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Marijuana and LSD Usage Among Mal: College
Students: Prevalence Rate, Frequency, and

Self-estimates of Future Use

v

Francis- W. King*

N HERE ARE many questions society nceds to have answered concern-
ing the use of hallucinogenic drugs. Tor these questions there are at
present practically no scientific answers. Within the limits of one popula-
tion, the 1867 graduates of a men’s liberal arts colleze, this article at-
tempts to answer the following questions concerning two such drugs,
marijuana and LSD: How prevalent is the use of these druzs? What is
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the frequency of usage? When and wheve have students first tried these
drugs? What are the predictions of both users and non-users about their

future use of marijuana and LSD?

The concern over the use of hallue-
inogenic drugs has been documented in
the public press, learned (and some-
times seientific) journals, and on radio
and television. This concern hes, in the
manner typical of emoctional controver-
sy, shed more heat than light. Since
heat and darkness are peculiarly con-
ducive to some forms of growth, society
has witnessed the mushrooming prolif-
eration of the laws of felony. Legisla-
tures have talken a blindfolded, Justitia-
like approach to a presumed problem
of individual behavior of an unknown
magnitude resulting in undetermined
individual and sccinl consequences of
an unassessed duratien. If the bchav-
joral realities are currently unspeeifi-
able, the same cannot be said of some
state and federal laws that are overly
specific in their designations and that
climinate judicial discretion by their
provisions for mandatory sentencing.

The more aviiculate proponents of
the uze of such drugs extol the human-
istic, mind-expanding, and even divine-

ly revelatory bencfits to be derived
frora these preparations, With equal
fervor the onponcnis—the neoprohibi-
tionists who kuovws sin when they i

tal effects inevitably associ
any use of any such agent,

The hallucinogens—and it is un-
doubtedly & social and conceptual dis-
service to lump together such diverae
chemical subztances with such diverse
flects, both established and hipothe-
sized—appear to constitute a social
problem. In taking social, and ezpacial-
ly legal, action in an attempt to resolve
what is perceived as a social problem,
socicly is acting on the basis of a
broadly shared, profound, and regreita
ble ignorance. The (ab)use of hallue-
inocens has been atiributed particulor-
ly to college students. But how many
college students ave “users”? What
meant by user? Is the one-puT ¢
menter included? Ilow many e
menters are likely to become drug-
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dependent? What effcets can one say
with some objective feeling of certainty
are produced by the drues? Under what
conditions? Short-term effects? Long-
form ellects? Are there benelicial ef-
feets? What kinds? Al what cosls?
What ave the harmial effeels and from
whal drugs {aken in what amount?
Iow frequent are these harmful ef-
fects? In whom do they occur? Iow
severe are they? ITow do possible bene-
fits.and detrimental effects balance off ?
To what extent do current harsh laws
have a deterrent efiect upon potential
users? IHow many of the citizenvy,
voung and old, have comie to grief solely
as a function of these laws? What are
the individual and social effects of vio-
lations of the felony laws regavding
drugs—especially if the prevalence rate
of use of the hallucinogens is high—
with special refcrence to attitudes
toward the law in general?

Thus far, the scientific and medical
literature has, almost exclusively, fo-
cused upon the misuse, vather than the
use, of drugs. Published reports on the
effects of these druges on human beings
have usually cited single cases or a
collection of cases; at best, they have
been incidence studies recording the
number of cases that have appeared in
a psychiatric outpatient service or in a
state or other mental hospital. Al-
though the usefulness to fellow practi-
tioners of the single case or incidence
approach is not here being questioned,
the {ollowing points, at least, must be
made: (1) it is impossible to generaliz
from patients to users in general; (2)
it is impossible even to guess at the
rate of psychiatriec complications or
other cnsuing behavioral difiiculties as
long as the prevalence or bhaseline fre-
quency of use, per se, reinains un-
known; and (8) post Loe, ergo propter
hoe reasoning  must  be  earefully
avoided, since, even if the prevalence of
use were known, the precise role of the
drugs in the eliclogy of behavioral dis-
turbance in the droe vser is #2of imme-
dialely ol:vious.

Bany facets of the appavent prob-

lems are relatively new. M is palent
that it is diflicult to obtain the data
that will begin to answer the highly
relevant, social questions concerning
drug use. The diftienlties of data collee-
tion are multiplied weekly by hasty
acts of despaiving legislatures, spectac-
ular police raids, psychiatric horror
stories—mnot all of which turn out to be
hoaxes—and the shortsighted rush into
print, for public relations purposes, by
administrative bodies of institutions of
higher learning, No single report, espe-
cially at this very early phase of scien-
tific investigation, can hope to answer
all of the questions; yet, it would ap-
pear to be imperative to atiempt a
scientific answer to these and related
questions. The present study is offered
as one of the many necessary contribu-
tions that might halp socicty to emerge
from the swamp in which it is current-
ly floundering.

