepté in the classroom
(Sieber, 1971). And, in 1971-72, a field experiment which is
described in the next section, was conducted by Helen Smith (1954).

It is the experiment to which the preseﬁt study is a follow-ip.

-~ -
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The 1971-72 Field Experizent in Warranted Uncertainty ‘ .

“ike subjects in tke 1971-72 field experiven: were 323% students
£rcm racially and eccromically mixed schools; of these, 167 were in
“the tre.atment greup and 157 wexe in '}:e ceonzrol group. Mest of the s
-i.-pritj ‘stvdents were Spam.sh surpemed 2nd were of Mexican-American . '
- Zescent. . . - ) - s *
A three by two br two resecarch dess ign was e ployed using grade . ,
levels fourl five, srd six; maie and fecale smgents‘ 2%d expermentél
2z3 control groups. zach _treatment” group ourth-, fifth~, or sixth-
arade. class)-was ua::c‘hed with awcon!;"ol group on total Lorge .
Tkorndike IQ scores, age, dnd sex. - . .' -
The experizéﬂtal group teachers received z mapual stowing tow
to present the syste::x of five categorles of problems described above
so that students copld leam to discrinipate among them. The students
were asked to read matexizls and identify exa=ples of the five kinds of

problen sitvations. They the dérived n:cbiems frota their own school

experiences and categorized tben according to that:systen. (ﬁze
training did uo: deal with drug—abuse -preventicn—-onlv with general
problen 1&ent1£1cat1on.) After receiving th;s training for~ a'bout 15 -
minutes daily for f:.ve weeks, students were g:wen three posttests. ?
(1) They were givén problematic gquestions to answer 2bout their
{——ediate environment. (2) They answereq—'orél.]fy-letters sup- -
posedly written by other children that posed questions, ;ome of which
wvere problematic, about the car.e of pets. (3) They viewed 2 fia:n

- about pollution, after which they were asked relevant questiéxis, .
soze of which were problematic. The students’ responses to these
posttests were the daéa of the study. .

The formal resulfs of this experiment clearly indicated that - '

students who had had the warranted vncertainty curriculum learned to . i
categorize problems correctly and could generalize this 2bility to , - .
new areas. The informal findings were rore encouraging still: i
studenits learned to argue vigorously with their peers, teachers, and .

parents about the bases of knowledge. They began to question their
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teactess” and pears' asserticns hy asking Low scme statements that
had veenx made could be known to be true. They asked'?rc‘blematic
questions of their teackers cnly to folicow ;heir gresticn with a
thoughtful gﬁsigﬁs sech as, "Ch, you wouldn't have any way of
knowing that. mid you?* .

There were many reports of students veaching this pew intellectual
skiil to their siblings and wsing it with their parents and peers -
outsice of school. Teachsrs reporzed that both the students who
préviously had been withdrawn, bored, or frustrated in school and the

"goed"” students appeared O find this an exc;.ti:ng and rewarding way
of mvo.vmg thenselves. - :

it anpears t£hat the warranted um:ertzinty training generalized

widely and crovided studénts with the intellectual and emotional

7, skills needed to coppe w:.th dogua both from their peers and from

au;honty tigures. It is plzusible, taerefore, o infer that the N\
experimental éroup students became relatively immuie t6 potir peer
and establishment dogma concerning drugs (as well as other issues),

‘and thar the curriculum sexved as a prmrj ;!reventi;cn strategy.

The oaly difficulty with this inference is that the training did not

deai specificallyYyith drugs.
Tbe follow-up study, conducted in 1974-75, was an at*anpt to
determine whether the sfudents had, on their owm, appiied these

-general problem-solving s‘kuls to specific drug problems in the -

intervening three years. If there were any indications that they » .
had done so0, the next step wouf&'be to modify -the curriculum for use -
in school-based ;}rograms‘specif. cally aimed at preventing drug atuse.

- -

The Follow-up Study. An Aoplicat::lon of Harranted Uncerta;.n..y

to Ouesz:.ons about Drugs and Drug Use

- ~ -~

We 2xpected th‘at: 1£the experiz’nent;l group in the 1971-72 study
had been "inoculated” against peer and adult dogma, they would diifer

from the matched control group in several ways:
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1. They :rnzald De —bler o=d more willipg to ockeowledge that
they 2o oot koow
drugs or that =o
the cise.

the correct soswer to a2 guestion about
g=swer preceatly exists, wZen such is

2. They skould be more milurzte in their cholces. They shouid
te less likeiy to join a drug—:riznted crreet culture or
otkervise reject tte entire mainstream culture; 2nd they
should be less likely to reject cut of hard the idea of
experimenting with soft drugs (marijucna, alcckol, and
tubaceo).

i
7o test t."k"%e predicticns, a guesticnraire was developed and
J K
z@ministered to the experimental- srd control-group mecbars from the
‘1971-—?2 study who could be fourd in the local junior high schools

"

three y 1rs later.

Subji ects

The participants in this follow-up stedy consisted of a subset of
the experimental- and control-group stbjects x:ho_ participated ia the
cr}iginal uncertainty study. 2s we had asticipated, zot all of the
student;-. frem the original study couid be located. 24nd of those who
were 1ccazed, some did mot volunteer to participate in the follow-up
study. Since the reduction in mu—her of participants canpot be
considered to ha}re_o«:mrred randemly, it creates scze serious
problexs of data interpretation. Therefore, we show the nurters of
students participating in both years in Table 1, and will refer to
shis tablc shen discussing the results of the follow—-up.

The follow~-up study did not involve any curricular or other

treatment. The subjects sizply corpleted a questionmaire.

