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ABSTRACT 

This paper is an exploratory investigation dealing 
with the personality characteristics of marijuana and 
hallucinogenic drug users as opposed to non-drug users at 
Montana State University during spring quarter 1971. 

The sole method of inquiry into the personality 
characteristics was by use of the Edwards Personal Preference 
Schedule. 

A review of literature is included which covers 
relevant finding by other researchers. 

Analysis of variance and the Scheffe test were used 
to determine between which groups differences in personality 
characteristics were to be found. 

The two groups of drug users evidenced higher need 
for Antonomy and Change, and lower need for Dominance than 
the non-drug user group. But due to the relatively small 
size of the samples and the fact that the two user groups 
were not randomly selected it is not valid to infer beyond 
the sample groups. 

Recommendations for further investigation include 
outlines designed to assist in determining cause and effect 
of drug use and personality, a study with larger samples to 
permit inferences, and a measure of both high and low scores 
on personality variables rather than using a group means 
approach. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, the United States has seen a 

doubling and redoubling of the use of marijuana, as well as 

a host of Central Nervous System depressants ("downers"), 

stimulants ("speed"), hallucinogens, and certain hard 

narcotics, namely cocaine and opium. This pronounced 

increase has isolated itself most notably to college student 

populations but has been steadily diffusing to both younger 

and older segments of our population as well. 

A welter of controversy has been raised over the 

social, phsyiological, and psychological implications, 

etiology, and resolution of this complex phenomena of drug 

abuse. Unfortunately a great deal of our knolwedge in this 

area extends little further than the anecdotal lay evidence 

of some insideous hazard lurking in every cloud of marijuana 

smoke or capsule of mescaline. A sizeable amount of drug 

abuse flourishes all around us; among middle class housewives 

as well as among the drug sub-culture. But even in the older 

well established drug abuses, causes and effects are ill 

defined. 
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As with many scientific discoveries the newer hal¬ 

lucinogens have the potential to be harmful but there is 

increasing evidence that there may likewise be a great deal 

of positive potential as well. 

In this study a personality factor approach has been 

assumed in the investigation of drug use at the college 

level. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study is to determine whether 

there are any significant personality differences between 

student drug-users and non-users at Montana State University 

Two experimental groups were involved in this study, 

one was composed of hallucinogen users, the other marijuana 

users. The control group was consistent of non-users. Here 

after the hallucinogen user group will be referred to as HU, 

the marijuana user group as MU, and the control group as C. 

Need for the Study 

Any valid information which adds to our body of 

knowledge about the dynamics (social and psychological) of 

drug use is valuable. With increased knowledge, we may be 

able to predict, prevent, or cure drug abuse, as well as 
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determine possibilities for fruitful uses. The purpose of 

this study was to hopefully add another facet to our under¬ 

standing of this controversial subject. 

General Questions to be Answered 

This study was designed to determine whether drug 

users, differ to a significant degree from non-users in any 

or all of the following personality factors, as measured by 

the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. 

1. Achievement 

2. Deference 

3. Order 

4. Exhibition 

5. Autonomy 

6. Affiliation 

7. Intraception 

8. Succorance 

9. Dominance 

10. Abasement 

11. Nurturance 

12. Change 

13. Endurance 

14. Heterosexuality 

15. Aggression 
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General Procedure 

All of the subjects in this study came from the 

student body (graduates and undergraduates) of Montana State 

University during Spring quarter of 1971. 

Two experimental groups were used, one composed 

entirely of MUs, the other entirely of HUs. A control 

group was also used. 

Sampling was random with the C group by using a 

table of random numbers to select names from the Fusser’s 

Guide, a school registry. Sampling of the two experimental 

groups was not truly random due to obvious limitations 

imposed by the illegality of the drugs involved. The sam¬ 

pling of these groups of necessity followed a more clandes¬ 

tine approach. 

All three groups involved were administered the 

Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (hereafter referred to 

as EPPS) and all inferences drawn about personality were 

based on the individual results from this instrument. 

