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ABSTRACY :

Data focused on ill_gal alcohol and marijuana use were

. -
coilected in 1981 from 4,859 high school students 1i

-

counties in southern Georg:a. The data were used to test a ,

- -

¥ -

’

ving in two

;

-~

' {acslxtatzue constrasnt‘modal develqped from selected components of

!
differential assoc|atron,infferent|a! ndentnflcatlon, and soc:al

;ontrol theories. ODiscriminant analysus was uged to compare

s L - -

"experimenters®, and "non-users” on the basis of factors chosen to

‘ {
represent’ each demension of the‘theory. The f;ndnngs,demonstrated

I

that “the theoretical. model was useful in correctly 4
students into appropriate categornes for both drugs

particularily usefu! for preductung marlJuana use.
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- S ' INTRODUCT 10N ‘ .

®rug abuse ‘has been and continues to be a pervasive social

. . ] - - ‘
jL ‘problem within the Unixed States. Examinatién of research focused on

.

'illegal drug use over the last two decades, for examﬁle, reveals that

»

N

FDUEé has expdnded in térms of partjcipation by various groups within
. . - "‘ ,
! ] ¢ : . L3

' 4
In iq;.}axe 1940s, the majority o€ illicit drug use was
. * ) | »

-’ thought to be primarily.confined to urban ghetto youth; college

~ the society.

”

. . L *
studenté,.and members of the "hippie® counter—cul'ture. Moreeover,.drug
- - - '
. abuse was viewed as being prquminaptly'a lower-class phenomenon.,

"Recenit examinations of drug abuse, however, have demonstrated that it

s

has penmeatéd every-segment of thé society. The mass media have
) .

“‘played a significant role in desgroying,precqpce?vgd:perceptioﬁs about

[ 4

individuals who use drugs because it has been shown that politicians,
movie and television persomalities, and even professional athlefes

ug use. Such revelations

)

have become actiqely*engaged}in illegal

have produced considerable concern because these people have - 0"

. traditionally served as role models for young peopie in the society,

Participation of young people in drug abuse closely mirrors
the changes whic‘ have occurred in the society as=a'&hole. Teenagers
of a}} spcial classes and backgrounds have become active participants

in illeégal druq use. .}qktgct, evidence suggests that a subculture has

emerged among adolescents that pﬁovides a social environment in which

pfo‘drug attifudes are developed and the use of illicit drugs is’

1976; Kandel, et al.,

accepted and reinforced (Cockerham, et al
y . 8 8 J

1976; Thomas, et al., 1975; Thomas ‘and Zingraff, 1972).

¢ - - -

Misconceptions about illegal drug use have' also beer
“ f

| e

* )
.a B q - e i

v )perpetu&ted in the context of spatidl distribution. Drug abuse was
.o N
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once thought to be primarily confined ‘to .urhan at;eas (Forslund,.
: {
1977-78; Heiligman, 1973; National Commission on Marijuana and Drug

&

Abuse, 1972 Report;.National Commission on Marijuana amd Drug Abuse,

-

-

19¥3 Repurt;‘To}one and Dermott, 1973), but recent research indicates
that teenage drug abuse is quite comﬁoo among rural popufations

(BowKer, 19783 Kirk, 1979; Napier, Bachtel and Carter, 1983; Napier,

'Sach‘§! and Goe, }984; Napier, Car&er and Pratt, 1981; Napier and .

Pratt, 1982). . . - .

. . e ’ . ‘ . M
"While the awareness of illegal drug use has c?eatqﬂ‘ - -
- . ~ -

‘w

considerable concern among people li@ing in the U.5., programs

designed to Pedhce the incidegpce of drug abuse have not been veyy-

M -

éﬁcceésful. One ¥ the reasons &hy sach programs have enjoyed such

- -+ . . -
marginad success is the ipéomp{eteness of existing research focysed on -

-

the identffication of gxplanatory models for predicting drug abuse.

"Additional research is needed :dentsfy the soc:a! cond:t:ons which

“Prior to this eme;§in§ interest in model development, drug research

-

)

féc:lx(\}e and infpede illegal drug use. Progress toward the goal of
' !

good predtctlve models has been made in recent ye:rs through “the,
application and tesiing of general sociologiciﬁ'theonies'of deviance.
’ ‘.

. b )
tended to be primarily focusgd-oﬁkthe identification of the natuge and

extent of drug abuse with minor attention given to socio-demoértﬁhic
..., -

and socio-psychological correlates of illicit drug use (Abelson, gt

! _ ’ . e e
al., 1973; Block, et al,, 1974; Blum, 1949; Goode, ;970; Johnson,

1973; Johnson, et als, 1972 Judd, et al., 1973; Lombrillo and Hain, - o

L
1972 Nat:ona} Comn:ss:on on Marijuana and Drug Abuse, Ist report, 4'

1972; Natmnal Cm:ssmn on Mar Mudna and Demug Abuse, 2nd report, .

-

1973). Relatively little attention was given to the development of

comprehensie theory for prednct:ng partgcnpatlon in illegal drug use.

Le b oea
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The recent emphasis on the application of sociological thpories of

deviance to illicit drug use has not only contributed to the

.

identification of additional correlates of drug abuse, but has also

provided preliminary theoreticalpexplanations of why particular'
' 4

variables covary with measures of illegal Erug use.
%\;eral theoretical perspectives are presently b‘g appi i‘ed

ta.the examination of illegal'&rug use, Hirschi’s social Control °
‘ /

_ theony f1969)q for examp!e, has been used to lnvestsgate the incidence
of @rug abuse .-(Gmsberg and Greenley, 19?8) - Sugherland’s (1939)
~differential association theory has been emp L oyed to evaluate the

covariates of illegal drug use {(Burkett and Jensen, 1975; Jacquith,

1981 ;. Krohn, 197435 Napier, Bachtel and Goe, 1984).' The §htherland

perspecttve has also been combined wnth Glaser’s (19354) dlfferentlal

:dent:f:catnon theorv to pred:ct the frequency of partrc:pat*on in

itlegal drug use (Napier, Bachtel and Goe, 1984). Moreover; social .
learning theory (Akers, 1973; Akeré; gt al.,, 1979; Akers, et al., N )

l968$ Bufgess and Akers, 1944) which-incarpofates principles of

differential assoc:at;on theory and general behavtora! reinforcement _
. </ .
theor5 (Bandura, 1949; r977 Bandura and Walters, 1943; Skinner, 19533; ) .

