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ABSTRACT

The pfesent study wa5~designed,to‘estahlieh whether or not any .
telationshipfexistsbhetweendperceived'parentai'attitudes-and drug usihg
hehavior among young male adults; Three groups of 20 Ss each——no drug,_:
marlhuana, and hard drug——were compared based upon thelr response to’ thec'
;nFathers form of the Parent Child" Relatlons Questlonnalre._ It was found
dthat Ss reportlng hard drug usage percelved thelr fathers "as least punl-,
t1ve .most casual, least demandlng, and 1east rejectlng SubJects ) |
,reportlng only marlhuana usage percelved thelr fathers as most punltiue, d
rleast casual, most demandlng, and most reJectlng The no drug group
rcon51stently scored between the two -extremes establlshed by ‘the marlhuana
" and hard drug group. . It was’ concluded that clear ev1dence ex1sts for- a d'
h telationship between percelved ch11d rearlng practices and drug u51ng_f

behavior among YOung adults.
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VCHAPTER 1
.INTRODUCTION o
Research in the area‘of drug using behaviorbhas uncovered a-

number of relationshipsvﬁhidlcoﬂmibute.tola more thorough undé;standing~
of fhe etiology of drug depeﬁdehée'and addicfionr Demégraphic déta
studying family structure, age, sex, and‘racial~background of the'drug
user is:continuously beiﬁg gathered.' Psychblogical tesfiﬁgrdf'drqgir;rj.'
addicts is being conducted on a more figoréus’and systém;tic basis in
order to determine what factors.differenfiateIthe drug.uéer from his -
non-drug using peers. » '-

| IA number of descriptiVe»stﬁdieslﬁased ﬁpon extenéive iﬁvestiga—A
“tion of family béckground, personal intefviews With'known‘addicts,-and_
the social milieu in which the_drug.users live have suggested several~' '
_interesting relationships. Easton (19655 stated that drug abuse in
young adults is preceded by a long histoficél deveiopméﬁf of behavioral,
social, interpersonal, and other problems. . According to}this.reseaicher_
the initial experimentation with heroin and'bthef daﬁgerQus'drugs 15'3. .
social phenomenon occurring through the medium of‘friendé, and-cannot'be.
directly attributed to the drug."pusher{"A Brown (1963) in:a profile of |
juvenile narcotics’ addicts and amphetaqiné u5ers charactérized these
individuals as ungracious, demzinding, suspicious-paranoid, fearful of

sexual relations, and bitterly disturbed by feelings of rejection. ‘He

1



2
suggested'that omnipotence was. the mostvcommonjdenominaﬁof'in the magicalA
. thinking whichdis prevulent.in theserindividuals;f =

A‘numbef of studies have been conducted»using more-objective
means of assessing the attitudes and behav1or of drug addlcted or drug
dependent individuals. Quantlflable 1nd1ces such as the number of hoursdr
the parents attended to their ch11dren,‘the number of_51b11ngs, family 7
income, and educational levels were used in_a-study of young male addicts
conducted in Switzerland (Kieholz and Battegay; 1963). ‘It was concluded
that these individuals were exposed to physically and emotionally ad- -
verse conditions in ‘their eariy childhood as compared to neers of the
~ same socioeconomic class who were not drug dependentll In:enother.sfudy :

-(Kurtzlung, Cavior, and Lipton, 1966) the dlfferences between the human
- figure drawings of male opiate addlcts and non addlcts were examined. |
It was found that more addicts-drew the femalegfigure first and drew it
larger than:the male figure. -Tney suggested maternal idenfificatibn "
and sexual confusion as'etiologicalsfacfors in the male addicts.
GilBertAend Lombaxdi (1967)'aiso conducfed‘comperisons betmeen maler
narcotics addicts and non addicts of'simiiar socioeconomic_background _
using the MMPI. They concluded'thut the addicts‘had far more deep
 seated and widespread'pathoiogy than the non:addicts.A“Outsfandiné _
among the deviant traits were psychopathic tendencies, depression,
.'exce551vevten51on feellngs of 1nsecur1ty, feellngs of 1nadequacy, and
“-difficulty in forming warm and lastlng 1nterpersona1 relatlons |
~ The present study is intended to 1nvest1gate some of the factofs'

