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INTRODUCTION

Perhaps one of the most controversial issues in our society
today concerns the current use of hallucinogenic drugs by young
preople, including students. It may be relevant to ask why we
are reaetbing so violently to the students® use of drugs when
there are four to eight million alcoholics in the country. Why
the uproar about the use of hallucinogens when self-prescribed
use of stimulants and depressants is far more widespread? And
what about Americans® consumption of cigarettes despite evidence
strongly suggesting a relationship between smoking and both can-
cer and heart disease? These questions, and others, were asked
by Dr. Helen H. Nowlis, Director of the National Association of
Student Personnel Administration Drug Education Project under
contract with the U.S. Food and Drug Administrationel

Other guestions and statements asked by Dr. Nowlis were:

Why do so many gifted and privileged young

people defend the right of their fellow students to

use drugs and why are a few of them making the use

of drugs and the culture that surrounds them a central,

if temporary, factor in their lives? A first impulse

is to say they are sick-~but who defines sick and how?

A second impulsge is to say they are rebvelling--agsinst

what? Or to say that they are immoral--according to

what values? HMiserable=-why? Searching and exploring--

for what?

Why do so many people think of student drug use
as excluslvely a medical or legal problem and delegate

lﬁelen He Nowlis, "Why Students Use Drugs,” American Journal
of Nursging, 68:8 (August, 1968), p. 1681,
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responsibhbility for its solution to the physician,

the leglislator, and the law enforcement officer?

Is this a convenient way to awoid our ownh respone

sibilities?

These are few of the many questions asked every day about
the nature znd use of marihuvana, one of the hallucinogenic
drugs in circulation among student populations throughout the
country. It appears that marihuana is the predominant drug in
use, seemingly due to its lack of physiological damage to the
human organism, this being based on current research data. This
is not, by far, the only drug in use. Others, LSD (Lysergic
Acid Diethylamide), the amphetamines, stimulants, narcotics,
sedatives, alcohol, 2nd tobacco are but a few.

Who, what, where, when, and why are the big questions that
we must agsk, But I think Dr. Nowlis has appropriately summed up
the issue in one of her statements: ®The real problem is not
drugs, but the people who use them."z

It is becoming increasingly evident that people with prob-
lenmg==personal, social, intellectual=-use drugs and it is the
individual with his reaéons for using drugs who is the key to
understanding current drug use. BResearch done on this nationwide
controversy has indicated that some students have turned to drugs
because they are bored, cannot enjoy 1ife, or cannot tolerate
stress and frustration of everyday living. He finds those things

that were difficult to do while sober are made sasier urnde the

influence of drugs. This seems to be the seductive aspeect of

2Ibids, p. 1682,



drug use for young peocople, particularly those who are depend-
ent, unsure of themselves, or unhappy.

This is the focus of the material presented; a gathering
of infofmation from numerous sources researching student drug
use, asiwell as a personal research project done on a private,
midwestéfh uhiVersity campus regarding the problem and use of
marlihuana by its students. The widespread anxiety and confusion
about the nature and use of marlhuana has stimulated the pre-
sentation of this paper dealing with the student . . . and

marihuana,
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SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE



SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE

The Student and his Culture

It has been said that the key to understanding drug4usé
lies within the individual user. We know that just as students
differ, students who use drugs differ, and it is a great mistake
to get overenthusiastic about any one explanatien. There are,
however, some general observations about the student which may
be useful in understanding his behavior.

In their statement on Cannabis, the Council on Mental
Health has said it is in the nature of adolescence to "seek new
and exeiting experiences, to question self, family, and society,
to try on and discard new guises of behavior . . . &and to act
like child and =2dult.® Such experiences contribute to personal
growth and ultimately to intellectual development and social pro-
gress, though in some instznces the behavior may appear to some
viewers as thoughtless, irresponsible, or rebellious. "The
acblvity of adolescents assumes forms and patterns unigue to
each generatlon, each having its own values, totems, and taboos."3

Dr., Helen Nowlis has commented that,

All college students are at one or another stage

in growth and development Trom childhood to adulthood.
This growth process involves both the unlearning of

3Council on Mental Health and Committee on Alcoholism and
Drug Dependence, "Dependence on Camnabis (Marihuana)," Journsl of
Americen lMedical Assoclatlon, 201:6 (August 7, 1967), p. 109.
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modes of behavior which Were appropriate and rewarded

in ehildhood and the learning of new modes of be-

havior in sccordance with society®s definition of

the adult role, a definition which is neither clear

nor consistent., Becoming adult not only involves

substituting independence for dependence and individual

identity for borrowed or assumed identity, but also
involves acguiring the ability to postpone immediate
gratifications in the interest of long-range goals.

Becoming independent may also involve rebellion.

Developing an identity consistent with onet?s talents and

abilities, hopes and dreams, requires hard work and

experimentation which may be unsuccessful more often
than it is successful. Tolerating the frustrations
involved in postpohiling gratiflications can make other
frustrations seem greater.

Is thistgrowth process a m&jor factor in making the young
person susceptible To the ever increasing drug use? Is assumption
of the adult role in life so demanding that it forces the student
to turn for "help"? Are we placing so much emphasis on growing
up at too early an age so that it is becoming overwhelming for
the adolescent?

There are other reasons why students use drugs, and one
major influence ig that we live ln a drug-oriented culture. Am=
ericans of all ages, from bitkth to death are ingesting drugs in
greater veriety and greater numbers than ever hefore. These
drugs are used by a variety of people for a variety of reasonss
for a change of pace, to change mood, to reduce enxiety, for a
plek-up, to combat fatigue, to relieve tensions, to relieve
boredom, to facllitate soclal interaction, to stay awake, to go
to sleep, and jJust for fun. The maln difference in sdult and

student drug use is that these substances are soeclally acceptable

b .
Helen H. Nowlis, Drugs on the College Campusg, Anchor Books,
(Garden City, New Yorks: Doubleday and Compeny, Inc., 1969),

Ph. 21l=22,




and are falrly easily avallable, whersas marihuana and the
other drugs used by students are not. Man has used drugs
throughout the ages to escape from discomfort and misery, both
physiologically and psychologically. And it is imteresting to
note that in our society misery is a condition familiar not
only to the socially and economically depressed, but also to
those who are in the midst of "success.®

Has there ever been a society in which drugs were more
widely available than in current American society? It is a
society dedicated to progress through chemistry. Man has made
strenuous efforts to find misd-altering substances and techni-
ques., Today®s individual uses medication as a kind of "magical
protector® and depends on medication rather than people to
handle certain emotional drives and needsa5

Another important aspect of current society is its attitude
toward risk. Students have grown up in an stmosphere which
takes risks for granted and assumes that thebe is little that
can be done without risk. #Risk-taking ideally involves rational
decisions which are based on informed estimates of both the
value of the goal and the probability of gain or loss, of reward
or disaster.“é But risk-teklng is more often hased not on
rational declslions, but on irrational thinking, habit, hunech,
impulse, mood, or informatlion that is inasdequate and erroneous.

A temporary feeling of invulnerablility may lead the individual

S1bid., pp. 23-24.

6Ibide g pe 259



to believe "it won®t happen to me." He may have feelings of
hopelessness or of being discriminated agsinst which may lesad
him to believe he has very 1little to lose and much to gain.
Thus, an adequate description of the risks involved in drug use
may serve as an effective deterrent to some but have no éfféct
or even the opposite effect on others,7

It has been frequently pointed out that ours is an
achievement=oriented, environment-dominating society which
values and rewards intellectual performance almost to the ex-
clusion of emotions and feeling. It is a society which often
measures success and prestige in terms of material possessions.
Far more young people than those who turn to drugs are uneasy
in this climate. Some of them look at eminently "successful®
parents and do not like what they see or sense. They think,
"there must be something else.?

We ag & nation subscribe to the Furltan moral theory that
if we live neow, work hard, save, and be good we will be rewarded
in the after life., Many of the young people today do not find
this to be an acceptable philesophy, primarily because it is
materially oriented, which may well account for the growing
acceptance of eastern religions with their stress on the apiri-
8

tual rather than the materiasl side of 1life.

Students feel the need for deep and meaningful experience

"Ibid.

SJoseph Oteri, "Marihuena, Morality and the Law," Paper

Presented al the Illinols State Medliecal Soclety Hational Symposium
on Psychedelic Drugs and Marihuana, (Chicago, 1968), pp. 1-2.



in an inecreasingly secular society. Because the chursh, as
organized religion, seems to reflect so many of the trends in
society which they find distasteful, they are attracted to the
eastern religions with their emphasis on mysticism and personal
religious experience., They want a person&lly meaningful part
in a world which seems so full of aggression, diserimination,
poverty, famine, aleéholism, divorce, and hypocrisy that the
individual seems superfluous. They want a ®frontier® in which
to find adventure, challenge, love, and an opportunity to prove
themselves. They are in the midst of a technological Jjungle
which they are rejecting:; they seem to find more meaning by
withdrawing into an inner world.

