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A multidim@nsional study examining attitude and stage
of‘usé of marijuana smoking was performed on 454 high school.
[-% . .

students bbtﬁ male and feﬁalel__The research_design allowed"

-

for the analyses of the relationship betweerf stage of use _
and-attitude, “level of education’ and attitude and the inter-
action effect of these two -independent variaHles on attitude.

s

This analysxs revealed that high school students express

 attitudes consistent w1th their overt behav;our ‘and whlle

level of_educaticn is not a good indicator of students'

" attitudes, 1nteractlon effects between level of educatlon

-

and usage are mlnlmal. A ‘diséussion of 1mpllcatlons for

health education included consideratibn of specific attitude-

-subscales as well 4s the stage of use of the students wxﬂh

whom they are deallng Future attitude research should
place emphasis on long range interval testing in order to

examine the onset of attitude change ,nd behaviour change.

Ve
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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION



The public has been exposed over the past 10 years, to
a great deal of information and misinformation regarding the
"abuse of non-prescriptive drugs. Guide 1inés, for example,
have been outlined for parents in oxder that they may detect
early sigﬁs of drug use in their children. However, the
fogué of much of the éxisting research has been on the physio—:
logical effects of the dfhé rather than on the user as a
funétibning individual in sociefy.

- The use of marijuana, in particular, has in the 1970's
become a complex sociai issue in our society. It has become
essential in Canada that the sociological and psychological
aspecfs of the use of this "mind altering" drug should be
examined in detail, in order to develop a2 cumulative and
systematic body of knowledge to guide public health legis-
lation in this area. To date, 1ittie of this has been done
for all too often studies appearing in journals and ?rofes-
sional publications. fail to make use of-existing'social
psychological knowledge. In order to acquire, -accumulate
and make systematic information concerngng mafzgaané use in
our soclety, this process must take priority.

One correlate of marijuana use, namely "attitude” has
been isolated as a dimension of marijuana ﬁse. It ﬁés been
proposed that possessing certain attitudes may £facilitate or

enhance the probability of being a marijuana user. (Schlegel,

2e .
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1972). In the 1light of such an assumption, the present
research will analyée both attitudes and behaviour in relation
to marijuana use in a population of high scﬁool students.-

This study will consider the coﬁcept of "attitude” as
including the cogn?tive. affective and conative domains.

That is, the statements employed in the measuring instrument

do not disfinguish between a belief, feeling pr-behaviour

intent, but rather include all of these components as a part

of the construct -- attitude (Audi, 1972). \
It was the concern of this study to dgtétmine the degree
of ‘acceptance of, rejection of, or mon-commitment to state-

ments that reflect particular attitudes towards marijuana

_ smoking held by high school students it different levels of

education (Grades 9 - 13, inclusive). An attempt was made
to discern relationships between 'and among students at differ-
ent levels of education with regard to these attitudes and the

results of the Marijuana Use Questionnaire.

-

The Problem

Statement of the Problem

.The purposes of this study were as follows:

1. To determine attitudes towards marijuana smoking held
by ﬁigh school students who éttended school in the Kent
County area of the Province of Ontario, Canada, during

the 1973-74 session.



4.
To compare attitudes towards marijuana smoking according

to levels of education.
To determine stage of use of marijuana smoking of high
school ‘students who attended school in the Kent County

area of the Province of Ontario, Canada, during the

1973-74 session.

To compare attitudes towards marijuana smoking according to
stage of use.

To investigate the order of attitude versus behaviour”
change by coﬁparing attitudes towards marijuapa‘smoking'

according to both level of education and stage of use.

Hypotheses

1.

Working Hypothesis:  There will be no difference in the

attitudes towards mafijuana smoking held by high school
students at five levels of education. i.e. Hy: Xp9 =

EAIO = iﬂll = iAlZ = EAIS- Alternatively, students may
differ accordiﬁg to-level of education. i.e. Hip: Xa9

# Xa10 # Xa11 # Xa12 # ¥a13--

Working Hypothesis: There will be no difference in the

~attitudes towards marijuana smoking held by high school

students at five stages of marijuana use. i.e. H : EAO
= iﬁl = iAz = §A3'= iAh- Alternatively, students may
differ according to stages of marijuana use.. 1.e. Hy:

Xao * Xa1 * X2 * Xa3. 7 Xpg
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Working Hypothesis: There will be no difference in the

" attitudes towards marijygana smoking held by high schoel

. oL .
students at five levels of education according to stages

e HBor Kagy = Xa10u = Xar1v = Xarou
= EAIBU' Alternétively, students may differ according

of marijuana use.

' to stages of marijuana use at different levels of educa-

tion. i.e. Hy: Xpgu # Xar0u # Xa11v * Xa12u # Xa1ay-

Working Hypothesis: There will be no difference in the

attitudes towards mafijuana smoking held by high school .
students at five stages of marijuana use according to
1ev?ls'9f education. i.e. Hj: XAEO = XAEl = XAEZ = Xp3
= xﬁEA' Alternatively, students may differ according to
level of education’at different stages of marijuana use.
Lo Hyt Rppo # Kapy # Xppo * Ky * Xygy

=]

Limitations

schools in Kent County, in the Province of Ontario, Canada,

This study is limited by the number of students in the
physical and health education classes in the three sample

who were present and who participated in the testing period

of May, 1974.

i =
The amount of time the respondents were alloted to answer
the questionnaire was restricted by 36 minute class time

limit given the researcher by the presiding teachers.

L3
‘The data collected in'the study relates to high school

students alone.

' . -
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Basic Assumptions

. L e,
This study is limited to the smoking of marijuana or
hashish.

N\,
~.

The conceﬁt of marijuanasmoking is sufficiently familiar
to the subjects to enable them to react.adequately to the
given statement and questions.

Anonyﬁity gave the subjects the opportunity t0'inswer-in
an operi manner. | o

A high score on a particular attitude subscale infers a
positive attitude toward marijuana smoking.

A low score on a particular attitude subscale infers a
negative attitude toward marijuana szoking.

A relationship exists among attitude, level of education

"and stage of use of marijuana smoking.

Thereis the usual positive relationship between level of
education and age.

High 'school students' attitudes towards ﬁarijuana.smoking
are a reflection of a particular youth sub-culture of
ever-changing attitudes towards a seemingly conservative

adult society.

Definition of Terms

1.

"The affective domain refers to the feeling component of

attitude manifesting itself directly as a response of the

F

/
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“sympathétic nervous system and indirectly as a verbal

expression of a feeling. (Katz and Stotland, 1962). -
An attitude can be defined as the predisposition .of the’

individual to evaluate some symbol or aspect of his world .

.fin a favourab1e or unfavourable manner. (Katz, 1960).

In the present study, attitude is measured on a scale

from 0 to 30. Zero represents an extremely unfavou;able
response and 30 ‘represents an extremely £favourable response
to’%)particular group of statements.

An attitude continuum represents a measurement of a single

underlying dimension which provides a reference axis for
the evaluation of some set of beliefs, feelings and action
tendencies. -

An attitude subscale represents a measurement of a single

attitude continuum, scored independently to yield a sub-

-test score.

Cannabis sativa is the dried flowering spikes of the pis-

tilate plants of the hemp. (Webster,‘1968)..-

The cognitive domain refers to the belief component of )
attitudé which manifests itself directly as a_perceptual
response and iﬁdirectly as a verbal‘responge of a belief.
(Ratz and Stotland, 1962).

The conative domain refers to the action component of
attitude which manifests itself directly as an overt
actioﬁ aﬁd indirectly as a verbal expression of an‘action.
(Katz and Stotland, 1962). ’

Hashish (''hash') is the relatively pure resin of the can-

nabis sativa plant that is usually prepared by pressing



8.
of-écraping-the stiéky amber resin from the plant, ;nd
may be more than five times as potent on-a weight basis
as high qhalfty marijuana. (Canafla, Interim Repért,
1970).

- —
9. Level of Education refers to a distinction mdde according

to high school year. (Grades 9, 10, 11; 12 and 13).
10. Marijuana can be defined as crﬁshed;'dried cannabis leaves,
flowers, and often twigs, and may vary considerably in

potency from one sample to another. It is often called

marihuana, '"pot,'" '"grass," ''reefer," “weed,"_"tea," "boo,"
"™Mary Jane," or "Acapulco Gold." (Canada, Interim Report,
1970). ,

11. Stage of Use is a clas;ification of degree of marijuana
use (overt behaviour) based-on:frequeﬁcy of use and the
availability of the drug. The classification used in this

“study is as follows:

0

non-user

1 = initial ﬁser

2 = casual user

3 = occasional user
4 = regular user

(Sadava, 1972).

'

Need for the Study

. The social aspects of attitude and behaviour have devel-
* oped an increased concern in research because marijuana smoking

is essentially a complex social concern rather than a simple
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' ‘pharmacologic phenomenon It'is well-known that all delet-

erious effects of the use (or abuse) of this drug have not

yet beerl examlned Unt11 further research in this area hasr

- been performed, current praq\aces amount to a discouragement
of its use. : However, persuasive technlques are unllkely to

be effectlve unless a reL}able body- of knowledge regardlng its
effects on humgn behaviour and methods of influenc1ng atti-
tudes toward this drug has evolved. Knowlng the specifiec fac-
tors that determine agtitudes can make persuasign a more mean-
ingful tool in the realm of education. More specifically,‘
knowing whiclkr eypes of attitudes are associated with given
levels of ‘education and stage of use can pinpoint_more accur- \
ately those areas which demand greater attention in the edn-
cation of hlgh'iChool students today.