19593 Staats, 1973) has been applsed-and‘tested ne}atcue to teenage
alcohdl and marijuéﬁa vse (Akers, et al., 1979; Winfree and Griffiths,‘

1983).

4

The basic theoretical underpinnings of these perspectives
' » ' . toe ;o . .
strong‘l‘y_ suggest that two types of factors contribute to participation

in deviant behavior. The differential association,‘differential

identifacation, and social learning theories sugdest that some factors ‘
r o § ‘v, .

facilitate participation in deviant behavior. Cential to these |

perspectives are the roles that peer groups play in influencing

6 BEST 057 '-’_I-."Z.‘LE .
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participation-in deviant behavior and the formation of individual and . -,
peer groqp deflnltrqns (norms, attitudes, and values) which legitimize. -
(¥ 4 [ o

participation-in dev;ant behaulur. Social learning theory contributes | S

another dimension to the eclect:c mode! by 5uggestzng that dbv:ant
L ] .

' behavior is learned through imitation and relnfarcemgnt.

. .of social'leaﬁning theory.

\ ' . : . ..
Social control theory, on the other hand, emphasizes factors

. -, ‘ . «
which constrain participation in deviant gghi€$or. Central to this

.theory 'is ‘the concept of social bonding to cenventional institutions,

-
[y
r

groups and behawviors. 1f people are bonded to existing social

. ' » )
copventions of behavior.and td traditional groups, they will tend to
enact those behaviors which are consistent with the 5onds-tﬁey have -

established. In essence, the model suggests that as bondlng to

» T

conventional institutions, groups,.and behau:ors‘increase‘there will

. _,.‘

be a correspondlng_decrease in the probability that'deulan% behavior,
- i A . '

‘ )

will be enacted. o <,

Unlike previoys theoretical modeling which emphasize a single .

theoretical orientation, it .is the iuthors’ contention that bd{h

faciiitative and constraint factors affect participatiop.in deviant

2o

-

behau’%n; Such eclectic modefing'has gome support in thi“egistdnd
literature.' Conger (19?Jf, for examp!@, combined elements of social
control and roial learning theories info‘a sféthe;is model to e#plain
deviant behavior. Wilson, eigal;, ¢1979) examined feenage_qélfnquency
in the context of social contrdl theory ahd'coné\ﬁy;d that - b

*

associations which encourage and discourage qarticipatién were Both
~
s;gnrf:cant in understanding nnuoluement in dellnquent behau:br Akers

et al. (19?9) .also contrtbuted to this orientation by noting that

elements of socnal_control theory coulq be subsumed under pr:nccpleé .

4
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Th3 purpose of this ﬂaper ts to present'a facllitat|¢b~ ‘
constraxnt mode | deueTOpeq from, selected‘cumponents Sf d:fferentxa{ "Q}
P O .. .

assocnatron, dlfferen$1al :dentxf:cat;on, and social.control tpeorxes‘

~ - v

to exp!aln part:cupation sn~alcohdl and warlsuana use. The model is

<

tested wcth data collected fram‘t.large snmple of high scbpol students

"‘lUlng in southern Een{gla.' Thb flﬁdcngs are dlscussed gn the context
o - "/
of  the- theoretidal Jmodel and applued pﬁograms to reduce the,unc;dence

‘ .'. . v . . )
-

;g 'of |llega} ditug’ uee. . ‘;" S . "'. Co .

~THE APPLlﬂnTIUN OF DIFFEREN?IAL,ASSOCIATIUN AND DIFFERENTIRL (
.. IDENTIFICATION CONCEPTS TO ILLICIT DRUG USE
Suthapland and Cressy (1955) sunmar:zed the theory of

\

-dﬁffépentia! association by noting that a person is anfluenced.tb

.~ participate N _deviant behﬁvior‘by;defjnitibh!!qhich he/she has

internalized. The concépt"definitYon' has been interpreted to mean

values oﬁ-be}iefs.'.lf definitions ﬁeld by the individual tend to.

-
St - " "
- .

. support deviant acts, the person-holding guch definitions will have a,
hiQheF'probabllity‘bf participating in deviant behaviokr. In essence,

it is argued that the morgfan nndivsﬂual .associates uath persons whn )

have accepted deltnquent defunat;ons, the greater .the probabtlrtv

he/she w:il intermalize scmllar definitions. Subsequentlw. the o

»

. lnd:ucdual wcll be more :nc}tned ‘to engage in deviant behaolors whlch

+

are consistent wih the definitions internalized. Anothgr-tmpoatant

. pe - . . s

concept in the perspective is "association® which has bétomg

v

.synonymous @i th actual contact or interaction (Glaser, 1;§§l; This '

component of the model suggests that association with{de iants qill'.
'

contrnbute to part:c:pation in deviant aﬁ:s as a resu?t of rmitattnn
' !

and re:nforcement. lnd:vnduals liarn to engage in deviant acts by

being in contact with individuals uho;actuaily participate in the

*

& . . r ¢ "
deviant activities. Application of these concepts to 'illegal drug use,

{ | L 8 ‘ 'E:;:;.‘(;j"'fﬂ'rlf
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preBabilty the individual will engage in illegal drug use.

T ’ -
. . Sy 4
- - * * LN *

suggests that the.more an- adolescent interactJ with persqu who are

engaged in the use -of illicit drugs and who-ﬁaue internalized value
- - ' -

qrieﬁtations supportive of drug use, the greater will be the

Differential associdtnnkthedry is limited in its predictive

_dtility because not all individuals who have contact with deviants /

become deviant. Converéely,'many persons who engage in deuiant‘gégb. C

have had little or no dlrect contact~wlth peop}e engaged in similar

.activities. Glaser (1956) addressed this issue hy elaborating the

assoc:atlonal model to include 'd:fferent:a! Jdenilf:catton .