The institutions of higher learning often parallel these
trends in society. They have responded to the pressures of
increasing knowledge and specialization, growing in size and
complezity. As & result the students encounter increased
impersonallity and dehumanization, becoming a number on an IBM
card and fed into a computer.

This impersconality and dehumanlization come at the very
time in development when they need recognition from the social
environment and desperately want meaningful relationships with
important adults, slthough on their own terms and at their own
times. They are concerned with varying degrees of self-discovery.
By this they mean theilr own search for their own identity in the
world as they perceive it; a search which goes beyond the mere

zcceptance of a pattern to whlech they are expected to conform.



They are preoccupled with belng themselves, but since they are
not yet sure just what that means, they may temporarily settle
simply for not being what society expects them to be so that
they may go on with the search. They want recognition that this
search is an important and worthwhile endeavor and they want
help, but help with the gquestions that have meaning for them &t
a partieular stage ln thelir search, not advice about where they
should be.9

These are just a few of the general observations of the
student in today®s society. We must realize that he has not
developed and matured overnight by himself, but that this is an
ever-continuing process from birth to death. He has many in-
fluences and however minute they may seem, they all play an

important role.

One of the great myths of the day is that if a child goes
wrong, becomes a drughead, for example, this must be due to
parental failure. If the cause is not deprivation or neglect,
it must be overprotection or possessiveness. Somewhere between
"T don't eare® and overprotection is the parental attitude whiech
best permits the c¢hild to develop and grow up. He grows by
solving problems, by leerning from failure and defeat as well
as from success and reward. This opportunity to become resilient
by encountering and coping should not be denled any growing

creature., When help is needed, the parent-child relationship

9N0Wlisg Drugs on the College Campus, pp. 26-28.
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ought to be so open and trusting that it is used for assistance,
information, and advice. This is just as true for the issue of
drug-=taking as for every other problemelO So often parents or
guardians are heard saying they will "disown® their child if he
is found using drugs. There seems to be no room for explanation
and little opportunity for rationality in these instances.
Parents and others seem to perenially forget the cyclic
nature of a man's development. A ¥oung person is more curious,
less cautious, more impulsive, more wllling to take a chance,
and certainly more idealistic. Many youths are fascinated by
mind-changing drugs, especially the new ones. Their elders are
appalled by the dangerous exploration of insufficiently studieé
ehemicals. As the young grow and mature, they tend to withdraw
from the chemical roulette. When they become parents, they are
dismayed in turn by the actions of their children. Dr. Sidney
Cohen hag sald, ®The generation gap is the distance between the

parents® forgetting and their childrens® not knowing."ll

Following, on the next page, is a presentation of wectors

contributing to illicit-drug use by students as found in Blum®s

Students and Drugs.lz

1GSidney Cohen, The Drug Dilemma, (New York: WMeGraw=H111l
Book Company, 1969), pp. L15-116,

il

Ibid., p. 6.

2
1”Bichard F. Blum and Assoclates, Students and Drugs,
(San Franecisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1969), p. 369,




11

Presentation of Vectors Contributing to Illicit-Drug

Parent-=Child Interaction Styvless

Use by Students

Permissive:

close

to mother; disagreements within family on values;
not child- or family-centered life sbyles; father-
child aloofness; intellectual ideals of relationship
not put in practice; parent®s teaching of drug use.

Social Class and Family
Background: Wealth:
liberal Prostestant or
Jew; moblle; walues
stress adjustment;
independence; non-
tradltional life.

Personallty and Interests,
Including Farly-life.
Experiences" Interests

in sesthetics, irn the mind:
shows regresgsive ezpefience
and feellngsg. Lsé p@nw~,-—
minded, intuitive, undis-
ciplined, rebellious,’
insecure gpontaneocus,
guileful, sympathetic,
unrellable, nonconferming,
flanboyant.

Peer Groups on Campug:
Friends who use 1llielt
drugs; respected older
students who show and
teach drug uses.

STUDENTS EXPERIVENTING

A
DRUG
SUPPLY
AND
A
SETTING
FOR
— USE 4_____
PEHCEIVED
AS
SAFE

|

WITH ILLICIT DRUGS

School Milieus Liberal
urban campus; intellec-
tual emphasis; non-
denominational; close
ties with drug sources
in metropolitan areas;
faculty sympathy with
student quests and o
challenges,

Mass Medla with Infor-
mation on Druzs Use:
Specialized literature
on drug effects;
gensatlionalism; appesals
through publieity to
exhibitionistic drug
use.

Culture: A drug-

uging soclety optimistie
about effects of drugs
in controlling mind and
tolerant of insulasted
adolescent cultism and
faddlshness,
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Professional Viewpolints

"To most psychiatrists, the increase in marihuana smoking
represents not so much a search for new thrills as the tradi-
tional, exhibitionistic rebellion of youngsters against adult
authority,"13 These students are also looking for Ghangés in
personality, they lack communication, and feel isolated; when
they smoke, there is a certain togetherness.

Chicago Child Psychoanalyst, Ner ILittner, argues that for
the emotionally stable youngster, its 4ﬁar1huana'§7 use is just
part of "the developmental phase of belng a college student.®
But University of Chicago Psychiatry Professor, C. Knight
Aldrich points out that "the emotionally susceptible person can
get psychologically dependent on snything-~caffein and coffee,
nicotine and eigarettes, alcohol, or marihuana.la

University of Wisconsin Psychiatrist, Seymour L. Helleck
gsald, "smoking marihuana has become almost an emblem of alienation.
The alienated student realizes that the use of °pot® mortifies
his parents and enrages authorities. Unable to change a flawed
world, the alienaged also seek a quick, autoplastic adjustment
in themselves,ﬁls They can create a new inner reality simply
by taking & pill or smcking a marihuana cigarette.

Dr. James Carey, a sociologist at the Unlversity of Cali-

fornia in Berkeley, mentions two trends supporting the growth of

Lupne Pot Problem," Time, 85:11 (March 12, 1965).

}
1471114,

Lapotted Ivy," Time, 89:20 (May 19, 1967).
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drug use on college campuses. He gtates that the spread is a
result of: 1) the *scientific breakthrough, creating a host of
new and inexpensive hallucinogenic drugs,® and 2) "experiencing
a rapid period of social changee"16 This rapid pace assumed in
the changing period seems to be increasing the "generatioh gap,"
thus prohibiting the amount of understanding between youth and
adult.

Dr, Helen Nowlis, in a presentation at Illinois State
University comments, ®all is not well with our young people. We
have too long equated student with child. . . « There is a
cultural lag--we’re moving faster, our social institutions
(education, government, religion) are getting bigger and no
longer able to respond to needs of the present generation. We
are unable to keep pace with the c:hange.“17

University of Indiana Soclologist, Alfred BH. Lindsamith,
who hasg spent nearly thirty-five years studying drug use contends
with a measure of grim humor: ¥If a kid goes to college these
days and never develops an 1nterest in marijuana, he’s got a
problem and you should worry. He may be a loner or not accepted

by his peers."18

163ames T. Carey, “Drugs in 3tudent Soclety,¥ Illlneois State

University, Olympus Symposium, Normsl, Illinois, (November 17, 1969).

1?Helen H. Nowlis, "Drugs--Socisl and Pgychological Effects
on the Student," Illinols State University, 0lymphs Symposium,
Normal, Tllinois, (November 24, 1969).

18

Alfred R. Lindsmith, Time, (September 26, 1968).
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Marl huansg

For a variety of reasons the term marihuana (or mari juansa)
has become, in this country, synonymous with cannabis and all &f
lts products and derivatives. Originating in Asia and the
Eastern Mediterranean basin, the drug spread via Africavénd
South America to Mexico. Only within the past sixty years has
marihuana been used in the United States.lg’zo

The term "eannabis® is used in intermationsl language
according to these definition3321’22

= "@annabis™ means the flowering or fruiting tops of the
cannabis plant (excluding the seeds and leaves when not
accompanied by the tops) from which the resin has not been ex-
tracted.

= "Cannabis plant" means any plant of the genus gannablis.

= "Cannabis resin® means the separated resin, whether
crude or purified, obtained from the cannablis plant.

