ABSTRACT

MULTIVARIATE PREDICTION OF PSYCHOACTIVE DRUG USE:
A SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACH

By
Victor Anthony Battistich

The purpose of the present research was to develop and
test a comprehensive theoretical system which was capable of
accounting for individual differences in the use of psychoac-
tive drugs. Two basic assumptions guided this undertaking.
First, it was assumed that psychoactive drug use was best con-

ceptualized as a deviant social behavior. This assumption fo-

cused attention on those factors which may conceivably serve to
inhibit or counteract the influence of various forces of social
control, as well as those interpersonal influences which may
serve to initiate and maintain an individual's use of drugs.
Second, it was assumed that neither sociocultural or intraper-
sonal variables were capable, individually, of accounting for
psychoactive drug use. Rather, what was needed was a multivari-
ate framework which utilized both sociocultural and personality
variables as pary of a social-psychological system. Rotter's
(1954) social learning theory of personality, as modified and
extended by Richard Jessor and his colleagues (Jessor, et al,
1968, 1973) in their theory of deviant behavior, was selected
as an initial framework on which the theoretical system could

be constructed. The final theoretical system contained three



sociocultural and two personality variables. Specifically,

the theoretical framework focused on an individual's access

to opportunities for attaining valued goals, the extent of nor-
mative constraints against engaging in deviant behavior, oppor-
tunities for observing and interacting with drug users, atti-
tudinal tolerance of deviant behavior, and expectations about
the consequences of drug use.

Since it was desirable to obtain subjects who differed as
much as possible in terms of drug use and related characteris-
tics, two separate samples were obtained: a "College Sample"

(n = 51) drawn from individuals utilizing the services of the
Counseling Center at a large Midwestern university; and a "Street
Sample" (n = 72) composed of individuals utilizing the services
of a local Drug Education Center. Although on an a priori basis
these two groups were considered to represent different popu-
lations, examination of the relevant information revealed that
the two samples did not differ significantly in terms of drug

use or the majority of sociodemographic characteristics. Con-
sequently, the two samples were combined for the major statis-
tical analyses.

Data was collected by means of a comprehensive, anonymous
questionnaire assessing a variety of drug use, sociodemographic,
interpersonal, and personality variables. On the basis of this
information, measures of drug use and the sociocultural and per-
sonality variables included in the theoretical system were con-
structed.

Three separate measures of drug use were utilized as depen-

dent variables. The first consisted of a sample trichotomous



classification of user, past user, or nonuser for each indivi-

dual on each of the psychoactive substances examined. The sec-

ond measure consisted of a frequency-variability index of use

for each of the substances. Finally, the third measure of drug
use was a measure of the individual's overall pattern of drug
use. Frequency-variability scores for each of the psychoactive
substances were cluster analyzed, revealing two discrete clus-
ters or groups of substances. The first cluster was composed
of marijuana, hallucinogens, barbiturates, amphetamines, cocaine,
opiates, and nitrous oxide, while the second cluster contained
only alcohol and tranquilizers. The distribution of subjects'
"cluster scores" on each of these clusters was then dichoto-
mized at the median, forming "high" and "low" groups for each
drug cluster. These groups were then combined to yield four
separate "patterns" of drug use: high use of drugs in both of
the clusters, low use of drugs in both of the clusters, or high
use of drugs in one cluster but low use of drugs in the other.
The independent variables were eight measures of sociocul-
tural and personality characteristics. Two measures of access
to opportunities for valued goal attainment were constructed:

a measure of Socioeconomic Status based on Hollingshead and

Redlich's (1958) two-factor index of social position; and a

measure of Objective Access based on the respondent's age, race,

marital status, and religious background. Normative constraints

against deviance was assessed through a measure of Involvement

with Prosocial Groups, based on the extent of respondents' par-
ticipation in conventional religious groups. The third socio-

cultural variable, opportunities for observing and engaging in



drug use, was measured through three separate indices: a mea-
sure based on the respondent's age, marital status, and the size

of the home community (Opportunities for Deviance 1: Sociodemo-

graphic Factors); a measure of the percentage of the respondent's

friends who used drugs (Opportunities for Deviance 2: Perceived

Drug Use in the Social Environment); and a measure of interac-

tion with the respondent's five closest friends (Opportunities

for Deviance 3: Extent of Use with Friends). The two person-

ality variables were assessed by means of a scale of Positive

Expectations for Drug Use based on respondents' subjective pro-

bability of future drug use, the percentage of pleasant experi-
ences with drugs, and perceived physical and psychological danger

in use of the various drugs; and a Tolerance of Deviance Scale

developed by Jessor, Graves, Hanson, and Jessor (1968).

The relationship of each of the sociocultural and person-
ality variables to both use-nonuse and frequency-variability of
use of each of the psychoactive drugs was examined through a
series of univariate analyses. In addition, the efficacy of
the system of variables in accounting for overall patterns of
drug use was examined through a multiple discriminant analysis.
In general, the results of these two sets of analyses were com-
pPlementary and supported the hypotheses. For use-nonuse,
frequency-variability of use, and overall patterns of drug use,
the more extensively an individual was involved with drugs:

(1) the less his/her participation in prosocial groups; (2) the
more opportunities for observing and engaging in drug use s/he
perceived in the immediate social environment; (3) the greater

the amount of time spent using drugs with his/her closest friends;



(4) the more tolerant of deviant behavior in general s/he was;
and (5) the more positive were his/her expectations concerning
the consequences of drug use. Of the eight measures of vari-
ables in the theoretical system, only the two measures of ac-
cess to opportunities for valued goal attainment failed to show
any consistent, significant relationship to any of the measures
of drug use.

The overall pattern of results is consistent with the find-
ings of previous studies in demonstrating the importance of peer
influences in accounting for psychoactive drug use (Kandel,
1973, 1974; Jessor, et al, 1968, 1973; Sadava, 1973). Of the
six measures of sociocultural variables, the best predictors
of drug use were measures of interpersonal influences (i.e.,
perceived drug use among friends and the amount of time spent
using drugs with one's closest friends). Thus, these findings
support the hypothesis of involvement in a drug-using "subcul-
ture" which serves to initiate and maintain the individual's
use of drugs (Goode, 1969; Kandel, 1973, 1974). However, the
single most predictive variable in the present study was a per-

sonality variable: Positive Expectations for Drug Use. In

addition, both sociocultural and personality variables were
needed to maximally differentiate the four patterns of drug
use. These findings thus support the assumption that both socio-
cultural and personality variables are needed to adequately ac-
count for an individual's use of psychoactive drugs.

