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•; Francis \v-7. King":"

HERE ARE many questions sodeb" needs to have answered concern-
ing the use of hallucinogenic drugs. For the.so questions there are at

present practically no scientific answers. Within the lm los of one popula-
tion, the 19(;7 graduates of a men's liberal arts eolleze, tills article at-
tempts to answer the followirw quesUo,_s concerning bye such drP,gs,
marijuana and LSD: IIow preval¢,.nt is the use of these drugs? Whp..t is
the frequency of usage? \Vhe',l and where have students first tried these
drug's? Wi_at are the predictions of both users and non-users abot_.t their
future use of marijuana and LSD?

The concern over the use of hallue- ly reveIMory benefits to be derived
inog'enie druzs has been deeumenb2d in from these prep.nrations. \Vith equal
the public press, learned (and ,o?nc- fervor the o!)poncnis--file _.eop,_,,"o,n'....,el-"

"" V,'ile.q _tg)" . .... ._/hnesscientific) joumm!s, and on raom tionists who l,mo_,, sin ' '" im_,.-
and television. This concern has, in the ine it--sound the' alarm iega_,cti.:.,g""• the
rammer typr:ealof emotional eontrovsr- devilish and mmcl-s}mtterm_o. _ _" -
sy, shed more he'_t than lighL Since tal effects inevitably associated with

........ -n " agent.heat and da,'hn_s are peculiarly con- any use of ,, } such
ducive to some forms of growUb society The hvlhtcinogens--and it is un-
has witnessed the mushrooming; prolif- doubtedly a social and conceptual dis-
eration of the laws of felony, Legisla- service to lump tog'eZqer such diverse
tm'es have taken a blindfolded, ausUtJa- chemical ._ot,1,._-:_:,,_....... with such diverse
like approach to a presumed problem effects, both established and hypothe-
of individual beha-ior of an unknown sized--appear to eonstih_.te e .,,_-;ol.,.-.

_.b I. GO* _,i-magnitude zeault.,:> in undetermined I)roblem. In taking social, and _"'2_.;'_
individual and serial consequences of ly legal, aeUon in an ,.tt.m@o to resolve
an unassessed duration. ]f the behav- what is perceived as a social -.:.a_-,_,-,,
total realities are currently unspeeifi- society is aetin£ on the bas_s o£ a
able, the same ca4no_ be said of some broadly shared, profound, and re¢z'eSda-
state and federal laws that are overly ble ignorance. The (ab)use o5 hMlue-
specific in theh' designations and that inogens has been attributed ps,rUc..uh".r-
eliminate judicial discre_.ion by their ly to college students. But hey: r_,::u_y
provisions for mandatory sentencing, college students are "users"? \;hat is

-'1 _ .'.elm more articulate proi_enencs of meant by user ? Is the one-pu_/ experi-
the use of such drugs ex_ol tb_._human- mentor included? llov,, many. e-_;.-:cu..,__ .
istie, rnind-exlxmding, and even divine- reenters art likely to beeo:p,e d',.'t_fg-

r ....
• Dr, 1(i:_;: (PhD 7[Iarvard ,q2) is Ad:nlnistrative Director, DiviMon of L,:entM }_,::_a, D._,rt-

• mouth Colle_:,.' tIc:,.lih S_-'vice, and Professor of ;,Iemcal Pajc,uAo_,y, D0partment of 1Ls'.'chiatrv,
Darfmotlth Ziedical Gchool.
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det)ond,enL? \\'h:_l: cffcds can one suy lcms are rela[ivcly new. ]L is p.atent
with sor,_.e objective feeliu._: of certainty that it is diilicutt to obtain the data
arc produced by ll,.e dru,...s? Underwhat that will begin fo answer the hizMy
emMit:ions? Siau'i-tcrm e_i'ecis? Long- relevant, social questions eoncernint;
lerm eh¢c.ts: Are there be.nefiei-fl el'- druo: u,_e. The difficulties of data eollee-
feet.q? \Vhat: kind..:? AL wImI; costs? tion are mul[ilflied weekly by hasty
\Vh:t| :ire tile harmful eit'ec[_ and from acts of despairing legislatures, speetac-
what. drugs taken in what amount? ular police raids, psyehiairie horror
IIow frequent are these harmful el- stories--not all of which turn out to be
fects? In whom do they occur? IIov," hoaxes--and the shortsighted rush into
severe are they? IIow do possible bene- print, for public relations tmrpo.;es, by
fits and detrimental ea'eets balance off? adminish'ative bodies of insiitutions of
To what extent do current harsh laws hiaher learning. No single - _ "tel.ore, espe-
have a deterrenI:effec_upon potential dallyat thisvery earlyphase of scien-

t. users? Itow many of the citizenry, title investixation, can hope to answer
younp: and old, have come to grief solely all of the quesLions; yet, it would ap-
es a ftmei-ion of these laws? What are I)ear to be imperative to att-empt a
the individual and social effects of vie- scientific answer to these m_.d related
lations of the felony laws regarding questions. The present study is offered
dru_rs--espeeiallv if the prevalence rate as one of the ma_y neeessa-'y coa_._bu-
of use of the hallueinog'ens is high-- tions that might help society to emerge
with special reference to attih_des from the swft!_p ill which it is current-
toward the law in g'eneral? ly floundering.