Questionnaire

Desiga. A three-part guestionnaire was developed. The first

ar

part (20 questions) assessed students’ ability to recognize whea it is

warranted to be uncertain. The second part (10 questions) assessed
students’ ability to categorize questions, as described earlier. The
.third part (12 questions) asked students to indicate the exteat to

which they had used various drugs and the extent to which they had

: 15
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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LY
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TZIE 1

linber of Stulents Participaring In the 1971-72 Study and the
1974-73 Folluw-2op, 5y Sucicecumomic Status,
Grule, zzd Experimenral Group

Nucber
o 4 2_.’:1:;}:- in LZuzber iocated participatizg
Foniects i 1971-72 stuly for follow—un in follow-un
1-3ES 4th E 23 12 9b
I-3ES ath € 23 G i6
L-3IS 3t% E 12 20 1
L-3ES 5th £ 2y 17 10
I-3ES #th E Z7 z2 9
L-SES hth C 1y i2 5
Subtotal a2 103 ’ 59
H-SES Sth E 27 18 5
#=-Z£8 3th C gﬂ i® is
S-SES 3th £ )7 2 i7
H-SES 5th € | 25 € -
N-SZS BLL E . 31 15 13
#-3ES 6th € | 3 . 2 i8
Sehto i i 2 -
Subtoral | A7 92 80
Total i 323 9 139

J1-3ES=1ow sociceccacnic status
H-35ES=high sociceconomic status
E=experizental group
C=control group
One questionnaire had to be thrown cut because the student could

et read E£nglish well. .

Follow-up data could not be obtained on eighth-grade ¢ontrol
students in the high SES scheool.

ceen imvolved in sizuations that led to Seing arresied, running away

frem home, getting into fights, ete. The first two parts were
developed eniirely by the authors. The third pért is a rephrased
snd shorrenzd versicvm of a drug survey developed by Clark, Xowitz,
and Duckworth (1?75}. A1l three parts of the questionnaire appear

in Appendiz Z. Eﬁy/uay in which reszponses were scored is described
Lebus ander coding.

H
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This guesticonaire was Zesigred to evaluate srulents’ koowledge
of drugs, to find out what drugs they used and hew oiten, azd to
provide a socially desirable orieataticn to ;;rcble:r.zz:ic issues
concerning drugs. The guestions were carefuily worded so that tkey
would por impart misleading or harmful Iinformaticn. Cereful
atzention was also given ro the way in shich Zuest.’f;;s were preseanted,
ia 2n attempt to minimize the extent to which stuleds would feel
afraid tov answer honestly.

The qne‘stio:maire underyent extensive pilot-testing and revisicn.
Parts 1 acd 2 -wefe pilot—tested in four classes of seventh- and
eighth-grade szuderts of low sociveconcmic Status, with about 80
studenfs participating. Two versicns of the questionnairc were ased
in the pilot tests. Each consisted of 18 guestions. Half of the

'subjects in each classre - received one version and the other half
tke second version. The third part of the questionnmaire (the seif-
report of drug usage) '.'as- cot admigistered in the pilot study
because the cecessary parental permission had not been granted.
Students looked at this ?a;tt of the questiconnaire, however, and gave
sope constructive eriticism. (Some of them wanted to f£ill out the
drug usage section, and the researchers had to insist that they not
do so.) After considerable revision, Parts 1, 2, and 3 were 3again
pilot-tested at a high sociocecononic status private school, usiang

35 seventh~ and eigi;th-grade students. These students also received
two versions vf the questiomnaire.

Tte pilor questiopnaires were used o deteraine which questions
were most easily understood and which tended to elicit responses that
could mot be coded reliably. Much revision was called for with
respect to content, wording, and length. From the 36 questions on
the two forms, 20 were selected for the final version. {The reader
will mote that soze of the sace questions are used in Parts 1 and 2
of the questionnaire. The studeats were requested to answer the

questions in Part 1 and to categorize them in Part 2.)

17
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Slrinmistratico. In czclh cilovl, s:cbjests wer? token to a

Zesignated Toom wlere Tloy Were given 2 guesticamaire. After
stulents 233 taken zheir sasts, me of the researchers explained that

s« 3nd Ler co-~workers were froo Stenicsrd and they were working on

W

waraing —oterials related o Ircg abuse. Ste then said: -

fa

we would rezily zzpreciate stulents® help. ¥e think
we have pood idems, rut they Jon't always work out. e
would like o Zavelop a drug “hot line™ by which young
AChilﬁren cﬁulﬂ 23 older children guesticns aboeut érugs,.
iony times younger chillren will talk to older stedeats
abﬁlt srelr predlers, but they will not zalk to adults. ¥e
would apprecicte students answering some ques'ions written
by younper children. Your answers will help vs to deter—~
mine whether 2 drug "ot lire"™ would reaily be effective.

Please read the axreczlﬁns carefully before £iliing
cuf the guesticonaire. .

i1f smronme Las zny cuesticns, deon't hesitate to ask us.

Anyune who 2c2sn’t wont ro znswer the guestionnaire
=av £0 bazz to clasz. -

f

ite students £illed our the questicooaire. The allotted hour for
cozpleting it was not ercugh tize for scme stndents; these students
w=re therefore told to £ill cut only the first and zhird sections of
tihz guestionnaire ard to omit Pert 2. Students weré allowed to leave

and were given passes back to rheir classyocms as soon as they

finished.

Coding. Five scores were derived frcm Parts 1 and 2 of the

questicanaire, For cocnvenience, these scores are referred to

-~y

throughout this report as Drugs Total, Drugs DX, Drugs Uncertzinty,

- . 1 - -
Drugs Right/areng, and Drugs D¥: ID. These five scores were derived

as follows. .

=

Loer.. . cps
“LE" stands for "don't know.” ™ID" stands for "identification
«f rategories of questions calling for 'don’t kmow' responses.”