The cannabis plant grows wild in most temperate climates
in the world. The fibers of its stalks are widely used for
the manufacture of rope. The substance cannabis is derived from
a resin exuded by the female plant. This resin is primarily
concentrated in the tops of the plant, but is also present to
some degree in lts leaves and flowering shoots. The potency of
cannabls is a funetion of the climatic and soil conditions

under which the plant grows, the time and method of harvesting,

19€ouncil on Mental Health, "Dependence on Cannabls,” p. 108,

29Cohen. The Drug Dilemma, pp. 49-=50.
ZlCouncil on Mental Health, "Dependence on Cannabis,® p. 108,
22

Lindsnith, Tine.
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and the part of the plant from which it is derived.23

Mueh of the controversy about the effects of marihuans is
a result of the tendency to use this term indiscriminately
referring to cannabis of all kinds and potencies. The’term
"marihuana,"™ used primarily in the Americas and England, refers
almost sxélusively to the preparations of the leaves and
flowering tops of the cannabis plant, which are dried, sometimes
mixed with tobacco and then typieally smoked in cigarettes. In
the vernacular of the street, they are called reefers, Jjoints,
or sticks containing hay, grass, pot, week, or tea. The inhaled
smoke has increased effect when the cigarette is reduced to a
short butt, because the active ingredients concentrate there
during smokingaz4

The resin from the flowering teps of the female plant,
whether smoked or eaten, is called hashish or charas. Ganja is
less potent, being a nixbture of resin, tops, and leaves, 4
third and still less potent product used in India is bhang,
which is tea made from the dried leaves and shoots. In strength,
bhang is the equivalent of the American marihuvana, having
approximately one-sixth the strength of hashish925

Legally, the preperations of cannabis are deslt with in
international treaties and within the western countries (including

the United States) in the same genersal manner as the narcotics.

ZBNOWliS, Drugs on the College Campus, pp. 92=93.

2@Council on Mental Health, ¥“Dependence on Cannebis,” p. 108,

251114,
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In the Unlted States they are controlled under the Marihuana
Tax Act, administered by the Federal Bureau of Narcotics. The
Legality aspect of marihuana will not be discussed at this time,

but will be considered at a later point.

Classification-<-Reactions of Marihuana: Marihuana acts as
a mild euphoriant and sedative somewhat 1like alcohol, although
in comparable doses it is probably more disruptive of thought
processes. In larger doses marihuana effects more closely re-
semble those of the hallucinogens than any other group of drugs.
Most of the phenomena experienced with L3D (lysergic acid di-
ethylamide) such as depersonalization, marked visual and temporal
distortion and hallucinations have been observed with sufficliently
large amounts of marihuane and especlally with hashish. The
effects are much milder and easler to control than those of LSD.
Marihuana produces no physical dependence and virtually no tol-
erancee26’2?

Marihuana is unlique in the reactlons it produces in its
users, although its physiological effects have been likened to
those of alcohol. The following is a elinical picture of the
gequence of events resulting from the ingestion of marihuana.

The seguence of events ig the same whether the drug is ingested

or inhaled, but the latter produces its effects more rapidly.

Zéwilliam He MoGlothein and Louls Jolyvon Wegt, %The

Marihuana Problem: An Overview,” Amerlican Journal of Psychistry,
125:3 (September, 1968),

27Council on Mental Health, "Dependence on Cannabls,® p. 111l.
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Within thirty to sizty minutes after the ingestion of
mariluana the conjunctiva reddens, the pupils dilate, and react
sluggishly to light: sensitivity to light, tearing, tremulousness
of the eyelids, and nystagmus become evident. Ophthalmoscopic
examination reveals nothing unusuval in the optic nerve héad9
blood vessels, or retinal background. The vision for distance,
proximity, and color changes but slightly. The tongue becomes
tremulous and dry, and the mouth and throat patched, suggesting
a decrease in sallvary secretion. Cardiovascular changes con-
sist of an increase in the radial pulse rate and a rise in the
blood pressure which closely follows the pulse increase. The
extremities become tremulous, and there are involuntary twitching,
hyperreflexia, increased sensitivity to touch, pressure, and
paln stimuli. . - « Not all of these phenomena occur in every
subjeet but when any of them does, it lasts for about twelve
hours.28

Mental phenomena arise two to three hours after ingestion
or almost immediately after inhalation of the drug. It must be
remembered that the psychologiecal effects of cannabls are de-
rendent on the personality of the user, his expectations, and
the circumstances under whieh he takes the drug. The effects
of marihuana are varlable in different individuals as well as

in the same individual at different times.z9

ggﬁavid Solomon, ed., The Marihuana Pavers, Signet Books,

(New York: The New American Library, 1966), pp. 412-4173,

295» H. Jaffe, "Drug Addletion end Drug Abuse,® in Goodman
and Gilmen, (eds.), The Pharmacologie Basls of Therapeutics,
guoted by Helen H. Nowlis, Drugs on the College Campus, p. 96,
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The subject admits being "high,” o state characterized by a
sensation of floating in air, a lightness or dizgziness in the
head, ringlng in the ears, and heaviness in the liambs. Euphoria
is first manifested objectively in volubility and increased
psychomotor activity, and later subjectively in a deliciéus and
confused 1assitude.30

Distance and time intervals subjectively appear flexible.
In three to six hours after ingestion of maerihuana, hunger,
manifested mainly in a craving for sweets, and a feeling of
fatigue and sleepiness become prominent. The individual may
sleep from one to six hours and on awakening no longer experi-
ences the previous effects.

The mental status of a marihuana user usually reveals a
hyperactive, apprehensive, loguacious and somewhat susplcious
individval, He usually does not manifest such mental dlsorders
as deluslons, hallucinations, phobias, or autistie thinking.
Attention, concentration, and comprehension are only slightly
disbturbed, as is evidenced by the fact that the results in his
educational achievement tesgts are only slightly 1owered931

Marihuana use, however, may precipitate mental confusion,
%errifyimé parancld thoughts, and anxliety leading to psychosis
in an unsgteble personality when it is taken in smounts greater
than he can tolerate. He may experience false hallucinations

in the feorms of flaghing lights and apparitions, and also

BGSclomOﬁ, The Marihuans Papers, p. 413.

3lpi4.,
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suditory hsllucinations similar to those met with in the alcoh-
olic psychoses, such as delirium tremens. The subject may
assune grotesque, statue-=like positions. Regpiration may become
labored accompanied by pzllor and perspiration and also tachy=
cardia.

The foregoing desecriptions have been evidenced in subjects
involved in the research project conducted in New York City in
1938 under the auspices of Mayor LaGuardia's Committee on Mari-
huana. It must be emphasized that there is not a characteristic
marihuana psychosis. ©Should a psychosis be precipitated, it may
last only a few hours or it may continue for a few weeks. It
may be controlled by withdrawal of the drug and the administration
of barbiturates. After a few hours of slesp following the
episode, the patient may awaken with complete recall of his

experience and with his insight unimpaired.32”33

Popularity-=~A RBesult of its Effects: In the case of
marihuana, which is the most popular of the illieit drugs on
canpus, some presumptions have beesn made about its popularity
that are linked to the drug’s effects. The following discussion

hag been presented in Blum's Students and Drug8634

For one thing, most students have said they expected thelir

use of marihuana to be fun. Many students experlence a state

521114., p. b1b.

BBCOhen, The Drug Dilemma, p. 53.

%'Blam9 Students and Drugg, pb. 370=373,
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which they say they like and want to repeat. This in itself
accounts for only a part of the drug®s popularity. Consider
how it is used-~the most frequent being in the form of smoking.
When tobacco smoking was introduced into Europe, it became
epidemic and within one hundred years or so almost every society
around the world had adopted it. Smoking was something special
and today remains probably the most popular addiction in the
world. The values of smoking are several: 1) absorption of the
drug is immediaste and effects are felt rapidly; 2) dosage is
¥isibly controllable; one éan choose to smoke as much as one
wants, and for the mild drugs, such as tobacco and today’s
collegiate marihuana, the effects are not long enduring. Con-
trast that to the invisible contents of a pill, which once in-
gested, cannot be retrieved and whose effects may be felt for
many hours.

Smoking hss ancther strong sbttraction--oral gratificetion.
Por anyone who has smoked tobacco, 1t is easy to transfer the
smoklng hablt to marihuasna. The substitution of marihuana fTor
tobaceo s not only easy, but there are stpong reasons for
doing this, so the students say. In the last decade, there has
been a strong campaign to educaste the public to the dangers of
cigarette smoking. Students know it ils lisiked to cancer and
they know 1t is an addlctive drug. The students have grown up
emidst public health warnings announcing that danger. Educators
have believed they have responded. Students can respond to

warnings about specific drugs 1if they belleve these to be
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gselentifically sound, Yet if there is a culture of =moking
around them, inecluding their own early experience with parents
who smoke, and the sgatisgfaetlons To be derived from oral grati-
fication, then a sgtrong set of forces contributing to the’desire
to smoke are expected. Presto, tobacco is eliminated because it
is unsafe, and a new drug, marihuana, believed not to be addic-
tive and not to cause cancer, is substituted. 4dd to this that
marihuana does, in fact, please many of the persons who try it,
then a compelling set of reasons for uglng this drug are present.

