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I. INTRODUCTION

For the last decade concern with adolescents has centered
on their drug taking behavior, but within the last few years
drug use has been seen as a critical social problem. Although the’
aggregate individual and social costs résulting from excessive

alcohol cpnsumption'age clearly much larger than that for. other

drugs, alcohol use will not be considered here, but will be
. Presented in a later paper. While adolescent marijuana use seems
to have stabilized (Josephson, 1974) there still remaing é large
number of youngsters using marijuana (National Commission on
Marijuana Use, 1973). with respect to drugs such as cocaine,
heroin, amphetamines, barbiturates, L.5.D. and glue, the percen-
tage of adolescents using these drugs is dramatically lower
(National Commission on Marijuana Use, 1973). While ﬁhe percen-—
tages are low, there is still a substantial number of youths using
these illegal drugs. Among junior high school students 11% re-
-portgd ever using glue, 6% hallucinogens, 9% stimulants, 15%
barbiturates and almost 5% opiates. Cocaine has recently re-
appeared on the illicit drug market. To date little data on in-
cidence and prevalence of cocaine exist. Nevertheless the 1972
U.S. Drug Commission survey reported that 1.5% aof yoqth had used
Ccocaine. Among high school students in 1972, the perceﬁtaées for
all drug use were higher than among J.H.S. students, with the ex-
ception of glue (National Commission on Marijuana'Usé, 1973).

The present report is part of a larger study of the social-
ization of adolescent illicit use of drugs. The general network:’
of demographic factors, personality attributes, parental and peer
factors employed in the present study have been described elsa-~

where. The present paper will focus only on demographic factors
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{age, sex, ethnicity, social class, generational status, marital
status) and interpersonal influences (immediate family or peers)
and illicit drug taking-behavior.

Several investigators have reported that with inéreasing
age there is an increase in the use of marijuéna, L.8.D., cocaine,
barbiturates, amphetamines, and heroin ELavenhar, 1972:
Josephson, 1972, 1974; Johnson, 1871; Wolfson, 1972). The not-
able exéeption is glﬁe sniffing, which seems to taper off with
age. - |

A number of published studies have found that marfijuana use
is higher among males than among females (Preston, 1971; Johnson,
197%; Suchmén, 1968; Smart, 1972), however with the exception of
Josephson (1974) there appearé to be a trend toward the equal=-
ization of these differemces (Kandel, 1574; Lavenhar, 1972;
_Jessor, 1973; Nisbet, 1971). With respect to the use of cocaine;
barbiturates, and amphetamines among adoleécents, several in-
vestigators have reported no sex differences (Lavenhar{ 1972) or
higher usage among males (Gosset et al., 1971; Greene, 1974;
Le Dain report, 1973). Sociceconomic statﬁs has élso been found
to be related to marijuana usage, with youngsters in the
higher social classes reporting more usage than those in the
lower classés {(Suchman, 1968; Jesephson, 1972, 1974; Blum,
1369). Nevertheless,:kandel’s findings suggest that family
income of students has "...relatively little effect on any
type of drug use, especially whén the confounding effect of
other variables is controlled." In a recent study (Lukoff
aﬁd Brook, 1974} it was found that social c¢lass standing was
positively related to contact with heroin users. However, with

control on generational status, social class differences vanished.



Whereas Gosset (1971) found a positive relationship bétween
SES and use of éoéaine, barbiturates and amphetamines, Lavenhar
{1972) répdrted that parental educational level was not related
to use of these drugs by their offspring. Findings regarding
the relationship between heroin use and social class are in-
consistent. (Gosset, 1971; Greene, 1974)

While many dimensions of adolescents’ illicit”drug use have
been investigated, research on the relationship between ethnicity
and illicit drug use is scarce. Johnson (1971)'reported that
ethnicity was not related to marijuana usage. Contrary to these
findings, several investigators (McLeod, 1972; Praston, 1971;
Bloom, 1974) have found whites report more marijuana usage than
blacks. In the above studies, control on variables related to
marijuana use were not included in the analysis of ethnicity
and marijuana usage. Whereas Gossett (1971) reported a higher
percentage of cocaine, barbiturate and amphetamine use among
whités, Johnston (1973) reported a higher percentage of bar-
biturate and aﬁphetamina use among blacks. With respect to opiate
addiction, there is ample documentation of the shift from a pre-
dominantly white, middle-class, small-town, and largély female
pépulation'of opiate users in the earlf 1900s to a concentration of
opiate addiction (mainly heroin) among urbanized minority group
members - black, Pgerto Rican, and Chicanoc - substantiaily male and
generally addicted at an earlier age than previous cohorts of addicts
after World War II (Ball & Bates, 1970; Lukoff et al., 1972). In a
recent study, Robins (1973) describes thé military Vietnam opiate
users as follows, "The man most likely to be detected positive in Viet-

ham was a yound, single, black, low-ranking member of the Regular



Army who had little education, came from a broken home, had
an arrest history before service, and had used drugs before ser-
vice." | |
with the excepﬁion of a few studies, the present inves-
tigators could find no studies dealing with the relationship
between generational status and use of illicit drugs. A previous
study (Lukoff and Brook, 1974) found that generational status
was related to contact with heroin users. Within each ethnic
group {whifa, black, British West Indian and Puerto Rican)
family and/or friend use of heroin was heavily concentrated
among natives for subjects under 30 years of age. It is interest-
ing to note that social class differences in contact with heroin
users vanished with control on migran;—native status. The results
rherefore provided strong support for the hypothesis that gener-
ational differences, not sqcial class is a salient antecedent
of contact with drug users. Vaillant (1966) observes that the
members of the pooresﬁ and most deprived segments of ghetto
communities, the recent migrants into the urban north, are least
likely to be found among éhe addict population. Vaillant docu-
ments the marked underrepresentation of migrants in the addict
population of Lexington, significantly less than the native-
born. Ball also notes the preponderance of native-born in the
_ /,Lexington population at levels that surpass their proportion in
’ +he community whence they came. (Ball and Chambers, 1970)
tn a study of addicts in Chicago, 68% were natives whereas only :f
15% of the black population as a whole were nétives. (Abramé,
Gagnon, and Levine, 1968) The findings of TLukoff, Ball and

vaillant lend support to one of the primary guiding hypothess s of

[



this study: +he greatest amount of contact with drug use occcurs
not among migrants but among natives.

Several studies havg dealt with the rglationship between
one-parent families and drug use, concluding that those involved
with mafijuana are more likely to come from non-intact homes
(Johnston, 1973). With respect to other illicit drugs, users
are mbfa likely to come from broken_homes {(Blum, 1969; Smart and
Fejer, 1971) or to‘describe their parents' relationship as poor

{(Anker, et al., 1971).

Parent, Immediate Family Influence on Adolescent Drug Taking
Behavior

The present brief review of parental versus peer influence
on the adolescents' drug taking behavior is necessarily highly
selective, both in térms of the areas covered and the literature
‘cited within specific areas. Some areas have been arbitrarily
exclpded because the literature will be most pertinent when we
examine under what conditions peer group pressures are most
likely to be effective in a later paper.

Because of the heightened importance -of the peer gfoup during
adolescence, motivation for conformity to the customs, values
and fads of the peer culture increases during this period, al=-
though there are wide individual differences. (Brittain, 1966)

Beoth parental ané peer use of 1llicit drﬁgs have been shown
" to influence the adolescents' own drug use. The role peer-group
?rocesses héve on induction into drug use and on the acgquisition .
of appropriate behaviors has been well documented.’ Indeed '
the peer group wvsually introduces the adolescent to drugs, assists

the adolescent in obtaining drugs (Suchman, 1968; Wolfson, 1972 -

in the case of marijuana), assists him in interpreting the drug



experiences, and assists him in evaluating the consequences of
the drugs (Blum, 1572). According to Becker (1955) and Goode
(1969) the peer group is the main agent in the socialization of
marijuana use. .

In a study of college studgnts, Blum et al. {19269) reported
that illicit drug use increased és nonusing students were exposed
to drug using students. Indeed Lavenhar (1972), using step-
wise regression procedures, reported that use of illicit drugs
by "many close friends was the most significant factor contributing
to the explanation of each drug use criterion." Similarly Kandel
(1674) reported that the_adolescent’s use of mariﬁuana 1s strongly
related to his perce?tion of marijuana use by his close friend.

The‘nonmedical use of drugs by both parents and siblings
hés been found to be related to the adolescents' own use of
drugs. Use of each of the drugs studiedé (marijuana, hallucinogens,
speed or heroin) by siblings increased the probability of the
adoléscents' own use of each of the drugs (Lavenhar, 1972).
Several investigators have alsc found that use of psychoactive
drugs by parents is related to use of illicit drugs by their |
childrenr(Blum and Associates, 1972; Lavenhar, l1972; Smart and
Fejer, 1971l). Using data obtained from triads - parents, ado-
lescent, and best school frieﬁd, Kandel (1974) reported that
T, ..there is a synergistic inf}uence of parents and peers: the
highest rates of adolescent illegal drug use appear in situations
in which members of both generations use drugs." (Xandel, 1974, -
p. 126) .