"While the relationship of attitude to behaVLour change
remalns ambiguous to researchers, it is prec15ely ‘this point
~ that demands -attention in drug-related research. Studies
that indicate the rélationship between attitude and behaviour
at different’age levels are greatly needed at the present'

. moment in‘North America and elsewhere... _

Jessor, Jessor and Finney (1973) in a stﬁdy entitled "A
Social Psychology of Marijuana Use: Longitudinal Studies of
High School And College Youth," dealt with marijuana use as .
_problem behaviour'in-youth. It was suggested that studies
| of marijuana use considered as a transgression, should be
able to contribute to the social psychology of prqbiem behav-

jour; résearch on marijuana use from the point of view of its
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xole ?mong youth should contribute to the social psychology

of édoleséent‘égvelopment; and inéestigation of marijuana

use as a socially learnéd behaviou'r. should reveal something

useful about the more general problem 6f"§ersonality—envir¥

' onment_ihteractioﬂ. «
This présEnt research is intended to v?ew marijuana use

as a form of a problem beﬁaviour in iouth,.and thus, perhaps

relété it to other probieﬁ behaviours that can be related to -

specific attitudes. In this way, studies of this nature do

not en%}rely isolate.the topicf?f marijuéna use as'being a -

unigy ‘phenoggnbn but rather part of the general behaviour

pattern of adolescents during their developmental years.

~

It is evident, théréfore, that a need exists for research
'involving the attitudes of youth towards controversial. behav-
iour‘(ér problem behaviour, to which it is often referred) , :
suéh as qafijuana use. Action programmes specifically con-
cerned with drugs'can benefit greatly, if they have at their
disposal, information pertaining to the feelings and beliefs
of péople with whom they are dealing.

The g ination of attitudes, stage of use and level
of education may further provide information rgarding the
onset of use and-provi&e information about the underlying
reasons for this emérgiﬁg at a particﬁlar time. If this
type of thinkingiis'embodipd in the view that marijuana use
is part of a larger framework of responses to the traditional
social order, then hopefully a better understanding of the

high school students' attitudes and behaviour as a distinct

sub-culture may ensue. .
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1

In order to build towards a study on attitudes and
marijuana smoking, it seems reasonable to approach this on
a more genéral'level in which'attitudé and agti;ude measure-
ment are first examined. Thus, the initial éart of this
réview will summariée a few articleés on attitude measurement
in social research. Following thié, the drug aspect will be
encorporated as a soQigl behaviour, with marijuana smoking
behaviour, specifically being examined withih the context of

at;itude and - attitude measurement.

Studies on Attitude Mcasurcment

"In many social science studies, the term "attitude" has
been presented depicting severél different ideas. Numerous
definitions have been offered in an attempt to clarify exactly
what is being implied or measured. An earlf study by Allport
(1935) defined attitude‘as "2 mental and neural state of
readiness, organized through experience, exerting a directive
or dynamic influence upon the individual's response to all
objects and situations with which it is related." (Allport, p.8)
This definition_seems to be attributing an "affective" com-

. ponent to,th?/pefEﬂEEEFtude. Osgood (1965) differentiated
between "helief™ and "attitude' by- attaching a cognitive aspect

to belief and an affecrive or motivational aspect to attitude.

12. -

A

vl il
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He suggested that rattitudes”

a) are learmed and implicit

b) may be evoked either by perceptual signs 0T
linguistic signs

c) are predispositions to respond evaluatively to 5
those signs ; .

d) the evaluative predisposition may £fall anywhere

. on 4 scale from "extremely favourable" through -

"neutral" to ''extremely unfavourable." : s

(Osgood, page 101). These four points tend to be motivation-
ally ofiented and part (d) éuggests‘a scaling procedure'that
could be- employed in the measurement of atti;ude.

Back in 1929, L.L. Thurstone presented a scale with which
'to measure attitudes. He.aséumed that oQinions reflect atti-
tudes énd therefore th;ough the gathering of opinions in &
"more" or "less'" fashion, one can measure the attitude refleé-
ted. Thurstone alsq assumed that attitudes'fgll on a linear
continum even though opinions are multidimensional. As a
result, his scale was unidimensional, suggesting that Reoples‘
opinioné fall either to the right or the left of the neutral
point, or on the neutral point itself, of the attitude contin-
uum. |

Rensis' Likert (1932) folfcwed up on Thurstone's scales,
separating the attitude %ontinuum into a scale of five. He
stated that it is quite irrelevant what the extremes of the
at;itude continuum are called; the importaﬁf fact being that
people do differ quantitatively in their attitudes, some
being more toward one extreme, Some more toward the other.
Likert then suggested that the calculation of reliability

be the sum of the odd statements for each individual correl-
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_ated against the sum of the‘even'stafements; Internal con-
sisteney could ehen be checked by item anaiysis, that is,
calculating the correlation.coefficient of each‘etatemenxL
‘with the batteryj if‘a negative correlation ceefficient
were to be obtained, it would indicate that the numerical
'valqee were not pfoperly assigned and that the ONE'and FIVE -
enée should be reversed. If a zero ox Very low correlation
coefficient were to be oﬁgeined, it would indicate that the
statements failed to:measure that which the rest of the state-
lments measured. In conclusion, Likert suggested that Becaﬁse
of the ease and simplicity withtwhich scales can bé checked .
using these methods, a check for split-half reliability and’
_internal consistency should be done for each subject group
upon which a scale is used.
These two scaling procedures have been used widely in

sociel science research especially in the use of question-
“mnaires. T.M. Ostrom (1969) used Thurstone and Likert scales

along with Guttman's scalogram analysis and Guilfoxd's self-

rating séale in an attempt to isolate determinants of atti-

.

tudes in the affective, behavioural and cognitive domains.
ﬁe made the‘assumption that people strive to maintain evalu-
aeive homogenelty among the attitudinal responses they emit.
He discussed three attitudinal responses, the first aimed at
. - the attitude object, and the second and third at the
respondent himself. '

1) Eﬁdorsement of a cognitive statement means

that the respondent believes it is probable
that the attitude object possesses that att-
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ribute
2) Endorsement of a behavioural statement
means the respondent considers it pro-
bable he would engage in the overt action
described ~ -
3) Endorsement of an affective statement means
the respondent considers it probable he

would experience the affective reaction
described. ‘ C

K
(Ostrom, p. 13) .Ostrom concluded that uniqué, but unident~.
ified determinants éxist for responses in the affective,
behavioural and cognitive.componegts of attitude.

To further this investigation to include behaviour or
gehaviour intent, the work of Martin Fishbein (1967) should
be examined. Rather than viewing beliefs And behavioural
intentions as part of attitude, Fishbein prefered to define
them independently and to view them as phenomena that are
related to attitudes. 1In Thurstone Scaling and Likert
Scaling, the subject is confronted with a series of belief
statements. In both cases, the éttitude score is indexed
from a consideration of the responaent's beliefs, that is,
it is abstracted ffom several of his statements about the
attitude object. Thus,  these investigatbrs have attempted
o resolve the attitude-behaviour probiem by expanding the
definition of attitude to include affecﬁive, cogni%ive and
conative éomponents. In-contrast ta this, Fishbein has
attempted to show that beliefs (cognitions) and behavioural :
intentions (conations) can best be viewed as determinants
Or ‘consequents of attitude: 1In a. later study, Fishbein and

Ajzen (1972) suggested that the concept ‘'attitude” should
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only be employed where there is strong évidence that the
obtained measure places an individual slong a dimension of
affééﬁ. That is, judgements imply%aﬁ a probabilistic‘belief
regarding an object'and somé concept or a probabilistic be-
haviour or intention in the fqture, should not be taken as
measures of attitudes. -

Robert Audf (3972) summarized much of the current at-
titude measurement 1ite£ature. He suggested that there was
considerable agreement among social sciences on the concep-l
tual content of the term attitude, that is, that they are
~complexes of certa@n conaﬁive, affective.and éognitive glements.
It was suggested that, if the everyday motion of an attitude

; . .
and certain common-sense explanatory principles are worth
taking seriously as a starting‘point-for psychological theor-
Aizing, adequate predictions of action'caﬁ ?e‘drawn only from
more complex measures of motivation than are obtained by the
standard attitude measuring devices. 'Howevé},-Audi did not

;o -

propose any new measuring procedure in his study; he only

pointed out ghe absence of satisfacfory scales with which o
meéasure this multi-dimensional concept called aﬁtitude.
Besides attempting .to Lmprove the measuring instrument
itself, some researchers have suggested other ways to in-
crease the reliability and validity of the measurement of‘
attitudes. Sample & Warland (1973) suggested the use of
moderator variables as an approach to'increasing relaibility

and validity: A moderator.is any variable which changes the

-

-
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kind and degree of relatidnship between two other vafiables.
Moderators are used to"divide an aggregation of people into

more homogeneous groups so that the initial correlations

between predictor and criterion variables are improved. For
6..

example, the use of a moderator in a one~way analysis of var- .

-

‘lance :would warrant the use of a two-way analysis of var-
lance and correlations would be performed for each group of
the moderator variable. Based .on this idea, Sample & Wérlapd _

concluded four points:

1) Measurement of attitude development is
central to using attitude as a prediction
of behaviour. o
. 2) When attitude is developed-additional var-
iables do not contribute to behaviour explan-~
ation, thus limiting the value of a multiple
variable approach. ~ )
3) When attitude is not developed or a sample
'1s treated without regard to attitude devel-
opment, a multiple variable approach aids
in identifying the relative contribution
of other variables.
4) In view of the degree to. which certainty
enhanced the validity of the measurement of
N developed attitudes, it appears that better
measurement efforts are initially a more
effective approach to the attitude-behaviour
- problem than is the use of a multiple variable
- approach. :

(égmple’& Warland, p. 302) This approach to attitude is in
opposition to that of Fishbein who considers attitude a multi-
dimensional concept and who separates its components.