Finally, a number of modifications and additions to the
theoretical system were discussed, including the addition of

measures of socialization practices which theoretically mediate



between the individual personality and the sociocultural en-
vironment. In addition, it was suggested that future research
in the form of a longitudinal study would prove invaluable for
understanding the complex processes underlying psychoactive

drug use.
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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Although there is ample evidence of the use of psychoac-

1 drugs by a significant percentage of the population (Na-

tive
tional Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1973; 0'Donnell,
Voss, Clayton, Slatin, & Room, 1976), theoretical conceptuali-
zations of the antecedents of drug use remain remarkably incom-
plete. This is especially true in regard to accounting for
differences in type or pattern of drug use among various groups
of users. Thus, while elaborate theories of the dynamics of
drug use have been developed for individual drugs such as alco-
hol (e.g., Jessor, Graves, Hanson, & Jessor, 1968; McClelland,
1972; Wilsnack, 1973), marijuana (e.g., Jessor, Jessor, & Finney,
1973; Johnson, 1973; Sadava, 1973), opiates and hallucinogens
(e.g., Akers, 1973), these theoretical perspectives have yet
to be applied to use of the entire range of psychoactive drugs.
Consequently, and despite the tremendous amount of research con-
ducted in the area, an adequate comprehensive theory of drug
use has not yet been fully developed. It is toward the develop-
ment of such a theoretical perspective that the present research
is directed.

Early conceptualizations tended to take an overly simplis-
tic view of drug use. The use of any psychoactive drug or drugs
was seen as related to particular personality or sociocultural

characteristics of the users, and individual differences in type



or pattern of drug use were ignored (Johnson, 1973; Russell,
1972). Although studies attempting to contrast this "universal
drug user" with individuals not using psychoactive drugs have
reported some general differences (Cohen & Klein, 1970, 1972;
Kohn & Mercer, 1971), they have commonly failed to show any
adequate differentiation.

Recent investigators have argued for a more detailed analy-
sis of drug use (Goldstein, Gleason, & Korn, 1975). Individuals
may differ in such factors as the type of drug used (e.g., alco-
hol vs. heroin), number of drugs used (e.g., single vs. multi-
ple drug use), as well as in the frequency of drug use (e.g.,
occasional vs. regular). Given these variations in use, it
would seem probable that individuals conforming to different
types of use would also differ along other dimensions. Such
factors as individual reactions to various drugs and motiva-
tions for use, the "popularity" of particular drugs among dif-
ferent groups of users, and certain socio-psychological and
demographic variables may all relate to individual differences
in drug use. Consequently, any conceptualization of drug use
which equates all types of use is unlikely to provide an ade-
quate explanation of the phenomenon.

Before proceeding further it is necessary to define a num-
ber of terms. In the discussion which follows, the term "drug
use" is used to refer to self-administered, non-prescribed use
of psychoactive substances. Likewise, the term "drug user"
refers only to individuals engaging in such use. Medically

supervised use of any substance and self-administered use of



such substances as caffeine and tobacco is therefore not con-
sidered "drug use" in the present context. In addition, the
terms "type" or "pattern" of drug use are used to refer to dif-
ferences in both: (1) the particular psychoactive drugs used,
and (2) the frequency and variability with which they are used.
Thus, individuals will be said to differ in their type or pat-
tern of drug use if they either use different substances, or
use the same substance(s) but differ in their frequency of use.
Within the context of this research, the use of psychoac-
tive drugs is viewed as a behavior resulting from the complex
interaction of various personality, interpersonal, and socio-
cultural variables. It should also be noted here that the use
of psychoactive drugs is seen as predominantly a social behavior.
In a review of the majority of relevant studies conducted prior
to 1971, the National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse
(1973) found that a substantial number of drug users reported
that their initiation into drug use resulted from a need for
social approval, enhanced sociability, a better understanding
of friends, and/or a shared experience with significant others.
Across all studies, the reported reasons for drug use relating
to social experiences generally outweighed personal reasons.
In addition, over 75% of all high school and college users re-
ported that they were introduced to drug use by a friend, and
that they rarely used drugs alone. The commission concluded
that drug use is an experience which is perceived by the user
as an exciting and pleasurable social activity.2
Drug use is also a deviant behavior. That is, with the

exception of tobacco and caffeine use, moderate use of alcohol,



and medically sanctioned use of certain stimulants, depressants,
and narcotics, the use of psychoactive drugs violates both so-
cial and legal sanctions. Consequently, even where use con-
forms to the norms of a particular social group, it is still
viewed as a deviant behavior by the larger society, and has at
least the potential for incurring negative consequences to the
user (e.g., arrest and imprisonment).

The problem, then, for any comprehensive theory of psycho-
active drug use is the identification of those variables and
processes in the person and the sociocultural situation which
operate together to make the probability of drug use higher
than that of nonuse. These variables and processes should ac-
count for the circumstances under which an individual will use
drugs, differential drug use by persons in the same situation,
and the distribution of drug use in different sociocultural
locations. That is, an adequate theory of drug use should not
only account for whether or not an individual will use drugs,
but his/her particular pattern of drug use as well.

One theory which holds promise in this regard is Rotter's
(1954) social learning theory of personality. This is the gen-
eral theoretical perspective adopted in the present research,
and will be described in greater detail in a subsequent chapter.
At this point, it suffices to say that from this perspective
behavior is viewed as the outcome of a choice, selection, or
decision process in which alternative behaviors are "sorted"
to determine which has the highest probability of maximizing
consequences desired by the actor in a particular situation.

To account for any behavior therefore requires knowledge of



four interrelated factors: (1) that the behavior has been
learned by the actor and is available in his/her repertoire;
(2) the expectations held by the actor that the behavior will
lead to certain outcomes; (3) the value placed on these out-
comes; and (4) the outcomes perceived by the actor as poten-
tially available in the particular situation. From this per-
spective, then, drug use will occur when it is perceived as
having a higher likelihood of maximizing valued goal attain-
ment than nonuse.

