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ABSTRACT 

In ~ecent years, athletes have been ste~eotyped as d~ug 

abuse~s, scholastic cheaters, and anti-heroes who are 

inte~ested in winning at any cost. This ste~eotype may 

stem from adve~se publicity about a few athletes who have 

bent the rules in thei~ own selfish inte~ests, others who 

a~e inte~ested in maintaining a 'macho' image, the 

inc~easing vigilance of the NCAA ove~ college athletic 

p~og~ams, and the passing of Proposition ~8, which has 

tended to highlight the failure of some schools adequately 

to p~epa~e thei~ students fo~ a higher education. 

What little empi~ical research has been done targeting o~ 

identifying high school athletes has shown this image to be 

false. This disse~tation examines attitudes, life-styles, 

and d~ug behavior of college athetes and shows that the 

common ste~eotype is cont~adicted by data on athletes in 

gene~al. College athletes a~e as inte~ested in academic 

success as any othe~ college students. They did, in fact, 

ea~n better g~ades in high school than their pee~s, and 

remain equal in schola~ly achievement th~oughout their 

college ca~ee~s. Athletes use fewer d~ugs, and use them 

less f~equently, than other college students. They did 

not experiment with drugs during g~ade school, junio~ high, 

or early high school years as often as did their class-
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mates, negating the idea that they would use more drugs if 

not faced with newly instigated mandatory drug testing. 

An examination of the major theories of deviance has shown 

that the elements of Hirschi's Social Control Theory, plus 

elements of Zuckerman's Sensation Seeking Theory and Weil's 

Theory of the Natural Mind, can explain most of the differ

ences in drug use between athletes and non-athletes on the 

college campus. Other theories that were examined here, 

Strain, Cultural Deviance, and Power-Control, failed to 

prove useful when trying to explain these differences. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

"At 

drug 

glad 

a time when recruiting and eligibility violations 

abuse seem to be the norm in college athletics, 

you reminded me chat there really is [an athlete] 

12 

and 

I'm 

to 

admire." (LeWis, 19B7. p.12.) "The usual star athlete of 

today ... is not much to talk to, when you get right down to 

it. The usual star of today is so wrapped up in himself, so 

pampered and coddled since he first began to outgrow all 

the other kids, that you can scarcely stand to be around 

him." (Simpson, 1987. p.e1.)" We pretend that 

college athletes are 'student athletes' who take time out 

from their studies to practice some football or basketball, 

and play some games .... " (Cosell, 1986. p.CB.) "For the 

young, the lesson from the field j.s that rotten manners, 

greed and determination to win at any cost to body and soul 

are virtues." (Baker, 19B~. p.6) 

These quotations are Just a few that can be found in any 

sports magazine or on any sports page, almost any day of 

the week in almost any city in the United States. They 

reflect the opinion of many sports fans (and non-fans) 

everywhere that today's athletes, whether high school, 

college, or profeSSional, are ill-mannered, drug abusing, 

unscholarly bullies who violate mainstream society's norms 
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and values in almost all ways. In other words, a common 

stereotype of an athlete today is that s/he is a 'deviant'. 

On what do people base this opinion? Eckhard H.Hess, 1971, 

says that everyone »employs stereotypes to categorize and 

to deal with the kaleidoscope flow of events around them. 

Nor do they wait contemplatively until all the facts are 

in; they must prejudIce the meaning of the whole on the 

basis of a few signs and must act upon this Jot of 

knowledge. » A stereotype is a rigid mental image that 

summarizes whatever is believed to be typical of a group 

(Robertson, 1988). From what jpts of knowledge, what signs, 

did this stereotype of the athlete originate? 

The answer is easily discernable. Athletes are always in 

the limelight. It is the nature of their' 'business' to 

entertain us. Almost every newspaper in the nation has a 

separate sports section where we can read daily about the 

accomplishments of our favorite teams or individual ath

letes. Unfortunately, we also read about their failures. 

And while many accomplishments are not recorded, it is 

almost certain that the failures are. A football player 

accused of (NOT convicted of, accused of) taking perks to 

play for a university? A baseball player busted for a 

positive drug test? A tennis player behaving like a ten 

year old brat on the courts? A swimmer taking steroids to 



build his 

audiences 

newspape~s. 

o~ her strength? 

of fans and 

These sto~ies 

non-fans alike. 

att~act 

They 

1~ 

huge 

sell 

All of this attention focused on athletes is an outcome of 

the inc~eased importance of spo~ts in Ame~ican society 

today. This importance cannot be overstated. Sport is an 

institution. It is big business. One could almost say it is 

a new national religion. The increase in the significance 

of this aspect of American life is reflected in a prolif

eration of popular sports literature and other media since 

the mid-1960's. (Six major films about baseball had either 

just been released or were in the making in the summer of 

1988.) 

There is no other topic on which we get information so 

regularly. "News, Weather and Sports" are on all the 

major television networks every day - three or four times a 

day. On the radio, reports are given every hour on the 

hour. More and more frequently, besides the scores and 

team standings, these messages are about conflicts and 

problems within the realm of athletics. In the professional 

ranks, owners and managers or coaches are in dispute and 

the latter are fired. Coaches and managers challenge 

refe~ees and umpires; the fo~mer are th~own out of games. 

Management and players become involved in salary and 
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benefit disputes; the latter strike and walk off the 

playing fields. In the college ranks, the news of another 

NCAA (National Collegiate Athletic Association) 

investigation into alleged corrupt practices and violations 

at a major university seems to come with increasing 

regularity. The 'horror' stories that we read and hear 

about individual athlete's misdeeds also help to fill the 

news slots and the newspaper columns. In reality, however, 

these stories are about only a few athletes. It may be 

that it is the rare athlete who indulges in such deviance. 

It is likely the case that athletes' misdeeds and mistakes 

are more frequently reported than their positive 

accomplishments, unless that accomplishment is within the 

realm of their athletic prowess. 

Despite the relatively recent but profound attention given 

to the field of athletics, per se, there is a dearth of 

systematic data on the athletes themselves which would 

allow for an assessment of the accuracy of the common 

stereotype. Little empirical research has been done which 

targets athletic populations, although some studies have 

identified athletes among their respondents and have come 

to some conclusions about their behavior. One recent study 

of high school students suggests that athletes do use more 

drugs than other students (Tucson Citizen, 1987). Another 

self-report high school study (Jensen, 1987) suggests that 
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high school athletes are less involved in some forms of 

deviance than theiL peeLs. SchareL (1868) round that 

delinquency rates are lower among high school athletes than 

among high school non-athletes, but his dependent vaLiable 

or deviance was measured only by court records and was, at 

best, only a gLOSS indicator or deviant behavioL. These 

contradictory findings are paralleled by a conrlict in 

sociological, psychological, and addiction studies 

research and theoLY. Some theories predict greater deviance 

among athletes and some pLedict less involvement in 

deviance. Some theories suggest that athletes expeLience so 

much stLess in theiL lives that they aLe compelled to 

deviance; others suggest that the subcultuLe to which 

athletes belong has difreLent standaLds than mainstLeam 

society, standards which are conducive to high Lates of 

deviance. Still otheL theoLies imply that athletes shaLe 

the culture or the laLger society and share nOLms, values 

and lirestyles that aLe not compatible with deviance. 

This study is an attempt both to compile badly needed data 

on athletes compaLed to non-athletes and to assess hypo

theses implied by the various sociological, psychological 

and addiction theoLies. The questions to be addLes sed 

include: Do athletes use more drugs than others? Do 

athletes dirfeL fLom non-athletes in education and academic 

ability? ALe they given special pLivileges in school 
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lots of money to live on, good grades for no work, lives of 

leisure, except, of course, on actual performance days? Are 

athletes really unconcerned about their grades and about 

graduating from college with an education? Are their career 

aspirations the same or different from those of other 

college students? 

DEFINITIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS 

SPORT AND ATHLETES 

An athlete, according to Harry Edwards (1973), is anyone 

who participates in sports. SPORTS always involve physical 

exertion and are formally structured and organized. They 

have explicit rules and codes of behavior and procedure. 

The rules of each sport are usually historically based, 

changed only by officially mandated bodies who have been 

brought together for the purpose of regulating that sport. 

Sports participation demands that members prepare 

themselves through rigorous mental and physical 

conditioning. Michener (1976) would add that sports 

require special physical skill or prowess and are of a 

competitive nature. 

The ATHLETE, then, for purposes of this study. is a person 

of unusual physical skill who trains for and participates 

in a strenuous physical activity under well-established 



traditions and in this case, 

educational organization 

institution of sport. 

within the framework of, 

of the university and 

SPORT AS A SOCIAL INSTITUTION 

18 

the 

the 

Sport sociologists generally agree that sport was well 

established as an American institution by the end of the 

nineteenth century. World War I and the Roaring Twenties 

entrenched it even more firmly. Evidence that sport is an 

institution is ,most clea~ly seen by the fact that it was 

able to continue and flourish even during the Great 

DepreSSion, a time when non-essential activities were 

abandoned to ensure economic survival. (Curry and Jiobu, 

198~.) (See Edwards, 1978, Luschen and Sage, 1981, and Loy 

et aI, 1981, for comprehensive studies of this 

phenomenon.) 

An INSTITUTION can be defined as a stable set of values, 

norms, statuses, roles and groups that have evolved around 

some basic human need. A university is recognized as a part 

of the greater whole, the institution of education, which 

fulfills the need of society to transmit cultural knowledge 

to its young people. The institution of sport serves other 

functions. In a post-industrial society like the United 

States today, sports provide a major leisure activity. 
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Reading about sports, watching sports, talking about 

sports, besides the actual participation in sports, are 

ways of filling the many hours of free time that are the 

norm in American society. Athletic events (synonymous with 

sports) encourage people to engage in physical activity in 

a society where, for the most part, little physical 

exertion is provided by. their occupation or work. Athletes 

provide role models in that their skills and determination 

are admired by the public. Sport can act as an outlet for 

energy for both participants and spectators. Some suggest 

that sport may serve to reinforce the basic values of 

society, such as teamwork, competition, discipline and 

obedience to rules. (Of course, this conception is contra

dictory to the publicity and stereotype cited earlier.) 

Changes in sport, as in other institutions, parallel 

changes in the greater society. The economic development 

in the United States which led to shorter work weeks and 

more leisure time; the growth of cities, which provided for 

concentrated populations necessary to support huge 

stadiums; the spread of radio and television into homes 

across the nation; and the innovations in land and air 

travel, which allow for competition among different areas 

of the country, are Just a few of the many factors that 

have led to sport as a major spectator industry. 

, , J 
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Like other industries in the American economic system, the 

institution of sport emphasizes free enterprise and the 

pursuit of profit. Sport generates huge profits, running 

into billions of dollars each year. (Robertson, 1988.) The 

teams of major professional sports are corporate organiza-

tions; they buy, sell, and trade players as though they 

were economic commodities and not people. This practice, 

along with many others, results in another general 

characteristic of institutions: the generation of major 

social problems. Some of the problems associated with Sport 

today are cheating, gambling, drug abuse, violence, racism 

and sexism. 

Like other institutions, 

institutions. This is 

sport is interdependent with other 

nowhere more evident than in 

intercollegiate athletics. Teams are sponsored and financed 

by the university and, in the case of some sports, bring in 

revenue which supports other university programs. College 

athletes are also students who must maintain predetermined 

academic standards if they are to be allowed to continue to 

participate in competition. The success of the athletic 

teams of a university lends itself to the overall 

reputation and fame of the institution. College teams serve 

as 'vocational training' for the young athletes who aspire 

to professional careers in athletics. 
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SPORT AS RELIGION 

Stark and Glock (1968) noted that in the previous two 

decades, the power and influence of sport had increased 

enormously while, at the same time, formalized religion and 

the church had suffered a decline of interest and commit-

ment. In 1972, Rogers stated that with the increasing 

emphasis on secularization of American life, »sports are 

rapidly becoming the dominant ritualistic expression of the 

reification of established religion in the United States» 

(p.392). The perception that sport has taken on many of 

the characteristics of religion, and indeed has emerged as 

a new religion, was noted by Rubin in 1972. (Comprehensive 

analyses of this issue can be found in Luschen and Sage, 

1981, and in Eitzen, 1978.) 

Whether one takes a functionalist approach or a conflict 

approach, there is evidence to support the view that sport 

has emerged as a religion in the United States. Emile 

Durkheim (191S) said that religion fosters social integra

tion and that worship is the collective reaffirmation of 

moral values. Loy (1972) states that modern sport functions 

as a civil religion for the purpose of fostering social 

integration. If an American encounters a fellow countryman 

anywhere in the world. the standard Joke as to what would 

both identify them as Americans and start their 
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conversation is the question: "HollJ about those t"lets?" This 

reference to sports is not just an amusing anecdote or a 

cOincidence. Sport in general can be discussed by over 
1 

eighty percent of all Americans who have reached the age 

of reason, regardless of class, sex, or ethnicity. It is a 

bond that we share with each other as Americans. 

No formally organized religion can claim to draw the 

numbers of people together that sports do. Professional 

and collegiate football games regularly are attended by 

tens of thousands of people every Saturday, Sunday and 

Monday night from August through the middle of January. The 

SuperBowl (the championship game of the National Football 

League (NFL)) is the single largest American spectator 

event each year, drawing an audience of millions of people 

from around the world. The only other events which can 

draw this kind of attention are the annual World Cup 

Football (Soccer) Matches and the games of the Olympics: 

both sporting events. It would seem from this evidence 

(again, contrary to the stereotype) "that the virtues of 

moral character (courage, dignity, and integrity) are 

reaffirmed in action at [sporting arenas] not church --

as a place of worship." (Scott, 1968. p.~2~.) 

1 
Ascertained through informal surveys of college 

populations and through participant observation. 



23 

Sport has its shrines, as does any religion; one example is 

the NFL Hall of Fame in Canton, Ohio. Sport has its 

relics, for example, 'retired' numbers, Jerseys, and other 

equipment used by its superheros. Sport also has rituals, 

both on the field, such as the silence observed before the 

beginning of a race, and others that are performed off the 

field of play. Athletes who are unknown to each other, but 

recognize each other as fellow athletes, will give each 

other a 'high five' wherever they are. 

Deford has 

"Sportianity" 

named this American secular religion 

(1976) and has called it a new denomination 

of Protestantism. To be an athlete is an occupational 

calling in the theological sense, according to Dirkson 

(1975). The value orientation of sport is success, self

discipline, and hard work, comparable to the Protestant 

ethic as outlined by Weber in the Protestant Ethic and the 

Spirit of Capitalism (1958). Edwards (1969) would claim 

that the ideology of sports is individual achievement 

through competition winning is everything. 

Conflict theorists like Paul Hoch (1972) and Jay J. Coakley 

(1972) see sport as an opiate of capitalistic society, much 

as Marx saw religion, fostering nationalism and condoning 

sexism and racism. Hoch claims that fans' intense identity 

with players and teams is a distraction from everyday life. 
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He pOints to people's extreme negative reactions to 

criticism or their ravorite players and teams as evidence 

or their supplementation or athletics ror religion 'or 

other activities with similar narcotic errect' such as 

drinking whiskey or repressively sublimated sex. 

Others have noted that religious rervor has become a part 

or the U.S. sporting scene and that ministers and other 

religious leaders have 'given over Sunday', one or the 

traditional days or religious worship, to sports. 

There are 

statistical 

DEVIANCE AND DEVIANTS 

several 

approach 

ways or derining deviance. The 

cites anything that is a departure 

rrom average as deviant. The underlying assumption is that 

what most people do is 'right' or 'correct'. The absolutist. 

position is that the violation or rules and laws set by 

society, all or which are "clear and obvious to all members 

or society in all situations" (Scott and Douglas, 1972, p. 

~) is deviant. In this concept, everyone is presumed to 

know how to act according to universally held values; 

violation or these values is deviance. The reactionist 

concept or deviance defines deviance as behavior that is 

labeled as deviant by others. In other words, acts are or 

are not deviant depending exclusively on the reactions of 
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This is a 'pure' 

sociological approach in that it relies on social 

interaction for its definition. Unfortunately, any behavior 

can be defined as deviance under this concept. 

Another method of defining deviance is the normative one. 

In this case, theory states that DEUIANCE is the violation 

of a norm. A NORM is "any standard ... that states what 

human beings should or should not think, say, or do under 

given circumstances." (Blake and Davis, 196~. p.~5.) The 

implications of this definition are that behavior will 

differ from a norm unless some" control is in force to bring 

about conformity. Norms are evaluations of conduct as well 

as predictions of conduct. Norms are common social property 

because they are shared, but they are not formal rules or 

laws imposed by some individual or group, like the 

president or the government. It is the normative approach 

that this study will be using to define deviance. 

Norms are said to be relative to places, to groups, and to 

times. Therefore, deviance too is relative. No act is 

inherently deviant; deviance is a judgment made with 

reference to some norm (Clinard and Meier, 1985). The norms 

of American society that athletes are accused of violating 

include the following. Illegal drugs should not be used ~ 

anyone. Anyone who uses illegal drugs is deviant. Competi 
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tion should be 'fair'. Therefore, drugs of enhancement2 

should not be used by competitors unless all have equal 

access to them. Athletes that are competing in intercolle-

giate sports are amateurs. They must receive no monetary or 

material renumeration beyond their scholarship for their 

athletic efforts. Athletes competing 

intercollegiate sports ~ students. Students earn their 

grades. No athlete should be awarded a passing or high 

grade simply because of his or her athletic status. People 

fl..Q. to college for an education so that they may. p'epom~ 

productiv§ members of society. They should be concerned 

about their grades and about graduating. 

The clarification of deviance and of the acts or attitudes 

it entails is only one step toward stating that athletes 

are deviants. A deviant is harder to define than deviance 

itself. If it were true that one act of deviance makes one 

a deviant, then everyone would have to be considered a 

deviant, since everyone has violated some norm of society. 

Because we cannot rely on isolated events to label an 

individual as deviant, we must utilize the concept of role 

in order to define a deviant. 

2 
Drugs of enhancement are those which stimulate 

the athlete beyond normal achievement. For example, 
anabolic steroids build muscle mass and strength, 
while amphetamines and cocaine increase alertness, 
wakefulness and quickness. 
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The sociological concept of role is derived directly from 

the theater. A ROLE is played. It is a set of expected 

behaviors, obligations and privileges associated with a 

particular STATUS, which is a position in society. The 

status of athlete may place him or her in a position in a 

subculture that is outside of mainstream society. The role 

associated with this status demands a great deal of time 

and commitment to become and to remain an outstanding 

athlete, isolating each athlete and making each athlete 

different from his or her college peers, but it does not 

make that role 'deviant.' 

It is through the process of SOCIALIZATION that people 

learn how to perform their prescribed roles in society. 

They 

cess 

learn from the people around them in an ongoing 

as they assume new roles and discard others. 

pro

The 

process of socialization that leads to deviant behavior is 

the same process through which all human behavior is 

learned. People involved in athletics may share some norms 

which are different than those of mainstream society and 

some norms which comply; all members of this institution 

tend to be socialized to this set of norms some of which 

differ from those of the larger society "No one is 

deviant all the time, and even the most committed deviant 

will engage in deviant acts only at some times" (Clinard 

and Meier, 19S5. p.1S). But people do become identified as 
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deviant. As they commit deviant acts ove~ a pe~1od of time, 

they may come to recognize that these acts are either 

pleasurable, adventurous, or otherwise advantageous or 

addictive. Continuation in such behavior results in one 

playing a deviant role -- and being labeled 'deviant' by 

somebody. If athletes, in performing the unique roles they 

play within the institution of sports, are violating the 

many norms of mainstream society of which they are accused, 

and continuing this behavior for as long as they are 

competitors, it seems reasonable for members of the larger 

society to call them deviants. 

SUMMARY 

The recognition of the pervasiveness and importance of 

sport in American society -- indeed, acknowledgement of 

sport as a microcosm of American society -- came about in 

the early 1960's. The volume of literature and research on 

the institution of sport has grown prodigiously over the 

last thirty years, and new disciplines have emerged to 

respond to the needs of this institution. The scientific 

study of sport has only been recognized as a legitimate 

branch of sociology since 1972. But knowledge about the 

most basic component of this rising phenomenon on the 

American scene, the athlete, has ~emained cloaked in shadow 

and mystery. 
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Some of the cause for this secrecy can be attributed to 

coaches and administrators who protect their athletes from 

the intrusions of the press and from interested scientists 

who would invade their private territories and who might 

reveal their secrets to competitors. Because of this, the 

information about athletes necessarily has been limited to 

events which are normally part of the public record, such 

as criminal behavior, college graduation rates, and even 

drug-related deaths. But, as social scientists, we must 

also recognize that we have neglected this vital area of 

study which can teach us so much about the complexities of 

our culture. 

Futhermore, social scientists seem to have resisted invest

igating the accuracy of stereotypes in general, equating 

stereotypes with error. Mackie, 1972, cites four reasons 

for this assumption: stereotypes are developed through a 

lack of contact with the target population; stereotypes are 

equated with prejudice; stereotypy is a false cognitive 

process (folk knowledge); and, stereotypy can be a self

fulfilling prophecy. Mackie suggests that the "question of 

accuracy is a problem to be investigated rather that 

decided by fiat." (p.~3~) 

This work is one such investigation. It is a study of col

lege athletes at a major university which compiled data 
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about drug use and academic aspirations, life-styles and 

attitudes among college athletes, and compared these find

ings with data on other college students. It is an effort 

to discover if the stories about the misdeeds of a small 

percentage of athletes, which have helped to create the 

common stereotype, are truly representatitve of athletes 

today. Or if, on the other hand, athletes, at the college 

level at least, are getting a bad rap, and a bad "rep", 

from a few signs, from a »Jot of knowledge". 
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CHAPTER II 

THEORIES OF DEVIANCE 

SOCIOLOGICAL 

Sociological theoLies of deviance use both social pLocesses 

and social stLuctuLes in explaining deviance. StLuctuLal 

type theoLies explain. deviance in teLms of Lepetitive 

stable patteLns of social inteLaction, while pLocessual 

theoLies explain nOLm violation in teLms of a seLies of 
. 

stages by which acts of deviance OCCUL oveL time (by an 

individual) and such behavioL evolves into the final stage: 

a 'deviant'. (ClinaLd and MeieL, 1985.) It is impoLtant to 

undeLstand that no theoLY is pULely stLuctuLal OL pLoceduL-

aI, and that the levels of explanation used fOL the 

theoLies aLe not always easily distinguishaple. 