The purpose of the present paper is therefore twofold. The

first aim is to study illicit drug use among adolescents, their



peers, and immediate family, with reference to the demographic
variables of SES (socioeconomic status), ethnicity, generational
status, intactness of home, sex, and age of the adolescent. The

second aim is to study the impact of peer and/or immediate family

and drug use on the adolescents' own illicit drug use.
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The Sample

The original design called for 300 subjects divided into

II. DESIGN

the following groups: low contact with drug users, low SES;
high contact with drug users, low SES; low contact with drug users,
high SES; high contact with drug users,.high SES, in each of
three ethnic groups (whites, blacks, British West.Indians).
Subjects were included in the high contact group if they or their-
friends or family drank excessively, or if any of the preceding
used drugs. The sample area for the whites Qas the Greenpoint
section of Brooklyn, in which 33 blocks were selected. Because of
insufficient whites in Bedford-Stuyvesant, Greenpoint was select-
ed as it is a white area contiguous to Bedford-Stuyvesant and
characterized'ﬁy high levels of drug use. The interviewers then
proceeded to interview every white mother with at least one teen-
age child betweeﬁ the ages of 13 and 17 in these blocks. (The
interviewer was instructed to begiﬁ canvassing at a specified
corner and.continue around the block clockwise.) A snowball tech-
niqué was also used. The adolescent was asked to list the names
of five friends who lived in the area. Some of these adolescents
and their mothers were then interviewed. Since we did not have
a sﬁffigient ngmber of lower-income whites, we selected the re-
mainder of suﬁjects from a low-income housing project adjacent
to the Bedford-Stuyvesant section of Brooklyn. |
The-sample area for the blacks was ﬁhe Bedford-Stuyvesant/
Fort Greene section of Brooklyn. The area is characterized by
high rates of addiction (Lukoff & Brook, 1874). Sixty~five of l;

the black subjects in phase I of the study had teenagers between

13 and 17 years of age and agreed to be interviewed. The re-

mainder of the sample was then selected by using the snowball

technigue.
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The sampie area for the British West Indians was the
Crown Heights section of Brooklyn, which is adjacent to Bedford-
Stuyvesant. One hundred and fifty blocks heavily concentrated
ﬁith British West Indians were selected. The snowball technique
was also used with the British West Indians. British West
Indians include persons who were born in‘the‘Caribbean Islands
formefly under British suzérainty, or are offspring of West Indian
parents. There are important differences in culture bepween
the islands in the West Indies; however, they form a cﬁltural
complex with similar patterns of slavery and post-slavery social
structure aﬁd economy (Lowenthal, 1967, 1972; Rubin, 1957). Most
come from Barbados, Jamaica, Befmuda and Trinidad, with smaller
numbers coming from Grenada, the British Virgin Islands, Guyana
and other iélands. They were included because British West
Indians, while they are black and many are recent immigrants, have
as a group made a very different accomodation to the United Stateg.

They tend to pursue home ownership, stress education, and are

disproportionately found in the professional, business and po-

litical leadership of the black community. British West Indians
gshare a common racial identity with American blacks, but the
very different cultures and histories of these groups provide a
measure of control for the identification of socio-cultural pro-
cesses on drug use as distinct from the accomodations blacks
made to racism.

The'final mother sample consisted of 97 whites, 93 blacks
and 94 BWI, a total of 284. The teen-age sample comprised 124
British-West Indians (97 oldest, 27 second oldest), 141 blacks
(93 oldest, 48 second oldest) and 138 whites (94 oldest, 44
second oldest). Nine of the adolescents were step children. Approx-

imately sixty-seven percent of the respondents contacted agreed

to be interviewed.
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Interview Schedule

A series of questions waé developed which would be used in
a faceftO*face interviewing situation. . One set of guestions
was given to the mothers and a different set of questions was
given to their cldest adoleécent child Between the ages of 13
and 17, and the second oldest where there was one.
The final interview schedules were developed from -two
preliminéry tryouts. The first schedule was prepared in light
of the suggestions obtained from the review of the theoretical
. and research literature. Twenty mothers of teen-age children and
24 teen-age children were individﬁally interviewed for approx-
imately one hour each. The primary pﬁrposa of this try-out was
(a) to see how mothers and teen-agers responded to the different
questions of the schedule; (b) to investigate the kinds of probes
nécessary to elicit more precise responses; and {c) to discover
the additional areas, of any, which should be covered toc make it
as comprehensive as possible. On the basis of this, further
revisions were made, and the interview schedule was once more
rewritten. The interview schedules were then administered to
25 mothers and 25 teen-age children (13-17 years of age). The
interview schedules were once more rewritten and put in final form.
. Both the mother and adolescent interview schedules were
high;y.structuzed with most questions having respbnsa categories
available from which the respondent chose his answers. General
probes were introduced only when necessary to clarify a respon-
dent's answer. Factual questions were introduced at the begin- .~
ning of the interview schedule. The items dealing with drugs
and other forms of deviant behavior were presented at the end

of the interview, presumably after rappcrt had been established.
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| A description of the items in the interview schedule on
which this paper is based includes the fpllowing:
Drug Use

Toward the end of the guestionnaire, each respondent was
asked whether his friends; immediate family, other relatives or
he himself had used any of the following drugs: marijuana; glue
barbiturates, amphetamines, cocaine or L.S.D.; heroin. 1In the
following analysis there are several ways in which this infor-
mation is used: (1) Self Use of any of the drugs; (2) Reported
Immediate Family Drug Use, which is composed of respondents
who indicated their immediate ﬁamily used drugs; (3)'Reported

Distant Family Drug Use, which is composed of respondents who

answered "yes"™ to the gquestions on use of drugs by distant rel-

atives; and (4) Friend Reported Drug Use, which is simply the
propbrtion who reported that friends had used drugs.

A Marijuana Index was then constructed for self, peer, immed-
iate, and other family use of drugs. For instance, if the re-
spondent reported no drug use he was classified as a nonuser;
if he reported use of marijuana alone he was categorized in the
marijuana only category; énd if he reported use of one of the
other drugs delineated above alone or in conjunction with mari-
juana he was c¢lassified in the marijuana plus category. A
Polydrug Index wés also constructed.

Generational Status

Mothers and their two oldest children between 13 and 17

were classified into migrants and natives. The blacks were
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grouped acdording to birthplace, 1) northern United States,
2} border and southern states. The whites and British West
Indians were grouped according to birthplace, 1) United States,
2) abroad. The natives were further subdivided into first and

second generation natives.

The Social Class Index is a relative ranking composed of
two dichotomous items: Occupation (blue versus white collar),
and Education (High School Graduate and above versus all others).
Respondents classified in the high category were either High School
graduates, white collar workers or both. All other respondents
were classified in the low category. The social class index
was based on the husband's occupational and educational level.
If the respondent was not presently married, the sccial class
index was based on her own educational and occupational level.

Intact Versus Broken Homes

"An intact home is one in which there is currently a mother
and father (or stepfather). Anything else is considered "broken."

Administration of the Interview

Eight white, 20 black and 2 British West Indian inter-
viewershﬁrained by N.0.R.C. conducted thé interviews. For the
whites and blacks, interviéwing was done by members of the same
ethnic background. Two British West Ipdiaﬁs and four blacks
interviewed the British West Indians.

Intensive tfaining in interviewing involving lectures .
and supervised try-outs was provided. The interviewer's completéd

schedules were checked before new assignments were made. Mothers

were contacted at home by a NORC interviewer who asked that she
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and her teen-age children between i3 and 17 collaberate in a
'study concerning mothers' and teenage;s’ opinions and experiences.
The interviews with the mothers and their children were conducted
in their homes and every attempt to secure privacy was made. In
all cases, the mother was interQiewed first followed by her oldest
and second oldest teenager between 13 énd 17 years of age.

Both mother énd_teenagers were assured of anonymity and were

paid $5.00 each upon completion of the interview.

For the teen-age children the interviewers read the
questions orally and the teen-ager was instructed to circle the
appropriate answer on his booklet to insure privacy. A different
procedure was used for the mothers. They were asked to respond
orally to the guestions posed.

All respondents were interviewed in their home in privacy
wherever possible. The respondents were also assured that their

responses were confidential.
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IIT. RESULTS

The presentation of results is organized in two sections,
the first dealing with demographic variables (SES, age, sex,
generational status, ethnicity) and drug. taking behavior; and
the second comparing drug users and non drug users in terms of

self, immediate relatives (parent and/or sibling}, peer, and

~other relatives' drug use.

For each of the analyses presented below there were no
significant sex differences. We are therefore presenting the
findings for the sexes combined. One might speculate that the
recent general trend toward sexual equality among youngsters and
the acceptance of similar standards for males and females has
already had a significant impact on the drug scene in Bedford
Stuyvesant, Greeﬁpoint, and the Crown Heights section of Broocklyn.