This theoretical perspective is seen as having a number
of distinct advantages when applied to psychoactive drug use.
First, since all learned behavior is viewed as goal directed,
drug use and nonuse are theoretically homogeneous in that the
same principles should account for both. Second, the theory
is sufficiently general in nature to enable it to account for
such a complex behavior as drug use. Previous theories of drug
use have generally focused on one set of determinants to the
exclusion of others. For example, psychological theories have
tended to concentrate on certain "basic personality traits" of
the user (e.g., oral dependency needs), while sociological the-
ories have focused on sociocultural determinants (e.g., socio-
economic status). Neither of these perspectives have been able
to provide an adequate explanation of drug use. The psychologi-
cal approach fails to account for the fact that similar constel-
lations of personality traits may result in different behaviors
under different circumstances, or for the location and distri-
bution in society of these personality attributes. On the other

hand, the sociological approach provides little understanding of



the structures and processes which mediate between a state of
society and the occurrence of behavior, and fails to account
for individual differences in the relationship between a socio-
cultural state and behavior. As Yinger (1963) has emphasized,
every behavior is both personal and situational.

In Rotter's theory, personality is conceived of as a sys-
tem. That is, "personality" refers to the organization of rela-
tively enduring psychological structures of the person. The

interaction of these elements results in tendencies to respond

in certain ways. However, personality does not directly deter-
mine behavior. Rather, the response is viewed as a joint func-
tion of the personality and sociocultural systems. Behavior
reflects both personality-determined dispositions and socio-
culturally-determined characteristics of the situation in which
the response occurs. By considering both of these sets of de-
terminants, the theory promises to provide a more comprehensive

explanation of the phenomenon.



LITERATURE REVIEW

The review of the literature which follows is neither ex-
haustive nor representative of the existing empirical and theo-
retical literature on psychoactive drug use. Instead, only
those findings particularly relevant to the present research
are reviewed. These findings may be organized into two broad
categories: (1) those concerning the patterns or types of drug
use; and (2) those studies reporting factors which differentiate
users from nonusers. Since the issue of drug use patterns has
received relatively little attention in the literature, the
studies reviewed in this section represent, to the best of the
author's knowledge, all of the reported findings in this area.
In regard to the correlates of drug use, an attempt was made
to selectively review the literature. The studies reviewed in
this section are representative of the major findings in the
area. Studies reporting findings which were either redundant
to those presented or contributed little additional relevant

information are not reviewed.

Patterns of Drug Use

A number of studies report either correlations between the
use of several drugs (Blum, 1969; Johnston, 1973; O0'Donnel, et al,
1976), or the extent of use of several drugs in relation to use
of a given drug--predominantly marijuana (Goode, 1969; Johnson,
1973; National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1973).

7



In general, these studies indicate that use of a given drug or
drug class is significantly and positively related to use of
all other psychoactive drugs. Thus, for example, regular mari-
juana users are highly likely to have used all other psychoac-
tive drugs (Blum, 1969; Johnson, 1973). However, these studies
do not generally reveal detailed patterns of use for the indi-
vidual. That is, they do not reveal either the specific drugs
a given individual is likely to use on a regular basis, or the
sequence in which he is likely to use them.

In an intensive study of student drug-use, Blum (1969) col-
lected data from 1,314 drug users attending four colleges and
one junior college in the Western United States. A factor anal-
ysis of the users' lifetime drug-profile scores revealed four
clear factors which accounted for 66.8% of the variance in drug
use. Marijuana and hallucinogens loaded highly on Factor I,
sedatives and tranquilizers on Factor II, alcohol and tobacco
on Factor III, and amphetamines, opiates, and "special substan-
ces" (i.e., glue, nitrous oxide, etc.) on Factor IV. Blum con-
sidered Factor II to represent a "distress and anxiety dimini-
shing" factor, and Factor III a "conventional social-drug use"
cluster. Since amphetamines correlated .33 with marijuana, Fac-
tors I and IV were considered to be substructures, with Factor I
possibly representing "psychedelic enthusiasts" or "drug experi-
menters," and Factor IV a "drug immersion factor."

While these groupings appear to have a certain logical
validity, the extent to which they correspond to actual patterns
of use remains unclear. In a survey of over 2,000 Canadian secon-

dary school students, Russell (1972) described three patterns



of use which accounted for 75% of all drug users: 36% reported
marijuana use only; 28% marijuana plus LSD; and 10% marijuana,
LSD, and methedrine. On the other hand, Freedman and Brotman
(1969) reported only two dominant drug-use patterns among a
sample of urban, upper-middle class New York high school stu-
dents--marijuana only and marijuana plus amphetamines; while
Goode (1969) has reported that 88% of all drug use among two
samples of New York university students was mari juana only.
Thus, with the exception of Russell's marijuana plus LSD usage
pattern, none of the reported patterns correspond to Blum's fac-
tors. Rather, the two dominant patterns appear to be marijuana
use only, and marijuana plus "other substances."

The variance in these findings may relate to a number of
factors. First, the samples differed in such demographic char-
acteristics as age, socioeconomic status, and geographical area
of residence. Each of these factors has been shown to be sig-
nificantly related to differences in drug use (Blum, 1969;
National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1973; Berg,
1970). Second, although there is ample evidence that most users
of illicit psychoactive drugs also use alcohol (Blum, 1969;
Bogg, Smith, & Russell, 1969; National Commission on Marihuana
and Drug Abuse, 1973), only Blum's study included alcohol use
in the reported findings. Conversely, many alcohol users un-
doubtedly do not use marijuana or other illicit drugs. For
example, while only 15% of a national household sample of ado-
lescents had used marijuana, 50% had used alcohol outside of a

family setting (Josepheson, Haberman, Zanes, & Elinson, 1972).
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Failure to consider the entire range of psychoactive drugs un-
doubtedly alters any reported findings to an appreciable extent.

Recent findings concerning the sequence of drug use sug-
gest a somewhat different approach to distinguishing various
patterns of use. Goldstein, Gleason, and Korn (1975) made both
longitudinal and cross-sectional comparisons of drug use among
over 3,000 students attending Carnegie-Mellon University. The
majority of the sample were males from urban and suburban areas
of the middle Atlantic states. Their analysis indicated that
users most frequently began use with alcohol and tobacco, and
progressed to marijuana, depressants, hallucinogens, and nar-
cotics, in that order. This hierarchical ordering was suffi-
ciently invariable that use of a given drug indicated far be-
yond chance that an individual had used all preceding drugs.