METHOD

The entire population (N=730) of
students who received the BA degree in
June, 1987, from Dartmoutn College
was sent a brief, simple, one-page ques-
tionnaire (see Appendixes 1 and 2)
approximately one month afier gradua-
tion. The questionnaire recipients were
asked to indicate for both marijuana
and LS whether they had used the
drug and, if so, the number of tinies,
and date and place of first use; they
weie also asked to estimate the preha-
bility of use in the future. A final pair
of questions asked for their estimates
of the percentage of undergracduates
who had used such drugs. IEach ques-
tionnaire was identifiable by means of
a conspicuous code number, About one
month after the initial solicitation, an-
other memorandum and a duplicate
copy of the questionnaire were sent {o
nonvespondents. Despile the identifia-
bility of the questionnaires and despite
possible—and understandable—~-concern
aboul aamitling to past behavior of an
illesal nalure, the reccnt groduates
were exceplionally ecooperative. In a

o
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larpe measure, this hespeaks a remark-
able loyalty to, and trust in, the institu-
tion on the part of these recent alum-
ni.l In all, 576 questionuaires were re-
turned—-78.9 percent of the population
surveyed. The total includes six “coop-
erative pavanoids,” who completed the
form and returned it with the code
number either cut ofl or obliterated.

RESULTS?
Prevalence

Respondents who indicated that
their initial use of an hallucinogenic
drug occurrcd subsequent to Com-
mencement, 1967, were classified as
non-users for that drug. This was done
to keep a uniform cutofl date and to
limit the study to the diug behavior of
undergraduates. For purposes of deter-
mining prevalence rates, a “user” is
here defined as having smoked mari-
juana, or taken LSD, on one or more
occasions. It is recognized that such a
definition includes the “one-ghot” ex-
perimenter as well as the frequent,
heavy user or the possibly drug-
dependent person, but, for purposes of
elementary analysis here and at the
present stage of lack of knowledge,
such a crude grouping scems to be ini-
tially desirable, or even necessaxry. 1iox
refined and concepiually meaningful
definitionz will be appropriate to a
more elaborate and more precise analy-
sis at a later stage.

Table 1 summarizes the prevalence
findings. Slightly more than one-fifth
of the respondents had smoked mari-
juana. Less than four percent of the
respondents had taken LSD; all of
these users had also smoked marijuana,
Hence, somewhat less than one-fifth
(16.760) of those who returned the

11t would be dificult for the author to over-
state his appreciation and indebtedness to the
questionnaire respondents; their trust has not
been belrayed.

2 Credit for thoroush and patient labor is
gratefully given to Steven XL Friedman (Dart-
mouth €3), who scrved for two summers and
one academic year as a research assistant and
who eobviously did the dala analysis upon which
this article is based.

'I.‘élbl@ 1

PREVALENCE 0F Usk 0¥ MARIJUANA
AND LSD

Total Respondents N (576) ¢

Users of marijuana only 96 167
Users of mavijuana and LSD* 21 a1
Users of neither 459 79T

* In this populztion all 1.SD ‘users wers alin
users of marijuana; the 1LSD users constituted
17.9% of all rmarijuana users.

questionnaires had smoked marijuana
but had nol taken LSD.

Prevalence and Incidence—In the
Mental Fealth Division of the College
Health Service no systematic inquiry is-
made of the student patients regarding
drug usage. “A numher” of the patients
make casual reference to such usage;
an extremely small, if distressing, pro-
portion of the student population
suffers from acute disturbances appar-
ently associated with the use of halluc-
inogenic drugs. As a rough estimute,
these drug-induced, acute discrders
perhaps represent 4 percent of the pa-
tient population secen in the Mental
Health Division, or about 0.8 percent of
the total undergradusate bhody. When
this estimate is compared with the prev-
alence findings in Table 1, two conclu-
siong are self-evident: (1) the number
of studenils presenting drug preblemns
to a health service is a completely inad-
equate measuve of the prevalence of
drug usage on that campus; and (2)
only a very small proportion of user
suffer from pathological drug reactions
of such a magnitude as to result in
their being seen in a college or univer-
sity health service. One would expect
that the proportion would be ecven
smaller in a metropolitan area where
alternative health facilities are avail-
able.

