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CULTURAL INFLUENCES AND DRUG ABUSE: PSYCHOLOGICAL
VULNERABILITIES OF PUERTO RICANS IN THE UNITED STATES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Lorand B. Szalay, Ph.D. and Glorisa Canino, Ph.D.
Principal Investigators

Shelley Vilov, Jean Strohl, Andres Inn, Ph.D., Lawrence S. Ganslaw

The Investigations: Focus and Scope

The 1986 New York Statewide Household Survey of Substance Abuse shows that a
much higher percentage of New York’s Hispanic population, comprised largely of Puerto
Ricans, uses drugs than non-Hispanics (Frank, Schmeidler, Marel & Maranda, 1988).
Cocaine use was found at 25% and heroin use at 8% for Hispanics, compared to 17%
cocaine use and 1% heroin use for non-Hispanics. The latest epidemiological surveys in
Puerto Rico report drug abuse prevalence rates of 1.2%; lifetime prevalence of illicit drug
use in Puerto Rico is approximately 8% (Canino, Freeman, Anthony, Strout, & Rubio-
Stipec, in press). While the different drug use categories reported by various surveys do not
allow direct comparison, even by rough estimates drug abuse in the United States is several
times higher than on the island of Puerto Rico. Still, Puerto Ricans living in New York
are two to three times more likely to use drugs than Americans. The psychological factors
that may explain this startling upsurge are the prime targets of these investigations.

The investigations focused on differences in the psychological make-up of Puerto
Rican youth, both substance abusers and non-users, living in New York and in Puerto Rico.
We tested young Puerto Rican drug users (n=200) and non-users (n=100) in the United
States (New York) and drug users (n=100) and non-users (n=100) in Puerto Rico.
American drug users (n=100) and non-users (n=100) of comparable socio-demographic
background were also tested in New York. The comparison of these adolescent samples
was used to identify psychological factors and their role in three major problem areas on
which contemporary research literature is scarce and inconclusive:

a. How do drug users and non-users compare in their perceptions and motivations
related to drug use?

b. What perceptual and motivational differences exist between Americans and
Puerto Ricans and where do Puerto Ricans living in the U.S. stand in relation to them?

c. How does the American environment affect psychological dispositions that have
been shown to be related to drug use? In other words, what psychological differences
among Puerto Ricans living in the 1.S. may help explain their alarming rate of drug abuse?
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The investigations relied on the Associative Group Analysis (AGA) method -- a tool
of in-depth analysis of perceptions, motivations, and cognitive organization. Also included
were more traditional batteries of questions and scales which are typically used in
acculturation and drug abuse studies.

. The research findings are presenter} in four separate sections of the report: Part
1, Substance Abuse, informs on psychological dispositions differentiating drug users from
non-users; Part 2, Culture, informs on the psychological adaptation of Puerto Ricans in
New York to American priorities, attitudes, and perceptions; Part 3, Acculturation and
Substance Abuse, informs on cultural adaptation and changes in psychological dispositions
relevant to drug abuse, which help to explain why Puerto Ricans in the U.S. exhibit such
a high rate of drug use; and Part 4, Harmful Substances, informs on cultural differences in
the perceptions of harmful substances and their cultural acceptability.

Main Findings

Identification of Psychological Variables Differentiating Drug Users from Non-Users

Amidst theoretical and research interests narrowly focused on the chemical and
physiological dimensions of drug dependency, the scarcity and inconsistency of information
on the psychological correlates of drug abuse are startling. As Shedler and Block (1990)
recently observed: "these [epidemiological] studies have been unable to provide the kind of
in-depth, psychologically rich, clinically oriented information needed to inform intervention
efforts." Against this background our recent research efforts focusing on drug user and
non-user samples have produced insights into the role of self-image, relationship to the
social environment (family, friends), perceptions and evaluations of harmful substances,
and other factors relevant to substance abuse (Szalay, Bovasso, Vilov & Williams, 1990).

The present investigations provide extensive new +‘nformation on perceptions,
motivations, and psychological dispositions associated with substance abuse. In Part 1 we
present findings on consistent differences found between drug users and non-users across
several related themes (e.g., marijuana, drugs, alcohol). The data reflect general trends of
perceptions and motivations that reveal psychological factors and dispositions related to
substance abuse. For example, non-users show an intensive preoccupation with the
dangerous and harmful consequences of using drugs; drug users think more of fun,
entertainment, and euphoric effects resulting from the drug experience.

The consistency of such perceptual and motivational trends indicates that the
differences observed are not confined to specific isolated images but reflect broader trends
characteristic of the frame of reference and cognitive organization of drug users and non-
users. As illustrated in Figure 1, the analysis of selected images and subjective meanings
within a particular domain informs on dominant trends of perceptions and evaluations that
set drug users and non-users clearly apart. Further znalyses can inform on perceptual
trends across several domains and reveal important parameters of people’s systems of
mental representations. The domain-based comparisons and factor analytic results support
such conclusions at higher levels of cognitive organization. The results of discriminant
function analysis showed a rather unusual level of accuracy in differentiating users and non-
users based on the perceptual /representational data obtained through this analysis.



Figure 1

Perceptions and Attitudes Differentiating
Non-Users and Drug Users in the Domain of Drugs

Qualities/Characteristics Qualities/Characteristics
Emphasized by Non-Users Emphasized by Drug Users
Drugs
harmful, sickness, death enjoyment, fun
bad, stupid party, alcohol, sex
lllegal, crime getting high, escape
addiction, dependency marljuana, crack
Marijuana
harmfiul, sickness, death 8njoyment, fun
bad, stupid good, great
itlegal, crime getting high
addiction, dependency me, friends
Alcohol
harmful, dangerous enjoyment, fun
bad, stupid good, relaxation
hangover, sick drunk, high
abuse, dependency me, friends

DRUGS DOMAIN
harmful, sickness, death enjoyment, fun, party
L bad, stupid me, friends, sex S ——
illegal, crime getting high, escape
addiction, dependency marijuana, crack, alcohol

While evasive to direct questions and scaling methods, these perceptual/evaluative
dispositions can be traced with clarity using the AGA-based measures. We also applied
these AGA-based measures to identify psychological factors related to acculturation which
may be involved in the high rate of substance abuse experienced by Puerto Ricans in the
United States.
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Measuring Acculturation by Tracing Adaptive Changes in Psychological Dispositions

The capability to measure psychological dispositions through AGA is unique in that
it reveals changes in the psychological make-up of people in their adaptation to a new
cultural environment along dimensions heretofore inaccessible to empirical assessment. The
extensive results offer new insights into the psychological dispositions of Americans and
Puerto Ricans and show how the psycho-cultural dispositions change in the case of Puerto
Ricans who live for an extended period of time in the American environment.

Since most contemporary measures of acculturation do not cover variables related
to drug use (e.g., perception of harmful substances, etc.), the research reported in Part 2
used psychological adaptation measures based on the AGA method which can cover these
variables. For purposes of comparison we also included measures based on conventional
acculturation questionnaires, batteries, and scales.

The findings offer insights at several levels. They show how Puerto Ricans living in
the U.S. develop images and meanings (e.g., image of self, friends, etc.) in conformity with
their U.S. environment. Further, they show how Puerto Ricans living in the U.S. adopt
perspectives, motivations, and systems of mental representations similar to Americans.

The comparison of Puerto Ricans in New York with the native and host norms
informs on the accumulative learning process of how native views change and approximate
the views and images of the host environment. The results presented on cultural images
and meanings of specific themes show how Puerto Ricans in New York assume an
intermediary position between the native culture and host culture (Part 2).

Working across all the themes and domains covered in this investigation, the
transition from Puerto Rican to American cultural perspectives was traced along three main
dimensions of psychological adaptation. A measure of dominant priorities was used to
assess the extent to which Puerto Ricans in New York approximate Americans in their
dominant priorities. A measure of evaluation was used to assess how closely Puerto Ricans
in New York approximate Americans in their attitudes/evaluations of what is positive or
negative. This measure indicated changes from native attitudes to those characteristic of
the host environment. Finally, a measure of perceptual similarity was used to trace changes
in the perceptual/representational dimension, showing how Puerto Ricans in New York
have adopted American images, meanings, and perspectives characteristic of their host
environment.

The results of a discriminant function analysis based on the combined use of these
measures offers new insights on the interrelationship of culture and drug use. In Figure 2
the distance between the American and Puerto Rican culture groups (showing drug users
and non-users separately) are illustrated. The effects of acculturation on Puerto Ricans
in New York are revealed in their sizable distance from the native culture and growing
closeness to the host culture.



Figure 2

. The Inter-relationships of Culture and
Drug User/Non-user Groups
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The AGA-based measures offer new insights into the scope and nature of American-
Puerto Rican cultural differences and into the process of the Puerto Ricans’ adaptation to
the American environment.

1. Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico and Americans in New York were found to be
markedly different and clearly distinguishable along all three dimensions.

2. The Puerto Ricans in New York were found to assume an intermediary position
in their images and meanings, reflecting their transition from native to host norms.

3. The analytic measures proved to be effective in locating the position achieved
by New York Puerto Ricans, individuals as well as groups, in the process of their
psychological adaptation to the host environment. The findings show the progression
of Puerto Ricans in New York in their approximation of Americans along all three
dimensions: priorities, attitudes, and perceptions.

These analytic capabilities, developed and tested to measure psychological adaptation
. along several main dimensions, were then used to assess how these processes of adaptation

may contribute to psychological vulnerabilities responsible for the observed increase in drug
use.