" Differential identification theory posits that actual interaction with

L

deviants is not essential and is probably not the most influential

factor .contributing to participation in deviant behavior. The model .
asser;té thet it. is ps ho‘—so'c'ial 'identi'fication \aith deviant
indiuiduals, groups, or lifestyles, whether real or imaginafy which-}s'
mot: smportant Glaser (1956)'ergued that people wi[} edéct—deviant
behavﬁbr to the extent they identify with real or imagined individuals Y
_from ;hose perspective the deviant acts,would be deemed—acceptable.
The app!lcation of thig’ cnncept Ao adolescent drug use suggests that
the more an adolescent psychologgcatly |dentsfses wlth other

&

ind;v:dua}s, groups, or,ksfestr!es that‘are suppor tive ‘of the use of

Jllicit Hrugs,f!he more ‘fréquently the adolescent will engage'ln drug . e
. L oL .

abuse. R -
" THE APPLICATION OF SOCIAL CDNTROL CONCEPTS TO ILLICIT DRUG Us%\
Hirschi’s socsalscontrol theory (1969) posits that

partrcnpat:on in dellnquency is determcned by the degree to which' an -

. .1ndtvtduat is soc:aliy bonded tq conventional cultural def:nnt:ons and

.behavnorSaof the society. The probability of engaging in delnnquent

' 9. - HN (CF RABME



. 7
4
. . ' .

behavior is increased as the.indfuiqualis bond to conventional society.

weakens. The social bond consists of fdur dimensions termed

attachment, commitment, involvement and belief. _ .

The attachment dhnens[gg‘of the social bond refers to

affection for conventional ofhers. Central to the attachment ‘ | A .I
dimension is the degree tog»hich'a~person is attached to his/her "

parents. Closely aligned with thisﬂconcepfris parental cammunicat{oqn

* [}

Hirschi (1949 arguee the sharing of'life.exﬁeriepCes with parents
establishes a _bond that re%ards pxrticipation IZWSeviant acts. The

model arques that communication bqﬁween parents and offspring , . .
. . .
establtshes relationships which afe considered in the dec:s:on-makxng ‘ . ‘

4 . . ' - . -

process ceéncerning' part:cupat:on in deviant acts. If a strong bond . e

exi1sts between parents and offSpr:ng, the youngster would be less
. - b
liKely to participate in actions which are negatively sanetioned by

parents. Youﬁgsters holdihg strong atthchment for'parentS'would not

. ¢ -
»

. 4
wish to embarrass or |nconuenx;¥ce thelr parents by engaglng in .

-
]

deviant behavior. ., ( ' ' . " .
The application of the atfachment dimension of gocial control
theory to adolescent use of illicit drugs suggests ghet the greater

‘the parent/adolescent attachment, the greater will be the degree of

‘

communication,between parent/adolescefit which im turn will make the.

bonding greater. As fhe:degree of éttachment increases, participatign -

e

in illegal drug use should'ﬂecrease because such action would be a ,,.( N

source of embanrassment for the parents. - . , Ly

4 ’

e - The commitment gggngngn refers to the ﬂegree to uhlch & ¢

perSOn s commi tted tO'ach:ev:ng life goals vla conoentaonal means.

- * -

'lesth pds;ts that qu;ratlons fortcoauenttonal goals (qttendnng . | N
. ~ ’ ’ .
co}lege qr occupational gosls) unll constrasn an, ado!escent from . . W
4‘ ¢ - ‘ .

. : e, .' . e B*.)‘ {"’“‘ ‘“‘!'qwg T ‘



" established. Appiyibg this concept to adolescent drgp use suggests

'particxpating in delinquency becauégngguiance from conventional means
. .

of goal accomplishment may jeopardize obportunitiés to achieve desired
. , A A B

gbals and attain status.positions as an adult, Central to'the

\\

- commitment dimension .is the value placed on education begause it is an

important conventional means of achieving desired goals. The®

&

application. of this concept to adolescent drug'usé suggests that the
}ess a person is committed to education,-the more fike!y he/she will,
be committed to less_conuéntional avenues for goal accomplishment.

Such an orienation would imply that such a person would be more

“

willing to engage in deviant acts sfnce they would not be strongly
constrained by existing conventions. This 5J§gests that people who

are }ess’commttted to education will be more inclined to use illegl

- @
-

drugs. . . L.

The involvement dimensiop of. the social bond refers to

. . -

phrvsical participation in corventional activities such as school

oréanization’s and aftending church. Social contro.l#theory posits that

involvement in conventional activities constrains participation in\ ;gj
) ‘ ~ ‘- A

delinquency by ensuring that a larger proportion of !gisure‘!ime is

A J

spent in activities which demand conyentional behavior. P;rticipat{on
in conventional activitie's would fuqc{ion to establish certain .
‘patterns'of behavior that'uoﬁld be def}ned'aq.bging acceptabie to the
members of the conveniiohal organizations. These patterns of behavior

woyﬁd tend. to be exhibited in other situations once they are

‘e " N 5 .
that the greater the participation in conventional activities, the

lowWer the probability will be that the person will use illicit dbugs. .

' -~

The bellef glmongsgg refers to |ndlvldual acceptanco df

conuentional NOIYRS governing a partlcular deltnquent behaunor.
¢

- . - _Ej_w. . . T
. . 11, S RN Y B ...‘..L.n.LE

N I ) R I \] ’ - ' : Y

——
A



jAcceptancb of or belief in the validity of conventional norms will : .

tend to constrain-participation in deviant acts because the individual

L ] *

will pérceive the behavior as being {lleghl and inappropriate. ﬁeople

woyld find it difficult, for example, to enact behavior they believe .
to be.wroné or if they f;ar being p&nishe& for the}r inuoluément in

the deviant acts by control ageqcies which are én#orging legitimate

]aws. The apﬁTication of this gonqept to_adolescent drug use §6dests¢r
that if young people perceive "the ﬁse of illicit drugs as being
contrary to the existi/ng normative system, they will be less likely to

engage in illegal. drug use.

b ] n

Research Expectations Derived From the Ectectic Model

The theoretical perspective outlined -above basically argues-éggg‘. _ . -

1 -

thit the facilitative-cohstraigt factors will differentially affact
partsc1pat|on in |llegal drug use Qyong young people.  The mode] *
posits that users of |Ilega1 drugs u\{? be gouerned more by

tacilitative factors discussed in the differential association and

identification components of the model and less by the constraint . .

L

factors representative of the social cohtrol portion of the iheoqy. * - ’

-

Non-users will be governed more by chial control factors and less by

facilitgtive.factors. !ndiuiduals.who have engaged in experimentation

with illegal BFUQs should be influenced by both types of variables.