Interinstitutional Comparison.—
These findings indieate a prevzience
rate markedly above that reported for
Brooklyn College in a study by Tearl-
man. The difference in rate moay be
due to any of several factovs. The
Pearlman survey was made two yeors

«©
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prior {o the preseat one and evidence
below indicales that, fer the prescent
population at least, drug usage is a
recent and recently increasing phenom-
enon. Furthermore, sinee only aboutl
ne-half of the Drooklyn graduates re-
sponded to the questionmaire request,
{he ever-present and worrisome prob-
lem of vrepresentativencss may Dbe
raised. Tinally, the geuncral nature of
the two institutions is quite diffevent,
ezpecially since nearly 90 percent of the
Brooklyn students were commuters
who lived at home with their parents.
The Dartmouth prevalence rate of use
of marijuana is very similar to rates
found at Yale (187¢) and at Wesleyan
(205¢) by Imperi, Kleber, and Davie,
and at Califernia Institute of Technolo-
ev (19.8%2) by Tells. The prevalence
rate of use of LSD at Dartmouth {alls
in between the rate at Yale (29%) and
at Weslevan (7¢) and noticeably below
the undergraduate prevalence rate
(9.262) at Caltech. It should be noted
that the Caltech, Wesleyan, and Yale
studies surveyed the entire undergred-
uate populations (or a randem sample
of the total population) in contrast to
the Darvtmouth study, which surveyed
only those who had just commpleted
their senior year, The Caltech data in-
dicate that the prevalence of use of
both marijuana and LSD is lower
among scnior students than among
juniors and sophomores. Hence, it may
be that the prevalence rate arong all
Dartmouth undzrgvaduates is eystema-
tically underestimated.

Frequency
The distribution of {requency of use
of both drugs appears in Table 2,
Marijunwa—~The date in this table
reveal that 45.3 percent of the total

marijuana group had smoked mari-
juanz only onc or two times; if one

excludes the LSD users from the total
group, then somawhat over one-half
(63.1%) had smolicd marijunna only
one or two timez, Two-thirds of the
total user group had sinoked on five or

Table 2

I'keuENcy or Usht oF MARLTUANA
AND LSD

Use of Marijuane Useof LSD
r —A N
Users of Users of
Marijuana Marijuana
Only and LSD
Frequeney (N=93) (N=21) (N=21)
1-2 51 2 9
3-5 23 2 5
6-10 11 2 2
11-15 5 0 2
16-20 2 0 2
21-25 1 1 0
26-50 2 4 0
51+ 1 10 1
Median
frequency
range 1-2 26-50 3-5
fewer occasions; and over three-

quarters (77.192) of the non-LSD users
had smoked marijuana five or fewer
times. Although these data suggest that
the bulk of the marijuana smokers
might be viewed as experimenters or
very licht users, this conclusion ve-
quires modification in the light of an-
alysis of frequency in relation to the
date of initial use (ses helow).

At the other end of the frequency
continwum, Table 2 suggests that the
undergraduates who have also used
LSD tend to have been heavier smokers
of marijuana; nearly onc-half (47.650)
of this group had smoked marijuana on
niore than 50 occasions—in contrast to
the single heavy uvser (about 1) in
the group who had used marijuana
only. The LSD users who weve also
heavy marijuana smokers (more than
50 times) constituted 9.4¢% of the total
marijuana smokers.

LSD.—A similar frequency patlern
is found with the use of LSD. Over
{wo-fifths (42.9%) of the LSD users
had taken that drug no more than two
iiines. Five students (23.892) in the
1.8D eroup had used the drug more
than 10 times.

Interinstitvtional Comparison.——
Deeause of differences in methods of



MARIJUANA AND LSD USAGE AMONG MALE COLLEGE STUDENTS

collecting and reporting data in differ-
ent investigations, comparisons be-
tween institutions on the relative {re-
quency of usage of drugzs arc diflicult {o
make. However, the following compari-
sons appear to be accurate. The fre-
quent users of marijuana (more than
10 times) at Dartmouth (22.296 of all
marijuana users) occur at about the
same rate as those at Yale (19%), but
at markedly below the Wesleyan rate
(40%6). Imperi, Kleber, and Davie
speeulated that the differences between
Yale and Wesleyan might lie in the
greater isolation and fewer social facil-
ities at the latter institution. It is this
writer’s impression that few, if any,
Dartmouth undergradusies would bow
to Weslevan on either of theze {wo
proflfeved variables. Data from the Cal-
tech study are presented in a slightly
different form so that direct compari-
sons are not possible; however, it ap-
pears that the rate of frequent use at
the California institution is -somewhat
closer to the Wesleyan rate than {o the
rates at the other two schools.
Respondent E'stimates of Undergrad-
wale Drug Usage—Althouch the for-
mat of Questions 9 and 10 on the sur-
vey instrument (see Appendix 2) leaves
something to be desived in t{erms of
ready analyvsis, these iteins were sufii-
ciently open-ended to permit expres-
sion of the wide varviely of opinions
held by the respondents, About 15 per-
cent of tha respondents, understanda-
bly enough, did not attempt to estimate
the extent of use of the two drugs by
undergraduates. The range of opinions
expressed by the olhers almost covers
the entire range permitted by the form
of the questions. Rather to this writer’s
surprise there was a grogs similarity in
estimates belween the users and non-
users with respect to both drugs; this
is due, in part, to the wide range of
views expressed by all groups. Some of
the extreme, if minor, dififerences are
worth noling, Ifor example, more than
10 percent of the non-users thought
that 2o undereraduntes had smolked