Acculturation and Drug Abuse

The high rate of substance abuse cbserved among Puerto Ricans in the U.S.
underscores the need to understand the sources of vulnerabilities and to trace their progress
along various dimensions of psychological adaptation. Of equal importance is the
identification of psychological factors responsible for the successful adaptation and coping
exhibited by non-users. For example, is it possible to show that some Puerto Ricans
develop psychological dispositions in the U.S. environment that promote drug abuse? Is it
possible to identify changes in psychological dispositions which would help explain why
Puerto Ricans, whose native culture is characterized by an extremely low prevalence of drug
abuse, show an excessively high rate of drug abuse when they live in the United States?
These are the central questions of our investigation and they are addressed in Parts 3 and
4 of our report.

The findings show consistent differences between the New York Puerto Rican drug
users and non-users in their psychological make-up. As these findings indicate, the Puerto
Ricans who use drugs and those who do not differ markedly in their psychological
adaptation in three dimensions correlated with time spent in the U.S. (see Figure 3).
Contrary to past assumptions that Puerto Rican drug users and non-users go through

essentially the same process of "acculturation,” the new findings show that this supposition
does not hold.

Figure 3

Psychological Adaptation of New York

Puerto Ricans in Three Dimensions
Correlations with Time as Criterion

Perceptions \\\\\\\\\\i«m —
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Of particular importance here is perceptual adaptation. The results obtained with
this measure show a particularly strong, significant relationship with time spent in the U.S.
environment. Furthermore, the results indicate that Puerto Rican non-users make
significant progress in adopting American views and perspectives, while drug users do not.

Adaptation to American attitudes and evaluations showed a weaker correlation with
the criterion measure of time, and on this dimension there was no significant difference
between the non-users and drug users.’

Adaptation to American priorities showed moderate correlations with time as a
criterion measure only for the users, indicating that the measure has less informative value
to the long range social learning and adaptation process. Nonetheless, the results suggest
that drug users more readily accept certain American priorities (e.g., emphasis on wealth,
freedom and comfort), but they fail to learn deeper cultural views and perspectives.

In general, the findings show the special importance of perceptual similarity in the
process of psychological adaptation. The other two dimensions, priorities and attitudes, are
meaningful and informative but they are generally less informative on the central process
of adaptation whereby Puerto Ricans learn to view the world through American cultural
perspectives.

This finding of more successful adaptation among non-users compared to less
progress by drug users is rather striking. It shows the need to distinguish between mere
ad hoc cultural influences and genuine psychological adaptation. It is one thing to be
attracted to American music, or the free lifestyle, or affluence, but it is quite another thing
to internalize such key American ideas as personal autonomy, privacy, achievement
motivation, or democracy. The findings make these differences apparent. They show that
while Puerto Rican non-users progress in their adaptation to the new environment, the drug
users are more affected by cultural and environmental influences which may interfere with
genuine psychological adaptation to the U.S. cultural mainstream.

The findings have rather unexpected implications for contemporary theories, aiming
to explain the paradoxical trends observed in the field of Puerto Rican drug abuse. The
drastic upsurge of drug abuse among Puerto Ricans who have settled in the United States
appears to support assumptions that acculturation to the American environment naturally
results in a high rate of drug abuse. Our findings suggest, to the contrary, that those who
successfully adopt American meanings and perspectives are most likely to be the non-users:
those who become drug users do not deeply adopt American cultural views, but change
merely along more superficial environmental influences.

It is of critical importance to distinguish from the diverse cultural influences exerted
by the American environment, those which actually promote adaptation of American views
and perspectives which will enable immigrants to cope and function successfully in their
environment as normal and healthy Americans do.

These insights receive further support from findings based on the batteries of
questions and scales we used in these investigations to compare the more traditional
approach to acculturation with the AGA based assessment of psychological adaptation.
Results obtained by asking Puerto Ricans point blank questions about their preferences for



American or Hispanic cultural alternatives or lifestyles have shown some differences
between drug users and non-users (Part 3-1 through Part 3-3), aithough frequently contrary
to expectations.

With regard to the use of Spanish, the results indicate that preference for the native
language in various social settings, particularly at work, correlates negatively with
psychological adaptation for both drug users and non-users. With regard to the use of
English, the more the non-users reported to be at ease using English in various social
settings, the more they have adapted to American perceptions and mental representations.

The popularity of various Hispanic and American sources of eniertainment were
examined. The present findings bring into question the broadly held view that mass media
and American sources of entertainment are major factors in promoting American
acculturation. American entertainment media may indeed be a potent source of cultural
influences; however, the findings suggest that these influences should not be equated with
those that promote successful psychological adaptation. Prcmoting the powerful attraction
of modern cars and a life of affluence and leisure does nothing to encourage the adaptation
of certain American core values.

The results show that the stated preferences for American versus Hispanic cultural
alternatives and lifestyles, which represent the main thrust of past acculturation studies, tell
us relatively little about the deeper process of perceptual adaptation. Questions about
cultural preferences can tell a great deal about the popularity, or appeal, of American
products and the expectations attached to the American way of life. However, as these
findings show, there are essential differences beiween influences based on the growing
appeal of American products (e.g., entertainment) and the inclination to learn and absorb
American culture in a deeper sense.

From the angle of psychological adaptation, acculturation represents a transition
from native cultural views and attitudes to those of the host culture. Our previous findings
on the varying levels of acculturation of different domestic Hispanic populations (see
Appendix II) suggest the possibility that certain groups may relinquish the native views
and values which provide organization for behavior and provide capabilities to cope with
new situations before they adopt a new cultural frame of reference. Consequently there
appears to be a time in the acculturation process when these groups exist without the
coping capabilities offered by either their traditional culture or by the inner-directed,
autonomy based U.S. mainstream culture. This impairment of adaptive mechanisms may
result in increased vulnerabilities to drug abuse and other problem behaviors.

Qur findings suggest that the non-users demonstrate a deeper level of psychological
adaptation to the American environment while the drug users appear to be less assimilated
in their psychological adaptation. The drug users appear to be in a more vulnerable stage
of acculturation where conflicting norms exist simultaneously. This is further supported by
the results presented in Part 4 which show that the Puerto Rican drug users in New York
maintain many of the traditional views of drugs that would appear to be antithetical to drug
use, yet they continue to abuse drugs.
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The Dramatic Increase of Puerto Rican Drug Abuse in the Clash of Cultural Perspectives

The unexpected scope and consistency of the psychological differences between drug
users and non-users make it increasingly compelling to explain them. Cultural images and
meanings offer a rich source of information in this respect. Since the results we have
obtained on many domains of life are extensive, we are limiting our presentation to the
differences found in the perceptions of drugs.

As shown consistently on all the drug related themes (Part 4), Puerto Ricans in the
U.S. are immersed in a social environment characterized by a high level of familiarity with
and tolerance for these harmfiil substances, in sharp contrast to native Puerto Rican cultural
views and standards. In the American culture, illicit and harmful substances are viewed
essentially as consumer items. Even the American youth who do not use drugs show a high
level of familiarity with these substances: e.g, their brands and variations, slang,
paraphernalia, and details of use and consumption. Furthermore, for the American non-
users, the idea of drug use appears common and is viewed as a personal decision that is
broadly tolerated.

The data show that in the native Puerto Rican culture, the status of these harmful
substances is rather different. Most native Puerto Ricans show minimal familiarity with
them; even the users have only a limited vocabulary to describe details, label paraphernalia,
or convey sensations related to their use. Rather than treating marijuana or other drugs
as consumer items, the Puerto Rican culture knows little about drugs and categorically
rejects them.

The culture of contemporary Puerto Rico expresses a social condemnation of drugs
supported by a keen awareness of their harmful, debilitating and morbid effects. There is
a special emphasis on human and social harm, combined with a strong moralistic undertone
as indicated by frequent references to vice and sin. These cultural views on drugs, prevalent
on the island of Puerto Rico, largely explain the low level of drug abuse reported by the
latest epidemiological studies (Canino et al., in press).

The differences between the modern American and Puerto Rican cultural views
convey elements of the sharp contradictions that young Puerto Ricans in New York
continually face. They regularly observe the free use of drugs in their environment. Drug
use is considered a personal decision, accepted as such even by those who do not approve.
Not to mention the ready acceptance by the drug users who popularize drug use as fun
entertainment and as an important source of social ties.

In the final analysis, the findings on Puerto Rican drug users and non-users show
two main alternative avenues that young Puerto Ricans living in New York follow in facing
the immense contradictions which separate American and Puerto Rican cultural
perspectives. 'We have, howewsr, only touched upon differences relating to views and
attitudes on drugs and their effects on drug use. There are many major differences in other
domains of life as well, from self-image to social relations and values; however, their
documentation and discussion weuld require a much larger report.



The results show a close relationship between people’s drug behavior and their
systems of mental representations, their perceptions and motivations. The Puerto Rican
and American differences traced by this research offer detailed and internally consistent
insights into psychological factors behind the remarkably low level of drug use in Puerto
Rico and the epidemic proportions of drug use among Puerto Rican youth in the United
States. The higher level of drug use by Puerto Rican youth in the U.S. appears readily
explicable in light of the American envirenmental influences which reflect a high level of
tolerance and broad acceptance of drugs. These influences gradually erode the originally
strong protective mechanisms built in the traditional Puerto Rican cultural views reflecting
vehement and rather universal rejection of drugs. The results of this process are clearly
illustrated by the perceptions and attitudes of Puerto Rican drug users in New York who
have lost the protective framework of their traditional culture and have not yet adopted the
protective system operating in the American culture.