18




The Drugs Total store was derived from the ten questions in -
Part 1 which warrant uncertainty, i.e., which cail for 2 "dor't
%now™ response. Each of the ten responses was given a score of
between zero and eight according to the follom:.ng rules:
0 — Gave a_specific answer for a question cilling for a
"den'r know™ response or gave DG answer. .
1 -~ Slightly qualified a specific answer for a cquestion
calliny for a ™don't know" response (using terms . such .
as: "I think,™ ™I guess,”™ "I'd say,” "probably").
3 - Strongly qualified a specific answer for a question
calling for a "don't know" response (answering
question prefaced or frilowed by sitatemsents such as: .
71 really don’'t know,” "I'm just guessing,” I'a not
really sure™).
& — Gave a "don't know™ answer to a question calling for a
"don't know™ response. . .
S — Gave a reason for nmot knowing the answer cr suggested -
- an appropziate means to find an answer to a guestion
calling for a "don't know" response.
If 3 response was judged to fail somevhere between two of these response
categories, it was given an appropriate intermediate score.
The minioum ;;os;sible Drugs Total score was zero and the maximum was 80.
This score indicated the quality of the individual’s responses to .,
questicns that warrant uncertainty. .
The Drugs DK score was also derived from tne ten guestions in
Part 1 that warrant uncertainty. Each response was given a score of
one if the respondent indicated any uncertainty at all (i.e., if he
received a2 score of one or nore according to the Drugs Total rules
above) and a score of zero if cize Drugs Total score was zero. The
ninicum total score on this scale was zero and the maximum was ten. -
This score indicated ability to recognize when it is warranted o be
uncertain, irrespective of the degree of sophistication of any
further analysis that the respondent may give.
The Drugs Urcertainty score was derived from zll 26 questions in

Part 1. Each response.was given a score of one if the individual

indiczted any uncertainty at all, irrespective of whether uncertainty
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is warranted. The minimum tcral seore was zero znd the maxirunm

was 20. Tais score indicated the degree of respense set to indicate

vocerzainty,

The Drugs Risht/Wrine score was derived from the ten questicons

in Part 1 vhich have aa actual correct answer. Each rés?onse was

given 2 score ~f cne fof the correct ctnswer znd zero for the wrong
onswer. The maxizim total score was ten and the ninimum was zero.
This score indicared the irdividual's zmount of factual kmcwledge

about drugs. ] ’

The Drugs L¥-ID <:core was cerived frem Part 2 of the question—
naire. Each response was given 2 score of ene if the gquestion was
¢orrectly categorized as to whether the answer to it is: known,
koowable through use of presently available means, net knowable
through presently available zeans, or not kncwable for sure because
it deals with predicsticn of an event that will nappen in the futvre.
The minizsm toral score was zero ond the maximum was ten. This score
irndicated the aomocunt the irdividual learned by reading the instruc—
ticns, or rezezbered from the training three‘ years before, about
categorizing gquesticns with respect to why they may warrant
uncertainey. It was not possible to determine whether an individual
student’s score reflected new learaning or rexerbering. However, a
comparison of treatment and ‘control T¥-ID scores indicated whether
reteantivn played soze role in the TH~ID test performance of
experizental~group students.

Another set of scores was derived from Part 3 of the question—

naire. Each iten was scored according to the following rules:

Exarple: Do you smoke {tobacco) cigarettes?

4 as often as you can

scretimes
2 tried it =nd may szoke again

. 1 tried it but don’t plan fo smoke again™
O never tried it.

w




Thus, a separate score was cbtained for each of the 18 questions.
Of tkese, ten scores had high enough variance to permit use of
correlational analyses. These itexs were: f£riends’ use, fighting,
cigarettes, alcchsol, marijuana, psychedelics, arphetamines, barbi-
turates, inhalants, and cocaine. A high score indicated mucn
activity or involvervent concerning that item (e.g., smoking,
fighting). These ten scores plus the five scores described above
constituted one set of dependent wvariabies.-

The inter-rarer reliability of coding was brought to a very
high level through practice snd discussion, using pilot—training
materials. (In the coding of the actual responses, each gquestionnaire
was coded by two independent coders whose scores were then compared.

In most cases, 10 éiscrepancieS‘were found. 1If differences did

" occur, however, a third person scored tgg questionnaire, and the

score agreed upcn by two out of the three coders was the one accepted.

Variables P

Two kinds of dependent variables were used in this study: (1)
tte 15 measures derived from the questicmnaire, which are described
above, and {2) four meaSures obtained in the 1971-?2 field experi-
ment. We had hoped to have a3 dependent variable, namely indepéndent
evidence on scme of the variables examined in Part 3 of the guestiorn-~
naire. For esample, we considered using teachers® and principals’
perceptions of whether specific students canme to school under the
infiuvence of drugs, the student’s record of police arrests and
pick-ups, and the incidence of delinquency, especially in connection
with drug uvse. B3ut we were advised that such zmeasures would con-
stitute 2 serious invasioa of privacy and therefore could not be used.

The four dependent measures obtaired in the 1971-72 €ield experi-
ment are referred to 2s Pets Total, Pets IK, Poliutionifotal, and
Pollution DX. The two Pets scores weré derived from responses to
questions about the care of pets (Smith, 1974). The respondents
were to aaswer the questions as they would if they were actually‘

taiking to younger children who had asked their advice. Half of the
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questions had correct answers snd the other half warranted uncerzaioiy.

Poth scores were derived frecm the questions which warranted uncer—

, tainty: the Pets Toral score w3s derived by coding these responses

according to the sa=e dasic criteria vsed to obtain the Drugs Total
score; Pets DX was Jerived by counting the nurber of warranted
uncerrainty responses. Ine Pollution Total and Poliution DX scores
were derived from respomses to a set of essay questions about a
Sierra Club film on pollution »f our natural resources. The scores
were obtained in the sz-e way 3s were the Pets Total and Pets DX
scores. The raange of pogsihle scores for Pets Total as well as for
?eliution Total was frem zero to Hi. The range of possible DK scores
for each was zero to eight.

The independent variable erployed was rhe warranted uncertainty
training 2dministered three years earlier, or the lack of it, in the
case ;f the control group. -~

. Several desographic —easures were aiso euployed. These inciuded
grade level (seventh, eighth, or ninth), IQ scores obtained through
use of the Lorge Thorndike IQ Test, sex of students, and socio-
econo=ic status (SES) as determined by the student®s school.