. L. _" "‘ . I3
- - - - -

STUDY METHDDS . - .
» P : . ) S .' [}

Study Sample ,

Data were collected in 1981 from 4,85% ‘high sch&ol students
: . -

? ' . )
The sample consists .

living within two counties in southern Georg;a.

of ouqr'BSZ of ajl sfudents-jn grades 8 through 12 within the - two : - - .

o

L
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study countfes Dn\y students who werg absent from school at the time

: »
of'ﬂata col%ectlon and'stud(;ts attendlng a snall, grluate school !

4
LI -

I whsch elected nof to partact ate in. the study’were’ excluded frum the ..

.
-
“ . - . .
.- -
. * : ¢

-~ Sam ‘ . .
p e. .A. ‘ '\ ] \ ) B ‘

¢ It is regagniied-that findings from such a sample are not -
. . : . ', A .
generalizable beyond the stugy area.. Howévep, given the ]ange'sample _
~.~\ -
size and the heterogenelty of tﬁe student respondents, it is argued

the data are quite adequate to test the utnl:ty of the fac:lttat:ve-

- v L
constraint mode! on a.preliminary basis. Descriptive characteristics
. . ‘ . : <
of the sample are presented in Table 1 tg provide insight to the type-

of students composing the séméle.

(Table 1 here)

The two counties are primarily rural as defined by the U.S.

Bureau of Census. Agriculture is of primary iMportince in both study

counties even though diversification of the economies within the

L4

“counties is occurring through small scale jndustrializat?on. Thus, |,

- . ) ~ ' ‘
_ the study counties would be. classified as rural counties which are in
Y . . v - 4 . »
a state~of tramsition. - ~ * .

Data gglleﬁtion Techniques - ~\

Data were collected during regularly scheduyled school?hﬁdrs

‘o using trained field staifquo conduct Qroup inggroiggg, Field staff °
w;th chitldren in hsgh school were not pern:tted to conduct antorv?eus

‘in the schoo%! cn which their children were enrolled. The +iedMd
v S
e, igta*fperson read each questJon to the qroup and each student ontorcd

o hl;/per.réspoﬁées oh a questionnaire. The studentgewere cautigned not

»

to entec'any response until the questions were read by the

L o BEST.CRNY POUADLE
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interviewer., .’ ' . St




d h ) . 1'(,'. . | ! b — -
* Th:jfTLdents'were not permitted to interact during the :

*

interview sessions.” NO names or ‘codes were Used on the quostionnaines.‘
) .
* . s - P

_which assured the participants of complete anonymity. When the . N R

~

intorvﬂew sesxiqns were completed, the students placed'thelr R
S | _ . ” . .
questionnaires in an envelope on .tha interviewer’s degk. These

*procedures were used (n all interbitwlng'sessions to’provent biasing ' ) "
of the responses by peer pressure. The self~rapd¥ting technique was ' .
selected since F"eﬁPCh hﬂB shown tblt It is a valid and rellabﬂb : ' . ;

»

“method for collecting drug use informntion from youny people (AKers, ' .

¥ g& al,, 1979 Ha(dt and Peterson- Hprdt l£77; Single, gﬁ !3,, 1975) , ' .y . a

\ - ) “ “ i %" | qh. > 4
. 1 : ’

b Toa

Pata Analysis . _

’ - L4

Data were analyYed using dlscr|m|nant analysis (Klecka) 19803 o~
, \

Lachenbruch, 1975) which is a" statiktlcal technlqu§ desi‘hed to assess
how well two or mor e mutually exclusive groups can be\differentlated

in terms of a set of character|st|cs or duscrimlnant variables. This . o

-

technique was selected because |t permits ;\zompd¥|son of means of the

N . >

groups on all discriminating variables and also provrdes a test of

SR -

sign{ficance for the r;lationkhips between facilitative and coﬁstrainév

v

varlables and |l||clt drug use. Moreovgr, the classification

procedures usod indﬁiscriminant analysls provﬂdes a means of assessnng : ' .
‘ ' . N

the*utility of the mode! in correctly classlfying.gtudy cases on the

A

basis of the facilitative p'nd constraint variabltes: Rcluded in the

~

mode1 . \ ' . . a - | e

’ :'-_.‘

Meagurement of the Pgrtitignlng_ygnlshlz : - B -~
| .

Requhdon‘e.wero assigned to one of three groups based on
gy . . ) . 7

reported frequency'"';ﬂ dlcohol and marUu;na use., Alcohol and ' _
- e 44 BT ccpvnmww o
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. marijuand were selected for~4nves§;g;tion because they are the drugs
- -

' ‘, post o&ten abused by adolescents (Nattonat Comm:ssnon on Marijuana and

Drug Abluse, 1973) ahd have. been shown to be the drugs most frequently

N -

“used in the antecedent stages of mor-e extens:ve drug xnuo!uement
r . -
(Kandel, 1975; Kandel and Faust, 19?5)..

) e . J. L]

Respondgnts were. isked how often they used alcoho} and

' &

!

<y

PR a et .

. martJuana.wnt)out a prescrrptlon, The response categortes used to
. ] coliect the drUQ use data are as follows: <(1) almost &very day, (2)

several times a weeK; (3) a few times a month; (4) a ¥ew times a year;

Py -

(5> .,only once or twice every (8) never have tc}gd;' The students

-*

selecting categories 1,2, and 3 wéﬁb.defined as "users.” The students
L .
'
selecting categories 4 and 5 were defined as "experimentérs,” and

. * * .
those selecting category p were defined as "non-users.” This
. - . .

'technique for grouping the sample produced the following results:

-

- ‘ Alcohal Use ’ 'f - Marijuana Use .
' Grow N % Group N %
y Users r 1,419 3343 sters ' |74 18.0
, . . Experimenters 1,862° 38.3. Experimenters 935 19.2
Jgéﬂﬂbn-USQrs 1,378 28.4 .Nﬁn:ﬁsegs 3,050 ';§é4§ ..
. { ' 4,859  100.0 ‘ a,859 100.3

- The group fbequeﬁcieé-indicate_that use and experimentation

with alcohol ik much more-predalent than comparable use of marijuana.