The analysis of the Puerto Rican non-users indicates that those youth who are able
to make it through the stage characterized by the clash of two conflicting systems by
adopting the protective system of American perceptions and motivations can remain drug-
free. There is an important and real alternative for Puerio Rican adolescents, but it
requires developing a new system of views and attitudes--those endemic to the host culture.
How this happens and how such adaptation may be promoted present questions of
considerable practical relevance to education and public policy.

Educational and Policy Applications

The extensive findings have broad implications in several fields beyond the task of
reducing the psychological and environmental influences promoting drug abuse among
Puerto Ricans living in the United States. The development of public information
gampaigns, educational planning and immigration-related public policies deserve special
attention.

The new findings on several key issues related to drug use and prevention offer rich
new opportunities to develop strategies of public information directed at Puerto Ricans.
The value of this communication material lies in its potential to explain the risks Puerto
Ricans are exposed to and to offer practical guidance on how to avoid these risks. By
focusing on dominant Puerto Rican priorities and perceptions such messages have an
enhanced potential to attract their attention and affect their actions.

In the particularly complex and demanding area of Hispanic education and drug
prevention, educators and program managers must cope with the vagueness of concepts like
cuiture and the lack of reliable feedback on program effects. The present data on Puerto
Rican cultural dispositions, including their changes under the influences of the American
environment, offer new opportunities to develop and implement effective education and
prevention programs. The potential users of this information include teachers, counselors,
officials and managers responsible for education planning and the development of
institutional policies.

10



In dealing with Hispanic cultural dispositions and the psychological dimensions of
drug abuse, educators and policy officials broadly complain about the lack of timely and
valid information. The reported findings offer insights on the dominant contemporary
psychological dispositions of Americans and Puerto Ricans as well as on those dispositions
separating drug users and non-users. The new data bear on the specific needs of Hispanic
education and institutional development to address and cope with Hispanic cultural
vulnerabilities. Such information can be equally useful in tracing social influences and
offering practical ways to develop programs designed to cope with them.

In the delicate domain of public policy related to immigration, the new insights may
help officials recognize the effects of Puerto Rican immigrants settling in the impoverished
and drug ridden urban centers of the northeastern seaboard. The results leave no doubt
about the close relationship between growing Puerto Rican drug use and their socialization
in these drug and crime infested urban areas. One possible policy implication could be to
encourage settlement in smaller communities that would promote healthy socialization and
help them avoid getting entangled in a lifelong cycle of dependency.

Two characteristics of this research support the practical application of the findings.
First, the findings have solid empirical foundation offering new evidence previously not
available on the psychological dimensions of acculturation and drug use and their effects
on Puerto Ricans living in the United States. And secondly, the extensive information
produced on Puerto Rican drug users and non-users can be incorporated into current drug
prevention and education efforts, allowing the dominant psychological dispositions of these
populations to be taken into consideration.

11



INTRODUCTION

The investigations reported in this volume address two major problem areas: 1)
drug abuse and 2) acculturation. In addition, this research addresses the psychological
correlates of acculturation and drug abuse which are broadly recognized for their practical
importance, but generally considered to be too personal and subjective to measure.

The first problem area encompasses the psychological correlates of drug abuse. In
contrast to the more obvious medical and neuro-psychological dimensions of chemical
dependence, whick attract the most research interest, the psychological dispositions of drug
users receive incomparably less attention. Yet our capability to cope with the drug problem
could be significantly improved if we had answers to such questions as: What are the
psychological dispositions influencing whether certain adolescents start experimenting with
drugs or stay away from them altogether? What differentiates people who stop
experimenting from those who progressively develop debilitating dependencies? What are
the main psychological characteristics of habitual drug users that differentiate them from
non-users? Are such differences in psychological make-up empirically identifiable? Can
they be used to differentiate users from non-users?

The second problem area encompasses the psychological and social implications of
culture and the nature of culture change. What are the psychological predispositions which
help culture groups like Koreans or Chinese to adapt with a relatively high degree of
success and become respected members of our highly competitive society? In contrast,
what are the deep psychological dispositions which inhibit successful adaptation despite
decades of strenuous effort in the education of American Indians and Hispanic Americans
or in the reduction of economic differences between the well-to-do strata and the poor
"underclass" in our pluralistic society?

The investigations described below rely on an advanced analytic capability to assess
psychological factors in both these previously inaccessible areas of drug abuse and culture
change. They provide new, empirically based insights into the acculturation of Puerto
Ricans living in the continental United States. By tapping the unexplored psychological
dimensions of this acculturation process, the investigations seek answers helpful in coping
with the disproportionately high rate and morbid consequences of drug abuse decimating
Puerto Ricans in this country.

12
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THE HUMAN PROBLEM: PUERTO RICANS IN THE UNITED STATES

Substance Abuse, School Drop-Out, and Unemploymeit

Hispanic Americans represent the largest minority in the United States today which
speaks a language different from English. According to the 1980 U.S. census reports, there
are 18.8 million Spanish surnamed Americans, and the data show that they have low income
levels (30% below the national average), a high unemployment rate (almost twice the
national average), and a low educational level.

Survey results available through DAWN (Drug Abuse Warning Network) and
CODAP (Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process) suggest that Hispanics, Blacks, and
Native Americans are over-represented in drug treatment programs. The problem is not
new. As early as 1970 Brenner and Meagher reported that nearly three out of every 4
addicts were non-white and over one-half of all the nation’s addicts lived in New York City.
In 1976, Martinez reported that there was a disproportionate number of Puerto Ricans
reported in New York as narcotic addicts and drug abusers.

There is evidence that Hispanic Americans demonstrate a higher rate of substance
abuse than Black and White Americans. According to the 1986 New York Statewide
Household Survey of Substance Abuse (Frank, Schmeidler, Marel, & Maranda, 1988),
Hispanic Americans have a higher rate of use of the most frequently used illegal drugs--
marijuana, cocaine, and heroin--than non-Hispanics. There is also evidence that Hispanic
drug users engage in riskier and more dangerous habits involving substance abuse: among
Hispanic drug users 21 percent regularly inject drugs compared to 10 percent of Blacks and
2 percent of Whites.

New York City Board of Education’s Annual Drop-out Report (1987-88) stated that
among New York City high school students 39% of the drop-outs were Hispanic, compared
to 5% Asian, 39% Black, and 17% White.* It is generally agreed that the sources of
contemporary inequities do not involve innate differences in intelligence or academic
aptitude; rather, they result from differences in background or culture. Velez and
Ungemack (1989) report on the differences in background, socioeconomic conditions, and
generational status as they approach the question of the relation between Puerto Ricans in
Puerto Rico and in New York, and drug abuse. Jesser’s theory of problem behavior (1977,
1978) was used, which states that:

the more the perceived environment dimensions of the different generational
status subgroups have characteristics theoretically conducive to drug use, the
greater the drug use involvement of the groups will be.

The New York Statewide Household Survey of Substance Abuse (Frank et al, 1988)
concludes that the stronger the ties to Hispanic culture, the less likely the drug use; or, the
stronger the ties to American culture, the more likely the drug use. These generalizations
drawn from survey results converge on the conclusion that the more Puerto Ricans become

*Note: The breakdown of New York City’s total high school population (1987-1988) is as follows:
30% Hispanic, 8% Asian, 40% Black, and 23% White.

13
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accultured, the more they become drug users. As the results of our investigation indicate,
however, such conclusions not only fail to make some critical distinctions, but they point in
the wrong direction as well.

Coping with Cultural Differences

Based on common sense or science it is impossible to explain why such a large
proportion of Hispanics drop out of high school in New York compared to Asian
Americans. Unless the role of culture in coping and performance is sufficiently recognized,
the economic and social consequences of minority status have little chance for improvement.
The hidden and subconscious effects of cultural factors on thought processes and human
performance make progress in this field slow and problematic.

As Edward T. Hall, author of The Silent Language and The Hidden Dimension,
states: "people from different cultures not only speak different languages, they inhabit

different sensory worlds." Culture influences what we think and do, contrelling human
behavior in "deep and persisting ways" without our awareness. "Like an iceberg, culture
hides more than it reveals, and strangely enough, what it hides, it hides most effectively
from its own participants" (Hall, 1959). Such cultural factors are frustratingly evasive to
empirical assessment and consequently, there is a strong natural inclination to ignore them
in contemporary research. As Hall (1966) cogently observes:

. . . we have constantly failed to accept the reality of different cultures within our
national boundaries. Negroes, Indians, Spanish Americans, Puerto Ricans are
treated as though they were recalcitrant, undereducated middle class Americans
of Northern European heritage instead of what they really are: members of
culturally differentiated enclaves with their own communication systems,
institutions, and values.

The foundation of psychological reality for minorities is shaky when their uniquely
differentiated communication systems, institutions, and values do not conform with
mainstream American systems, institutions, and values. In the United States, their
traditional ways and approaches to problem solving are disrupted. The concomitant
poverty, lack of marketable skills (including language), and discrimination function to
loosen identification with native culture and force acculturation,

Indeed, most inequities and social problems plaguing our affluent and technologically
advanced society built on the ideals of justice and equality involve minorities, typically
Blacks, Hispanics, American Indians, and Asians. Today, these and other disadvantaged
segments of our society are frequently referred to as the "underclass" which is comprised
of populations with their own psycho-cultural make-up, with an outlook on life and
expectations different from the mainstream. Our work has been guided by the experience
that unless our public policies and our social and educational programs are better prepared
to recognize and cope with the psychological make-up of these populations and their
subjective worlds, the human and financial resources invested will produce disappointment
and meager results,
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The identification of these hidden but powerful psychological dispositions is the
natural prerequisite for avoiding the same mistakes over and over again. Our institute has
worked intensively to develop sensitive analytic capabilities to assess perceptual and
evaluative systems of subjective representation of culture groups, both domestic and foreign
(see Appendix II). Of our seven major studies on Hispanic and Latin American
populations, Puerto Rican Americans, Mexican Americans, and Cuban Americans were
sampled from various regions in the United States; Mexican and Colombian populations
were sampled from their respective countries. Among the important findings from this
series of studies, our results suggest that Hispanic American samples show considerably
broader diversity than Black and White groups. The data emphasize that a single,
homogeneous Hispanic culture does not exist. While we may be inclined to identify
Hispanic Americans by the complexion of the skin or by Spanish surname, there is an
unacknowledged diversity among the Hispanic peoples in the United States and in their
relationship to the American mainstream.