In addition, as one ascends the continuum from alcohol to nar-
cotics, successive drugs are used by fewer individuals (Bogg,
Smith, & Russell, 1969; Hager, Vener, & Stewart, 1971; Wolfson,
Lavenhar, Blum, Quinones, Einstein, & Louria, 1972).

These findings seem to suggest that a primary differenti-
ating factor between various patterns of use is the degree to
which the user has ascended the "drug-use continuum." Thus,
the largest type of use would be expected to be alcohol only,
followed by an alcohol and marijuana type, etc (cf. 0'Donnell,
et al, 1976). However, Johnson's (1973) study of marijuana use
among a stratified sample of college students indicates that,
beyond marijuana, patterns of drug use do not invariably conform

to this hierarchical progression. He found evidence for two
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distinct "subcultures" of drug use separated along racial lines.
Black users were about twice as likely as whites to have used
cocaine and heroin; while white users were about twice as likely
to have used amphetamines, sedatives, and hallucinogens as
blacks. Thus, while both groups used marijuana, black users
tended to "bypass" drugs in the middle of the continuum and
progress directly to narcotics. Although the sequence of drug
use within any single group may be linear, it appears that the
specific drugs utilized differs among various user groups.

Studies of drug use among non-students also report vary-
ing patterns of use for different groups. Based on observations
made as part of an ethnographic field study of the Haight-Ashbury
"hippie"” community in San Francisco, Davis and Munoz (1968) des-
cribed three types of use. "Heads" were characterized by their
regular use of LSD. This group was composed of individuals of
both sexes, in their middle-to-late twenties, and predominantly
from middle and upper-middle socioeconomic class backgrounds.
"Freaks," on the other hand, were characteristically males from
working class backgrounds who rarely used LSD, but used methe-
drine extensively. The third group was composed of "mixed drug
users" who regularly used a wide spectrum of drugs, including
both LSD and methedrine. A more recent study (Smith & Gay,
1972) has indicated the existence of a fourth group in the com-
munity consisting of regular heroin users.

While these studies provide ample evidence for the exis-
tence of different types of psychoactive drug use, the exact
nature of these patterns remains unclear. Differences in such

critical factors as the number or range of drugs considered, as



12

well as the age, sex, and other demographic characteristics of
the samples, makes any comparison of these studies difficult.

In addition, the frequency of drug use was rarely examined.
Individuals not only differ in terms of the particular drugs
they use, but in the regularity with which they use them. Thus,
two individuals may both use the same drugs, but differ exten-
sively in their frequency of use. Disparities such as these
may well relate to much of the inconsistency in previous find-

ings.

Correlates of Drug Use

As noted earlier, individual variations in type or pat-
tern of drug use are undoubtedly related to differences in other
personal characteristics of the users. Unfortunately, with the
exception of the Johnson (1973) and Davis and Munoz (1968) stu-
dies, the relationship between patterns of drug use and other
characteristics of the individual has infrequently been exam-
ined. However, a large number of studies have examined the re-
lationship between various personality, social, and/or demogra-
phic variables and either general drug use or the use of a spe-
cific drug--typically marijuana or LSD. For the purposes of the
present discussion, these findings can be conveniently grouped
into three categories: (1) demographic, (2) interpersonal or
social, and (3) personality factors which have been shown to
differentiate drug users from nonusers.

Demographic Factors. The use of psychoactive drugs has

been found to be positively related to socioeconomic background

(Berg, 1970; Haagen, 1970; Leahy, et al, 1972), urban as compared
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to rural environment (Bogg, et al, 1969; Blum, 1969; Josephson,
et al, 1972), a Protestant or Jewish religious background (Blum,
1969; National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1973),

a lack of participation in conventional religious groups and
activities (Jessor, et al, 1973; Lavenhar, et al, 1972; Blum,
1969), and parental drug use (lLavenhar, et al, 1972; Blum, 1969;
Kandel, 1973, 1974). However, few of these factors have been
shown to exhibit any differential relation to the various types
or patterns of drug use.

A large number of studies have found drug use to be higher
among males than females (Johnson, 1973; Hager, Vener, & Stewart,
19713 Leahy, Steffenhagen, & Levine, 1971). However, Berg (1970)
has noted that this is far from a consistent finding. Josephson,
et al (1972) and Kohn and Mercer (1971) found no relation be-
tween drug use and the sex of the user, while Bogg, Smith, and
Russell (1969) found that males were significantly more likely
to be users only in urban environments. The inconsistency in
these findings may well relate to a failure to consider type of
use. The Lavenhar, et al (1972) study reported that while the
sexes contributed equally to the overall use of drugs, males
and females differed in their patterns of use. Males were more
likely to be regular marijuana users, while females were more
likely to use amphetamines and barbiturates frequently. Unfor-
tunately, the authors offer no possible basis for accounting
for these differences.

Drug use would also appear to increase with age (Josephson,

et al, 1972; Blum, 1969; Hager, et al, 1971) or school level
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(Leahy, et al, 1971). Kohn and Mercer (1971) found no signi-
ficant association between drug use and age, but report that
use was significantly associated with class level: +the major-
ity of users were in their later years of study. On the other
hand, Johnson (1973) found no differences in the extent of drug
use with increasing class level. Perhaps age also is differ-
entially associated with particular patterns of drug use.
Lavenhar, et al (1972) report that the use of marijuana, LSD,
and amphetamines increases with age, but not the use of heroin
or barbiturates.

Interpersonal Factors. While certain demographic factors

are undoubtedly related to drug use, the single factor consis-
tently found most predictive of drug use by any given indivi-
dual is the number of his/her friends who use the drug (Lavenhar,
et al, 1972; Jessor, Jessor, & Finney, 1973; Blum, 1969; Tec,
1972; National Commission on Marijuana and Drug Abuse, 1973;
Kandel, 1973, 1974). 1In fact, the results of Johnson's (1973)
study strongly indicate that demographic factors such as sex

and religiosity are more highly related to the frequency of drug
use than use per se. Thus, a religious, conservative female
with many user friends is highly likely to use drugs, but un-
likely to be a regular or heavy user.