Research Design and Analysis ’ .

Two sets of questions guidéd the design and anzlysis of this
research. The first set asked, What is the relation between whether
tne individuzl had received the warranted uncertaianty curriculun
three years before and how he or she responded to the questionnaire?
what were the main and inreraction effects of sex, socioecononmic
status, training, and grade level on respoases to the questionnaire?
To answer these questions, each of the dependent reasures obtained in
the study was tabulated within each grade (seventh, eighth, or nianth)
by sex, socioceconomic status (high or low), and condition (exzperi-
rental or control). Similar tables were also generated for the Pets
and Pollution measures obtained in the original study.’

The second set of questions asked, What is the relationship among

the ceasures, especiaily the dependent measures? For example, what is

22




the relatiership betwsen gbility to recognize when uncertainty is
warranted as deoonstrated immediately afier training and three years
later? %hat is the relation berween ability to recognize when it is
warranted £o be uncertain about drug-related (as well as other)
matters azd actueal {self-reported) use of drugs? How do these
relationships vary depending on treatzent, sex, sociceconomic status,
acd grade level? 7o answer these questions, correlation matrixes
were created using all of the students and students divided according

to sex, socioecoroxic status, acd grade level.

Results

_ Extensive statistical analysis of the data was deered inappro-
priate owing to the nature of the sacple. The most serious problem
was that the students tested in the follow-up study were not a randonm

. sa=ple of those who participated in the 1971-72 study. Rather, they
were those subjects frca the first study wio had not moved away and
had volunteered to be tested. Xeither —oving nor failing to volunteer
can reasonably be considered to be random variables for the purposes
of this study. As shown in Table 1 (p. 10), both moving and failing
to volunteer were prevalent among the low-SES students. This
differential attrition resulted im two other problems: the cell size
varied so nuch that the means and variances for some groups could
not be regarded as reliable population estimates; furthermore there
was no honogeneity of variance arong cells. Hence, analysis of
‘yariance'techniques'that would ordinarily be enployed-on the data
in Tables 2-12 were inappropriate. Finally, the drug usage responses
were highly skewed. For exploratory purposes oaly, it was decided
to examiae the correlations between the variables; hence, a large
number of correlations are presented in Tables 13-16. In inter-
preting these correldtions the reader must bear in mind that the
Jdrug usage correlations are based on skewed data, and that the
subjects whose data appear in these tables are not a randon sample of

the subjects who participated in the 1971-72 study.
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Ihe mean scores in Tudles 2-3 show the differences in ability to
fecognize when it Is varranted to be uncertain between the experimental
ard control group students im—ediately after receiving the warranted

ertainty traieing in 1371-72. The differences between experizertal

5

£
and contrel svbjects were very large inicially; but by cozparing Tables
I-3 with Taebles £-3 cae can see that these differences diminished
greatly in the course of three years. The fact that this follow-up
stuzdy uncovered long-tern effects of warranted uncertainty training is,

in part, a rediscovery of the fuct that stropg initial treatrent

Can
[

=ffects =ay last over a long pericd of tize even though ihey tend to

TAZLE 2

¥Yeans and Standard Deviativns of Pollution Total Scores by
orude, Scciveconcmic Status, Sex, and Treatment (1971-72)

Grade Ith Grade 8th Grade th Grade
Sgs "B L it 1 S L
SEX ¥ #| v ] u r ¥ Fl ¥ | ¥ ¥
Control X 11.18 9.63 ) 16.91 i1.80 9.83 12.57 | 12.70 21.0022.00 10.60
- S.D. | 10.32 6.84}11.67 11.15 7.91 7.57| 9.66 4.50| 2.83 4,25
Exp. X 25.33 23.00 | 13.25 17.80}22.90 23.86 | 23.25 25.33 {32.29 28.567]25.33 26.83
S-D.1 4.62 5.66] 5.74. 6.80) 9.16 13.10) %.99 9.50 | 9.46 8.57] 9.24 9.85
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TASLE 3-

Means and Stacdard Deviations of Pollution DX Scores dy
Grade, Sociceconomic Status, Sex, and Treatment (1971-72)

Grade 7Jth Grade 8th Grade 9th Grade
- _— - _— -1
SES | 8 L R L H L
SEX M r M 4 ¥ E 4 X F . 4 4 M F
Countrol X 2.50 1.64 2.50 2.2 1.80 2.70) 2.60 A.BOH 4.50 2.30
.. $.D. 2.50 1.4q 2.70 2. 2.19 1.50} 1.80 0.90] 0.70 1.50
Exp. X 6.00 5.¢d 3.30 4.20f 4.40 4.00| 4.50 4.80; 6.80 6.50| 5.70 4.80
S.D. 1.G60 1.1(1 1.50 1.80¢ 1.60 2.10f 1.30 ]_..70 1.40 1.4J 1.60 1.50
L .
TABLE 4
Means and Standard Deviations of Pets Total Scores by
, Grade, Socioeconomic Status, Sex, and Treatment (1971~-72)
/ :
Grade ' Ith Grade . 8th Grade 9th Grade
SES . L H L R L
SEX M b 4 M ) 4 M ¥ M F M B i | F
Control X 9.82 7.88110.92 4.2@ 5.67 26.67 15.30 31.00{12.50 15.67
S§.D. 6.57 4.76} 8.71 5.8% 8.57 10.07{ 5.29 8.28] 9.19 11.68
Exp. X 25.33 23.67 f1.16.50 18.608 36.20 35.29] 28.00 25.11 33.29 34.17§32.00 29.67
S.D. 2.31 12.36 [13.71 14.22 12.06 18.47) 4.62 9.50)} 14.30 7.91} 4.40 4.08




TABLE 5

¥eans and Standard Deviations of Pers DX Scores by
Grade, Socioceccncmic Status, Sex, and Treatzment (1971~72)