Limitations 

This study was conducted during Spring quarter, 1971, 

using the EPPS. Both the experimental and the control groups 
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came from the students of Montana State University. Due to 

time and financial considerations, none of the groups con¬ 

sisted of more than 16 students. 

An additional problem was that the users are not 

truly random samples, due to the illegality of these drugs. 

Definition of Terms 

Abasement. To feel guilty when one does something 

wrong, to accept blame when things do not go right, to feel 

that personal pain and misery suffered does more good than 

harm, to feel the need for punishment for wrong doing, to 

feel better when giving in and avoiding a fight than when 

having one*s own way, to feel the need for confession of 

errors, to feel depressed by inability to handle situations, 

to feel timid in the presence of superiors, to feel inferior 

to others in most respects. (3:11) 

Achievement. To do one's best, to be successful, to 

accomplish tasks requiring skill and effort, to be a recog¬ 

nized authority, to accomplish something of great signifi¬ 

cance, to do a difficult job well, to solve difficult 

problems and puzzels, to be able to do things better than 

others, to write a great novel or play. (3:11) 
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Affiliation, To be loyal to friends, to participate 

in friendly groups, to do things for friends, to form new 

friendships, to make as many friends as possible, to share 

things with friends, to do things with friends rather than 

alone, to form strong attachments, to write letters to 

friends. (3:11) 

Aggression, To attack contrary points of view, to 

tell others what one thinks about them, to criticize others 

publicly, to make fun of others, to tell others off when 

disagreeing with them, to get revenge for insults, to 

become angry, to blame others when things go wrong, to read 

newspaper accounts of violence. (3:11) 

Autonomy. To be able to come and go as desired, to 

say what one thinks about things, to be independent of others 

in making decisions, to feel free to do what one wants, to 

do things that are unconventional, to avoid situations where 

one is expected to conform, to do things without regard to 

what others may think, to criticize those positions of 

authority, to avoid responsibilities and obligations. (3:11) 

Change. To do new and different things, to travel 

to meet new people, to experience novelty and change in daily 

routine, to experiment and try new things, to eat in new and 

different places, to try new and different jobs, to move 
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about the country and live in different places, to partici¬ 

pate in new fads and fashion. (3:11). 

Control Group (C). One of the three sample groups 

composed entirely of non-users. 

Deference. To get suggestions from others, to find 

out what others think, to follow instructions and do what is 

expected, to praise others, to tell others that they have 

done a good job, to accept the leadership of others, to 

read about great men, to conform to custom and avoid the 

unconventional, to let others make decisions. (3:11) 

Dominance. To argue for one’s point of view. To be 

a leader in groups to which one belongs,, to be regarded by 

others as a leader, to be elected or appointed chairman of 

committees, to make group decisions, to settle arguments 

and disputes between others, to persuade and influence others 

to do what one wants, to supervise and direct the actions of 

others, to tell others how to do their jobs. (3:11) 

Drug-User. A student who has used either marijuana 

or a hallucinogen three or more times in the preceding three 

months. 

Endurance. To keep a job until it is finished, to 

complete any job undertaken, to work hard at a task, to.keep 

at a puzzle or problem until it is solved, to work at a 
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single job before taking on others, to stay up late working 

in order to get a job done, to put in long hours of work 

without distraction, to stick at a problem even though it 

may seem as if no prgress is being made, to avoid being 

interrupted while at work. (3:11) 

Exhibition. To say witty and clever things, to tell 

amusing jokes and stories, to talk about personal adventures 

and experiences, to have others notice and comment upon onefs 

appearance, to say things just to see what effect it will 

have on others, to talk about personal achievements, to be 

the center of attention, to use words that others do not 

know the meaning of, to ask questions others cannot answer. 

(3:11) 

. Hallucinogen User (HU). A student who has used any 

one or a combination of hallucinogens three or more times in 

the preceding three months. 

Hallucinogens. Any of the following drugs: LSD, 

peyote, psilocybin, mescaline. 