SeveLal sociological theoLies of deviance will be examined 

in an attempt to pLedict the deviance of athletes: StLain 

TheoLY, oLiginated by RobeLt MeLton in 1935 and modified by 

ClowaLd and Ohlin in 1960; CultuLal Deviance (CultuLal Con-

flict) TheoLY, fOLmulated fiLSt by Cliff oLd Shaw in 1929 

as DiffeLential Association TheoLY and then elaboLated upon 

by Edwin H. SutheLland in 1939; PoweL-ContLol TheoLY, a 

neo-MaLxian theoLY pLoposed by Hagan, Gillis and Simpson 

in 1985; and Social ContLol TheoLY oLiginated by TLavis 

HiLschi in 1969. 
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STRAIN THEORY 

Robert 

expand 

theory 

Merton's (1938) strain theory was an attempt to 

Emile Durkheim's theory of suicide into a general 

of deviance. Both argue that there is a means-ends 

discrepancy in the social order. The underlying assumption 

is that all persons have a shared aspiration to achieve 

success. For Durkheim, this goal is innate, but usually 

latent, being suppressed by 'society'; for Merton, both 

means and end are learned through the process of socializa-

tion. 

the 

Following Merton's line of reasoning, children 

United States are taught that with hard work and 

success, which can 

in 

per-

be severance, 

measured 

anyone can achieve 

by economic principles. Economic opportunities 

are limited, however, and while some people do achieve high 

levels of success, others must settle for something less. 

Those who must settle for less are plagued by frustration, 

or strain. This stress sometimes manifests itself by acts 

which violate social norms. Man, assumed to be a moral 

animal by nature, is forced into illegitimate or other 

deviant means to achieve the accomplishments necessary for 

personal satisfaction and happiness in life. 

There are several ways in which this theory might apply to 

rates of deviance among athletes (compared to non-athletes) 

and to variations in deviance among athletes as well. 
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First, collegiate athletes have achieved relative success 

in their athletic endeavors. A look at some statistics 

about the small numbers or athletes who make it to college 

competition 

basketball 

difficult 

is in order at this point. The sport of men's 

will be used as an example to illustrate how 

it is to achieve success in athletics. It is 

estimated that over two hundred thousand boys play basket

ball in high school. Of these, about twelve thousand (6~) 

go on to play on a college team. Five thousand and seven 

hundred male basketball players graduate from college each 

year, and some fifty-five (0.97% of college players) will 

land professional positions in the National Basketball 

Association (NBA), only six or whom will ever start for a 

team (Michener, 1969). These numbers put in perspective 

the competitive nature of Sport. The very best college 

athletes are rewarded ror their skills with full academic 

scholarships. For others there are partial scholarships, 

all of which are wOLth thousands of dollaLs a year at a 

university. Some athletes are not given scholarships, but 

they are still considered to be outstanding athletes and an 

integral part or the athletic scene. Most people outside of 

the athletic department are completely unawaLe of which 

athletes aLe on scholarship and which aLe not; therefore, 

all competitoLs enjoy the special status of an athlete on a 

college campus. Their superior status is given in recogni-
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tion or their achievements on the playing rields, the one 

way that Blau and Duncan (196~) tell us an individual has 

to gain status in modern American SOCiety (personal 

achievement). Furthermore, success in college in their 

sport is one or the most proven methods or stepping into a 

proressional career in athletics. (Almost 100% or 

proressional rootball and basketball players come rrom the 

college ranks.) Such careers can be extremely lucrative. 

The minimum starting sala£y in the National Football League 

in 1988 was rirty thousand dollars, and all men who sign 

contracts are also paid 'Signing bonuses', usually several 

thousand dollars above and beyond the stated salary. The 

1988 starting salary in the NBA was 5100,000 per year. 

Ir Merton's theory is true, and ir athletic success was the 

only variable or achievement that was measured, we should 

rind that the most successrul athletes committed the least 

deviance. The use or drugs will be used here as an illus

trative example or such deviance. The most successrul 

athlete should be using the least amount or drugs (ir any!) 

or all athletes, athletes on partial scholarship should use 

slightly more drugs, and those without scholarships should 

use the most drugs or all athletes. Non-athletes should 

use more drugs than any competing ethlete. 

Or course, lire is not so simple. Achievement in other 
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areas or lire must be considered. Ir athletes have truly 

been awarded good, or at least passing, grades ror their 

status alone, without academic erfort, then the better the 

athlete, the more likely he is to have been given unearned 

grades (according to the stereotype). It follows that 

someone who has not had to work for grades, (with some 

exceptions, of course), has not been academically 

successful in the strictest sense of the word. Because all 

college athletes must have excelled in high school sports, 

we can assume that many or them received unearned grades 

and began to experience the stress of academic railure. 

And while the potential of a profeSSional career exists for 

each athlete, most are fully aware or the limited numbers 

or slots available. Athletic success, then, does not assure 

career (or economic) success. Academic success, on the 

other hand, is the surest route to economic success. 

(Mills, 1959; Becker, 196~; Wilson, 1978.) failure in 

academia might override athletic success and lead to 

deviant behavior, even among many of the best athletes. 

other types of stress are inherent in an intercollegiate 

athletic career. first, the athlete must maintain a high 

level of competence in sport. Injury is a constant threat. 

Barring major injury, which would preclude competition, 

pain and/or real physical discomfort are the daily 

companions of most athletes, at least part of the time. The 
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training and conditioning necessary to keep an athlete on 

the cutting edge or a competitive level takes daily 

physical exertion that is time and energy consuming, and 

must therefore take away rrom hours and energy needed to be 

academically successful. Time constraints can and do lead 

to frustration, which can lead to deviance, according to 

strain theory. 

Talcott Parsons (1951) believed that role strain itself 

caused deviance. The system of roles under which athletes 

must function has demands that are complex. The prescrip

tions of the two major roles, student and athlete, are 

unclear; this leaves the athlete uncertain or how to act 

at any given time. In ract, these roles are at times con

tradictory to each other and neither can be adequately 

filled unless the otheL is neglected. (Adler and Adler, 

1987.) In addition, the value orientation of sports itself 

is in conflict, depending upon which expert one reads and 

believes. Is it 'teamwork and obedience to rules' and 

'integrity', or is it 'individual achievement where winning 

is everything'? These contradictory values must also place 

strain on the competing athlete. 

The examination of strain theory for the purpose of predict

ing deviance in athletes leaves us with a paradox. On the 

one hand, the success achieved in sports gives the athlete 
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no strong motivation to commit deviance, which is essential 

to the strain theorist. On the other hand, academic failure 

and role strain could force the athlete into deviance. 

CULTURAL DEUIANCE THEORY 

In the cultural deviance theory, the 'deviant', as defined 

by the larger society, is not really deviant at all as 

defined by the norms of his own group. Society is pluralis

tic, containing many cultures or subcultures. It is inevi

table that some of the norms of the various groups will be 

different. It is through membership in some subculture of 

society that the deviant has been socialized into certain 

behaviors which are acceptable within his group of inti

mates. A person becomes deviant because of an excess of 

learned definitions favorable to such behavior. The key 

proposition in this theory is that the individual is af

fected by contradictory learning experiences, but the pre

dominance of deviant definitions leads to deviant behavior. 

In learning this behavior, the individual also learns spec

ific rationalizations and attitudes; he learns reasons for 

both Violating and conforming to a given norm. An example 

of this would be: receiving unearned grades is wrong unless 

it is the only way to remain eligible to compete. 

Cultural deviance theory might apply to sports to the 
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degree that sports contains norms and values that 8~e 

different than those of the mainstream society; as part of 

this subculture, athletes may have been socialized (perhaps 

by coaches, managers, or trainers, who are socializing 

agents unique to this population) into believing that 

taking grades they did not earn and taking drugs they may 

not need are legitimate behaviors for them ~ part of the 

world of sports. Blase' attitudes about grades and about 

graduating from college may be the norm in the institution 

of sports. 

In summary, if athletes are deviant by the standards of 

mainstream society, they are not deviant in terms of the 

institution of sports, which is consistent with 

Sutherland's idea that man cannot commit norm violations. 

"If strain theories assume a moral man, cultural 

deviance theories assume a hypermoral man." (Hirschi, 1969. 

p. 12.) Athletes are, then, moral individuals who belong 

to a subculture with different standards than those who do 

not participate in the institution of sport. The stereotype 

of 'deviant' is a bad rap, according to cultural deviance 

theory. 

POWER-CONTROL THEORY 

Power-control theorists Hagan, GilliS, and Simpson (1985) 

state that those persons "who are in the highest positions 
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of power ... are most free to deviate" Cp.1170), and that 

"the relationship between gender and deviance will increase 

with movement up the class structure and it will decrease 

with movement down." Cp.1155). These hypotheses are felt to 

be sound because the higher the status of persons, the 

greater the power they have to influence others' lives and 

the lesser control others have over them. In the tradi

tional Marxian sense, power applies to control over the 

means of production. Those who own the means of production 

have the greatest power, those who manage the work place 

have power over those who work under them. Those who are 

unemployed are completely powerless, being unable to sell 

even their own labor. Marxian theory also holds that those 

in power formulate the laws and maintain exclusive power of 

sanction over others in society. Thus, the lower classes 

are unable to control the behavior of those above them in 

the power structure. Said another way, this leaves the 

powerful free to act as they choose. Since conflict theor

ists do not consider man to be moral, man chooses to act in 

ways which maximize his pleasure. for those in power, there 

is no balance provided by the risk of sanction. 

Power-control theory seems especially well suited to the 

study of deviance among college athletes. first, it defines 

'class' as a relational measure of power, in contrast to 

the more traditional measurement of class as a socioecon-
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omic position in society. The advantage of this concept in 

the study of college students is that, by and large, the 

undergraduate student body, especially at a large univers

ity, is basically classless: all are merely students. 

Unlike in high school, grade level itself does not effect 

status. Sorokin noted as early as 1827 that status, along 

with its greater rewards and privileges, is afforded to 

those who occupy roles which are filled by persons with 

rare skills and talents. So the status positions, i.e., 

'Big Men 

possibly 

on Campus', (BMOC) belong to the 

to the members of the student 

athletes 

government 

and 

and 

members of the most popular (prestigious) fraternities and 

sororities. 

Secondly, power-control theory specifically addresses the 

variables of gender and class at the same time. This fac

ilitates our predictions about deviance among female as 

well as male athletes. If we can assume that during this 

enlightened age, we can finally alter BMOC to BM&WOC (Big 

Men and Women on Campus), then we can use the theoretical 

concepts of power-control theory to predict deviance rates 

among all college athletes simultaneously. 

The third advantage of power-control theory is that it is 

deSigned to predict rates of 'common delinquency' rather 

than the more serious types of crime such as rape, murder, 
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or armed robbery. This study is also only concerned with 

the common forms of deviance. 

Lastly, the use of power-control theory allows for unambig

uous and unequivicable prediction; athletes will be more 

deviant than other college students because of their unique 

status on the college campus. 

SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

In 1969, Travis Hirschi formulated the social control 

theory in which he theorized that the causes of delinquency 

(deviance 

social 

in youth) were a lack of, or a 

bonds. These bonds are actually 

weakening of, 

contractual 

relationships one has with persons such as family, friends 

and teachers, or with institutions, such as school, church 

or community. When intact, these bonds, called attachment, 

belief, commitment, and involvement, maintain a person's 

behavior within the social order. Attachment refers to a 

sensitivity to the opinion and respect of others. Belief 

implies the existence in society of a common value system 

to which a person adheres. Commitment concerns ambition or 

aspiration to a conventional line of action, while involve

ment in conventional activities precludes deviant behavior 

by occupying a person's time constructively. 

Analyzing the lives of athletes according to the parameters 
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that Hirschi has set out is a straightforward task. We 

will examine each element or the theory in some depth. As 

to the issue or involvement, we have already shown that 

athletes must be thoroughly involved in their dual roles or 

athlete and student. They could epitomize the type of 

person Hirschi had in mind when he wrote: 

"Many persons undoubtedly owe a lire or virtue 
to a lack or opportunity to do otherwise. Time and 
energy are inherently limited .... To the extent that 
[a personJ is engrossed in conventional activities, 
he cannot even think about deviant acts, let alone 
~~t out his inclination." (pp 21-22. 1969.) 

The college athlete spends an average of 2~ hours a week 

training, conditioning, practicing, at team meetings and in 
3 

actual competition during his or her competitive season. 

These rigures do not include time ror traveling to other 

schools ror competition, which is usually done for 50% of 

intercollegiate athletic events. Athletes must also be en-

rolled ror a minimum of 12 credit hours per semester. 

Traditional academic wisdom says that at least two hours or 

study are required outside of the classroom for every hour 

spent in the classroom. That means that 36 hours a week 

must be devoted to school work. Sleep and meals will con-

sume another 70 hours a week. This leaves the average 

student athlete approximately 38 hours a week to do all the 

3 
Ascertained through 

coaches and athletes, 
team schedules. 

conversations with both 
as well as by examination of 
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activities necessary in any normal life: grooming, laundry 

and other mundane housekeeping tasks, visiting with friends 

and/or family, etc. There simply is no time for deviance. 

The fact that these young people have come as far as they 

have in their athletic performance provides evidence that 

they are also committed to achieve success through this 

mode of action. Commitment is the rational component of 

social control theory. It implies that the rational actor 

will not risk the time and energy he has invested in con

ventional activities at the cost of what has already been 

gained. Gains could be property, reputation, or even 

prospects for the future. In the case of the college 

athlete, the considerable investments of time and energy 

are readily apparent. Certain deviant acts,. such as the use 

of illegal drugs, would result not only in the loss of 

current team membership and the means to compete, but also 

a loss of the chance for a professional career in 

athletics. The rules and expectations of intercollegiate 

sports are clearly delineated, particularly in reference to 

drug use and academic performance. An athlete could not 

violate academic standards or use drugs in ignorance of the 

consequences, which is one possible explanation for 

deviance allowed by the social control theory. 

The bond of attachment is elemental to social control 
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theory. Durkheim claimed that man is moral only because he 

is a social animal, interacting with his fellow creatures. 

Living in harmony requires sensitivity to the wishes and 

expectations of others. The greater the number of attach

ments to other people, the less likely one is to commit 

deviant behavior because norm violation is the overt 

indication that one is unconcerned about others' feelings 

and opinions. Athletes would appear to have all the usual 

attachments of family, friends and teachers that other 

college students do. They may have additional attachments 

to coaches, managers, trainers and immediate team members 

at the university. Furthermore, most athletes claim to have 

made friends among their competitors at other universities, 

forming networks of relationships throughout the country. 

Entering into conflict with, or offending the sensitivities 

of, for example, one's coach, would have immediate adverse 

effects on one's opportunity and ability to compete. Even 

if one did not like his coach, he would be careful not to 

offend him by violating conventional norms or any addition

al rules that the coach has outlined for his players. 

Social control theorists assume a belief system that is 

common to all members of society. However, they also posit 

that there is variation in the strength of such belief. 

The more a person believes that he should obey the norms of 

society, the less likely he is to violate them. While 
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beliefs are subject to empirical testing, the best measure 

of this component is "the strength of other ties to the 

conventional order." (Hirschi, 1969, p. 26.) I believe that 

we can show that athletes' other ties, or bonds, to the 

social order are exceptionally strong. 

Like power-control theory, social control theory seems to 

allow for unambiguous and unequivocable prediction of devi

ance in the college athlete. Unfortunately, we must reach 

the opposite conclusion from that of power-control theory: 

athletes will be less deviant than other college students 

because of the strength of their bands to society. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY 

Psychological theories of deviance are popular in our cul

ture and it is those explanations that are mast frequently 

seen in contemporary media. These theories imply that same 

childhood experience has effects which transcend all ather 

social happenings. Experience and intimate relationships 

lead to personality types or traits that are either compat

ible with deviant behavior, or they are not. We will exa

mine one psychologically defined personality characteristic 

in attempting to predict deviance among athletes: sensa

tion seeking behavior. 



SENSATION SEEKING 

Drug taking and other deviant behaviors have been cons is-

tently linked to sensation seeking behavior, an inherent 

and enduring personality trait (Malatesta et aI, 1981). 

Zuckerman (1979) postulated that sensation seeking may be 

related to low tonic arousal, a condition which presumably 

would lead to the search for novel or intense stimulation 

in order to attain an optimal level of arousal (Ridgeway 

and Hare, 1981). In order to understand why this theory is 

appropriate for use in predicting the deviance of athletes, 

we must look at exactly what is meant by the phrase 

"sensation seeking". This is probably best done by using 

the definition proposed by Zuckerman: 

"Sensation seeking is a trait defined by the need 
for varied, novel, and complex sensations and exper
ience, and the willingness to take physical and 
social risks for the sake of such experience ... 

"The term sensation is used rather 
because it is the sensory effects of 
lation that are most important in 
value as primary reinforcement ... 

than situation 
external stimu
defining their 

"The term sensation is also used in contrast to 
cognition. The evidence suggests that we cannot 
equate sensation seeking with cognitive curiosity ... 

"The term seeking is used because the trait is 
expressed in an active mode. The sensation seeker is 
rarely the victim of a lack of opportunity or res
triction of environment, although the environment 
may restrict the forms of sensation seeking 
activity ... 

"Trait is used because it is defined as the tendency 
to experience the relevant state and behave in a 



specific manner on many occasions and in many 
situations ... 

"The phrase 'varied, novel, and complex sensations' 
describes the qualities of stimulation that are 
valued by the sensation seeker. The words reflect: 

the need for change 
the need for experience unlike those already 

experienced 
the need for maximum unpredictability 
the need for a number of stimulus elements 

and their arrangement ... 

"Finally, risk may be defined as the appraised 
likelihood of a negative outcome. One of the char
acteristics of high sensation seekers is their tend
ency to do things that lower sensation seekers 
regard as too risky. The behavioral difference could 
be due to their different reactions to similarly 
appraised risks. Physical risk refers to the danger 
of being injured or killed, while social risk refers 
to the chance of being embarrassed, shamed, or hum
iliated or of experiencing guilt or loss of valued 
affection or respect of others." 

Marvin Zuckerman, 1979 (pp.110-111). 

~7 

Sensation seeking is associated with less conformity to 

external social control (Tobacyk et aI, 1981), deviance, 

anti-social behavior, excitability, and over-reactivity 

(Zuckerman and Link, 1968). Studies with college students 

have found high correlations between all these variables 

Cas well as specifically drug taking behavior) with sensa-

tion seeking CKaester, 1977). Huba et aI, (1981), in their 

youth studies, found that sensation seeking and drug use 

were associated in all cases. 

Looking at specific parts of Zuckerman's definition, we can 

see relevance to the athletic lifestyle which would aid in 
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predicting deviance within this population. The 'active 

mode' of participation in sports is obvious and the 'risk 

of injury' is inherent in athletic events. A sensation 

seeker will not only take the chance of 'being embarrassed, 

shamed or humiliated' before his intimates, the chance 

itself enhances the excitement of the violation of norms. 

If 'cognitive curiosity' is the antithesis of sensation 

seeking, we can predict that people with this personality 

trait are uninterested in academic development and 

achievement: one plausible reason for the stereotye of 

athletes as poor students. If the sensation seeker needs 

external stimulation in 'many occasions and in many 

situations', then he would not be limited to such behavior 

within only one aspect of life (i.e. one role) but in all 

areas of life: thus may athletes be engaged in deviance 

outside of the realm of sport as well as within it. 

If athletes are sensation seekers, and I predict that they 

are by virtue of the physical risks alone that they take, 

then they should also be more deviant than low sensation 

seekers, according to Zuckerman's theory about this person

ality trait. The strength of social bonds necessary to 

conforming behavior would be over-ridden by the need for 

sensory stimulation. 



ADDICTION THEORY 

The rield or Addiction Studies is a Lelatively new one, and 

most theoLies about the addiction pLocess have been 

bOLLowed rLom pyschological and sociological paLadigms. 

TheLe is one wLiteL, howeveL, who stands out as unique in 

his appLoach to the phenomenon or dLug use and addictive 

behavioL. 

THE NATURAL. MIND 

Andrew Weil (1972), who is a physician, claims that man is 

bOLn with a drive to experience alteLed states or con-

sciousness. Such expeLiences aLe nOLmal, and paLt or what 

Weil calls the 'natuLal mind.' Although speciric exteLnal 

tLiggeLs can elicit alteLed states, these'triggeLs do not 

cause them; they meLely provide one with the oppoLtunity to 

expeLience the intLapsychic alteLation. A much mOLe sim-

plistic way or saying all this is that people get 'high' 

because it reels good and because they like it. One method 
If 

or getting high is through the use or pyschotropic dLugs. 

Weil speculated that the high obtained by the use or 

dLugs is no better or WOLse than highs obtained thLough 

PsychotLopic dLugs aLe those dLugs which arrect 
the mind, leading to mood OL behavioLal changes. 
Reaction is dependent on dose, set, and setting or 
the imbibeL. 
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other, more natural means: meditation, chanting, spinning 

in circles, or strenuous physical exertion, among other 

things. 