In the present study, social class was not found to be
related to drug taking behavior by self, friends, immediate
ralaﬁives.(parent and/or sibling) or other relatives. These
results may be due to the way in which the sample was selected.
In selectiné the sample, we attempted +to choose adolescents whose
mothers reported friend or family use of drugs or family use of
alcohol. This procedure was employed in order to ensure that we
had an eqﬁal number of mothefs who reported contact with alcohol
or drugs in each socizl class group. The procedure used for
selecting the sample may have wasﬂed out social class differences
in adolescent use of illicit drugs. Since social class was not
found to be related to drug usage, we will not introduce social

class in the subsequent analyses.

For purposes of providing context and for comparison with
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other studies it is useful at this point to describe the preval-
ence of dru§ use among the adolescents. The proporéions of ado=-
lescents reporting drug use for self, friends, immediate rela-

tiﬁés (parent and/or sibling) and other relatives are presented

in Table 1.

R TR MUY TS S STV 4 D ok S N el S NS AR Wt sl ek e A it B el i A

L A P A i D D el i et sl el sk D s vl el ik i b AP o e -

The rate of marijuana use among the adolescents was far
greater than the rate of any oﬁler drug. Mariijuana is probably
more available than cocaine, barbiturates, L.S.D., hercin and
amphetamines. | ‘

Examination of Table 1 indicates that more than half the
adolescents reported having some fﬁiends who used marijuana. The
adolescents reported that their‘immediate relatives used mar-
ijuana more often than the other drugs. Use of heroin by self,
friends, and immediate relatives was rapoiteé least often by
the adolescent.

In a national study conducted by the Drug Abuse Council the
percent of subjects reporting marijauan use was similar to that
found in the present study. The proportion of adolescents report-
ing self ﬁsa of the other drugs was found to be lower than that
obtained in other national surveys.

Ethnic Group Variations in Drug Use

In the following analysis, a comparison between nonusers,
marijuana only users and marijuana plus other drugs (heroin,

ups, downs, cocaine, L.S.D., glue) or other drugs alone was made
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TABLE 1

REPORTED DRUG USE BY SELF AND
SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

{(N=403)
Cocaine
Amphetamines
- a LQSIDD
Marijuana Glue Barbiturates Heroin
N % _ N % N % N 3
Self - 76 18.9 & 1.5 il 2.7 1 .3
Friends 229 56.8 76 18.9 828 21.8. 65 16.1
Immediate
relatives
{parent
and/or .
sibling) 72 17.9 —_— - 22 5.5 18 4.0
Other . ' ‘
relatives 106 26.3 . — — 107 26.6 28 6.9

2immediate and Other Relatives were not asked about glue.
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in terms of ethnic patterns. - Ethnic patterns in use of drugs
as measured by the Marijuana Index for self, friend, immediate

and other relatives appear in Table 2.

T A s T A 7} A, B W D T e . e S M TR S S

D T P e ke . e o o S Vot T S Sl .

As shown in Table 2, ethnic differences on the Marijuana
Index were not significant for self use or other relatives. For

friend use, a higher proportion of West Indians than blacks and

whites reported no drug use. A higher percentage of blacks

than West Indians or whites reported that at least one of their
friends had used marijuana only. Whereas 46% of the whites
reported their friends used other drugs alone or in combination
with marijuana, the percentages for the blacks and Wes£ Indians
were 33 and 26% respectively. Thus, while the blacks reported
the most marijuana only usage by friends, the whites most often
reported marijuana in conjunction with other-drugs or other drugs
alone by friends. A different ethnic pattern in immediate
relative drug use emerged from the data. Drug use by immediate
relatives was higher among the blacks than among the West Indians
or whites. A larger proportion of blacks than West Indians or

whites reported immediate family used only marijuana. There

 was little difference ameong the ethnic groups in immediate

family use of other drugs.

Patterns in Drug Use

A finding that was reported previously, and which serves

as a crucial anchor in the theory being investigated to explain

some of the sociological antecedents of drug use, is that contact
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TABLE 2

ETHNIC PATTERNS IN USE OF DRUGS
{(Marijuana Index)

fthnic Patterns

Black White _ West Indian
Drug i —
Use N % , N % N 3
Self* . .
None , 1l0 78 ‘ 98 79 117 85
Other drugs only 0 0 0 0 _ 2 1
Marijuana only 2% 21 17 14 18 13
Marijuana +
other drugs 2 2 9 7 1 1
141 100 ' 124 100 138 160
Friend*** ] :
None . 45 32 : 37 30 68 49
Other drugs only & 4 10 8 8 )
Marijuana only 49 35 30 24 35 25
Marijuana +o
other drugs 41 29 _ 47 38 27 20
141 loo 124 100 138 100

Immediate Relatives**
None 01 72 107

L

! 86 119 86
Gther drugs only 2 1 0 0 2 1
Marijuana only 27 18 ' 7 6 14 10
Marijuana +a : .
other drugs 11 8 10 8 3 2

141 100 124 100 138 99

Other Relatives
None . 93 66 92 74 107 77
Other drugs only 3 2 0 0 2 1
Marijuana only 28 20 18 14 24 17
Marijuana o
other drugs 17 12 : _ 14 11 5 4

141 100 124 g9 138 99

Note: Otherzdrugs only were combined with marijuana plus other drugs in
the X° analysis

qThe category “other drugs” includes barbiturates, amphetamines, L.S.D.,
cocaine, heroin, and glue (for self and friend only).

*Chi square not computed because of low expected values.

** POl ‘

rEX P<.001
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with drug use is primarily concentrated in native-born popu-
lations (Lukoff and Brook, 1974). Although the communities where
drug useis endemic are also recipients;of large groups of migrants,
contact with drug users is not among the migrants who are at the
bottom of the social ladder, and often appear to be among the.

most disorganized segments of ghetto communities, but is more
common among the native-born. Thi§ fact has previocusly ek@lained
social class~differences. In the analysis following we find that
these previous results are not confined to heroin for adults

undexr 30 but to other drugs,

The subjects were classified into migrants, first, second,
and third generation natives and compared with respect to reported
use of drugs on the Marijuana Index for self, friends, immed-
iate family and 6t@er relatives for all_athnic groups combined
{see Table 3). Generational differences for use by self and

immediate family use of drugs did not appear in the prasént

study.

. T N S A P Al ST vk ) ik ol e s e sl it e AR P

The finding in Table 3 provides consistent support for the
hypothesized relationship between generational status and £riend
drug use. As shown in Table 3, the migrants report significantly

less friend use of drugs than the natives (first, second, and -
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TABLE 3

GENERATIONAL PATTERNS IN USE OF DRUGS
(Marijuana Index)

Generational Patterns

M ist 2nd - 3xd

N % N 3 : N % N 3
self
None . a 112 85 108 78 72 77 ' 33 83
v Other drugs only 2 I ¢ .0 0] 0 0 0
Marijuana only 17 13 26 19 14 15 7 17
Marijuana + other - '
dfugs? 1 1 4 3 7 7 0 0
132 100 138 100 93 99 40 100
“.riends*** A
None a 63 48 47 34 28 30 12 30
Other drugs only 3 2 10 7 7 7 4 10
Marijuana only 41 31 39 28 22 24 12 30
Marijuana + other
drugsa | 23 19 - 42 30 . 36 39 12 30
132 100 138 95 . 83 1l0¢ 40 100
Immediate Relatives )
None a 112 85 104 75 75 81 36 90
Other drugs only 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
Marijuana only 12 9 26 19 9 10 1 2
Marijuana + other )
', drugs® 6 4 7 5 8 9 37
132 99 138 100 93 101 40 99
Other Relatives**
None . 99 75 94 68 68 73 31 7%
Other drugs only 2 1 3 2 0 0 0 Y
Marijuana only 28 21 22 16 16 17 4 10
Marijuana + other
drugs? 3 2 - 19 14 9 10 5 13
132 99 138 100 93 100 40 100

Note: Other drugs only were combined with marijuana plus other drugs in the
X2 analysis. ‘ .

.-

4The category "other drugs" includes barbiturates, amphetamines, L.S5.D.,
cocaine, and glue (for self and friend only}.

*Chi square not computed because of low expected values.

**  p .05
Ll p<.01



third generation). A greater proportion of natives than migrants
raport friend use of marijuana in combination with at least one
of the following drugs: barbiturates, amphetamines, cocaine,
L.S.D., heroin or glue.

Since use of drugs by one's peers is highly related to the
a&olescent’s'own drug use (findings presented later in this
paper), it is important to examine those background factors which
are related to selecting. friends who use drugs. Our findings
strongly suggest that coming from a migrant home decreases the
likelihood of the adolescent's being involved in a drug subcul-
ture. In contrast, coming f£rom a native home increases the like-
lihood that the adolescent will be involved in a drug subcul-
ture. |

In a previous study,-Lukoff and Brook (1974) found that

for subjects under 30 years of age, migrants had less contact with

heroin users than natives, even with control on social class.