T_hus far, the scientific and medical

literature has, almost exclusively, to- _ETI-IOD
cused uI'on the misuse, rather than the
use, of (_rugs. Published reports on the The entire population (s\--_o0) of
effedcs of these drugs on human beings students who received the _BAdegree in
have usually cited single eases or a June, 19S7, from Darhnou_h College
collection of eases; at best, tl_ey have was sent a brief, simple, one-pr'ge quas-
been incidence studies recording the tionnah'e (see Aploencm:es 1 and 2)
number of cases that have appeared in approxLna_,,"¢--_-_one month aft.er gradua-
a psyehiah'ic outpatient service or in a tion. The questionnaire recipients v:ere
slate or other mental hospiiml. A1- asked to indicate for both marijuana
though the usefulness to fellov: praeLi- and LSD whether they had used the
tioners of the single ease or incidence drug and, if so, the number of times,
approach is not here being questioned, and date and place of first use; they
the following poinl:s, at least, _zeooZbe were also asked to estimate the probe-
made: (1) it is im!m_sib!e to generali:,e bility of use in the future. A final pair
from patients to users in g'eneral" (2) of questions asked for their e_,mate_}

it is impossible even to guess aL the of the percentage of undergraduales
' rate of psych[a'crie complications or who had used such drugs. Each ques-
, other ensuin_ behavioral difficulties as tionnaire was identifiable by means of

; long as the prevalence or baseline fre- a conspicuous code numbe_.'. Abou_ one
quency of use, pet" se, re_nains un- month after the initial so!icihtlcion, an-

i known; and (3) "post h,_e, ergo ))ropt.cr other memorandum and a dupUeate
i hoe reasoning" mus_; be carefully cop5' of the que._Uonn'tire were sent to

avoided, s_nec., even if the prevalence of llonre,_:l;oncenc._;. De._pite the identifia-
use were known, the l)ree#_e role of the bitity of the que_;tionnaire:_ and despite
dru._g:_in the etiolo,::y of behavic)ral dis- po:.-db!e .....and under._'[and::ble---eoneern
turl)anee in tl_n druff u..';er is "' '• . . ,_o_ imme- aloout admitkin._5 to IreS[ behavior of an
dialelyol:.vious, illeLal _mltu'e, tile rece_:_ _,_radr..at_s

i;_any f:tc'.et._ of the aiq)arent pro])- were exceI-diop.ally eoc,peralivc,. In a
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larg, e measm'e, this 1)e._peal_sa remarl:- Table 1
able loyally to), and b'u._;t in, the in:;titu- I)ItI•;VALENCI; 01" U:',I.; (d," aAJTAftIJUAI._A

tion on the part of these recent alum- ANDLgl)
ni.* In "dl, 576 questionnaires were re- Total l:esVov.4e',_f,s N (57G) %
turned--78.9 percent of the population Users of marijuana only 9_; 1G.7
surveyed. The total inc.lud.:.'s six c op- U:;ers of marijuana and I,Sl) ":+ 2t 3.7

erative paranoids," who completed the Users of neither d59 '/9.7
form ,q.nd returned it \vith the code *In this population alt I,SDusera wcr,t' a!_ousers of marijuana; the I_SI) uzer_ constituted

number either eut off or obliterated. 17.9% of all marijuana users.

lr_ESULTS "-

Prcvale',zce questionnaires had smoked marijuana
but had not taken LSD.

Respondents who indicated that Prevalc',zcc a_zd I',_c_:.Zc_zce._In the
their initial use of an hallucinogenic 75{ental Health Division of the College
drug occurred subsequent to Con> Health Service no sys'_ema'cie inquiry is
mencement, 1967, were classified as made of the student patients regardi_:g
non-users for that drug. This was done drug usage. "A numboi"' of the "_'" '_i.J & t 1eft _.,-)

to keep a uniform cutoff date and to make casual reference 'co such usage;
limit the study to the drug behavior of an extremely small, if distressing, pro-
undm,,_,.aua_e_. For purposes of deter- portion of the student populaiion
mining" prevalence rates, a "user" is suffers from acute disturbances appar-
here defined as having smoked mart- ently " _"_ assocmt_a with the use of t,alluc-
juana, or taken LSD, on oas or more inogenie drugs. As a roz,.gh es[;);'_c'_fc,
occasions. It is recognized that such a these drug-induced, ac_tte,-' disorders
definition includes the "one-shot" ex- perh_.ps rep:'ee.ent 4 percent of the pa-
perimenter as well as the frequent, tient population seen in the ?,ien'cal
heavy user or the possibly drug- tIeal[h Division, or about 0.8 percent of
dependent person, but, for purposes of the total undergraduate body. When
elementary _.nalysis here and at the this estimate is comp:_red with the p:,'ev-
present stage of lack of knox,l_zot., alence findings in Table 1, two conch:-
such a crude grouping seems to be ini- sions are self-evident: (1) the number
tially desiraMe, or even necessary. ?Jore of s_uctents presenting drug pro_;e_n:,
refined and eonceptually meaningful to a health service is a eon]ptetely i]:ad-
definitions will be appropriate to a equate measure of the prevalence of
more elaborate and moi'e precise analy- drug usage on that eampus; ard (2)
sis at alater stage, only a very small proportion of _'-'-"
Table 1 summarizes the prevalence suffer frolll pathological drug reactions

findings. Slightly more than one-fifth of sueh a magnitude c_s to result in
of the respondents bad smoked marl- their being seen in a college or r,niver-
juana. Less than four percent of the sity health service. One would expect

" respondents had taken LSD; all of that the proportion would be even
these users had also smoked marijuana, smaller in a metropolitan area vrne_
Hence, somewhat less than one-fifth alternative health facilities are a\'_.il-
(16.7%) of those who rehu'ned the able.