If human beings enjoy altered states of mind, and if indeed 

these experiences are natural and necessary, then everyone 

must do something to get high. I hypothesize that athletes 

do not need to use drugs to trigger the alteration of their 

conscious states because they have the constant opportunity 

to experience highs through their participation in sports. 

The daily strenuous physical exertion releases the body's 

natural narcotic, called endorphine, which gives them 

physiologically induced feelings of euphoric well-being 

(Weil and Rosen, 1983). Furthermore, the fluctuations of 

emotion which accompany athletic competition are more than 

ample to provide needed intrapsychic alteration. "The 

thrill of victory and the agony of defeat" is a phrase used 

to describe the outcome of athletic competitions. It 

originated from observing people in extreme emotional 

states (psychologically induced) following athletic 

competition. 

SUMMARY 

As stated in Chapter I, an examination of the major theoret

ical works in the fields of deviance, delinquency, and crime 
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produces contradictory expectations when dealing with a 

population of athletes. 

Predictions of deviance by an athlete can be either 

positive or negative when strain theory research is used. 

It depends upon interpretation and upon the importance 

attached to the dual roles of athlete and student. Cultural 

deviance theory leaves us with semantic difficulties. The 

athlete should be deviant by definition of mainstream 

society, 

his own 

but moral, and merely different by definition of 

subculture. The common stereotype may be 

representative of athletes, but the negative connotations 

of that stereotype are a narrow-minded interpretation of 

this minority group's behavior. 

Power-control theory and sensation seeking research lead us 

to believe that athletes will be more deviant than other 

college students, either because of their unique status or 

because of their personality traits. 

The strength of the bonds of attachment, involvement, and 

commitment that an athlete has to society will make him or 

her a conforming member of society, if we use social 

control theory for predicting athletes' behavior. Negative 

correlations between athletes' lifestyles and deviant 

behavior will also be found if the theory of the natural 
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mind is used. Athletes expe~ience the necessa~y alte~ed 

states th~ough sports. 

It is the very conflict in conclusions reached by major 

theorists that have prompted this research. Hopefully, by 

studying competing athletes, the very real question about 

their behavior and attitudes can be answered: are they mo~e 

or less deviant than their college peers? It should also 

answer the implied question: is the common athletic stereo

type, with all of its negative implications, an accurate 

representation of today's competitor in sports, or is it a 

'bad rap'? 
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CHAPTER III 

BACKGROUND: THE UNIUE~~I~~ 

Tha Un~versity of Arizona was established in the year 1885, 

and developed in accordance with the Act of Congr~ss of 

July 2, 1862, known as the Morrill Act. This leg~slat~on 

created the land-grant colleges and enabled the ~nstitut~on 

to obtain federal funds for its or~ginal schools of 

Agriculture and M~nes. 

The Universlty today is maintalned by funds appropr~ated by 

the state of Arizona and the United States Government, and 

by fees and collections lncluding private grants from many 

sources. The University has grown from the two original 

schools to twelve colleges and three specialty schools; 

from thirty-two original students to an average enrollment 

of approximately thirty-thousand students per semester. 

(Undergraduate enrollment in the Fall of 1987 was approxi

mately 2~,500.) 

The University of Arizona is located in the City of Tucson 

which lies within the Sonora Desert in the Southwestern 

United States. The population of the greater Tucson area 

was found to be 529,000 by a special census of the United 

States Department of Census in 1985. The ethnic compos~tlon 

of this population was as follows: 72% white; 20% Hispanicj 
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3% black; 1.6% ASian or Pacific Islanders; 1% Native 

Americans; 2.~% other. 

The University of Arizona (U of A) was established "to 

provide the inhabitants of this state with the means of 

acquiring a thorough knowledge of the various branches of 

literature, science, and the Arts." (Arizona Record. 1985.) 

To this end, more than eighty percent of the faculty hold 

doctoral degrees, giving the University tremendous strength 

in the academic sciences. It is a Research I University, 

along with only twenty-eight other public un~versities in 

the nation with this status. 

Intercollegiate athletic competition at the University of 

Arizona is ranked on a national level. In 1988, they were 

named sixth in the National Collegiate All-Sports Champ~on

ship by the Knoxville Journal (June 21, 1988). Joining the 

Pacific 10 (PAC-I0) in 1978, male athletes from the Un~ver

sity of Arizona compete in football, basketball, baseball, 

track and field, cross-country, swimming and diving, 

tennis, and golf. Women, who affiliated with the PAC 10 for 

the first time in 1986, compete in volleyball, gymnastics, 

cross country, basketball, swimming and diving, track and 

field, golf, and softball. 

The athletes themselves are recruited 'from every region of 

the United States as well as from foreign countries. Of the 
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295 U of A athletes who competed in the United States 

during their high school years, (28 competed in foreign 

countries), 153 were named to high school AII-Amer~can 

teams. This is generally considered to be the highest 

achievement of a high school athlete. Another 27 University 

of Arizona athletes were named to junior college All

American teams, while· 35 athletes have been named to 

college All-American teams while at the University. 

Many factors contribute to the ability of the University to 

attract athletes of the highest caliber: academic excel

lence; the quality of competition in the PAC-10; outstand

ing coaches who teach basic skills as well as produce 

winners; superior athletic facilities the track and the 

football fields are considered among the best in the 

country; enthusiastic fan support - attendance at men's 

basketball games leads all PAC-10 schools; and last, the 

climate, where the average daily minimum temperature is 

5~.1 degrees and the average daily maximum temperature ~s 

81.5 degrees Fahrenheit, with sunshine 'guaranteed' by the 

Chamber of Commerce 363 days of the year - optimal 

conditions for outdoor practice on a year-round basis. 

Given all these factors, it is reasonable to assume that 

the athletes at the University of Arizona are a representa

tive sample of athletes at athletically competitive 
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universities in the United States. There is little reason 

to believe that there would be significant differences in 

their behavior and attitudes and the behavior and attitudes 

of athletes at any major university in the U.S. (i.e. the 

sample should be externally valid). 

TH~ SAMPLE 

"The sample on which the present study is based was drawn 

from the student body at the University of Arizona during 

the calendar year 1987. Students for the survey were 

selected in one of two ways: membersh~p on an intercol

legiate athletic team or enrollment in an academic class 

selected randomly from a set of classes chosen to match the 

enrollment of athletes. 

The number of intercollegiate athletes at the University of 

Arizona in the Fall of 1987 was estimated by an Assistant 

Athletic Director to be approximately 380. Because this 

number was relatively small, it was decided to seek to 

survey 100% of the population of athletes. After 

permission was granted from the Administrative Coordination 

Committee of the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics 

(an internal controlling body), individual coaches were 

approached to seek their cooperation in surveying the mem-

bers of their teams as groups. Cooperation was obtained 
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from 12 of the 17 coaches of scholarship sports, and their 

teams were surveyed as groups. One hundred percent of all 

athletes present at the team meetings called by the coaches 

agreed to participate in the survey, despite its voluntary 

nature. Members of teams of the non-cooperating coaches 

were in some cases approached individually or were surveyed 

as part of an academic class. The total number of athletes 

who completed the survey was 32~, or 85.6% of the total 

number of athletes. 

One hundred and Sixty-two athletes had completed surveys by 

October of 1987, at which time an analysis was done on the 

data to ascertain the areas of study where athletes were 

most highly represented. From this information, a strati-

fied sample of classes was developed which would serve as a 

comparison sample, matching non-athletes to athletes by 

major area of study. Weighted by percentages of athletes by 

major, 27 classes were selected to be surveyed: 12 in 
5 

Sociology, 8 in Exercise and Sport SCiences, 3 in Psychol-

ogy, 2 each in Accounting and Marketing. Two alternates 

were selected in each department in case of lack of 

5 
All students taking the 1987 Second Summer 

sion classes in Sociology had also already 
sur-veyed. This included five classes and was 
with the knowledge that athletes were more 
quently majoring in Sociology than in 
academic areas. 

Ses
been 
done 
fre-

other 
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cooperation or other reasons of unavailability. Of the 

originally selected 27 classes, only ~ alternates were 

used. Two were due to lack of cooperation by the professors 

who taught the classes, and the two alternate classes 

selected in the College of Business and Public Administra

tion were added to the original sample because the number 

of students in the classes was underestimated and therefore 

under-representative of the percentage of athletes taking 

those majors. 

Instructors of all 2~ randomly selected classes were 

approached and requested to allow the survey to be done 

during class time. In most cases, this would have consumed 

almost the entire scheduled class time for that day 

(average survey time was 32 minutes with a range of 20 to 

~S minutes), and many instructors and/or departmental 

chairpersons felt that this time could not be spared from 

teaching time. Fourteen instructors did permit the survey 

to be done during class time, and 100~ of all students 

present in those classes participated in the survey, 

although it was clearly presented as a voluntary activity. 

The remaining instructors agreed to allow the researcher to 

present the purpose of the survey to their class members, 

to distribute the surveys, and to return during the next 

class meeting to collect the completed surveys. This was 
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done, and in no case was there less than a 50~ return rate. 

(Range 52.~ - 90~; Mean 66~.) 

The total number of classes surveyed equalled 29, yielding 

surveys from 536 students who were non-athletes. All data 

were coded and crosstabulations were run on a variety of 

demographic variables, including AGE, SEX, ETHNICITY, SES, 

STATE OF BIRTH, COLLEGE, CLASS STATUS. (See Charts 2 and 3 

for complete listing.) Comparisons between athletes and 

non-athletes showed statistically significant differences 

in sex, age, ethnicity, and living arrangements at college. 

These differences are due to factors related to becoming 

and being a college athlete and will be fully discussed 

below. It was decided to eliminate cases from the control 

population (non-athletes) who were least like the athletes. 

This process was done through several computer runs, each 

followed by crosstabulation by the same variables to 

assure a balance was maintained between the two samples 

(athlete and non-athlete) on other demographics considered 

important to the integrity of the population. Omitted first 

were non-black females born before 196~ who either lived at 

home with their parents or who owned their own homes. 

Female graduate students were then eliminated. Significant 

differences still existed between the variables of ethnic

ity, sex, age and living arrangements. Upon examination of 

all variables, it was evident that most of these variables 
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could not be perfectly balanced, the reasons for which will 

be discussed below. The one exception was sex, and so a 

further sample of non-black females was selected for elim

ination from the control group of students. 

While other methods of selecting a comparison sample could 

have been used, this method of selection by major area of 

study proved to be efficient and produced a relatively 

balanced sample in terms of general demographic and 

academic characteristics of the students. Of the originally 

surveyed non-athletes, 332 were retained in the sample. 

Most surveys that were thrown out were completed by 

females, as nearly twice as many women as men completed the 

survey. This is undoubtedly due to women's higher 

attendence rates in the classroom, as there is a slightly 

higher enrollment of males in the overall population of 

students at the University (52.86% male). A few surveys 

were omitted for lack of completion of the survey, 

including that of one athlete. 

The final sample contains information on 323 athletes, 205 

males and 118 females. The 332 non-athletes are represented 

by 197 males and 136 females. Of the athletes, 156 are on 

full athletic scholarship, ~~ are on partial athletic 

scholarships and 122 receive no athletic scholarships. All 
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maJoL SPOLtS aLe LepLesented in the study, as shown in 

Table 1. 

CLosstabulations weLe peLfoLmed between the athletes and 

the contLol population on routine demogLaphic vaLiables. 

Table 2 shows the Lesults of the analysis on Loutine demo-

gLaphic variables. 

TABLE 1 
REPRESENTATION OF ATHLETES BY SPORT 

BASEBALL I BASKETBALL SWIMMING TRACK/FIELDI OTHER 
SOFTBALL FOOTBALL TENNIS CROSS-COUNTRY 

MALE 33 17 80 1'1 15 28 27 
FEMALE 19 1'1 0 26 10 33 21 

52 31 80 '10 25 61 '18 
_._---._-

N=323 (A few athletes compete in mOLe than one SPOLt, 
theLefoLe a descrepancy exists between numbeL of 
athletes in each SPOLt (337) and the actual number 
of athletes surveyed (323). 

TABLE 2 
DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISON BETWEEN ATHLETES 

AND OTHER COLLEGE STUDENTS 

AGE 
SEX 
ETHNICITY 
HOME AREA 
HOME COMMUNITY 
SES 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
FAMILY INCOME 
FAMILY STRUCTURE 
.. OF SIBLINGS 

Chi SquaLe 
13.8280 

1.1075 
'19.7'150 
10.3'152 
10.21'1'1 

3.7820 
1.3'%06 
5.33'16 
1.1919 
'1.2125 

DegLees 
of FLeedom 

3 
1 
3 
6 
7 
6 
5 
'1 
1 
3 

Level of 
Significance 

.0031 

.2926 

.0000 
.1108 
.1767 
.'1363 
.9307 
.25'17 
.2750 
.239'1 
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The va~iable 'HOME AREA' ~efe~s to the a~ea of the count~y 

in which the student was primarily raised. This data was 

collected by specific state o~ by country, if not the 
6 

United States, and then catego~ized by the maJo~ ~egions 

of the United States: Southwest, Northwest, Central, North-

east, Mid-Atlantic and Southj foreign count~ies a~e the 

seventh category. The greatest percentage of students 

su~veyed a~e from the Southwest Region of the United States 

(6~.3%) and from the Central United States (11.2%). 

Students- f~om foreign count~ies (6.9%) and from the No~th-

eastern United States (5.9%) filled out the bulk of the 

respondents. The region with the least rep~esentation was 

the Southeastern United States with 2.6%. 

'HOME COMMUNITY' is a va~iable which desc~ibes the type of 

community where the respondent was raised: farm, rural but 

not on a fa~m, small town, la~ge town, small city, medium-

sized city, or large city. The majority of students were 

6 
States were categorized accordingly: Southwest = 

Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Nevada, New 
MeXico, Oklahoma, Texas, and Utahj Northwest = 
Alaska, Idaho, Montana, No~th Dakota, Oregon, South 
Dakota, and Wyomingj Central = Illinois, Indiana, 
Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missou~i, Ne
b~aska, Ohio, and Wisconsinj Northeast = Connecti
cut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, 
Rhode Island, and Ue~montj Mid-Atlantic = Dela
ware, Ma~yland, New Je~sey, Pennsylvania, Ui~ginia, 
and West Uirginiaj South = Alabama, A~kansas, 
Florida, Geo~gia, Kentucky, LouiSiana, Mississippi, 
No~th Carolina, and Tennessee. 
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raised in densely populated areas: suburbs of cities, 

21.2%; medium sized cities, defined as those with popula

tions less than 500,000, 23.9%; and large cities, 23.5%. 

Few students were raised in rural areas, either on or off 

farms (6.1%). 

The variable SES asked the student to identify his or her 

family according to each's personal estimate of class 

status. More than forty percent of the students described 

themselves and their families as 'upper-middle class' and 

another 36% said that they were from 'middle class' 

families. Only 5.3% of the respondents identified their 

families as either 'working' or 'lower' class. Students 

were also asked to disclose their parents' income levels 

(FAMILY INCOME). About forty-six percent said that this was 

over $50,000 a year, with another 26.2% stating that their 

families' annual income was between $30,000 and $~9,000. 

Less than fifteen percent of the students claimed the 

family income to be less than $20,000 per annum. 

NEIGHBORHOOD identifies the ethnic composition of the 

neighborhood in which the respondent was raised. Most 

students come from neighborhoods of relatively homogenous 

ethnicity, whether they were a majority or a minority group 

member. Almost twenty-nine percent selected the response 

"all", while 51.2% selected the response "most" when asked 
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the question "How many people in you~ neighbo~hood we~e the 

same ethnic gt"oup (t"ace) as yout" family?" Only 6.1% of the 

students wet"e t"aised in mixed neighbot"hoods as indicated by 

the t"esponse, "about 50-50". 

FAMILY COMPOSITION signifies which pat"ents wst"s in the 

household dUt"ing ths t"espondent's childhood. This vat"iab1s 

was compt"essed into only two categot"ies, 'single pat"snt' 

(8.9%) and 'both pat"ents' pt"esent (91.1%). The ot"igina1 

data contained the information 'which parent', but the 

numbet" of students with neithet" pt"esent (one athlete) ot" 

only father (six each of athletes and non-athletes) 

compelled the t"eseat"cher to combine the categories for mot"e 

meaningful statistical infot"mation. (See Appendix A fo~ the 

complete questionnaire, entitled Lewis Ariz~_D~ Pt"YQ. Survey 

(LADS).) The mean numbet" of siblings fo~ athletes is 2.3 

and for non-athletes, 2.2. 

Table 2 shows that thet"e is a statistically significant 

diffet"ence at the .01 level in the ct"osstabulation of the 

vat"iables AGE and ETHNICITY between the athletes and the 

non-athletes. These are due to two diffet"ent but t"eadily 

appat"ent factors. When considet"ing age, the athletes ages 

are almost perfectly distributed over a five yea~ span f~om 

eighteen to twenty-two years old. This is because the 

vast majority of athletes enter the univet"sity immediately 
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arter they have rinished high school and can only compete 

during the rollowing rive year span as decreed by National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) regulations. They 

are then no longer eligible to compete. Other students 

enter and leave the university on a less rigid schedule, 

some perhaps waiting a year berore beginning their higher 

education, and some having the option or staying out ror a 

year or more sometime during their studies. This results in 

greater range in the ages or the non-athletes. The mean age 

or the two groups is not signiricantly dirrerent, however, 

at 21 years ror non-athletes and 20.~8 years ror athletes. 

The University or Arizona has a predominantly white student 

body. Blacks, however, are over-represented (according to 

National Census Statistics) in many proressional and 

college athletic teams, and this is true at the University 

or Arizona as well. Sixty-six black students took part in 

the survey (10.5% or the respondents) or whom 57 were 

competing athletes. The remaining 9 black students who 

completed the questionnaire represent 2.7% or the randomly 

selected population and parallel Tucson's black population 

(3%). The number or black students at the University was 

~9~ in the school year 1987-88 (1.8%). Other minority group 

members (Asian, Native American and Hispanic) included in 

the randomly selected control sample are representative or 

the university student population (3%, 1% and 8% respect-
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ively), but are under-represented in the athletic group. 

Less than one-third of these minorities are competing 

athletes. 

As Far as college demographics are concerned, the target 

group and the control group again match in almost all vari-

ables selected For measurement. The one exception will be 

discussed below. Table 3 contains the crosstabulations of 

these variables. 

CLASS (in Table 3) denotes status in college (Freshman 

through senior), the FiFth category includes unclassiFied 

or graduate students. Distribution across class was very 

even with 23.5% Freshmen, 2~.1% sophomores, 27.6% Juniors, 

23.8% seniors and 1.1% of the students either unclassiFied 

or in graduate school (~ athletes and 3 non-athletes fall 

into these latter two categories). 

TABLE 3 
COMPARISON OF 'CoLLEGE DEMOGRAPHICS' 

BETWEEN ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES 

CLASS 
COLLEGE 
MAJOR AREA OF STUDY 
MINORS 
LIUING ARRANGEMENTS 

N=655 

Chi Square 
~.0270 
8.6355 

16.8676 
11.123~ 
35.2061 

Degrees 
of Freedom 

~ 

5 
8 
7 
3 

Level of 
SigniFicance 

.~02~ 

.12~5 
.0315 
.1333 
.0000 

The variable COLLEGE designates the college of the univer-

sity in which the student is enrolled. The greatest maJor-
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College of Arts and Sciences and the next 

proportion are in the College of Business and 

Administration (28.5%). Three other colleges 
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in the 

greatest 

Public 

have a 

representation of over five percent: Education, Engineer

ing, and Agriculture. The remaining seven percent of the 

students are spread out among other colleges at the 

university. 

The variable LIUING ARRANGEMENT signifies where the student 

lives while attending college. This is the one 'college 

demographic' in which there is. a statistically significant 

(at the .01 level) difference between the athletes and the 

non-athletes. Once again the difference is readily expain

able. All freshman athletes are required by the University 

regulations to live in dormitories, as are" many sophomore 

athletes. [Sophomore athletes must live in dormitories if 

so determined (by individual case) by the appropriate coach 

and the Assistant Athletic Director in charge of Athletic 

Academic AffairsJ. This requirement places more athletes 

than non-athletes in University dormitories. A minimum of 

25% of athletes (all freshman) live in dormitories, which 

at this university have the capacity to house approximately 

20% of all students. The greater number of non-athletes 

who join and live in fraternity or sorority houses 

(capacity approximately ~% of the student body) does not 
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compensate for the number of athletes compelled to live in 

university housing. Some athletes who are sophomores, 

Juniors and seniors also choose to live in dormitories, 

which creates a further imbalance in these statistics. 

The data set contains responses from 655 students enrolled 

at the U of A in the calendar year 1987. The 333 non

athletes surveyed were matched by the demographics of sex, 

home community and area, SES, 

family income and structure, 

major and minor areas of study. 

neighborhood composition, 

college, class, as well as 

The demographic variables which have shown statistically 

different distributions between the two g~oups (AGE, 

ETHNICITY and LIUING ARRANGEMENTS) will be examined to 

determine if they are relevant to the dependent variable of 

deviance. (For example, do students who live in dorms use 

more drugs than students who live at home?) 
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CHAPTER IU 

METHODOLOGY: DATA COLLECTION 

In response to difficulties encountered with official re

cords of deviant (criminal) behavior (i.e. inconsistencies 

in laws and definitions, emphasis on 

method of data collection was developed. 

in 19~6 by Austin Porterfield in a 

felonies), a new 

It was first used 

study of college 

students. Porterfield conducted a survey asking each 

student to report on his or her own deviant behavior. In 

the mid-1950's, F.Ivan Nye and James F. Short, Jr. were 

influential in the further development of this method of 

data collection. Their innovative method was called 

report measures of delinquent behavior, and since 

1970's, it has become sociology's most popular method 

self

the 

for 

studying the causes of delinquency. (Jensen and ROJek, 

1980. Hindelang, Hirschi and Weis, 1981.) 

Self-report data collection has taken on two forms. In the 

first, the subject is questioned on a one-to-one basis, 

usually by a professional person who is a stranger to the 

respondent. In the other method, the subjects each complete 

a checklist or questionnaire in privacy. These two methods 

have both positive and negative aspects (Babbie, 1986). The 

interview is felt to reduce error because the interview-
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er can be certain that the respondent bath understands and 

answers each question, and can fallow through each item 

with probing questions (Erickson and Empey, 1963). On the 

other hand, interviews are much more costly and it is 

difficult to assure anonymity, which can reduce inter

viewees' openness. Kulik et al (1968) found that self

reported acts of delinquency increase in number under 

conditions of anonymity in contrast to reports obtained 

under nan-anonymous conditions. The questionnaire is mare 

practical, especially for large population samples and it 

assures anonymity. However, the use of this method must 

assume that respondents understand the questions and must 

sac~ifice the detail and the probing that is possible with 

personal interviews. 