Perhaps one of the explanations for the lower reported drug

use among migrants had to do with their greater emphasis on
traditional attitudes, controls and values. In the same study,
Lukoff and Broock (1974) found that there was a significant
increase in the number of respondents under 30 years of age

with nativity status who gave a cognitive (less control oriented)

response to questions on child-rearing practices. In all four
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ethnic groups (white, Puerto Rican, black and British West Indlan),
those subjects who favored an imperative mode (focused on control
and obedience) had less contact with heroin users than those

with a cognitive orientation. In our work next vear, we

shall examine those variables such as cognitive vs. imperative
orientations which @ay intervene between generatidﬁal status

and reported drug use by friends.

Ethnic Group, Migrant-Native Status and Friend Use of Drugs

'Since generational mobility was significantly related
to friend use of drugs, ethnic differences in friend use of
drugs were examined with control on generational status in
order to determine whether ethnic differences were merely a
function of different periods of immigration associated with
each group. For the whites, migrants were omitted from the
analysis as only two of the subjects were migrants. For the
blacks and British West Indians, first, second, and thirg
generation natives were combined as there were too few sescond

and third generation natives.

mm—qﬂ———m——qm——-.qn-———-q-_-——-

——-—.c—-—-pqn———-———qm——-—m—-—qmn
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As shown in Table 4, an overwheimingﬂproportion_of West
Indians is miggant. Within the West Indians, a higher propor-
tion of migrants than natives reported no friend use of drugs.
Within both the West Indians and blacks, more natives thén
migrants reported friends whé used other drugs alcne or in
conjunction with'marijuana. Differences in ethnicity are main-

tained in the migrant group; however, within the natives,

ethnic differences disappear. These findings should be regarded

with extreme caution sincé selecting a stratified sample (a

sample in which there was approximately an egual number of mothers
who reported contact with alcohol or drugs in each ethnic group)
may have washed out differences in ethnicity among the native
adolescents with control on generatiocnal status.

Polydrug Index

The data were examined for the relationship of each of
the drugs by every other drug surveyed by computing phi coef-
ficients between each pair of‘drug gquestions. The coefficients
are.showh in Table 5. As can be seen from Table 5, the drugs
{(glue, [amphetamines, barbiturates, L.S.D., cocaine], and heroin)
correlated higher with each other than with alcohol. For this

reason it was decided not to include alcohol in the drug groupings.
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- TABLE 5

+

CORRELATION (PHI COEFFICIENTS) BETWEEN ANSWERS
. OF ADQLESCENTS TO QUESTIONS
PERTAINING TO EACH DRUG

(N = 403)
Drug Questions
a Ups, B
Glue Downs, etc. Herolin
Self
Marijuana L15%%* L3gR*k* —_
Glue —_ L3gx** —
Ups, downs, etc. — — —_—
Heroin N — — —
Alcohol —_ e ——
" Friends Priends
Marijuana L23%%* SALEEE DGk %*
Glue - L39%% % NEETT
Ups, downs, etc. -_ —_ LABEx®
Heroin - — —

b

Immediate Relatives Immediate Relatives

Marijuana - L45%%* L37k%k
Ups, downs, etc. - — L52%%%
Heroin —— — —
Alcochol — —_ .13%*
Other Relatives Other Relatives

Marijvana — L 38%* %%k J42%%k
Ups, owns, ete. - _— LBQEE®
Hercin — —— .
Alcohol — — L1T7ERE

2rmmediate and other relatives were not asked about glue.
Only 1 case of heroin use by self.
.
p&£L.05
d%e &
ps.01

* % *
P4 -001

Based on the chi-square test.,

Alcohol

NN

*

-
136

V21 kAR
L15**
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It was impossible to compute the phi coefficients fox
heroin and the other drugs for self use as only one adolescent
reported heroin use. Moreover it was not possible to compute
the phi coefficients for glue and the other drugs for
immediate family and other relatives as the question was not
asked since glue sniffing occurs mainly among youngsters‘~

In general, whenever use is acknowledged for any single
drug by the adolescent, or significant others in his environment,
there is a vastly enhanced probability of some other drug
being used by the adolescent as well as significant others in
his environment. -

The positive correlations obtained in the self by self,
friend by friend, immediate relative by immédiate relative
and other relative by other relative tables are similar to
correlations of self use of drugs reported by McKillip et al.
(1973). The positive correlations lend support for use of
the polydrug index in the following analysis. The polydrug index
was also used in an effort to determine whether the patterns of
relationships betweén the background factors and use of one drug
were similar to or different from those for multiple drug use.

Table 6 preseﬁts the number and percentages of adolescenté
who reported multiple drug use for self, friend, immediate and
other relatives. Some 81% of all adolescents report no drug
use for self or immediate relatives. Nearly one third of the

adolescents report multiple drug use by friends.

T A (A i L AMVS S LS} AV L A T A S —
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_ self

Friend

Immediate
Relative

Other Relative

FREQUENCY OF MULTIPLE DRUG USE EXCLUDING
ALCOHOL FOR ADOLESCENTS,
FRIENDS, IMMEDIATE OR OTHER RELATIVES

None
N %
325 81
150 37
327 81
292 72

- 27 -

TABLE 6

Number of Different Drugs Used

SELF,

N

66

133

52

75

One-

16

33

13

is

N

12

120

36

2 or More

%

3

30

Total
N %
403 100
403 100
403 100

403 100
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i . We next turn our attention to the relationship between

| ethnicity,'genarational status, and polydrug use. Students who

reported drug use for self, friends or relatives were classified

. into four cétegorieé: (0) no drug use, (1) only one drug rgported,
(2) any two drugs reported,. {3) any thrée drugs, {(4) all four

P drugs. (A score of 4 was possible only for self and friend since

immediate and other relatives were not asked about glue.) The
relationship between ethnicity, generational status, as well as
ethnicity by generational status by drug use as obtained Qn‘the
Marijuana Index parallel those findings‘derived from an analysis
of the Polydrug Index since many of the subjects in the marijuana +
category also appear high on the Polydrug Index. (See Tables

1, 2, 3 Appendix II.)

Contact with Heroin Users

A We next turn our attention to contact with heroin users.

The overrepresentation of particular ethnic groups in the

heroin-using population’is-a widely observed phenomenon (Lukoff

and Brook, 1%74). Indeed with control on social class, rankings

of the ethnic groups remained consistent (Lukoff and Brook, 1974).

However, in the present study, using subjects younger than in

i _ the previous study, ethnic differences in contact with heroin

i users did not emerge. Native—migrant differences in contact with
heroin users were found in the present study, with natives re-

porting more contact with hercin users than migrants.

T T B T o Sk WV W S AT D D R A W < e T e s i S
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The findings confirm our previous results (Lukoff and Brock,
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i TABLE 7

MIGRANT-NATIVE PATTERNS IN CONTIGUITY
WITH HEROIN USERS*

Migrant | Native

N E: N %

; No contact ‘ 116 88 205 7o
% Relative 3 2 14 5
self/friend® 1310 52 19

1
] .
|- 4self and friend category were combined as only 1 subject
| reported self use of heroin.

*p {.05.
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1974); namely, native-migrant status was significantly related
to contiguity with drug users for persons under 30 years of age.

Intact versus Non-Intact Homes and Drug Use

The subjects within intact and broken homes {no father in
the home) were compared in terms of their use of illicit drugs.
This variable was not found to be related to the teenager's
own. drug use, despite control on length of time the father had
been away from the adolescent's home, as well as generational
status and ethnicity.

From our earlier studies, migrant dwellers were found to
be more traditional in orientation; It is also clear from the
literature that‘single—heéded families are less likely to
conform to traditional values in a number of significant areas
of behavior. 1In a preliminary ana}ysis we are using
intact households and migrant status as indicators of traditional
environments,

Subjects were then classified into one of three categories
in terms of generational status and parental intactness: (1)

Traditional Environment: the adolescents in this category were

migrants who came from intact homes; (2) Semi-Traditional Environ-

ment: the adolescents classified within this category came either

from intact-native homes or broken-migrant homes; and (3) Non-

Traditional Environment: the adolescents in this category came

"from broken homes and were natives.
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Exanination of Table 8 indicates that adolescents exposed
to a non-traditional environment (native-not intact) report a
significantly higher percentage of own drug use than do ado-

lescents from traditional environments (migrant-intact). Inter-

" mediate between these two groups are the adolescents from semi-

tréditional environments (migrant-not intact or native-intact).
Thus, the adolescents from the most traditioﬁal or structured
homes show the least amount of drug use while those from the
least traditional or structured homes show the most drug use.
The particular strains that the adcolescent is exposed to
by‘virtue of his native status (being exposed to cultural at-
titudes which are more permissivé as compared with migrants)
or parental disparity or both increase the probability of his
being a drug user. in contrast those adolescents raised in a
less.permissive environment {(as reflected in their migratory
status} and not exposed to parentél disparity are less likely
to use drugs. These findings highlight the importance of con-

sidering both familial and generational structure in examining

the antecedent conditions of illicit drug use.
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TABLE 8

. ADOLESCENT DRUG USE AS AFFECTED
BY DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS*

7 Traditional Semi—Traditiongl
Self Drug Use Environment?® Environment
N % N %
Nonusers 58 951 - 190 80
Users 6 9 47 20

aMigrants from intact homes.