Interi_2stib_ltio',zal Compa;";so',_._
'It would be difficult for the author to over-

state his appreciatinn and indebtednes; to the Those findings indicate a pre'¢2.leF_ce
questionnaire respondents; tileir trust has not rate Illarl{edly above that re])or[o.J for
been betrayed.

:Credit for thorough and _atlent labor i__ ]_rool¢]yn College ill a S[lldy b:,- ]_e2."]-

gratehHly given to Steven 2.,I. t,'riedn'.an (Dart- Ilhln. The difference il! l-site 1",_,',.., b2
mouth 6S), who sel'ced for two summers and
one academia year as a Iesearch assistant and due tO all3 r Of gO\'Ol'[d f:le[OY:V, r£_!10

who obviously did the data analysis upon which I)oar]lllall survey was lll:_.de two -;-e:!i':_
this article is based. • "
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prior [,_the pre,_eni one and evidence. 'J'alde 2
below ip,dicate_ thai, fer the pre:<:n[, I"Ig:qUI_NCY OFU_I':OF MAI:t,JU.'_NA
1)oi)ulation at h'a_:[-, druK usage is a AND I,SI)
recent and recently increasin.?t l_henom - Use of 3Iarijuaita UseofLSD
e','on. },r,rtnermore, since only about , ,
O]l_-]lal_ Of iN8 ]Ii'O0]{,]yll graduatesre- rUsersof Usersof:Marijuana ]qarijuana
sponded to the "'" ""qtle_t, lOlllRlll e l'eq_.les_, Only and LSD

the ever-pre_ent and worrisome prob- Yrc_e_c_Tcy(Y = 95) (N := 2l) (N---- 21) .
]era of represeutativeness may be 1-2 51 2 93-5 23 2 5
raised. Finally, the general nature of 6-10 11 2 2
the two institutions is quite different, 11-15 5 0 2
especially since nearly 90 1;ercent of the 1.6-20 2 0 2
]h'ooMyn students were commuters 21-25 1 1 0
who lived at home with their parents. 26-50 2 4 051+ 1 10 1
The Dartmouth prevalence rate of use Median
of marijuana is very simiD.r to rates frequency

C-¢ r . •, found at Yale (lg_c) and at _eslesrm range 1-2 2G-50 3-5
C*(20,c) by Impart, Kleber, and Davie,

and at California Institute of Teehnolo-
_, (19.8%) by Eel!s. The prevalm__ce
rate of use of LSD at Dartmouth falls fewer occasions; and over three-(*

in between -" -.,tae rate at Yale (9%) and quarters (77.1%) of the non-L_D users
at\Vesleyan (7%)and noticeably below had smoked marijuana five or fewer
the undergraduate prevalence rate times. Although these data suggest that

Sill 0$_UI'S

(9.256) at Caltcch. It should be noted the bulk of the marijuana "_
that the Callech, Wesleyan, and Yale might be viev.'ed as experimenters or
studies surveyed the entire undergract- very light users, tMs conclusion re-
uate populations (or a random san_ple quire:; modification in the light of an-
of the total poprlation) in contrast to alysis of frequency iu relation to the
the Dai'tmouth '- r',s_u...5, which surveyed date of initial use (see belo-v).
only tho._e who had just completed At the other end of the frequency
their senior year. The Calteeh data in- eonthmum, Table 2 sugge._.ts that the
dieate that the prevalence of use of undergraduates who have also used
both marijuana and LSD is lower LSD tend to have 1.... _ heavier smokers
arnon_ senior students than amen7 of marijuana; nearly one-half (47.6%)

smoxea marijuana onjuniors and sophomores, tlenee, it may of this group had _ "
be that 'din prevalence rate among all more than 50 occasions--in contrast to
Dartmouth undergraduates, is .:a.--k.m""_'o- v.- the single, heavy user (almut 1%) in
tiea]tyunderestimated, the group who had us.ed marijuana

only. The I,SD users who were also
Freq,:they heavy marijuana smokers (more {hart

eonst.,a:ted 9.4% of the total50 times) " *'....,, Thedistribution offrequency of use
of both drtws app;ars in Table 2. martin-ms smokers.

Mari]ua',_a.--The data in this tablL" LSD.--A similar frequency pattern
reveal that 45..-3 percent of the. total is found with the use of LSD. Over
marijuana group had smoked mart- two-fifths (,12.95;) of the LSD users
juana only on_ or two times; if one had taken that drug no more than two

....... __o.o,oj in theexcludes the LSD t,s_t_ fro111 the total times. Five students ,9_ v_,
so,o,:,,,nau over one-]wit LS]) g'roup had used the drug more,_,,rot,p, then .........

(53.1.%) had smcohed n_arijuana only than 10 times.
one or tv,'o time-_. Two-thirds of the Intcri',_stitvtio',:r_l Com'pargso',z.--
total user group had _;mol:er] on five or P,eeause of differences in methods of
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collectin_ and rcl)ortil_z" d_da in differ- marijuanv, and about 25 percent of tlm
ent investi,,:aticm.s, compa'c}sons be- non-user:; felt that no stuc.mnts v.t tnl:_
twcen institutions on the relative ft'e- institution had u_;ed LS].. lhere wa_;
queneyofusaoceof ].... .czu._,s are di_q]cult {o some tendency for tho:_e who used only
ma!.:e. I[owever, the follov,-ina comlmri- marijt!f,n:t to eati_,{,,g',temore hablt,u_l
sons appear to be accurate. The fre- use of marijuana than was sugge_tc:d
quent users of marijumm (more than by either the 1ran-users or LSD u:sm._.