Another reason has to do with alcohol. Students say alcohol
has three disadvantages: 1its effects are long lasting, it is
expensive, and it produces a hangover. Marihuana, they say, is
quicker acting, even at ellielt prices costs less to produce
equivalent effects, and best of all, produces no hangover.

So, loocking at thesge different points of view, marihusna
seems to be gulte appealing to the students on university cam-

puses for a varlety of reasons.

Learning the technlique: The novice does not ordinarily
get high the first time he smokes marihuans and several attempts
are usually necessary to induce this state. One explanstion of
this may be that the drug is not smoked properly, that iz, in a
way that insures sufficlent dosage to produce real symptoms of
intoxlcation. It csnnot be smoked like Tobacco If one is to get
high: you have to draw in a lot of air and get it down in your

system and then keep it there as long as you can. Without the
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uge of some such technigue, the drug will produce no effects.

If nothing happens the user does not develop a conception
of this drug as an object used for pleasure and use usually will
not continue. Learning the proper way to smoke the drug may
occur through direct teaching. Bubl wmany new users are ashamed
to admit ignorance and, pretending to know already, mnust learn
through the more indirect means of observation and imitation.
Only when learning the prober smoking technigue can the drug
become meaningful to the individual using it.

Even after he learns the proper smoking technique, the
new user may not get high. Belng high consists of two elementss
the presence of symptoms caused by marihuana use, and the recog-
nition of these symptoms as connected to the use of the drug.36
It is not enough, that is, that the effects be present; alone,
they do not auteomatlically provide the experience of being high.
The user must be able to polnt them out to himself and consclously
cennect them with having smoked marihuans. Without this recog-
nition the individval might consider that the drug had no effect
on him. These people may think that the whole thing is an
illusion and that the user is decelving himself into bellieving
sonething is happening when, in fact, nothing is. These people
do not econtinue using marihuvens, feeling that it does nothing

for them.

Typleally, however, the novice hasg falth that the drug

35Solomons The Marihuana Papers, Pe. 71.

361114,
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aetually will produce some new expérience and he eontinues to
experiment with it until it does. His fallure to get high often
worries him and he is likely to asgk more experienced users about
the drug. In such conversations he is made aware of speecific
details of his experlience which he may not have noticed’or may
have noticed but failed to identlify as symptoms of being high,S?
With ineressing experience the user develops a greater
appreclation of the drug®s effects; he continues to learn to
get high. He examines suceeeding experiences closely, looking
for new effects, making sure the old ones are still there.
Users, as they gain experience, and a sef of categories
from which te differentiate the drug®s different effects become
connoisseurs. Like experts in fine wines, they can specify
where a particular plant was grown and what time of the year it
was harvested. Although it 1s usually not possible to know
whether these are correct, it is true that they distinguish
between batches of marihuana, not only according to strength, but
also with respect to the different kinds of symptoms produced.,
One more step is necessary 1f the user who has now learned
to get high is to continue use. He must learn to enjoy the

38

effects he has Just learned to experience. Marihuana~produced
sensations are not automatieally or necessarily pleasurable.
The taste for such experience is a socially acgulred one. The

user feels dizzy, thilrsty: his scalp tingles; he misjudges tinme

371p14.,
381 b4,
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and disbtances, Are these things pleasurable? He isn®t sure.
If he is to continue use, he must decide that they are. Other-
wise, getting high will be an unpleasant experience he would
rather avoid.

In addition, the novice®s naive interpretation of what is
happening to him may further confuse and frighten him, particue
larly 1f he decides that he is going insane. Given these
typieslly frightening unpleasant flrst experiences, the beginner
wlll not continue using marihuana unless he learns to redefine
the sensations as pleasurable. This redefinition occurs in
interaction with more experienced users who teach the novice to
find pleasure in these experiences. Then, what was once fright-
ening and dlstasteful becomes plessant, desired, and sought

after,39
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Marihuane Use and Soelal Control

Learning te enjoy marihuana 1s a necessary but not a
sufficlent condition for a person to develop a stable pattern
of drug use. He still has to contend with the powerful forces
of social control that make the act seem inadvisable, inexpedient,
immoral, or all of these.

When deviant behavior occurs in a society one factor
influencing its coming into being is a breakdown in social con=
trols which have previously maintained the valued form of be-
havior. The term social deviation is given to ®any failure to
conform to the customary norms of the soc:'Lety.,”b/0 Deviation
may be imdividuzal, in that a person deviates from the normal
behavior of his group; or it may be group deviaticn, in which
the entire group deviates from social norms, so that the indi-
vidual is a conforming member of a deviant group or'subeultureegi

These two types seem to merge as the individusl deviant
tends to seek out other indlividuals thus forming a greup. This
1s the predominant type of deviation in which merihuana users
are classified,

A number of potent foreces have influenced and controlled
the use of merihuana in our country. First, the act is illegal
and punishable by severe penalties. Its illegality makes access

to the drug difficult. Actusal use can be dangerous, Tor arrest

Lo
Paul B. Horton and Chester L. Hunt, Soclology, 2nd ed.,
(New York: HMeGraw-Hill Book Company, 1968), p. L35,

*lrpia., p. 152.
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and imprisonment are always possibie conseqguences. In addition,
if a user®s family, friends, or employer discover that he uses
marihuans they may punlish him withk various kinds of informal
but highly effective sanction, such as ostracism or withdrawal
of affection. PFinally, a set of traditional views has grown
up defining merihusna use as a violation of morals, an act
leading to loss of self-centrol, and eventual slavery to the
drug. Such views are effective forces preventing marihuvana use.
Although the user does not know what specifically to
expect in the way of punishments, the outlines are clear: he
fears repudiation by people whose respect and acceptance he
requires both practically and emotionally. He expects that
his relationship with nonusers will be disturbed and disrupted
if they should find out. In this way he limits and controls
his behavior. This kind of control breaks down when the user
finds out through experience that these nonusers need never

find out,
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Legislation

"Warihuans abuse is literally firgt and foremost a legal
problem. However you may choose to describe it==as a socio=
loglcal, as a psychological, or as a human problem--the fact
remains that our society has decided to subject marihuana to
controls through the use of eriminal sanctions.“42

The Marihuana Tax Act of 1937 is a system of registration,
oceupational tax, transfer tax, and traansfer farms.43 The
regulations relate to the ®importation, manufacture, production
compounding, sale, dealing in, dispensing, prescribing, adminis-
tering, and giving sway of marilﬂuema."‘L"LP The law is designed to
permit marihuvana to be produced and used for industrial, sci-
entific, and medieal purposes only. In determining which persons
may become registered, and thereby sell or agqulre marihuana,
the regulatory scheme requires as a condition precedent that the
applicant be qualified to engage in the asetivity asccording to
the applicable S8tate provisicns.@5

The basic features of federal controel are to make marihuansa

deallngs visgible to public gerubiny, and to render difficult

the acquisition of marihuana for nonmedieal and noncommercial

ggﬁengld B¢ Miller, "Leglislative and Judieial Trends in
Marihuans Conbrols,® Paper Presented at the Illinois State Medlcal
Soclety Natlonal Symposlum on Psychedelic Druges and Marihuama,
(Chicago, 1968), p. 1.

43I’bida, Po 5.
L

ks

Solomon, The Marihuana Papers, p. 482.

Miller, "Trends in Marihuesns Controis.," p. 5.
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purposes. The Marihuana Tax Aet regulres all persons with
legitimate need to handle marihuans to register and pay an

cecupational tax, requlres that all marihuana transactions be

recorded on officlal fofﬁsg@ro? »d for that purpose, makes
transfers to a registered person subject to a tax of one dellar
an ounce, and makes transfers to an unreglistered person subjeet
to & prohibitive tax of one hundred dollars an ounce.

The controls over marihuana under the federal and state
laws are dissimilar. Under the federal law marihuvana is not
considered a narcotic drug. On the other hand, many states
have covered marihuana by including it within the definition of
"narcotic drug® since adoption of the Uniform Narcotic Drug
Aet in 1932. Marihuana is equated in many state laws with the
narcotic drugs because the abuse characteristics of the two
types of drugs, the methods of illicit traffiecking, and the
types of traffickers have a greatv deal in commone@7

Persons violating federal law with respect to possession
of marihusna are subjeect to pensltles of from two to ten years
imprisonment for the first offense, five to twenty years for
the second, and ten to forty years for additional offenses.
Suspension of sentence, probatlon, and parole are allowed only
Tor the first offense.