In 1974, Allen E. Liska dealt with three issues in the
attitude-behaviour coﬁtrovers&.' The first issue he conceéerned

himseff with was the problems of measurement. He named memory

-
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distortion, social desirability effects, and response Eiasés
as the major limitations-iﬁ measuring attitudes. The secﬁnd
issue was that of the role of othér-competing attitudes. Lis-
ké proposed t@gt socialobjects are composeé of numerous pro-
perties. Therefore, attempting to Rzedict behaviour toward

. the object using only one attitude makeés little sense; rather
it is necessary to measure and include various relevant at-
titudes in'fﬁe ﬁfédictive equation.' The third issué was
_that of the role of social support. Liska suggested that the
attitude-behaviour consistency is affected by the level of
‘'social support, although the extent of the effect va;ies'f;om
study to study. .Hé agzo stated that . this effect tends to be
accentugfed when behaviour is socially deviant and visiblg,
Q}thougk the effect is not always extensive. He used the
interaction conceptﬁalizatibn as well as the additive concep-
tualization to determine the function of behaviour with re-
spect to attitudes, social support and other sourdes of

- variation on behaviour. He used tHe following formulae to

calculate behaviour expectations:

Additive Conceptualization

. | ) B=A(W) + SS(W) + E(W)

L
Interaction Conceptualization

B=A(W) - SS(W) + E(W)
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where B=Behaviour SS=Social Support

A=Attitude E=All other sources

-~ . of variation on B
{

W)=empirically determined.weights

(Liska, p.268). It is interesting to note the use of inter-
action in the 1nterpretatlon of attltude—behavlour data. This
technique 1nd1v1duallzes data into smaller compartmental groups
for analysis where perhaps effects can be seen that would

~

otherwise be camouflaged. _ b

Studies on Attitude Measurement of Marijuana Smoking Behaviour

= .
‘ The most recent literature regarding attitudes is at-

tempting to test the assumptfon that attitudes affect behav-
iour. Raymond ﬁiﬁcent (1970) attempted to measure "attitude"
empléying Thurstone's equal ‘appearing interval technique to
develop a scale with which to measure these attitudes. It
can be administered in a classroom settiné,and an attitude
"score' can be readily oﬁtained. In addition, evidence of
«logical and empirical validity are available, and the scale has
been tested and found to be reliable for 8th,’ 9th3 and 12th
grade students It encompasses statemené that reflecﬁ a
point of view that can be rated on a 5 point continuum.

Each statement has a scale value. The individual ''score’

or measure of attitude is the scale valué'of thetmiddle or
median value of those statements to which the student responds.

The major drawback of this scale is the fact that it

%
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is unidimensional. The concept of "attitude,” being a
miltidimensional construct, deserves a multidimensional scale
for measurement, in order to be appropriate and precise.
Ronald Schlegel (1973) complefed a dissertation at the
University of Waterloo in which he formulated a multidimen-
sional measurement and structure of attitude toward smoking
marijuana. A pilot study undertaken at Ohio State Univer-
sity was used in order to choose éhe best, most appropriate
attitude statements to comprise his scale. With the construc-
tion of this scale and the proof of its va;idity and relia-
bility, marijuana attitude researchers have an important tool
witﬁ‘which to study this construct. It was this-particulér
set of scales that was used in this thesis. The subjects
originally used when setting up tﬁe scale statements were

]
college students. However, in 1974, Schlegel wvalidated his

scales using high school students as subjects. (The reliabil- .

ity coefficients for the high school sémple were not able to

be obtained.by the completion of this study.) The development

of these mul;idimensibnal scales by Schlegel was the catalyst
that initiated the present study employing one of the five
scales to analyze the relationship between attitudes and
marijuana zuse of high school students.

Also iﬁ 1973, Stan L. Albrecht concerned himself with
two bodies of theory concerning the attitude-behaviour contra-
versy in his article "Verbal Attitudes and Significant Others’

Expectations as Predictors of Marijuana Use." First, he
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looked at attitude as a determinant of action and second,
the effect of reference groﬁps and group preSsures on
behaviour. His three hypotheses were as follows:
1) Subjects will have a ‘tendency to behave
consistently with their attitudes
toward an attitude object.
. 2) Subjects will have a tendenéy to .behave

- consistently with perceived expectations

of others toward an attitude object.

3) When individual attitudes and the expecta-
" tions of significant others are consistent,

prediction of behaviour should be stronger
than when looking at either factor
- individually. - '
(Albrecht, P. 198). Albrecht found first of all, that indivi-
dual attitude appeared to be a fairly gbod predictor of '
overt action. He also found a strong relationship between
subject percéptions of the expectations of significant others
and their own behaviour. Thirdly, Albrecht stated that the
relaﬁionshig between behaviour and interpersonal influence
was somewhat stronger than that observed between attitude
and action. Lastly he found that the best prediction
was obtained when both attitudes and perceived norms were
examined in combination.
In summary then, Albrecht suggested (as did Schlegel)

that both the social situation and the personal-psychologi-
cal situation need to be considered when studying £he

'attitude-behaviour relationship.
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To conclude this brief look at the literature

involving attitude, behaviour and marijuaﬂa. a theoretical
study was ‘cited in order to tie in marijuana gmoking be-
haviour with other social "problem" behaviours that plague
yoéth today. Jessor et. al. (1973) emplofed problem
behaviour theorf to account for variation in marijuana ﬁse
among junior high, senior high and college students, both
male and female. The questionnaire they used consisted of
psychometrically developed scales or indexes assessing per-
sonality, social and‘behaviohrél variables. Results were
organized into 2 sections: a cross-sectional analysis based

on marijuana behaviour reports (MBR) and a longitudinal or

. change analysis based on non-user to user groﬁps (NU-U) .

The data provided strong support that marijuana use covaried
_ : -~
with other instances of school classroom problems or pro-+

blem prone behaviour and variation in marijuana use. -

'Similarily,_the personality, social and behaviour variables

were from non-use to use over time among the high school
students but not the coilege studgpts. This study ?eems.

to support the view that marijuana use is an institution-
alized component of youth cultufe and‘as such should be
exaﬁiﬂaﬂ along with many'other problem behaviours assoc- o
iated with youth. This theory was kept in mind as the under-

lying basis of this thesis.

¢
“
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CHAPTER III RESEARCH PROCEDURES
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The Research Instrument

The response booklet-(Appendix A) useé in this study
included the Attitude Toward Smoking Marijuana Questionnaire
which was’developed by Schlegel (1973), as well as a modified
version of Sadava's (1972) Stages of Marijuana Use Question-

.naire. The front page of the booklet included a set of in-
structions, férmat.and scoring procedures in order to make
the task as clear as ﬁossible to the subjects. The last
page of the Eooklet inciuded general information regarging
each subject. Such categories as sex, age, and hig? school -
yéar were incorporated. .. ’

‘The Attitude Toward Smoking Marijuana Questionnaire
involved 100 attitudé statemeﬁts taken-from Schlegel's

130 statement questionnaire. The statements used were

those that reflected attitude subscéles included.in

. Schlegel's Form A (a 20 subscale inventory) based on

Like:t—type logical validity (Likert, 1932).

The Subjects

The response booklet was administered to a sample of
454 high school students in three schools in the Kent

County area of the Province of Ontario, Canada during the

24.



Spring of 1974.

Selection of schools to be included as the sample
was based on religiop{ érea and_population.. That is, the
smallest school from each of the following categories was
‘taken--a Catholic city school (school A), a Public city
schéol (school B) and a Public County school (school C).
No'Catho¥}C_County school existed in the Kent County
area.(The only Catholic cit§ school available was rel-
atively small in numbers, necessitafing the selection of
small schools from the other two categories in order to-
obtain relatively equal representation.)

°  The response booklet was administered to all high
school students who were present during the testing period
and who took physical and health education at any of the
three participating schools.

‘All students asked to participafe in this study did

so on a voluntary basis.
Erocedures

Before testing of the subjects was initiated, per-
mission was obtained from each school principal and the
respective teachers involved.

The questionnaires were mimeographed and placed iﬁ'a
‘response booklet with the appropriate instructions on the
front page. The research instrument was administered by
each individual physical and health educaglon teacher, in

order to strengthen the objectivity of the test. Each

25.
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teacher was given identical written instructiqns by the
researcher, which they read to their class prior to the
testing (Appendix C). The teachers were instructed to
emphasize the fact that the results of the.test would
remain completely anonymous and that their honest reply
was necessary; | | | L -
.The'attitude items presented to the respondents in-
.cludee the following 20 attitude subscales and their re-
spective reliability coefficients for the Ohio State
University eample (Schlegel; 1972]; the University of
Waterloo sample (Schlegel; L 73) and the ient County High

School sample (Lazarus; 1974): -

TABLE 1

ATTITUDE SﬁBSCALES AND RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS

Attitude Subscales . University High School
OChio State|Waterloo|Xent County

Alpha Standardized
Item Alpha

Q1 Morality . .97 . .94 .88 .88

Q, Hedonism ,96 .94 .90 +90

.