‘which may contribute to drug using.behavior-among young adults. It is{_f_



also 1ntended to determlne if dlfferences exist between marlhuana users,
non drug users, and those 1nd1v1duals addlcted to or dependent upon
barbltuarates, amphetamines, oplates, or halluc1nogens.v The var1ab1e;'"h
cnosen for study was the relationehip of_young:male college students';
attitudes toward their fathers and tnese students; drug ueing behavior.
Itrhas been preniously shown'(01tman and Friedman;'1967):that'heavy‘drug
users show high levels of_parental.deprivation in‘the period’before .
their nineteenth birthdayé. Along reiated lines, thetpresent study ie:/f
intended to entend thisrfinding by enamining relationsnips between per-
ceived parental attitudes during childhood'and drug using behavior. |

The Parent—Child Relations.questionnaire (PCR) (Roerand Siegelerb
tman, 1963) was chosen as the'means of assessingiperceivedrparental |
attitudes. VThe original questionnaire was simplified by tne omission
of the middle category, reducing the;five point'SCale to aAfour category
measure in order to-facillitate easenof Self-administration;- Thei: |
original questlonnalre was not modified in any other way The questlon-
naire was then admlnlstered to the sample populatlon and the resultant
answer sheets were . d1v1ded into three groups based upon reported drug
experiences. The scoresvof these Ssﬁon theAten,subscales of the PCR
questionnaire were then compared 1nd1V1dua11y and by groups It was
hypothesized that a dlfferlng pattern of proflles over the ten subscales
would be obtained for the three experlmental groups._ This pattern should
provide evidence for a more integrated;eonceptualization'of‘the effect of
child-rearing practices on drug oriented behavior amongpyoung male aduits;

For example, it might be expected that. fathers who are generally



perceived és- hav;i-ng beén moré ‘permissive wdul_d be associated“with sons -
_ whose cirug related behavioré are less restrictive. ‘This céi}-ld imply a{{:ﬁ N
. continuﬁm of drug .oriented behavior from no drug .to‘marivhuana usage tb
*  hard 'di‘ug using behavior as avauncti.pnijo‘f ‘the perfrxissivenesé_ ‘o'f the

father.



CHAPTER 2
METHOD

" Subjects

The three experimental groups were'composed of while male under-
graduate §§Uranginglinlagé from eighteen to twentyéqu,_ail of whom were
enrolled in introductory psychology courses at The University of Arizona.
EachjgrOup contained 20 Ss fqr a tota1¥N'of'60. The Ss were contacfed,»
in>their psychology dourses_by the E who requested:volupteers to fill .
out his questionnaire.
Materials' 7

The Fathers form of the Parent Chlld Relatlons questlonnalre
was used to obtain the Ss' ratlngs of thelr fathers' behavior. ThlS'
'questlonnalre is composed of 130 questlons d1v1ded 1nto 10 subscales,
four of which contalnlng 10 1tems each,.and 51x.contaln1ng 15 items
each. The subtest reliability coefficients range from .687 to .896 for
Athé Fathers form with the Harvard sampie.tested by Roe and Siegelman
(1963). Descriptions‘of'the‘ten subscales are as follows'(Pgs. 558-564):

Demanding (DEM-15 items). Parents in this group set up”

. high standards of accompllshment in particular areas, manners, -
school, etc. They impose strict regulations and demand un-
questioned obedience to them, and they do not make exceptions.

They expect the child to be busy at all times at some useful

‘activity. They have high punitiveness. They restrict friend-
ships in accord with these standards. They do not try to find

out what a child is thlnklng or feellng, they tell him what to
think or feel.