Many stete laws provide for comparsble penalties. With

respect to s=le, penaltles are even more severe. Penalties for

46

Council on Mental Heslth, "Dependence on Cannabls,® p. 111.

Q?Ibide
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the first offense for possession and sale vary from two to
twenty years and fines up to $20,000.00. Second offenses
carry penalties up to thirty years. In some states sentences
are mandatory and probgtion and parole are denied. 1In several
states the penalty for ¥sale® to a minor is death.48

Goddard, in commenting aboubt marihvana legislation has
sald, ®our laws governing marihuana are a mixture of bad sci-
ence and poor understanding of the role of law as a debterrent
force. They are unenforceable, excessively severe, scientifi-
cally incorrect, and revealing of our ignorance of human
behaviorg“"f‘}‘#’9

Mr. Joseph Oteri, Attorney, has quoted a famous Dutch
philosopher, Benedict 8pinoza, who wrote the following state-=
ments during the time when the founders of this nation were
enacting a system of law which was designed to regulate moral
conduct, both private and public, through the courts and pri-
sons. Benedict Spinoza wrote:50

All laws which can be violated without doing

anvone any injury are laughed at. Nay, so far are they

from doing anything to control the desires and passions

of man that, on the esontrary, they direet and inelite

men®s thoughts toward those very objects; for we strive

toward what is forbidden and desire the things we are
not allowed to have. And men of leisure are never

gaﬁ, P. Hosenthal, "Proposals for Dangerous Drug Leglsla-

tion," in Task PForce Reports Narcotics and Drug Abuse, as
guoted by Helen H. Nowlls, Drugs on the College Campus, p. 33.

49James L. Goddaerd, "Should it be Legalized? ‘'Soon We
Will Enow,*® Life, (October 31, 1969), p. 34.

50

Oteri, "Marihusna, Moralilty, snd the Law," p. L.
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deficlient in the ingenulty needed to enable them
to outwlt laws framed to regulate things whiech o
cannot be entirely forbidden. He who triess to
determine everything by law will foment crinme
rather than lessen 1t.
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Researech on Collepe Campuses

Numercus studies have been done on college campuses all
over the country and conclusions have been drawn regarding the
students® use of marihuana. Goldstein (1966) observed drug
use on fifty campuses from the vantage point of a journalism
graduate student. His casual interviews with students, police,
and administrators led him to conclude that marihuana was used
by one out of seven students, but that use of illicit or exotic
drugs wWas rare. He considers most students simply to be
occasional smokers, while only a few are "potheads,' this mean-
ing a hesavy marihuana user.51

He wiews the latter to be psychologically disturbed ind-
ividuals who are ®ethnocentric, anti-authority, wvulnerable to
progression to more dangerous drugs, and preoccupied with being
'c00l,® that is, with not belng involwved or emotional.“52 The
most frequent goal for taklng marihuans was pleasure seeklng.
Taking it out of curiosity to achieve status or prestige in a
social group, to relieve boredom, to express rebellion, and to
have intense personal experiences were also common.

The incldence of drug use varied greatly by campus and
Goldzstein attributed this to the location and orientation of the
university or college and the eomposition of its student body.
He noted that sophlisticated urbsn schools initially had the

highest student use of marihuana, but that there is now a spread

5lBlum, Students and Drugs, p. 373

521p14.
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to rural and less elite institutions.

The emphaslis was on smoklng as a social experience=-one
learned from others, done with others, and meaningful because
it is a shared walue and experience. Because it is a group
activity and one which binds students together in expreésing
a style of living, any student group could use it. Smoking
pot was not the prerogative of hipplies on campus; instead, any
strong in-group, whether an Ivy League residence house, 2 mid-
western fraternity, or a Californla cooperative could take up
smoking. Thus, he concluded, outward signs, beards or beads,
were not enough to sighal who may or may not use marihuana.53

Another sampling taken at the University of Michigan in
Ann Arbor of 1000 of the university®s 30,000 students concluded
thet B4% of the students have used marihuana, but relatively
few have tried sbtronger drugs or narcotics. Of these 7.3% used
marihuana only once; 21.4% used it seldom; and 15.3% used it
often or frequently. Well under 1% of the sample professed to
be regular users of nercotlics, amphetamines, or hallucinogens.
Also of interest was that 43% never used tobacco, while only
10.1% never used alcohe1.5@

Stanley F. Yolles, Director of the Natlonal Institute of
Mental Health has reported on surveys of marlhuans use in high

gchools and colleges. These gtudies indicate that approxinmately

20% of the college students questioned reported some experience

531p14.
<l

Newspaper clipping, unidentified,
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with marihuasna. It is estimated that about 2,000,000 high
school and college students have had some experience with

55

marihuans.

Generally, more men students reported involvemente‘ of
those who reported having ever used marihuana, 65% had used it
less than ten times with "once or twice" the commonest response.

One statement of particular interest in this study was
that ®fully 50% of those who have tried marihuana experienced
no effects.“56 This finding was considered a result of four
factors:

1) the agent may not have been potent.
2) frequently, effects are seen only after repeated use.

3) the expectation of the user had a significant effect
on what he experienced.

4} the social setting in which use took place had an
effect on the response.

Tt seems that the majority of resezrch projects have besen

yielding the same or similar results.

Sgstaﬁley F. Yolles, Recent Hesearch on LSD, Marihuana and
Other Dangerous Drugs, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Publiec Health Services.

560114,
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Overview for Administrators

Dr. Helen HNowlis in her bhook, Drugs on the College Campus,

and in & section of Blum's Students and Drugs has commenbed on

the response of the educational institution and its administra-
tors in dealing with their situdents and the students?® uée of
drugs. She has said that, "the use of drugs by students and
socilety’s response to this use confront the college administrator
and the educational institution which he represents with & mul-
titude of problems--educational, ethical, legal, and professional.
His dikemma highlights the difficult conflicts of values inherent

uwd?

in the problems. The entire following section represents
Dr. Helen H. Nowlis® wiew on the stand that she feels will be
most useful and beneficial in dealing with situations involving

drug use on the college camyus.58’59

The thoughtful administrator recognizes that the institu-
tionts response to the use of drugs by students has serious
implications for every aspect of that institution®s relaztionship
to society and to the student. It would be most convenient if
the problem were simple and declsions about 1t could be made in
a gacuum. To mest adults, the answer to the problem seems to
be as simple as stating that it will not toleraste the breaking

of the law by menmbers of its community. Implieit in this

5?Blum9 Students and bPrugs, p. 351.

SSHowlisg Drugs on the Collegze Campus, pPh. 53=76.

59Bluzzzg Students and Drugs, pp. 351-358.
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pogition are the assumptions that this epproach will eliminate
the use of drugs and that existing law-enforcement methods are
the most effective way to accomplish this end.

Belng feced with crisis and dilemma is nothing new(for
institutions of higher education. However, certain zspeets of
this particular crisis are unique: society®s response to %%
is excesglve and sgimplistic; the nature of the drug behavior
labeled criminal is so private that detection of it reguires
informers, undercover agents, and the invasion of privacy; and
such methods drive the whole problem underground, so that those
students who do or may get inbto difficulty as a result of their
drug use cannot be reached and helped until they are really in
desperate trouble--or in jail.

The administrator must constantly be aware of the total
climate of the ecampus as it affects a2ll aspects of the student®s
growth and development. He, perhaps more than any other person,
is continually impressed with the fact that there 1ls no typical
student, that eaech student is en individual with talents, abll-
itles, experience, and ways of 1life which are unicue. He knows
that students bring with them a great diversity of attitudes,
values, and goals. He knows that all students who show o glven
type of behavior cannot be trested in the same way, thet failure,
rebellion, depregsion, exploring the self, relieving boredom,
facilitating social intersction, preparing for stress, and
shutting out the world sre not the sanme for evervone, and that

uniform treatment of o specific type of behavior such as drug use
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hes 1ittle or no meaning. His only hove of helping students
depends on searching out the reasons, the basic causes of the
presenting behavior for each individual. If the student ecannot
seek counsel, either from a professional or from a faculty
member, without threat of serious reprisals for both student
and adviser, education in its broadest sense cannot occur.

It is elear that drug use may attract some who are troubled
and emotionally unstable. These of all drug users need help
with their basic problems, not punishment of its symptoms. Laws
which label such symptoms criminal effectively shut these indi-
viduals off from professional help and leave them to the mini-
strations of those of their peers who fortunately care. The
manifestations of these problems may happen to fall within be=
haviors which society, though not approving, does not consider
criminal. Socome of these gtudents fa2il through no laek of
abllity, some sleep as much ag elgzhteen hours a day, some drop
out either literally or flguratively, and some resort to excessive
eating or drinking. ©Some do what their elders do, and seek a
chemiecal solution to their unhappiness and misery through legal
chenleals, not the least of which is alcohol.