Heterosexuality. To go out with members of the 

opposite sex, to engage in social activities with the 

opposite sex, to be in love with someone of the opposite sex, 

to kiss those of the opposite sex, to be regarded as 

physically attractive by those of the opposite sex, to 
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participate in discussions about sex, to read books and plays 

involving sex, to listen to or to tell jokes involving sex, 

to become sexually excited. (3:11) 

Intraception. To analyze one’s motives and feelings, 

to observe others, to understand how others feel about 

problems, to put one's self in another's place, to judge 

people by why they do things rather than by what they do, to 

analyze the behavior of others, to analyze the motives of 

others, to predict how others will ac.t. (3:11) 

Marijuana-User (MU). A student who has used mari¬ 

juana three or more times in the preceding three months, but 

not a hallucinogen. 

Non-User. A student who has never experimented with 

either marijuana or hallucinogens. 

Nurturance. To help friends when they are in trouble, 

to assist others less fortunate, to treat others with kind¬ 

ness and sympathy, to forgive others, to do small favors for 

others, to be generous with others, to sympathize with others 

who are hurt or sick, to show a great deal of affection 

toward others, to have others confide in one about personal 

problems. (3:11) 

Order. To have written work neat and organized, to 

make plans before starting on a difficult task, to have 
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things organized, to keep things neat and orderly, to make 

advance plans when taking a trip, to organize details of 

work, to keep letters and files according to some system, 

to have meals organized and a definite time for eating, to 

have things arranged so that they run smoothly without 

change. (3:11) 

Succorance. To have others provide help when in 

trouble. To seek encouragement from others, to have others 

be kindly, to have others be sympathetic and understanding 

about personal problems, to receive a great deal of affection 

from others,, to have others do favors cheerfully, to be help¬ 

ed by others when depressed, to have others feel sorry when 

one is sick, to have a fuss made over one when hurt. (3:11) 

Summary 

This study involved the investigation of personality 

characteristics, as measured by the EPPS, of drug-users 

versus non-users during Spring quarter, 1971. The samples 

were taken from student body of Montana State University. 

Sampling was random with the C group, although with 

the two experimental groups sampling was not truly random. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

At present there seems to be an abundance of contra¬ 

dictory research data on the aspects and implications of 

drug use. This is related to the deficiency of measuring 

devices, set and setting of drug use, as well as personality 

differences and the almost total subjectiveness of the drug 

experience itself. Until we construct more effective para¬ 

digms and more fully recognize the complexity and inter- ' -- 

relativeness of the numerous operant variables, we will 

undoubtedly continue to produce reams of contradictory data. 

In this chapter, the investigator has attempted to 

integrate some of the scarce research findings on common 

characteristics of the user's personality and his motives 

for the use of drugs. 

Motives 

The motives for drug use seem to fall into three 

general categories: (a) escape from unbearable aspects of 

one's life, (b) exploration of self and one's values, and 

(c) peer group pressure. Solomon (13:1521-1526) also lists, 
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in the same order, three roughly parallel underlying con¬ 

ditions antecedent to drug use: (a) psychotic, (b) neurotic, 

and (c) social. The only significant difference between . 

these two schema of motivation is in the second motive in 

each group. What Solomon views as always neurotic, the 

author of this paper views as sometimes a healthy explor¬ 

ation of self after weighing the possible consequences of 

such action. 

Drug Use and Personality 

For the purposes of this paper, personality factors 

of the user are indeed the most central to our consideration, 

as well as one of the most deficient areas of knowledge 

associated with drug use. 

Mogar and Savage (11:154^-163) found that, "Subjects 

with a well defined but flexible self-structure responded 

most favorably to the drug (LSD), while those with either 

under-developed or overly rigid ego defenses responded less 

favorably." Another study by Holt and Goldberger (5:263-277) 

noted that during isolation, a phenomenon closely related 

to the psychedelic experience, positive visual imagery 

correlates highly with (a) intellectual fexibility, breadth, 

and richness; (b) freedom from emotional disturbance and 
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constriction; and (c) acceptance of one’s passive, feminine 

side. 