,_- #, In _eneral, the marijuvna users seemed10 times) at Dartmouth (_2.2/o of all
marijuana users) occur at about the to be somewhat more secure,re or real-
same rate as those at Yale (19%), but istie than were the _mn-users.
at markedly below the Wesleyan rate hdHed Us_
(40>.o). Imperi, Klebe_', and Davie The questions of when and where
speeuhded t].iat the difl'erenees between hallueinogenie drugs are first ta].:en is
Yale and \Vesleyan might ]ie in the of Some general interest. The findin;;s
greater isolation and fewer social facil- here, of course, are limited to one, all-
ities at the latter " _ " '"ln_-;tltut!on. It is thi_ male, relatively isolated college of rood-
writer's impression that few, if any, erate size. Until additional, comparable
Dartmouth underg'radu:-,ier, would bow investigations are made at both shni!ar
to Wesleyan on either of the_e two and difi'erina institutions, genera]ize.-
proffered variables. ]_,a'_afrom the Ca!- tion of _ny of the,_e findin_,;s to othez"
teeh stt_dy are presei2eu in a shgnto eel!egos and univerd'des is dor, e at
different form so that '" _*¢_e,:v compnri- some risk. In addition to the date of
sons are not possible; however, it; ap- first use of marijuana and LSD, the
pears that the rate of freoum_t use at most recent oladua_es were asked to
the California institution is somewh_,_ indicate whether theh" first use had
closer to the V?esleya-n rate than to the occurred (1) at Dartmouth, (2) in the .
rates at the other two schools, home community, or (3) elsewhere.

Respo;_d.c_zt Estimate.a of U_de;'grad- ?,IarUva_m.--Since all of the resi)ond-.
,_ate Dntg Usagc.--Alfi_.oug'h the for- ents did not answer all of the ques-
mat of Questions 9 and 10 on the su> flop.s, the size of the poputatior_s Ul_'Oil
vey insb'maent (see Appendix 2) leaves which subsequent tables and diseussio'._ "
something to be desh'ed in terms of are based vanes shgntl_. In ,_ ,le .-3
ready a.-.alysis, these items were su_L initial use of marijuana is analyzed b.
dently open-ended to ]:,ermit expres- terms of both time and p!ace eatego-
sion of the wide variety of opinions ties. It will be seen that for the users of
held by the respondents. About la t_e'.'- marijuana only, such smoking" is a feb.-
cent of the respondents, unders[anda- tively recent t)he>omep, on in this popu-
bly enough, did not attempt to estimate lation. Ovm" one-half (55.95_) first
the extent of use of the two drugs by smoked ' "" "m_ung the t)eriod encompe.szed

' ". _,xc-,_fthsofthisundergraduates. The range of opinio:_,s by tneli senior year; ' .....
expressed by the others atmost covers total group (40.15) first used mari-
the enth:e range permitted by the foi'm juana during the last few n_.onths of
of the questions, h,the, to this writer's their college careers (.Jam_ary-.:Iup.c,

" surprise there was a g'ross similarity in 19_q7). For these smokers who sh-u'ted
.1-

estimates between the users and non- during their senior year, the most In,e-
users w;th respect to both drug-s; tins ly site of initial use (69.0,0) was their
is due, in ]tort, to the wide ran_.:e of underg:'radur:te eolleg'e; or, altem',ative-
views expresr, edby all _,:roup3. Son'_e of ly, in the group of marijuaua-o>.!:.
the extreme, if minor, differei;ce,_ are u_ers who first started s,no'.dn_ at col
worLh ]_.otip.;_.For e:,:e.mple, mm'e than le":e, over three-quarter's of them

( __._ _) be:,mn during: the senior ve.q.v.10 percent of the non-users thouA]|t "_("
that _,o underp:radu',.de:__ had smo]:ed For the nearly one-hal[ (4L'25;) who
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Table 3
TIME AND 1-'I,A('E OF INITIAL USE OF _IARIJUANA

Darlmo_tth Home Elsewhere Totals
Co mmnn [ty

N % N % N % N %
Users o/ 2,Ic.r[j_l_a O_dy (N =-=PS)

April-June, ]967 17 17.9 0 0.0 5 5.3 22 23.2
Ja'a.-3i:wch, 1967 12 12.6 3 3.2 1 1.1 16 16.9
Sept.-Dec., 1966 8 8.4 3 3.2 4 4.2 15 15.8
Prior to Sept., 1956 10 10.5 12 12.6 20 21.1 42 44.2

Totals 47 49.5 18 18.9 30 31.6 95 100.0

Users o/3Ia,rijzt.an_.t, and LSD (N --- 20)

April-June, 1987 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.0
Jan.-SIarch, 1967 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.0
Sop.t-Dec., 1955 4 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 20.0
Prior to Sept., 1966 1 5.0 7 35.0 6 30.0 14 70.0

Totals 7 35.0 7 3,5.0 6 30.0 20 100.0

first used marijuana p.,:ior % flmir sen- college, home community, and "else-
ior year, the b_,ginning dales scatter where."
back to one instance in 1931; for this LSD.--Just over one-half (52.4%)
group the onset of smoking occurred of the LSD users started with that
largely in the mid-1960s and tended to drug during the last few months of
t_-,,_ p]ace in some setting o'cher than at their senior year, and nearly all of the
thcD college? recent begim_ers first took the drug at

Of the respondents who had used college (see Table 4). Regardless of the
bo_h marijua:'a and LSD, one s_ated date of initial activity, about three-
thai: he had used LSD prior to smoking fifths of the students who used LSD
marijuana; 17, of the 21 LSD users h_'d took it first while at college. The re-
smoked marijuana before their use of rosining LSD users tended to have first