marvijuana and about 25 percent of the
non-users felt that no students ot this
institution had used LSD. There was
some tendency for thoze who used only
marijuana to estimate more habituwl
use of mavijuana than was suggested
by either the non-users or LSD users.
In general, the marijuana users seemed
to be somewhat more accurate or real-
istic than were the non-users.
Initial Use

The questions of when and wheie
hallucinogenic drugs ave firgt talen is
of some general interest. The findings
here, of course, are limited to one, all-
male, relatively isolated college of mod-
erate size. Until additional, comparable
investigations are made at both similar
and differing institutions, generalize-
tion of any of these findings to other
colleges and universities is done at
some risk, In addition to the date of
first use of marijuana and LSD, the
most recent graduates were asked to
indicate whether their first use had

occurred (1) at Dartmouth, (2) in the .

home community, or (3) elsewhere.
Marijuena—Since all of the respond-

ents did not answer all of the ques-

tiong, the size of the populations upon

|9

which subsequent tables and diseussion”

are based varies slightly. In Table 3
initial use of mariiuana is analyzed in
termis of both time and place catego-
ries. Tt will be seen that for the users of
marijuana only, such smoking is a rela-
tively recent phenomenon in this popu-
lation. Over one-half (55.99
smoked during the period encompazaed
by their senior year; two-fifths of this
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total group (40.165) first used marvi-
juana during the last few months of

their coilege carcers (January-June,
19567). For these smokers who started
during their senior year, the most like-
ly site of initial use (69.872) was their
wnderseadunte college; or, alterantive-
ly, in the group of marijuana-onty
users who first started smokine ab col-
lexre, over three-quarters of thom
(78.7¢¢) bogean during the =enicy yoav.

Tor the nearly one-half (41.277) who
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Table 3
TIME AND PLACE OF IN1TIAL Ust 0F MARLJUANA

Darimovth Howme Elscwhere Tolals
Conmmunity
N % N % N Go N %
Uscrs of Marijuona Only (N = 95) .
April-June, 1967 17 17.9 0 0.0 5 5.3 22 23.2
Jan.-Marveh, 1067 12 12.6 3 3.2 1 1.1 16 16.9
Sept.-Dec,, 1966 8 8.4 3 8.2 4 4.2 15 158
Prior to Sept., 1956 10 10.5 12 12.6 20 21.1 42 44.2
Totals 47 49.5 18 189 30 31.6 95 100.0
Users of Marijuana and LSD (N = 20)
April-June, 1867 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.0
Jan.-Mareh, 1967 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.0
Sept.-Dec., 1866 4 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 20.0
Prior to Sept., 1966 1 5.0 1 35.0 6 30.0 14 70.0
Totals 7 35.0 U 35.0 6 30.0 20 100.0

first used marijuana prior to their sen-
jor vear, the beginning dates scatter
back to one instance in 19381; for this
group the onset of smoking occurred
largely in the mid-1960s and tended to
take place in some setting other than at
their college.®

Of the respondents who had used
both marijuana and LSD, one siated
that he had used LSD prior to smoking
marijuana; 18 of the 21 19D users had
smoked marijuana before their use of
LED. The remaining two LSD users
started both drugs during the same
month. In general, the marijuana
smokers who had also used L.SD began
smoking earlier ihan the uzers of mari-
juana only, and they were about evenly
divided in site of initial use among

t Dartmouth had few transfer students during
the years in question.

&

college, home community, and else-
where.”

ILSD.—Just over one-half (52.4%)
of the LSD users started with that
drug during the last few months of
their senior year, and nearly all of the
recent beginners fivst took the drug at
college (sec Table 4). Regardless of the
date of initial activity, about three-
ffths of the students who used LSD
took it first while at college. The re-
maining LSD users tended to have first
taken the drue “elsewhere” and as far
baclk as early 1965.