In a paper by Mogar (11:135-147), citation is made 

of personality characteristics of persons who frequently 

experience natural states of altered consciousness: high 

susceptibility to hypnosis, constructive use of regression, 

tolerance for logical paradoxes, willingness to relinquish 

ego control, and ability to suspend disbelief. Personality 

characteristics which are negatively correlated were neuro- 

ticism and placebo responsiveness. 

In a journal article by Krippner (7:49-68) additional 

support is given to research done by McGlothlin, Cohen and 

McGlothlin (8:20-31). Results regarding the use of LSD in 

a college student population (quoted from McGlothlin et al) 

indicate that, 

. . . persons who place strong emphasis on 
structure and control generally have no taste for 
the experience and tend to respond minimally if 
exposed. Those who respond intensely tend to 
prefer a more unstructured, spontaneous, inward¬ 
turning (though not socially introverted) life, 
and score somewhat higher on tests of aesthetic 
sensitivity and'imaginativeness. They also tend 
to be less aggressive, competitive, and conforming. 

A recent study by Blacker (1:31-37) supports other 

findings indicating that chronic LSD users tend to be more 

passive and less able to express aggression than their non¬ 
user peers. 
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Independent studies by Buhler (2:167-181) and Mogar 

(9:147-167) both point to drug use as often being the result 

of a cultural malaise of meaninglessness of life, loneliness, 

absence of purpose, or failure of faith. The interesting 

thing about this is that the individuals observed were 

functioning within normal limits and their meaninglessness 

was not of a pathological nature. 

Most interesting of all is the fact that (a) far 

more men than women use drugs, and (b) one of the most 

frequent reasons given by students for using drugs is the 

’’need to feel”, to escape from a feeling of personal con¬ 

striction (4:1280-1284). Is it not also interesting that 

in our culture it is the male who is most thoroughly inhib¬ 

ited in expressing emotions, from the first time his mother 

tells him that ’’big boys don’t cry,” until the day of his 

galant demise. Jourard (6:152) speculates an early male 

mortality as a consequent of just this type of inhibition of 

feeling from a psychological and social viewpoint. The 

physiological implications of emotional constriction are 

abundant in other literature. These facts point to what 

could very possibly be a major component in the personality 

of the drug user, emotional inhibition. 
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Summary 

The drug user seems motivated primarily by either 

desire to escape, to explore, or by peer group pressure. 

The individual who uses hallucinogens also appears 

to be less aggressive, less competitive, and less conforming; 

more aesthetically sensitive and non-neurotic than his non¬ 

user peer. But he also appears to be aware of a failure of 

faith or feeling of meaninglessness of life, and he is 

probably emtionally inhibited. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

The problem of this study was to determine whether 

or not there are significant personality differences between 

drug users and non-users at Montana State University. This 

chapter deals with the selection of the samples, data col¬ 

lection and analysis, the statistical hypothesy, and limita¬ 

tions involved in the study. 

Population Description and Sampling Procedure 

The population involved in this study was both the 

undergraduate and graduate students of Montana State Univer¬ 

sity during Spring quarter, 1971. 

The sample consists of three groups: Non-users, 

marijuana-users, and hallucinogen users. The non-users are 

the control group and cosists of 16 randomly chosen students 

The MU and HU groups consisted of 13 and 15 members respec¬ 

tively. The Fusser’s Guide, a complete list of the student 

body, along with a table of random numbers, was used to pick 

the sample. The telephone was used to ask their assistance 
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when a phone number was listed; in the cases where there was 

no phone, contact was made by personal visit to the residence. 

Only one person refused to participate and one other could 

not be contacted. Both were replaced, using the same method 

of sampling and contact as noted above. The members of the 

control group were additionally queried to determine that 

they are not themselves users. In the event that an indi¬ 

vidual had used both marijuana and hallucinogen three or 

more times each in the last three months, he was automatical¬ 

ly included in the hallucinogen user group rather than the 

marijuana user group. 