Similarly important is the finding that in several of the groups studied, the shifting
away from the native cultural views and values was faster than their adoption of the views
and norms of the U.S. mainstream (Szalay, Diaz-Royo, Miranda, Yudin, & Brena 1983;
Szalay, Diaz-Royo, Brena, & Vilov, 1984; Szalay & Inn, 1987). These findings are
important because they suggest that these groups may be relinquishing the native views and
values which provide organization for behavior and provide capabilities to cope with new
situations before they adopt a new cultural frame of reference. Consequently, there
appears to be a time in the acculturation process when these groups exist without the
coping capabilities offered by either their native culture or their host culture. This
impairment of adaptive mechanisms may result in increased vulnerabilities to drug abuse
and other problem behaviors.

The high rate of substance abuse observed among Puerto Ricans in the U.S.
underscores the need to understand the sources of their vulnerabilities and to track their
progress along various dimensions of psychological adaptation. Of equal importance is the
identification of psychological factors responsible for successful adaptation and coping
resulting in non-deviant behavior such as abstinence. To examine these areas, our research
relied on sensitive analytic methods which explore the cultural underpinnings common to
the variety of vulnerabilities evident in minority populations.

Specializing in research on cultural factors, our institute has developed analytic
capabilities to assess psycho-cultural dispositions that influence people’s behavior and
performance. The Associative Group Analysis method (AGA), developed and extensively
tested over the last two decades, has become a rich new source of information on psycho-
cultural dispositions. The investigations reported here rely on the administration of the
AGA method to seven samples varying in drug use and culture.

15



THE MAIN OBJECTIVES

The main purpose of the investigations is to identify psychological dispositions
associated with drug abuse. The study examined the acculturation process of Puerto Rican
adolescents in New York and assessed whether, and to what extent, acculturation affects
psychological dispositions associated with drug use. The main psychological variables
examined include self-image, perceptions of addictive substances, relationship to the social
environment, family, and friends.

The investigations pursued three specific objectives:

A. To identify important psychological dispositions that correlate significantly with
drug use and that offer sensitive indicators which can be used to identify high-risk
sub-populations characterized by low resistance and high vulnerabilities.

B. To examine the relationship between acculturation and substance abuse in the
context of Puerto Rican samples of addict and non-addict populations. The research was
designed to perform an in-depth analysis of the processes of social learning and
socialization through which Puerto Ricans adapt to the American cultural environment.

C. To obtain insights on the combined psychelogical effects of drug use and
acculturation. Of special relevance are the differences between Puerto Rican users and
non-users with regard to relevant background wvariables and various measures of
acculturation and psychological adaptation.
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THE METHOD

Approach: Reconstructing Perceptions and Systems of Subjective Representations

The research reported here relies on a theoretical model of cognitive organization
in which the thinking and behavior of the individual are considered to be reflections of a
system of subjective meanings or representations of reality. The system is comprised of
subjective representations of self, others, and the world as the person has learned to see and
understand them within the context of his own background and experiences. Individuals
understand and act within their social environment on the basis of shared dimensions of
meaning. These systems of subjective representations are rooted in common background,
shared views, and shared experiences of a given social or cultural group and they determine
how people approach others, how they cope with their world, how they construe problems
and try to solve them.

By reconstructing people’s subjective meanings or perceptions it is possible to assess
the main parameters of their systems of subjective representations. These mosaic pieces
of subjective images and meanings are obtained empirically from the distributions of
thousands of spontaneous free associations. Although an approach based on free
associations and designed to map subjective images and meanings may appear to be
divorced from behavior, the results reported here show that it is possible to differentiate
culture groups or drug user groups with a high degree of accuracy by charting systems of
subjective representations. Cognitive theorists have long assumed an intimate relationship
between mental representations and behavior, but an empirical demonstration of this
relationship was hampered by the limitations of the more direct and structured methods of
assessment.

Students of human behavior working along theories of cognitive representation
assume that much of goal oriented human behavior is guided by cognitive maps or "systems
of mental representation.” Triandis and Vassiliou (1967) speak of a system of cognitions
that constitutes a map of the ways people conceive their environment. Tolman (1948)
describes the maps as guidance or control systems that exert continuous influences on
choices and behavior. Models of mental representations include such diverse notions as
cognitive map (Tolman, 1948), cognitive representation (Downs & Stea, 1973), internal
representation (Posner & Keele, 1968; Shepard & Chipman, 1970), subjective lexicon
(Miller, 1967), meaning system (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957), and thought world,
(Whorf, 1956). These converge in their fundamental assumptions that people’s behavior is
organized and guided by their subjective meanings, by the system of subjective views they
develop in the representation of their subjective world.

We speak here purposefully of subjective representations rather than of attitudes or
opinions. Attitudes involve positive or negative evaluations, and opinions involve views
which people hold consciously in their awareness as personal choices or preferences. Our
studies of people in various cultures have shown, however, the importance of subjective
images and meanings, which people assume to be a simple, unadulterated representation
of reality. This sense that they represent plain and simple reality is what makes subjective
meanings so resistant to change and what turns them into such persistent barriers to mutual
understanding.



Such considerations may also explain why, following the psychological tradition, the
main thrust of empirical research designed to reconstruct systems of subjective
representations is centered on the assessment of subjective images and meanings.
Compared to lexical meanings based on linguistic use or convention, psychological meanings
are subjective reactions (Osgood et al., 1957) that encompass affects, personal experiences
and perspectives. They constitute elementary units or mosaic pieces of the global system
of mental representations or world view. The system of subjective representation is not
merely an aggregate of subjective images and meanings but a highly organized, coherent
system. These representational units are highly interdependent; each unit has to fit and be
adapted by the system. From the perspective of the organization and functioning of the
system, the following three parameters of the representational system deserve special
attention.

1. Perceptions, representations. Subjective images and meanings are composite
reactions, what Osgood et al. (1957) called a "multicomponential affair." The subjective
meaning of drug, for example, contains a number of components such as visual images
(white powder, pill), contexts of use (headache, pain), varieties (chemical substances, herbs),
and associated effects (relief, craving). The comparisons of Puerto Ricans and Americans
and of drug users and non-users presented in the following show how subjective meanings
are affected by variations in the salience of these perceptual and affective components.

2. Dominance, priorities. In a person’s subjective representation of the world some
subjects, issues, and ideas play more important roles than others. Drugs may be dominant
in the lives of drug users but not of non-users. Our past research has shown that different
groups and cultures do show considerable variation in their priorities; for some individual
achievement and personal freedom have high dominance, and for others the pursuit of
social and national goals are more important. The importance of dominant themes and
thought categories has been widely recognized by scholars analyzing personality, cognitive
organization, and belief systems (Miller, 1967; Rokeach, 1960; Harvey, Hunt, & Schroeder,
1961; Kelley, 1963; Noble, 1952).

3. Evaluations, affects. Perception of the environment is loaded with positive and
negative evaluations and affects. Certain elements are seen as desirable and attractive and
others as aversive and harmful. It is clear that evaluations and affect loading are closely
related to the concept of attitude, the most widely researched subject area of psychology.
Affects and evaluations account for most of the focusing, selectivity, and subjective
dynamism in a person’s representation system. Some people have a highly affect-laden and
polarized view of the world, seeing things as good or bad and people as friends or foes, with
little neutral ground between. Other people may have less polarized views. It should be
pointed out that the other parameters of the representation system -- perceptions and
dominance -- each encompass affects and evaluations.

The elements of the subjective representation system are organized in special ways,
and the affinity structure creates strong dispositions to see the world in predetermined
relationships. For the Christian Scientist, for instance, "drug" and "hell" may be seen in
close relationship in view of common religious connotations. For the drug addict, "drug"
and "heaven" may have greater affinity because these concepts share the salient component
of pleasure. It is generally overlooked that the relationships we perceive between elements
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of our subjective world are determined by the amount of shared psychological meaning or
affinity. There are several concepts in the literature analogous to affinity: clustering
(Miller, 1967; Bousfield, Whitmarsh, & Danick, 1958), relatedness (Asch, 1969),
interrelatedness (Harvey et al., 1961), similarity (Osgood et al., 1957; Flavell & Flavel;,
1959), and categorization (Triandis, 1964). Asch (1969) has argued that relational activity
is a basic operational principle of human perception and learning.

The theoretical and practical value of the model elaborated here naturally depends
on the validity of its fundamental assumptions and on its potential to provide direction for
empirical methods aimed at mapping the representational system. In the Associative Group
Analysis (AGA) method this model has been harnessed to explore the critical parameters
of subjective culture and their relationship to substance abuse among Puerto Ricans.