Kandel and her colleagues (Kandel, 1973; 1974; Kandel,
Single, Treiman, & Faust, 1974) examined the relative importance
of parental and peer influences on marijuana use among a multi-
phasic random sample of over 8,000 adolescents representative
of New York secondary school students. Twenty-three percent

of the adolescents were matched to their parents and best school
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friend, allowing comparison of the adolescent's perception of
parental and peer drug use, and the self-reported use of the
parents and best friends. Their results indicated that while
adolescent marijuana use was directly related to the perceived
frequency of parental use of stimulants and tranquilizers, there
was little relation between self-reported parental use of these
drugs and the subject's use of marijuana. However, peer influ-
ences were found to be much greater. The use of marijuana by
the adolescent was directly related to both perceived and self-
reported use by the best friend. In addition, frequency of use
was also directly related to the frequency of the friend's use.
Using a multiple classification analysis (see Cooley & Lohnes,
1971) with 13 predicter variables (e.g., closeness to parents,
political attitudes, etc), Kandel, et al (1974) accounted for
40% of the variance in subjects' marijuana use. Friend's use
alone accounted for 25% of the variance, with the next most
predictive factors (i.e., political attitude and involvement
with peers) accounting for only 8% of the variance. In addi-
tion, demographic variables such as sex, year in school, and
urban vs. rural residence were only minimally related when other
characteristics were controlled. Kandel, et al (1974) conclu-
ded that:

Marihuana use is clearly the result of attitudinal

and interpersonal processes and influences rather

than sociodemoesraphic factors...the importance of

peers and the role of life-style variables, such as

political attitude and degree of involvement in peer

activities, support the hypothesis of an adolescent

subculture that revolves around the use of marihuana

(pp. 16-17).

A number of other longitudinal studies are in substantial

agreement with Kandel's findings. Sadava (1973) examined
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marijuana use in a longitudinal study of 151 Canadian high school
students. His measure of social support for drug use consisted
of a 16-item Likert scale assessing exposure to deviant role
models, social reinforcement for drug use, and the absence of
negative social sanctions. Social support was found to be sig-
nificantly related to frequency of marijuana use in both the
spring and fall of the academic year, with a significant in-
crease between measurements. In addition, it was the most power-
ful predictor of marijuana use. The multiple correlation using
all predictors (i.e., internal-external control, tolerance of
drug use, perceived positive and negative consequences of use)
was .47, while the social support variable alone correlated .42
with marijuana use.

Jessor, Jessor, and Finney (1973) examined marijuana use
among a random sample of high school and college students.
Across sex, school level, and intensity of use, marijuana users
were consistently found to perceive less compatibility between
peers and parents, greater peer relative to parental influence
on their views, and more models, pressures, and peer approval
for drug use. O0Of greater interest, however, are their longi-
tudinal findings. Regardless of sex or school level, there was
a significant increase in perceived social support for drug use
among individual's becoming marijuana users during the year,
but not for those remaining nonusers.

There is thus a considerable body of evidence suggesting
that individuals use those drugs which are used by their friends.
The strength and consistency of this finding has led several

investigators (e.g., Goode, 1969; Johnson, 1973; Kandel, et al,
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1974) to propose that drug use is primarily a function of the
particular subculture in which one is involved. Thus, the pre-
dominant differentiating factor among various types of psycho-
active drug use may be the "popularity" of the drugs among the
users' friends. However, the evidence for such a subcultural
theory of drug use has come from studies primarily focused on
the use of marijuana (Jessor, et al, 1973; Sadava, 1973; Tec,
1972; Kandel, 1973, 1974; Kandel, et al, 1974; Johnson, 1973;
Goode, 1969). Consequently, the extent to which these findings
are applicable to the use of any or all other psychoactive drugs
has yet to be clearly demonstrated. Indeed, there is some evi-
dence that the use of at least two drug classes is not directly
related to peer influences. Johnson (1973) found that regular
use of marijuana increases the probability of having used hal-

lucinogenic drugs regardless of whether or not one's friends

use them; while Battistich and Huffman (in press) found that
opiate use was not related to use by one's friends. Thus, in
addition to subcultural influences, such factors as individual
reactions to various drugs (Tec, 1972; Haagen, 1972; Faunce &
Johnson, 1970) and motivations for use (Wolfson, et al, 1972;
Ahmed, 1967) may relate to individual differences in type of
drug use.

Personality Factors. In general, investigations of the

relationship between personality characteristics and drug use
have been disappointing. The majority of these investigations
have been clinical studies, and/or have utilized clinical diag-
nostic instruments such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality

Inventory (Cohen & Klein, 1970; McAree, Steffenhagen, & Zheutlin,
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1972; Rosenberg, 1969; Pittel, 1972; Lombardi, 0'Brian, & Isele,
1968; Hill, Haertzen, & Glaser, 1960). In addition, the major-
ity of subject samples in these studies were drawn from psychi-
atric and prison populations, or non-institutionalized drug
addicts (Cohen & Klein, 1970, 1972; Rosenberg, 1969; Pittel,
1972; Cohen, White, & Schoolar, 1971; Hill, et al, 1960; Knight
& Prout, 1951; Lombardi, et al, 1968; Gerard & Kornetsky, 1954).
Consequently, it is not surprising that these studies typically
report an abundance of neurotic and psychotic features charac-
teristic of drug users (e.g., immaturity, passivity, strong
dependency needs, difficulty in coping with anxieties), although
rarely conclude that a definite psychopathic syndrome is pre-
sent (Pittel, 1972; McKenna-Hartung, Hartung, & Baxter, 1971;
Hill, et al, 1960; Cohen & Klein, 1970; Lombardi, et al, 1968;
Gerard & Kometsky, 1954).