Sampling of the two groups of users was not truly 

random due to the illegality of the drugs involved. These 

people of necessity had to be contacted and referred to the 

investigator by their peers acting on the investigator’s 

behalf. The small size of groups was a result of necessary 

economizing of both time and money. Additional limitations 

have already been noted in Chapter 1. 

Method of Collecting Data 

The sole method of data collection was by administra¬ 

tion of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. The test 

was given wherever mutually acceptable to both experimenter 
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and subject. The experimenter took whatever measures 

possible to keep as standardized an atmosphere as possible 

although virtually all of the testing was done at the 

testees convenience and in their private quarters. 

Validity on the EPPS, as on any personality in¬ 

ventory, is rather difficult to determine. About the most 

that can be said is that the Edwards has significant cor¬ 

relations on most of its scales with those of the Taylor 

Manifest Anxiety Scale, the Guilford-Martin Personal Inven¬ 

tory, and the K scale of the MMPI. 

Split-half reliability coefficients, as reported in 

the manual, range-from .60 to.87 with a median of .78, and 

the one-week retest reliability coefficients range from .74 

to .87 with a median of .83. Also to be noted is that this 

instrument has been used extensively in research, as was the 

primary intention of its designer. 

Statistical Hypothesis 

Each of the following hypothesis will be tested at 

the .05 level of significance, thus allowing only a five 

percent chance of making a type I error. 

1. H
0 ~ There is no significant difference in the 

mean scores in the characteristic of Achievement 

among the control group, the MU group, and the HU 
group. 
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There is a significant difference in the mean scores 

in the characteristic of Achievement among the 

control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Deference among the 

control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is a significant difference in the mean scores 

in the characteristic of Deference among the control 

group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Order among the 

control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is a significant difference in the mean scores 

in the characteristic of Order among the control 

group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Exhibition among the 

control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is a significant difference in the mean scores 

in the characteristic of Exhibition among the 

control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Autonomy among the 

control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

There is a significant difference in the mean scores 

in the characteristic of Autonomy among the control 

group, the MU group, and the HU group. 
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6. Ho - There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Affiliation among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

- There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Affilliation among 

the control group, the MU group, and the KJJ group. 

7. ~ There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Intraception among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HIJ group. 

- There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Intraception among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

8. HQ - There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Succorance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

H^ - There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Succorance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

9. H0 ~ There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Dominance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

H^ - There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Dominance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

10. H - There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Abasement among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

H, - There is a significant difference in the mean 
1 scores in the characteristic of Abasement among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 
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11. H - There is no significant difference in the mean o 
scores in the characteristic of Nurturance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the. HU group. 

- There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Nurturance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

12. H - There is no significant difference in the mean o 
scores in the characteristic of Change among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

H^ - There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Change among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

13. HQ - There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Endurance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

H^ - There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Endurance among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

14. HQ - There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Heterosexuality 

among the control group, the MU group, and the HU 

group. 

H1 - There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Heterosexuality 

among the control group, the MU group, and the HU 

15. Hq- There is no significant difference in the mean 

scores in the characteristic of Aggression among 

the control group, the MU group, and the HU group. 
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- There is a significant difference in the mean scores 

in the characteristic of Aggression among the con¬ 

trol group, the MU group, and the HU group. 

The Scheffe test was used to compare the individual 

group means in the situation where the H has been rejected. 
o J 

Summary 

from the population of all graduate and under¬ 

graduate students at Montana State University during Spring 

quarter, 1971, a sample of three groups was chosen. One 

group was of marijuana users, one of hallucinogen users, 

and a control group of non-users were picked. The groups 

consisted of 13 - 16 students. All members of the sample 

were administered the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. 

Means were established for each group on each of the fifteen 

personality variables measured by the instrument and com¬ 

pared with those means of the other groups. 

No attempt is made to generalize the findings of 

this study to the entire population due to the various limi¬ 

tations involved. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

The data collected in this study was analyzed by 

the Sigma 7 computer on the Montana State University campus. 

For each of the fifteen personality variables under consid¬ 

eration, group means were computed on the MU, HU, and C groups 

and analysis of variance was used to determine whether or 

not there were significant differences among these groups. 