<,L_,D. The remaining two LSD users taken the drug "elsewhere" and as far
starvect'" ' both drugs ram""'n',g the same back as early 1985.
month. In general, the marijuana Intcrinsf:itu_ional Compc,,;'ison._
smokers who had also used LSD began Although the surveys at Wesleyan and
smoking earlier than the u:zers of mari- Yale were made about four months
juana only, and they were about evenly prior to the 1)resent survey, the findings
divided in site of initial use among at all three instRutions are roughly

similar with respe& to the recency of
initial drug use. Since the prevalence

'Dartmouth had few transfer students during
the years in question, rate at ])artrnouth is about the same as

Table d

TIME AND ]Pl,A¢'l; 0I" INITIAL IIS!': 0I,' LSD (N = 21)

Dartmouth Home EIscwhere Totals
Co?nmu;_lty

N % N % N % N %
1. , 7 2 9.;_ 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 9.5Apri]-.lun_, 9.q "

Jan.-?,.ra_'ch, 19r;7 8 38.1 0 0.0 1 4.8 9 42.9
¢:"',t -1)c _ 19:;C, 1 d.g 2 9.5 0 0.0 2 14._

O,_.,3]'riot to ¢"'._)' 1'" .o 2 9.5 o, -,.,,c...., .)_.) ] 4.S 4 19.1 7
T,,t a!:; 1 .? 61.9 3 14.3 5 23.8 21 ] 00.0
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at Yale and We31eyan, especially for mrml;ed marijuana more than 25 time:;.
marijuana usage, it is a reasonv.bh: in- These date are limited to _elf-report_ o£
ference that du;ing 19(;7 the prevalence behavior by the re.'-q)ondents at:d, of
rate at Dartmouth was lagging behind cour.:.-e, yield no direct inforn'.,,.':tion
the other two institutions--perhaps as t_pon such important matter_.-' a:_ p:_y-
a function of (1) geographical isolation choloxieal dependency or habituation.
and/or (2) the restriction of those sur- There were no marijuana u:_ers who
veyed to recent graduates, thus omit- were only experime,'_ters in the group
tint underelassnmn whose rate might of students who had also used LSD.
be higher. The following point should (Although Table 2 indicates that two
be made explicit: All these findings are LSD users had smoked marijuana on
based upon data collected in 1967; in only one or two occasions, in each case
the data collected at one point in time, the date of initial use of marijuana wa_
there is no evidence to indicate, or to aftcr the eutolT date employed in defin-
deny, that the prevalence rate is a fixed ing experimenters.) Of the 21 LS]?
one. ttowever, additional survey data users, 15 (71.4_,) were frequent users
were collected in the winter of of marijuana. In point of fact, no LSD
1967-19(;3 and still further data are respondents reported using marijuana
currently (summer, 1.968) being col- betv:een 11 and 20 times; the 15 fre-
letted. Although analysis of these data quent marijuana users all had smoked
is incomplete, it is cmnpellingly clear on more than 20 occasions, and 6z3.7
that the prevalence rate of the use of percen'c of all LSD users stated that
marijuana is markedly rising, they had smoked marijuana more than

Experimenlers ]Zcrsus Freqztc_2t Users 25 times.
" _ 1 Again employing" the limited vnd v.r-Since many of the users scartec only

a few months, or even weeks, prior to bi'crary definitions of "experimenter"
the closing" date for the collection of and "frequent user," the data describe
these data, there are real difilculties in three of the respondents as LSD e:<)er-

_u_,a LSDdistinguishing between the "one-shot" imenters (14.3% of the __-_'
experimenter and the frequent user. group). Five (23.8%) are eafiegorized

as frequent users of LSD.Itowever, for present purposes, I am

defining an "experimenter" as one who Sclf-csti;,mtcs of Future Use
used marijuana only one or two times
and whose initial date of use was sever- The questionnaire recipients were
al months prior to this survey; the date asked to indicate, in one of five choices,
of February 1, 1967, was arbitrarily how tn'obable it v:as that in the future
selected as the cutoR" date. Thus, a they would use (1)marijuana and (2)
marijuana experimenter is defined here LSD. The choices offered and sup>
as one who has smoked on no more maries of the responses are set forth by
than two occasions and who firsl_ star_- groups in 'fable 5. There is a steady
ed more than four months before Corn- progression in the likelihood of futt',.e
meneement, 1967. On this basis, the use of both drugs from non-users to

" data indicate that there were 30 experi- marijuana-only users to LSD users.
reenters (26.5_) in the total marl- _Iost of the non-users evidenced little
juana group who gave their initial date intention of engaging" in the use of
of use (N = 113). I am here defining either hallucinogen.
as "frequent users" those who have Marijv.a)ta.--Among the non-u_er.%
slnoked marijuaP, a 11 or more times. 35.3 percent rated the use of mar[ju::_-::
By this definition, 25 of the total user as inconceivable a_d a total o2 80.1
group of 117 (22.25;) were froquenl; percent rop'nrdod i_,&_l;,h_,r in m:_r[-
u:-'.ers. Of the total user £roup, 17 juaua as either ine,,,.,'e.lvat,!(: or uu_iIce-
(1.4.55_,) repor'_ed that they had ly..Only %1 percent of tiffs trot:r, l,rc-
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Table 5

SELF-ESTIMATES OF FUrURE l_rSIi O1."_AI{IJUANA AND LSD

l'cs_o_zscs Uscrs of Uscrs of Users of
Marijuana O:zly 3Iari]uana and LSD Neither