Rejecting (REJ-15 items). Parents in this group follow
"~ the more extreme patterns of the precedlng group, but. this
becomes rejecting when the attitude is rejection of the
‘childishness of the child. . They may also reject him as an
.individual. They are cold and hostile, derogate him and make
fun. of him and his inadequacies and problems. They may fre-

- quently leave him alone, and often will not permit other

children in the house. They have no regard for the child's
peoint of view. The regulations they establish are not for
the sake of training the child, but for protecting the parents
from his intrusions. -

Neglecting (NEG-15 items). These parents pay little
attention to the child, giving him a minimum of physical care,
and no affection. They forget promises made to him, forget
things for him. They are cold, but are not derogatory or
hostile. They leave him alone but do not go out of their way
to avoid him. :

Casual (CAS-15 items). These parents pay more attention.
to the child and are mildly affectionate when they do. They
will be .responsive to him when they are not busy about some-
thing else. They do not think about him or plan for him very
much, but take him as part of the general situation. They
~don't worry much about him, and make little definite effort -
to train him. They are easy going, have few rules, and do not
make much effort to enforce those they do have.

Lov1ng (LOV-lS,ltems). These parents give the ch11d warm: -
and loving attention. They try to help him with projects that
are important to him, but they are not intrusive. They are
more likely to reason with the child than to punish him, but
. they will punish him. They give praise, but not indiscrimi-
nately. They try specifically to help him with problems in the
best way for him. The child feels able to confide ‘in them and
to ask them for help. They invite his friends into the house
and try to make things attractive for them. They encourage in-
dependence and are willing to let him take a chance in order
to grow towards it. Distinction between loving and casual
categories can be difficult. A basic difference is the amount,
of thought given to the child's: problems -

Protecting (PRO-15 items). This category includes parents
who gave the child's interests first priority. They are very .
indulgent, provide special privileges, are demonstrably af-
fectionate, and may be gushing. They select friends carefully,
but will rarely let him visit other homes without them. They
~protect him from other children, from experiences in which he



may .suffer disappointment,'discomforf,‘or injury. ~They are -
highly intrusive and expect to know all about .what he is think- -~ *°
ing and experiencing. - They reward dependency.

‘Symbolic-1love Reward (S-L REW-10 items). The parents
using this kind of reward praised their children for approved
‘behavior, gave them special attentlon and were affectlonately
demonstrative.

Direct-Object Reward (D-O REW-10 items). These include
tangible rewards as gifts of money or toys, special trlps, or
relief from chores _

Symbolic-Love Punishment (S-L PUN-10 items).  Such punish- 7
ments include shamlng the child before others, 1solat1ng him
and withdrawing love.

Direct-Object Punishment (D-O PUN-10 items). These in-
clude physical punishment, taking away playthings,. reduc1ng
allowance, denying promised trlps, and so on. : :

In addition to a‘mimeographed-copy_offthe PCR euesfiennaire'
:eech §_wes given a multiple choice anewer sheet designed for difecf 
computer scoring. An instruction sheet was also supplied to the §e.
The seven page questionnaire was stapled togetﬁer withAthe instructioﬁg‘
and answer sheets attached te fhe questionnaire with a paper clip to
facilitate their'easy'removal. Number 2 iead pencils Qere giﬁen‘te'all

Ss.