Non-Traditional

Environment®
N %

77 75

25 25

bNatives from intact homes or migrants from not intact homes.

cNatives from not intact homes.

*p £ .05.
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Age and Marijuané Use

Since only two of the respondents were twelve and a halgf,
they were lumped with the thirteen year olds in the present
analysis.

In a national survey conducted'by the Drug Abuse Council
in 1974 in which 505 teenagers were asked about their marijuana
usage, the proportioh‘of marijuana usage reported by teenagers
was found to be similar to the pProportion of teenagers reporting

marijuana usage in the present study (see Table 9).

R L S S i vt o i o s S 4 o S 4. e S . e e e
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Since marijuana usage.is high in the Northeast and in
cities containing over 1 million people, one might have expectad
to obtain higher proportions of marijuana reportage in the
present study than those obtainéd by the DAC commission. However,
the DAC's study also reported that children of professionals
rank high among adult occupational categories in marijuana usage.
In the present study, the proportion of teenagers having parents
in professional categories was indeed low. The data on age and

the Marijuana Index are presented in Figure 1.

——q“———ﬂ———ﬂ———ﬂﬁ——“———“‘—
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Age is closely related to drug use. Marijuana usage among
teenagers increases sharply with age, with only 4% reporting

having ever used only marijuana at age 13 compared with 20%
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TABLE 9

COMPARISON OF TEENAGE MARIJUANA USE OBTAINED IN
PRESENT STUDY AND TEENAGE MARIJUANA USE (SELF)

Total Teenagers

By Age

12 - 13
14 - 15
16 - 17

(N

OBTAINED BY DAC

% Who Have Used Marijuana

DAC

%

14

a
505)

Lukoff

(N = 403)

%

19

10
29

aDrug Abuse Council, News Release, Washington, D.C., 1974.
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FIGURE 1

AGE AND MARIJUANA USE BY SELF
(MARIJUANA INDEX) -

100
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80
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30 . , Marijuana only
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10 Marijuana + othé.

. oo e drugs o
0 IS ~ other drugs only’
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Age '

qother drugs include glue, amphetamines, barbiturates, L.S.D.,
cocaine, or heroin.
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of 17 year olds saying they have ever used only marijuana.

Age by Friend Use of Drugs (Marijuana Index)

The proportion of youngéters who report having some friends

who use drugs is presented in Figure 2.

N G A T S —— " - —— —
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Examination of Figure 2 indicates that thére is an increase
in use of both only marijuana and other drugs alone or in con-
junction with marijuana with age. For marijuana only, Wheteas
only 22% of the 13 year olds report friends' usage, the proportion
of adolescenﬁs reporting friend usage jumps to 36% at the age
of 17. A similar trend occurs among the youngsters who report
the use of other drugs alone or in conjunciion with marijuana.

Thus as youngsters increase in age a greater proportion
are surrounded by peers who use only marijuana or other drugs
or both. In ﬁerms of marijuana usage, whetﬁer combined with other
drugs or not, 78% of the oldest group re?ort being exposed to

peers who use marijuana. It is also striking that even among

the younger adolescents (13 years of age), 40 percent report
having friends who use marijuana. Since involvement with peers
is related to adolescent's own drﬁg use, increased drug use among
these adolescents should occur with age.

'The results obtained on the relationship between age and
drug use as asseséed by the Marijuana Index parallel those
cbtained on the Polydrug Index.

Age by Heroin Index - Friends

—— . 1 o T . Tk T T o T T T A A A i . B v v —
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FIGURE 2

AGE AND MARIJUANA USE BY FRIENDS

(MARIJUANA INDEX)

Marijuana + other
drugs or .
other drugs only”
marijuana only

13 14 15 16 17+

Age

qother drugs include glue, amphetamines, barbiturates, L.S.D.,
cocaine, or heroin.
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FIGURE 3

AGE AND HEROIN USE BY FRIENDS
(HEROIN INDEX)

Other drugs onlya

—

m--_‘*,/”//,//

Heroin only/
heroin + ather
— """ drugs :

-/

13 14

Age

15 16 17+

qother drugs include glue, amphetamines, barbiturates, L,.S.D.,
cocaine, or marijuana.
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Roughly twice as many 17 year olds report some friend-use
of hervin as compared with 13 year olds.. At the 17 year old
level one~fifth of the adolescents report having at least one

friend who is a heroin user.

-

Self Use of Mari-juana by Other Drug Use

We turn next to the relationship between self marijuana use

and use of o#har drugs by self and friends.

Insert Table 10 about here

s Gl sl s i A e e s e S S Sl T A T T o -

Whereas 15% of marijuaﬁa users reported using ups, downs,
barbiturates or L.S.D., none of.the non-marijuana users reported
having used anf of these drugs. Most striking is the relationship
between self marijuana use and ffien&s' use of other drugs, For
the nonusers, no moré than 16% reported having friends who used
any of the otherAdrﬁgs. However, for marijﬁana users 21% had
friends who tried heroin, 32% reported having friends who had

tried glue, and 47% reported having friends who had tried one of

the following drugs: barbiturates, amphetamines, L.S.D., or cocaine.

There can be no question about the close association between

-own marijuana use and use of drugs other than marijuana by

friends. It is interesting to note that 50% of the nonusers

have reported their friends had used marijuana whereas 100%

of the marijuana users reported having friends who had at least

-

tried marijuana. Our findings suggest that marijuana users tend

to gravitate toward each other and perhaps gain support for
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TABLE 10

USE OF OTHER DRUGS BY SELF AND FRIENDS
AMONG MARIJUANA USERS AND NONUSERS ‘

- % Who Have Nonusers of -
Tried Other " Marijuana Marijuana Users
Drugs (N =.327) (N = 76)
N 3 N 3

Self :

Heroin 0 Q

Glue 2 1 4 5

Amphetamines,*

Barbiturates,

Cocaine or L.S.D. 0 0 11 15
Friends

Heroin 49 15 18 21

Glue¥* : 51 16 25 33

Amphetamines,*

Barbiturates,

Cocaine or L.S.D 52 18 36 47
*ng .00L.

NOTE: X2 for self use of marijuana by self use of heroin and glue
could not be calculated because of insufficient N's.



their marijuana usage. Moreover, they tend to gravitate toward
friends who use drugs other than marijuana.
Marijuana users vs. non-marijuana users were compared with

respect to use of polydrugs by parents and/or siblings (see

Table 11).

TR T S i . T A i i W . o 1 Wy e . —
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As shown in Table 11, 59% of the marijuana users had friends
who used 2 or more drugs compared with 23% of nonusers. Thus
a close éssociation exists between marijuana use by self and
multiple drug use by friends. Although adoléscenﬁs reported
less polydrug use for parents and/or siblings than peers, a
similar trend p;evéiled. There were significant differences
Q{{.OOl) between users and nonuéers of marijuana when compared

with immediate family use of polydrugs.

Family and Adolescent Drug Use

Table 12 presents a comparison of perceived drug use of

immediate family and the adolescent's own drug use.

O L S G N D e S SV W S S TS Mk e 0. A S o Y ik ek shek g
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The present findings suggest that adolescents' illicit

drug use is associated with drug use by immediate family. Among



TABLE 11

T USE OF POLYDRUGS BY SELF, FRIEND, AND
: ' IMMEDIATE FAMILY AMONG MARIJUANA
USERS AND NONUSERS

Non Marijuana Users '~ Marijuana Users
N % N %
I. Polydrug - zelf* 7 ‘

SN 0 drugs 325 99 0 0
- 1 drug _ 2 1 64 84
: 2+ drugs ' : 0 0 12 16
327 100 76 100

é IT. Polydrug - friend* ,
0 drugs A ' 150 46 0 0
1 drug 102 31 31 41
2+  drugs 75 23 45 59
327 100 76 100

IIXI. Tmmediate family
k : ’ (parent and/or
< siblings)*

0 drugs ‘ 292 89 35 46
1l drug 25 B 27 36
2+ drugs , | 10 3 14 18
2 : | ) ' 327 100 76 100

* p£.001



PERCEIVED DRUG USE BY IMMEDIATE FAMILY

Self
‘No drug useg

Marijuana only

Other drugs only/
Marijuana + other
drugs?

- 43 =

TABLE '12

AND SELF DRUG USE
(Marijuana Index)*

Immediate Relative

No Drug Use

Marijuana Only

(N = 328) 48)
N % N %
290 89 21 44
31 9 25 52
6 2 .2 4
100

327 100 48

Other Drugs Only/
Marijuapa + Other

Drugsa

(N = 27)
N %
14 50
8 28
6 21
28 100

- Note: Because of insufficient N's, chi-sguare analysis was computed
on no drug use vs. any drug use.