The Associative Group Analysis Method

The Associative Group Analysis (AGA) Method relies on free verbal associations
elicited from selected samples of respondents to reconstruct their subjective images and
meanings. The method offers an inferential technique for assessing people’s perceptions
and attitudes toward various topics and ideas such as education or democracy. During the
past 20 years, extensive data have been collected on scores of foreign and domestic sampies.
These findings show that the non-directive, open ended nature of the task offers new
opportunities for assessing perceptual and motivational dispositions and the dominant
parameters of meaning systems, or cognitive organizations, both for individuals and groups.
AGA has been frequently characterized as a methodological breakthrough which offers
extensive empirical information on evasive psychological dispositions.

The multiple response
association task is administered
usually in written form in group
settings. No questions are asked,
and respondents remain
anonymous. The participants are
merely instructed to write down
those ideas that come to mind in
the context of selected stimulus
words or themes. Responses are
recorded on randomly ordered
cards like those depicted in Figure
1. In the numerous reactions

elicited by a particular word it SR
theme, the high frequency s N o e e
responses indicate important PO
mosaic elements of the group’s oy = g
subjective image; the less frequent polley /\/
responses indicate less important

ones.

Figure 1. Response cards and group response lists
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In Table 1, for example,
the responses of American and
Puerto Rican students to
MARIJUANA inform about their
perceptions of and attitudes
toward marijuana. The Puerto

Rican responses "addiction," Response Score Response Score
" won " " " smoke 135 drug, dope 189
'ﬂlr'less, harmful, anq deth party "1 addiotion 54
indicate a preoccupation with drug, dope 107 cigarettes 46
the risks and negative 'j':::t b ;}:l’:fs -
consequences of using marijuana. grass 84 vice 38
The U.S. responses "party" and weed 51 harmful 3
"high" indicate that the American ::"'pe"’d a0 youth 0
students view marijuana more as plant 26 jail 27

a source of enjoyment.

Table 1

Ten Most Frequent Associations to MARIJUANA

U.S. American Students

Puerto Rican Students

Whether the stimulus theme is "marijuana" or "getting high," or "police" or "therapist,"
the distribution of spontaneous responses provides an empirical basis for reconstructing
each group’s salient perceptions and attitudes. Since the number and diversity of responses
make a quick identification of the dominant response trends difficult, several analytic
procedures have been developed to extract the relevant information.

The high-frequency
responses to MARIJUANA
readily reveal that the Puerto
Rican students perceive greater
danger and risk in marijuana
than do the U.S. students who
perceive it more as a matter of

Table 2

Main Components of Perceptions and Evaluations

by American and Puerto Rican Students

Percentage of
Total Scores

entertainment. Nonetheless, a Main Components Us PR
systematic  content  analysis,

based on categorization of the Pot, Grass 31 4
responses, is required to identify Joint, Cigarette, Smoke 25 7
all the salient perceptual and High, Stoned B -
attitudinal trends. The summary gzg’ezzn 7 5
results of this procedure are Youth . 7
illustrated in Tabiz 2. The Hlness, Death 1 11
percentage figures for the four Bad, Vice 1 12
categories -- "[llness, Death," Illegal, Jail 6 15
"Bad, Vice," quegal, Jaﬂ," and NDfl:llgS, Addiction 13 32
" .o . . iscellaneous 1 7
Drugs, Addiction" -- indicate

negative evaluations which are Total Scores 975 731

more salient to the Puerto
Ricans than to the Americans.
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To convey the results of this analysis (as presented in Table 2) in a simple visual
form, we use "semantographs" (Figure 2). The semantograph is a graphical presentation
showing the differential salience of the main perceptual and evaluative components of the
group’s subjective images. The radially arranged bars represent the main categories of
group meanings. The length of the bars reflects the relative salience of the identified
component; additionally, the percentages from the tables are also included. Where the bars
are similar in length, substantial agreement exists; where the bars are differerit in length,
substantial differences exist between the groups. The semantographs are arranged so that
the bars on the left side show meaning components especially salient for one group and
those on the right show meaning components especially strong for the other group. In the
following semantograph, the outlined bars represent the American interpretations and the
solid dark bars show the Puerto Rican American interpretations. For categories that show
interesting differences, we present the actual response clusters.
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Figure 2
PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS
3Y
——— Americans wmam  Puerto Ricans
Total Score: 975 Total Score: 731
us [
DRUGS ,ADDICTION 127 233
POT, GRASS (34X, 4X) DRUGS, ADDICTION (43X, 32%X) /_::H:Tm ‘°Z w?
us PR opium 8 -
JOINT CIGARETTE SMOKE 281 52 THC é .
joint, roach,reefer 85 . i .
cigarette 9 46\ sddiceion *
smoke 135 6 JOINT, SMOKE (29%, 7%)
I.&ll,!tlnks 23 . us P
pipe,bong 29 . LEGAL JAIL 57 107
tllegal,prohibited 25 6
- jail,busted 17 2r
ILLEGAL. JAIL (6%, 15X) lan 15 %
police . 1
coure é
violation 13
HIGH, STONED (13X, 0X) robbery 15
BAD, VICE (1%, 125) ~ "@fis.contrabend trade w
us ”
PARTY, FUN (7X, 0%} ”;‘;'f‘ : 9?
- ILLNESS, DEATH (1%, 11%) vice . 38
harm, - ful, sbus
us PR PROBLEMS (0%, 5%} YOUTH {0X, 7%} d:s":rm:io: ¢ 3;
PARTY, FUN &6 0 MISCELLANEOUS (1X, 7%)
party 15 .
fun 13
good 20
cool , wow, yes 18
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The AGA method has several characteristics which make it applicable to the study
of psychological variables which are beyond the reach of more direct, more structured
methods of assessment. As no specific questions are asked, it does not call for an overt
expression of personal position or commitment. The respondents perceive associations as
a language task instead of a probing of their personal beliefs or attitudes. Unlike
conventional survey methods, AGA reveals the natural salience of perceptions and
evaluations. It shows the strength of perceptual and motivational dispositions of which
people are frequently unaware, despite the fact that these dispositions influence their
behavior.

The distributions of hundreds of thousands of spentaneous responses, elicited by
systematically selected key concepts or themes, offer insights into important psychological
images and meanings. These response distributions are subjected to computerized
evaluation to map and reconstruct the system of mental representations, or cognitive
organization, of each group. The results obtained on scores of domestic and overseas
groups show the effectiveness of the method to map the system of mental representations
of people from different cultures, ages, genders, and educational levels.

Several analytic measures are applied to gauge the organization of the system of
subjective representations of different groups along the three main parameters of
perceptions, dominance, and evaluations.

Subiective perceptions, representations. The similarity of subjective views and

perceptions of a particular theme for different groups can be measured by comparing the
distributions of their free associations. Ferceptual similarity can also be assessed for each
individual with reference to the distributions of free associations given by selected groups.

ubjective priorities, importance. The importance or dominance of a particular
stimulus theme to a particular person or group is inferred from the number of responses
offered in the association task. The "dominance" scores calculated both on an individual
and group basis are analogous to Noble’s (1952) widely tested measure of "meaningfulness.”

Subjective affects, evaluations. As extensive attitude research has demonstrated,
affects, positive vs. negative evaluations, are important psychological variables. One of the
ways to reconstruct how a person or group evaluates a particular stimulus theme is to
calculate the predominance of positive vs. negative responses to particular stimulus themes.

In examining the overall system, affinity indices are used to trace how particular
issues and themes are related in people’s subjective representation of reality. From factor
analysis of index matrices the main structural dimensions of their systern of subjective
representations can be reproduced. These indices show how dominant themes are inter-
related for each group.

To compare the perceptions and systems of subjective representations characteristic
of different groups, like Americans and Puertc Ricans or drug users and non-users, a
psycho-cultural distance measure, or similarity coefficient, is used. This measure is based
on Pearson’s product-moment correlation as applied to the response distributions of the
respective groups.

22



Charting the cognitive organization characteristic of American and Puerto Rican
youth, drug users and non-users, requires a combined use of the measures described above.
More technical details on the calculation of the scores for each measure and information
on their validity and reliability can be found in the appendices. A technical description
of the Associative Group Analysis (AGA), its main procedures of data collection and
analysis, is presented in Appendix I. Appendix IT offers some results of past research

involving the much debated question of cultural similarity of Hispanic American groups in
the United States.
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THE INVESTIGATIONS

The investigations included two main phases: 1) adapting the methods of data
collection to identify psychological factors involved in Puerto Rican drug use and
acculturation, and 2) assessing similarities and diffezences between American and Puerto
Rican drug users and non-users in different stages of acculturation.

Phase 1: Adapting the Research Method

Previous research using the Associative Group Analysis method over the last two
decades has produced extensive comparative data on Anglo-American and Hispanic
American psycho-cultural dispositions (see Appendix II). This information was considered
in adapting the AGA method to the present application. The adaptation of the AGA
instrument also required the inclusion of domains designed to identify variables that
differentiate drug users and non-users and capable of measuring Puerto Rican acculturation.

Preliminary data were collected in New York using 50 Puerto Rican and 50
American substance abusers. Comparable data on Puerto Rican and American non-drug
users were already available. The substance abusers were tested at various rehabilitation
centers in New York City where they performed a three-step word association task,
designed to identify high priority domains and representative themes characteristic of the
frame of reference of young drug users. This association task served the purpose of
developing a word association based instrument to be used together with other instruments
in the main data collection. The rationale of this three-step data collection procedure has
been explained in more detail in previous publications (Szalay and Maday 1973).

This preliminary data collection phase resulted in the production of a comprehensive
AGA Stimulus List of 40 stimulus words (See Table 1) representing ten important reference
domains (e.g., self, family, education, etc.). Previous research had already identified many
of these important reference domains, but to extend our analysis to drug abusing
sub-cultures, we added reference domains with the new themes that uniquely characterize
the priorities of both Puerto Rican and American drug using youth.