Most drug users and experimenters are not emotionally
ungtable or psychologically sick. WMany of them are simply
bored, unehsllenged, digillusioned, and have a feeling of hope-
lessness as they see goeclety failing teo deal with urgent problems
arising from mans inhumanity to man., Some of them are bright

enough and well enough organized and disciplined to combline a
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high level of responsibility and achievement in their academic
work with occasionzl to fairly regulsr drug use. No marked
dichotomy exists between those who use drugs and those who do
not, between those who experiment and those who use drugs with
some degree of regularity.

It is becoming increasingly evident that drug use does
not cause but, rather, is caused by much of the behavior
attributed to it and that drug use 1s only one manifestation of
some falrly pervasive and baslc problems which merit the attention
of higher education.

Efforts at education@n drugs and drug use are seriously
hampered by current societal demands and by some institutional
policies. Educators are in the uncomfortable position of knowing
thet most prevalent methods of drug education are ineffective
and in many caeses conbtribute to the very problem they seek to
control. HMost sbtudents simply will not accept as facts statements
which are selected or reinterpreted to support a particular
position. They reject moralizing discussion. Neither preaching
nor scare technigues work. Students do not accept the proposition
that the effects of prolonged use or excessive amounts of a
drug are "the effects® that will be experienced by them. They
know that millions of people use alcohol and that only a rela-
tively small per cent become aleoholic. The use of merihuana
hag spread to the extent that they know of hundreds of people
who use 1t with pleasure, with only a very small per cent showing

eny signs of the blzarre and horrible fate that 1s held before
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then. To follow this kind of educational approach leads only
to being labeled as stupid or hypocritical. Neither label
helps in efforts to deal with other less controversial problems.

An important part of any drug-education program must be
accurate descriptions of the legal risks involved in drug use
and of the legal penalties attached to violation of drug laws.
The laws that are in present effect today are almost impossible
to enforce, and are an ideal target of relbellion.

Even the better methods of drug education are often mis-
directed to the symptom rather than the cause. If a student
really w=nts to get high there are more things with which he
can accomplish this than we can possibly legislate against,
even after we have identified them. Alcohol is still the major
vehicle.

College students have hostile and bitter responses and
attitudes toward ®education.” They want fzectual information
minueg moralizing and an honest discussion of pros and cons.
They want to communicate, not only about drug use but about
thelr thoughts, feelings, dlsappointments, hopes and dreams,
and doubts as well as thelr Jjovs and small vietories, and indeed,
about thelr inabllity to communlcate with parents and teachers.

The administrator, as the representative of an institution,
by the kind of response he makes to the problems surrounding
drug use--the policles, both written and unwritten, and the
eduestional programs, both supported and unsupported-=has an

important lmpact on the institution®s relationship both with
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its students and its community.
Society seems to be asking that the administrator become
an extension of e¢ivll authority; if he does, he loses his
effectiveness as a counselor on serious inbtellecbusl and per-
sonal issues. ©Society asks that he, at the very least, force
any drug user into ceompulsory therapy, even though he and his
psychiatric colleagues have long since agreed that therapy
should never be used as a disciplinary too, primarily because
no real therapy is possible under edict. Society demands that
he support the party line on drugs and drug effects; if he does,
his students will consider him either ignorant or hypocritical
and nelther label will increase his effectiveness as a teacher
and a counselor. ©Society demands that he establish policles
conslistent with public policles; 1f he does he drives users
underground and loses all opportunity to educate, to counsel,
t0o help, and to reduce risks for those who cannot be dissuaded,
Society asgks that he set up a sgystem of debecting drug use;
to use any of the means open to him or to introduce new agents
would iummediately dry up those channels through which he becomes
aware of individual problems early enough to intervene. Wore
than one tragedy has been averted becausge concerned individuals
felt free to come to him in trust, confident that he, too,
would be concerned and would see that appropriate help was found.
Perhaps the most worrisome sspect of the whole problem of
student drug use lg the inereasing popularity which has developed

in response to lt. If one gquestions the appropriateness of
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accepted methods of dealing with a problem, he is auvtomatically
and falsely charged with condoning the behavior involved. What
the educational ingtitutlon asks is that it be allowed to deal
with student drug use as it dezls with any other problem and

with methods that do not violate its very existence and do not

prevent 1t from serving its maln function.
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

An incresgingly greater number of college students are
using and experimenting with drugs, especlally marihuana; in
our society today. I have undertaken the task to find out what
the Illinois Wesleyan Unlversity students know,:think, and might

do about the problem and use of marihuana.

Assumptions

1) A complex set of factors within the student, his
family, his peer group, his university, and society all have
contributed to the student?!s present drug-using situation.

2) Just as students differ, students who use drugs differ.
Their reasons for using drugs are varied and individualized.
They cannot be classified into a single, unconventional, re-
bellious, or %giek"™ groups,

3) The usage of drugs is sccounbtable on all college and
university campuses whether large or small, oprivately or
publiely supported.

L) There is sn accountable number of Illinois Wesleyan
Univergity students who have experimented with marihuana.

Limitations

1) The general reaschtions of any group of students is
often somewhat non-=responsive toward participation in any
research study for whatever purpose,

2) The topie of this particular research project auto-
matlieally lnveolves some hesitency btoward complying when there
is & risk or fear of being identified with en iltlegal acbion.

3) Although a 25% sample was chosen to participate, a

greater percentage would have subseguently involved a2 larger
and more accuralte reburn of the questionnalres.

b1
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Hypotheses

1) That there is a "problem” of marihuana usage on the
Illinois Wesleyan University campus.

2) That approximately 25% of the students have had the
occasion to try marihuana, but the total number of these
students have not taken advantage of this opportunity.

3) That relatively few students have had experience with
gstronger drugs and narcotics.

L) That a greater proportion of students have not tried
marihuvana, but they know sources from whom they could obtain
information or the drug itself, if they so desirsd.

5) That a majority of students would favor legalization
of marihuvana if, after more thorough research, the drug was
proven to be safe.
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THE RESEARCH PROJECT

Method of Hegearech

It hag been gald that the safest inferences about popu=
lations are made from samples that are representative of those

populationsaéo

To achieve this goal of zecuralte representation,
the random sample selection method of sampling was utilized. In
the random sample every individual of the population has an
equal chance of being selected.

A 25% sample was taken from the total student population
of a private, mid-western university. The sample was drawn
from the lists of registered students available in the Dean of
Students O0ffice. Included in the total population are full-
and part-time students, graduate- and undergraduabe students,
and those living on- and off-campus.

The random sample included 50.5% men and 49.5% women.,

The number of off-campus students totaled 17.6% and of these
30.7% were women, while 69.3% were men.

The introductory explanation to the questionnaire assured

the participating student of complete anonymity. As was stated,

the purpose of the resgearch study was not to uncover the

identity(ies) of any person(s) using or experimenting with

6030bert K. Young and Donald J. Veldman, Introduetory

Statistics for the Behavioral Selences, (New York: Holt, Rine-
hart, and Winston, 1965), p. 168.
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marihuana, but for the purpose of discovering the general
attitudes of the university students toward the use of this
drug.

Accuracy of the data obtained depended on the willingness
of the students to report to the researcher--and to report
agcurately and truthfully.

A 29.5% return of the sample was received from the stu=-
dents. In raw numbers this accounts for 125 students of the
426 receiving questionnaires. This return is also approximately
7.4% of the total student population at this university.

On the basis of this information, statistical analysis
cannot be an entirely accurate representation of the total
population of students. However, an attempt will be made to
give a generalized overview of opinions that this minority eof

students hold at this university.

The guestionnalire, a copy of which is found in the appendiz,
sent to the sample of studenits consisted of twenty questlions
organized according to what the students know, think, and might
do about the merihuana issue that i1s present in our soecliety

today.
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Anslysis of Data

The first two questions asked were concerned with know-
ledge of other university students using marihuane. From the
sample, 57.6% of the students admitted knowledge of others
using marihuana, while 42.4% did not,

Concerning the number of persons they knew, answers varied
from 1 tec 100 persons. Of the 57.6% answering, 3/4 of them
knew from 1 to 10 persons, while the remaining 1/4 knew over
10 persons from this university who were using marihuana.