Euphoric Sensory-
Perceptual Effegﬁs
Dysphoric Sensory-
Perceptual Effects
Instrumental to Phil-
osophical OQutcomes
Instrumental to Self-.
Actualization

Harm to Physical Health
Benefits to Physical
Health

Harm to Personality

and Mental ﬁealth

Harm to Intellectual and
Cognitive Puncti&ning
Enhances-Inhibits
Motivation

Benefits to Personélity
and Mental Health
Social Order

Public Safety

ProfAnﬁi Legalization
Marijuana Smokers
Control of Actions
Drug Abuse Potential
Dependency—-No Dependency
Instrumental to Social

Interaction

.93

.89

.96

.97

.87

.87

.92

.92

.93

.92

.95
.93
.96
.93
.92
.93

.93

.95

.85

.92

.90
.82

.84

-92

.87

.90

.89

.88

.89

.92
.89
.88
.94

.93

.92

.82

.70

.78

.76

.73

.66

.62

.61

.72

.80

.77
.76
.83
.82
.82
.88

.85

.84

.82

.70

'q.

.78

.76

27,

.73

.65

.75

.61

.72

.80

« 77
.76

.83

.82

.82

.88

.85

.84
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Each of these subscales included five statements that
reflected.that‘particular attitude enabling a subscale score
to be compyted for each attitude. That is, a raw score from

0 to 6 was attributed to each statement, the score 0 reflect-

ing a very negative attitude and the score 6 feflecting a

2

£

very positive-attitude.

FIGURE 1

ASSIGNMENT OF RAW SCORE TO SUBJECT ‘RESPONSE

{3/ -2/-1/0/+1/+2 [/ +3 [/ Subject response

Strongly Neutral " Strongly .
Disagree or Agree
Don't know

-

0 | 1 2 3 & 5 6 Computer Assigned -
Raw Score - '

)
’/

With five statements réflectimg each particular attitude,
a completely positiye attitude exhibited a subscale score of”
30, while a completely negative attitude exhibited a subscale
score of 0. Subscale scores between 13 and 17 demonstrated

non-commitment to that particular attitude.

B T DS
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Statistical Analysis -

The material from the questionnaire was coded and punched
on compﬁter cards and analyzed under Computer #S 360/65 at
the Computer Centre at the University of Windsor, Windsor,

Ontario, Canada. For each of the 20 attitude subscales,

three treatments were employed.

The first hypothesis was tested by a one-way analysis of
vériénce (ANOVA 1) in order to differentiate attitudes at
five levels of education. Significant F values at the p.05
level were followed by the post hoc Scheffe method of deter-
mining wherein the specific differences lie.

The second hypothesis was also tested B§ a one-way
analysis of varianée in order to differentiate attitudes EE
five stages of marijuana use. Again significant F values
at fhe‘p.OS level were followed by a post hoc Scheffe.

To teét hypotheses #3 and #4, a two-way analysis of
variance was used to indicate.interaction between levels of
education and stages of use fér each attitude. Significant
F values at the p.10 level of confidence were graphed to

observe the slopes involved in any interaction effects.

ey )
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Subject Distribution .

TABLE 2

HIGH SCHOOL YEAR AND STAGE OF
~ USE SAMPLES -
School A B c , Total *
Area City - City - County
Religion Catholie|l Public Publice
Sex - Male 48 98 7 153
~ Female R 126 105 70 301
High -9 77- . 87 22 - 186
School -10 28 6 20 54
Year -11 25 o 69 17 111
-12 .20 41 . 17 78
-13 24 0 1 25

31 -
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Stage -0 © 107 144 55 306
of -1 2, 17 9 50
Use -2 16 13 3 32
o 18 21 6 45
-4 | 9 8 4 21

-Users | 67 ; 59 _ 22 148

Total L 174 203 77 454

A sample of 1?4 studengts from School A,'263 from
School B and 77 from School C yielded a total sample of
454 respondents for.the study (see Table 2). This sample
distributed into the foliowing'subsagples according to
Sadava's modified Stage of Use Questioﬁnaire: 306 (67.4%)
non-users, 50 (117) initial users, 32(7%) casual usere,
45(9.9%) occasional users and 21 (4.6%5 regular usene..
'Respective-percentageé of the total sample are shown in
parentheses. Thlrty—three per cent of the total 'sample
1nd1cated that they had trled marljuana or hashish at
least once. " According to high school- year, the sample
breakdown was as follows: 186 (41%) in grade 9, 54 (11.9%)
‘in grade 10, 111 (24.4%) in grade 11, 78 (17.2%) in grade
12 and 25 (5.5%) in grade 13 Again the respective

percentages are shown in parentheses
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"USage“and;ﬁdUCaﬁidn'Differences
—
F-—-/)
TABLE ° 3
SUBSCALE MEANS, USAGE AND
EDUCATION DIFFERENCES
A\

Attitucde Mean Stage of Use| High School Interaction
_ Year
Subscale Differences Differences {(Use~Ed.)
Q) ees- 14.8 . 77.39 4,67 0.60
Qy eeee 11,4 957.86 5.69 0.65
Qy eeee 15.0 '59.68 3.15 0.63
Qp eeee 12.4 56.25 6.75 1.03
Qg eenes 12.2 24,26 2.96 0.49
Qe eone 11,1 34,38 3.95 0.81
Q) eees 12.1 56.98 7.29 0.46
Qg ee-e 14.3 .  6.58 0.65 N.S. 0.82
Qg sree 11.8 47.38 4.03 0.47
Qg =v-- 13.0 47.54 7.13 1.65%
Qqq eov- 12.3 41.80 2.96 1.57*
Qpp eee- 11.6 46.22 2.19 N.S. 1.39
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Q3 ---% 13.0 78.21 6.44 | 0.75
Qpq -~ 11.3 59.77 4.59 1.17
Qg e 15.7 52,05 2.74 0.35
Qlé—.... 16.3 47.23 4.21 0.29
Qqq oo 12.7 " 72.8Y 7,61 1.11
Qg coen 11.5 63.88 670" 0.66
Qg +vo- 12.1 66.47  9.04 1.23
Qyg +vee 13.4 41.61 1.30 N.S.| - 0.97

All differences signifi- *p .10
cant at p.05 , unless

stated.

H

'The total sample ﬁean scores range from 11.07 for attitude
Subscale Qg (self-actualization) to 16.27 for attitude
subscale_Q16 (marijuana smokers). All 20 attitude subscales
were found to be significantly different (p'.OS) when
the sample was classifiedfaccording to stage of use and
analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. Seventeen
of the 20 attitude subscales were found to be significantly
different (p .05) when thé sample was classified according
to high school year and analyéed using a one-way analysis
of variance.' ﬁ‘two—way analysig of variance (to test
for interaction between usage and education) indicated

that at the p.05 . level, no attitude subscales were sig-
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nificantly different. Two subscales (Qiq. Qll) were found

to differ significantly at the p .10 level of confidence.

A post hoc analysis (Scheffe) for all 20 significant F
tratios from the stage of use'ANOVA fendered the following
results: (see Figure 2)

(A) Non-Usefs: The 306 non-users were ;evealed-as a homo-
genous subset being_sigﬁificantly néggtive_or neutral rel-
atige to other user samples on all 5ut 2 attitude subscales °
(QB,Qll). When non-users and initial users were“grguped
together they displayed a-significantly negative homogeneous
grouping with respect to attitude subscale Q7 (Enhances~
Inhibits Motivation). Wheﬁ-non-gsers were grouped with
initial and casual users, they formed a significantly |
neutral homogeneous grouping for attitude subscale Q8

{Benefits to Physical Health).

'(B) Initial Users: The 50 initial users in this study

stood out as a homogeneous subset who remained gignificantly
neutral relative to other sample groups on 50% of the at-
titude subscales (Qz: Q3| Q?: Qg: Q10| les Qlll" Ql?: ngs
Q20). On three other subscales, when initial users were

grouped with either occasional users or occasional and -

_casual users, they formed a significantly positive homo-

geneous subset with respeét to attiﬁhde'subscalés Q
(Morality), Q5 (Pro-Anti Legalization), and Qg (Mari-
juana Smokers). ", '

(C) Casual, Occasional an@ Regular Users: Alone, none of
these grouﬁings formed a homogenebus subgroup significant
for any of tﬁe 20 attit?de subscales. However, when the

&
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three Were‘grouped together, they forme a homogeneous sub-
group significantly positive or neutral/positive for all but
three attitude subscales (Q5 Q8 ng) On attitude subscales
Q5 (Philosophical Outcomes)- and Q8 ‘(Benefits to Phy51cal
Health), a significantly neutral/positive homogeneous
grouping was formed with initial, casual, occasional and
regular users. Attitude subscale ng'(Depenoency-No -
Dependency) formed a significantly positive homogeneous
subgroup when casual users were grouped with occasioﬁal users
and when casual users were grouped with regular users.

A post hoc analysis (Scheffe) for the 17 significant
F ratios from the high school year ANOVA rendered the follow- °
ing results: (see Figure 3)

No one grade level stood out as a homogeneous sub-l
group, significantly‘ﬂiféerent for any of the 17 attitude
subscales. However, when specific‘grade levels were grouped,
.;10 attitude subscales.(Q2;4’7,9’10’13'16’1?,19}.exhibited
significant homogeneous subsets.

Six attitude subscales (Q2 4,7,10,13, 19) formed a
significantly negative/neutral homogeneous subgroup of
grade 9,10 and 11 students. Six att;tude subscales
(Q7 .9,13,16,17, 19) formed a significantly negative/neutral
or neufral/positive homogeneous subgroup of grade 11, 12
and 13 stoﬁents

A grouping of grade 9, 11, 12 and 13 students formed
a significantly negative/neutral or neutral/ positive

-
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homégeneous subset for attitude subscales (Q2,3 4 10);
. riy

A grouping of grade 9,10 11 and 13 students formed

a significantly negative/neutral or neutral/positive

homogeneous subset for attitude ‘subscales (Q9 16 17).
' I !