_Iarijuaua N % N % N %
Iv.conceivable 0 0.0 2 9.5 159 35.3
U nil lzely 31 32.3 2 9.5 202 44.8
50-50 chance 18 18.6 2 9.5 58 12.9
Veryprobable 23 24.0 1 4.8 21 4.7
Ul_doubtcdly will 24 252 14 60.7 11 2.4

Totals 96 100.0 21 100.0 451 100.0

LSI)
Inconccivab]e 3:1 37.0 5 25.0 255 50.5
Unlikely 45 48.9 4 20.0 184 40.8
50-50chance 7 7.6 0 0.0 9 2.0
Very p-'obable 5 5.4 6 30.0 3 0.7
Undoubtedly will 1 1.1 5 25.0 0 0.0

Totals 92 100.0 20 100.0 451 100.0

dieted that they would either probably 50-50 chance. Only 6.5 percent of the
or undoubtedly smoke marijuana even- marijuana-only group estimated that it
tually. Ye_, nearly one-half of the marl- was very probable or defini_ that they
juana-only group rated as very proba- would take LSD. There is an Jnterest-
b!e or definite their future use of marl- ing split in the group of LSD users.
juana. Almost three-quarters (71.5%) None of them elected the option of the
of ti_ose marijuaua users v:ho had also 50-50 chance. Fifty-five percen_ said it
taken LSD predicted that they would was very probable or certain tlwt they
smo]:e marijuana in the future. This would use LSD again; the re:_.aining"
last finding certainly susrgests that the 45 percent reported that future use of
use of LSD dots not result in a eessa- LSD was for them inconceivable or
tion of interest in the milder hallueino- unlikely. This finding suggests that, for
yen. whatever reasons, the LSD user is

LSD.---In contrast with marijuana, more polarized in his attitude toward
many fewer respondents expected to the use of that drug than are the other
indulge i___LSD. None of the non-users respondents.
sta%d tha_ they would undoubtedly
take LSD and less than one percent Sclf-esfimatesandFreque'ncy of Usage
indicated that taking the more power- Inevitably, one wonders about the

1. • j.(_ful dru_ v/as very proba,Ae, an addi- relationship of frequency of use _, self-
tional tv:o percent gave themselves a estimates of the probability of future

Table6
SELY-ESTI-_.IATES OF FUTURE DRUG USE BY _[ARIJUANA-ONLY USERS IN _I".LATION

TO FREQUENCY 0I" PAST USE':"
i

- Frequency of Mari/uana Use i
1-2 11+

Self-cstfma&:" o//v.lure _za'rij_a'na use N % N %
Incot.-:elvab!e or unlikely 25 ,19.0 0 0.0
"Very prot?able or undoubtedly v,411 , 15 29.4 8 72.7

Sclf-c.ffi;>;_t_a of f_,t,,re LED ur:e
l neonc,.=-ivah!e m" unlikely 45 91 .o 7 '70.0
Very l,VOb::b!e or uhdoulAe(l!y will 3 6.1 1 10.o

See Table 2 [or frerluetLey N':_.
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Ta.l+dc 7

_ELI'-ESTI ,_.Ih'l VS OF I"Ui U[(I.; ] )U.UG ].::<I'] BY 11:;f:l'<_ OF "[i0fI[ _[AI'I,] UA NA
AND I,S]) IN ]_ELATION 2"0 I,'Fh:QUENGY OF PAST Ug]:;::'

Frcq_,xncy of I,'rcq'a_;'_cyof
Mari]_m',la U:;e LSD Use
1-9. ]1-f- 1-2 11+

Self-estimates of fz,.turc "marij_,_ana_ese (N = 2[) (N __. 21)
]nconceiw.ble or unlikely 1 50.0 2 13.3 2 22.2 1 20.0
Very probable or undoubtedly will 0 0.0 13 86.7 5 55.6 4 80.0

SeIf-estir, mtcs of fz,.ture LSD vse (hr- 21) (N = 20)
Inconceivable or unlikely 2 100.0 4 28.6 7 77.8 1 20.0
Very probable or undoubtedly will 0 0.0 10 71.4 2 22.2 4 80.0

*See Table 2 for frequency N's.

use. Further analysis of the data pro- ture use of LSD. Users of LSD, whe-Lh-.
rides some indications about the nature er heavy or light, tend to anticipate
of such relationships, future use of marijuana. This is not

. se]f-es,.>P rec_c_m'ns o/Marijv.a;m-Only Users. so clearly the case rezarding_ ......
--A summary of the findings for the mates of fuhn'e use of LSD. Tho_e
marijuana-only group will be found in who have taken LSD one or two times
Table 6. Of those in the nmrijuana-only tend to reporl_ they do not expect to use
group who had smoked only one or two it again, and by almo:_t the same I)er-
times, (see Table 2) nearly one-half centage as the frequen'c users report
said it was inconceivable or unlikely that the}, do expect to use it again.
that they v:ould smoke i'c __, ",,_,am. Within Especially in view of the sma]l numb-_r
this raarijuana-only g'roup, there were involved in Table 7, it is of interest
11 students who had smoked on more that one heavy user of both marijuana
than 10 occasions; eight (72.7_) of and LSD (more than 50 '_imes each)
these frequent users eslh-naLed future reported that future use of either hallu-
marijuana use as very probable or cer- cinogen was inconceivable.
rain. The marijv, a,,m-on]y users who
had smoked marijuana only one or two Drug "Expc;'_me',ztcrs" Rcdelbzed
times ove-i:whe]mingh" indicated the un- Earlier in this article, an experimen!-
likelihood o,_ their trying LSD. Even er was defined, on the basis of behav-
the majorHy of the small group of ioral criteria alone, as one v:ho had used
frequent marijuana-only users respond- the drug not more than tv,o times and
ed thai: the use of LSD was either who had at least four months after his
inconceivable or unlikely, initial introduction in which to in-