<

Hegsgrggggt of chcrsmsngn;_yggiag]eg
The following jgg: ggggivg variables were chosen to represont

differential association and identification elements of the model:
v~nccess tp Drugs: This ulrlable was measured bv asklng the

students to g:ve a respons\\\o the following questlons 'Hau easy is

we T Bssrcﬁ;“m:;::f;

A
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it for you to obﬁain‘the drugs that you usually use?" Responses

|
ranged from 1 (nﬂver use drugs) to & (very easy). It is argued that a
A ' { i

respanse of easylactess to drugs indicates association with peers who
- . - f .
r usev Easy

L

L ¥ N
use drugs and “be positive value orientations toward thei

‘
L

e

* access also inficates the individual has been accepted into the

4§ - ’

marketing systgm’for_iliegal drugs and such acceptance’is contingent' ’

on peer evaluations by persons engaged in deviant acts (using dnd/or
. €

selling drugs). ¢ .

Peer lnflugnce in Drug Use=a8\udentgphere given a checklist
of possible reasons for using drugs and asked to cheég‘ail that were

approgyiite td them. Included in the-list were the following reasons:
) ¢

| (1) '9}1 of my friends use-drugs, so 1 use them too.":; and (2) "Drugs

o

. R . Af .
help me be accepted inta the group I run around with."® Responses to

both reasons were treated as "dummx® variables with a positive
’ . »

. . A8
response receiving a valu# of L and a negative response receiving a
. valuevof 0. . '

Psychosocial ldentification with Drug Oriented Groupt

Students were asked-to indicate to what degree they shared common .-

e » . [ %

}'interests and concerns with "pot-head groups.® Responkes :anged {rom
'3‘(3 lot) to | (none). A responsg'of 5'indicafed high psychosqcigl
idenfifi;ation with a drug oriented group and lifestyle.
The fbl]ou?ng measures of social d‘ptrol theory concépts were
usgd as _constraint vatiab}es:‘ |

Attachment Dimension

Parental Attachment: Students were asked, "How well do you and
youn parents, parent, or“guardian usualix get along?" Responses

ranged from 1 {very poorly) to 5 (véry well).

Parental Communication: was measured by agking students if

Voo BEST COPY AYMILASLE. -
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they talked with their parents or parent about drug use and'aﬁwgfv,

B\

The,besponses ranged fgpn 0 <no, never) 59 3 (yes,‘frequently).N.Aigy

s ~3 *

ot

' Commitment Dimension = ST

ht:
Conmltnent to educatuon was neasured by two 1ndccatnr€ tsrned

educati'onal grpu"sdentlflcatroq apd perceived academ;c ability.

/ . .
Educational Group Identifichtion: Students were asked {o

";nd}é;te to what déé;ee_they shared common interests and.concerhs with

college~-bound groups. . dksbonses ranged from | ¢none) to 3 (a lob). 4;
. ? .
response of 3 indicates high. educational aspirations. S
\ < .
Perceived Academic AbiTity: The students were agked to -

.indicate how well their school grades compared with those of other ‘

students. Responses ranged franrf (mhch worse) tofs (much better).

Involvement Dimension -

L

Number of School Activities: The students ue;e asked to

indicate tthhumber of school activities in which theyxparti;ipated.
- Church Attgndanée: Studerits were asked. if they atiended

church; The.possible responses were; noj yes, sum&timos; and ves,
regularly. The “no" response received a.value of 1, while a "ye s,
.reguliiily' response received a valu; 6* 3f‘ . N ‘/\
Belief Dim § -

Attitude Toward Alcghol Uset The students were asked if they

i

perceived the use of alcohol as being a problem. The pogsible

. responses ranged from 'no;‘deiinitoir not & problem® to “ves, '

definitely a serious problem®. The "no” response rg:eiuéd‘p value of

0, while‘the "yes, dafinttelr response receivod a value of 4. -

- ?
Attitude Tuuard Drug Use: The students weng asked to indicate
A, .

i ther perce:ved gne use of drugs as being a problcn. The possible

responses were the same as those noted in the previuus variable and N
' . N | ‘BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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were coded in the same manner . 'Z// ' ) )

Measurement Assumptiops . * . - S ' -

L]

It is recognized ,that not all of- the variableslinc!uded in the

-

stu@y'meet the interval level assumption of discriminant analysis. Ut
¢ N .

However, it has been, observed that cases can be classified cangc%ly"
. . . R [ ] -

in situations where ordered categorical data or "dummy* variables are

'&EFG"(Eétﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁﬁth;“i??ﬁ?u Additionaily, Lachenbruch (1975) has shown’

that discruninént analyses is not particularly sensitive.to minag
violations in tie assunptioqs pf a multivariate nor@al distribution or
equal group covariance matrices. ?Therefore: it is argued that the
*robustness” of therstatistical technique‘uill adequately compensate
for any mgasurgment error due o using cateéorica! or ranked data.

Missing values were hSSignad @he variable hean and retained

+

- for use in all analyses. Chan and Dunn (19?2) obserue that mean

R LI . . . . \*4
substitution is an 'aqceptgble' practice in discriminant analyses when

a Iarge number of variabins are used and when the sample éize is

large. Thesé criteria are met since the amount of missing data within

. @
the data set is miniscule (the highest percentage of missing data for

‘any variable was 4%). It is argued that the use of mean substitution

. a
does not affect the outcome of the analysis. ’ @

FINDINGS
The mean values of the facilitative and the constraint

variables for the alcohol use groups are presented in Table 2.

+

-

(Table 2 here)

The group means reveal that users, experimenters, and

¢ . .

non-users of alcohol with few c:ceptiohs are influenced by the

facilitative and cohstrailmt variables in the hypothesized manner.

......

BLB. :U:i hnuh\J'LE
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wdisers tended to perceive acceés io illegal drués as being much

eas+er than experimenters and hon—userih Users also indicated that

.

ilTegal dnyg: use and acceptance of drug use by friends were stronger

”~

3 motivatiﬁg factors for their awn;gse than experimenters and nbn-users.

5 Users reyealed they had a significantly higher identification with
T ‘ .

pot-head groups than the members bf the other two groups. "o
: » . The constraint vaf{ab]es were also basically consistant with

N -

the research expectations. Non-users indicated stronger attachment

) o . .
for parents, neported higher levels of perceived-educational -

achievement, attended church more often, -and perce}ved that alcohol

and drug use pose prob}ems, Experimenters uere intermediate on efach

of these uarcables, Uh?le ugers tended to be less attached to parents,
» N.‘--‘ ey "y

reported'the louest educat|onal achievement, attended church less

Ve -~
frequently and dsd not gerceive alcohol ahuse and lllegal drug use as

posing serious problems. The three groups were not much different in
terms of parental communscatlon, educat:onal group ndentlfieatld%~and
- the number of school actwltlesab $§%nppmmenters tended to be
more commun;catlve w:th parenfs fn t ﬁ}h; drug use, sdenttfled more

closely wwth college—bound people and uere more active in school
$ RS )
act;v:ties. None of the study groups uas highlr identified wi'th the

college-bound group. e,
The faculltative and the cnnstra:nt var:able neans for

marijuana use are presented fn"Table 3.