Phase 2: Assessing Similarities and Differences Between American and Puerto Rican Drug
Users and Non-Users in Different Stages of Acculturation

Phase 2 involved data collection and analyses on several samples used in the
representation of key experimental variables. The data collection is described here by
identifying the samples and describing the measures and instruments used.

The Samples

Following the original research design, the data collection was organized to cover
seven population samples, each represented by 100 subjects. Two hundred American
adolescents were tested, 100 representing non-users and 100 representing drug users.
These subjects were reached through private and public schools and drug treatment and
rehabilitation centers in the New York and Washington, D.C. metropolitan area.
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@ Table 1

Stimulus List

SELF DOMAIN EDUCATION DOMAIN

me education

I am school

I like teacher

I want respect
FAMILY DOMAIN WORK DOMAIN

family work

father achievement

mother money

trust compete
FRIENDSHIP DOMAIN ENTERTAINMENT DOMAIN

-‘ boyfriend fun

girlfriend party

love happiness

friendship entertainment
PEOPLE DOMAIN DRUGS DOMAIN

people alcohol

society marijuana

community drugs

trust smoking
COUNTRY DOMAIN GOALS DOMAIN

United States goals

Americans hope

Puerto Rico future

Puerto Ricans fear
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Over four hundred Hispanic adolescents were tested at over twenty different sites
in the New York metropolitan area. Several of those tested were of other Latin and South
American origins because it was difficult to single out Puerto Ricans prior to the testing.
Therefore, it was necessary to test many more subjects in order to reach the necessary
sample size of Puerto Ricans, discarding data on those individuals that did not meet our
background criteria. Of the hundreds sampled, one hundred were identified as adolescent
Puerto Rican non-users. They were reached through a variety of after school programs,
private schools, and youth organizations. Approximately 200 Puerto Rican drug users were
identified; one group was formed of young drug users aged 15-18 (n=93) and a second
group of drug users aged 18 and older (n=98). These drug user samples were tested
through various treatment centers including therapeutic communities, outpatient treatment
programs, and youth rehabilitation centers in the New York metropolitan area. In addition,
Puerto Rican users were also obtained through test administration at the youth
organizations and after school programs. These users were identified based on self-reported
drug use on the background questionnaire.

Over two hundred Puerto Rican adolescents were tested in San Juan and the
surrounding areas. They included 100 non-users, reached through public schools, and 100
adolescent drug users, tested through schools and local rehabilitation facilities.

In all instances the participation of the subjects was voluntary. The data collection
used in the main phase of the research took about 2 hours and the subjects were each paid
for their participation ($10). Participants were contacted by school principals and program
directors of the respective schools or treatment organizations who explained the purpose
of the research and elicited interest in participating in the study. The anonymity of
participation was clearly stated as well as the option to withdraw from the voluntary
participation if they so decided. Since the majority of subjects involved minors, parental
permission was elicited.

Unfortunately, the data collection in New York was made very difficult because
despite repeated efforts, it was impossible to secure cooperation from the public schools.
Several school principals and staff members expressed great interest in the research and its
importance and relevance with regard to coping with drug problems, high drop-out rate, and
other psychological and educational problems involving Puerto Rican youth. However, it
was impossible to pass the hurdles presented by the New York City school board and their
administrative regulations and attitudes.

This lack of cooperation greatly complicated the task and produced delays in the
scheduled performance. The solution was to operate through private schools, youth centers,
and youth organizations. This caused serious complications and difficulties in obtaining the
samples since it was impossible to know ahead of time which people were users or non-
users and which were Puerto Ricans. Consequently, we had to test a much greater number
of students (over 1,000) than the number originally scheduled (700). As a result of these
difficulties it was not possible to maintain the age ranges within the original quotas, nor was
it possible to maintain the same sex distribution within samples. Nonetheless, thanks to the
cooperation and support of the various youth organizations and treatment centers, we finally
succeeded in testing the necessary number of Puerto Rican and American adolescents,
meeting the scheduled quotas and completing the data collection successfully.
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The data collection in Puerto Rico, organized by Dr. Glorisa Canino, was relatively
simple and effective. She had excellent rapport with the school system and was successful
in eliciting their interest and cooperation. Well over 100 adolescent non-users were tested
in Puerto Rico. The majority of adolescent non-users were tested at a middle class private
school in the metropolitan area of San Juan. Several other non-user students were obtained
from a public school in the urban metropolitan area of Carolina. Carolina is a relatively
large town in the metropolitan area of San Juan which is composed largely of low and low
middle class people. Some additional students came from a public school in a low income,
rural area of San Sebastian. San Sebastian is a relatively small town in the interior of the
island.

One hundred Puerto Rican adolescent drug users/addicts were also tested. This
population, however, was much more difficult to locate. Samples were collected from all
private clinics which treat adolescent drug addiction in Puerto Rico. Due to the low rate
of prevalence among Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, there was considerable difficulty in
getting access to the addict population. This is consistent with prior epidemiological work
by Canino in 1985 (see Bird, Canino, Rubio-Stipec, & Ribera, 1988) which showed that very
few children and adolescents in Puerto Rico fit into this category.

Instruments and Measures
The data collection relied on three types of instruments:

1. Demographic Measures. Background data was elicited by a short questionnaire,
which focused on important socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents. All of
the participants answered questions on variables such as age, gender, education, and lifestyle
or behavioral questions. For the Puerto Ricans, additional questions were also asked to
determine family migration. For example, questions were asked regarding years of
residence in the U.S. and/or Puerto Rico, parents’ birthplace, number of relatives in the
{J.S. and Puerto Rico, etc.

English speakers received the English version of this instrument and Spanish
speakers received the Spanish version. If the respondents were bilingual, they were given
the opportunity to decide which form they preferred.

2. Measures on Preferences and Behaviors Relevant to Accuituration. Based on
scientific literature, a questionnaire was developed to assess cultural preferences and
behaviors and how these influence psychological adaptation to the American environment.
The questionnaire was administered to Puerto Ricans in New York and, in an adapted
form, to Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico. This instrument included a battery of questions
and scales covering such topics as the role of English and Spanish in their daily lives, the
role of Hispanic vs. American cultural preferences, etc. These questions and scales were
comparable to conventional survey and scaling tasks used in the field of measuring
acculturation.
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Beyond the more conventionally examined dimensions of acculturation, this
instrument included additional questions involving drug use, drug preferences, lifestyle
factors, and various categories of problem behaviors and variables related to substance
abuse and its behavioral correlates. To obtain comparable data, this series of questions
on behavior was also administered to the American adolescents. Naturally, the Americans
did not receive the acculturation questionnaire.

3. Measures_on the Psychological Dimensions of Cultural Adaptation. These

measures relied on the adapted use of the Associative Group Analysis and its diverse
analytic procedures. As previously discussed, the AGA method uses an unstructured
open-ended approach rather than relying on direct questions or using structured scaling
tasks. The AGA instrument was developed based on Phase 1 analyses and consisted of 40
stimulus themes chosen in the representation of 10 domains. Administration of this free
association task to American and Puerto Rican cultural samples resulted in hundreds of
thousands of responses. Based on the elicited responses of the population samples, this
instrument can reconstruct the perceptions, evaluations, and systems of mental
representation of the groups compared. Using computer assisted analyses, the instrument
reveals the characteristics, similarities, and differences of the groups compared. It can also
be used to measure the psycho-cultural distances between groups as well as changes in the
distance resulting from the acculturation process.

Similarly, by comparing the response distributions obtained from drug user and
non-user samples, this approach infers the characteristic differences in self-image, in their
relationship to social environment, in their perceptions and evaluations of harmful
substances, as well as in other dimensions of their mental representations related to drug
abuse. By using this unstructured method of in-depth analysis, the investigations were
organized to measure the internal processes involved in acculturation and drug abuse
beyond the reach of the more structured methods of assessment.

The word association task was administered in conjunction with the background and
the acculturation questionnaire. Considering the unstructured nature of the AGA approach,
its administration preceded the administration of the structured acculturation measures
since the structured questions could have interfered with the spontaneity of the unstructured
word association tasks.
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PART I. Psychological Dispositions Differentiating Drug Users from Non-users

Clinical observations as well as firsthand experiences suggest numerous characteristic
differences in the psychological make-up of habitual drug users and non-users. However,
the findings of the research literature on the relationship of personality traits (i.e., locus of
control, introversion, extroversion, etc.) and drug abuse yield generally contradictory and
inconclusive results.

The investigations reported in this section reflect an intensive research interest in the
psycho-social correlates of habitual drug use. Rather than focusing on personality traits, the
following approach centers on perceptions, evaluations, and systems of mental
representations as variables of behavioral organization to be examined for their potential
in differentiating habitual drug users from mnon-users. The investigations relied
predominantly on the use of the Associative Group Analysis (AGA) method, an
unstructured, open-ended analytical technique. Drug users and non-users of different
cultural backgrounds (specifically, Americans and Puerto Ricans) were compared.

The research focused on various dimensions of behavioral organization; including
the perceptions and evaluations of harmful substances, self-image, relationship to the social
environment (e.g., family, friends), sources of stress, and other psychological factors related
to substance abuse. The research was designed to examine the utility of the method, and
its potential to produce information on user and non-user differences at three main levels:

1. Perceptual and evaluative dispositions of users and non-users on specific themes or
issues (e.g., marijuana, smoking, etc.).

2. Consistent trends observed across related themes (e.g., marijuana, alcohol, drugs, and
smoking) representing a select domain (e.g., Drugs).

3. Comparison of the cognitive organization--the system of subjective representations--
of users and non-users (differences across various domains).