Grade Jth Grade 8th Grade 9th Grade

SES H L H : L : § L

SZX M F -4 ¥ M F -4 F M F M F

Coutrol 2.26 0.90] 2.70 1.0 100 3.70] 3.30 5.40] 2.00 ’3.39
S.D.} 1.70 1.39] 2.40 1.40 2.00 2.50! 1.50 1.50%{ 2.80 2.10

¥xp. X 6.30 4.70} 2.30 4.60} 5.3D0 S.70} 5.50 5.20 | 5.60 6.70}.6.00 5.80
S.B- | 0.60 2.20{ 2.20 3.28} 1.80 2.0} 0.60 1.30 | 2.30 1.50{ 1.70 1.G0

As shown in Table 6, the experimental group students were slightly
betrer abie to recognize when it was warranted to be uncertain about
drugs than were control grcup students {(the experimental group mean
was 7.80, while the control group mean was 6.95). The differences
between trained snd untrained students were most pronounced in the
case of the youngest group,- the seventh graders.

As shown in Table 7, experimental group students were slightly

»

better able to identify the reason that drug-~related questions evoked
warranted uncertainty (experimental mean = 6.13; control mean = 4.54).

Again the younger students retaiuned the greater ability to make the

distinction.
Table 8 indicates slightly nigher Drugs DX scores for experi-

mental group subjects.
As shown in Table 9, there were no differences between experi—

zental and control groups with respect to amount of correct factual

knowledge about drugs.

26 -




21~

TAZLE 6

Yeans acd Standard Deviations of Drugs Uncertainty Scores by
- Grale, Socioeconomic Status, Sex, and Treatment (1974-73)

Gra‘e 7tk Grade 8th Grade 9rh Grade
SES ‘ 4 i g L B ] L
4
TTH M r M F h .o T - | T bt <? M F
Cratrol X 5.27 7.2514%.90 4.00 . R8.33 8.67 {&.10 8.5018.00 7.33
5.0, 3.29 2.5511.66 5.10 1,63 3.79}2.47 2.27 ;0.00 3.06
Exz. X 5.80 8.3317.00 7.0016.80 8.57 {10.25 7.3319.43 8.33]5.67 8.00
S.D.§ 7.68 2.78{1.63 2.3512.45 1.81} 0.96 2.16 {1.40 2.56 }4.93 1.53
- 4 - )

TABLE 7 P

 Means and Standard Deviations of Drugs DK-ID Scores by
Grade, Socioeconomic Status, Sex, and Treatment (1974-75)

]

’ Grade Jth Grade 8th Grade 9¢th Grade

SES ’ K L o A T xR L

SEX M r M 4 M 4 M F M b 4 - 4

Control X | 5.30 4.57 |4.67 4.83 .5.33 5.50)4.11 5.75 { 3.50 6.33
s.os| 1.77 1.62}1.97 2.14} ) 2.16 2.12}1.17 2.05| 0.71 1.16

Zxp. X . 5.50 5.00[5.75 4.60 ] 4.56 5.00} 5.75 5.00}5.57 5.17 | 5.67 4.67

' S.D..} 2.89 2.58 1:26 1.52 | 2.40 2.00} 0.96 0.63}2.37 1.72 { 2.08 1.03

. S~ .
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_TAZIE 8

¥eans and Stardard Deviaticmcs of Drugs LXK Scorss by
Gracde, Sodioecononic Status, Sex, and Treatment {197%-75)

7th Grade 8th Grade 9zh Grade
Grade Ith hrade S8 prace =

SES x L - = L T L
SEX u 4 X ri v | x 3 o 4 » F
~" Comtrol X 3.30 3.280{2.50 2.50 5.30 5.30]5.50 .30 1 .50 s.20
s.0.}] 2.20 2.30}1.40 2.58 | 160 1501390 230 | 2.39 2.9
Exp. X | 4.80 5.10}4.50 4.40 | 4.49 6.30} 6.87 s5.20|5.40 4.70 | 5.00 6.50
S5.D.} 1,60 1.20§2.60 2.90 } 1.60 2.30f i.50 1.80]21.60 2.40 | 9.40 1.4D

TABLE 9

Yeans and Standard-Deviarions of Drugs Right/Wrcng Scores by
Grade, Socioecoacmic Status, Sex, aad Ireg‘tr.ent (1974-75)

- > e

* - = - - -
Crada. g Ith Grade ) 3th Grade 9th Grade
SES | : H . L ) { L  { L
| s ¥ r| s r|n r ¥ F| x Flwu F
: ‘
Control X 9.18 9.13|9.00 9.17  8.83 9.00(9.10 9.83 {16.00 10.00
; . S.D.| 0.87 0.99{1.41 1.17 ’ 1.47 1.0000.99 0.35 | 0.00 0.00
),
Ixp. X 9.40 9.1119.50 8.60} 8.70 9.43} 8.75 9.00|9.43 3.83 {10.00 9.67
SeD-1 0.55 0.93]0.58 1.67 | 1.36 9.79] 0.95 0.89 |9.54 0.98 | 0.00 0.82

kS




" soft drugs then were the contrels.

As skowm io Tsbles 10-12, there were cﬁly slight differecces
betwaen The exgerimental and ecatrol grotps in their use of Tsoit™
drszs (3.e., alechol, marijuzna, and tobaceo), suggesting that the
experimental group students were very siightly more proce o use

There appearad to be oo differ-

ences. between experimental and contf3l groups in relaticn to their

reports of hard drug usage (sot showm).