While this has been a fairly consistent finding among insti-
tutionalized and addict populations, these factors have not been
found to reliably differentiate users from nonusers among high
school and college populations (Blum, 1969; National Commission
on Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1973; McAree, et al, 1972). Rather,
the factors found more predictive of drug use in these more typ-
ical user populations are those personality variables which are
more cognitive or social in nature (i.e., beliefs, attitudes,
values, expectations, etc.). Thus, drug users have been con-
sistently found to be less religious (Jessor, et al, 1973; Blum,
1969; Lavenhar, et al, 1972; National Commission on Marihuana
and Drug Abuse, 1973) and less accepting of conventional atti-

tudes and values (Haagen, 1970; Blum, 1969; Cohen & Klein,
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1972), and to have "left-wing" political attitudes (Kandel,

et al, 1974; Blum, 1969; National Commission of Marihuana and
Drug Abuse, 1973), lower expectations for academic achievement
(Kandel, et al, 1974; Sadava, 1973; Jessor, et al, 1973), and
higher expectations for social acceptance (Sadava, 1973; Kandel,
et al, 1974). However, the personality variables which seem
most predictive of use are those attitudes and expectations
which are more directly related to drug use. That is, drug
users have a more positive attitude toward use, expect more
positive and less negative consequences of use, and are more
tolerant of deviant behavior than nonusers (Sadava, 1973;
Jessor, et al, 1973; Kohn & Mercer, 1971; Haagen, 1970; Gorsuch
& Butler, 1976).

In sum, those personality variables which are most pre-
dictive of drug use appear to be cognitive and/or social in
nature, and generally appear to be indirect measures of the
individuals' degree of socialization into conventional society
(Gorsuch & Butler, 1976). While interpersonal variables appear
to play a much stronger role than personality in drug use, the
latter undoubtedly makes a significant contribution to predic-
tion. As Jessor, et al (1973) concluded from their study of
marijuana use:

Despite its distal relation to marijuana use, the sys-

tem of personality variables alone contributed signi-

ficantly to accounting for the variance in marijuana

use and...is, indeed, central to variation in drug

use, whether there is high social support for it or
not (p. 13).



THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

In this section, attention will be directed toward inte-
grating the empirical findings concerning psychoactive drug use
into a comprehensive theoretical perspective. First, the vari-
ous problems in the extant empirical and theoretical literature
will be noted and commented upon. Next, Rotter's (1954, 1955,
1960, 1967) social learning theory of personality will be pre-
sented. Finally, an attempt will be made to extend and apply
this conceptual framework to the problem of psychoactive drug
use; working toward the goal of a comprehensive, logically con-

sistent theoretical system.

Statement of the Problem

The preceding review of the literature has indicated a num-
ber of problems. First, there are an inadequate number of stu-
dies investigating variations in type or pattern of drug use.
Where they exist, methodological differences in such factors
as the number of drugs examined and whether or not frequency
of use was considered, as well as differences in the subcultural
characteristics of the samples, have led to substantial incon-
sistency. Since the adequacy of any typology is directly re-
lated to the comprehensiveness of the original data, there is
little useful information regarding differences in type or pat-

tern of drug use and associated characteristics among drug users.

20
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Second, much of the literature relating various personal-
ity, interpersonal, and sociodemographic variables to drug use
is contradictory or ambiguous. The majority of previous stu-
dies have focused on the use of either one or several drugs
across a general population of "drug users." Yet, much of the
evidence regarding the relationship between interpersonal and
sociodemographic variables and drug use suggests that individ-
uals may differ extensively in type or pattern of drug use as
a function of various cultural and subcultural influences. Not
only do individuals generally appear to use those drugs which
are used by their friends, but such factors as the age and sex
of the user may well have a differential relation to drug use
as a function of subcultural norms. In other words, these vari-
ables may be highly related to a particular type of drug use,
yet minimally related to use in general. Consequently, many
of the empirical relationships between drug use and other char-
acteristics of users may actually have been derived from spe-
cialized subsamples, and hence cannot be generalized to other
user populations. If subcultural factors are indeed as impor-
tant in psychoactive drug use as the evidence suggests, any
satisfactory understanding of the phenomenon necessitates con-
sideration of differences in type or pattern of drug use across
subcultures. That is, studies of drug use may actually be in-
vestigating a particular relationship between culture and per-
sonality. If this is indeed the case, the lack of replicabil-
ity of the various findings relates to the failure to consider

subcultural differences between particular samples.
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Each of these problems relates to a more basic problem:
namely, the lack of a comprehensive theoretical perspective
which can serve to integrate the various empirical findings
and guide future research. As noted earlier, previous concep-
tual schemes have tended to focus on one set of determinants
(i.e., personality factors or sociocultural factors) to the ex-
clusion of others. While this limitation has been in accord
with the maintenance of a strict disciplinary focus, the scope
and detail of any explanation of social behavior has been lim-
ited by the corresponding limitations of the separate paradigms.
As Jessor, et al (1968) have noted, this practice results in
numerous "gaps" in the causal chain and reflects the narrow
scope of the explanatory network in which social behavior is
embedded. What is needed, then, is the development of a more
comprehensive explanatory system which can encompass and inte-
grate the sociocultural and personality approaches into a single
coherent system. That is, an interdisciplinary "social-psycho-
logical" framework which "...assumes a knowledge not only of
the main facts about the social structure...but also of the
main facts about the personalities operating in that structure"
(Inkeles, 1959, p. 273). Examples of such interdisciplinary
conceptual schemes may be found in the work of Lewin (1951),
Parsons and Shils (1951) and Gillin (1954). More recently,
this perspective has been applied to the analysis of several
areas of social behavior (Yinger, 1968; Inkeles & Levinson,
1963), including deviant behavior (Jessor, et al, 1968; Akers,
1973).
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In order to realize such a comprehensive explanatory frame-
work, the variables selected should meet a number of require-
ments (Jessor, et al, 1968). First, they should be of suffi-
cient abstractness to permit certain essential properties of
social behavior to be revealed. Thus, the concepts should con-
stitute more than mere description of surface characteristics.
Second, the concepts selected from each set of determinants
should suggest implications for concepts in the other set.

That is, personality variables should be selected which allow
coordination with sociocultural variables, and vice versa. Fi-
nally, the concepts should have clear implications for the be-
havior in question, for it is behavior which lies at the inter-
section of personal and social processes. To the extent that
these conditions are fulfilled, there should result a "struc-
tural identity" between the personality and sociocultural sys-
tems which provides the basis for their systematic and concep-
tual coordination with behavior (Inkeles & Levinson, 1963).