Data obtained at these three levels will be used to test the utility of the perceptual
and evaluative information to identify people of different behavior (i.e., drug users or non-
users). Based on discriminant function analysis, this testing serves as validation against
criterion behavior.

Level I: Perceptions and Evaluations of Selected Themes by Drug Users and Non-users

The following findings are based on response distributions to the stimulus themes
marijuana, drugs, alcohol, and smoking and illustrate the similarities and differences in the
groups’ subjective images of these substances. They show to what extent and in what ways
drug users and non-users differ in their views and attitudes.

The responses elicited to the above stimulus themes were grouped using the content
analysis approach. This approach is described in more detail in the discussion of the AGA
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method in Appendix I. In the following graphs, the length of the bars represents the
relative salience of a particular component or cluster in the group’s overall image of that
theme. The dark bar represents the non-user group and the outlined bar represents the

user group. Selected clusters, where shown, reveal specific responses of the groups
compared.

The first four graphs compare the views and images of the American users and non-
users on the four drug themes. The next four graphs compare the views of the Puerto
Rican users and non-users in Puerto Rico.

In viewing the findings, the following questions should be kept in mind: a) To what
extent do users and non-users differ in their perceptions and evaluations of these harmful
substances? b) Are the differences found between drug users and non-users accidental or
do they reflect different outlooks and contrasting perspectives? c¢) How internally consistent
are these perspectives across related themes? d) Do the results reveal trends and
perspectives characteristic of the users’ and non-users’ outlook (i.e., more rejection or more
acceptance of drugs, marijuana, alcohol, etc.)? e) Are their views of harmful substances part
of their overall subjective representation of reality?
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Figure 1.1
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DRUGS

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS

8y

AMERICANS IN NEW YORK

r— DrUg Users

Total Score: 1772

——e Non-Users

Total Score: 1492

COCAINE, CRACK (31%, 18%)

USR NON
FUN, GOOD, LOVE 228 49
fun 62 -
ood, ness 26 17
?uve 26 . FUN, GODD (13X, 3X)
happy,ness 18 .
cool 11 -
party,s 1M 15
excite,ment 9 - MARIJUANA (11X, 6%)
sex, ual 30 .
great,est 9 .
pussy 9 .
fuck, ing 3 - ALCOHOL, LIQUOR (6%, 2X)
rock-n-rotl 6 -
hang out 8 -
Sleep. ing - HIGH, STONED (4%, 1X)

ADDICTION, ABUSE (4%, 4%) .

AMERICAN USERS naturally show more familiarity with specilic types
of drugs like cocaine, crack and marijuana, and have these types of
drugs uppermost in their minds when responding to the word drugs.
Users also have a mare positive altitude towards drugs; thinking of
thern as being fun and good. Users relate alcohol to drugs more readily
than non-users. They are also more aware of the narcotic effects of
drug use (e.g., high, stoned).

USR NON

DEATH, HARMFUL, DESTROY 168 231

death 29 48

dead, ly 13 ©

kitl,ing 40 67

danger,ous 20 28

BAD, STUPID (14X, 27%) destroy,ed 7 5
destructive 8 15

die,dying 20 6

harm, ful 12 1

hurt, ing 13 12

poison, ing 6 -

aide - [4

violent,ce - 16

DEATH, HARMFUL (9%, 15X%) perilous . 5

USR - NON

JLLEGAL, CRIME (1%. 9X)  1yiecaL, CRIME, POLICE 2136

itlegal 1 36

jail 5 19

PEOPLE. PLACES (2¥, 4%) 9un,s ©38

crime - 17

police,men - 2

fight,ing -6

MONEY, DEALERS (2X, 4%) steal, ing 8 .

. HELP, TREATMENT (1X, 2%) murder,s - [
MISC. (1%, 3%) smuggle, ing . 7
serious, ly - 4

against the law - 7

unlawful . 5

prostitution - 4

AMERICAN NON-USERS have more negative attitudes towards
drugs; thinking of them in terms of being bad and stupid. These
asititudes may come from their greater sensitivity to the dangers
inherent with drug use, such as death and harm. They also pay
more altention to the ilegality of drugs.
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USR NON
EFFECTIS: HIGH, STONED 283 146
high 103 120
stone,d 22 -
getting high 26 19
escape, ing 15 .
feel,ing 10 -
tired,ness 20 -
sleep,ing 12 -
hunger, ry 13 -
eat, ing 15 -
food 8 -
cottonmouth 1 -
hatlucinate . 7
headache 8 .
euphoria 5 B
horny b4 3
red 6 EFFE
USR NON
FUN, PARTIES, GOOD 266 T4
fun s
good, ness 26 36
love 27 -
taugh, ter 24 5
party,s 9 10
sex,ual 24 -
like, cool 14 -
yes n -
sweet 6 -
smells good 10 -
great,est 20 9

MARIJUANEA

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS

—— Dr ug Users
Total Score: 1657

AMERICAN USERS show the most familiarity with marijuana;

naming various types of paraphernalia, marijuana slang terms
and types of marijuana. They also are more preoccupied with
the narcotic eflects of marijuana. They think of marijuana more

as being good and fun.

BY
AMERICANS IN NEW YORK

Non-Users
Total Score: 1477

USR NOWN
DEATH, DANGER &2 175
death - 38
dead, ly - 15
kill,ing 28 36
danger, ous - 26
SMOKING, JOINT (21%, 10x) BAD. STUPID (11X, 22x) heatth 7 s
sick, ness 7 7
cancer - n
harm, ful - 5
v die, dying - 5
POT. WEED (18%, 10%) DRUGS, CRACK (8X. 19X) destructive - 6
unhealthy - 1
brain damage . S
destroy,ed - 5
TS: HIGH (17X, 10%)
DEATH, DANGER (3%, 12%)
ILLEGAL, POLICE (0X, 5%)

€000, FUN (14X, 5X) USR - NOW
ADDICTION, USE (2%, 2%} 1LLEGAL, POLICE 0 7
rFRIENDS, scHUGTEx SEk}-ING (2%, 3%) ol B

jai -
law,s - 5
murder, s - 5
Iun,s - 4
pol ice,men - 7

AMERICAN NON-USERS have 2 much more negative attitude

towards marijuana, thinking of it in terms of bad and stupid. This
may be resultant of their higher level of awareness of the
risks of marijuana use such as death and danger. intereslingly,
the non-users identily marijuana with hard drugs like crack
and cocaine, much more readily than do users. Non-users also

show more interest In the illegal aspects of marijuana.
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Figure 1.3
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ALCOHOL

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS
BY

AMERICANS IN NEW YORK

r— Drug Users —— Non-users.
Total Score: 1659 Total Score: 1396
USR NON USR  NON
VODKA, LIQUOR, RUM 199 115 DANGEROUS , KILL ,ACCIDENT 116 167
vodka 47 36 danger, ous 8 30
tiquor 2L 16 kill,ing 24 25
rum 10 8 death 18 27
whiskey 16 7 drive,ing 4 25
b di 13 8 oS 9 7
T o - BEER, WINE (18X, 14%) e n .
jock daniels 16 . actident - 16
scotch 12 5 car accident,s 6 -
brandy 8 - DANGER, KILL (6%, 11X) crash, ing - 6
tequila 9 - VODKA, LIGUOR (12X, 8%} hurt,ing 9 -
southern comfort 17 7 tiver 7 -
hard . 10 BAD, PROBI.EMS (9%, 11%) heal th ° a
bourbory A ) dend, ly - R
absolute 8 - FAMILY. FRIENDS (9X, 5%X) pressure,d - 8
9in -7 DRUNK, HIGH (11X, 11%) drunk driving -5
die,dying 8 -
USR KON violent,ce 8 -
HARGOVER, SICK 96 37 DRINKING, BEVERAGE (7%, 6X%) fight,ing 4 -
hangover 7 16

sick mess 9 11 FUN, GDOD, LOVE {7X, 9%)
throwing up 23 5 USR  NONW
vomit, ing "o - HANGOVER, SICK (6%, 3X) PARTY, BAR 70_ 136
puke, ing 17 s CRIME, VIOLENCE {1X. 0X) ADDICTION, ABUSE (4%, 5%) party,s 26 85
headache 14 - bar,s 20 14
DRAUGS (4%, 4X) sex,uat T
PARTY. BAR (4%, 9%) retan,ation Do
sociat - 10
friday . 7
saturday - 5

AMERICAN USERS think first of various specific types and
brands of aicohol, including beer, wine, vodka, elc. They

are more concemned with family and friends who drink. Users
also seem to be somewhat more aware of such il effects of
alcohol as hangover and sickness. Both groups show an equal
familiarity with the euphoric effects of alcohol.