(Table 3 here)

b ]

The group means for all facilitative -and all constraint

. ®

. variables are consistent with the q}Teahch expgtiations. Marijuana
‘t - .

users tegded to be the most inftuended by facilitative factors and the
. ) -
least influenced bv constraint factors. Non-users tended to’bc ﬂeast

e e g o bETOE ;z:.;;x.u5£
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[ . - . :
influenced by the facilitative factors and most.strongly influenced by

o’ » ! . : - ) - - . . . LY
the constraint variables. Horeoxer, the marijuana éxperimenter tended
. N, - o

to fall in between the user and non-user in terms of influence from

both types of factors as expected.

The data were examined in the context of stepwise discriminant

L4

‘analysis to ascertain how useful- the factors are in correctly

classifying the study particigants.igThese data are presented in Taéle

+ S
’ -

» Ve

*

. = (Table 4 here) «

The discriminant ahalyses for alcolpl use revealed that all,

facilitative and constraint viriablessare significantly related ta_

alcohol abuse excegt "attitude toward drug use® and "use of drugs
v ‘ . | & N . . )
because friends use them," ~The-reduction in the Wilks* lambda for

each entering variahle ‘indicates thatxaccess'to drugs and

identification wi th potfﬁead groups are the major discriminafing

variables. The remaining variables, although signifi;gntly rela;gd to
alcohol use,-contéibutid re!gtiuely little to di%feyentiating the
study groups. |

The cannonjcal coﬁbelatgpns revedl that the group variable has
a strong relationship with the first linear discriminant function but
a relatively weak relationship with the second. The first
discriminant function prﬁvides 977 of the disékimina(ery power in thé

total model. Thus, the second function contributes little to

’GTBCPiminating the group}’and is of little consequence. The squared

y

cannonical correlation for each function indicates that the grdup
’ 1)

?

variable explained 354 of the variation in the first discrimihant
function and 2% in the second. This means that the faclilitative and

constraint variables considered simultaneously provide a moderate
: : v

»

20
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amount'nf,explanatory powef relative to alcohol use. : /
i : N Y
R . - . . X
The results of the stepwise distriminant analysis for , B
marijuana use is presented in Table 5. ' | ‘ Ne !
T 7 (Table 5 here) ‘

The findings reveal that 3' of the 4-facilitative variables and .- .
S of the 8 constraint variable§ are significantir related with ' . ta

marijuana ﬁée. ‘It was obseroed that parental communlcatton,

educational group ldentttx, number of school actnunttes, and. use of

drugs to be accgpted'br peer group were not signifioantly'related to

'marﬁjuénéyuse. The ﬁeduction in.Uilk’s tambda for ewch éntering

variable revealed that acgeSé to drugs and identificgtion with . oL
pot-head groups are the major discriminating uarlables
'The cannonical correlat:ons indicate that the group variabte ,

has a strong relationshhip with the first linear discriminant function .
o . ‘ -
and a weak relationship with the second. The first function provided

954 of -the total discriminatory power. The second function

contributed little in separating the groups. The squared~cannonical d
_ ™ | ‘ E

correlations indicate that the group variable explained S®. of the

1 . -
variation in the ?irst.discrjminant function and 7/ in the second \\\
function. This finding indicates that both the facilitative and the

constraint variables considered simyl taneously prouide{a relatively T,
high' degree ‘of discriminatory power relative to marijqi;a use.

Classificatyon Results . | o '

The probabilities of being classified into appropriate groups
{ t"&-l .
were established prior to the classuf:cation of the study respondents
on the basis of the distribution of the sample in terms of the wse of
3 ‘ .
drugs (users, expor:nontcrs and non~users). The discriminant ana[ysis

was used to classsfy the study respondents and the results are .

Pﬂw{*r‘fi' K ]
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. presented in Table 6. .
' ' o (Table & here) .
v -~ The classification procedure revealed fbht 55.8% of all casés

.coulp be'classified .into the Lorrect alcohdl,use,éraup based on Their.
discriminant scores én both d}scriﬁin;nt functionss' Non~;s re had'thé._;.
. ¥ JTowest percentage of cases correctly class:f:ed and the errors were l
| predomtnantlr c!assnfxcatlon of non—users .as béing. expertmenters._ .
:Th;g finding suggests that;ado}escents who do not use §1cohol are npfh f
';asily‘distinguished from_adéiesceﬁté uho-engage'in'egperin;;taxiod
-~ with alcokol on ;he basis of the variables' included in this s;udy...
The classification analysis of marijuana. use revedled that
76.7/. of all cases could be correctly class1f:ed - Experibeﬁters had
the lowest percentage of correctly classif:ed cases and tended to be -
) m:sclass:#&ed as non-users. Thls nndlcatds that adoﬂescents who
experiment with narijuana tendA*o be somewhat snm;lar to non-users hn'_
terms of the snfluence of the fac&!:tatlve and constralnt factors s
included in this, study. While the analysxs indicates that some
experimenters were also mtsclass;flod as usgrs, it can be seen that
users and non-users tend to be clqarly'dsstlngusshable.-
. _ = ' y
; | - _ DiSCUSSION OF FINDINBS ANQ CONCLUS!ONS - -
| ‘ Thi,find:ngs clearly demonstnate that the theoretscal
{,J. ~ perspective as stated has tonsidera?lt_utility for prgdjcting
participation in illegal &rug use. Hﬁile the ficiiitative~:onstraint
mode] was shown to be quité useful for predicting participation in the
use of bbth illegal drugs assessed; it was particularly good in

predicting participagiqn in the frequency of marijuana use. A

possible explant@ion_of‘these findings is the degree of negative

"Rl . o S BEST (5P froiLiGiE
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sanction a550qiatehywith the use of each drug. Illegal use of alcohol
) ‘ » “ . g LT 1Y
anbngiteenagers,-jor example,- is not perceived in the same manner as =

4
R4
LI 4

l cumparable frequenty‘hf marijuana use. In fact, experimeﬁgaiion and o
querate use of alcohol by young adults under ;ertaln czrcumstinces

- would be defined as being accepﬁfble although not encouraged Such is

not the case for parijuana,whjch is defined as an illegal drug and its

. nonprescription. use is not soci?lly aécepfab}e uhder any

circumstances.,, y . -
, .