Ta2lE 19

¥ez.s and Standaréd Deviations of Cigarette Scixes by
! Grade, Socioeconomic Status, Sex, aod Treatment (1974-75)

Grade Jth Grade 8th Crade Sth Grade

SZS L B "L B . A

SEX X ri x« | x r ¥ TFl| ¥ rix T

Control X 1.82 1.88}%.58 2.50 3.83 2.67 |2.20 3.00 | 2.60 2.00
s.p.] 1.08 1.3570.95 1.23 0.98 2.08 {1.14 1.69 { 0.00 0.09

Exp- I 2.25 2.2513.00 2.c0{ 3.00 2.29} 1.75 2.67 |1.86 3.33 | 1.33 2.33
s.p.| 1.26 1.17)11.15 1.731 1.41 1.e9] 0.50 1.51|1.07 1.86 } 0.58 1.75
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TiilE 11

¥zzns5 ond Standars Devistions of 2lcchol Scores by
Grade, Ssoicecrmomin Status, Sex, o=d Treatment {19734-75)

Grade Jth Grade 8th Grade -3th Grade

szs = 1 y: 1 : L

s=x 74 3 ol 4 o 4 bt F N r X F

Coatrol X 2.55 1.7512.23 3.30 3.83 3.0013.10 3.00 { 3.00 !z.m
s.p. | 1.13 rczii.on o.ss 0.98 1.7311.20 1.51 [ 1.41 .58

Exo. X 2.25 2.28{2.75 2.604 3.0 2.863% 2.00 2.8313.57 3.33 | 2.00 2.567
SD.{ 1.26 1.19{0.96 1.22| 1.32 1.35) 1.16 1.17)2.313 3121 1.73 121

TLELE 12

¥eans and Standard Deviaticss of };larijnana Scores by
Grade, Sociceccnomic Status, Sex, and Treatment (1974-75)

Grade Ith Grade 8th Grade Sth Grade

SES H L B L B 1

SEX M F. ¥ ¥ ot F M ¥ M F M F

Control X 1.69 1.00 |1.58 3.83 2.33 2.33{2.80 2.13 | 2.00 1.00
S.D. { 0.30 0.00 {1.50 0.75 1.75 2.31 §1.81 1.55 | 1.41 0.60

£xp. X i.50 1.38 [2.00 1.20 | 2.0 2.43] 1.25 2.67 {3.14 3.i7 | 1.0 1.83
SP-1 6.58 1.06 {141 1.79 | 1.55 1.90} 6.55 1.25 |1.57 1.72 | o.c0 6.98




The correlaricms in Tsble 13, huwever, indicate that cbility to
recogaize when untertainty is werrsatad {irrespective of skether tte
student received trainisg) was weskly bot significently related o
use of scme drugs. All significant relaticzships (p<.05) between
“encertainty” scores (Pets, Pollutich; or Drugs scale scores) and
sofr drug use {cigarettes, 2lcohol, or marijuana) were positive, acd
all sagnificant relationships {(p°.05) between umcertainty scores and
tard drug use were segative. Apparently, students +ho can recognize
when mncertainty is warvanted are more dicposed te take moderate
risks with drugs, and less dispesed to take serious risks, than are
their counterparts who canmot Trecognize when uncertainiy is warranted.
In Tsble 14, separate sets of correlations are shown for the control
ard experimental groups; the same pattern emerges between ability to
recognize when uncertainty is warranted and use of hard versus soft
drugs, alttough the pattern is scmeshat weaker, perbaps due to the

smalier M. g
- . -

It is clear from Table 13-16 that the abflity to reccgnize vhen
uncertainty is warranted is a highly reliable construct, especially
with untrained students. Most of the measures of t_:pcertainty
(i.e., Pets Total, Pets DK, Pollution Total, Pollution DK, Drugs
Total, Urugs ﬁk, Drugs D¥-ID) are related to one another at £<.01 in
the case of the control students, and at £<.05 in the case of
experimental studeants. I

Tabie 15 indicates that socioeconomic status has some effect on
the relation between ability to recognize when it is warranted to be
pncertain and drug use. Low SES students who are good at recog-
nizing when it is warraanted to be uncertain are more lixely to use

drugs; high SES students who are able to recognize when it is

warranted to be uncertain are less likely to use 2rugs.
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Discussion

It is clzar that the training in recognizing warranted uncer—
tainty rhat the students had received three years earlier generalized
to student responses to the cuesticnnzire administered in the present
follow~up study. XNot only were there still differences in ability
<o recognize when uncertainty is warranted, there were also small
differences in drug use in relation to the training.

The most interesting finding, from the standpoint of drug abuse
prevention, was tnhe pattern of correlations indicating that students
who could recognize when it is warranted to be uncertain about drugs
reported less hard drug use ard more soft drug use. - This was true
for toth experimental arnd control subjects, which indicated to us
that some students ia the coatrol group could handle warranted un-
certainty without being trained. This nay not de unusual, bur it
probably contributed much error variance in our comparison of the
experimental and control groups. Training may be most useful for "
those who are initially poor at identifying wher it is warraanted to
be uncertain. Fuature research in this area could profitably center on:

1. Finding a more easily administered test of ability to

recognize warranted uncertainty.

2. Taking a baseline measure of the ability to recognize
warranted uncertainty befcre training and looking for
associations between pretraining ability and indices of
drug use. '

3. TIaovestigating the effects of drug-related examples and
exercises in the training on indices of drug use.
Another important outcome of this study was finding that
warranted uncertainty is a reliable construct which, irrespective of
training, affects self-teported drug use.
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APPENDIX A
Procedures for Gaining the Cooperation of Schools,

Parents, and Students and fur Protecting
the Participants® Privacy

38




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*

ERIC

Pecxu

szudenzs.

these pro

1.

3‘

3y
L]

e of toe cen-ltiie murlre (f the Yesearch, great care

wz= taken O =inimize [rjectiins orad —uxizize the protection of

¥any steps were imvolved, nn? we report ttem here sirce

cedures ~3y or.ve wseful to other researchers in this fieid:

A letter was senl to the szhoeol superintendent explaining
the projuct in terms of irs czmeral rationale and the
spedific things that the resecarch tezn wsonred to do at the
schkools., The 1=:Ler was followed vp with a visit to the
svperintendent to feterninz the schools in whick the relevant
S*udents were Iikely to b curremtly located and to discuss

procedures for adnministeriny the questionnaire.