‘Proeedure-

Each § was given the questionnaire along with the attached in- -
strﬁction and answer sheets The written 1nstruct10ns requested that
the Ss place all answers dlrectly on the multlple choice answer sheet o
‘using the pen0115 supplied. They were further 1nstructed-to supply_enly'

their age, level of education, and specific drug experience, if any. It



was suspected that detailed questionlng of the Ss would: reduce the
number who accurately reported their drug_experience.; Therefore, "the s
instructions were designed to minimize fearrof exposure'for being honest
about revealing drug usage. ' No names Wererrequested'and'demographic
information was kept at a minimum‘in order to reduce the fear of identi-
fication or legal action agalnst reported drug users. - TheSe-precautions
were taken to reduce the number of false p051t1ves and negatives in ther
sample group. The first twenty answer sheets collected that satisfied '
the criteria for each of the three categorles of no drug, marihuana only,
and hard drug experience were used for the exper1menta1 groups. Therr
criteria for membership in each of the three groups were asefollowsf
- NO DRUG: having never used or_experimented'withfmarihuana;7:
amphetamines other than under a doctor's-prescription (i?e.; weight'i
reduction); having never used or experimented with‘barbiturates or other
narcotics or any hallucinogenic'drugs suchhas LSD, STﬁ;for;mescaline;{‘
MARTHUANA: having used or experinented with marihuana and only
marihuana, excluded from this‘group are any Ss having_used or erperi- |
mented with any barblturates, halluc1nogens, amphetamines, or opiates,ib
~ HARD DRUG: having used or experlmented w1th amphetamlnes
(ﬂspeed"), seconol ('"reds'"), heroin, morphine,»or other opiates, hal;
‘ lucinogens (LSD, STP, mescaline) or any other_narcotics or hallucino-
~genic drugs. =
| Those Ss reporting the use of hasheesh also reported usage of -
other drugs placlng them clearly in the ‘hard: drug category. The 60

answer sheets were d1v1ded into three groups hased upon self reported

drug experlence, Each of the answer sheets was then computer scored



CHAPTER 3
~ RESULTS

Inspection of the three ptofiles presented in‘Figure 1 reveals
cohsistent differences betﬁeeﬁvthe threehgroups'as a function of sub- -
scales. It will be noted, that:the non drug group was'eohsistently V
between the profiles of the hard drug and marihuana groups -whenever
‘sizeable between group dlfferences were found. The marihuana group '
and hard drug group alternated across the-ten subscales in contrlbutlng
the highest scores. Inspection of the seperateiprofiles of Ss within
each of the three groups revealed that the meen profiles_were repreeeﬁtfi
ative of individual performances. | B |

Separate one-way analyses of veriance‘were applied for each ef
. the ten subscales. The results, summarized»ih Table 1;-eonfirmed the.
between group differences which:were appareht-in thehﬁiofiles fresented'
ih Figure 1. Significentvdifferences betweehigroups wererfound for five '
of -the ten subscales (PUN-S-L, REJ,CAS,DEM, PUN—D -0).

In addltlon Flgure 1 reveals that the groups responded
differentially over the ten subscales. Thls;observatlon is supportedA
by the pattern of differencesrfqund:in the ten Suhscale analjses. For - -
exampie, there were'SignificanttdifferenceeiBetween groﬁps on the PUNfS;Le
scale which were exactly_revereed on the CAS ecale,'indicating that the

groups ‘differed in their subscale profiles. It must be noted that two



SUBSCALE:
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Figure 1. Profiles of Average Scores for the Experimental Groups on the Ten Subscales
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‘Table 1. Summary of Analyses of Variance for Subscales -

* SOURCE df Ss MS F p SUBSCALE |
Among ) 21.23 10.62 .24 n.s.*  PRO
Within 57 2,536.95 44,51 :

TOTAL 59. 2,558.18 ‘

Among 2 152.03 176.02 .34 <.05 PUN S-L
Within 57 1,297.90 22,77 ' o
TOTAL 59 1,449.93

Among 2 650.23 325.12 .84 . <,025 REJ .
Within 57 3,826.70 67.14 . ‘

TOTAL 59 - 4,476.93

Among 2 455.63 227.82 .70 <.05 CAS "
Within 57 3,509.10 61,56 8 '
TOTAL 59 3,964.73 -