40ther drugs include heroin, L.S.D., barbiturates, amphetamines,
cocaine, glue (for self only)

* p L.001
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adolescents who perceive their'family to use only marijuana,
52% use only marijuana as compared with 9% who do not perceive
their family tp use marijuana.

Lavenhar (1972) also found that adolescents' illicit drug
use is related to sibling use. Among adolescents who report
use of other drugs alone or in conjunction with marijuana among
their immediate family, 22% report use of the drugs. In contrast,
among adolescents who report use of only marijuana or nondrug
use among their family, the proportion of adolescents who report
use of illicit drugs alone or in conjunction with marijuana was
'only 4 and 2% respectively. It thus appears that intra-familial
factors do have an important influence on the use or nonuse of

marijuana alone, other drugs alcne, or a combination of both.

Adolescent and Friend Drug Use

Adolescent drug users were also compared with respect to
their friends' use of illicit drugs.

s e . . - . — o ——

Insert Table 13 about here

Among adolescents who perceive their peers as using only
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TABLE 13

PERCEIVED DRUG USE BY FRIENDS
AND SELF DRUG USE
(Marijuana Indgx)*

Friends
S ' Other Drugs Only
Kd- o Marijuana +_Othe
No Drug Use Marijuana Only Drugs®
N 3 N E- T N %

Self .

. No drug use : 150 100 83 73 7 g2 66
Marijuana only 0 -0 31 27 : 32 23
Other drugs only/-

Marijuana + Other :
drugsa 0 0 0 0 15 11
— - o 150 100 114 100 139 100

Note: Because of insufficient N's,

chi-square was computed on no drug use
vs. any drug use. -

q0ther drugs include heroin, L.S.D., barbiturates,
glue.

* p £.001

amphetamines, cocaine,
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marijuana, 27% report mérijuana usage compared with no self

drug reportage among adolescents who report their friends are
nonusers. Whereas none of the only marijuana users and non-
users reported friends who uéed other illicit drugs, the per-
centage for the other drug only or in conjunction with marijuana
grqup-was 10%. The association between the a&olescent's use

of polydrugs and friends' use of polydrugs was .366, as assessed by
tau beta. The data suggest that peer use of drugs including the
particular type of drug is related to the adolescent's own drug
use., Thus both peer involyement with diug using adolescents as
well as use by immediate family are highly related to the adoles-
cent's own drug use.

In partial summary, strong patterns of association between
one's own drug- behavior and that of friends confirm the sig-
nificangerf peer groups upen drug behavior. Nevertheless, sub-
stantial associations between the adolescent's own drug behavior
and other segments of the role set (including parents and/or
siblings as well as distant relatives) occur.

Adolescent Drug Use and Peer Use of Marijuana

The amount of involvement with drug using friends is directly

~related to the student's own drug use.

Bl e D L R e bl e Y Tt ————
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TABLE 14

PERCEIVED NUMBER OF FRIENDS WHO USE

MARTJUANA AND SELF DRUG USE

(Marijuana In

None
N %
Self
No drug 173 99
Marijuana only 0 0
Other drugs only/
marijuana + other
drugs? 1 1

174100

dex)f

Number of Friends

Cnly a

Few

N %
79 84 -

12 13

3 3

94 100

Some Most
N % N %
40 69 33 43
17. 29 35 45
i 2 9 12
58 100 77 100

Note: Because of insufficient N's, chi square was computed on

no drug vs. any drug for self

20ther drugs include heroin, L.S.D., barbiturates, amphetamines,

cocaine, or glue.

*p (:DOl

.
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of tﬁose adolescents who report that most of their friends
have used marijuana, 57% are users. Of those who report that
ﬁgég_of t+heir friends have used it, 31% are users, and of those
who say that only a few have used marijuana, 16% use it them-
~selves. Strikingly, all adolescents who- report no friends' use
do not use it themselves. Nearly four times as many adolescents
who perceive most of their friends as using other illicit drugs
alone or in ponjundtion with marijuana report they themseives
use these drugs compared to adolescents who report only é few
of their friends use these drugs. These findings highlight the
importance of differentiating the amount of involvement with
drug using adolescents.

Relative Impact of Family and Peers

In the subsequent analysis attention will be focused on the
relative impact of these different segments of the social space

on teenage drug use.

-~ o e ok SV L . S S T ——

Insexrt Table 15 about here

As shown in Table 15, the greatest amount of marijuana taking
among adolescents occurs when the adolescent perceives that both
his family and peers use marijﬁana. When adolescents per-—
ceive that their peers use marijuana but their parents do not,
almost one-quarter report using it. It is significant that
when adolescents perceive a conflict between parental and peer
behavior almost three quarters of the adolescents report their
behavior is similar to their parents rather than their peers
with respect to marijuana use. Strikingly, no adolescents use
marijuana when both their peers and family do not use it.

Urfortunately, the number of adolescents who reported



Y
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TABLE 15

IMMEDIATE FAMILY, NUMBER OF PEERS,
AND ADCLESCENT MARIJUANA USE*

»

Peer Marijuana Use

Family Marijuana Use None ' Few Some = Most

% of Adolescents Who Used Marijuana

Nevér Used 0 / 11 31
_ (168) (79)W(84)
21
{163)
Used 0 33 | 71
(6) , (15)——~\;r_/,—w(513
62
ﬁ66)

Note: Numbers in parentheses are the bases for the respective

percentages.

*p £ .001
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family use but no peer use of marijuana was too small to make
comparisons meaningful,

Examination of Table 15 indicates that the largest percen-
tage of adélescents who report marijuana usage occurs among
those who report their immediate family and more than a few of
their.friends ﬁse it. It is interesting to note that the
synergistic effept of peer and family is‘mainfained when the number
of friends is varied. However, it should be noted that the
percentage of adolescents who take marijuana when their family
and only a few peers use it is similar to the number of adoles-

cents who take marijuana when some or most of their peers use it.
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rv. DISCUSSICN

I. Demographic variables and illicit drug taking by adolescents,

peers, and immediate family

In the present study, social class was not found to be
related to illicit &rug use by self, peers, or immediate
family. It may be that the manner in which the sample was
salected_contributad to these findings. These results are not
consistent with those of Suchman (1968), Josephson (1974),
Blum (196%), and Gosset (1971); I+ should also be noted, however,
that the percentage of adolescents in this study with parents in
the professions is indeed small and it has been found that chil~
dren of parents who are professionals are more likely to be

involved in marijuana use (Drug Abuse Council, 1874). In a

‘recent study Randel (1974) did report that family income of

students has "relatively little effect on any type of drug use,
especially when the confounding effect of other variables is
controlled.” Moreover, Lavenhar (1972) found that parental
educational level was not related to use of illicit drugs by
their offspring. 1In a recent study, Lukoff and Brook (1974)
found that social class standing was positively related to con-
tact with heroin users; However, with control on generational
status, social class differences vanished.

Ethnicity was not found to be related to self use of drugs.
These findings are not consistent with reports of other inves-
tigators (McLeod, 1972; Preston, 1971L; Bloom, 1974; Johnston
1973; Lukoff & Brook, 19%974). Ethnic differences also emerged among

the adults in the community sample ({see forthcoming paper).
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However Johnson (1973) did not find differences between

blaéks and whites in marijuana use. It should be pointed out
that the amount of other drug self use in this study is small
indeed compared with use by péérs.

As with social class, the manner in which the sample was
selected in the present study may héve cantributed to these
findings. In the present study an effort was made to select
an'equai nﬁmbar of families in each ethnic group who had contact
with either drug dr alcohol users. 1In this study, we have select-
ed cases to obtain the required combination of wvariable values -
that is, we hava'employed a purpcsive sampling technique (Camilleri,
1962). This was done so that inferences could be made about the
postulated relationships between the conceptual variables (ie.
parental socialization variables and adolescent drug use) in
accord with the theory we are developing. In future analyses,
we shall attempt to account for adolescent illicitldrug use and
involvement with drug users in each of the three ethnic groups
{whites, blacks and British West Indians).