-

Both marijuana and alcoho!l are illegal substanceg for
gonsumption by teenageré but the negatibe sanctions associated with

the use of each drug vary considerably. Alcohol use by teenagers is

1

perceived to be much lgss‘of¥ensiue than comparable uses of marijuana

-~ - . .
and the sanctions applied to illegal alcohol use are much less severe.

‘The sqcial cbnsgquences and personal stigma attached to apprehenéion.

PRY Lt * ~

;and coﬁpiétion of alcohol use viaolations are much less severe and

ips,

short-Tived than those for ﬁarijuana’ﬁ%e. Family relation
status ﬁssitions in conventionaf groups, future goals career‘
‘aspirations of teenage alcohot users are often not affected to any
.great exteht by moderate consumpfion (t{is i;sunas that_the illegal
alaohﬁl'use violation is not compounded by such things as assaul% or
homicide while under the influence of alcohol). Detection and
conviction for possession aﬁd/or use o% marijuana, howgver, can result
fxn the fragmentation of family relationships, loss of status positions
in social géoups, and poténtiil degtruct(on of future careers.

+ This Vline o; discussion suggests that. the theoretical model
p;bbably is most appropriate fpr pre&icting deviant behaviors which

have more severe sanctions attached.to them. As the sef%rity_ai the

sanctnon increases, access to opportunities to participate in the

U £5t Gori i{.’,QL‘BLE
. .“?353 v
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. - deviant acts décrease because such behiv@ors»qre‘%ore'cayefullr

v

P .
.

manatored and must bé énactea in a covert manner tg avoid detection
‘ Al

'Shﬂzprosecutibn. This suggests that |nd|osduals with .the ea9|gst

access to opportumt){to partic:patﬁ mH be more inclined to do so.

] LA -
- This pos:tlon was supportqd in the study flndlngs because accés{ to

drugg was shown to be the most lmportant drscr:mznatcng variable in

.

- »>
the use of both drugs evaluated. o

. As the sanctions associated with.deviant behaviors incgease,

»

the costs of partiﬁipaf{on in the de;iant acts also increaser

proportionately. This implies that greater spcial pressure would have

2 o

to be applied to influence fndiugﬁuals to engage in more severely
sanctioned deviant acts. This position was supported by the study

findings because the social preésure variables (both facilitative and -
‘ . . . » » -
constraint) were significantly related to use of illegal drugs.

Psychosocial identification was shown to be a very impor tant
variable in the prediction of drug usge. It was particularly important .

for the use of marijuana. This suggests that individuals do not
’ 1]

perceive themseives.to be 1ike memhers of very deviant groups unless
. 4

they are engéged in the deviant acts fhemselues. A person who does
{

‘not use drugs of'any'type ﬁay identify with a group whose némbérs} -

consume alcohol because there iﬁ little social Qtigma attached to the
use of alcohol. The same person would be more reluctant to iden$6f¥

wifh a marijuana user group (pot-head group) because the consequences

<@

of being socially linked to such a group would be very high.
TWb moct impor tant enpirlcal flnding of the study is the

identification of two varnables which were demonstrated to be good

dtscrla:nators of drug use. The two factors are “access [ : and

‘e &
s WN

*identification with pot-head groups.” Thege two variables accounted

*
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for the greatest amount of predictive power in both models. The

)

findingd indiq;te‘that as access to jllegal drhgs becomes easier and

J identificati&h with drug oriented groups becomes qreater, there is a

concomi tant incresse in the use of alcohol and narj{uand!

-

N It is interesting to nate that the best predictive variables -

are facilitafiue indicators. The cbnstraint factors were shown to be
- . 8 N . -

much less important in differentiating among the various drug user . 4

\ groups. This- suggests- that.ralatively, few but strong'facifitatioe

factors can negate the influence of multiple constraint +;;yors which
_are weak. ‘

The action implications of the study findings are that primary
embhasrs of drug use preuention programs should be'focu;eq on agcess
t; d;ugs and identification with drug oriented groups. I§.access to
drbgs can be made very difficqit, it is highly likely the use of
illegal drugs will be subs{aqtiallr l;ss. Attention should élso be
di}gcted toward group identif%ca&ions held by vyoung peoplé, Proq?ams
deéigned to increase identification with conventional groups while+

simultaneously reducing identification with drug oriented groups will

probably be effective in reducing illegal drug use.
. e

-

»
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Table 1: tﬂaracferist{cs of the Study Sample (N=4,85%9)

—

”