One approach which meets the foregoing requirements, and
the perspective selected for the present research, is Rotter's
(1954, 1955, 1960, 1967) social learning theory of personality.
This approach is seen as particularly suited to the present
investigation as the component structures are delineated at the
level of the "social personality" (Inkeles, 1953), and refer to
cognitive variables which are the outcomes of patterned expo-
sure to the sociocultural environment. Consequently, they al-
low for the construction of a relatively direct linkage with
their correlates in the sociocultural system. In addition, the

resulting framework should be sufficiently abstract to be
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applicable with onlyv minor modifications to analysis of other
deviant social behaviors (e.g., juvenile delinquency). In this
regard, the author's extreme indebtedness to Richard Jessor

and his colleagues (Jessor, et al, 1968) for their general the-

ory of deviance will be apparent.

Rotter's Social Learning Theory

Rotter's (1954, 1955, 1960, 1967) social learning theory
of personality is essentially concerned with cognitive learning
or central processes, rather than with peripheral motor respon-
ses. Personality is thus conceived of as the outcome of learn-
ing, and is represented in systems of preferences and of expec-
tation which mediate goal-directed behavior tendencies. The
term "social" conveys the concern of the theory for the inter-
personal or societal mediation of the significant learnings,
rewards, and punishments experienced by individuals. That 1is,
the individual's beliefs, values, and expectations are consid-
ered as outcomes of interpersonal transactions or interactions
which take place in a socially defined context. This context,
in turn, endows the objects and actions of social interchange
with meaning.

The fundamental concepts in Rotter's theory are: (1) ex-
pectation (E), which refers to the subjective probability held
by an individual that a specific behavior will lead to the occur-

rence of certain outcomes; (2) reinforcement value (RV), or the

individual's preference for these outcomes; (3) behavior poten-

tial (BP), or the probability of a behavior occurring; and (4)

the psychological situation (S), or the individual's perception

or interpretation of the immediate context of action.
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Prediction or explanation at the personality level is based
on the following formula generated from the basic concepts:
BP = f(E + RV). That is, the likelihood of any behavior occur-
ring in a given situation is some function of the expectation
that it will lead to a certain outcome, and the value placed on

that outcome. The psychological situation is implicit in that

each of the terms in the formula is coordinated to the situa-
tion. Consequently, the magnitude of each term varies as the
situation varies. Actual behavior always involves a process of
selection of that particular behavior in a repertoire which is
perceived as having the highest probability of securing grati-
fication in a given context.

Through the processes of socialization and experience, var-
ious specific behaviors become functionally related as a conse-
quence of their substitutability in leading to classes of simi-
lar goals. Likewise, specific goals become functionally related
through their interchangeability in reinforcing certain behav-
iors. These sets of functionally related behavior potentials

are termed need potential (NP). The mean expectancy of obtain-

ing gratification characteristic of a set of related behaviors

is called freedom of movement (FM). Finally, the mean prefer-

ence value of a set of goals is referred to as need value (NV).

Thus, it is possible to state a more generalized formula analo-
gous to the basic formula: NP = f(FM + NV). That is, the pro-
bability of occurrence of a set of functionally related behav-
iors in relation to a set of similar goals is a function of the
mean expectancy for these behaviors securing these goals, and

the mean value placed on the set of goals. In this manner the
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theory can be applied to either a general class of behaviors
(e.g., deviant behaviors) or a specific member of that class
(e.g., drug use) while maintaining the basic theoretical logic.

The sets of functionally related behavior potentials may
be considered the needs or motives of Rotter's theory. How-
ever, these needs are not considered dependent on physiologi-
cal referents. Instead, they are conceptualized as predisposi-
tions to respond in certain ways, whose nature and organization
are consequences of the social learning experiences and encul-
turation of the individual. In as far as they represent the
outcome of social learning, they reflect in large measure the
patterns of valuation and success and failure with which the
culture has confronted the individual.

Finally, the substantial importance attached to the psy-
chological situation should be emphasized. In Rotter's theory
individuals are not seen as conglomerations of traits or attri-
butes which determine behavior irrespective of the context of
its occurrence. The situation is seen as not only influential
in determining the relative strength of the behavioral tenden-
cies, but also in determining the process of selection among
them leading to action. Consequently, the situation is descri-
bable in terms parallel to those used to describe persons (e.g.,
in terms of the various goals available, etc.). The psycholo-
gical situation is thus the environment of learned meanings con-

stituted predominantly of the social definitions of the world

in which the individual is embedded. It therefore provides
the bridge between personality and the sociocultural environ-

ment.
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This brief description of Rotter's theory will serve as
the framework for an analysis of psychoactive drug use. Con-
sistent with this perspective, discussion will center around

factors seen as influencing the individual's expectation that

drug use will lead to certain outcomes, and the corresponding

preference or reinforcement value of these outcomes. In over-

view, Rotter's theory predicts that the greater the expectation
that drug use will lead to preferred or positively-valued out-
comes, the greater the probability that it will occur. Since
these expectations and valuations are considered outcomes of
patterned exposure to the sociocultural system, various socio-
cultural factors which are seen as conducive to drug use will

be discussed first.

The Sociocultural System

According to Rotter's theory, drug use, like other behav-
iors, is goal directed. That is, it is a learned way of seek-
ing and securing gratification or success and of coping with
frustration and failure. Any analysis of factors conducive to
drug use, then, should begin with consideration of the possible
gratifications or goals obtained from engaging in the behavior.

Leighton, Clausen, and Wilson (1957) have proposed that
the possible goals of drug use fall into two classes: (1) ten-

3

sion release;” and (2) enhancement of a sense of group member-

ship, as much by the shared act of use as by any intrinsic ef-

fects of the drug. While either or both of these may serve as
the dominant motivation for drug use in any individual case,

the preceding review of the literature strongly suggests that
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the latter goal is typically of greater import. That is, drug
use appears predominantly the outcome of social rather than
personalistic motivations. However, the use of drugs is only
one of many possible means of attaining these goals.

Considering drug use as a deviant behavior, one would ex-
pect that individuals typically hold low expectations for drug
use leading to desired outcomes. With the exception of certain
restricted types noted earlier (e.g., moderate use of alcohol),
the use of psychoactive drugs is generally likely to entail
more negative than positive outcomes for the user. For example,
such costs as the risk of arrest, negative evaluation by non-
using peers, the user's family, and other conventional groups
(e.g., school and church groups), as well as any negative ef-
fects of drugs themselves (e.g., addiction), would be expected
to overshadow such positive outcomes as tension release and the
satisfaction of affiliation needs. This is particularly true
in that these positive outcomes could be obtained through non-
deviant behaviors without the large risk of negative consequen-
ces. Consequently, the sociocultural factors which induce an
individual to use drugs must be those which increase the expec-
tation that deviant behavior will lead to positive outcomes,
and/or decrease the expectation that such behaviors will be
punished (i.e., lead to negative outcomes).