Although the self-report method of data collection was 

developed to salve problems of measuring criminal and 

delinquent behavior, it too has been criticized for many 

shortcomings. Researchers are concerned about the reliab

ility of the method (Reiss, 1975). Continued research has 

shawn this to be a false concern because self-report data 

have proven to be very reliable. Reliability has been 

tested by examining data of different studies dane aver 

time; by comparing results of different measures of the 

same variables, and by checking for consistency of answers 
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on diFFerent items within the same survey (Clark and TiFt, 

1966; Kulick, 1968; 

Farrington, 1973). Hindelang et al (1981) tested the reli

ability and validity of selF-report measures under various 

conditions and concluded that selF-report data yield con

sistently reliable inFormation. 

The second area For concern is one of validity. This issue 

has been more diFFicult to deal with and, indeed, continues 

to plague some researchers (Babbie, 1986). There are three 

major problems encountered with validity. First, some 

questions may be imprecise or give unclear deFinitions of 

behavior or attitudes. Next, respondents may under- or 

over- report their activities because of bad memory. 

Lastly, respondents may be inclined to exaggerate or 

understate by design. 

Erickson and Smith (197~) claim that one issue that has 

been clearly demonstrated itselF to be of concern with 

selF-report data is that perceived risk of punishment is a 

siG-niFicant factor in the validity of selF-reported 

deviant behavior. Subjects at risk may be aFraid to be 

honest about punishable behavior and deliberately under

report such activities. For this reason, the issue of 

anonymity remains one of major concern to many researchers. 

To others, the issue has been resolved. Hindelang et al in 
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their 1881 Seattle studies, found that "anonymous condi

tions are no better than non-anonymous conditions in 

measuring delinquent behavior" (p.120). 

The most reasonable thing that can be said at this time is 

that neither enumeration from official records nor self

report are perfect methods for measuring actual deviance 

rates. "Ultimately ... you are on safest grounds when you 

can employ a number of different research methods in 

studying any topic" (Babbie, 1886, p.233). 

Although Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis's (1981) found that 

" the interview ... is not superior to the questionnaire, 

when judged by the same criteria (test-retest correlation 

and alpha reliability)" (p.120), the present study was con

ducted with attention to earlier researchers' critiques of 

self-report data with the hope of minimizing inaccuracies. 

The survey was conducted in relatively small groups when

ever possible, and the researcher was present and available 

to answer questions about unclear or imprecise questions. 

Also, each questionnaire was briefly examined when the 

respondent turned it in; incomplete forms were immediately 

returned and the subject was asked to answer the omitted 

information. These two research adjustments provided both 

major benefits of the interview over the survey method 

(explanations of unclear questions and greater completion 
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rate) without sacrificing the anonymity of the respondents. 

All questions except those dealing directly with athletics 

were obtained from previously published self-report surveys. 

New items were pretested by both athletes and non-athletes 

for clarity and utility. 

Ualidity still remains the biggest hurdle to overcome in 

using self-report data. While non-response has been seen to 

correlate with deviance (Hirschi, 1969), the non-response 

rate in this population was very low. Among the athletes, 

only one of 32~ who were approached to do the survey failed 

to complete the questionnaire. Among the control group, 

less than two dozen of the five hundred and forty-one 

returned surveys were discarded because of incompletion. 

And while 3~% of the surveys distributed to the control 

population were not returned, the reasons for non

compliance cannot be assumed to be solely because of 

greater deviance than those that were returned. If so, 

these numbers in themselves would suggest statistically 

significant different deviance rates between athletes and 

the control population according to Hindelang et aI, 1981. 

Babbie (1986) suggests that at least some non-compliance is 

due to a perception that completion of the survey is "just 

too much trouble" (p. 218). 

The last issue to be dealt with in this section is that of 



perceived risk. Certainly, athletes had more to lose than 

the control group of students when reporting their use of 

drugs. If those with authority over them could ascertain 

who had used drugs, athletes would be severely punished. 

Even though the surveys were done anonymously, the identity 

of an athlete could potentially be ferreted out, particu-

larly among members of the smaller teams. For example, the 

diving team had only one male. However, the researcher, as 

well as each coach, assured team members that the informa-

tion would remain anonymous and that there would be no 

attempts made to discover who had filled out any particular 

questionnaire. In fact, only the researcher ever handled 

the surveys and most coaches left the room while their 

teams completed the questionnaires. The cooperation from 

the coaches was extremely helpful, as was the fact that the 

researcher was known personally by at least some members 
6 

of each team and was trusted by them. 

The issue of anonymity also seemed to be of greater concern 

6 
The researcher had established many personal 

relationships with athletes by tutoring them (be
ginning in 1979) on a one-to-one basis and by 
leading study groups for the Athletic Office in 
charge of academics. She had also taught many 
athletes as a Graduate Teaching Associate for the 
Department of Sociology. The element of trust has 
been suggested as an important factor by Schwen
dinger and Schwendinger (1985) in enhancing valid
ity of self-report data. 
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to the athletic administration and coaches than it did to 

the athletes themselves. The committee, which was com

posed of members from the various offices of athletic 

administration, allowed the survey to be done only with the 

understanding that no athlete could be identified by 

position or starting status. In fact, the two questions on 

the survey asking for this information had to be omitted 

before approval for research was obtained from the athletic 

department. On the other hand, many athletes made a point 

of telling the researcher how she could identify their 

individual survey from among the many. Comments such as 

"mine is the one done in red ink", and "I'm the only 

basketball player from Chicago" were not uncommon. These 

reactions seem to support the findings of Hindelang et al 

(1981) that valid self-reported deviance can be obtained 

equally well under anonymous and non-anonymous conditions. 

The survey contained two hundred and eighty-nine variables, 

thirteen of which were demographic information: age, sex, 

ethnicity, marital status, employment, home state, neigh

borhood characteristics, family of origin income, and 

family size and composition. Six items measured what have 

been called 'college demographics': source of financial 

support, living arrangements, academic class status, 
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college of enrollment, as well as matriculated major and 

minor areas of study. 

FiFty-six 

DEUIANCE 

questions measure the 

in the Form of drug use. 

dependent variable 

The drugs that 

of 

are 

included are cigarettes, alcohol, marijuana, cocaine, 

hallucinogens, amphetamines, barbituates, narcotics, 

inhalants, mixed drugs, such as PCP and Ecstacy, pain 

killers, and anabolic steroids. Respondents replied to 

questions about having used each drug, the Frequency with 

which each was used, how recently it was used, the intent 

of Future use. The use of each drug will be tabulated and 

compared between the target and the control populations. A 

composite scale of use, combining all the above Factors, 

will also be Formulated into a DEUIANCE score, and called 

DRUG USE. For example, iF an individual has used cocaine 

more than FiFty times, he will receive a score of 5; iF he 

has never used it, he will receive a score of zero. IF the 

respondent has used cocaine everyday within the last semes

ter, he will score 7 pOints, iF he has used it ~ to 6 

times, he will receive a ~i no use during the semester 

will be 0 paints. Use of the drug within the last week 

will rate 6 points, while iF the last time cocaine was 

used was more than a year ago, no points will be added. 

Intent of Future use will be scored in the same manner: 

"DeFinitely would use," 3 points; "Probably would use," 2 
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pOints; "Probably would not use," 1 point; and "Definitely 

would not use it," no points. 

Items that measure academic aspiration will also be used 

to measure deviance, because the athletic stereotype 

implies that it is in this aspect of life that athletes are 

deviant as c~~§R~ student~. Scores were developed for 

these responses and added to the DEVIANCE scale described 

above. These questions will be referred to as measures of 

ACADEMIC DEVIANCE and the first four are: "How important 

are grades to you personally?"; "How important do you 

think grades are for getting the kind of job you want when 

you finish college?"; "How important is getting through 

college to you?" and, "How important is it to you to learn 

as much as possible in school?" A response of "Not very 

important" will be awarded 2 points. A response of "Some

what important" will be given 1 point, and "Very important" 

will score 0 points. The last question concerning academia 

asked students if they had ever been placed on academic 

probation. The affirmative answer will merit 1 point, while 

the negative answer will receive no points. 

The final item measuring the dependent variable asked res

pondents to react to the statement "People tend to think of 

me as a troublemaker." Coded answers and points allotted 

for each are: "Strongly agree," ~ pOints; "Agree," 3 
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pOints; "Undecided," 2 points; "Disagree," 1 point; and 

"Strongly disagree," 0 points. These pOints are added to 

the general DEVIANCE scale; they will be called TROUBLE. 

The following hypothetical cases will serve as illustra-

tions of the calculation of the DEVIANCE score. The use of 

only one drug will be tabulated in the example, but any and 

all drugs will be used in each respondent's final deviance 

score. In the overall analysis, the use of each drug will 

also be examined for differences between athletes and non-

athletes. 

EXAMPLE 1: John Doe has smoked marijuana between 11 

and 25 times (3). He last smoked it 1 to 2 months ago 

(~), and uses it 1 to 3 times a month (5). He indicated 

that he will probably smoke it again (2). Grades and 

getting through college are very important to John (0), 

but he thinks that grades are unimportant to his future 

Job (2). Learning as much as possible in school is 

somewhat important to him (1). He has never been on 

probation (0), but is undecided about how people per-
~. '·L I .......... . 

ceive him (2). John's deviance score is 19. 

EXAMPLE 2: Jane Doe drinks alcohol every weekend and 

intends to continue this pattern of behavior. She 

scores 5 points for drinking more than 50 times; 5 

points for use 1 to 3 times a week; 6 points for having 
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drunk within the week; and 3 points for definitely 

intending to drink in the future. Grades are not 

important to Jane (2), but finishing college is very 

important to her (0) • She thinks grades make no 

difference for getting the job she wants (2). She has 

been placed on academic probation (1) and is uncon-

cerned about learning in school (2). She agrees that 

people may see her as a trouble maker (3). Jane's 

deviance score is 29. 

The measurement of the independent variables will be dis

cussed in the order of the theories that are being tested. 

In this section, each variable will be presented and 

labeled. The scoring of each variable will also be ex

plained. The chapter summary will include a presentation of 

the use of each variable in the analysis of the data. 

The first variable to be tested for the strain theory will 

be whether or not athletes were awarded grades they did not 

deserve. The question "Do you feel that you have received 

any grades you did not deserve for the amount of work you 

did or the test scores that you earned?" was asked about 

high school and about college. The answers from which the 

respondents selected, and the paints given for each, are: 
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a.) "Yes, lower than I earned" (2); b.) "Yes, higher than I 

earned" (2); c.) "Yes, higher and lower" (1); and d.) "No, 

I got the grades that I earned" (0). Academic achievement 

is evaluated by both high school and college grade point 

averages (GPA), and both raw scores are included in the 

ACADEMIC SUCCESS score. 

Athletes were asked if they had received any injuries, as 

well as whether or not they are in the top fifty percent 

of the participants in their sport or the lower fifty 

percent. Furthermore, they were asked if they felt their 

team ranking was fair, and if not, why that was true. 

Because athletes who have avoided injury have maintained 

peak competitive condition, they receive 3 paints. Those 

who were sidelined for a week but less than a month get 2 

paints, and those injuries which kept a competitor on the 

sidelines for a month or two merit 1 point. Injuries that 

resulted in a loss of a complete season prevent the athlete 

from receiving any points for this variable. This last 

group of athletes have experienced more strain than those 

who have stayed in competition. Athletes who are ranked as 

top 50~ receive 2 points, athletes ranked in the lower 

50~ get 1 point, but those who believe that their ranking 

is unfair receive zero points. All-American team selection, 

athletic scholarships awarded and how the athlete came to 
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compete at the university are considered as measures of 

athletic success. ("Recruited out of high school or junior 

college" or "Walked on out of high school, junior college 

or from another university.") Each All-American selection 

is worth two points; recruitment is worth 2 pOints while a 

'walk-on' merits 1 point. Respondents who had been high 

school athletes but who were unable to make the college 

team (and they wanted to be a college athlete), have 2 

pOints subtracted from their ATHLETIC SUCCESS score. 

~U_L TURAL DEV I ANCE THJ;;ORY. 

Cultural deviance theory will be tested by the examination 

of several variables. Athletes' responses to statements of 

VALUES will be compared to those of the control group. The 

first set of statements was: "I have a lot of respect for 

my home town police;" "It's OK to break the law if you can 

get away with it;" "The use of illegal drugs is stupid;" 

"The use of illegal drugs is morally wrong;" and, "To get 

ahead in life, sometimes you have to do things that are not 

right." The two sets of respondents' answers to the 

following statements are also compared to test any differ

ence in cultural attitudes. Answers provided were: a.) 

"Very important," b.) "Somewhat important," and 

very important." "At this time in your life how 

is each of these to you? Discovering new ways 

c.) "Not 

important 

of exper-
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iencing things; Finding a purpose and meaning to life; 

Being accepted/liked by friends; Having a good time.» The 

same responses were possible for the following statements: 

»In choosing a career, how important is each of the follow

ing to you? Making a lot of money; Security of job; 

Opportunity to be creative and original; Freedom from 

superiors at work; Opportunity to work with people, not 

things; Prestige or status of job; Opportunity to be useful 

to others and to society.» 

Three questions relating to the use of drugs are also 

considered under cultural devtance theory. The first asked 

»What proportion of your friends do you think may have used 

the drug at least once?» Cultural Deviance Theory suggests 

that the larger the proportion of one's friends that use a 

drug, the more likely the individual is to have also used 

the drug. The person who introduced that individual to a 

drug is important, as is the identity of the person(s) with 

whom the drug is used. The hypothesis is that the closer 

these persons are to that individual, the more likely they 

are to share the same norms and values (culture.) These 

items will make up the variable ASSOCIATE DEVIANCE. 

POWER-CONTROL THEORY. 

The elements of power-control theory are assumed by the 
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status of athletes on campus. Status is difFerent for 

different sports, however. Football and male basketball 

players will recieve ~ points for STATUS. Baseball players 

will get 3 points. Members of the student government, 

volleyball players and all track and field participants 

will receive 2 pOints; all other athletes will be awarded 1 
7 

point For status. 

Components of the social control theory are all empirical-

ly tested, and are also given pOints to add to the compos-

ite scores. ATTACHMENT is measured by the following items: 

" I care what my teachers think of me;" "1 Feel very close 

to my mother;" and, "1 Feel very close to my Father." The 

aforementioned (under cultural deviance theory) questions 

about the importance of career goals of working with people 

and being useful to society, as well as the importance of 

being liked and accepted by friends are also considered 

as attachment measures in social control theory. 

The BELIEF component is tested by some of the same 

7 
Determined through participant observation in the 

athletic department, and through inFormal discus
sions with fans, faculty and student athletes and 
non-athletes. Also congruent with status ranking of 
athletes by peer groups found in the studies by 
Schwendinger and Schwendinger (1985). 
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questions that are listed under UALUES in the cultural 

deviance theory. ["1 have a lot of respect for my home 

town police;" "It's OK to break the law if you can get away 

with it;" "The use of illegal drugs is stupid;" "The use of 

illegal drugs is morally wrongj" and, "To get ahead in 

life, sometimes you have to do things that are not right."] 

Also used will be the response to the forced-choice item; 

"1 often enJoy flaunting irrational authority" or "1 am 

generally respectful of lawful authority." 

The els'ment of COMMITMENT is evaluated by statements con

cerning the importance of academia to all respondents, as 

well as the importance of sports to the athletes. The 

first pair of questions is: "Do you want to go to graduate 

school?" and "What is the most important thing you can get 

out of college?" For the athletes, the question: "Do you 

hope to continue to compete in your sport after college?" 

is also used to evaluate commitment. Athletes selected 

answers from the following possibilities: "No. I want to do 

other things." "I'd like to, but I doubt if I willj" "Yes, 

I'm definitely working toward that goal." The scoring of 

all these items is based on level of commitment to a goal. 

For example, if the respondent definitely plans to attend 

graduate school, 3 pOints are added to the commitment 

scorej a response of "1 hope to, but don't know if I will" 

merits 2 points. Indecision gets one point, while no plans 
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at all for graduate school receives no paints. The raw GPA 

scores of all students will be added to the COMMITMENT 

score. 

INUOLUEMENT is measured in several ways. Respondents were 

asked to list all the extra-curricular activities that they 

had participated in in both high school and in college. For 

each extra-curricular activity, respondents are given one 

point. (Up to 10 activites in high school and 5 activities 

in college are given one point each.) Subjects were also 

asked if they currently worked and, if so, how many hours a 

week. Points are awarded according to number of hours 

worked: forty hours, ~ points, 30 hours, 3 paints, etc. 

They were asked how many hours they spent on homework in 

the average day, 

which they are 

along with the number of credit hours for 

currently enrolled. Hours in which a 

student is engaged in these activities will be added to the 

INUOLUEMENT score. All students who had ever participated 

in organized sports were asked at what age they had begun 

that activity. The younger they started, the more paints 

they will receive. (Under 9 years of age, ~ points; 9 to 11 

years, 3 points; 12 to 1~, 2 points; and 15 years old or 

older, 1 point.) 

SENSATION SEEKING. 

The trait of SENSATION SEEKING is tested by using eighteen 
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of the items from Zuckerman's (1979) Sensation Seeking 

Scale and four similar variables designed for this research 

instrument. Twelve of these items are what Zuckerman 

termed 'thrill and adventure seeking' (TAS) behavior. Six 

measure what Zuckerman called 'disinhibition' (DIS), and 

two questions each measure 'boredom susceptibility' (8S) 

and 'experience seeking' (ES). 

The ten items selected from Zuckerman's TAS sub-scale had 

been previously found to factor into a set of variables 

that best predicted the variance in drug use (50.5%) among 

United States Sailors (Lewis, 198~.) Other selections 

were based on relevance to the college student lifestyle 

and interests. Each 'sensation seeking' option selected 

will be awarded one point and will be combined to form a 

SENSATION SEEKING score. (Please see Appendix 8 for a 

complete listing of these items, what component of Sensa

tion Seeking they measure (TAS, BS, ES, or DIS), and which 

forced choice answer is designated as positive in high 

sensation seekers.) 

The NATURA~ MIND. 

The use of Weil's theory of the natural mind is basically 

theoretical. The empirical questions which address 

"altered consciousness" are those asking why a respondent 
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used each drug. The answers provided included "Enjoyment, 

pleasure - to get high, feel goodj" and "To explore my 

inner selfj" "For a religious or mystical feeling." All 

answers to these questions are compared for differences 

between the two groups. The above responses are considered 

to be a positive response for a need for an altered state, 

and are awarded one point for their selection. This 

variable will be called GET HIGH. 

SUMMARY 

The first task of analysis in this study will be to 

discover if, indeed, athletes are more deviant than other 

college students, which will confirm or deny the truth of 

their currently enjoyed stereotype. The second task will be 

to discover why the stereotype is true or false through the 

use of the theories outlined in Chapter II. The various 

components of analysis are presented here, as are their 

relationships to the dependent variable of DEVIANCE. (Their 

relationships to the athletic lifestyle were also presented 

in Chapter II.) 

The overall DEVIANCE score is a computation of the scores 

of three elements: DRUG USE, ACADEMIC DEVIANCE and TROUBLE. 

Each of these elements will be examined for differences 

between athletes and non-athletes, as will be the total 

DEVIANCE score. 
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To test the strain theory, the scores of items that 

comprise ACADEMIC SUCCESS and ATHLETIC SUCCESS will be 

added together to develop a general SUCCESS score. We would 

expect to find negative correlations between DEVIANCE and 

both ATHLETIC SUCCESS and ACADEMIC SUCCESS as well as with 

the overall SUCCESS score if the strain theory is valid "for 

predicting deviance in this population. 

In testing cultural deviance theory, the responses to 

selected questions which examine VALUES will be examined 

for patterned differences between the two groups of 

respondents. Differences should exist if this theory is 

true. The ASSOCIATE DEVIANCE and DEVIANCE scores should be 

positively correlated under cultural deviance theory. 

The STATUS score developed to test power-control theory 

should be positively correlated to DEVIANCE. 

The scores achieved by measuring the bonds of COMMITMENT, 

ATTACHMENT and INVOLVEMENT under the social control theory 

will each show a negative correlation to DEVIANCE if this 

theory has value in predicting the norm violations of 

college students. furthermore, the measures of BELIEf 

should prove to be no different between athletes and non

athletes. 

High SENSATION SEEKING scores should be paralleled by high 
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DEVIANCE scores if predictions of previous research between 

these variables hold true for the population under study. 

Athletes should have higher sensation seeking scores than 

non-athletes, but this should not correspond with higher 

levels of drug use within this group, as the sensation 

seeking needs are hypothesized to be fulfilled by physical 

exertion inherent in competative athletics, if the 

author's hypothesis holds true. 

Why students are using drugs will be determined when exam

ining the theory of the natural mind. Of particular 

interest will be whether or not the reasons for getting 

high differ between athletes and non-athletes. 
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ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
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Is the common stereotype of college athletes a bad rap? Do 

athletes really use more drugs than their classroom peers? 