Characteristic S Descriptive Datax -
_ ‘ - : ’ Frequency ' Percentaqe.
_ Age 12 years L .3, 0.0% ,
- © 13 yedrs . 436 .04
' 't«lgfizirs ) ] . 837 ) 17.2, ¢
: . 15 years Ca D 1,07 . . 22.1%
. 14 years ° 1,009 ‘. 20.8% .
17 years - A 973 . ' 20, 0%
.18 years . © 1427 ,' 8.8%
19 and older . - 81 S 24
No data - 17 - - 0.3%
sex Male . - - / e 2y @9 A9
Female o . 2,433 ' 50.1%
No data” ., - 7 0.1% -
Race White | 2,969 61.4% .
. Nonwhi te 1,878 ~ 38.¢6%
No data |, . . 12 0.2
. B -
Grade- B8th - . 1,027 | 21.1%
oth * - . 1,078 22.24
10th- , 1,039 21.4%
fith * : 932 < 19.2%
12th ' 779 16.0%
No data 4 ' 0.1%
Parents’ Married ~ S 3,548 71.0%
Mari tal Not married 1,385 . 28.5%
Status No data : 23 0.9
Migrant Nonmigrant - 3,232 ~ 64,5 )
Status Migrant 1,453 29 .94 .
No data . 172 S W
Per# Very poor A 34 - S I S
ceived Poor 98 - 2.0%
Family Less than average 912 ‘ 10.5%
Income About average - 2,103 43.3%
More than average * 1,498 30.8%4
Wealthy ‘ ‘ 440 9.5
Very weal thy 112 : . 2.3 Ty
; No data | 27 0.6% |
Family Yes 777 16.0%
Receives No 3,803 T 78.34
Public Don‘t Know e 255 | 5.2L
Assis- No data 24 ‘ 0.5%
tance . - :
A
-/
o #Percentages may not sum to 100.0 due to roundling error.
o o ‘ T e
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Table 2: Group Neaﬁs‘fdf #ACilitatiue and Constraint Variables
Associated With Alcohol Use (N=4,839) v &
. SErs Experimenters Non-Usere
(Facilitative Variables : ,
- Access to drugs 3.32 1.94 1.20
Usé drugs because friends do 0.16 0.06 g.00
. Use drugs to be accepted 0.11 0.03 0.08
Identification with pot- ‘
head groups 1.67 1.17 . 1.08 °
onstraint V L . ) .
Parental attachment - 3.75 o~ 3.94 "4.200 - ;
Parental communication - 1435 1.46 1.33
Educational group identity 1.73 1.77 1.73-
Perceived academic ability - '3.p3 3.29 3.33 .
‘Number of school act;VIt!es Y m‘?' 1.64 1.54
'Church attendance . .04 2.32 2.44 \
Attitude toward alcahol’ use ‘1»75 2.23 2.45 '
Attitude tauard drug usé ~ 2 10 2.44 2.94 .
.- . ; w""’
. ‘
h ) 8
. : 1 f
, i . |
t
3 * .
'
Y
6. .*-’.a
. 3 * . ‘
. t A q |
. )
¢
P > <
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Table 3: Group Means for Facilitatie® and.Constraint Variables ‘
Assoctated With Ma ana Use (N=4,859)- . !
_ ‘ } : - >
( . b : .—-,_r‘" '. f -
. ‘Users’  Experimenters ~ Non-Users
® Fagilitative Mariables v, R
Access to drugs | 4.35 3.2 1.36
Use drugs because friends do- 0.23 0.12 0/02
. Use drugs to be accepted 6.1 -° 0,07 . 0.00
Identification with pot-head . -
groups - o 2.09 1.32 1.08

Constraint Variabies . .

" Parental attachment 3.45 3,80 -4.08 - ’
Parental communication .1.32 - 1.364 - 1.41
Educational group identity 1.61 1.72 ° 1.79
Pergfived academic ability 2.94 - 3.15 3.32
Number of school activities 91.23 1.56 1.65

‘ ‘Church “attendance - . 1.87 . 2,19 - 2.40 .
AtAitude toward alcohol use 1.45 2,00 . 2.33
Attitude twa&d drug use . 1.8% 2.38 . & 2.5]
. : ] - . : z
- ‘ : ' - v
4
y ®
’ ~
' A )
l_'" [} .
b . / .
XY L ‘ 4 : -
. \
o . .
N *
e : .t C ' "";*
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Table 4: Stepwise Discriminant Analrsis for Users, Experiaenfers, and
Non-Users of Alcohol {(N=4, 859)

p—

¢

: “Order df . Stepwise Wilks’
. ~ _Entry  Multiple F Lambda
Facilitativ ri g ’ ‘ // .
Access to drugs ' 1 980.45 212§ )
Use drugs because friends do - ' 0.95% R SUU
Use drugs to be accwpted 9 - 5.94 - 642
Identification with pot~head , .

- groups 2 120.96 .478 °
nstraiat Variabl . N ' .
Parental attachment 3 - 19.15 . 834
Parental communication ‘& 14.43 . 850
Educational group identity 7 12.21 . 447
Perceived academic ability 8 11,69 . 644
Number of school activities 10 4.86 . 641
Church attendance 4 22.92 . 4839 o
Attitude toward alcohol use 3 47 .02 - . 8668
Attitude toward drug use - 0.49% -

' .
» ’ v

Linea _ 4 of - -
DiscrJminant Discriminatory Cannonical (Cannonical)2
Function  Eigenvalue Power Lorrelation (Correlgtion)

1 534 97 C 590 . .348 _

2 . -017 ' 003 d -129 0037 -
#Not significant at the .05 level,

8 ' .
) — € (' ‘

. - ' | . o . "B 'Tﬁu. ,jﬁ:
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' Table 5 Stepwise Discriminant Analys:s for Users, Expgmmenters, and
Non-Users of Marijuana (N=4, 859) )
, &#
A
Order of Stepwise Wilks”’
A __Entry © "Multiple F Lambda
’ Facilitative Variables d ; > . .
Access to drugs L 1 2229.98 521
Use drugs because friends dn 7 10.22 376
~———em—-- - ge drugs to be accepted ' - 1.48% ~ - i
' Identification with pot-—head
groups 2 842.895 412
). . . '
Constraint Variableg " ¢ s
Parental attachment 8 - 5.24 . 395
bParental,cmuni;ation _ - : 0.07% -
Educational group identity - 0.94% - -
Perceived academic abiltity,y ) 16.39 ) 399 . .
Number of school activities - 2,24» - .
Church attendance - 3 39.15 < .4068
Attitude toward alcohol use 4 20.73 .402
Attitude toward drug use é 10.73 . 398
T T I A
A . :
: Linear ' % of - _ :
Discriminant . Discriminatory Cannohlcal {Cannonical)2
Function Eigenv g ug m__ gggrelgg!gn (_Qg;relg_tiogl
o 1 . 1.36 .95 | . 739 . .376
2 0.07 o 03 . 263 ' .049
_#Not significant at the .05 level. .
[N
]
) ' &

t | ’)

'ft..alu
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Table 4: Classification Results for Alcohol and Marijuana Use Groups

)

’ Non-Users
! Total

‘ ®

Alcohol Use

7 cases .
Classified Classified as:

. Group Correctly Users Exper imen S Non-Users ///
Users 65.1 1,054 442 . 123
Experimenters 54.1 395 1 ,008’ 459

‘ 45.8 96 . 491 434
: 55.8 - .1,5095 2,141 1,213, *
Marijuana Uge(/r ’
- Z cases
‘ Classified Classified as:

Group Correctly Users Experimenters Non-Users

Users 70.4 4139 . 143 96

Experimenters 35.0 202 327 - 406 .

Non-Users 91.4 _62 201 y 2,787

Total 76.7 879 491 t 3,289
i
b J .
h Y
. ) .
\ -
\
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