Answers varied greatly to the next two questions which
allowed unstructured answers. Students were asked their estimate
of the number of persons on campus Who have tried marihuana at

least once. To this they responded:

Estimgzzgeizzber of Per Cent
0 - 85 2h.3 %

86 - 254 30.8 %

255 - b2k 29.9 %

Lzg - 848 9.3 %

849 4 5.6 %

Hegponding to the guestion regarding thelr estimate of
the number of freguent users of marihusna, the results were
broken down into eight divisions with thelr corresponding

percentages,



b6

Estimated Number OF
Freguent Users

Per Cent

18 -~ 34
‘35 - 68
69 - 102
103 - 170
171 - 254
255 = 42b
h2s5 - 509

=W
DN W oN N E W
BA DA A B Y N W N

Question #5 c&ﬁéidereé possible reasons for drug use. This

was & questlon with gtructured answers based on the past research

giving the following clessifieations as the major reasons for

drug use. Additionsl space was glven the participant if his

reasons were other than those given.

Curioslty ¢ « o o o ¢ o o s o o
Boredom s ¢ o o o o s o o o o o
To go along with the group . .
To get out of the ¥rat race® .
To reduce anxlelty ¢« ¢« o o o o o
To change mood o « ¢ s o » o =

&

e

L]

<

31.2 %
6.4 %
15.2 %
10.4 %
7.2 %
18.4 %

Among the other answers glven by the remalning 11.2% of the

students were: to expand reality, to feel high and good, to

show off, to bring up theilr socelal status, to have peace of mind

for awhile, to be eocol, teo forget, and to see new perspectives.

EKnowledge of the penalties ilmposed upon the person possessging
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marihuans in the State of Illinois yielded 45.6% affirmative
answers and 54.4% negative ones.

Legalization was the subject of one guestion to which
37.6% of the participants responded positively, 50.4% negatively,
and 12.0% declined an answer, All participants were asked to
comment on why they gave a particular response. The following
are various comments given to the researcher from these in
favor of legalization of marihuanas

"T,ess harmful than alcohol or cigarettes.®

"No more dangerous than alcohol or cigarettes.
But some restrictions are necessary.®

#“Tt®s not espeeially harmful and opens a new realm
of experience,¥

®It?s not habit=forming."

“For adults its use should be legalized through
authorized sales agents to prevent rackets. /This
would/ insure absence of dangerous drugs added to pot,
and Teduce socletal hypocrisy.”

YAny law which tries to regulate an individual®s
personal hablits or way of 1life is an unjust law and a
fascigtic one.®

", . . it ig a law based on ignorsnce and
irrationality. I know of no reason why it should be
illegal.®

¥1t hasn't done any good being illegal; I don't
think it would hurt if it were legalized. It just
shouldn®t be openly advertised.”

®*Marihuans laws should be simlilar toe alcohol laws.®

®1t is probaebly less harmful then many legal things
and can't be stopped anyway, so legalizatlion would allow
guality control and not force marihuans to be assccliated
with other drugs. . . . I have done considerable reading
on the subjeet (both medical and legal) and strongly
fevor leglslation.®
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"Why shouldn'®t it be-~there®s nothing wrong with
ite 6

"Tt's been proven in studies time after time that
marihuana ls not e narcotic and is less dangerous than
either alecohol or tobaceo. If marihuana is illegal,
then so should alcohol and tobacco.”

®Fngland has legelized it and it has stopped all
the underworld organizations. It also cuts down on the
number of users, since anyone can get it and there is
no more mystery or coolness about using it."

", . o legalization would eliminate the ?pusher?®
who makes dirty money and promotes graduation to hard
drugsg.?

W, « o everyone should be free to make his own
choice.®

YAt this point, we are in the same situation as
alcohol and the 1930°s=<=Prohibition. By concentreting
on why people use it instead of stopping them from
using it, more benefits are possible.”

Some of the persons opposed to legalization of marihuana
comments supporting their views:

¥Not until further studies are made,.®

#If it is ever proven it has no permanent effect
on the body, then it should be legalized,.®

iJust like driving after drinking--it's too
dangerous for other *innoecent? citizens.®

"Soclety has enough difficulty dealing with one
intoxicant.®

"WMarihuana, ltself, may not be so dangerous but
it is falrly widely agreed that it does lead to use of
stronger and more harmful drugs.?

"o, but penalties are too stiff; more research
is needed first.®

"Marihuans has no proven effects which do an
individual some good, but there are many harmful aspects
of marihuana.¥
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¥Tf one wante to be ecreative, he must express
himself within the structure of his soeisl milieu in

order to be effective. If one wants To express a

thought, feeling, etc., he 1s restrieted to space, time,

cauge=-=by means of these three, he ean relate to

others as well asg himself.?

"Legalizing it would imply that it was approved
of by society in general and I don®t think this
would ever be the case.

#It is a soecially harmful drug.®

®"Because it contributes nothing to the personality
of the user or to the bebtterment of society in which

it is used.®

#Tt’s a crutch and instead of taking people out

of themselves, it makes them much more self-centered."”

Buestions numbered 8 to 18 were those regarding the personal
experiences of the partlieipants. The first of these questions
asked if he or she had ever been approached by anyone to try
marihuana, Answering Yyes" were 44 students or 35.2%; 81 stu-
dents or 64,8% had never been approached,

For those answering in the affirmative to the previous
guestion, two guestions were desinged to identify the reason
for accepbting or rejeetlng experimentation with the drug.
Students deciding té try marihuana numbered 17 or 37.8%, while
27 or 62.2% A4id not.

The 37.8% gave their major reasons for doing so as
curiosgity, to go along with the group, to change mood, or to
reduce anxiety. O0Of those declining the opportunity to use the
drug, over half kad no desire, while the remalnder were afraid

of getting caught, or were morally against it.

The participants were asked if they knew contacts within
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the university from whomn they could obtain the drug or further
information leading to acquisition of it. While 56 persons
responded "yes® and 49 responded "no%, 20 deeclined an answer.
Percentages for these numbers were 44.8%, 39.2% and 16.0%
respectively.

A guestion was aiked regarding the number of times the
particlipent had used marihuana. The answers were as followss

108 persons had never tried marihuans - 86.4%
5 persons had tried it once - 4.0%
7 persons used the drug seldom - 5.6%
5 persons used marihuena frequently - 4.0%

Of the 13.6% who had used the drug at some time, 10 students
or 58.8% sald that they will continue to use marihuana, while
6 students, 35.2% will not; one person, 6.0% did not comment.

Of those who will continue to use marihusans, 80% &f them
will use it occasionally and 20% will use it frequently.

Those deciding not to continue any use of marihuana wWere
asked to comment on what influenced their decision. The following
answers were givens

¥“The effect is much like aleohol, but without
the pleasure of alecohol consumption.®

#1t just never did anything for me and I don't
need it to get high with because if I want to get
high I would rather do it with alcohol.®

¥ received no kiek from it and nothing vnusual
heppened. Also, the risk of legal action is too great.®

“With more liberal leaws people who are using it
and want to stop or recelve some help will be more free
to do so without the threat of severe punishment,®
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"Because #L, 1t's illegal; #2, possible harm to
my health; and #3, I wasn't exsctly impressed the one
time I d4id try it.®
¥T felt no effect. Penalties for being caught,
Cost. I know what it is to be drunk, but am somewhat
afraid of my actions if high,"
"The reality of life is exciting enough for me
that I don®t neéd further stimulants. The enjoyment
I recelve from living is more than I received from the
experience,®
Questions numbered 16 and 17 were designed to find out the
types of experiences or feelings that the person had while under
the influence of marihuana. They were separated and grouped
according to previous descriptions of "pleasurable® experiences
and "bad" experiences, these being defined in other research
projeets. Responses to the so-called pleasurable experiences

were as fellows:

) Distortion of time, space, and distance « o « « o« 25.6 %
Illusions (& fantasy type of thinking) . « « « o 7.0 %
Loosening of emotional and social restrainbs ., . 20.9 %
Feeling of excltement and euphoria o ¢ o« o o o o 11.6 %
ObNET ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o s o s o o s o o o o o 34,9 %

The %"otherY answers glven were:
YAn awakening to nature, life, and musiec.®

¥4 very subtle, drunken feeling--almost impossible
to detect.®

"Uncontrollable laughter; floatling feeling; experie
enced unrelated thoughts about meny unrelated things.®

"Hunger, all over peace, hetter hearing, happiness.®

“Got 'buzzed,' light, and loosed™
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"Words come back slower.®
“prtistie involvement with world, people, and
person. ¥
Responses to the question about bad experiences associated
with the use of marihuana were:

Depression « « o o o o o o s o o o o o o s o o o 10 %
Mental confusion ¢ « o o « o o o o o s o o o o o 20 %
Terrifying, parancld thoughts .« « ¢ « ¢ o o « « 30 %
AngietY o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o 6 o s o o s o 0%
Feeling like you're golng to 'blow your mind® . 0 %
OtheT & o o o o o o o o o o o« o s o o o o o o o 4O &

The additional answers given for this question weres
"Fear--0f getting caught.®

"Sometimes I fall asleep, but that really isn't
always a bad experience.”