Interinstitutional Comporison.—
Although the surveys at Wesleyan and
Yale were made about four months
prior to the present survey, {he findings
at all three institutions are roughly
similar with respect to the recency of
initial drug use. Since the prevalence
rate at Dartmouth is about the same as

Table 4
Tia3 AND Pract oF INITIAL Use oF LSD (N =21)

Darlmouth IHome Llscwhere Tolals
Conrmunity
N % N % N o N %
Avpril-Tune, 1957 2 9.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 a.5
Jan.-March, 1967 8 38.1 0 0.0 1 4.8 9 42.9
Sept-Dee., 10596 1 4.8 2 9.5 0 0.0 3 14.3
Prior Lo Sept., 1966 2 95 1 4.8 4 10.1 7 23.3
Totals 13 619 3 14.3 5 23.8 21 100.0

FUCT
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at Yale and Wcskydn especially for
marijuana usage, it ls a reasonable in-
ference that during 1967 the prevalence
rate al Dartmouth was ]aggmn hechind
the other two institutions-—perhaps as
a Tunction of (1) geographical isolation
and/or (2) the restriction of those sur-
veyed to recent graduates, thus omit-
ting underclassmen whose rate might
be higher. The following point should
be made explicit: All these findings are
based upon data collected in 1967; in
the data collected at one point in time,
there is no evidence to indicate, or to
deny, that the prevalence raie is a fixed
one. However, additional survey data
were colleeted in  the winter of
1967-1968 and slill further. data are
currently (summer,
lected. Although analysis of these data
is incomplete, it iz compellingly clear
that the prevalence rate of the use of
marijuana is markedly rising.
Experimenters Versus Frequent Users
Since many of the users started only
a few months, or even weeks, prior to
the closing dau. for the collection of
these data, there are real difiiculties in
distinguishing between the “one-shot”
experimenter and the frequent user.
However, for present purposes, I am
defining an “experimenter” as one who
used marijuana only one or two times
and whose initial date of use was sever-
al months prior to this survey; the date
of February 1, 1967, was arbitrarily
selected as the cutofl date. Thus, a
marijuana cxperimenter is defined here
as one who has smoked on no miore
than two occasions and who first start-
ed more than four months before Com-
mencement, 1967. On this basis, the
data indicate that there were 30 experi-
menters (26.5%) in the total mari-
juana group who gave their initial dute
of use (N = 113). T am here defining
as “Irequent users” those who have
smoked marvijuana 11 or more {imes.
By this definition, 26 of the total user
group of 117 (‘2'2_?.7{,) were frequent
users. Of the foltal user eroup, 17
(14.55) reporied that they had

1968) being col-

smoked marijuana more than 25 times.
These data are limited to self-reports of
behavior by the respondents and, of
course, yield no direct informeation
upon such important matters as pay-
chological dependency or hahituation.

There were no marijuana users who
were only experimenters in the group
of students who had also used LSD.
(Although Table 2 indicates that two
LSD users had smoked marijuana on
only one or two ocecasions, in ecach case
the date of initial use of marijuana was
after the cutolf date employed in defin-
ing experimeniers.) Of the 21 LSD

users, 15 (71.49) were frequent users
of marijuana. In point of fact, no 1.SD
respondents reported using marijuana
between 11 and 20 times; the 15 fre-
quent marijuana users all had smoked
on movre than 20 occasions, and 68,
percent of all LQD users statea that
they had smoked marijuana more than
25 times.

gain employing the limited and ar-

bitrary definitions of e\peumcnml
and “frequent user,” the data deozeribe
three of the respondents as LSD cxner-
imenters (14.39% of the total LSD
group). Five (23.855) are categorized
as frequent users of I.SD.

Sclf-estiinates of Future Use

The questionnaire recipients were
asked to indicate, in one of five choices,
how probable it was that in the future
they would use (1) marvijuana and (2)
LSD. The choices ofiered and sum-
marics of the responses are set forth by
groups in Table 5. There is a s-\.\m'
progression in the likelihood of future
use of both drugs from non-uscrs to
marijuana-only users to LSD usors.
Most of the non-users evidenced litila
intention of engaging in the use of
either hallucinogen.

Marijuana.—Among t

as inconceivable and a total of QD.I
percent regarded indolyine in moavi-
juana as either ineonceivable or uniile-
Iy.-Only 7.1 pereent of this grouy pre-

e cagm
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Table 5
SELF-ESTIMATES OF FUTURE Ust or MIARIJUANA AND LSD

Responses

Users of
Marijuana Ouly

Marijuana N )
Tnconceivable 0 0.0
Unlikely 31 32.3
50-50 chance 18 18.6
Very probable 23 24.0
TUndoubledly will 24 25.0

Totals 96 100.0

LSD
Inconceivable 34 37.0
Unlikely 45 48.9
50-50 chance 7 7.6
Very probable 5 5.4
Undoubiedly will 1 1.1

Totals - 92 100.0

dicted that they would either probably
or undoubtedly smoke marijuana even-
tually. Yet, nearly one-half of the mari-
juana-oaly group rated as very proba-
ble or definite their future use of mari-
juana, Almost three-quarters (71.56%)
of thosze marijuana users who had also
taken LSD predicted that they would
smolke marijuana in the fulure. This
last finding certainly suggests that the
use of I.SD does not result in a cessa-
tion of interest in the milder hallucino-
gen.