&
ol

A letter explaining the purprcse and general narure of this
study was sent o tfe principals of the relevant schools.
This was followed up with wvisits to the principals to
discuss further the —ethed of locating students in their
schools, to set the time and place of administration of the
questionnaire, and to esrablish the means by which students
were o te contacted and brought to a central location for
administrarion of the guesticnmaire.

The researchers cnéched files at the designated schools to
locate those ctudents fros the prior study who were stiill

enrolled 1> the district. A list of the names of those
students who were located was sent back to the principals.

Letters of consent for student participation were sent to
parents or guardians. {(Only one parent withdrew a child
from the study.)

The day before the a2doinistration of the questionnaire
principals notified students to meet in the designated

rooms at the specified tire. The students were not told the
purpose of the cmeeting, nor were .they ever reminded of their
participation in the prior study or of a connection between .
the two studies.

-

A procedure was developed for separating the names of

.respondents from their respunses.

The questionnaire and precedures for ensuring znonynmity were
reviewed in advance by the Committee on Human Subjects at
Stanford Uaiversity. The Cemnittee concluded that the
study did not constitute an invasion of privacy and gave its
consént to proceed ﬁluh the study.

Before completing the questionnaire the students were assured

that their responses would be anonymous and that they cculd

withdraw fron comp}eting the questionnaire at any time, if
:.\ re =

» - =
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they wished to do so. (The students seemed satisfied with
the procedures for ensuring anonymity; their responses
appeared to be straightforward and honest.)

9. Access to the complete& questicnnaires was strictly limited
to those cn the research team. It was agreed in advance .
that only the overail summary results would be reported.
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Al

Cuesticorpaire ~ Parr 1-

{Qcesticns assessing stulents® zhility to recogmze
vhea 1t iswarranted to e vrcertain. ]

Prezentation to students: - -

¥e are trying to find out if we can desige a drug informarion "ot
iine" for chiidren Iz clementary schools. Younger children have all
kinds of guestions concerning drugs. Xe feel rkey ofren meed soxeoze
to talk to wvhen they have_ guestions 2znd concerns about drugs.

-

. ¥e want o have older students 1ike You answer the "ot 1ige™ calls.
we know that many tinmes older stucdents commmicate better with younger
children than aduits. -

¥e have a las:: of questicns that some 4th, Sth, and éth Zrade chil~
dren have asked gbout drugs. ¥e would iike to know how older students
would answer theSe questions. Please give the answer you yould really
give if you were actually talking to children who had called in en a
"ot iine.”

EY

¥e would like you to write scmething for each gquestion. {answer

spaces, not shown kere, were provided, as in the example belew.)

Exarple: Do people who take teroin for 2 lepg time have trnutle
rxample.
giving it uvp?-

Yes - People swho try #o q,.ra
! hervin ﬁe/ rea//q .S‘la(‘

(/

W

Y YOt




14,

15.

Iu pesple ever fet sitk frox drickizg oo muld 3igzex?

¥y frie=i gave e seme pilis azd said ther it would mcke me feel

really z.:3d to tike them. Slould I try to fird out what they =2re
tefore I tcke =ny?

ware msre than 12 of the 2uto accidents reported last —ezr in
Sapta Clara County cue to drurk drivers?

Can perple w30 imjest drrgs get sick from using dirzy meedles?

.1f I star: sooxizg marijuaca, will I want o try otter drugs
1ike keroin when I get older?

€an you legally Suy aleckol in California before you are 21
years oi4?

will zarijuena that is grovn sutdoors tend o be more stremg
than zmarijuana that is grown izdoors?

¥y mcm showed me 2 newspaper article. It said that marijuana
sar—s peosple's zbiiity to think. I szw anotker atticle that
53id marijuana doesn”t kurt pecple at aill. ¥hich mewspaper
srticie is right?

Les beer ccatain —ore ale Lol than kard liguor?

Scoebody tried to sell me scme dowzers {piils) but tkey didn't

lock right. Do all pilis thit are the saze cofor do the seme
- thing to pecple?

- Yy mother told me that in 1850 =y great—grandfather died after

gulping down a whole quart of whiskey. Was it the whiskey that
xilled nixm? “

»

According to the law, is it true that a %id who sells heroin in
school is d}oing something illegal? :

¥y father sczetizes has ore or two drinks when he gets hoze fzon
work (usually martinis). Will he become an 2lcoholic when be
gets older? ’

Was carijuana used by any pecple in prehistoric tires?

Last night cn TI.V. I watched Emergency. I 52w a guy on LS ju=p
off a roof because he was so freaked out. I have a friend who
wants to try LSD, but I don't want him to get furt. Does LSD

=ake people do things like that?

43




Iz, Hizedoy will It Te legzl 1o Dduy ord wse marijuoos sovulere in

17. @'z reslly uorriel abiit =y motter. She smtkes two packs of
zijarettes 2 <ay. Coa pesple ger Iuzy cunmzer from s.ckizg?

-

to dridk to be realiy drunk?

2f the moo w0 discrvered 1LSD?

- el '; -
Ir, ¥owwoizh 2265 3 oersia hos
.

)
22u jusi teren an cvericse of pilie,~sihoald

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Duesticnnaire ~ Part 2

[osestions assessing stuleats® abilizy to categorize guesticns
azcording to the cozditions o=mder which their answers may be ¥novn. 3

Presestartion o stulents:

ieu may have found some of the gquestions very hard to answer. The

reason is
guesticps.

that must pecple realily don’t Xnow the answers to some of these
Ke thizk there are forxr types of guestions that pecple usually

fiave trevble answering.

E ]

TYPE ¥ ~ You may cot koow the answer, but you can £ind out
the amswer by askirg someone wio knows or Dy looking
it up 4n some source (like a book).