Are they concerned about grades and getting an education 

while at college, or are they token students on campus, 

there to take advantage of the athletic training and exper

ience that will help them advance to the professional 

ranks? These are some of the questions to be answered. 

To address these questions, crosstabulations were performed 

between the dependent variable of DEUIANCE and the variable 

ATHLETE, which is divided into athletes and non-athletes. 

Each component of the DEUIANCE variable was also examined 

separately for a better understanding of the results of the 

composite analyses. 

The first set of tabulations, which includes the ~se of all 

types of drugs is shown in Table ~. The responses to "Have 

you ever used [this drug]" included: "Never", "Once", "2 to 

10 times", "11 to 25 times", "26 to 50 times", and "More 

than 50 times." The only drug not following this response 

set was nicotine. The responses to this question were: 

"Never", "A few times", "OccaSionally", "Less than a pack a 
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day", "A pack a day", "More than a pack a day", and "I used 

to [smoke] but quit." 

The second set of variables crosstabulated with athlete 

were the variables listed in Chapter IU as designated 

measurements of ACADEMIC DEUIANCE. The results of these 

analyses are shown in Table 5, as is the list of variables. 

The third component of the deviance variable, "People tend 

to think of me as a troublemaker" (TROUBLE), is also 

listed in Table 5. 

TABLE If 

COMPARISON OF THE USE OF DRUGS 
BY ATHLETIC STATUS 

Chi Degrees of Signifi- Gamma 
Square Freedom cance 

NICOTINE 56.63 If .0000 -.lf861 
ALCOHOL 1.07 If .8986 -.OLf89 
MARIJUANA 21f.lf5 5 .0002 -.2106 
COCAINE 1Y:.26 5 .01LfO -.2Lflf1 
HALLUCINOGENS 32.38 3 .0000 -.5021 
AMPHETAMINES 15.15 If .00'fLf -.3Lf89 
BARBITUATES 12.60 3 .0056 -.lf075 
NARCOTICS 1f.8l 2 .0901 -.38lfO 
INHALANTS Y:.75 .0932 -.2908 
MIXED DRUGS llf.18 2 .0008 -.lf850 
PAIN PILLS 11.88 5 .0365 -.0078 
STEROIDS 5.lf8 1 .0192 . 522Lf 

----------
N = 656 

As shown above, athletes report significantly less (at the 

.01 level) use of drugs than other college students for 

almost every kind of drug that is used recreationally: 
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nicotine, marijuana, cocaine, hallucinogens, amphetamines, 

and barbituates. In the case of narcotics and inhalants, 

athletes use, or have used, less, but the differences are 

not statistically significant. For both of these drugs, the 

percentage of respondents who have never tried them is very 

high. For athletes, the figure for those who never used 

narcotics is 97.5%, while 9~.7% have never tried inhalants. 

For non-athletes, these figures are only slightly lower at 

9~.6% and 90.6% respectively. 

Two drugs which could be used for the enhancement of athle

tic performance, amphetamines and cocaine, are used signi

ficantly more frequently by non-athlet~s, again at the .01 

level. The use of drugs for the treatment of pain 

(prescription drugs without a prescription) is also signi

ficantly higher among non-athletes, but in this case at the 

.05 level. The only drug that athletes have tried more 

frequently than non-athletes are anabolic steroids. The 

difference in use is significant at the .05 level. As is 

the case with narcotics and inhalants, however, use of this 

drug within this college sample is minimal. Of the 18 

(5.6%) athletes who admit to having taken these body 

building drugs, none claim to have used them more than 25 

times. More than ninety-eight percent of non-athletes have 

never tried steroids. The only person who has used steroids 

regularly (i.e. more than fifty times) and plans to 
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continue to do so is a non-athlete male, who said he was 

"into body building." 

The use of alcohol was almost universal in the college 

students surveyed, and there is no difference in use by 

athletic status. However, slightly more athletes have never 

had anything to drink, 8.0%, compared to 6.3% among non-

athletes, and a slightly larger number of athletes have 

drunk less than SOX (61.3% compared to 63.~% among non-

athletes) . 

TABLE 5 

COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC ASPIRATIONS BY ATHLETIC STATUS 

Chi Degrees of Signifi- Gamma 
Square Freedom cance 

PROBATION 2.19 1 .1391 .1556 
CARE ABOUT GRADES ~.OO 3 .2613 .1388 
JOB and GRADES 2.60 3 .~569 -.01~7 

FINISH COLLEGE 11.23 2 .0036 .~837 
GOAL TO LEARN 0.26 2 .879~ .0306 
TROUBLE 7.63 Y: .1060 - .1557 

---------=---------N = 656 
---------

Differences between athletes and non-athletes in academic 

aspirations are non-significant at the .05 level in all but 

one case. Athletes are not as concerned about finishing 

college at this particular time in their lives as are non-

athletes. They have the same desire to learn as much as 

possible in school, grades are Just as important to them, 

they believe that their grades and the type of Job they 
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eventually get are strongly correlated and they are not 

considered to be troublemakers any more than their class-

mates are. (Jensen, 1987, also found this to be the case 

for high school athletes and non-athletes.) 

The next step of analysis was to combine the actual use of 

drugs (as shown in Table ~), the frequency, recency and 

intent of future use and create a composite score (DRUG 

USE). The scores on academic ambition were combined to 

create the new variable, ACADEMIC DEVIANCE. These varia-

bles, along with TROUBLE and DRUG USE, were then combined 

and called DEVIANCE. The results of the crosstabulations 

between DRUG USE, ACADEMIC DEVIANCE, and ATHLETES, as well 

as the crosstabulation between the final DEVIANCE score and 

athletes, are shown in Table 6. 

These analyses have shown that in no component of the 

DEVIANCE variable, nor, logically, in the composite score 

of DEVIANCE, are athletes more deviant than their 

colleagues. The DRUG USE score shows that athletes not only 

have tried fewer drugs, but they have used them less, used 

them less recently, and have fewer intentions of using them 

7 
This finding would seem to reflect the idea that 

athletes are realistic about their chances of be
coming profeSSional athletes (i.e. they recognize 
that the efforts that they put into education and 
not athletics, will determine their success in the 
real world of careers). 
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TABLE 6 

COMPARISON BETWEEN ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES IN THE 
COMPONENTS OF, AND THE FINAL DEUIANCE SCORE 

Chi Degrees of SigniFi- Gamma 
Square Freedom cance 

DRUG USE If 0.66 6 .0000 -.3102 
ACADEMIC DEU 8.02 7 . 3301f .OSIf7 
TROUBLE 7.63 If .1060 .1557 

*DEUIANCE 21.88 11 .0253 -.1676 
------------------_._-
N = 656 * Composite Score 

8 
in the Future. This diFFerence is signiFicant at the .01 

level. The composite score of ACADEMIC DEUIANCE shows that 

there is no diFFerence in the academic aspirations of 

athletes and non-athletes. The overall score of DEUIANCE 

shows that not only are athletes not more deviant than 

their classmates, but that their classmates are signiFi-

cantly more deviant than they are at the .05 level. 

AFter the crosstabulation procedures were run, which 

required the categorization of answers, the means of the 

components of deviance, DRUG USE, ACADEMIC DEUIANCE, and 

TROUBLE, as well as the variable DEUIANCE itselF, were 

calculated For the two groups, athletes and non-athletes. 

8 
Each Factor was analyzed independently as well. 

Twenty-one of the 33 crosstabulations showed signi
Ficant diFFerences between athletes and non-athletes, 
with athletes scoring lower on these dimensions of 
DRUG USE. Statistics are not shown. 
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These statistics are shown in Table 7, along with the 

between group F statistic and its significance. 

TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF MEANS OF DEVIANCE COMPONENTS 
BY ATHLETIC STATUS 

ACADEMIC DEVIANCE DRUG USE 

X S.D. F P X S.D. F P 
ATHLETE 2.1 .6 3.06 .08 26.3 15.6 25.53 .00 
NON-ATH 1.9 .8 35.2 20.5 

TROUBLE DEVIANCE 

X S.D. F P X S.D. F P 
ATHLETE .7 .8 2.87 .09 29.1 16.0 22.77 .00 
NDN-ATH .6 .8 37.7 21.1 

-_ .... _---- _____ • ________ •• __ M __ •• __ 

N = 656 ATHLETE n=323 NON-ATHLETE n=333 

The calculation of the means between the two groups shows a 

significant difference in total DEVIANCE scores between 

athletes and non-athletes. The difference in DRUG USE is 

also significant at the .01 level. As found in the cross-

tabulation procedure, there is no significant difference in 

academic attitudes or a trouble-making image between ath-

letes and non-athletes. 

The difference in academic attitudes (ACADEMIC DEVIANCE) 

and a trouble-making image (TROUBLE) have proven to be 

statistically insignificant between athletes and non-

athletes by both crosstabulation and means analysis. For 
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this reason, the remaining analyses of this data set will 

consider only the composite DRUG USE score as the dependent 

variable. Such analyses will be done in an attempt to 

explain the rate of drug use according to each theory and 

its corresponding variables as were outlined in Chapter I~. 

The last analyses performed before abandoning the composite 

score of DE~IANCE dealt with the three demographic vari-

ables (two general and one academic) which showed statis-

tically significant differences between the populations of 

athletes and non-athletes. These were ETHNICITY, AGE, and 

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS. The means of each variable were calcu-

lated and compared to the means of both DRUG USE and 

DEVIANCE. No significant differences were observed for 
9 

either ETHNICITY or AGE at the .05 level. However, there 

were significant differences by LI~ING ARRANGEMENTS at that 

level. Students who rent living quarters off campus use 

more drugs and are generally more deviant than any other 

group. Levy, 1973, also found this to be true in his stud-

ies of drug use among students in universities in Illinois. 

The F statistic for between group DRUG USE differences is 

3.1999 with a P of .0233. For the difference between 
10 

DEVIANCE means, F= 3.~9~2 and P = .0157. 

9 
Interestingly, blacks showed the least DRUG USE 

(x=2~.2~) and DE~IANCE (x=27.1), while Native 
Americans use the most drugs (x=39.~) and care 
least about their academic achievements (x=~1.8). 
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Stepwise multiple LegLession analysis was next peLfoLmed to 

asceLtain the amount of vaLiance in DEVIANCE each of these 

demogLaphic vaLiables explained. Results can be seen in 

Table 8. As added to the equation, the vaLiable ATHLETE 

explained 5.1% of the vaLiance in DEVIANCE. LIVING ARRANGE-

MENTS accounted fOL an additional 1.6% and ETHNICITY added 

anotheL 1.1% to explanation of outcome. 

TABLE 8 

------------
DIFFERENCES IN DEVIANCE BY ATHLETE, LIVING ARRANGEMENTS, 

ETHNICITY AND AGE BY MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

Constant 
ATHLETE 
LIVE ARRANG 
ETHNICITY 

Not included 
AGE 

2 

B 
2'i.58 
-8.09 

.2'i 
1.38 

in the 

R = .078 
Adjusted R2 = .071 

----------_ .. 

Beta 

-.21 
.12 
.11 

equation 
-.03 

Significance 
.0000 
.0000 
.0101 
.0255 

.5515 

The Lesults of this analytical pLoceduLs show that whetheL 

OL not one is an athlete is mOLe poweLful in pLedicting 

DRUG USE OL otheL DEVIANCE than any demogLaphic vaLiable. 

While wheLe a student lives dULing his OL heL college 

education contLibutes to explained vaLiance, athletes aLe 

not among the maJoLity in the gLOUPS that show eitheL the 

10 
Least deviant (including least DRUG USE) weLe 

students who live at home with theiL families of 
oLigin, which paLallels Levy's 1973 findings. 
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lowest or the highest rates or deviance. In other words, 

these rindings bear little weight on the ract that athletes 

use rar rewer drugs than other college students. 

The rinding that ETHNICITY contibutes to 1.1% or the vari

ance in the regression equation is also or little concern, 

although there is a greater proportion or black students 

in the athletic population than there is in the non

athletic population, and blacks report less use or drugs 

than other ethnic groups. To address this issue, a compari

son or ethnic groups and their drug use was done by means 

analysis while controlling ror athlete. The results, in 

Table 9, show that in all but two or the seven groups, the 

athletes use less drugs than the non-athletes, no matter 

what their ethnic group. Note that the extreme high and 

low scores are with students in ethnic groups which are 

under-represented in the sample (Native American and 

other), and that there are no Paciric Islanders represented 

in the non-athletic group. No conclusions about the drug 

use or these groups should be made rrom this data. It does 

seem rair to say, however, arter examining the results, 

that the variance explained by ethnicity is over-ridden by 

the variance explained by the ract that a student is a 

competing athlete. 
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COMPARISON OF DRUG USE BY ETHNIC GROUP 
BY ATHLETIC STATUS 

MEAN DRUG USE SCORE AND N of CASES 
NON-ATHLETES ATHLETES 

ASIAN 38.67 (9) 37.00 (3) 
BLACK Lf6.67 (3) 3Lf .13 (31) 
HISPANIC 38.LfO (20) 32.25 (8) 
NATIUE AMERICAN 77.00 (2) 32.67 (3) 
PACIFIC ISLANDER (0) 36.50 (2) 
WHITE Lf7.27 (175) 38.2Lf (167) 
OTHER 19.00 (1) 32.00 (1) 

ALL GROUPS Lf6.19 (210) 37.28 (215) 
F = 25.53 P = .0000 

---_ .. _,--" ---
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The original questions about ·the deviance of athletes have 

been conclusively answered; they are less deviant than 

other college' students. Why then do they suffer the stereo-

type of drug abusing, unscholarly bullies who violate main-

stream society's norms and values in almost all ways? 

We turn to the analyses of components of the various 

theories of deviance to see if differences in behaviors 

(other than drug use), beliefs, norms or values can be 

found between the two groups which would explain their 

different images. 

In testing for the merits of the strain theory in 

predicting drug use, the means of each component of the 
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composite variable ACADEMIC SUCCESS (receiving the earned 

grades in high school and college; the raw high school 

grade point average; and the college grade point average) 

were tabulated and run against ATHLETE. The5e variables 

should negatively correlate with DRUG USE according to the 

tenets of strain theory, as the students who achieve 

success should have less need to deviate than unsuccessful 

students. The results of these processes are shown in 

Table 10. The differences in these scores between athletes 

and non-athletes are statistically insignificant in all 

cases. 

TABLE 10 

COMPARISON OF MEANS OF COMPONENTS OF ACADEMIC SUCCESS 
BY ATHLETIC STATUS 

Correct High School Grades Correct College Grades 

X S.D. F P X S.D. F P 
ATHLETES 2.73 1.52 .26 .61 1.78 1.11 .Lf3 .51 
NON-ATHS 2.66 1.52 1.72 1.11 

High School GPA College GPA 

ATHLETES 3.13 .53 .86 .33 3.13 1.07 .25 .62 
NON-ATHS 3.08 .56 3.17 .8Lf 

N = 656 

Although grade point averages between the two groups are 

not significantly different, it is notable, given the ath-

letic stereotype of 'dumb Jock', that athletes actually 

had a slightly higher GPA in high school than did non-
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athletes. While non-athletes have increased their GPA's in 

college, the GPA's of athletes have remained identical to 

their high school scores (3.13, a B+). 

While both strain and control theorists predict that 

success should be negatively correlated to drug use, strain 

theorists posit that the rate should be even higher for 

those with high ambition and low achievement than for those 

with low ambition and low achievement, as predicted by 

control theorists. It is the disparity that is most import-

ant to the strain theorist. To test for this specific 

difference, the answers from variables of importance of 

grades (CARE) and grade point averages (GRADES) were 

dichot-omized and means analysis was performed. The 

results are in Table 11. 

TABLE 11 
--------' --------_. 

MEANS ANALYSIS OF DRUG USE BY GRADE AVERAGE 
BY IMPORTANCE OF GRADES 

LOW GRADES 
DON'T CARE 

HIGH GRADES 

X DRUG USE 

!fB.01 

DON'T CARE 37.29 
F ... 26.!f2 

CARE 

CARE 
P = .0000 

X DRUG USE 

!f2.B5 

37.09 

This analysis shows clearly that the difference in drug use 

is due to both students' attitudes about grades and how 
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well they do in school. As previously stated, strain theory 

predicts that low achievers who care about their grades 

should have higher drug use as a direct result of the 

frustration that they feel in being unable to be success

ful. In fact, drug use is highest in the group who are low 

achievers and who do not care about grades. This is true 

whether or not one is an athlete. The same analysis was 

performed with only athletes in the equation and the 

results were of the same significance (p = .0000). Cross

tabulations between athletes and non-athletes show that 

there is no significant difference (at the .05 level) in 

concern about grades between the groups. These results are 

supportive of control theory instead of strain theory. 

Two stepwise multiple regression analyses were also per

formed. The first included the variables ATHLETIC SUCCESS, 

ACADEMIC SUCCESS, ATHLETE, and DRUG USE. In this 

regression, ATHLETE was the variable added on the first 

step, and it explained 7.2% of the variance in DRUG USE; 

ACADEMIC SUCCESS was added in the second step, and it 

explained an additional 3.5% variance. Both showed negative 

correlation with DRUG USE. ATHLETIC SUCCESS was not in-

cluded in the equation, which was somewhat surprising, as 

strain theory can be interpreted to suggest that success of 

any kind should reduce deviant behavior. However, on closer 

examination, it was seen that collinearity between 
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ATHLETIC SUCCESS and ATHLETE was .91 and could account for 

omission of ATHLETIC SUCCESS from the equation. [ATHLETIC 

SUCCESS is a composite variable which includes level of 

scholarship awarded, ranking on team, how recruited, selec-

tion to All- American teams, injuries experienced, and how 

important it was to the individual to become an athlete in 

college. These factors cannot be separated from the fact 

that one is an athlete.] A second regression analysis was 

performed, omitting the variable ATHLETE, using the two 

independent variables ATHLETIC SUCCESS and ACADEMIC SUC-

CESS. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 12. 

TABLE 12 

DIFFERENCES IN DRUG USE BY ATHLETIC SUCCESS 
AND ACADEMIC SUCCESS BY MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

Constant 
ATHLETIC 
ACADEMIC 

SUCCESS 
SUCCESS 

2 

B 
51.~0 
- .99 
-1.51 

R = .091~ 
Adjusted R2 = .086~ 

Beta 

-.229 
-.192 

Significance 
.0000 
.0000 
.0002 

It is interesting to note that ATHLETIC SUCCESS is statis-

tically more powerful in predicting whether or not a 

student will use drugs than is ACADEMIC SUCCESS. The former 

explains 5.~~ of the variance in DRUG USE, while the latter 

explains 3.6~ of the variance. Furthermore, just being 

an athlete in college predicts more than either one type of 
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success. (e.g. ATHLETE, in the first regression, accounted 

for 7.2% of the variance in DRUG USE.) Of course, if being 

a college athlete is success Qy. defJ~itioQ, then athletes 

should have lower rates of drug use according to both 

strain and control theories, but contrary to power-control 

theory. 

The final analysis performed to test strain theory was a 

regression using ATHLETIC SUCCESS as the independent vari

able and DRUG USE as the dependent variable. In this case, 

only athletes' responses were selected for study. It seemed 

logical to assume that the most successful athletes, i.e. 

those who scored highest on this variable, would use the 

least drugs. Indeed, ATHLETIC SUCCESS was negatively 

correlated to DRUG USE even among only the athletes. How

ever, it was not statistically significant, and did not 

enter into the equation. 

As stated previously, cultural deviance theory posits that 

different beliefs and values are held by subcultures of 6 

society. These differences account for the different 

behaviors of these subcultural groups. It has been suggest

ed that athletes belong to such a subculture, one which 

condones certain behaviors that are seen by mainstream 

society as deviant. 
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We have shown, in examination of the deviance levels of 

athletes and non-athletes, that in fact athletes' deviant 

behavior cannot account for their image as deviants. In 

academia, they perform no differently than other college 

students. In drug use, 

other college students. 

athletes are far less deviant than 

Athletes' a~~J~~de~ about school, 

its purpose, and their goals within the system, are also 

the same as other college students, and cannot account for 

their image as deviants. In sum, it cannot be argued that 

athletes belong to a subculture that encourages a high rate 

of deviance in contrast to other college students. Indeed, 

it would be more realistic to entertain the idea that the 

athletic subculture, if it exists, discourages deviance. 

To further explore variations in normative phenomena, 

responses to questions about beliefs and values that are 

not centered on academic purpose were examined. The first 

set of questions involved general attitudes relevant to 

acceptance of societal norms: respect for the police, 

Justification for using whatever means necessary to obtain 

a goal, rationalization for cheating, and the morality or 

stupidity of using drugs. Attitudes expressed by athletes 

and non-athletes were not significantly different in these 

areas of belief with the exception of the morality of drug 

use. fifty-nine percent of the athletes agreed with the 

statement that the use of drugs is morally wrong compared 
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to ~7.7% of the non-athletes (P=.0137). These findings 

do not support the existence of an athletic subculture. 

The second set of questions involved career aspirations. 

There were no statistical differences in responses to these 

statements by athletes and non-athletes: desire for job 

security, high salaries, autonomy, status, creativity, use-

fulness to society, and working with people as opposed to 

working with things. In the entire population surveyed, 

7~.7% of the students ranked job security as their single 

item of most importance in their future careers, followed 

by a desire to be useful to their fellow man (67.6%), and 

to work with people (6~.~%). The two least desirable quali-

ties of a career were status and autonomy, at ~l.S% and 

~~.O% respectively. The results of the statistical analysis 

of these questions are in conflict with cultural deviance 

theory. 

The third set of statements examined concerns the import-

ance to students of their present experience in college. 