LSD.——In contrast with marijuana,
many iewer vrespondents expected to
indulge in LSD. None of the non-users
stated that they would undoubtedly
take LSD and less than one percent
indicated that taking the more power-
ful arug was very probable; an addi-
tional two percent gave themselves a

Users of Users of
Marijuana and LSD Neither
N %o N Go

2 9.5 159 35.2
2 9.5 202 44.8
2 9.5 58 12.9
1 4.8 21 4.7
14 66.7 11 2.4
21 100.0 451 100.0
5 25.0 255 56.5
4 20.0 184 40.8
0 0.0 9 2.0
6 30.0 3 0.7
5 25.0 0 0.0
20 100.0 451 100.0

50-50 chance. Only 6.5 percent of the
marijuana-only group estimated that it
was very probable or definite that they
would take LSD. There is an interest-
ing split in the group of LSD users.
None of them clected the option of the
50-50 chance. Fifty-five percent said it
was very probable or certain that they
would use LSD again; the remaining
45 percent reported that fulure use of
LSD was for them inconceivable or
unlikely. This finding suggests that, for
whatever reasons, the LSD user is
more polarized in his attitude toward
the use of that drug than arc the other
respondents.

Self-estimates and Frequency of Usage

Inevitably, one wonders about the
relalionship of frequency of use to gelf-
estimates of the probability of future

Table 6

SELF-ESTIMATES OF FUTURE DRUG USE RBY MARIJUANA-ONLY USERS IN RELATION
T0 FREQUENCY OF PAsT USE®

Self-cslimntez of fulvre murijuonn use
Inconeeivable or unlikely
Very probable or undoubtedly will .
Self-cativiales of fotire LSD use
Tnconesivable or unliliely
Very probable or undoubtedly will
* Sce Table 2 [or frequency N's,

Frequency of Morijuana Use

1-2 114-
N % N %
25 49.0 0 0.0
15 29.4 8 2.7
15 91.8 7 T0.0
9 6.1 1 10.0
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Table 7
SELT-ESTIMATES OF FUTURE DEUG UsE BY USRS 0F BOTIH MARLIUA 2
AND LSD 1IN RELATION TO FREQUENCY 01 PAST Usk®

Frequency of
Muarijuana Use

1-2
N

Self-estimates of future morvijuana use

o

(N =21

oL

Frequency of
LSD Use
11-- 1-2 114-
N Go N Go N Yo
(N =21)

Inconceivable or unlikely 1 500 27 133 2 222 1 200

Very probable or undoubtedly will 0 0.0 13 86.7 5 55.6 4 80.0
Self-estimuates of future LSD use (N =21). (N =20)

Inconceivable or unlikely 2 100.0 4 28.6 7 77.8 1 20.0

Very probable or undoubtedly will 0
¥ See Table 2 for frequency N's.

use. Further analysis of the data pro-
vides some indications about the nature
of such relationships.

Predictions of Marijuana-Only Users.
—A summary of the findings for the
marijuana-only group will be found in
Table 6. Of those in the marijuana-only
group who had smoked only one or two
times, (sec Table 2) nearly one-half
said it was inconceivable or unlikely
that they would smoke it anain, Within
this marijuana-only group, there were
11 students who had smoked on more
than 10 occasions; cight (72.76:) of
these frequent users estimated future
marijuana use as very probable or cexr-
tain. The marijuana-only users who
had smoked marijuana only one or two
times overwhelmingly indicated the un-
likelihood of their trying LSD. Even
the majority of the small group of
frequent marijuana-only users respond-
ed that the use of LSD was either
inconceivable or unlikely.