TYPE I1 -~ Xo oze knows tbe answer, but there is a kncwn method

TYPE

TI2E

= s‘ -
Xnowing about these different types of questions may helip people

for firding the answer iike measuring, counting, or
experimenting.

I71 - Xo one kzoows the answer cznd there is 2o known method
for finding the answer.

IV =~ No cne krows the znswer for sure because it is about
something that hasn't happened yet; you have to wait

and see what happens.

- -
>

g

answer “hot 1ine” questionc better. On the next pages are some of the

questions
tions are

that you probably didn't know the answer to. All the ques-—
either Type I, Type II, Type III, or Type IV problems. Read

the question and put an X in the box that tells what kind of a questien

it is.

YCU CAN TEAR GUT THIS PAGE TO LODK AT WHEN YCU ANSWER THE QUESTIONS.

[Below each of the following questions were four boxes or answer spaces,.
labeled by question type.]

= S




7.

o
A ]

19.

—

were zore than if2 of the zuto accidents reported iast year in -
Santa Clazz County due to drunk drivers? Khat kirzd of a2
prcblen is this?

If 1 szart smokizng mngaana, will ¥ want to try other drugs
1ike nmercin when I get older? %hatr kind of a problem is this?

41311 zmarijeana that is grosn cutdeors tend to be more strong
than marijuana thet is grown indoors? %her kind of a problen
is this?

¥y mom showed e a pewspaper article. It =aid that marijuana
Larxs people’s 2bility to thirk. I saw amother articie tlat
said marijuanz doesn't Zurt people at all. Which newspzper
is right? YXhat kicd of a prodblen is this?

My mother teold ze that in 1890 my great-grasdfather died after
gulping down 3 whole guary of Vhiskey. Was it the whiskey
that xiijed hinm? %Yhat kind of 2 problen is this?

¥y fother sozerimes has cme or #vwo drinks when ke gets home
frem work {uswally marcinisy. ¥Will he become 2n alccholic

‘wien Le gets older? Whzt kind of a problem is this?

Was .L..ar.z_;ua..a used by any pecple in prshistoric t:unes’ “hat
kiné of a2 problem is this?

Someday will it be legal to buy and use marijuana znywhere in )
the U1.S.? %hat kind of a problen is rhis?

How ~uch does a perscn have to drink to be Teally drunk? Yhat
kind of a problem is this?

¥hat was the nare of the man who discovered 1SD? %hat kind
of a problem is this? -




Questicnnaire — Part 3 - »

- {Questicns zbout the extent to which the stuent
has used drugs and engaged in comtercuitural activities.}

Presentation to students:

_Since we a2re trying to telp chiidren with their concerns zbout
drugs, we need to. know what drugs are used by students in this area.
We are really not interested in what just one person does, but we do
zeed ro know what drugs many students use. Therefore, we will mot
keep a record of your naze and score after we ceunt up all the ansvers.

¥e really appreciate your help im shering this informatior with
us. Tazck you for your part in helping us gather the information we
need. -




2at an X iIn frent of the ooswer thot fits you best.

i. Do you s=oke (tctacce) cigarettes?

as ofter a2s you can
scmetimes

tried it and may swmoke again
tried it but don't plan to swmcke again
never tried it

2. Do you drick deer, wine; or liquor?

as often as you can

soxetiTes

tried it and may drirk again

- tried it but don't pian to drink again
zever tried it -

3. Do you szcke marijuana (hash, pot, grass)?

as often 2s you can

sometires

tried it and may smoke it again
tried it but don't play to smoke it again
aever tried it

4. Do you use psychedelic drugs (LSD, mescaline, etc.)?

as often as you can

soxetines

tried it and may again -
tried it but don't plan to use it again
never tried it
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

To yoa toke zztretasmines (speed,

witkcut a éoctor’s prescripticn?

as often as you caa

sometimes

ro————

never tried it

Do you take barbiturates or sedatives (dowmners, sleeping piils,

tried it and may again
tried it but don

etc.) without a dector’s prescription?

as often’as you can

]

sometinmes

|

—___tried it but don't plan o again

Sever tried it

Do ycu use keroin?

as cften a@s you can

sexetimes

tried it and may use if z2gain

'z plan to again

bennies, uppers, etc.)

tried it but don’t plan to use it again

aever tried it

-

Do you use cocaine?

-

as often as you can

sccetines

pever tried it

49

tried it and way use
tried it but don't planm to use it again

T~

-

it again

~

. S ——




9. Do you think your use of any of tke following has INCREASED
during the last 3 years? If your use has increzsed, please (v).

tobacco cigarettes barbiturates

beer _ inhalants (glue, ete.)
wine heroin

liquor cocaine

marijuana

hallucinogens (1SD, etc.)

10. Do you think your use of any of the following has DECREASED
during the last 3 years? 1If your use has decreased, please (V)-

tobacco cigarettes barbiturates
beer inhalants (glue, etc.)
wine - heroin

* marijuana cocaline

hallucicogens (LSD, etc.)

11. Do any of your friends use drugs?

___ none of my friends use drugs

- ~_._oné or two of my friends -use drugs
____several but not all of ay friendS use drugs
~ alwmost all of my frierds use drugs

12. 1in the last 3 years have your school grades been

amorg the lowest in your classes"
below average?

about average?

above average?

among the best in your classes?
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tariny the past 3 years, have ycu been picked up or arrested

4y the police?

_ pevar
ye3, onge Or twice

If your zmswer is yes, please explain briefly:

paring the 1ast three years, have you been absent frec school?

never
once or twice

3 to 10 tires

il to 20 tizes
21 or ~ore tizes

Zuring the last three years have you run away frca hoze?

never

once oy fwice

3 to 10 tires -
more than 10 times

Luring the past three years, have you been in trouble with

teachers or parents for fighting?

never
once or twice
3 to 10 tices
more than 10 times

se
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Have you ever been dismisced from schroel?

fever

once oOr twice
3 to 10 tires ) -
oore than 10 tixes -

W