~‘Among 2 127.90 . 63.95 .74 m.s.*  REW SiL

- Within 57 2,096.70 36.78 : oy

~ TOTAL 59 2,224.60
Among 2 648.53 '324.27 - 4.64  <.025 DEM -

~Within 57 3,986.45 69.64 - o SRR L

 TOTAL 59 4,634.98

- Among 2 442,30 221,15 6.52 <.01 PUN D-0
Within 57 1,934.55 33.94 . : ’
TOTAL 59 2,376.85 '

" Among 2 520.00 £ 260.00 .84 n.s LoV

“ Within 57 5,219.00 91.56
TOTAL 59 5,739.00 -

- Among 2  145.23 1 72.62 .32 n.s NEG = -
Within 57 3,130.70 54,92 -

TOTAL 59  3,275.93

Among 2 1 69.10 34,55 .07 n.s REW D-0
Within 57 1,836.55 :

TOTAL - 59

~ *Not significant.



12
of fhe ten subscales contain only'iO itemsieach, whiie the remaiﬁder’
consist of 15 items per‘subScale. ‘This precludes direct comparisons -
across subscales fdr the experimehtal groups. . Howeyér, inspection,in
.Figuré 1 of the reiation betWéen these groups combined wifh the observed
pattern of results in the one way analyses clearly indicated that thérer

are systematic subscale differences.



CHAPTER.4
DiSCUSSIGN

It has been established in thls experlment that dlfferences do,
~in fact ex1st between the three groups The proflles in F1gure 1 |
clearly dlffer from one another indicating that the non drug users,
marihuana users, and hard. drug users responded dlfferently to the‘
questlonnalre. It is readlly apparent that the contlnuum hypothe51s d
in which non drug users and hard drug users would score at the extremes
- of the subscales'with the marihuana users seoring in between is - |
refuted'by the data. The merihuanarand hard drug;groups wereiinvari-f”
‘ably at opposite extremes in their parental assessment withvthe non
drug users faliing_between these‘extrenes._ No progression:from no .
drugs to marihuana to hard;drugs is even remotely suggesped ey the
data. . - |

~ The proflle of the marihuana groups 1s‘d15t1nct1ve 1n a number _
of areas of parental assessment. This group percelved thelr fathers as
notlceably more pun1t1ve both on the dlrect object and symbollc love
subscales. Their. fathers were also. seen as the most demandlng and re-
. jecting of the three groups, Thelr relatlonshlp to their fathers was
also the least casual of the three enperimental groups. In terms of
the definitions of ‘the subscales developed by Roe-Siegelman this would
be\interpreted to mean thet_these fathers:subjected their sons to more .

R



- 14
A'physical beatings, removal of tojs for misbehauior, taking away of
_pr1v11eges, shaming, isolation, and the w1thdrawal of love than eitherA
the non drug group or the hard drug group. The lowest score of the
; three groups ‘was obtained by the marihuana group on the casual subscale,
suggesting that these fathers were the least affectionate, made the most
definite effort of allrof the fathers to train the son, were not-easyi
going, made many rules, and strictly-enforced those they did make. |
‘These fathers were seen as the.most demanding_of the three groupsa Inii
addition they were categorized as most rejecting, a trait which Roe and
h. Siegelman describe as an extreme form of the demandlng subscale Thus
the PCR profile suggests an overall picture of the fathers of the =
marihuana users as being perceived as having been very strlct, punltive,:
demanding, and rejecting. | o
In contrast to the marlhuana group 's profile the hard drug proe:

file presents a markedly different picture of the father. These fathers
~ were the least punitive of all of the groups in both the direct phy51ca1 -
.sense and the - symbollc—love orlentation Furthermore, they were the - |
least demanding and punitive of all of the experimental'groups. Then;
relationship with the fathers in the hard drugggroup was seen as the

mos t casual:of all. Thus these fathers were,thermost easf going; only |
midly affectionate, made the fewest‘rules, and made the 1east’effort to
enforce what rules they did make. The PCR proflle of these fathers
suggests that the parents of the hard drug Ss took the least interest
'in their sons and set the fewest-limits on their behavior. of all of'
the fathers these were apparently perceived as the least 1nterested 1n