Three of these four questions showed no significant differ-

ence between the responses of athletes and non-athletes; 

all showed the same interest in having new experiences in 

life, in finding a purpose and meaning in life, and in 

11 
This finding supports 

be further explored when 
control theory and will 

discussing that theory. 
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being liked and accepted by their peers. 

Athletes, however, expressed a significantly greater desire 
12 

to have fun than did non-athletes. Results of this cross-

tabulation are shown in Table 13. The analysis of this 

third set of statements is also contrary to cultural 

deviance theory. 

Cultural deviance theory posits that norms, values, and 

beliefs conducive to deviance are learned in interaction 

with members of a subculture. It has been traditional to 

assume that deviant peers are the major source of subcul-

tural socialization. The data challenge the conception of 

an athletic subculture as "deviant". Since non-athletes 

are more likely to use drugs, it would therefore make sense 

to assume that they have more friends who use drugs (ASSOC-

lATE DEVIANCE). However, there is no significant difference 

in friends who use drugs between athletes and non-athletes; 

both groups reported the same proportion of friends whom 

they believe use drugs. Nor is there a significant 

difference in the identity of third parties who introduced 

athletes and non-athletes to drugs for the first time. 

(Statistics are not shown.) This variable should also be 

12 
Why athletes may demonstrate this desire more 

than their fellow students is congruent with, and 
will be discussed with, the analysis of sensation 
seeking. 
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diFFerent between groups if the tenets of cultural deviance 

theory were supported by the data, and they are nat. 

TABLE 13 

CRoSSTABULATIoN OF ATHLETES BY 
THE IMPORTANCE OF HAUING FUN IN COLLEGE 

UERY SOMEWHAT NOT UERY 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 

ATHLETES 63.2~ 33.1f~ 3.1f~ 
NoN-ATHS 51.5 1f2.S 6.0 

CHI SQUARE 10.1f3 P = .0051f DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 2 

N=656 

A signiFicant difference exists, however, between athletes 

and nan-athletes in with wham these students use drugs or 

have used drugs in the past. Athletes report using drugs 

with casual acquaintances, or at large gatherings, such as 

parties. On the ather hand, nan-athletes use drugs with 

parents, siblings, goad Friends or significant others mare 

than athletes do. Because we have found that nan-athletes 

use mare drugs that athletes, and because cultural deviance 

theory says that when those close to a person condon 

deviant behavior, the mare likely that person is to commit 

that behavior, we might again entertain the idea that if 

athletes do indeed belong to a subculture, it is one in 

which deviant behavior is discouraged. However, the find-

ings are also congruent with social learning theory (see 



110 

Akers 1985) and other perspectives (see Jensen 1972) which 

accord significant others a role in deviance causation. The 

results, then, can support a variety of views which do not 

require the concept of a subculture. 

Power-control theory predicts that the most successful, 

highest status, and popular youths should have the highest 

rates of drug use. Either athletes do not occupy positions 

of privilege, or the theory is wrong. Athletes should have 

higher rates of drug use and they do not. Furthermore, the 

most successful athletes should have higher rates of drug 

use, and they do not. [Athletic success was a variable 

created to examine the tenets of strain theory. It 

included the factors which would most logically measure a 

successful athlete: scholarships, recruitment, top 50% 

ranking on each team, and election to All-American teams. 

Athletic success was negatively correlated to drug use and 

explained 9.1% of the variance in drug use.J Moreover, 

when entered into regression analysis, the composite STATUS 

score obtained from combining the aforementioned variables 

(sport competed in and membership in the student govern

ment) did not enter into the equation. In fact, although it 

was statistically insignificant, STATUS was negatively 

correlated with DRUG USE (-.080). Since power-control 
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theory posits that status should be positively correlated 

with common forms of deviance, the data are consistently 

contrary to the theory. 

In contrast to strain, cultural deviance and power-control 

theories, the elements of social control theory proved val

uable in explaining the variance in drug use between 

athletes and non-athletes. 

Social control theory says that attachment to others should 

be negatively correlated to drug use. ATTACHMENT is a 

composite variable which combines the scores measuring 

relationships with both parents and the need for friends' 

and teachers' acceptance and approval. It also added the 

response scores from questions about aspirations to have 

careers involving human service and contact. The range of 

scores for ATTACHMENT is ~ to 20. More than eight percent 

of non-athletes scored less than 9 points, but no athlete 

scored less than 9. About twenty-one percent of athletes 

scored 18 or more pOints; no non-athlete scored above 18 

points. The items that contributed most of this difference 

were those testing the athletes' relationships with their 

parents. The athletes are significantly closer to their 

mothers (P=.003~) and to their fathers (P=.0092) than were 
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non-athletes. The crosstabulations of the composite score 

results can be seen in Table 1~. 

The elements of COMMITMENT are: desiring to go to grad-

uate school; wanting an education (as opposed to vocational 

training) in college; aspiring to become a professional 

athlete; and grade point averages achieved in both high 

school and college. This composite score also shows sig-

nif-icant 
13 

differences between athletes and non-athletes. 

The crosstabulation results of this variable can also be 

seen in Table 1~. The range of scores is 3.~ to 15.8, and 

25.6% of non-athletes scored below 6.7 points. No athlete 

scored less than this. Thirty-four percent of the athletes 

scored 11.8 pOints or more, while no non-athlete scored 

this high. This evidence shows that athletes are signifi-

cantly 

athletes. 

theory, 

more committed to long range goals than are non-
1~ 

The findings are congruent with social control 

which states that commitment is negatively 

correlated to deviance. 

13 
When the variable testing whether or not one 

aspires to become a professional athlete is omitted 
from the composite score, crosstabulations between 
COMMITMENT and athletes and non-athletes show no 
significant differences. Nevertheless, the 
inclusion of this variable for primary analysis 
seems justified given that an explanation is sought 
for the differences in drug use between athletes 
and non-athletes and this is a measureable, 
objective goal to which athletes are committed. 
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The range of scores for INVOLVMENT is 7 through SO, with 

significant differences by athletic status. Once again, 

the element of social control theory which predicts a 

negative correlation with drug use is higher among athletes 

than non-athletes. Athletes are, and have been since they 

were young children, more involved in available extracur-

ricular activities than are non-athletes. The variables 

which were combined to calculate the INVOLVEMENT score 

were: credit hours for which currently enrolled; number of 

hours spent doing homework; number of extracurricular 

activities in which one currently participates and in which 

one participated in high school; and, number of hours 

worked per week at a paid Job. Points were also added on a 

scale of 1 to ~ for the age at which any student first 

became involved in organized sports. Two components of this 

composite score require further clarification. While 

participating athletes must necessarily receive some paints 

for when they began competition, we can assume that non-

athletes had equal access to some organized sports and 

1~ 
DRUG USE among athletes differs according to 

whether or not one hopes and expects to make it in 
the professional ranks, but the difference is not 
significant CF=1.32, P=.27). Those athletes who say 
they do not want/expect a professional career have 
a mean DRUG USE score of 3.97. Those who would like 
to become pros but do not believe it can happen 
have a mean score of 3.6. Those athletes who "are 
working toward" a pro career have a mean DRUG USE 
score of 3.~8. 
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their past involvement is also credited. Any athlete on 

scholarship is prohibited by the NCAA from working at a 

paid Job while school is in seSSion, so this group is 

excluded from scoring points for the WORK variable. The 

results of this crosstabulation are also in Table 1'1. 

TABLE 1'1 
-------------_._--

CROSSTABULATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF THE SOCIAL 
CONTROL THEORY AND ATHLETIC STATUS 

ATTACHMENT 
COMMITMENT 
INUOLUEMENT 

CHI 
SQUARE 

136.29 
306.10 
1'19.38 

D.F. 

8 
'1 

16 

SIGNI
FICANCE 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

GAMMA 

.5'1'11 

.8581 

.5059 
---- ----_ .. _---_._--_._._-- ._------_._._ .•. _. 

N = 6'12 

The social control elements of ATTACHMENT, COMMITMENT, and 

INUOLUEMENT were entered into regression analysis with DRUG 

USE. All three composite elements were negatively 

correlated to DRUG USE, although the contribution of 

ATTACHMENT in the variation in DRUG USE was insignificant, 

the contributions of COMMITMENT and INUOULMENT were 

Significant. The results of this procedure are shown in 

Table 15. 

It is interesting to note that it is COMMITMENT and not 

INUOLUEMENT which has the greatest significance in this 

analysis. Although athletes may have little time to use 



TABLE 15 
--- - .-----------. 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS WITH THE ELEMENTS OF 
SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY BY ATHLETIC STATUS 

CONSTANT 
COMMITMENT 
INUOLUEMENT 
Not entered into 
ATTACHMENT 

B 

7Lf.26 
-2.39 
- .LfS 

the equation 

2 
R = 8.5 

Adjusted R2 8.0 

BETA 

-.23 
-.13 

-.08 

SIGNIFICANCE 

.0000 

.0000 

.0108 
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drugs, it is more important that they, as well as all 

students, are more influencea by their commitment to long 

term goals in their decisions not to use drugs. When the 

item measuring aspiration to become a professional athlete 

was removed from the COMMITMENT variable, and multiple 

regression analysis was repeated, INUOLUEMENT entered the 

equation first and explained 3.7% of the variance in DRUG 

USE. COMMITMENT still explained a significant part of DRUG 

USE (1.9%, P = .0052), and entered the equation second. 

Although ATTACHMENT was significantly different between 

athletes and non-athletes, it did not contribute to the 

variation in DRUG USE in this equation. 

As seen when examining cultural deviance theory components, 

BELIEFS do not differ Significantly between athletes and 

non-athletes except in two cases, where the differences are 
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better explained by alternate hypotheses. This is contrary 

to cultural deviance theory but congruent with social con-

trol theory. Nevertheless, social control theorists hypo-

thesize that the degre~. of acceptance of conventipnal. 

belief is an important correlate of deviant behavior. The 

responses to the statement "The use of illegal drugs is 

morally wrong" (BELIEF) show that athletes (the less 

deviant group) indeed believe in this statement more than 

do non-athletes. The results of the crosstabulation are 
" 

~ shown in Table 16. 

TABLE 16 

CROSSTABULATION BETWEEN BELIEF AND ATHLETIC STATUS 

Count 
Row Pct STRONG AGREE DON'T DISAGREE STRONG ROllJ 

AGREE KNOW DISAGREE Total 

NON-ATH 102 55 72 68 32 329 
31.0 16,7 21,9 20.7 9,7 51.2 

ATHLETE 106 79 65 LJ:6 18 31LJ: 
33,8 25.2 20,7 1'f,6 5,7 'f8,S 

CHI SQUARE = 12.56 D,F. = LJ: P = ,0137 
----._-

N = 6'f3 

Following through with these findings, BELIEF was entered 

into regression analysis with DRUG USE. This analysis 

revealed that the strength of the belief that the use of 

illegal drugs is morally wrong explained more of the vari-

ance in DRUG USE than any other variable examined in the 
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data set to this point (R =17.~, f=88.13, P=.OOOO). 

This BELIEf component of the social control theory was next 

entered into stepwise multiple regression analysis with the 

other social control elements of ATTACHMENT, COMMITMENT, 

and INUOLUEMENT, and the dependent variable, DRUG USE. The 

results are shown in Table 17. 

TABLE 17 

STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS INCLUDING THE FOUR 
ELEMENTS OF SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY AND DRUG USE 

B BETA SIGNIFICANCE 

CONSTANT 77.13 .0000 
BELIEf -5.03 -.3896 .0000 
COMMITTED -1.66 -.1~08 .0030 
INUOLUED - .~O - .1088 .022~ 
Not entered into the equation 
ATTACHED -.050~ .3208 

2 
R .2063 

Adjusted R2 = .2002 

BELIEf explained 16.6~ of the variance in DRUG USE. COMMIT-

MENT explained an additional 2.9%, and INUOLUEMENT contri-

buted 1.1~ of the variance in the dependent variable. 

(COMMITMENT here is without the component of aspiring to a 

professional career in athletics.) 

It seemed plausible that the explanation for the difference 

in DRUG USE between athletes and non-athletes could be 
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entirely due to the predictions of the social control 

theory, as all elements of the theory have been shown to be 

signiFicantly diFFerent between the two groups. IF true, 

the variable ATHLETE should "drop out" of the equation. The 

Full model could be drawn as MODEL I below: 

CHART I 

ATHLETE 
+ 

\ 
I 

BELIE.E __ 

._COM!} I Tt!EN'I:_ 
Want Pro 

__ ATTACHMENT 

.. _-------

. ________ \ DRUG USE 
I 

!;:lo_~e to Parents 

__ INVOLVEMENT 

To test this idea, some adjustments were made in the vari-

ables. Each composite variable was leFt intact except For 

the components which showed the greatest diFFerence between 

the two groups. for example, the attachment to parents was 

separated from the original variable and called CLOSE TO 

PARENTS. The aspiration to become a professional athlete 

was removed from the composite score and called WANT PRO. 

The hours that a student works per week were removed from 

the INVOLVEMENT score (since scholarship athletes may not 

work) and was entered into analysis as WORK. The variable 

ATHLETE was also entered. Multiple regression analysis was 

then performed, Forcing all variables into the equation at 
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the same time. The results are shown in Table 18. (Only 

significant variable results are shown. Uariables included 

in analysis but not shown are ATHLETE, ATTACHED, CLOSE TO 

PARENTS, WORK, and WANT PRO.) 

TABLE 18 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

B 

Constant 80.8055 
BELIEF -'i.5S'i9 
COMMITTED -1.6136 
INUOLVED - .3129 

MULTIPLE R = .'i877 
R 2 = .2378 

Adjusted R 2 = .2219 

N = 392 

OF FULL SOCIAL CONTROL MODEL 

BETA SIGNIFICANCE 

.0000 
-.3521 .0000 
- .1367 .0032 
-.1130 .0197 

This procedure shows that the variables of BELIEF, COMMIT-

MENT, and INVOLVEMENT explain significant variance in DRUG 

USE and that indeed, ATHLETE does drop out of the equation, 

meaning that all the variance in the use of drugs has been 

explained by the social control variables. Two more regres-

sions were run but controlled for ATHLETE. In other wordS, 

the first was done with only non-athletes, and the second 

with only athletes in the equation. The intent was to 

discover if the same variables explained DRUG USE equally 

well for the different groups as it did for the entire 

sample population. 



120 

For non-athletes, the regression shows that BELIEF is the 

only variable significant in explaining the variance in 

DRUG USE. Nevertheless, the combined variables showed a 

Multiple R of .52 (about Lf% higher than when testing the 
2 

whole population), with an adjusted R of .2Lf7. When 

testing only athletes with the model, both COMMITMENT and 

BELIEF remain significant in explaining the variance in 

DRUG USE, but the Multiple R drops to .35, with an adjusted 
2 

R of .090Lf. INUOLUEMENT was non-significant when the 

sample included only athletes. 

The examination of the factors which are used to define 

SENSATION SEEKING produced expected results. As predicted 

by this researcher, athletes are indeed higher sensation 

seekers than other college students, and SENSATION SEEKING 

is positively correlated to higher levels of DRUG USE, as 

found in all previous studies using this hypothesis. (See 

Kaester, 1977 and Huba et al, 1981.) The mean SENSATION 

SEEKING (RISKY) score is 12.23 for athletes and 11.22 for 

non- athletes (F=7.92, P= .005). The crosstabulation of 

this variable between the two groups produced a Chi Square 

of 32.87, which is statistically significant (P = .0077). 

The regression analysis reveals that SENSATION SEEKING 

accounts for 1Lf.02% of the variance in DRUG USE with an F 
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value of 62.78 and P = .0000. In light of these Findings, 

two more regressions were perFormed: one including onl~ 

non-athletes, and the other, athletes, to see iF SENSATION 

SEEKING explains the variance in drug use equall~ well in 

both groups. Among non-athletes, SENSATION SEEKING accounts 

For 22.5% of the variance in DRUG USE; among athletes, it 

onl~ accounts For 7.6% of the DRUG USE. These results 

could oFFer a partial explanation, at least, For the Fact 

that athletes are greater risk takers but use Fewer drugs. 

(i.e. Sensation seeking is a better predictor of drug use 

in non-athletes than it is in athletes.) The data support 

the tenents of sensation seeking theor~. The~ also corre

spond with the author's theor~ that athletes' sensation 

seeking needs ma~ be FulFilled b~ the natural highs and 

lows of competition. 

In searching For an explanation for wh~ black students use 

less drugs that other students, regression anal~sis was run 

with the variables DRUG USE and RISKY while controlling For 

EHNICITY. I Found that in non-blacks, SENSATION SEEKING 

accounts for 1~.5~ of the variance in DRUG USE. In blacks, 

SENSATION SEEKING does not enter into the equation. The 

next obvious step was to compare RISKY scores among 

diFferent ethnic groups, since ethnicit~ did contribute to 

the variance in drug use. Results are shown in Table 20. At 

the risk of redundanc~ , the results of the crosstabulation 
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between DRUG USE and ETHNIC are also included for easy 

comparison. These results show that rates of DRUG USE and 

scores recorded for SENSATION SEEKING correspond for all 

ethnic groups which are adequately represented in the 

sample. (i.e. High sensation seeking scores match high drug 

use score and vice versa.) Sensation seeking theory is 

supported by this data as an effective predictor of drug 

use in all groups tested. 

TABLE 20 
._-_._---_._ ... _--_ .. -

COMPARISON OF SENSATION SEEKING AND DRUG USE 
BY ETHNIC GROUP 

SENSATION SEEKING DRUG USE 

* 
n MEAN RANK n MEAN RANK 

WHITE LJ:56 12.22 2 3LJ:2 31.86 2 
HISPANIC 55 10.29 LJ: 28 25.6LJ: '1 
BLACK 55 9.91 5 3LJ: 2LJ:.2LJ: 6 
NATIUE AM 10 10.30 3 5 39.'10 1 
ASIAN 20 9.50 6 2 27.25 3 
OTHER 6 12.67 1 2 1'1.50 7 
PAC ISLAND 1 5.00 7 2 1'1.50 5 

----
ALL 603 11.71 LJ:25 30.69 

___ .M. _________ 

*Ranked highest (1) to lowest (7) in variable score 

While testing components of cultural deviance theory, it 

was found that athletes are significantly more interested 

in having fun at college than are non-athletes. I propose 

that this is part of their desire to have new and unusual 

experiences, as shown by their higher sensation seeking 
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scores. This quest ror run is apparently rulrilled by non-

deviant activities, judging by the ract that their deviance' 

and drug use scores are below those or non-athletes. 

The rinal use or the SENSATION SEEKING variable was to 

enter it into the rull model proposed under social control 

theory. The signiricant results are in Table 20. 

TABLE 20 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS WITH SOCIAL CONTROL 
AND SENSATION SEEKING UARIABLES 

B 

Constant 63.9398 
RISKY 1.2959 
BELIEF -3.7296 
INUOLUED - .LJ:278 
COMMITTED -1.LJ:073 

Multiple R = .578 
R 2 = .33LJ:1 

Adjusted R 2 = .317 
-_. -
N = 360 

BETA SIGNIFICANCE 

.0000 
.3003 .0000 

- . 15LJ:2 .0000 
- . 15LJ:2 .0013 
- .1166 .0102 

As shown, the addition or RISKY has increased the power or 

explanation ror the dependent variable by almost 10~ when 

including all respondents in the analysis. The three social 

control variables or COMMITMENT, INUOLUEMENT and BELIEF 

remain signiricant contributors to the equation, as was 

true berore sensation seeking was added to the equation. 

Again, regression analysis was perrormed arter the sample 
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was divided into two groups: athletes and non-athletes. 

Results are most clearly shown by means of model charts, 

which include all variables contained in the full model as 

well as the sensation seeking variable, RISKY. Model II 

shows the regression analysis results with all respondents 

in the sample. Model III shows the results of the same 

equation with only non-athletes, while Model IU contains 

results of the equation with only athletes included. (The 

three models are on the following page.) 

Perhaps the most interesting revelation when comparing 

results between non-athletes and athletes using the above 

models is the results of the ATTACHMENT variables and their 

relationships to DRUG USE. Although all are non-signifi

cant, in athletes, attachment to both parents and others is 

negatively correlated to the use of drugs, and in non

athletes, ATTACHMENT is positively correlated to DRUG USE. 
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CHART II 

MODEL I I N ... 360 

B P 
RISKY 1.3 (.000) , 
BELIEF -3.73 (.000) , Multi R=.5B 

ALL INUOLUED - . Lf3 (.001) 'DRUG 
RESPON- , Work - .56 (.Lf1B) IUSE R2=.33 -
DENTS I COMMITTED -1.Lf1 (.010) I 

To Pro -1.25 (.375) I AdJ R2=.32 
ATTACHED - .16 (.7LfO) I 

To Parents- .07 (.B60) I 

MODEL III n = 1B3 

RISKY l.sB (.000) , 
BELIEF -Lf.79 ( .000) , Multi R=.63 

NON- , INUOLUED - .53 ( .001) , DRUG 
ATHLETES Work - .61 (.Lf71) IUSE R2=.39 

I COMMITTED -1.1 (.237) I 
ATTACHED .2 (.7Bs) I AdJ R2=.36 

To Parents .Lf7 (.399) I 

MODEL IU n = 177 

RISKY .BLf (.OOLf) , 
BELIEF -2.LfLf (.005) , Multi R=.LfLf 
INUOLUED - .31 (.269) , 

ATHLETES , Work- - .78 (.s8Lf) , DRUG R2=.19 
I COMMITTED -l.LfB (.03Lf) I USE 

To Pro -1.7 ( . 23Lf) I AdJ R2=.ls 
ATTACHED - .6Lf (.33 2_ I 

To Parents- .37 (.399) I 

*Non-Scholarshig 
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THEORY OF THE NATURAL MIND. 

The final variables examined are those which questioned 

why each respondent either does or does not use each 

particular drug. It was hypothesized that athletes may not 

use drugs for the same reasons that non-athletes use them. 