Generational status was found to be a.salient antecedent
of friend drug use. The number of friendships with adolescents
who use other drugs alone or in conjunction with marijuana is
substantially greater for natives than for migrants. Interestingly
enough no migrantjnative differences emerged for friend use of
only ma;ijuana. Similarly, on thé polydrug index, differences
between natives and migrants appeared only in the use of two or
more drugs by friénds. Since marijuana is not considered to
be very deviant by adolescents, the native-migrant distinction may ,
not be an important one. However, with drugs that are considered
to be mofe deviant by adolescents} generational status becomes

an important variable to consider. This interpretation receives



- §3 -
support from our previous results which indicate that contact

with heroin users is substantially greater among natives than
migrants {(Lukoff and Brook, 1974). These findings have also been
reélicated in the new community study with adults (see forthcoming
paper). It may be that migrant status, which reflects a more tra-
ditional orientation and where the focus is on obedience and self-
control, insulatés the adolescents from ériendships with users of
hard drugs alone or in conjunction with marijuana. In.contrast,
native status, which is characterized by flexibility and permissive-~
ness,'does not insulate the child from friendships with drug

users. These findings provide little understanding of the processes
which mediate between native-migrant status and friendships with
illjicit drug users., In our work next year our attention will be
focused on the intervening steps between coming from a migrant or

native origin and the use of illicit drugs. The findings in the

present study do not provide information about individual differences

that obtain between the association of generational status and

" friendship with illicit drug users. In our work next year, we will

also-carry out a deviant case analysis in order to understand why
some native youngsters do not become involved with illieit drug
users and cbrrespondingly why some migrant youngsters do.

A pgrsistant image of the drug user is one of an adolescent
from an unhappy or broken home (Chein,. 1965). The findings of
the present study suggest that father absence is not related to
adelescent drug use or involvement with drug taking peers.

Future research on this issue will be conducted next year. An
examination of the quality of the adolescent's relationship

with his parents'is esséntial in determining the impact of family
structure on adolescent drug. taking behavior. The findings of

the present study indicate that the most friend drug use occurs
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among natives. The particular strains the adolescent is exposed
to by virtue of his native status (being exposed to cultural
attitudes which are more permissive as compared with migrants)
or parental diéparity or both increase the prﬁbability of his

' being a drug user. In contrast, those adolescents raised in a
less perﬁissive eﬁvironment (as reflected in their migratory status)
and not exposed to parental disparity are less likely to use
drugs. These findings highlight the impoftance of considering
both familial and generational structure in illicit use of drugs
by adolescents. In our work next year, we shall attempt to
provide additional empirical déta in support of these findings.
A direct examination of the mediational process (ie. the system
of socialization within the family) between the traditional,
semi~traditional and non-traditional environment and the adoles-
cents' deviant behavior will be made. This should provide more
analytic understanding of the relations between these two var-
iables. In examining the socialization practices, consideration
will be given to parental beliefs, attitudes and practices as
well as models for behavior presént within the family. Jessor
(1968) has presented compelling evideﬁce which indicates that
socialization provides "...a bridge between society and the
person in the time~extended process leading to deviance or con-
formity” (p. 401). '

An important facfor involved in selection of the sample was -

a consideration of age. There is evidence that adolescents form
attitudes toward illicit drugs and become involved with drug
using peers qguite early. In the present study, while the amount
of marijuana self use among- 13 and 14 year olds was minimal,

use by peers even at the 13 year old level was guite substantial



- 55 -

(about 40%). Moreover, our findings indicate that with increas-
ing age, there was an increase in the adolescent's own use of
marijuana. These findings are consistent with those of other
investigators'(National Marijuana Commission, 1973). In addition,
the percent of adolescents using marijuana at each of the age
levels parallels those reported by the ﬁrug Abuse Council (1974).
With increased age, theré was also an increase in the number of
adolescents reporting peers who used marijuana as well as other
illicit drugs (barbiturates, amphetamines, cocaine, L.S.D.,

and heroin}. Whereas 18% of the thirteen year olds had friends
who used illicit drugs other than marijuana, the percentage of
seventeen year olds was 42. Thus, adolescents are exposed to
considerable drug use ﬁy their peers.

In the present study, sex was not related to own or peer
drug use. One might speculate that the recent general trend
toward sexual equality among youngsters and the acceptance of
similar standafds for males and females has already had a sig-
nificant impact on the drug scene in Bedford Stuyvesant, Green-
point, and Crown Heights section of Brooklyn. While earlier
studies of drug use among students have reported drug use ta be
more widespread among males (Blum et al., 1969; Gosset et al.
1971;’Pollock, 1969; and Hinckley, 1568), a more recent study,

conducted by Lavenhar (1972) has reported that sex is independent

of drug use.

IX.Impact of Family and Peers on Adolescent Drug Use

The recent literature provides pervasive evidence that
differing family structures, conditions, and processes have an

impact on adolescent illicit drug use. In the present study,
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reported drug use by immediate family was related to the adoles-
cent’s drug use.
Among adolescents who report family use of illicit drugs, a

much higher percent of adolescents use illicit drugs than among

- adolescents who report their families are nonusers. These find-

ings confirm those of Smart and Fejer (1951), Lavenhar {1972),
Lawrence and Vellerman (1970) and Kandel (1974), who reported
that parental use of psychoactive drugs was related to the use
of psychoactive and illicit hallucinogenics by their adolescent
children. Not only iﬂ the area_of‘drugs, but in other areas as
well, there is overwhelming evidence. of congruity between parent
and child. for example congruity has been found between the
social c¢lass of those whom adolescents date and their parents'
social class, between educational and occupational aspirations
of adolescents and their parents, between political party pref-
erences aﬂd voting behavior of adélescents and their parents, and
between the racial views of adolescents-and their parents.

The analyses of immediate family drug use by the adolescent’'s
own drug use were based on the student's perception of drug use
by their family rather than the reports of the family members
themselves.- It may be that ﬁhe positive association between
reported drug use of self and immediate'family reflects a type
of response set. In our work next year, we will examine the
relationship between the mother's report of. family drug use with
the adolescent's report of illicit drug use by his family.

Based én the data of the present study a causal connection
between the adolescent's drug use and that of his immediate

family cannot be made. Nevertheless, there appears to be some
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data which suggest that the adolescent is modgling his behavior
after his family (parents as well as siblings).
The analysis will berrganized, then, in an effort to develop

a more coherent model of drug-taking behavior than is described
in the initial grant proposal. Briefly, the model identifies
disjunctive social processes that contribute to increased prohlems
in socialization. These include migration, where youngsters'are
torn betwéen two cultures, the parental and, for those not al~r
ready infegrated into the culture of their parents (those who
are native-born, or who arrive at an early age), the local com-
munity. This decreased parental legitimacy, we hypothesize,
will be reflected in greater discrepancies between parent and
child and a consequent increased susceptibility to peer group
influences, Therefore, the analyses next year will also be
devoted to measuring aspects of the family socialization process
which increase the likelihood of the adolescent's using illicit
drugs. _Consideratidn will be given to parental practices, at-
titudes, beliefs, and expectations as well as the models for
behavior present within the family.

| The literature on peer influence on the adolescent's be-
havior portrays youth as a cﬁltura maintaining only "threads
of connection with adult society” (Coleman, 1961; Schwartz
and Merton, 1967) or as an age cohort that becomes increasingly.
peer oriented with age (Coleman, 1961; Musgrove, 1965; Bowerman

and RKinch, 1959; Rosen, 1963).

In the present study adolescent use of illicit drugs was
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found‘to be positively associated with illicit drug use by his
peers. These findings confirm those of Lavenhar (1972) who using
step-wise regression procedures found that "...nonmedical use by
many'close friends was the mést significant factor contributing
to the explanation of each drug use criterion." (p. 51) These
findings are also consistent with those of Johnson (1973); Tec
(1972} ; McKillipret al. (1973)} and Kandel (1974), who obtained
indepehdent reports from the student's best friends. Moreover,
in the present study as the number of peers using drugs increased,
there was an increased likelihoéd of the adolescent using drugs.
The data of the present study suggest that peer group pressure

or involvement are important factors in the adolescent's use of
illicit drugs.

The findings of the present study are cohsistent with Suther-
land, who maintains that differential exposure to pro-delinguent
individuals accounts for the learning of delinquent behavior
(DeFleur and Quinney, 1966). The presence of illicit drug users
in one's environment provides opportunities for learning attitudes
and rationalizations supportive of illicit drug use with the
suppért of the grcub. | ‘

While there is an incréased probability of the adolescent's
using drugs if his peers do, there are still a number of youths
who are nonusers even though they know varying numbers of peers
who use illicit drugs. It is possible that contact with illicit
drug users might have little effect on vouths who are neither
committed to peers nor dependent upon them for sﬁciai appfoval.
Moreover, adolescents with certain family backgrounds may be less

responsive to peer pressure. These themes will be explored in
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future anélyses. _

The relative influence of family and peer.illicit drug use
wés examined in the present study. The highest amount of illicit
drug use occurred among adoleécents who reported that both
their famiiy and friends.used iliicit drugs. The number of illicit
drug users in this group was considerably higher. than among those
who reported that only their peers used drugs. These findings
are consistent with those of Kandel, who reported that "...there
is a synergistic influence of parents and peers: The highest
rates of adolescent illegal drug use appear in situations in
which members of both generations use drugs" (Kandel, 1974).