P,rediclions of LSD Users.--Self- crease his usage to more than two ocea-
estimates of fuh_re drug use by users of sions. It is now possible to add an
both marijuana and LSD are summe..r- additudin-d or se]f-predieHve variable

• tn,-ized by frequency of past use in Table to further refine the concepL of ' _
7. ]t should be emphasized that the experimenter. The addkion of the
percentages in Table 7 may be mislead- defining" factor of a self-estimate of
ing because of the small number of inconceivab]c or unlike]y fuhn'e use
subjects involved. With that warning', may permiL a more accurate desi_na-
ii: is clear thatthose who have smo1:ed tion of so,me users as e:<pe-'m_enLe-cs. ],,
marijuana more frequently are more applying" ti:e atfitudh:r:l criterion to t,,,_
inclined to continue; and, those who 30 subjecLs behaviorally defined a-',
have smoked marijuana frequently are marijuana experimenLers, the muubcr
much more _-'_'-,a to prec::ct their fu- is reduced to ]7. The ,_.::l_t_des of the
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oil!or 1:; t,_;v,,_.rdaddi!ional ma:'ijm,.na O:m couhl hSpothe:,ize that a crucial
smoking were as follows: a 50-50 variable in eventual drug dependence

• ) ) _ c.chance ....6; very pl'([ab,e--o, mid deft- would be the nature of the subjective
nih,ly t_!:'.n',_ed---2. Of the newly defined experience of the individual during his
17 e×pei'i:nenters, 7 r:ded u._e of I,SD introduclory phase of dru.,4 tumL,e. No
:is inc:,m,'oiv:II,le and ]0 rated it a._ un- item in t:he ln'C_ent que._tlonnaire at-
liklev.. 'l't_t._'" 17 mariju:m:l exl_erimcn/- tempted to exl)lore the possible ranpe
ers repro:at.hi 1.i.5 percent of the toi al of subjective reactions, all.hou_ffh such
marijuana users and aboul 3 percent an aspect of drug usage can be initially
of the total i_opu]ation of respondents, approached by the questionnaire meth-

Of the original three bdmvior'db' od, as is documented by the Imperi,
defined LSD experimenters, two rated t(leber, and Davie survey. However, the
future use of LSD as inconceivable, and presenl; study does offer, with its con-
one rated it a_ unlikely. All three, then, cept of the empirically defined experi-
could sti!l be ek,.ssified as LSD expert- reenter, the beginning of a method of
reenters. Of these three, one rated the isolating those users who arc least like-
probability of future marijuana use as ly to become drug dependent. Once such
inconceivable, one rated it as unlikely, a group has been identified, it should
and one rated it as certMn, then be possible to define it more com-

pletely in relaiion to the variables rde-
])ltUG DEPFNDENCE van{:, to the eoneel)t of drug depend-

It is assumed here that among the ence. Such a grorip of subjects wouhl
eonsdous, or near-conscious, and super- constitute one pole of a drug depend-
tidal motives operating" in any person ence continuum among dru_ users. Dy
when lze first takes a drug may be curl- emp!oyhag similar (and similarly elab-
osity, daring (defiance ?), interest and claret:) techniques, it should be possible
willingness to try a new experience, a to define the oeeasional to frequent user
desh'e not to be left out, and a variety who is also not drug dependent. Appro-
of othernonp,_no.o_c,l motives. It is t)riate development of such procedures
hardly incc:neeival.,]e that in some in- might eventually yield factors suiTmient
stances of initial drug" use, these basi- to the problems of prediction of drug
eally beni_-'n motive._ may be primary del)endence.
and critical. Since the hallucinogen_ ti'UTURERESEARCtt

are not ar2dictive dru_;s, use of them on To end on the same note on which
one or two occasions does not ",_eeessari- this article began: Sound research on
ly lead the u_.'er down a ,.,n,,, t-cu- pg.{h- a?z_/aspee_ of the "drug proo.en is not

"T

way to }Jell. Yet, one _ag become de- simply scientifically desirable; it is so-
pendent upon drugs (among other eially imperative, tIence, "suggestions
things). Drug dependence, of com'_e, for furlher research" could be inundat-
m_y be a matte._" of great Jndh, idual ing. These final remarks, therefore, are
and serial conce;'n. It also poses an restricted to some of the present in-
intrig'ukl_; set of scientific puzzles in vestigator's plans.