A grouping of grade 9,10,11 and 12 students formed

* a significantly negative/neutral homogerieous subset for

attitude subscale Q3.

~Interaction Effects

TABLE 4

EFFECTS OF USAGE AND EDUCATION

ON COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING (Qlo)

Source of Variation 8s df‘ MS F*
Main Effects 6058, 805 8 757.351 26,85
A (Usage) 4931.324 | 4 1232.831 | 43.70
B (Education) 444,821 4 111.205 3.94
: - ) _
2-Way -Interactions 650.937 14 46,496 1,65
AB 650.940 |14 46,496 1.65




Residual

12159.559

431

28.21

40.

Total

18869.301

453

41.65

*A1l significant at p .10

This two-way analysis shows the main and interactiol
effects for the attitude subscale reflecting harm to

intellectual and cognitive functioning (Qlo).

/

dent variables, as well as the interaction of the two,

- were significant at the p.10 level of confidence. The

Both indepen-

jnteraction effects between usage and education on cognitive

functioning are graphed in figures 4a and 4b.
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TABLE 5

EFFECTS OF USAGE AND EDUCATION

om\ngTIVATION (Qll)

42,

/

Source of Variation Ss df' " MS F*
'Main Effects ' 5194.484| 8 649.311 | 21.68
A (Usage) 4712,992! ‘4 1178.248 | 39.35
B (Education) 104.985| 4 26.246 0.88 N.S.
'2-Way Interactions 656.465] 14 46.890 1.57
AB 656.466| 14 46.890 1.57
Residual 12906,434|431 29.945
Total 18757.383|453 41,407
/
*A1l gignificant at p.10 unless stated.
f -
Ia ! '
/ >

|

// This two-way analysis shows the main and interaction

effects for the attitude subscale reflecting enhancement
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or inhibitipn of motivation (Qll). Independent variable A
(Usage) and the interaction éffects were significant at the
P-10 level. Independent variéble B (Education) did hot.
reach the p.l0 level of significance. The interaction ef-
fects between ‘usage and education on motivation are graphed

in figures 5a and 5b.
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A significant difference in attitudes was founa émong
subjécts according to their stage of marijuana expérience'
(ﬁﬁich appeared by‘far the most important factor) as well
as among subjects grouped according to levels of education
(to a lesser aegree). However, null hypofheses, predicting
no interaction effects between usage and education, were
supported in the main. |

»

Qutcomes in the Total Sagple

Throughout, mean scores indicated a negative attitudinal
stance for thegtotal sample. However, it must be recognizgd
ihéf as two-thirds of this particular sample were decléred
non-users and consistently such non-users maintained negative
attitudes, this in itself is sufficient to.account for the

. negative loadings on the scale for the tétal sample.

Stage of Use Differences

It is evident from the'analysié of variance that a
ﬁighly significant relationship exists between the stage of
use by an individual and his/her present attitude toward
marijuana smoking as a concept. It can be seen from this

study that non-users strongly reflect negative attitudes,

46.
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iﬁitial users consiétently reflect neutral attitudes and
_casual, occasional and regular users reflect positive at-
titudes. This knowledge may in itself alter the focus

and timing of drug education by schools and guidance by

parents.

| fhe definition of attitude used throughout comprises
three aspects: the cognitive, conative and affective do-
mains or belief, motive and feeling components (Audi, 19725..

This logicélly was compatible with many of the statemen

'

in the research instrument which relfect beliefs and behav-

ioural intentions as well as the subjects' feelings about
marijﬁané'sﬁoking. The 20 attitudes subscales demand
closer scouting due to content and subsequent response
‘differences. Examining Figure 2, it "appears that the sub-
jects expressed attitudes reflecting three levels of in-
formation: those subscale scores thatfremain_cgnsistently*
in the neutral zone, those that do not increase or decrease
following'initial use, and those that vary directly with
usage. |
First of all, the attitude subsgalg Q8 (Benefits to

Physical Healtﬁ) showed few or no responses outside the
‘neutral area. This reflects the validity of the subscgle
dealing with information regarding health benefits of
marijuana smoking, since there are, according to expert
opinion, none. The Official Report of the National Com-
mission oq‘harijuana and Drug Abuse in the United States
(1973) could find no conclusive evidence of any physical -

damage or physical benefits attributable solely to mari-
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juana smoking Students clearly do not know of any benefits

to their physical health that they could ascrlbe to marijuana
smoking and they are very honest in reporting thlS lack of’
information. As a result subjects' responses all cluster
around the neutral response 1level for they-afe not able to .

make positive or negative statements owing to a lack of

knowledge-.
L

The motivational subscale (Qil) shows very little com-

mitment by any user group to a positive or negative consensus.
Non-users and initial users seem to fee; that perhaps mari-
juana smoking can inhibit motivation bue obviously they were
not suff1c1ently familiar with outcomes of smoking to be
sure. However, the other three user groups are clearly
A
suggesting that perhaps motivation is enhanced through
ﬂqggrijuana smoking but their coﬁmitment to this belief
.wégin general, weak. This probably can be attributed to a
lack of clearly formulated evidence about increased mot-
ivation in other aspects of llfe Evidence for this is to
be found in the clustq\\of con51stent1y neutral responses
but not in as narrow a ‘range as the subscale'dealing with
Benefits to Physical Health. | |
Attitude subscales Q, le, and le dealing with
morality, legaiization and marijuana smokers respectively,
reach a high positive level immediately upon usage. Sub-
jects who were non-users displayed a mildly negative

.attitude regarding the moral- attributes of marijuana smoking,

while all stages of users were extremely positive regarding
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its moral attributes.’ ThiS'wide‘dis§Ertion is probably.
indiéative of the progagandistic nature of morality research. p
Those who have neverlsmoked mafijuana are likeiy to be
accepting of information that is mildly negative; those who
have smoked marijuana no lggé; accep his negative pro-
paganda. There is a wide rarge of attltudes because theré
is' no evidence to indicate moral attributes of-marljuana
smokiné. In the area of mofal values, vagueiy'authoritative
statements'are frequently heard, whereas most individuals
shy away from making deflnltlve statemen%s, about the bene-
flts or lack of benefits’ of marijuana su@king to physical
health without evidence. Subscales Q15 and le were also

lndlcatlve of general opinions. When dealing with "other- -

" oriented" statements as in legalization and people who smoke

marijuana, all dimensions were either-neutrg} or strongly
positive. This could be tied in with the "live and let
live'" attitude prevalent in our socie?y. Forced choice
experiments (Milgram, 1965) and post-decisional disson-
ance (Festinger, 1959) explhin that there is a social set
about freedom, people's gﬁspbnses to stimulus objects, and
their desire to mind tﬁeif own business. The extremely |
positive résponses‘on thése'two dimensions seem to di
this attitude. (mean range for'Q15 = 12.37 to 25.52,
mean range for Q16 = 13.15 to 26.05)

' Specifics and generalities underlie the subscales
preéiously discussed. Specific research (or the lack of

supportive research) indicates no benefits to physicél health
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and no motivational information. General propaganda
. statements allow for a much wider distribution of opinions:
on such dimensions as morality, legalization and mari-

juana smokers.

TABLE 6

MEAN RANGE/DIFFERENCE FOR 5 ATTITUDE SUBSCALES

Attitude Subscale | - Mean Range Mean Difference
QB s s e 13.5 to 17.3 3.9
Qyqe=e=-- 10.3 to 19.8 9.4
Qq veve-s 10.6 to 26.5 15.9
015.....7 12.4 to 25.5 13.1
9167""' | 13.1 to 26.1 | 12.9

Subscales Q5 (Instrumental to Philosophical Qutcomes)
and Q. (Instrumental to Self-Actualization) were ranked

negative by non-users and neutral by all user groups.
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Expressed here is a personal revelation to usérs of the.in~
ability of marijuana smoking behaviour‘to aid them in self-
.actuali;ing. Since marijuana émoking is not an &ntrinsic
part or an acceptable aspect of our society, it will not
promote self—aétualization to the degree that one identifies
with the norms and values of society. Marijuana Smoking is’
extra-societal because it is both illegal and against the
mores of society as é whole. 'Therefore responses fell in
the neutral or negative zone for both of these subscales,
(mean rénge for Q5 = 10.1 to 18.5 mean ‘range for Qé =
9.0 to 17.1) . .

These subscales (QS; Qs), expressing extré-societal
outcomes, remained for the most part in the neutral zone
following intiial-usage This differed from the personal-
ogical and soczetga 1ésues (Ql, le, Q16) which remained for
the most part in the positive zone following 1nitial usage.

All other subscales not specifically disclissed varied

dlrectly with usage and this accounted for the conszstent

relationship between attitudes and stage of use. For exampler

Q, (Hedonism) varies directly with usage, supporting Schlegel's

(1973) finding that "hedonism" plus "perceived rating of
willingness by best friends" demonstrated multiple validity
and significantly predicted stage of marijuana use. |

<

Level of Education Differenceg

<

-

On examination of Figure 2, it is immediately evident

-

"
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_ that grade ip students are consistently more negetive

than all other grade levels on all 20 attitude subscales.

This could be related to the school learning process.