their sons
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The non drug users presented a profile’characterized as morejr
vfrmoderate than either the harshly pun1t1ve and demanding fathers of
:marlhuana'users or the apathetic fathers of the hard drug group; The'
middle ground‘is'covered'almost-completely,by'this group. The fathers
were seen as less punltlve than the marlhauna group and more . punltlve
pthan the hard drug group, Their relatlonshlp w;th.father”was less
~ formal and demanding than the'marihuana group:but more soithan the hard '
drug group. .These fathers were perceiveddas,settinglfewer'1imits on |
- their sons' behavior than the marihuana group but more 1iuits than the
~relatively indifferent hard drug group. R |
. A number of the studies mentioned injthis paper WOuid suggeét'v'
rexplanationa’for the differentvprofiles which characterize'the threeb
: groups. The long history of behavioral and social prohlens-reported hy
Easton (1965) as a factor associated With drug ahuse is suggested in
this study by the perceived lack of concern fron the father for the sons“n
fbehav1or in the hard drug group and the absence of any 11m1t settlng

Translated into behavior, this is in keeplng with the hlghly 111egal and o

V -phy51ca11y deleterlous drug abuse of the 'sons. The apparent absence of

Aany 1nt1mate relations- w1th the father would support 'Easton’ 's conclu51ons,
The adverse chlldhood condltlons suggested by Kieholz and
© Battegay (1963) as a factor in drug abuse is supported by the presentzi
study. Itris‘apparent-from the profiles that the fathers'of the hard
'vdrug Ss were seen as the least concerned about the1r sons reflectlng a
passive, indifferent attltude. The punltlveness and h1gh level of

demands which characterize the marihuana group was perhaps perceived by
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"’the sons as a negétife eXpression 6f:concern, But it was nohtheleés g}i
fofm of interest markedly absent in:the profilé'of-the hard drug group.
»Thé fathersjof hard drugvusers werevﬁpt interésted enough in their sons:
to punish them or set any limits. | - | |

The identification hypothesis'éuggested by the research.of - .
Kurtzlung, Cavior, and Lipton (i966] also'received support from the
resulfs of fhis-Study. It is possible to inferﬁret the behavior of the
hard drug users as an indication of;aiprofouﬁdTlack of identificatiohiil
with aﬁ adult male éuthorify figureﬂ” Again thefabsence offparentall-
concern characteristic bf,this grouﬁ.is a ceﬁtral factor. The sexual
confusion suggested by the human figu;e drawings used in.their researcﬁv
could be attributed to this lack of'a concerned féther figure wifh'whém
thé son could readily identify.‘ The:peiceivéd passive indifférence dfi' i
thérparentwcould-be a contributing'fagfbr to fhis_lack of'identificatioﬁ
with the masculine role. el | |

The inability to form warm meapingful rélationsgips with 6thefsv
suggested‘by the MMPI study of Gilbérf>énd L9ﬁbardi (1967) would also..
Ee consistent with the findings ﬁfvﬁhis.experimeﬁt. The cruciél fathei;:
son relationship is apparently absent to the gréatest degree in the haidv
.drug group.- The 1lack of parentalrcbncern in‘thévhard’drﬁgrgroup woﬁld?f;
suggest the eérly failure 6f.these individuals to form a close'reward{ '
ihg,relationship with another human being. |