Predictions of LSD Users.—Self-
estimates of future drug use by users of
both marijuana and LSD are summar-
ized by frequency of past use in Table
7. It should be empheasized that the
percentages in Table 7 may be mislead-
ing because of the small number of
subjects involved. With that warning,
it is clear that those who have smoked
marijuana more frequently are more
inclined to continue; and, those who
have smoked marijuana frequently are
much more likely to prediet their fu-

0.0 10 71.4 2 22.2 4 80.0

ture use of LSD, Users of LSD, wheth-
er heavy or light, tend to anticipate
future use of marijuana. This is not
so clearly the case regarding self-esti-
mates of future use of LSD. Thoze
who have taken LSD onc or two times
tend to report they do not expect to use
it again, and by almost the same per-
centage as the frequent users report
that they do expect to use it again.
Especially in view of the small number
involved in Table 7, it is of interest
that onc heavy user of both marijuana
and LSD (more than 50 times each)
reported that future usze of either hallu-
cinogen was inconceivable.

Drug “Experimenters” Redefined

Barlier in this article, an experiment-
er was defined, on the basis of behav-
ioral criteria alone, as one who had used
the drug not more than two times and
who had at least four months after his
initial introduction in which to in-
crease his usage to more than two ocea-
sions. It is now possible to add an
additudinal or self-predictive variable
to further refine the concept of the
experimenter. The addition of the
defining factor of a self-estimate of
inconceivable or unlikely future use
may permit a more accurate desioma-
tion of some users as experimentevs. By
applying the attitudinal eriterion to the
30 subjects behaviorally  defined as
marijuana experimenters, the number
is reduced to 17, The atiitudes of 1ha
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olher 13 {eward additional marijuana
smoking were as follows: a 50-50
chance—=6; very probable—05; and defi-
nitely planned-—2. Of the newly defined
17 experimenters, 7 rated use of 1.SD
as ineonceivable and 10 raled it as un-
likley. These 17 mavijuana experiment-
cers represent LLD percent of the totfal
marijuana users and about 3 poreen
of the total population of respondents.

Of the original three Dbehaviorally
defined LSD experinmienters, two rated

future use of LSD as inconceivable, and -

one rated it as unlikely. All three, then,
could still be classified as LSD experi-
menters. Of these three, one rated the
probability of future marijuana use as
inconceivable, one rated it as unlikely,
and one rated it as certain.,

Druc DEPENDENCE

It is assumed here that among the
conscious, or near-conscious, and super-
ficial motives operating in any person
when he first takes a drug may be cuvi-
osity, daring (defiance ?), interest and
willingness to iry a new experience, a
dezire not to be left out, and a variety
of other nonpatholozical motives. It is
havdly inconceivable that in some in-
stances of initial drug use, these basi-
cally benign motives may be primary
and ecritical, Since the hallucinogens
are not addictive drugs, use of them on
one or two occasions dees not necessuri-
ly lead the user down & shorl-cut path-
vay to Hell. Yet, one wnay become de-
pendent upon drugs (among other
things). Drug dependence, of course,
mzy bz a matler of great individua
and social concern. It aleo pozes an
intriguing set of s=cientific puzzles in
the pradiction of human behavior. It
seems to this writer that the scientific
study of drug dependence would re-
quire a combplex host of psychologicsl,
sociclogienl, and biclosical variables,
hopefully related by relevant theory.

Asg mentioned carlicy in thiz report,
dada of the kinds prezented here do not
end themzelves to any diveel inlerpre-
talion  coneerning  drug  dependence.

Que could hypothesize that a crucial
variable in eventual drug dependence
would be the nature of the subjective
experience of the individual during his
introductory phase of drug usage. No
item in the present questionnaire at-
templed to explore the possible range
of subjective reactions, although such
an aspect of drug usage can be initially
approached by the questionnaire meth-
od, as is documented by the Imperi,
Kleber, and Davie survey. However, the
present study does offer, with its con-
cept of the empirieally defined experi-
menter, the beginning of a method of
isolating those users who are least like-
ly to become drug depandent. Once such
a group has been identified, it should
then be possible to define it more com-
pletely in relation to the variables rele-
vant to the concept of drug depend-
ence. Such a group of subjccts would
constitule one pole of a drug depend-
ence continuum among drug users. By
employing similar (and similarly elab-
orated) techniques, it should be possible
to define the ocecasional to frequent user
who is also not drug dependent. Appro-
priate development of such procedures
might eventually vield factors sufficient
1o the problems of prediction of diug
dependence.
FUTURE RESEARCH

To end on the same note on which
this article began: Sound research on
any aspect of the “drug problem” is not
simply scientifically desirable; it is so-
cially imperative. Ience, “suggestions
for further research” could be inundat-
ing. These final remarks, therefore, ave
restricted to some of the present in-
vestigator’s plans.