In grade 9, students express neutral to mildly negative

attitudes toward marijuana smoking. In grade 10 they
express strongly negative feelings. Grade 1l students are
neﬁtral to mildly negative but slightly less negative on '
most scales than grade‘Q students. Grade 12 and 13 students
express neutral to mildly positive attitudes}. It appears
that people have learned to 1ike some aspects of marijuana
smoklng. -This reflects the process of one's behaviour
changing through learning. Research indicates that you have
to learn how to get "high'" on cannabis (Canada Interim Report,
1973) One might also have to learn the social benefits of
marijuana smoklng in terms of status and peer relationships.
This kind of learning shows "dips," that is,_ rapid
responses followed by gaps where there is seemingly no
learning. These intermittent response patterns occur until
the behaviour is learmed. (Skinner, 1953) The process from
grade 9 to 13 can be 1ooked at in terms of this learning
space. To learn‘about an attitude object (i.e. marijuaﬁa

smoking) is to acqulre sensory referents to th%s as a con-

cept. It ‘appears that students entering hlgh school are

very non-commlttal with regard to controversial toplcs
such as marijuana smoking. In the process of learning about
the concept, they assimilat  societal values that they

don't necessarily agree witR and which are incompatable with



-

. .53.
their'experiencé. However, they express thefdesired,_
negative attitudes, pefhaps to pleése significant'authority
figures whose influence on them is stronger than their.own
ascribed values. As they learn more about the concept
(progress through the grade levels) they tendlto deal with
it using their own beliefs and values rather than society'g
as a whole. |

‘The  term "sophomore" is a negative term indicatin
P g | |

stupidity and gullibility and is used to lable students in
their second year of high school and college in the U.S.A.
it would be interesting to compare this with the negative.
attitudes expressed by grade 10 students (who are in their
second year) who appear to have been gulled into a ferm of
submissiveness to the values presented to them by significant
othéﬁs. Perhaps what is-graéhed here in figure 2 is a
“soéhomoric effect," as information concerning a contraversial
concept is presented to the unsophisticated. No other data
could be found in educational jourmals to su@pprt this |
interpretation but it is nevertheless noteworthy of attention.
Hédonism.(Qz) was deemed definitely negative by grade 9,
10 and 11 stﬁdentsland neutral by grade 12 and 13 students.
The éubjects' responses seem to be connected with the idea thaf
there ar many other ways to have fun than smoking marijuana.
Again—(QS) Benefits, to Physical Health clustered in the
neutral area due to lack of supportive research, and le and
Q)¢ fell in the neutral to positive zome for grade levels in

support of the "live and let live" attitude previously dis-
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cussed.l THE extra-societal subscales Qsand Q6 were
deemed negative by more grade levels than étages of use.
Students at four grade levels (9-12) perceived marijuana ‘
smoking as an exclusive past-tiﬁg dafremental to philosophical ‘4
outcomes and self-actuaiizgtion-in present d;y society.

Grade 9, 10 and 11 studenfs'differed from grade 12
and 13 students on attitude subscale Q,g (Drug Abuse Potential).
The younger gréde,levels tended to agree that ﬁarijuana
smoking could lead to the use (or abuse) of "harder" drugs.
The older grade levels stated that they éidn't know if this
was a facf or not.- The misconception regarding the "stepping-
__stone" hypothesis by the students in the lower grades is
probably a result of a hesitation by educators to attribute
any ''good dews" AbOut marijuana smoking to their students.
In the early 70's marijuana smoking was (and maybe still is)
uhdesirable behaviour and fear of encouragement w;; associated
_with any positive fin@iﬁgs, such as the fact thét g,rijuana
smoking does not necessarily lead one to the use of harder
drugs (Canada, Interiﬁ‘Report, 1973). 'Without.supportive
' inforﬁation, young students were fed ambiguities resulting
in the false assumption that marijﬁana smoking leads to the
use of harder drugs; Hence the negative attitude expressed
on Q18 (mean range for young students on Q18 = 9.6 to 11.2 ).
Older stﬁdents with more experience régérding'tﬁe marijuana
smoking concept began to doubt this (perhaps through personal
experience or knowledge of others with personal experience

who did not go on to hardef drugs) and expressed an "I'm not ‘

i
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‘sure" attitude on this particular -subscale (mean range for

older /students on Qg = 11.2 to 15.6 ).

Interaction Effects

A significant interaction effect exists for attitude
subscales QlOéHarm to Intellectual and. Cognitive Functioning)
and Q;; (Enhances-Inhibits Motivation). That is, a significant
difference in these 2 attitudes exists among levels of |
education aﬁ;different stages of marijuéna use'and céﬁversely

: ' ) . . '
among stages of use at different levles of education,

On examination of figures &4a and 4b, two main interaction
effects are evident. F%rst oflali, in grade 9, non-userg
and initial users expréssed relatively the same mildly
negative attitude ("I believe that marijuana smoking could
harm my intellectual functioning"). Howevér following one
year of high school, non-users become extremely negative in
'their belief about the harmfulness of marijuana smoking to
their intellectual functioning, whereas initial userksbecome
neutral toward this belief. The similarity in attitude at
the grade 9 level indicates again a hesitancy on the part of
first year students to commit themselves to any strong
positive or negative beliefs regarding a controversial topic.
Even upon initial usage they do not become any less mnegative
regarding the harmfulness of marijuané smoking to cognitive
functioning. Grade 9 initial users exhibit a dual motive

1N
for remaining negative. They are not oply .insecure in Their
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school env1ronment and thus less vocal in avowing beliefs

and values but as xnltiates in marijuana smoking have not
yet become familiar with thelr own cognitive functioning :
'whlle under jts influence. Grade 10 non-users become even

)
more negative than grade 9 non-users as ah\sf?ibition once
again of their expression of the values of sign;ficant others
in soc1ety (Albrecht, 1973) . |

The other 1nteractlon effect of importance is the
.at:isgffﬁphange (in the positive direction) of occasional
users and the attitude change (in thelless positivefditection)
of casual ‘users at the grade 13 level. It seems that -over -
time, occasional users (who have a reliable source of mérijuana)
become more confident in their functional proficiency on a
cognitive level than do casual users (who do not have 2
particulay constant source of marijuzna). Following the
learning of this behaviour, their belief about smoking not
being harmful to cognitive functioning is strengthened.

Casual users-experience a different effect beéausg intermit-
tent reinforcement is less influential than consistent
reinforcement. (Skinmer, 1953).

On examination of figures 5a and 5b, two main interaction
effects are evident. In grade 9, 1n1t1a1 users are more
negative than non-users in their belief about the. effect of
marijuané smoking on motivation. 1In grade 10, initial users
remain with the same negative attitu&e while non-users in-
crease in negativism to the level of the initial users.

Young people initially trying marijuana are usually doing
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so out of peer conformity or curiosity (Keeler, 1968); Their
desire to-behave in such a way is often associated with many '
otﬁef probiem behaviours in youth (Jessor, Jessor and Finney,
1973). With this-overview;“studepts initiaily trying-marijuana
perceive their own motivation tpwards socially acceptable '
behaviour (e.g. interest in school) as 1ow.' Whether or not
they are expressing this as a function of marijuana smoking
is not known, hoﬁever, this appears to be.why they are
' reporting a belief that marijuana smoking inhibits motivation
(mean score = 9.7 ). Again, non-users following one year_of
high school seem to be accepting of the negative attitude \
presented to them by s;gnificant others and so express a more
negative attitude on this motivational subscale. o

Throughout, grades 11,12 and 13 occasional users increas-
ingly believe that marijuana smoking enhances their motivation
to accomplish things. Casual and regular users at grades 12
and 11 respectively, bglieye that marijuaga smoking mildly
. enhances their motivation buf:bﬁé year iatéé (grades 13 and
12 respectively) are less convinced of this belief. Perhaps
the classification syétem of usage'explains this result;
occasional users are casual usexrs who ha?e marijuana consis-
tently available to them but who have not become regélar
users in spite of the source availability. This fypé:oﬁ
person obviously.must have other interests outside the realm
of mérijuasa smoking. His choice to smoke "when he feé}s

c :

like it" and the lack of problem in attaining it places him

in a spectrum of choices with other things to do. TThe occas~
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ional user, by definition, describes a person with other’

//ambitions in life and theref&fe an expression of a highiy

. positive attiéude on the motivafional subscale. Casual and
}eguiar users are mot sure of the effects of‘mérijuana
smoking on motivation and can't seem to decide if it en-
hances ﬁheir ambition in other aspects of life or not.
This ambiguity relfects the lack of data on the effect of
marijuana smoking on motivation.

»

v : -
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CHAPTER VI SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS



Summary : ' 3

The purpose of this study was to determine éttitudes
and stage of use of marijuana smoking at five levels of high
school educaé&on in oxder to compare these variables in the
investigation of the attitude-behaviour relationship. It
was hypothesized that students would not differ éignificantly
in attitude among level of.educﬁtion or‘;tage of use. To
test the§¢'£ypotheses, 454 high school students were selected'
to fill out an Attitude Towards Smoking Marijuana Questionnaire
as well as é Stage of Marijuana Use Questidnnaire.
o The results indicated that:- _
1. lStage of use is aq_s;pélient indicator of attitude.
2. High school year is not a ﬁery good indicator of attitude.
3. Very little more information can be gained by combining
usage and education levels to indicate attitude, than
- can be seen from either of these two variables alone.
“Vfﬁgt Non-users consistently expressed negative attitudes on
17 of the 20 attitude subscales.
5. Initial users consistently expressed neutral attitudes
on 10 of the 20 attitude subscales?
6. Casual, occasional and regular users cSﬁS&s:eﬂfly expres-

sed p031t1ve attitudes on 16 of the 20 attitude subscales

7. Grade 10 students con51stently,expressed a more negative

60.
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. attitude than all other grade levels ,on all 20 attitude
- subscales. | : -
" 8. Attitudes regarding cognitive fuﬁptioﬁiﬁgfand motivation
were dépendent upon both usagé and education interactihg.
9. Attitudés reflecting lack of supportive information
‘were expreésed as neutral. |
10. Attitudes reflecting general ?r&paganda stafements were
expressed as a wide distfibution of opinioms.
11. Personflogical and societal iSSues were deemed extreme-
ly positive by user groups.
12.. Attitudes reflecting extra-socletal outcomes were

deemed neutral by user groups.