When a significant difference was found the Scheffe test 

was utilized to test the differences between individual 

pairs. 
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The results of the analysis are as follows: 

1. No significant difference was found in the mean scores in 

Achievement among the control group, the MU group, and 

the HU group. 

2. No significant difference was found in the. mean scores 

in Deference among the control group, the MU group, and 

the HU group. 

3. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Order among the control group, the MU group, and the 

HU group. 

4. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Exhibition among the control group, the MU group, and 

the HU group. 

5. A significant difference among the group means was found 

in the characteristic of Autonomy. The computed value 

of F was 3.864 and the critical value of F at df = 2,41, 

°^= .05 was 3.23. Although there was a significant 

difference between group means the Scheffe test was 

unable to point out exactly where the difference lay. 

About all that can be determined is that the user groups 

seemed to have a higher need for Autonomy than the non¬ 

user group. 
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6. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Affiliation among the control group, the MU group, 

and the HU group, 

7. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Intraception among the control group, the MU group, 

and the HU group. 

8. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Succorance among the control group, the MU group, 

.and the HU group. 

9. A significant difference among the group means was 

found in the characteristic of Dominance. The computed 

value of F was 4.100 on this characteristic. Here it 

was found that the HU group had significantly less 

need than the control group for Dominance. 

10. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Abasement among the control group, the MU group, 

and the HU group- 

11. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Nurturance among the control group, the MU group, 

and the HU group. 

12. A significant difference among the group means was 

found in the characteristic of Change. Computed value 

of F was 7.619, and it was found that both the HU and 
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and the MU groups indicated significantly higher need 

for change than the control group. 

13. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Endurance among the control group, the MU group, 

and the HU group. 

14. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Heterosexuality among the control group, the MU group 

and the HU group. 

15. No significant difference was found in the mean scores 

in Aggression among the control group, the MU group, 

and the HU group. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study was intended to be primarily exploratory 

in nature due to limitations on the investigator's time and 

finances. The other severely limiting factors were that the 

two user groups were relatively’ small and not randomly 

sampled. Therefore, it must be emphasized that all findings 

be interpreted in this light, and that inferences extending 

beyond the sample groups be drawn with the utmost of tenta¬ 

tiveness . 

Results from the sample groups did indicate several'* 

significant differences between groups. The drug user groups 

seem to be describable as having a higher need for Autonomy 

and Change and a lower need for Dominance as compared to the 

control group. The findings of this study are somewhat 

similar to, yet by no means analogous to those reached earlier 

by McGlothlin, Cohen and McGlothlin (8:20-31) who found that 

the young LSD user tends to be less aggressive, less compet¬ 

itive and less conforming than the non-user. 

A distinct similarity is also evident between this 

study and one done by Blacker (1:31-37) who found that the 

young LSD users in his study were more passive and less able 

to express aggression than their non-user peers. In this 
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study it has been found that the young users in the sample 

groups tended to be significantly less Dominant than their 

non-user peers. 

The investigator in this study has been unable to 

find other research to explicitly support or deny the other 

two findings listed above which indicate that the young 

drug-user in this study tend to have higher needs for 

Autonomy and Change. 

Recommendations 

The user groups involved in this study can probably, 

be described as having higher need for Autonomy and Change, 

and a lower need for Dominance than the controls. But the 

relationship between these variables being the cause or 

effect of drug use is a highly debatable question which 

warrants further investigation. 

Likewise, there is need for a study similar in design 

to this one but with sample groups of 30 or more members and 

with all groups picked at random. A study of this nature 

would permit inference to a much larger population and entail 

all of the concomitant advantages. 

A final recommendation would be to use the EPPS or 

a similar instrument on a similar population to determine 
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what percentage of individual scores fall unusually high or 

low in various personality characteristics or needs father 

than lumping all intra-group scores into means. If, for 

example, a certain personality variable tended to have 

numerous high as well as. low scores this information would 

be lost when the entire group is given a mean score. From 

a counseling perspective this latter approach may have 

important advantages over the group means approach. 
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