UGot sick once when I was drinking, tooc.”
"Onece I was alcone, afraid, and paranocid--gso I

threw up.?

The research questionnaire revealed that only 5.6% of the
gtudents had used stronger drugs or narcoblics. Among the drugs
used were LSD, heroin, oplum, "hash," codelne, barblturates,
amphetamines, lighter fluld, glue, Morning Glory seeds, and
opiated marihuana,

The last two quesgtlons of the guestionnslre were asgked to
determine any relationship or connection between marihuans use,
clgarebte use, and aleohol consuvmption. Those persons having
smoked clgarettes at any time numbered 52.0%, while 48.0% had

never sumocked before. These perecentages, however, lneclude both
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persons who have used marihuana and those who have not,

As was previously mentioned, in order for the person to
experlence some of the effects of marihuana, he must smoke the
cigarette properly. Perhaps, then a determining factor’in having
a successful experlence with this drug would be having had pre-
vious gklll in the smoking of a regular cigarette. The statlistics
of thls study revealed that of those persons who have tried
marihuana, 64.7% have smoked regular cigarettes before and 35.3%
have used marihuans without previous skill in the handling of
a cigarette.

Of those who have not used tobacco in cigarette form, 50%
stated that they did receive effects from smoking marihuana and
will continue to use the drug, and 50% experienced no effects
and will not continue to use marihuana,

Of those who smoked cigarettes before, 63.6% of them will
continue use of marihuana because they enjoy the effects they
experienced, while 36.4% will not continue use, but for reasons
other than not having had any of the effects,

The percentage relatlonship was much different regarding
alcohol consumption; 82.4% of the participents in this study had
consumed alecohol beverages at some time while only 17.6% had not.

Also, separating out the number of students who have used
marihuana, 94.1% of them have consumed aleohol at some time,

while only 5.9% claim never to have done so.
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Summary and Conclusglons

The use of marihuena among the college students in our
goclety today has evolved from & multitude of factors. The
various Influences that have played a role in the development
of this phenomenon are the student’s growth process and the
trangition from child to adult, the drug-oriented culture in
which the student lives, the envirommental attlitudes toward
risk and aschievement, and the presgsures of lnecreasing knowledge
and speeclalization.

Marihuana, the drug most popular among the college popu-
lation, has gained in popularity from its so-galled pleasant
effects, its lack of physiologic danger, and its laeck of pro-
dueing a hangover.

It is fairly well understood that the person must learn
the technigque of smoking the marihuans clgarette as well as
learn to perceive and ldentify the effects as something he
likes and wants to experience before use will continue.

The student who uses marihuana will 21lsc have to risk the
punishment from his illegal aetion and also that from his family
and soclal acgualnbtances.

The results obtained from the study of a private, mide-
western university indicate the presence of drug use on that
campus. HReturns indicated that one out of every seven-and-a-
half students have tried marihuvans at least once with only one
out of every ten-and-s-half gtudents using the drug nmore than

once., Only a very small percenbage have tried stronger drugs
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or narcotics. This was sglightly under the estimstes of the
participants who thought that one out of every four to seven
students had tried marihuana at least once, with only two per
cent of the population being freguent users.

The study has indicated a greater proportion of students
having had the opportunlty to experiment with marihuana than
was hypothesized, but concurs with the hypothesis that relatively
few students have had experiences with stronger drugs.

The study has also shown that a larger number of the stu-
dent body have not tried marihuana, as was predicted, but they
do know of sources from whom they could obtain either information
and/or the drug itself.

The hypothesis most disproven by the study was that the
majority of students would favor legalization. It seems that
they do not and gilve somewhat familiar reasons for their
opinion. Of particular interest is that less than one-half of
the students answering the gquesgstionnaire had knowledge of the
prenalties lmposed upon the person possessing marihuana in the

3bate of ITllinols.
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Recommendations

After completion of this study, I would recommend that
a similar study be repeated, this time with more accurate
representation of the total student population, this factor
hopefully giving rise to a better response to the questibnnaire.
Perhaps an alternate method, for example, casgual personsl inter-
views on eampus and during student activities would encourage
more particlpation in the study. Also ineluded in a repeat
study would be a gathering of information about the participant
in regard to age, sex, and ¢lass standing which would aid in
evaluation of the information obtained.

As a result of this study I feel there is a need for some
type of informal edveation regarding marihuana, the legalities
concerning the drug, and the state or federal penalitles inecurred
upon the person should he be identified with sale, purchase, or

use of this drug.
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WHAT THE ILLINCIS WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY STUDENTS
KNOW, THINK, AND MIGHT DO ABOUT THE PROBLEM AND USE OF MARIHUANA

s & senior in mursing, I have become interested in the
¥problen® and concern that the use of marihuana by college students
has presented in our soclety today., I have chosen to resesarch this
area and write a departmental honors paper based on this data. In
this way T will enable nmyself and any other interested persons to
become aware of the significance this matter plays oh our campus
today.

You, as a student of Illinols Wesleyan University, have been
selected to participate in this sbudy through a random sampling
selectlion of the sntire student population of IWU. The purpose of
this study is not to uncover the identity(ies) of any person(s)
using or experimenting with marihuana, but for the purpose of
discovering the general attitudes of IWU students toward the use
of this drug.

The answering of this guestionnaire ig entirely anonymous on
your part, I will have no way of knowing which questionnaire belongs
to you or any other person. No one need know of your participation
in this study unless you choose to tell them. Anyone interested
in the results of this study may feel free to contact me or to
review the Tindings in the spring when the gtudy is complete,

Please complete the followling questions accurately and truths
fully, as this will have a very signiflcant effect on the total
results of the research project., Please return the questionnaire
to your residential hall desk or to me through campus mail by
Monday, December 8, 1969, I will provide a sealed box in which you
may place 1t in your housing unit., This is an additional effort
to provide anonymity for all particlpating, so that no one may «
pick up your questionnalire and read it after you have completed it,

Thank you for your time and your cooperatien.

Linds Behrens
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6)

7)

10)

WHAT THE TLLINOIS WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY STUDENTS
KNOW, THINK, AND MIGHT DO ABCUT THE PROBLEM AND USE OF MARIHUANA

Do you know of any IWU students who have tried or are using
marihuana? Yes No

Approximately how many persons do you know of?

How many IWU students do you think have tried marihuana at 1east
once?

How many IWU students do you think are frequent users of marihuana?

What do you think is their major reason for using marihuana? (Check one)

a) Curiosity

b) Boredom L -

c) To go along with the group
d) To get out of the "rat race"
e) To reduce anxiety

f) To change mood

g) Other (specify)

Do you know what the penalties are in the State of Illinois for heing
caught with marihuana in your possession? Yes No

Do you think the use of marihuana should be legalized? Yes No

(Please comment on why for either answer if you wish)

Have you ever been approached by anyone to try marihuana?
Yes No

If you have been approached, and you tried marihuana, why did you
decide to do so? (Check one)

a) Curiosity
b) Boredom
" To go along with the group
To get out of the ¥rat race®
To reduce anxiety
To change mood
Other (specify)

Q
St

— N N

you did not try marihuvana, why didn®’t you try it? (Check one)

No desire

Afrald of getting caught
Morally against it

Other (specify)

PO TY® H RSHO

N Yy
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11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)
20)

If you have never been approached by anyone, and you decided you
wanted to experiment with marihuana, would you know who to contact
to obtain 1t? Yes No

How many times have you tried marihuana? (Check one)

a) Never

b) Once

c) Seldom

d) Frequently

If you have used marihuana, do you think you will continue using it?
Yes No

If you continue using marihuana, how often do you think you will use
it? (Check one)

a) Occasionally
b) Frequently

If you decided not to continue using marihuana, what influenced your
decision? (Please comment)

If you have used marihuana, what type of experiences did you have?
(Check any applicable)

a) Distortion of time, space, and distance
b) Illusions (a fantasy type of thinking
c) Loosening of emotional and soclal restraints
d) Feeling of excitement and euphoria

e) Other (specify)

If you have ever had any bad experiences using marihuvana, what kind
did you have? (Check any applicable)

a) Depression

b) Mental confusion

c) Terrifying, paranoid thoughts
d) Anxiety }
e) Feeling like you're going to "blow your mind®

f) Other (specify)

If you have ever tried stronger drugs or narcotics, what kind did
you try? (Please state what kind)

Have you ever smoked cigarettes at any time? Yes No

Have you ever used alcohollic beverages at any time? Yes No
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