\
General Conclusions ///~—ﬁ

In view of the above results, it éppears that students
tend to express attitudes consi;;eﬂq with their'6yeft be-
haviour. Altﬁough SOmé relationship-exists between specific
attitudés'expressed ahd high school year, in general_level of
educ;fion is not a good indicator of students’' attitudes.
Also, the relationship between usage and -attitude is so
strong that the effects of employing both education level
and usage to.indiéate attitude are minimal and not necessary.*

In addition, results indicate that non-users as a group
sﬁow lietTe diversity in their responses'regardless of the
tyﬁe of attitude being expressed, whereas users as a group

_vary a great deal in their responses dependent on the type

£
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of attitude, belief’ or behaviour intention being expréssed.

The use of the attitude object ifself gives the respondent
much more information with which to méke his choice of
opinion. fhese findings support those presentéd'by .
Schlegel (1973). where he‘suggestéd that .

‘a single'diméhsion approach, while being
somewhat adequate for non-users, would have
missed 'tapping" a large portion of the
attitude space for groups having had dir-
ect experience with the drug.”
(Schlegel, p. 185). ¥

Finally, it appears that it is important to students
to express those attitudes that best reflect their actual
behaviour, in order to reduce conceivable attitude-behav-
-iour inconsistencies. ~With this knowiedge. it seems reason-
. able to Eggﬁme_from this study that people modify their

attitudes to suit their behaviour (i.e. behaviour has

some effect on attitude change).

- ~

Implications for HealthrEducation

The foregoing research offers several implications for

drug-related health programé: .

1. A consideration should be made of the stage of ube of
students when preparing é'drug education course. A
single dimension approach which may be applicable to
non-users would probably prove futile with user grgups

whose attitude spectrum is very diverse.

2. 1If grade levels are convenient, emphasis should be

]



: 63.
placed on the earlier el .entary.school years where cpmmit-
ment .to attitudes is weak:.an where the effect of sig-
‘nificant others is greatest.

3. When dealing with user groups, efficient programs should
be aimed at thoge-aﬁtitudes which, reflect personalogical
ana sociétal issues in order to identify for the
user the inconsistencies between their behaviour &nd
society as a whole.

4, When presénting factual information regarding marijuana
smoking, care should be °’t:a,‘ken not to leave out possible
bénefits, éo that students can conjure up a total
picture of the attitude object and with thié formulate
tpeir own internal opinion which will prove stronger

" in the long run. ’

5. Diversion progréms should be aimed at thsse attitude
subscales which were founa to be significantly dif-
ferent smong stages of use;.for subscales which were
not indicative of stage of use, would likely have

little use in such a progranm.

. ~Tmplications: for Future Research

It is‘épparent that the attitude—behaviourlcontroversy

still remains a questionable topic. From\this.study iﬁ ap-
' pears that the actual behaviour af the subject determines
the attitude he will deciare:' Whether of‘not this is the

attitude the subject actually holds is not known. Future

[ TP N
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interval testing with attitude expression and actual overt
behaviour measureﬁent‘performed at semi-annual or quarterly'
sessions. Perhaps then attitude change and behaviour change
can be placéd on a time continuum in order to look at the
onset of change in these two variables. . ’
| An'attempt should be made in some way to équalize the
cell frequencies (i.e. same number of subjects in each stage.
of use group). This would prevent loadings on an} one-
group and thus'pyevenf implicétions‘which are, in'actuality,
non-existént. |

Scales which separate opinions, begg;;s and behaviour
intentions (on a multid;mengional level) would be useful
in detefmining whether any of these three variables are
indicative of behaviour on their own.

'The role of significant others in the formation or
expression of attitudes should be controlled or measured in
some way so as to utilize that variable to its maximum

predictive potential. "
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INTRODUCTION

This booklet contains a set of statements meant to explore some of
your opinions and feelings toward smoking marijuana (cannabis, hashish,
THC, "pot", "grasa"). It is nmot a test of what you kmow about marijuana.
There are no "right" or "wrong" answers in the sense that people differ a
great deal in their opinions om this issue. Tlease do not sign your name
8o that vour responses will remain completely anonymous.

Read each statement carefully and rate it in tems of the extent to which .
you agree or disagree with it.

/ -3 4 =2 4 =1 4 0 4 #& 4 8 J 43 7

Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree ‘ Agree

Take the foliowing statement as an example:.

-3 -2 <-1.0 41 42 +3 1. People would be better off if they dramk
’ less coifee.

1f you "strongly disagree" with this statement, circle -3. If you "stromgly
agree" with the statement, circle +3. If your opinion lies somewhere in
between, circle the appropriate number which reflects as closely as possible
the extent of your disagreement or agreement. :

1f you have never tried marijuana (cannabis, hashish, THC, "pot", 'grass") and
feel you have an insufficient basis upon which to agree or disagree for certain

items, respond in terms of what you would expect to be true if in fact you had
experienced the effects of marijuana.

REMEMBER - This is not an examination. Péople differ in their opinions on this
issue; please indicate your own attitude.

This is part of a scientific research program designed to investigate
what the role of smoking marijuana should be in today's society. The
way you really feel and your honest responses to each item in this
opinionnatre are an important'contribution to this overall goal.
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Strongly Neutral . Strongly
Disagree Agree

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 43 1o Swmoking marijuana should be used t0 enhance
‘self-insight,
=3 =2 =1.0 +1 +2 +3 2. Smoking marijuana is merely one of many leisure
: activities that are wozth trying.
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 42 +3 3. Marijuana may increase risk-taking in a way
that leads to more accidents.
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 42 +3 4. I expect the marijuana high to be a good ex-
' perience. .
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 5. Criminal penalties should be removed from pos-—
_ session of marijuana for personal use,
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 6. Marijuanaz has no pla.ce\ in a complex society.
-3 -2 =10 +1 +2 43 7. Smoking marijuana helps me feel psychologically
well balanced.
w3 w2 =1 0 +1 42 +3 8. The immediate increase in heart rate while
smoking marijuana may be laying the basis for
~ a heart attack in the future. ,
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 #3 ) 9. By using marijuana, one is "breaking the bdarrier”
; . ' to other illegal drug use. _
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3.. 40. At times marijuana helps to explain the paradoxi-
’ . cal and contradictory things in" life.
~3 =2 =1 0-+1 +2 +3 11. I expect the marijuana high to be almost-always
a pleasant feéling of well-being. .
3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 12, Not knowing what the dose is could make me es—
peéia.lly vulnerable to anxiety during the mari-
i Jjuana high. ' ) '
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 42 +3  13. Regular use of marijuana leads to an indifferent
| o attitude toward life.
=3 =2 =10 +1 42 43 14. Marijuana use sufficiently threatens the social
structnre of our society to warrent it being
illegal.
~3 =2 =7 0 +1 +2 +3 15. Associating with marijuana smokers may jeopar—
- _dize my moral values. .
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 16. The use of marijuana morally deteriorates a

person.,

L
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Strongly Neutral , Strongly )
Disagree _ Agree

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 17. One should smoke marijuana occasionally in order

‘ %o relieve psychological tensions. '

~3 =2 =10 +1 +2 +3 18. Try it (marijuana), you'll like it! _ _

—3 =2 33 0 +1 +2 43 19. Scme very intense and nightmarish Treactions can
occur in the initial use of marijuana.,

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 20. Marijuana may be used medically to help allevi-

7 . ate suffering caused by the flu.

=3 -2 <1 0 +1 +2 +3 21. Marijuana leads to the use of more dangerous

. ’ drugs.

-3 =2 -1 0 +1 +2°+3 22. Marijuana may increase religious insight.

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +} 23. Even occasional use of marijuana would reduce.

' my ability to think clearly and intelligently;

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 . 24. It is possible science will discover that mari-

' juana has the aﬁility to reduce fever,

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 25. Since mari juana affects. the mind, there is al-

' ways some element of danger to oihers present.
=3 =2'=1 0 +1 +2 +3 26. Smoking marijuana is a good way to have fun,
50 why not use it? '

=3 =2 -1 0+1 +2 +3 27. Persons high on marijuana can be dangerous to
othefs. _

-3 =2 =1 0.+1 +2 +3 28. It is undesirable to associate with marijuana
smokers.- .

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 mcéfé9. The marijuana higﬁ.gives me a pleasant mooHd-

. “1ifting effect.

=3 <2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 30. There is little connection between the use of
6arijuana and'crime. ‘

=3 -2 =1 0 +1 42 43 31. Mari juana users often become powerless to éon—

. trol their own behavior. ’

-3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 32, It is quite pdssible science will discover that
mari juana causes birth defects in the offspring
of users.