Since the outcomes attainable through drug use may also
be attained through legitimate, nondeviant behaviors, the socio-
cultural factors which serve as an instigation to deviance are
likely to be those factors which inhibit the individual's soci-

alization into conventional society. One of the primary functions
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of socialization is to make the individual responsive to the
normative structure of the society. This structure may be de-

fined as a set of socially defined standards or expectations

about appropriate modes of behavior, the violation of which
results in the application of some pattern of sanctions--i.e.,
punishment (Merton, 1959; Jessor, et al, 1968). To the extent
that this structure is operative, there will be significant
pressures against the occurrence of deviant behavior. Thus,
the more conventionally socialized the individual, the less
likely s/he should be to adopt illegitimate means of goal at-
tainment. Conversely, to the extent that normative constraints
against deviance are reduced, there should be a greater insti-
gation to attain goals through illegitimate means such as drug
use.

Durkheim (1951) and Merton (1957) have suggested a number
of conditions which may result in a breakdown of the normative
structure; a condition they refer to as "anomie." One such
condition is low consensus on norms. When a norm is not widely
shared there is uncertainty about appropriate behavior. Sec-
ond, even when norms are widely shared they may lose their moral
authority, and hence their effective influence on behavior.
Finally, and related to a loss of moral authority, there may
be a decline in the application of sanctions for normative vio-
lation. As Jessor, et al (1968) have noted, the moral author-
ity of norms derives in large part from the fact that adherence
is rewarding in the long run, even in the negative sense that

it avoids the possibilities of punishment. Thus, to the extent
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that sanctions are not applied, norms may no longer serve to
inhibit deviance.

One index of the degree to which norms are likely to in-
hibit deviance is the extent to which the individual is exposed
to the social institutions responsible for instilling a sense
of normative obligation. The communication of appropriate modes
of behavior is largely the responsibility of social institutions
such as the family, school, and church groups. An individual
who participates in these groups will be exposed to pressures
serving to inhibit deviance, and is therefore unlikely to en-
gage in deviant behaviors such as drug use. In other words,
participation in conventional, non-deviant groups is incompa-
tible with engaging in deviant behavior.

The preceding review of the literature suggests that this
is indeed the case. Individuals who use psychoactive drugs are
unlikely to be active participants in school or church groups
(Blum, 1969; National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse,
1973). In addition, drug users have been found to be less ac-
cepting of the norms and values of society (Cohen & Klein,
1972), and to have little respect for social institutions
(Gorsuch & Butler, 1976). Thus, one sociocultural factor con-
ducive to deviance appears to be inadequate interaction with
the socializing agents of society, leading to a lack of norma-
tive constraints on behavior.

A second set of sociocultural factors possibly conducive
to the adoption of illegitimate means are those which restrict
the individual's access to legitimate, nondeviant means of goal

attainment. That is, to the extent the individual feels that
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valued outcomes are unattainable through nondeviant behaviors,
there should be a greater instigation to deviance. The impor-
tance of this aspect of the social environment is conveyed in
Merton's (1957) concept of "value-access disjunction," Nadel's
(1957) emphasis on the degree of command over existing benefits
and resources, and may be seen as a large part of the concep-
tual meaning of "social class" (Hollingshead & Redlich, 1958).
In addition, it is also the focus of Rotter's (1955) concept

of "freedom of movement."

Merton (1957) documents the overwhelming emphasis placed
on success or achievement values in American social life, but
points out that the institutionalized or legitimate channels
for achieving these goals are not uniformly distributed through-
out society. In particular, the lower social strata and cer-
tain ethnic and racial minorities occupy disadvantaged posi-
tions with respect to access to legitimate means of goal attain-
ment (e.g., education, participation in socially influential
groups, etc.). According to Merton's theory of anomie, it is
this "disjunction" between the pervasive value emphases of the
culture and the socially-structured limitations on legitimate
access to these goals which generates pressure toward the adop-
tion of deviant, illegitimate means of achieving success and
coping with failure. The distribution of access to legitimate
opportunities, and therefore of value-access disjunctions, par-
allels the hierarchy of socioeconomic status and membership in
ethnic or racial minorities. Consequently, this sociocultural
source of pressure for deviance would be expected to be con-

centrated in the lower social strata. Thus, location in the
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"opportunity structure" (Jessor, et al, 1968) may serve as an

index of the degree of instigation for the use of illegitimate
means of goal attainment. In addition, patterned exposure to

such differential opportunity should result in differential

expectations of achieving valued goals through legitimate means.

This factor may partially explain drug users' disdain for social
institutions and conventional norms and values, as well as the
findings that use of "hard" drugs such as opiates (as opposed

to "soft" drugs such as alcohol and marijuana) tends to be nega-
tively related to socioeconomic status (National Commission on
Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1973) and positively related to mem-
bership in ethnic or racial minorities (Johnson, 1973).

Limited access to legitimate opportunities for goal at-
tainment and the lessening of normative constraints on behav-
ior are thus two sociocultural factors which may serve to in-
crease the probability of an individual engaging in deviant
behavior. However, these factors are not directly conducive
to the use of drugs. That is, they may serve as an instigation
to deviance per se, but not necessarily to drug use in parti-
cular. In order to adequately account for drug use, those soci-
ocultural factors which bear directly on this particular form
of deviance must be examined.

It is in this regard that peer influences on drug use would
seem of crucial importance. The emphasis here is on socially
patterned opportunities for learning and performing deviant be-
haviors, and the nature and operation of the sanction systems
for discouraging such behavior. The opportunity to learn and

engage in deviant behaviors is considered an important causal
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agent in Sutherland's (1955) "differential association" theory
of criminal behavior, as well as Cloward's (1959) and Cloward
and Ohlin's (1960) analysis of delinquency. Cloward and Ohlin's
general thesis is that socially patterned and differentially
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