The theory of the natural mind suggests that getting high 

is a human necessity, and since athletes get a natural high 

regularly through their strenuous physical activities which 

release the body's natural morphine-like substance, endor

phine, they may use drugs for reasons Such as social 

pressure or curiosity, while non-athletes may use drugs for 

the high. 

Eighteen responses were provided for the question asking 

why a student used each individual drug. Students were 

asked to select a primary and secondary reason in each 

case. (See LADS, Appendix I for response categories.) 

Crosstabulations between responses and the two subject 

groups were performed, revealing that, with the exception 

of two drugs, there were no significant differences for use 

of each drug between athletes and non-athletes. Most 

frequently chosen answers were "get high" and "curiosity", 

with "to be sociable" ranking a distant third choice. All 

other answers combined were selected by less than 10% of 

the respondents for all drugs. Hallucinogenic drugs, like 
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LSD, and mixed drugs, like PCP, were used by non-athletes 

significantly more frequently to get high, while athletes 

have tried both types of drugs only out of curiosity. 

Although most drugs showed insignificantly different 

reasons for use, a compos i te score was crea t'ed ca 11 ed GET 

HIGH. Each selection of this response was awarded ~ points 

for a primary answer and 3 pOints for a secondary response. 

The response selections "to explore my inner self" and for 

"religious or mystical reasons" were awarded 2 or 1 points 

for primary and secondary choices respectively, as these 

answers correspond to the concept that mind alteration is 

the goal in the use of drugs. The means of the GET HIGH 

score were compared between athletes and non-athletes. The 

results of this analysis are shown in Table 21. As evi-

denced by the analysis, non-athletes use drugs significant-

ly more frequently to get high than do athletes. 

TABLE 21 

MEANS ANALYSIS BETWEEN ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES 
AND USE OF DRUGS TO GET HIGH 

NON-ATHLETES 
ATHLETES 

MEAN 
7.67 
5.!f0 

F ... 7.099!f 

STANDARD DEUIATION 
9.35 
6.63 

P - .00B1 

CASES 
176 
1B!f 

360 

Regression analyses with DRUG USE and GET HIGH were per-
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formed for the entire population surveyed, for non-

athletes, and for athletes alone. Table 22 shows the 

statistics obtained. This table, as well as Table 23, are 

included for interest's sake, but will not be used in the 

full model explanation, as the variable was only answered 

by those who had tried each drug. The variable cannot be 

used to predict drug use because it is only testable after 

the respondent has used the drug in question. No variable 

was included in the data set which would measure a 

need/desire to get high. 

TABLE 22 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN DRUG USE AND GET HIGH 

ALL NON-ATHLETES ATHLETES 
MULTIPLE R .6911f .7125 .6356 
R 2 .1f780 .5077 .1f01f0 
ADJUSTED R 2 .1f761f .501f7 .3921 

Constant B 29.38 31.1f9 29.37 
GET HIGH B 1.lf7 1.lf5 1.35 
SIGNIFICANCE .0000 .0000 .0000 

Table 23 has the full model regression equation with the 

GET HIGH variable added. Again, this result is included for 

interest's sake. Only variables showing significant contri-

butions to the equation are included. 

When this same regression was performed with only non-

athletes in the equation, the Multiple R was .82 (adjusted 
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R = .65), and RISKY (P-.0008) and BELIEF (P-.0006) were 

the only two other variables besides GET HIGH which re-

mained significant in explaining the variance in DRUG USE. 

The findings of both of these analyses are congruent with 

the theory of the natural mind which states that people use 

dr.ugs because it makes them feel good -- it makes them 

'high' . 

TABLE 23 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS INCLUDING ALL VARIABLES WHICH SHOW 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BY ATHLETIC STATUS 

B 
Constant Lf7.8599 
GET HIGH 1.1976 
BELIEF -3.1329 
RISKY .5022 
COMMITTED -1.218Lf 

MULTIPLE R .7781 
R 2 = .605Lf 

ADJUSTED R 2 = .5913 

N = 291 

BETA 

. 57Lf9 
-.2521 

.1215 
- .106Lf 

SIGNIFICANCE 
.0000 
.0000 
.0000 
.0035 
.0066 

When the regression was repeated with only athletes, the 
2 

Multiple R was reduced to .70 (Adjusted R =.Lf5). BELIEF was 

the only othe~ variable besides GET HIGH which explained a 

significant variance in DRUG USE. Perhaps the RISKY vari-

able dropped out of this equation because, within the 

athletic sample, the covariance between RISKY and GET HIGH 

was a significant .36 (P~.OOO), whereas this covariance in 
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the non-athletic population was somewhat less at .25 

(P=.OOl). 

WHY NOT USE DRUGS. 

The final analysis was performed in anticipation of 

critics' responses to the finding that athletes use less 

drugs than other college students, given the substantial 

media coverage of drug abuse among athletes. The criticism 

might be that athletes use less drugs due to the mandatory 

drug tests that they face, not because of differences in 

beliefs, norms or values between the athletes and others. 

This is not the case, however. The component score DRUG 

USE combined all factors of drug use, including at what age 

started, frequency, and recency. As stated previously, ath

letes score significantly lower, or at the same rates as 

non-athletes, for all dimensions of drug use. A crosstabu

lation of the variables measuring when a respondent first 

tried each drug (DRUG BEGIN) and ATHLETE reveals that 

athletes first tried drugs significantly later than did 

non-athletes (Chi Square = 26.39, P = .OOO~). (i.e. Their 

experimentation was likely to have happened either late in 

high school years or while at college, while non-athletes' 

use began in grade school or junior high.) Since mandatory 

drug testing is a relatively new practice, athletes who are 

competing today could not have known that such tests would 
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be required when they reached this level of competition. 

The threat of being caught through drug testing could not 

have been the motivating force for early drug use preven

tion in this group. 

furthermore, of the 11 drugs inquired about, the reasons 

given for not using drugs were not significantly different 

at the .05 level for S substances between athletes and non

athletes. The overwhelming primary reason given for not 

using any drug was "no desire for the experience" ex = 

S9.~8%). The second most frequently chosen response was 

"because of negative physiological and/or psychological 

effects" e x = 11.88% ). 

Seeing or personally experiencing negative effects of alco

hol use was a potent measure of prevention for both groups 

of students; 33.8% of non-athletes chose one answer or the 

other, and 28.7% of the athletes chose them. In fact, these 

responses were chosen more frequently for all drugs -- more 

than any of the other 18 possible responses except "no 

desire" and "negative effects". 

The reasons given for non-use of marijuana and cocaine were 

significantly different between athletes and non-athletes. 

The tertiary reason for non-use of marijuana among non

athletes was the "observation of bad effects" (11.3%) while 

for athletes the third reason was "fear of detection in 
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drug tests" (11.0~). For cocaine, the third most frequent 

responses for both groups were the same as for marijuana: 

negative effects for non-athletes (7.5~), and fear of tests 

for athletes (5.8~). While fear of testing positive for 

marijuana and cocaine may prevent some athletes from using 

these drugs now, it cannot account for the fact that they 

did not try the drugs as younger people. 

Obviously, non-athletes would not choose the latter 

response because it does not apply to their life 

situations. It is rather amazing that so few athletes chose 

this response for any drug. The average percentage of 

athletes who chose this response as the reason for not 

using all other drugs besides cocaine and marijuana was 

1.35~. About four percent of athletes chose this response 

as-t·tleir secondary reason for not using all drugs. Fear of 

drug testing seems to be relatively unimportant to athletes 

for not using drugs. Furthermore, these findings are con

sistent with other research where drug testing is irrele

vant. (See Jensen 1987, and Schwendinger and Schwendinger, 

1986.) 
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CHAPTER UI 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

This investigation examined several aspects of the common 

stereotypes of college athletes. Questions to be answered 

included: Do athletes use more drugs than other college 

students? Are athLetes comparable to other college 

students academically? Are athletes given special 

privilBQB6 in school based on their athletic prowess, like 

good grades for no work? Are athletes' attitudes about 

school different from their peers? Are their career aspira

tions the same as other college students? A variety of 

theories of deviant behavior were examined in the process, 

including sociological, pyschological and addiction study 

theories. 

Examination of the self-report data collected in this study 

revealed clear and unequivocal answers to this first set of 

questions. Athletes report less drug use than other college 

students. Athletes report that they have tried fewer 

drugs, used them less often, used them less recently, and 

have fewer intentions of using drugs in the future. 

Grades achieved by athletes and non-athletes in both high 

school and in college are not statistically different, but 

athletes actually reported higher grade point averages in 



high school than did non-athletes. 

13'f 

Jensen, 1987, also 

found that high school GPA'S were not 

different between athletes and non-athletes, 

significantly 

and that ath-

letes' grade point averages were slightly higher. Further

more, athletes do not report receiving grades they did not 

earn any more frequently than do non-athletes. Athletes 

have not been placed on academic probation any more often 

than have non-athletes. 

Athletes and non-athletes show no statistical differences 

in their attitudes about the personal importance of grades 

in college, nor are there differences between the two 

groups in estimating the importance of grades to obtaining 

desired Jobs in the future. There are virtually no differ

ences between athletes and non-athletes in desire to learn 

as much as possible in college. 

gruent with those of Shaefer 

These findings are 

and Polk (1968), 

Schwendinger and Schwendinger (1985), who found 

con

and 

no 

"intrinsic conflict between athletic aims and scholastic 

goals" (p. 93). 

Athletes do not consider themselves to be perceived as 

troublemakers any more than do non-athletes. In fact, 

Schwendinger and Schwendinger found that members of other 

high school peer groups recognize and respect the athletes' 

needs to refrain from drug use and other 'partying' behav-
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ior in order to remain successful athletes. This recogni

tion results in a restriction of the peer pressure to 

conform to deviant behavior that is inflicted on 

non-athlete high school social groups. 

other, 

Athletes and non-athletes do not appear to differ in the 

qualities that they seek in their professional careers. 

This finding is in accord with those of Han (1969), who 

found that all young people aspire to essentially the same 

goals in life. All students revealed desires for job 

security, for careers that are useful to society, and for 

careers which place emphasis on working with people instead 

of with things. All these results were in direct contradic

tion to the common image of the athlete as a deviant and in 

accord with the findings of Schwendinger and Schwendinger 

(1985), who found that athletes, as a social type defined 

by other high school students, are consistently negatively 

correlated with various kinds of delinquency. 

Because this study has revealed that there were no differ

ences in academic achievement or scholastic goals between 

athletes and non-athletes, the difference in drug use was 

the only variable of the composite deviance score left to 

explain. The subsequent analyses of the various theories of 

deviance were limited to searching for differences between 

athletes and non-athletes which would explain the variance 
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in drug use between the two groups. 

The examination of the variables proposed by strain theory 

could not account for the differences found between ath

letes' and non-athletes' drug use. Although the component 

scores derived for academic and athletic success do nega

tively correlate with drug use as predicted by the theory, 

their use in regression analysis between the two groups 

does not cause the fact that one is an athlete to 'drop 

out' of the equation. Examination of the essential compon

ent of this theory, correlation between caring about 

grades and actual drug use, reveals that students with low 

aspirations and bad grades show the greatest use of drugs, 

which is in direct contradiction to strain theorists' pre

dictions that students with high aspirations and low grades 

would use the most drugs. These findings correspond to 

previous research on strain theory, which failed to demon

strate relationships between failure and delinquency 

(Hirschi 1969; Elliott and Voss, 197~; Short et aI, 1965). 

Examination of twenty-five variables suggested by cultural 

deviance theory as significant in explaining different 

rates of deviance showed that only three were significantly 

different between athletes and non-athletes in this data 

set. Responses to questions about beliefs and values were 

examined for differences between the two groups. The areas 
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examined were general attitudes relevant to acceptance of 

societal norms, career aspirations, current experiential 

desires, proportion of friends who use drugs and the iden

tity of the person(s) who introduced drugs to students for 

the first time. In aggregate, none of these areas showed 

statistically significant differences between athletes and 

non-athletes, and are in direct conflict with cultural de

viance theory. All of the three variables which showed 

statistical differences between the two groups, and which 

could potentially support cultural deviance theory, are 

more readily explained by alternate theories. One, that 

non-athletes use drugs with people who are close to them 

while athletes use drugs with more casual acquaintances, is 

also congruent with social learning theory (Akers, 1985) 

and other perspectives which do not require the concept of 

a subculture (Jensen 1972). The second, that athletes 

believe that the use of illegal drugs is morally wrong, is 

in accord with social control theory (Hirschi, 1969), 

while the third variable showing significant difference 

between the two groups, that athletes are more interested 

in having a good time at college than are non-athletes, is 

consistent with the tenets of sensation seeking theory. 

Furthermore, all the findings of this investigation are in 

accord with previous research which has examined the pre

cepts of cultural deviance theory and found them lacking in 
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the ability to predict deviance in youth. 

The hypotheses of power-control theory are contradicted by 

findings in this data set. Status was negatively correlated 

with drug use, and that is true whether or not one controls 

for athletic status. More specifically, athletes have 

higher status on campus than most other students, yet they 

report less drug use. Futhermore, among only athletes, the 

most successful, by virtue of their election to All-Ameri

can teams, the level of scholarships that they are awarded, 

or their position on the team (i.e. starter vs non-

starter), use the least drugs. The finding that there is no 

difference in academic achievement between athletes and 

non-athletes also weakens Coleman's (1960) claim that the 

high regard given athletes on high school campuses under

mines their scholarly pursuits. These findings are 

congruent with other studies which have examined power

control theory and found it to be invalid in predicting 

deviance among youth (see Jensen and Thompson, 1988). 

Uariables central to social control theory proved valuable 

in explaining the variance in drug use between athletes and 

non-athletes. The composite elements of attachment, belief, 

commi t,ment and involvement were significantly greater among 

athletes than among non-athletes. Athletes showed strong

er bonds of ATTACHMENT to their parents as well as greater 
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need for friends' and teachers' approval and acceptance. 

Athletes showed stronger belief in the immorality of using 

illegal drugs than did non-athletes. Athletes are more 

committed to long term goals than non-athletes, and are 

now, and have been throughout their youth, more involved in 

extra-curricular activities than their peers. When entered 

into regression analysLs, all of the variance in drug use 

between athletes and non-athletes was explained by three of 

these four elements: belief, commitment and involvement. 

These findings are replications of the findings of Hirschi 

(1969) and Hindelang (1972). Elliott et al (1985) also 

found that "the conventional bonding measures used ... 

appear 

total 

(p.S8). 

to capture most of the explanatory power 

set of family and school bonding ... " in their 

of the 

study 

Sensation seeking was strongly correlated with drug use in 

this population, as it has been with other groups studied 

(Kaester, 1977, Huba, 1981). It was more strongly corre

lated with drug use among non-athletes than it was among 

athletes. When entered into regression analysis with vari

ables relevant to social control theory, sensation seeking 

was able to contribute to explained variance in drug use 

by almost lO~, without a loss of the variance explained by 

the elements of involvement, commitment and belief. This 

finding suggests that the 'trait' of sensation seeking is 
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not necessarily a negative one, corresponding with drug use 

and other deviance, but also can be positively directed 

toward competition or participation in athletic activities. 

It also concurs with the opinion of Shoemaker (1985) who 

suggests that social control theory shows the most promise 

of predicting deviance rates among groups that have not yet 

been observed other ---
theor!§s to overcome its deficiences. 

The difference between athletes and non-athletes in the use 

of drugs to get high was significant at the .01 level. The 

inclusion of the GET HIGH variable suggested by the theory 

of the natural mind again increased the amount of variance 

explained in drug use in regreSSion analysis, from 57.8% to 

77.8~. These findings support Weil's theory of the natural 

mind. Other empirical research of this theory was not found 

by this author, but these findings suggest that a variable 

that measures the need to get high and that can be incor-

porated into future research would greatly enhance the pre-

dictability of drug use when combined with the variables of 

social control and sensation seeking theories. 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

A common stereotype of the college athlete has proven to be 

inconsistent with data on the behavior and attitudes of 



athletes in the aggregate. 
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These findings are actually 

quite consistent with what little previous research there 

is relevant to the issue. Athletes appear to be less invol

ved in deviance than non-athletes. (Jensen, 1987; Schafer, 

1968; Schwendinger and Schwendinger, 1985.) 

Will these new findings effect change in common 

of athletes as dumb Jocks who abuse drugs and 

perception 

are token 

students on the college campuses? That probably cannot be 

counted upon. »Stereotypes are influenced by emotion and 

seem to be stubbornly adhered to in the face of contradic

tory new evidence.» (Mackie, 1972, p.~39.) There are 

several reasons why the stereotype will probably cling to 

college athletes. 

First of all, there is no reason to think that the people 

who control the media will abandon their practice of sensa

tionalizing the misbehavior of the few athletes who engage 

in deviance. Evidence of the trend for this type of report

ing was found when positive urinalysis tests for illegal 

substances on twelve professional football players were 

duly reported in daily newspapers during this 1988 NFL 

season. The players' returns to active rosters were also 

reported after their thirty-day suspensions from play were 

concluded. Such stories were not followed by the fact 

that approximately 1,600 (99%) other players had NOT tested 
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positive for drugs. Nor was the fact that positive drug 

tests had decreased during the 1988 season predominantly 

.reported. (In 1987, 6% of professional football players had 

tested positive for illegal substances during their pre

camp physicals, compared to the less than 1 % in 1988.) 

Perhaps the best evidence of reporters' proclivity to re

port negative rather than positive information about ath

letes can be seen in the recent 'scandal' created when 

Canadian sprinter Ben Johnson tested positive for anabolic 

steroids in the Summer Olympics of 1988. Although only 20 

athletes out of the approximately 10,000 who competed in 

these games tested positive for illegal substances, Ben 

Johnson's use of drugs was THE major story during the week 

that it occurred. Sports ll.l~s~r~t~g went so far as to stop 

their presses, remove their planned cover story, and sub

stitute the story of this one athlete's fall from grace in 

the athletic field. The world record-shattering accomp-

lishments of Americans Jackie Joyner-Kersee, Florence 

Griffith Joyner, Matt Biondi, Carl Lewis, and Greg 

Louganis, to mention but a few, would have to wait for the 

spotlight until the next issue of this most popular Ameri

can sporting magazine. 

Another contributing factor to the persistence of the 

stereotype is that very few people are actually in contact 
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with either college or professional athletes, and thus have 

no opportunity to base their judgments upon personal 

observation and knowledge. Perhaps actual contact is 

limited to times when athletes occassionally 'break away' 

from the strict control of their coaches and training 

programs to, as they say, "party hardy." Instead of seeing 

this behavior as unusual for the average athletes, the 

public may interpret such behavior as something that is 

done regularly. 

Bpocte have nevec been without their 'bad boys', and they 

probably never will be. Some athletes seem to bask in the 

notoriety of their misbehavior, which cannot help but con

tribute to the negative stereotype of athletes in general. 

One thing that all of the 'bad boys' seem to have in common 

is that they are good -- often the best -- at what they do. 

At one point, they have all have #1 in front of their 

names; if they weren't so good, they would never get away 

with being so bad (Braine and Strovinsky, 1986, p. 110). 

From the days of Ty Cobb (1905) to the days of Billy Martin 

(1988), coaches, managers and athletes like Dick Butkus 

(pro football), Marvin "Bad News" Barnes (pro basketball), 

Sonny Liston (boxing), Woody Hayes (college football), Dave 

Schultz (~ockey), Bobby Knight (college basketball), John 

McEnroe (tennis), and Brian Bosworth (football) have been 

giving the public ample reason to believe that those assoc-



iated with sports are both bullies and jerks. 
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Perhaps 

these antiheroes do serve a useful purpose as well. If fans 

did not have these 'bad sports' to compare to, they probab

ly would not appreciate the 'good sports' as much. 

All of the above factors are exacerbated by the apparent 

needs of professional and college coaches to win in order 

to keep their jobs. This situation can only result in more 

frequent irregularities in recruiting and retaining ath

letes who can help coaches to win. Unfortunately for the 

athletes, they are painted with the same brush that sullies 

sports in general when such irregularities are reported by 

the press. In reality, most athletes appear to be caught in 

the middle; innocent victims of the institution of which 

they are an integral part. 

If one is interested in reality, one can only hope that 

these new findings, based on a study which specifically 

focuses on college athletes, will begin to make a change 

in the common perception of athletes as dumb jocks who 

abuse drugs and who are only interested in their athletic 

performance, and not in school and the success it will 

afford them in their future careers. The evidence is clear. 

The common stereotype is a misconception of the true char

acter of the college athlete. 
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APPENDIX A 



LEWIS ARIZONA DRUG SURUEY (LADS) 
(FACSIMILE) 
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The following survey has been designed to discover the rate 
and kind of drug use among college students. The answers 
to the demographic and attitudinal questions will help in 
our understanding what ractors lead to, or discourage, such 
use. This survey will be coded and used for statistical 
and theoretical purposes only. You, as an individual, 
cannot be identified as the person who answered this 
survey. PLEASE be honest and accurate. PLEASE answer every 
question. Thank you. 

1. Year of birth. 19 (Fill in.) 2. Sex Male Female 

3. Ethnicity (race). 
Check one only. 

__ Asian 
__ Black 
______ Hispanic 
__ Native American 

Pacific 
Islander 

White 
___ Other 

'1. Marital status. __ Single Married 
Check one only. ______ D i vorced __ Separa ted 

___ Living with someone as if married 

s. Present living arrangement. 
__ Dormitory __ Own house or condominium 
__ Fraternity or sorority house live alone 
_Live with parents or relatives ___ .live with roommate 
_______ .Rent house or apartment live wi th spouse, 

live alone ramily, or signifi-
live with roommate cant other 

__ live with spouse, family or significant other 

6. Do you currently work? I do not work at this time 
o - 10 hours a week 
11 - 20 hours a week 
21 - 30 hours a week 
31 - '10 hours a week 
more than '10 hours a week 

7. If you work, what kind of Job do you have? 
food service (fast food, waiter/ress etc.) 
clerical or sales (book keeper, salesperson, cashier) 
service (hospital aide, day-care etc.) 
unskilled (yardman, housemaid, etc.) 