,,3_ ". the prediction of human b_.navmr. ]t Because of the method employed in
seems to this writer that the scientific *.he collection of the basic data reported
study of drug dependence v,,ould re- here, it_ is now possible to relate the
quire a comple:: ho._t of psyeholozical, various groupings of re:_pondent_ to ad-
soc;ioloffiea], and biolo2i.,..al variablea, ditimml variables ah'eady e:_tablished
hopefully rclate,t byrelew._tt,e,rv, for all, or nearly all, of the respond-

As men'_ioned earlie;' in thi-; report, ent._;. Thu;% for example, it is antiei-
d;,ta of the l;ind:_ prc:;¢enl:ed here do not pa_ed that future analy_;cs will be di-
l,,.,nd thenas:elvcz to racy direct interpre- reeled tov:ard examining the relevance
ration concer_,inff din<; &q-)endenee. of druf,; u:::zf.,(,eat,;g'orie3 to such factors

• "_mY...... _'



i,

MAI,:IJUA2qA AND LSD U,<,'.IGI" AM(._.V(; 31.,11.1;' COI.I.I'_(;I" £'TUI)I:.'.VT,_ 275

as academic ability, academic achievE- Also, this later inve:_tigation inquired
ment, personality characteristics:, and alx_ut a variety of attitudes and bo',_x'-
selected items in the subject's back- iors which may prove to have relevance
ground, to the i:_.sue:; invohed in the u:_e of

Data collected in the winter of hallucinogen.:;. Finally, the study con-
1967-190{_ offer still additional kinds o17 dueted in the summer of 1908, e:_-:en-
information. Sinee these data ave not tially a replication or the earlier one on
limited to a single undergraduate year, which this report is based, will un-
they may provide some indication of doubted!y address itself to ehav_go:_ in
patterns of usage during the eollege prevalence rate mid perhap.-; to other
years. The method of data collection changes in patterns of usagE.
should contribute to an understanding
of the role of anonymity in requesting Dn'_smx m."MI::NT.XbtI_aLa'n
information about illegal behavior ItEALTtr StmwclTM

])ARTBIOI;'I'It. COI,LI;CIg

related to the use of hallucinogens, ttaxO;'l.:R, Ni.:wltAMPSHI[_I:03755

Appendix i

_[EMORANDUM ACCOMPANYING ])IIuG-UsI'] QUESTIOXNAI[_E

DARTMOUTH COLLEGE ItEALT!I SERVICE

FROM: Francis W. King, Ph.D., Clinical Psychologlsl:

TO: June 19G7 Graduates of the Col!eRe
.l'

, This is a frank appeal for your assistance on a matter on wh':ch only you can sl,.od
any light. I am askL%2 for your heJp and for maybe as nmch as two minutes of vov.r

n _time on behalf of the students v:ho will be returning to, or entering', college in the f,&.'r

With all of the writings, fears, hopes, and plain gossip about the use of the so-called
halluchmgenie or psychedelic drugs, the only thing v:e com_)le_elv lack is " _ \Ve do
not even know the moat elementary fact--the incidence and freq,:oncy of t!_e use of such
drugs. The enclosed form is designed to take as little o2 your time ",.s possible and s¢i!l
to provide us with a start on some facts. A few o2 you will recognize the form e.s a
slight revision of the blank you filled out last term at the request o_ a student research
assistant. He felt that some of you were relucl.ani_ to fi!I out such a form because oi7
some apprehension about whaf_ "the College au_hol-ifies might, do." Although that ap-
prehension was grmmdless then, it ix my hope that since you are now fully beyond any
jm'isdietion of the College authorities, you will assls_, me by completing the question-
naire.

Even though I realize that some of you might prefer an un-eoded questionnaire, I
have put a code number o:l each sheet so tha_ I may make a follow-up of questionnaires
that are not returned--and, also, so that I may make some estimate of the rcp-'esenta-
tiveness of the samp!e in the event t!mt I do not obt-Lin complete returns. The code list
which matches names and numbers is kept in a speciz, l locked cab;meg to which I l',ave
the only key. A_zcdyzis of the _'cplics _,ill be completctZ! a;w;_./;_ous, It is difiieult to
see how, at this point, anyone can realistically fear that it might be agMns_ his t,._s5
interests to COOl)era_e in this research project. If you have an aversion to ..... "-,-"q ct _.', ¢ _-,_a,-

nah'es, I nol_ only apologize, I share the aversion, tIowever, I hor, estly do not see i:o:':
- such information can be obtained otherwise. And, with all of the extreme aud contra-

dictory seatemen,_,; made about the use of such drugs these days, I think the thue i:;
long overdue when we had some shnple elenmntary facts.

The facts are very much needed. You have the facts. I nlerely want to pull the fa,:'._
together so t _:_ at leas_ some of us will know what we are talking; abo,.:_, on this su},j,zct.

I shall appreciate it very much if you will take a mmuent or two and check off t}_e
iterar, on the enclosed form and return it to me in the addres::ed, sh_.mpod envelop-,.

Thank yea very lnuch.

• PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAMB ON TI[1;I 1'2X('I.()5!,]I) i:'ORM

4
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Appendix 2

•: _)I_UG-UsEQUESTIONNAII_E::

Code No.

1. Ph:ase indicate the mnnber of timer, you have used marijuana:
[] never El 1-2 times [] 3 or more (about ___) times

.20. 'When did you first use marijuana? (approximate date)

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

4. Please indicate how many times you 1,ave used LSD:
[] never [] 1-°. times [] 3 or more (about ___.) thues

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

6. _.\'here did you first use LS1)? [] does not apply
[] at Dartmouth [] in home community [] elsewhere

7. How probable is it that you 8. I{mv probable is it that you
will use nmrijuana in the will use LSD in the future?
future? ....:_-

[] inconeeR,able []
[] unlikely []
[] 50-50chance []
[] very probable []
D undoubtedly will []

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

9. ?,Iarijuana 10. LSD
never have and probably will not
neverhave but raight
have experimented with it

__ t_se occasionally to frequently
use habitually

Please use the remaining space below and on the reverse side for (a) any comments
you care to make on other dr_g._ you have used, or (b) any suggestions concerning
what constructive respon._e.a the Health Service might make concerning the use of
halluchmgenie or psychedelic drugs.

• There was no title on the questloanaire as mailed.
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