The abové'relationships suggést'a central;uﬁifyingbéét of
factors whiéh would hel? to clafifyvthe.meaning éf the differences

between the profiles of the three éiperimental groups. This set of |
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factors could be 1abeied attention, concern, the investment of the
father's time in‘the son, or the amount of energy expended by the father'r_
on the son's behalf. 1In keeping with-this theoretical'orientation thei;_
more denanding, punitive fathers-of marihuana users'would'nOtiinstill‘ét':
feelings of ~acceptance and worth in their sons by this behavior, but
they were at least suff1c1ent1y concerned to demand from hlm and punlsh
him for misbehavior. The least. demandlng and pun1t1ve fathers, those :
of the hard drug group, were seen as the least concern for their sons.p i.'
They failed to attempt to regulate thelr sons' behav1or The sons ' |
drug using could reflect this lack. of self regard and the poor ab111ty |
to set limits on one 's own behavior. | :

It is 1nterest1ng to note that the original normatlve data
developed in the Harvard sample (Roe and Siegelman,: 1963), wh11e not
directly comparable to the present study due to the use of as point
scale in contrast to a 4 point'measure; can be compared in“termS'of the' .
rank -order of the 10-subsca1es. The-most_obviousxdifference in rankings_.
between'the original Harvard group and the three experimental groups of
the present‘study was found on the LOVINC subscalevnhich received thev;v
number one ranking in the Harvard sampleibut was ranked eighth by the'
‘marihuana group, flfth by the hard drug group, and 51xth by the no drug
group . 7 ' ' V |

A number of explanations exist.to account for thevfact that the
entire sample population perceived their:fathers_asvranking_1owervon ’
the LOVING category.than the original 1963 Harvard.samplefh It is possi; t

ble that the lowerirankingS»of the LOVING category by all ekperimental'
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‘groups in the present study is attrlbutable to‘the nature of the student f f
:populatlon of The Unlver51ty of Ar1zona.: These students may reflect a. .
1parental_upbringing different fromithe-or1g1na1:Harvard Unlver51ty
><samp1e. Such factors as the'higher sociofeconomlc standards,of,the ’
Harvard samples parents, higher standardsfof'academicfachievenent; and::t
greater value placed.on individual achievement may distingulsh'the
Harvard population from The University'of Arrzona population;t:These.and;r
many other factors may combine to 1nf1uence perce1ved parental att1tudes;‘
}1n a.manner reflected in a lowerlng of LOVING scores. for the present |
sample groups. | | | 7

Another p0531b111ty is that the prlor knowledge that the presentp':'
study dealt with drug using behav1or attracted a group of Volunteers who{{f
.perce1ved their fathers as less lov1ng “than the Harvard sample who were :"
not be1ng questloned regardlng the1r drug erperlences., It would be -
advisable in the future to request subJects to 1dent1fy thelr drug
experlences after completion of the questlonnalre.?iff.z

Yet another explanatlon fornthe lower ranklnééglven.thefLOVINGHA

category in the present study 1s the effect of the changes in. Amerlcan :

soc1ety which have taken place in the elght years separatlng the Harvard ;th'

sample from the‘present sample groups. It 1s p0351b1e that dur1ng thls ;11
period the college student populationbas a_whole has;become rncrea51ng1yfj
~ disillusioned with the.older generationfdue-to the:upsurge-inlforeign
and domestic strife and ‘the movement'towardfnass student protest; This _:3
may effect percelved parental attitudes by negatlvely b1a51ng the pre-.

sent subjects on the LOVING category.b
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While this“study doee:not intend-to iliustrate directvcauSation o
between perceived parental attltudes and drug u51ng behav1or,>1t is
1nterest1ng to note that the 20 Ss. who reported the use of oplates,
barblturates, amphetamlnes, and halluc1nogens descrlbed thelr fathersif
as being in’ many respects less concerned about the1r existence than
'elther the marihauna users who descrlbed their fathers as the most.
punltlve and demanding, or the non.drug users who:remembered thelr.;"ﬂ
fathers as being more moderate in his attitudes. It is'apparent that ih
the percelved parental attltudes 1n early life. do have some relatlon-
'shlp to drug u51ng behaV1or among young adult males Further research'f
is clearly indicated in this area w1th the goal of more cleariy |

dellneatlng the etiological factors whlch'eontr;bute‘to.drug abuse,
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