_ semi-skilled (driver, construction labor, etc.) 
___ skilled (carpenter, mechanic, etc.) 
_ proprietor (own a business or store) 
___ professional (teacher, accountant, manager, etc.) 



8. Are you financially independent from your parents? 
_.No __ Yes (For how long have you been independent? 

__ . __ years.) 

Ilf7 

9. Where do you get the majority of your financial support? 
from my parents 
I work for my money 
from another person (relative, spouse, housemate, etc) 
scholarship (academic, athletic, etc.) 
financial aid (student loans, social security, etc.) 
at her ( Please spec i f Y ___ .. .._. _________ ........ _ .. ___ .) 

10. If you HAUE a scholarship or financial aid, do you get 
enough money to meet your needs? 
Yes, adequate. __ Yes, but barely. 
No. I need more money to live decently. 

11. In what state of the U.S.(or country, if not the United 
States) did you primarily grow up? ________ . ._. ___ _ 

12. In what kind of community did you spend the greatest 
amount of time? 

__ on a farm - in the suburb of a city 
_._.rural, but not a farm in a small city 

--in a small town in a medium sized city 
_a .... in a large town in a large city (over 500,000) 

13. How would you 
your family? 

__ upper class 
__ upper middle 

describe the socia-economic status of 

__ middle class 
__ lower middle class 

11f. How many people in your neighborhood 
ethnic group (race) as your family? 

_ .. all _about half 
__ .some 

__ .working class 
lower class 

were the same 

__ few others 
no others 

15. Approximately what is your family's (of origin) total 
annual income? Even if you're not sure, please estimate 

__ less than $10,000 __ 15,001 to 20,000 __ 30,001 to 50,000 
__ $10,001 to 15,000 _20,001 to 30,000 __ more than 50,000 

16. How many people,other than you, lived in your household 
when you were growing up? Please check all that apply. 

__ father (or father figure, such as step-father) 
__ mother (or mother figure, such as step-mother) 
__ brothers (how many ___ ) 
__ sisters (how many __ ) 
__ other (how many ___ . Who? 
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17. Are you a freshman 
sophomore 

___ junior 
senior 

___ gradua te 
unclassified 

18. In what college are you currently enrolled? 
__ Agriculture __ Architecture __ Arts and Science 
__ Business and Public Administration __ Education 
__ Enginesring __ Law __ Medicine 
__ Mi nes __ Nursi ng _.Pharmacy 
__ Graduate __ Undeclared 

19. Wha tis your spec i f i c MAJOR? ________ ._. ___________ . _______ _ 

(Second major or) MINOR? __________ __ 

If General Studies, give your three areas of study. 
1. _. ___ .. 2 . 3 . ______ . _________ ... ___ .. 

20. What is your overall COLLEGE GPA? 

21. What kind of grades 
all A's 

are you CAPABLE 
B's and C's 
mostly C's 
C's and D's 

of getting? 

A's and B's 
mostly B's 

_ .... mostly D's 
D's and E's 

____ mostly E's 

22. What kind of work do your teachers expect from you? 
excellent good fair poor 

__ they don't seem to care 

23. Have you ever been on academic probation? __ no _yes 

2Y:. Do you feel that you have ever received any grades you 
did not deserve for the amount of work you did or the 
test grades you earned? 
High school College 

Yes, lower than I earned 
Yes, higher than I earned 
Yes, both higher and lower 
No, I got the grades I earned 

25. How would you rate yourself in academic 
other students at this university? 

among the best about average 
__ above average __ below average 

26. Do you WANT to go to graduate school? 

ability with 

among the worst 
don't know 

I am no __ yes, but I doubt if I will. 
a grad undecided __ yes. I plan on it. 
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27. What do you consider the most important thing you can 
get out of college? 

__ job training (marketable skills) 
__ skill in subjects like English, Math ... liberal arts 
_.ability to think clearly 
__ learn to deal with people (or bureaucracies) 

28. How important is getting good grades to you personally? 
__ very important __ only a little important 
_. __ more important than not ___ .completely unimportant 

29. On the average how much time do you spend doing 
homework outside of school? 

__ If hours or more a day __ about 2 hours a day 
about 3 hours a day about 1 hour a day 

__ less than 1 hour a day 

30. How many credit hours are you currently enrolled for? __ _ 

31. How important do you 
kind of job you want? 

very important 

think grades are for getting the 

__ somewhat important 
only a little important 
I have no idea 

32. At this time in your life how important is each of 
these things to you? Check one answer for each item. 

Getting through college 
Discovering new ways of experiencing things 
Finding a purpose and meaning to life 
Being accepted/liked by friends 
Learning as much as possible in school 
Having a good time 

UERY SOME NOT 
WHAT UERY 

33. In choosing a career, how important is each of the 
following factors to you personally? UERY SOME NOT 

Making a lot of money 
Security of job 
Opportunity to be creative and original 
Prestige or status of job 
Freedom from superiors at work 
Opportunity to work with people, not things 
Opportunity to be useful to others and society 

31f. How is your health most of the time? 
excellent __ good fair __ poor 

WHAT UERY 
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health awareness? 35. How would you rate YDur 
I don't think about it 
I think about it often 

I think about it sometimes 
I am very aware of my 

physical welfare 

36. Would you consider yourself to be 
_vs["'y ovsrwsight _.somswhat unds["'wsight 
__ somewhat overweight _very underweight 

_about the 
right weight 

37. What deliberate actions do you take to maintain your 
health? (Please check all answers that apply.) 

I am careful about my diet (or have a special diet, 
i.e. vegetarian) 

I have and follow a planned schedule of exercise 
I take vitamin supplements regularly 
I make sure that I get enough rest 
I get regular physicals from a nurse or doctor 

_I have learned stress management techniques 
I don't do anything special 

38. How often do you smoke Cigarettes? 
I never smoked I smoke less than a pack a day 
I smoked a few times I smoke about a pack a day 
I smoke occasionally I smoke more than a pack a day 
I used to smoke but quit __ months ago 

39. In HIGH SCHOOL were you active in any school related 
activities? (Check any and all that apply.) 

__ interscholastic athletics __ intramural athletics 
__ band or chorus __ student government 
__ .cheer leader _.hobby clubs 
__ .service clubs __ academic organizations 
--publications __ honor societies 
_other (please specify) ___________________________ _ 

~O. What was your HIGH SCHOOL GPA? ____ __ 

If you participated in high school athletics, please answer 
the next five questions. If you did not participate, please 
go to question ~6. 

~1. What was/were your interscholastic 
__ basketball __ baseball/softball 
--901f _track/field 
__ tennis __ volleyball 
_rugby __ soccer 

sport(s)? __ football 
__ swimming/diving 
--9ymnastics 

lacrosse 
_hockey 

__ wrest ling _.other (what?) ________________________ _ 

~2. At what 
sports? 

age did you first participate 
years old 

in organized 
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~3. Did you earn a JU letter(s) _no --yes __ # of sports 

~~. Did you earn a varsity letter(s) __ no --yes ___ # sports 

~5. Was it important to you to be a college athlete? 
__ no, I wanted to do other things 
__ yes, but I wasn't good enough 
--yes, but others thought I wasn't good enough 
__ yes, some colleges looked at me, but I didn't make the 

team 
.--yes, and I played at JC, but didn't make the team here 
. __ yes, I am a college athlete. ANSWER QUESTIONS ~7 TO 58! 
--yes, I was a college athlete, but no longer compete. 

(For example, iF your eligibility is over, you are 
injured, or quit the team. PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS ~7 
TO 59 AS IF YOU WERE STILL COMPETING.) 

~6. Are you currently active in any school connected activ-
ities? (Check any and all that apply.) 

__ intercollegiate athletics __ intramural athletics 
_band or chorus __ .student government 
__ academic organizations _cheerleader 
__ .service clubs -'-publications 
_.Fra tern i ty or soror i ty _hobby clubs 

art or dance clubs honor societies 
_other (Please speciFy _____ .. _____ ._ 

ATHLETES ONLY ARE TO ANSWER QUESTIONS ~7 THROUGH 59. IF YOU 
DO NOT COMPETE IN INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS, PLEASE MOUE 
TO QUESTION 60 ON PAGE 8. 

~7. What intercollegiate sports do you play? _Football 
_golF _.basketball _baseball/soFtball 

_tennis __ swimming/diving 
__ .hockey _track/Field 
_volleyball ~ymnastics 

__ rugby 
_soccer 
_other 

~8. Do you have an athletic scholarship? no _yes, Full 
--yes, partial 

~9. Have you ever had a major injury that resulted in keep
ing you out of competition For: 
I never had a major injury 
more than a week but less than a month 
about a month or two 
a Full season 

50. Have you ever had surgery For a sports related injury? 
no __ yes 
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51 and 52. Omitted by request of the athletic department. 

53. Are you considered to be among the top 50% of competi
tors in your sport at this university or are you 
considered to be among the lower 50% of the players or 
competitors in your sport at this university? (For 
example, if you always start or are first relief in a 
team sport, it would be the top 50%, while if you are 
red-shirted, or only enter competitions in special 
situations, you would be in the lower 50%.) 

top 50% lower 50% 

5~. Do you think your status or rank has been fairly 
evaluated? _yes __ no Why not? Please be specific ___ . 

--------------_._-------------

55. Were you ever named to All-American or Honorable 
Mention All-American Teams? 

_no __ .yes (high school) 
_no -yes (JC) 
__ no __ yes (college) 

56. How did you come to compete at this university? 
__ recruited out of high school __ recruited out of JC 
_walk-on out of high school _walk-on out of JC 

57. Did you red-shirt your freshman year? no _..!des 

58. Did you red-shirt any other year because of injury or 
academic ineligibility? (It could be this year.) 

no __ yes 

59. Do you hope to continue to compete in your sport after 
college? (Pro, olympics, amateur circuit, etc.) 

no, I want to do other things 
I'd like to, but doubt if I will 

__ Yes, I'm definitely working toward that goal 

PLEASE MOUE ON TO THE NEXT PAGE AND CONTINUE THE SURUEY. 
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ALL STUDENTS PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS. 

Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 
following statement by circling one response according to 
the following codes: SA = strongly agree A agree 

U undecided 0 = disagree SO = strongly disagree 

60. I care what my teachers think of me. 
61. People tend to think of me as 

troublemaker. 
62. I have a lot of respect for my home

town police. 
63. It's OK to break the law if you can 

get away with it. 
6~. I don't have much to be proud of. 
65. The use of illegal drugs is stupid. 
66. I feel very close to my mother. 
67. I feel very close to my father. 
68. The use of illegal drugs is 

morally wrong. 
69. To get ahead in life, sometimes you 

have to do things that are not right 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 

SA 

SA 

A U 

A U 

A U 

A U 
A U 
A U 
A U 
A U 

A U 

A U 

o SO 

o SO 

o SO 

o SO 
o SO 
o SO 
o SO 
o SO 

o SO 

o SO 

Each of the items below contains two choices. Choose the 
ONE answer for each item that comes CLOSEST to how you 
feel, even if it does not match your feelings exactly. DO 
NOT LEAUE ANY BLANKS. 

70. I do not find gambling worth the risk. 
I like to gamble for money. 

71. I like wild, uninhibited parties. 
I prefer quiet parties with good conversation. 

72. I often wish I could be a mountain climber. 
I can't understand people who risk their necks 

climbing mountains. 

73. I would not like to try any drug which might produce 
strange and dangerous effects on me. 

I would like to try drugs that produce halluciations 

7~. A sensible person avoids activities that are 
dangerous. 

I sometimes like to do things that are a little 
frightening. 
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75. r Find that stimulants make me uncomFortable. 
I would like to get high on cocaine or speed. 

76. r would like to take up waterskiing. 
I would not like to take up waterskiing. 

77. r would like to try surFboard riding. 
I would not like to try surFboard riding. 

78. r would like to learn to Fly a plane. 
I would not like to learn to Fly a plane. 

79. r preFer the surface of the water to the depths. 
I would like to try scuba diving. 

80. r would like to try parachute jumping. 
I would never jump out of a plane with or without a 

parachute. 

81. I am not interested in experience For its own sake. 
r like to have new and exciting experiences or 

sensations even iF they are a little 
Frightening, unconventional or illegal. 

82. When I go to the ocean or a lake, I like to stay 
close to the shore. 

Sometimes I like to swim Far out From the shore. 

83. r often enjoy flaunting irrational authority. 
I am usually respectFul of lawFul authority. 

8~. I like to dive or jump ofF the high board. 
r don't like the Feeling I get standing on the high 

diving board (or I won't go near it at all). 

85. I occasionally like to date people who are sexually 
exciting. 

I only like to date people who share my values. 

86. Heavy drinking spoils a party because people get 

87. 

loud and unruly. 
Keeping the drinks Full is the key to a good party. 

I sometimes like to do crazy things just to 
effect on others. 

I almost always behave in a normal way. I 
interested in shocking or upsetting 

see the 

am not 
others. 
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88. People who ride motorcycles must have some 
unconscious need to hurt themselves. 

I would like to drive or ride a motorcycle. 

8S. Sailing long distances in small crafts is foolhardy. 
I would like to sail long distances in a small but 

seaworthy crart. 

SO. Skiing fast down a high mountain is a good way to 
end up on crutches. 

I would enjoy the sensations of skiing fast down a 
steep mountain. 

PLEASE CONTINUE THE SURVEY ON PAGE 11. Instructions for page 
11 are on pages 12, 13, and 1~. You may detach these 
instruction pages for easier completion of page 11, but do 
NOT detach page 11. 
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INSTRUCTIONS fOR COMPLETION OF THIS PAGE ARE ON PAGES 9 AND 10. YOU MAY 
REMOUE THE NEXT SHEET (PAGES 9 AND 10) TO MORE EASILY fOLLOW DIRECTIONS, BUT 
DO NOT DETACH THIS SHEET (PAGE 8) fROM THE REST OF THE CUESTIONAIRE. 
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A. Numb~r of time~ ••••••• 

B. friend~ using .••.••••• 

C. Future u~e .••••.••••.. 

D. Negative influence 
B. primary •......•. 

b. secondary ..•.... 

E. Addictive? •••..••..•. 

f. Introduce to other ..•. -- -- -- ---- ---- --- ---- ---- --- ---- ------ -- -- 1---- ----- --- ---- ---- --- ---- ----
G. When ~tBrted •.••••••.• 

H. Last time used .•.••••• 

I. How often used .•.••••• 

J. Who introduced ••.••••• 

K. With whom used •.•..••• 

L. Reason for USB 
B. prlmory .•.•..•.. 

b. secondary ••••..• 

M. per~onal exper ...••.•• -- -- ------- ----- --- ---- ---- --- ---- ----
THANK YOU UERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATIONI 
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DETACH THESE INSTRUCTIONS TO COMPLETE PAGE 11. 

fill in each lettered row on page 11 with the appropriate 
number choices for the corresponding questions below. All 
usage refers to that not done on medical advice. 

ROW 
A - Number of times used during my life without medical 

recommendation. 
1 . never 3. 2 - 10 times 5. 26 - 50 times 
2. one time ~. 11 - 25 times 6. more than 50 times 

B - What proportion of your friends do you think may have 
used the drug at least once? 

1. none 3. less than half 5. most 
2. only a few ~. about half 6. all 

C - Assuming the substance was 
possibility of my using it 

relatively available, the 

1. definitely would use it 
2. probably would use it 

in the next year is: 
3.probably would not use it 
~.definitely would not use 
5.don't know 

D - If you have stopped usage or decreased usage, or if you 
have never used this substance, write in a number from 
the list below to indicate the primary and secondary 
reason for not using or decreasing use. 

1. reports of harmful pyschological effects 
2. reports of harmful medical effects 
3. observation of effects on others 
~. urging (or potential disapproval) from parents 
5. urging (or potential disapproval) from friends 
6. unsatisfactory personal experience with the substance 
7. illegality; arrest and increased law enforcement 
8. difficulty in obtaining the substance 
9. fear of detection in drug testing 
O. no desire to experience (or continue to) its effects 

E - Indicate for each whether it is physically addictive. 
1. I think so 2. I don't think so 3. I don't know 

f - Have you ever introduced another person to his drug by 
encouraging them to use it, instructing them how to 
use it, buying it for them, etc? 

1. yes 2. no 3. Not directly, but maybe my use 
encouraged someone else to try it. 

If you have NOT used a drug, DO NOT answer any more 
questions about THAT drug. Answer G through M only for those 
substances that you have used ONE or MORE times. 
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G - Educational level at which I started use. (IF started 
during summer, select the Following school year as your 
answer.) 

1.grade school 5.between hi school and college 
2.Junior hi 

J 

6.college, 1st year 
3.hi school, 1st or 2nd yr 
~.hi school,3rd or ~th yr 

7.college, 2nd year 
8.later in college or grad sch 

H - The last time I used the substance was 
1.within the week 3.1-2 mos ago 5.6-12 mos ago 
2.within last month ~.3-5 mos ago 6.more than a year 

I - How oFten have 
1.everyday 

you used this substance this semester? 
3.1-3 X a week 5.1-3 X a month 

2.~-6 X a week ~.~-6 X a month 6.1ess than monthly 
7.not at all this semester 

J - Person who primarily suggested I use 
first time 

1.roommate ~.spouse 6.close Friend 
2.parent 5.sibling 7.medical person 
3.boy/girlFriend 8.it was my idea 

the substance the 

S.acquaintance(s) 
10.trainer/coach 
11.other 

K - The MAJORITY of the time I use the substance 
1.alone 7.with person of the opposite sex 
2.at a party B.with person of the same sex 
3.with 2 or 3 others, usually the same people 
~.with 2 or 3 others, not necessarily the same people 
5.there's no special pattern 
6.other S.I only used it once 

L - Although your reasons may have changed over time, 
indicate your overall primary and secondary reasons For 
each substance you have used. 

1.enJoyment, pleasure - to get high 
2.be sociable, go along with others 
3.reduce tension, stress, anxiety, nervousness 
~.increase or decrease appetite for food 
5.improve ability to learn or remember 
6.improve performance in something physical (sport, work) 
7.Facilitate physical ability 
B.to explore my inner self 
S.for a religious or mystical Feelings 

10.1 didn't know what I was taking or 
someone gave it to me by deceiving me 
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M - Select one of the statements below for each substance 
that you have used. 

1. It has been very helpful to me, with no serious harmful 
effects. 

2. It has been helpful and beneficial to me, but there 
have been some harmful effects also. 

3. I have no particular effect from it -- either harmful 
or beneficial. 

~. I have had mostly harmful or unpleasant experiences 
with this substance, but it did not seem serious 

5. I have had a very disturbing, very upsetting, or 
serious experience with this substance. 
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ZUCKERMAN'S SENSATION SE~KING ?CALES 

Listed in sub-scales; numbered according to their appear
ance in the survey. The high sensation seeking item is 
asterisked. (Items in survey may be slightly modernized.) 

THRILL AND ADUENTURE SEEKING ITEMS 

72. *1 often wish I could be a mountain climber. 
I can't understand people who risk their necks climb

ing mountains. 

7~. A sensible person avoids activities that are 
dangerous. 

*1 sometimes like to do things that are a little 
frightening. 

76. *1 would like to take up the sport of waterskiing. 
I would not like to take up waterskiing. 

77. *1 would like to try surfboard riding. 
I would not like to try surfboard riding. 

78. I would not like to learn to fly a plane. 
*1 would like to learn to fly a plane. 

79. I prefer the surface of the water to the depths. 
*1 would like to go scuba diving. 

80. *1 would like to try parachute Jumping. 
I would never want to Jump out of a plane, 

with or without a parachute. 

8~. *1 like to dive off the high board. 
1 don't like the feeling 1 get standing on the high 

diving board. (Or 1 won't go near it at all.) 

89. Sailing long distances in a small craft is foolhardy. 
*1 would like to sail a long distance in a small but 

seaworthy sailing craft. 

90. Skiing fast down a big mountain slope is a good way to 
end up on crutches. 

*1 think 1 would enJoy the sensations of skiing very 
fast down a high mountain slope. 
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EXPERIENCE SEEKING ITEM 

73. I would not like to try any drug which might produce 
strange and dangerous effects on me. 

·1 would like to try some of the new drugs that produce 
hallucinations. 

DISINHIBITION ITEMS 

71. *1 like wild uninhibited parties. 
1 prefer quiet parties with good conversation. 

75. I find that stimulants make me uncomfortable. 
*1 often like to get "high" (drinking liquor or 

smoking marijuana). 

81. I am not interested in experience for its awn sake. 
*1 like to have new and exciting experiences and 

sensations even if they are a little frightening, 
unconventional, or illegal. 

85. *1 like to date members of the opposite sex who are 
physically exciting. 

I like to date members of the apposite sex who share 
my values. 

86. Heavy drinking usually ruins a party because people 
get loud and boisterous. 

*Keeping the drinks full is the key to a good party. 

BOREDOM SUSCEPTIBILITY ITEM 

87. *1 sometimes like to do crazy things Just to see the 
effect on others. 

I almost always behave in a normal way. I am not inter
ested in shocking or upsetting others. 

ORIGINAL ITEMS 

70. I do not find gambling worth the risk. 
*1 like to gamble for money. 

82. When I go to the ocean or a lake, I like to stay close 
to the shore. 

·Sometimes I like to swim out far from the shore. 



83. I orten enJoy rlaunting irrational authority. 
*1 am generally respectrul or lawrul authority. 

8~. People who ride motorcycles must have some uncons
cious need to hurt themselves. 

*1 would like to drive or ride a motorcycle. 
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