-3 ~2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 33. The widespread use of marijuana is a serious

social problem. -

o
-
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Strongly Neutral ‘ Strongly
Disagrée ' Agree
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 34. Smoking marijuana can often help people with
nerve trouble.
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 35. The use of marijuana helps to truly share the
feelings of others. .
=3 =2 51 0 +1 +2 +3 36. Long EE}m marijuana use will contribute to a _
' ‘ deterioration of my intellectual functioning.
-3 -2-10+1+2+3 37. Marijuana smokers are not our most desirable
' Ttitizens.
=3 -2-10+1+243 38, The sudden legalization of mari juana would have
: a detrimental impact on currently stable Social
values, .
-3 -2-104+1 +24+3 39, Regular marijuana use leads to reduced drive
to accomplish things.
=3 =2 =1 0 41 +2 +3 40. It is possible science will discover that mars—
_ .. Juéna-E;; the ability to reduce pa;n.
=3 =2 =10 +1 +2 +3 4i. Harijuana use is likely to iead one to try LSD.
=3 =2-10+1 4243 42, I don't think a marijuana user should be sepe |
: tenced to jail. | '
~3 £2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 43. I'don't trust people who smoke marijuana.
=3 =2 =10 +1 42 43 44. Samoking marijuana can help me to attain my
) potential,
=3 -2 =10+1+2+3 45, It may be found that marijuana has the benefi-
‘ cial effect of reducing high blood pressure.
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 42 +3 46. Regular marijuana use could impair my reading
. comprehension abilities.
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 47. The use of marijuana is reducing the chances of
) our society surfiving.
-3 -2-10 +A,+2 +3  -48. The law should not prohibit the use of mari juana
if a person wishes to smoke it.
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 43 49. Regular users experience anxiety symptoms when
| marijuana is withdrawn from them.
=3 =2 =1 Q0 +1 +2 +3 | 50. Per51stent mari juana use can trigger a var:ety

of psychologzcal disorders.
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=3 =2
-3 =2

-3 =2

=3 =2
=3 =2

-3 =2
-3 =2

-3 =2

-3 =2
=3 -2

=3 =2

~3 =2
-3 -2

. =3 =2

Strongly

-1

=1

-1

0 +1
0+

O +1

0 +1

0 +1
0 +1

0 +1

+2 43 .

*2'+3
+2 +3

+2 +3
+2 +3

+2 +3
+2 +3

+2 ;3

+2 43

1+2 +3

+2 +3

+2 +3

+2 +3
+2 +3

+2 +3

+2 +3

+2 +3

9.

60.

61.°

62.

63.
640

'65.

66.

67.

+2 +36t9£58.

+2 +3

69.

Neutral Strongly 70,

- .. , Agree

Smcking marijuana promotes a lack of ambition.
I.may lose emotional control of myself while
high on marijuana.' |

Regular mari juana smoking can cause sexual

.sterility.

A typical maeruana hlgh makes me feel happy.

Marljuana may increase aggressiveness in a way

‘that endangers otgers.

Smoking mari juana is wrong.
We need laws to help combat the spreading use

- of marijuana,

Regular use of marijuana may produce mental
adjustment problems.

Marijuana helps one to probe more deeply into
life. . ' -
Personality confusion may result with regular
mari juana use. '

The marijuana habit is often difficult to dis-
continue.

Smoking marijuana will broaden one's outlook
on life, )

Marijuana users often show marked apathy/
Smoking marijuana heightens one's willingness
to share.

Snoking mari juana helpé_one to build closer, .
more genuine relationships with others.
Smoking marijuana helps you to communicate
with yourself. |

Smoking marijuana can improve self—confidence.
I expect to feel more humonous when high on
mari juana,

I should smoke marijuana if it makes me feel
good, |
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Strongly” Neutral - Strongly 1.
Disagree : : Agree

=3 =2 -1 0+1 42 +3  70. Marijuana ‘smoking should be socially condemmed.
=3 =2 =10+1 +2 +3 . T!l. One can become a slave to the marijuana habit.
=3 =2 =1 O +1 #2 +3  T2. Marijuana helps me to be more self—aware.
-3 =2 =1 0.41 +2 +3  73. Nothing justifies the instiusion by the law
into‘the private lives of individuals whe use
_ mari juana. . .
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3  .74. "Coming down" from one's first marijuana high
‘ " can be especially upsetting.

-3 -2 -10+1 +2 +3  75. Marijuana may lead to trying heroin.
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 T6. Beauty can be c&ﬁtured more fully while high

on marijuaha.
-3 =2 ~1 0 +1 +2 +3 ° 7T7. While high on marijuana one cannot think logi-
=3 =2 -10+1 42 +3 78. Marijuana smoking is a sign of moral weakmess.
=3 =2 =10 +1 42 +3  T79. The freer availabiltiy of marijuana may easily

| _promote uidespread irresponsibility.
-3 =2 ;1'0 +1 +2 +3 80. While high on marijuana, a person can easily control
_ his behaviour in order to avoid trouble. .
-3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 81. Samoking marijuana can cause long-lasting mental
. depression. ' P

=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +3 82. The deep inhalation necessary to obtain the effects

of marijuana may cause lung cancer after long

‘ term use,
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 +2 +i 83. The desire to excel i diminished by regular
' ‘-mari juana use. ' ' .
=3 =2 =1 0 +1 42 +3 _ 34. I‘would use marijuana simply ﬁecause it adds
'— ——— -enjoyment to life. ) 7

-3 =2 =1 0 +1 42 +3 85. Regular marijuana use impairs problem solving

abilities. ' '
—3 -2 -10+1 +2 +3  B86. Often people can't stop smoking marijuana once
\they start.

-3 <2 =10 +1 42 43 87. Oncé a iersoﬂ starts to smoke marijuana, there

is a psychological need that requires contin-
uous use of it.
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Strongly : Neutral Strongly '
: Agree

-3 -2

-3 =2

-3.=2

-3 -2
-3 =2

-3 =2

3 -2
-3 -2.
. .;3._2.

-3 -2

L =32

T3 -2
-3 -2

-3 =2

-10
-1 0

-1 0
=10

-10

-1'0
-10
21 0
-100

=10

-1 0

-1 0

d

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

_+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+2 +3

+2+3 88,
+2+3 89,
+2 +3 90,
+2+3 9.
+2 43 g2.
+2‘+3_ 93.
+2‘+3 94.
+2 +3 95.
+2 +3 éé;
+2 +;'f ;QI}
+2 +3 98:
w2 +3 .99
2 +3 ﬁ:’
+2 o+3,',-' 151,

102.

R4

Smoking marijuana mgy lead to insights about
the fruth of human nature. '

Peoﬁle Qho smoke marijuana seem to lack a con-
cept of right-and wrong. )

If a person uses marijuana, he is likely to
also use other illegal drugs.

———

t = . : ‘
Marijuana is a good way to tap the rich stores

" of my unconscious.

Smoking marijuana is dad.

Regular use of marijuana may well affect func—
tionige of the vital organs in the body.
Ha;ijuana‘ﬁay have some therapeutic potential:
by reducing high body temperature-to nbrm;l
levels. |
Smoking marijuana often helps one to understand
others better. . i

The use of marijuana may lead to losing control .

of my life. j
Doctors should consider prescribing mari jusna
‘as a tranquilizer., ‘

Getting high on marijuana helps me to get into

music better and become a part of it.

While high on marijuana, wilé?mood SW1ings could

. . 8
leave me feeling very insecure.

-1t is'imbortant to . avoid marijuana since it may

. lower my inhibitions.

Marijuéap helps a person to communicate more
freely wish others.
Even moQEféte marijuana use could derange my

mind to some extent.



MARIJUANA-USE QUESTIONNAIRE 73

Th.zs brief section deals with your actual exper:.ence with mar:.Jua.n.a.

Remember - your responses are completel,y anenymous. , oy

1. Have you ever tried marijuana or hashish?
' "YES NO

2. Have you ever been very high or "stoned" on mari juana or hashish,
:'to the point that you were pretty sure that you had ezpenenced .
the dnug effects?

MORE THAN ONCE _____ ONCE | . NEVER

—— T e————

) 1
3. Do you still smoke mariféana?

YES NO

If yes, also answer questions four dnd five.

4. Do you or someone very close to Yyou usually keep a supply of marijuana
" or hashish, so that it is available to you when you wish to use it?
YES . KO ' )

"Be Do you use marijuana or another psychedelic drug pretty well every day
when available (ie., at least 3 times a week)?
YES NO

CENERAL INFORMATION

Please checl_c the appropriate category:' . ’ -

SEX: . Male Female - .. | ACE: .
HIGH SCHOOL ¢ 10 11 12 . _
YEARL oy, T . S s 10—
v
" F ‘ .
P .
' v
HE - |
- | 'L
® ~ *
) Q, )
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_ SOURCE OF QUESTIONNAIRES
~ The Attitudes Towards Marijuana Smoking Questionnaire
found in Appendix A was derived from an Unpublished PhD
Dissertation by Ronald P. Schlegel, Assistant Professor of
Health at the University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario,

Canada.

The Marijuana Use Quééﬁionnaire also found in Appendix

A was derived from the same Unpublished PhD Dissertation

.

by Ronald P. Schlegel, however, he adapted this from S.W.
Sadava's original Marijuana Use Questionnaire.’ S .W.Sadava
is a-Professor of Hedlth at Brock University, St. Catherimes,

Ontario, Canada.

" * Written permission has been obtained from Dr. R.P.
Schlégel to use the scale (Form A) that he deve¥&sed. A )
copy of his letter granting permiésion is included in

Appendix D.
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SET OF.INSTRUCTIONS GIVEN TO TEACHERS

. Hand each student a questionnaire face down on his/her

-

desk.

Explain to the students: that this is not a test of

their kn&wledge, but rather, a questionnaire on how

they feel about the_topie (marijuana smoking) .

. Have them turn the questiomnaires over. Slowly and

cleaily read aloud to them the instructions on the

first page, having them follow along

. Empha51ze the fact that Ro'names are to be signed on

the papers and thus encourage them to answer honestly

with no fear of recognition.

. Encourage them to work quickly so as to complete all

7 pages by the time the class bell Tings. (36 minute

Periods at all 3 schools). N

™

. When students has&:completed the questionnaire have

them turn it over and remain at the}r desks until the

end of class.

. Collect all papers when the period is over. Mark the

- grade and school on a. separate sheet of paper to be

placed on top of the questionnaires.
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