Because of the method employed in
+he collection of the basic data reported
here, it is now possible to relate the
various groupings of respondents to ad-
ditional variables already established
for all, or nearly all, of the respond-
ents. Thus, for example, it is anlici-
pated that fulure analyses will be di-
rected toward examining the relevance
of drus usare categories Lo such factors
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as academic ability, academnic achicve-
ment, personality characterislics, and
selected items in the subject’s back-
ground,

Data  collected in the winter of
1967-1968 offer still additional kinds of
information. Since these data ave not
limited to a single undergraduate year,
they may provide some indication of
patterns of usage during the college
years. The method of data collection
should contribute to an understanding
of the role of anonymity in requesting
information about illegal behavior

related to the use of hallucinogens.

Also, this laler investigation inqguired
about a variety of attitudes and hehav-
iors which may prove to have relevance
to the issues.involved in the use of
hallucinogens. Finally, the study con-
ducted in the summer of 1968, eszen-
tially a replication of the earlier one on
which this report is based, will un-
doubtedly address itself to changes in
prevalence rate and perhaps to other
changes in patterns of usage.

DivisioN or MeENTAL HEALTIH
- HEALTIH SERVICE
Dartyiovtin Conniep
HANOVER, Nuw HAMPSHIRE 03755

Appendix 1

MEMORANDUM ACCOMPANYING DRUG-USE QUESTIONNAIRE

DARTMOUTH COLLEGE HEALTH SERVICE
FROM: Francis W. King, Ph.D., Clinical Psychologist

TO:

June 1967 Graduates of the College

This is a frank appeal for your assistance on a malier on which only you can shed
any light. I am asking for your help and for maybe as much as two minutes of your
time on behalf of the students who will be returning to, or entering, college in the fall.

With all of the writings, fears, hopes, and plain gossip about the use of the so-called
hallucinogenic or psychedelic drugs, the only thing we completely lack is facts. We do
not even know the most elementary fact—the incidence and frequency of the use of such
drugs. The enclosed form is designed to take as little of your time as possible and still
to provide us with a start on some facts. A few of you will recognize the form 2s a

slight revision of the blank you filled out last term at the request of a student resecarch
assistant. He felt that some of you were reluctant to fill out such a form becauss of
some apprehension about what “the College anthorities might do.” Although that ap-
prchension was groundless then, it is my hope that since you are now fully beyond any
jurisdiction of the College authorities, you will assist me by completing the question-

naire.

Yoven though I realize that some of you might prefer an un-coded questionnaire, I
have put a code number on each sheet so that I may make a follow-up of questionnairas

that are not returned

and, also, so that I may make some estimate of the represcnta-
tiveness of the sample in the event that I do not obtuin complete returns. The code lis!

which matches names and numbers is kept in a speeizl locked eabinet to vihich I hasve
the only key. Analysis of the replics will be completely anonyinous. It is dificult to

see how, at this point, anyone can realistically fear that it might ba azainst his bazt
interests to cooperate in this research project. If vow have an aversion to quosti

o

naires, I not only apologize, I share the aversion. However, T honestly do not see how
such information can be obtained otherwise. And, with all of the extreme and contra-
dictory statements made about the use of such drugs these days, I think the time is
long overdue when we had some simple elementary facts.

The facts are very much needed. You have the facts. I meraly want to pull the facts

together so that at least sone of us will know what we are talking about en this subjnnt,

T shall appreciate it very much if you will take a monmient or two and check off tha
iteras on the enclosed form and return it to me in the addressad, stomped envelop:.

Thank you very much.

PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON TIHI ENCLOIED TOR:
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Appendix 2
DrUG-Usts QUESTIONNAIRE®
Code No.

1. Please indicate the number of times you have used mavijuana:
] never 0O 1-2 times (1 3 or more-(about ) times

2. When did you first use marijuana? (approximate date) -

3. Where did you firsl uge marijuana? {1 does not apply.
O at Dartmouth (7 in home community [ elsewhere

4. Pleasc indieate how many times you have used LSD:
[ never [0 1-2 times [ 8 or more (about ) times

5. When did you first use LSD? (approximate date)

6. Where did you first use LLSD? ] does not apply
3 at Dartmouth [3J in home community [J elsewhere

7. How probable is it that you -8, How probable is it that you
will use marijuana in the will use LSD in the fulure?
future? SR

inconceivable

unlikely

50-50 chance

very probable

undoubtedly will

ooaooo
ooooa

In the blanks below, please estimate the percentage of Dartmouth undergraduates best
deseribed by each of the phrases regarding the use of:

9. Marijuana 10. LSD
_____ never have and probably will mot
never have but might
. have experimented with it —
e use occasionally to frequently —
— .. use habitnally —

Plcase use the remaining space below and on the reverse side for (a) any comments
you care to make on other drugs you have used, or (b) any suggzestions concerning
what consztructive responses the Health Service might make concerning the use of
hallucinogenic or psychedelic drugs.

* There was no title on the questionnzire as mailed.
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