An analysis of the family versus peer impact on the adoles-
cent's drug taking behavior was done varying‘the number of peers
‘wﬁo reportéd drug-taking behavior. The synergistic effect of
peer and immediate family was maintained whether the adoles-
cent reported jﬁst,a few of his peers took drugs or more than
a feﬁ of his peers took drugs. However, the percentage of ado-
lescents who used drugs when some or most of their peers only
took drugs was similar to that of adolescents who reported just
a few of'thair peers but alse their family used drugs. Unfor-
tunately  the number of adolescents reporting familial use
of drugs was too small to make meaningful comparisons.‘ Research
next year will be directed to examining the peer and family

impact of drug taking when commitment to both peers and family

vary in strength. _ A
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V. SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

1. The use of a particular drug was related to the use of
every other drug. Drué use was not consistently related to reported
alcohol usage. .

In general, whenever use was acknowledged for any single
drug by t£e adolescent or significant others (immediate family,
peers, other relatives), there is a vastly enhanced probability
of some other drug being used by the adolescent as well as
significant others in his environment.

2. Social class sianding of the parent was not related to
the adolescents' own drug taking behavior or to that of his
immediate family, or peers.

3. Séx of the respondent was not related td his own drug
taking behavior or that of his immediate family, Or peers.

4, BEthnicity was significéntly related to the Marijuana
Index and Polydrug Index.for immediate family and peers.

‘a) The West Indian adolescents reported less drug use by
peers than the blacks or whites. The blacks reported the most
use of only marijuana and the whites reported the most use of
other drugs alone or in conjunction with marijuana by peers.

b) The blacks reported the most drug use by immediate
family and ﬁhe Wast Inﬁiéns and whites the least. - However, with
control on generation status, ethnic differences in family use
vanished.

5. Generational status was significantly related to peer
drug use on the Marijuana and Polydrug Indices.

a) Migrants reported less peer drug use than lst, 2nd or

3rd generation natives. Generational differences in only mari-

juana did not appear. However the natives (lst, 2nd or 3rd
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generation) reported more use of other drugs alone or in con-
junction with marijuana.

b} The above findings were maintained even with control

- on ethnicity. However with control on generational status ethnic

differences in friend use of drugé emerded only for the migrants.

c)_Native-migrant status was related to contact with heroin
users. These findings confirm our previous work (Lukoff and
Brook, 1974).

6. Family composition was not related to the adolescents' own

~drug use.

7. Highly significant ralétions cbtained between the
adolescent's environment (Traditional; Semi-Traditional; and Non-
Traditional) and his own use of illicit drugs.

Adolescents from a traditional environment reported the
least. amount of drug taking behavior. Adolescents from a semi-
traditional environment occupied an intermediate position, and
adolescents from a non-traditional enviromment reported the most
drug taking behavior.

8. Age was significantly related to drug use on the Mari-
juana Index, Polydrug Index and Heroin Index.

a) With incrgaséd age there was an increase in adolescent drug
use. |

b) With incrased age there was an increase in peer use‘of
only marijuana as well as other drugs alone or in conjunction
with marijuana. |

¢) With increased age there was an increase in contact with’

heroin users.

9. Marijuana users more often reported polydrug use by self,



- §2 -

peers and immediate family than did non-users.
10. Adolescent drug use was sighificantly related to drug
use by immediate family.
a) Adolescents who perceived their family to be only mari-
juana uéers more often reported oniy marijuana use than nonusers.
b) Adolescents who perceived their family to be users of
other drugs (amphetamines, barbiturates, L.S.D., cocaine, glue,
heroin) alone or in conjunction with marijuana more often re-
ported use of these drugs thén adolescents who reported their
families were nonusers or users of marijuana only.

11. Adolescent drug use was significantly related to drug
use by peers.

a) Adolascen@s who reported their peers used-only marijuana
more often reported only marijuana usage than‘nonusers.
| b) Adolescents who reported their peers used other drugs
alone or in conjunctionAwith marijuana more often rgported use
of these drugs than adoleécents who reported their peers were
either nonusers or marijuana only users.

c¢) The number of adolescents who reported peer use.of drugs
was significantly related to their own drug use. Among adolescents
who reported no peer use only 1% reported drug use; among adoles-
cents wh§ réported only a few, sﬁme or most of their peers
used drugs, the percentage of adolescents using drugs was 13,
29, and 45 respectively.

12. Comparisons were made of adolescents who reported both -
their family and peers used marijuana with those who feported oniy
their family or peers used marijuana with those who reported

neither their family or peers used it. Adolescents who reported



both their family andg pPeers used marijuana more often reported

they used it than the other'groups. Adolescents who reported only
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APPENDIX I

national opinion research center ; el e,

UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

New York Office

817 Broadway

New York, New York 10003
. {212} &77-47 40

Pear! Zinner

Director of New York Operations

Dear Parent:

We are conducting a study about people'’s opinilons and experiences in
everyday living. Part of the study includes talking with mothers and some
teenagers between the ages of 13 and 17. In this way we hope to find ways
of helping all parents and children in handling problems with which everyone
1s concerned,

We know from the people we've talked to already that the interview is

“enjoyable and interesting and feel sure you will enjoy if, too. We would

like to interview you and possibly your children. Of course, all replies
will be treated confidentially. There will be no names connected with
any answers to any questions.

For your cooperation, we would like to give you $5.00. If inter-
viewed, your child will also receive §5,00, :

Thank you for your help. If you have any questions about the study,

please feel free to call Rose Burke at our office, The telephone number
is 677-4740,
Sincerely vours, ,
I
James A, Davis
Director
) JAD/ch
AN
.
DIRECTOR: James A Cavis  »  Main Office: 6030 50 Elhs Avenue +  Chicago, ilinois 60637 . Tlelephose 6B4-5600 .  Area Code 312
TRUSTEES. O Gale Johnson, President . Robert McC. Adams . Haraid £. Beil . Benamin Bloam . Marvin Chandler

Walter [} Fack o . Harry Xalven, It . Nathan Keylilx . William H Kreskal . Wiikam H Sewel .

Drn B Swanson
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APPENDIX II

TABLE 1

ETHNICITY AND POLYDRUG USE
BY SIGNIFICANT QTHERS -

Adolescent Self
Report*

None
1 drug
2 or mere drugs

 Friendg***

None
-1 drug
2 or more drugs

Immediate '
Relatives#****

None
1 drug .
2 or more drugs

Other Relatives**.

None
1 drug
2 or more drugs

*X2 not computed because of low expected values
**p L, 05

*ekpg 01
****p L L 001

Black
N %
110 78
29 21~
2 1
141 100
45 32
54 38
42 30
141 100
101 72
29 21
11 8
141 100
93 66
31 22
17 12
141 100

Ethnicity
White
N %
98 79
17 14
9 7

124 100

37 30
38 31
49 39

124 100
107 86
7 6
16 8
124 100

92 74

lg 14

14 11

124 99

British
West Indians
N %
117 85
20 14
1 1
-138 100
. 68 49
41 30
29 21
138 100
115 86
16 12
3 2
138 100
107 78
26 18
5 4
138 160
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APPENDIX ITX .

TABLE 2

GENERATION AND POLYDRUG USE BY SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

M lst : 2nd 3rd
N % N % N 3 N %
Adolescent Self
Report?®
None 112 B85 108 B 72 77 33 83
1 drug 19 14 26 19 14 15 7. 17
2 or more grugs 1 1 4 3 7 2 0 0
. 132 100 138 100 93 99 40 100
Friends**#* C . '
None : 63 48 47 34 28 30 12 30
1 drug - 44 33 47 34 26 28" 16 40
2 or more drugs 25 19 44 32 39 42 12 30
132 100 138 100 g3 100 ) 40 100
Immediate Relative
None o 112 85 o4 75 75 8l 36 90
1 drug . . 14 - 11 27 20 10 11 1 2
2 or more drugs 6 4 . 7 , 5 8 9 _ 3 8
132 lo0 138 100 93 10l " 40 100
Other Relatives** _
None . 99 75 94 68 68 73 31 37
1 drug 30 23 25 18 16 17 4 10
2 or more drugs 3 C 2 19 14 . S 10 5 13

132 100 138 1go 93 100 40 100

*X< not computed because of low expected values

*rn £ .05
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TABLE 3

ETHNIC GROUP, GENERATIONAL STATUS AND
POLYDRUG USE BY FRIENDS

Ethnic Group

British West

White* (N=122)%2 | Black** (N=141) Indians** (N=138)
Polydrug Index ist 2nd 3rd M N M N
N % N % N % N % N % _ N % N %
. Mﬁwmsmm . , |
~ None 4 36 23 30 10 29 6 26 39 33 57 53 11 35
% 1 drug 4 36 18 24 15 43 13 56 41 135 30 28 11 35
2 or more 3 27 35 46 10 28 4 18 38 32 20 19 9 29
drugs 3 27 35 46 10 28 4 18 38 32 20 19 9 29
11 99 76 100 35 140 23 100 118 100 - 107 100 31 29

me white migrants omitted from analysis-

* .
xw not computed because of low expected values, ‘

e K . - ' .
For Blacks and British West Indians: combined x% = 7.31, df = 4, not significant.
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