AMERICANS NON-USERS think more of such alcohol related
dangers as death and accidents. They have a somewhat more
negative opinion of aicohol, thinking of it as bad and stupid. in
this respect, non-users display the most ambivalence by also
describing alcohol as being fun and good. They relate alcohol
more to parties, bars and sccial situations.
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Figure 1.4
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SMOKING

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS

AMERICANS [N NEW YORK

BY

—— Dng Users ——
Total Score: 1518

Total Score: 1532

Non-Users

USR  NON USR NOM

CIGARETTES, TOGACCO 336 210 CANCER, DEATH, HARMFUL 172324

cigarette,s 169 89 CANCER,_ DEATH (9%, 30%) cancer 67 131

cigar,s 6 16 d?ath 8 60

nicotine 1525 kitl,ing 7 2

mariboro m 25 CIGARETTES (22%, 15%) sick,ness b3 S 4

nevport - BAU, STUPID (13%,29%)  iencetiny »oz

pipe,s': 7 - danger, ous 8 19

tobacco 13 20 die,dying 7T 4

kool - 6 dend, ly - 10

disease,d 8 5

POT, MARIJUANA (10X, 2X) :ﬂphyscvlna 6 -

USR KON ospita - [3

POT, MARTJUANA 160 37 tung disease - 1

pot 103 %2 crazy - 7
mar§ juana . 1y GOOD, LOVE, FUN (10%, 6%) FRIENDS, PEOPLE (1%, 5%)

reefer 2% 7 *

joint,s 27 - USR  NON

skunk 6 - AD, STUPID 266 438

blunt - 7 DRUGS, CRACK (B, 3%) QUIT, NO, STOP (4%, 4X) ::..dp 4, ity b 7? 1:;

disgust, ing 23 21

urscEXTERSIF (2%, 0%) hate, ful 379

ADDICTION, USE (6X, 3X) SMOKE, FIRE (4%, 3X) no good, not good % -

smell,ing, gross 33 51

stink, ing 8 23

problems, rude - 15

dirty, loser,s 13 -

idiot, ic, uncool - 1%

ugly,ness, obnoxfous - 13

taste,ing, tastes bad - 13

uaste, ful, smells bad - 15

peer pressure, odor,s - 12

AMERICAN USERS are more preoccupied with specific types of
substarices 0 be smoked: primarily cigareties and tobacco products
but also marijuana, drugs, crack, etc. A higher percentage of

users thini of smoking as good and fun bui users also show more
concern for smoking in terms of addiction and use.

AMERICAN NON-USERS are much more Intensively aware of such
dangers inherznt in smoking as cancer and deatfs. They think
more negatively of smoking, describing it as being bad and

stupid. They think more of friends and people who smoke.
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Figure 1.5
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DRUGS

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS
BY

PUERTO RICANS IN PUERTO RICO

i Drug Users
Total Score: 1563

—— Non-Users
Total Score: 1451

USR NON USR NON
COCAINE, CRATX, HEROIN 426 176 DEATH, HARMFUL, DESIROY 306 357
coke 43 9 death 53 62
cocaine 137 82 kill,ing 26 13
crack 57 54 COKE, CRACK (27%, 12%) BAD, STUPID (17X, 29%) danger,ous 33 .
tsd [ - destroy,ed 23 5
acid 23 - destructive 30 20
heroin 66 21 harm, ful 26 82
teblet,s 35 5 hurt,ing, perdition - 15
stimutant,s 29 - DEATH, HARMFUL (19%, 25%)  ¢2™2se.ing 2t 58
substance 10 - MARIJUANA (17X, 10%) - - injury 35 -
valium,s 15 - T sick,ness ?2 1N
glue 1 - / ill, ness 21 43
syringe,s - 5 mind, arm,s 13 -
hopeless,ness, solitude - n
USR  NOM poison, ing, cancer - 13
MART JUANA 273 143 aids 13 12
mari juana 202 82 FUN, GDOD (4%, 1X) ILLEGAL, CRIME {2X, 12%) = brain,s, mental damage - 10
shrub 4 22 emotionally unhealthy - 2
cigarette,s 3 27
roll,ing - 7 ALCOHOL, LIGUOR (2%, 3%) :
hash, ish - H] PEOPLE, PLACES (2X, 2X) i
USR  NON |
HIGH, STONED (2%, OX) ILLECAL, CRIME, POLICE 27 115
MDNEY, DEALERS (2%, 1X) itlegatl - R
HELP, TREATMENT (1%, 1%} MISC. (1%, 1%) ja!l - 32
-~ crime, criminality - .20
ADDICTION, ABUSE (3%, 3%) police,men, taw,s - 10
fight, ing, theft,s - 5
rob,ery 9 6
prisoner,s 18 .
corrupt, fon - 5
criminal,s - 5

PUERTO RICAN USERS: When responding to the word drugs, specific
hard drugs come first 10 the mind of the drug user. They also show

a greater awareness of various types of drugs, including coke,

crack and marijuana. They are more familiar with drug slang

terms and the euphoric effects of drugs. They have mroe positive
attitudes towards drugs; thinking of them as fun and good.

PUERTO RICAN NON-USERS have extremely negative aititudes
toward drugs thinking of them as bad and stupid. This attitude
may be resultant of their preoccupation with the harmful effects
of drugs, such as death and sickness. MNon-users are also much
more sensitive to crime as it relaies to drugs. ;
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Figure 1.6

MARIJUANA

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS

BY

PUERTO RICANS IN PUERTO RICO

——— Drug Users mmeemn  Non-Users

To!al Score: 1361

Total Score: 1484

USSR NOW USR NON
POT, WEED 171 62 BAD, STUPID 277442
plant,s 25 8 bad %7 192
shrub 102 24 stupid, ity - 18
grass 18 15 DEATH, DANGERA (18X, 27X) hate, ful R
leave s - no 30 9
brown, matita -1 filth,y 18 16
blerdn n - n ACK (17X, 10X craty 1" 6
colonbis,n - s DRUGS. CRACK (47X, 10%) BAD, STUPID (20X, 30%) problem,s 8 30
shit,y - 9
garbage B 7
doesn®t work 19 .
_Tii_ﬂi*i;i_ﬁ}_) negntive ri 7
disgust,ing, waste,ful - 2
horrible - 26
awful, unpleasont DR F
ugly,ness - 20
SMOKING, JOINT (10X, 4%} enmity, nothing - 10
ILLEGAL, POLICE (5%, 7X) don't like - 6
wicked,ness, mad - n
harass,ment, sad, ness - 10
immature,ty, fool,s - 14
G0OD, FUN (8%, 1X) FRIENDS, SCHOOL (1%, 3X)
USR NON .
R EFFECTS: HIGH (2X, 3%)
'”";)‘;’;""‘“S- £oon ‘g‘s’ f; MONEY, SELLING (2%, 1%) vsr woN
,ness
loughter - 9 ADBICTION. USE (2%, BX) ADDICTION, USE 27_119
{ike 34 - addiction - 21
enjoy,ment 11 - habit, forming 1" -
medicine 9 - habit 16 77
drug addict,s, addict,s - 3
dependent,cy, hell - 8

PUERTO RICAN USERS show a much greater awareness of and
interest in various types of drugs, drug stang and paraphernalia.
They also think in much more positive terms like good and fun,
when thinking of marijuana.

PUERTO RICAN NON-USERS. Both users and hon-users are very
aware of the dangers involved In marijuana use and have very
negative altitudes towards marijuana, thinking of it as bad and
stupid. However, the non-users are much more steadfastiy

against marijuaria and marijuana use. They are more concerned
about friends and the people who use marijuana.
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Figure 1.7
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ALCOHOL

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS

BY

PUERTO RICANS IN PUERTO RICO

—— Drug-Users e Non-Users
Total Score: 1367 Total Score: 1388
UsR  NON USR NON
DRINKING, BEVERAGE 168 76 DANGEROUS ,K1tL ,ACCIDENT 277 359
drink,ing danger,ous 23 7
burn, ing - 7 kitl,ing 19 .
beversge,s 106 .38 DANGEROUS, KILL (20%, 26%) death 38 58
bottle,s 13 8 car,s - 8
liquid 21 - accident 26 53
crash, ing 1n 3
destroy,ed 13 18
DRINKING (12%, 5%) BAD, PROBLEMS (16X, 22%) fnjury 2 -
harm, ful 56 109
DRUNK, HIGH (11X, 9X) destructive 2 -
itl,ness - &5
grave yard -4
internal damage - 5
VODKA, L.IGUOR (10%, 6%) damage, ing - s
tiver 8 7
ADDICTION, ABUSE (2%, 6%) d {iver . 3
health 9 9
DRUGS (7X, 4%} pain, ful -6
BEER, WINE (4%, 5%) fear, fut -3
cancer . 7
USR  NOW lung, % -
FUH. G000, LOVE s FUN. GOOD, LOVE 6%, 2%) CAIME. VIOLENCE (2%, 4%) hospi tal M
P o 15 HANGOVER, SICK (1%, 0%) E, VIOLENCE (2%,
like 19 8 (1%, 3%)
Slessant A rFRIENDS, FAMIE$TRE, B4 SR HON
delicious - 6 29 90
addiction - 7
abuse - 3
alcoholism - 1
habit, vice 18 68
cure, ing 11 -

PUERTO RICAN USERS: Comparatively speaking, users seem to be
more aware of pleasurable, as well as unpleasant effects of alcohd
use such as being drunk, high, hungover and sick. They show a
greater familiarity with brands and types of alcohol. They relate

alcohol use more readily to drugs and drug use.

PUERTO RICAN NON-USERS: Whiie bothusers and non-users show
anintensive awareness of the dangers Involved in alcoho! use and the
problems that result, non-uscrs are much more expressive of their
negative views. They are somewhat more preoccupied with
addiction and abuse, as well as ctfime and violence, as they

relate to alcohol.
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Figure 1.8
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USR NON

CIGARETTES, TOBACCO 365 104
cigarette,s 256 87
nicotine - 8
Marlboro 13 -
Newport 15 -
Winston 34 -
tobacco &7 9
USR NON

POT, MARIJUANA 148 41
mari juana 118 30
shrub 10 9
grass 10 -
leave 10 -
hask, ish - 2

SMOKING

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS

BY

PUERTO RICANS IN PUERTO RICO

— Dng Users ————

Tolal Score: 1390

CIGARETTES (26X, 8X)

Non-Users
Total Score: 1373

CANCER, DEATH (27%, 38%)

POT, MARIJUANA (11%, 3X)

DRUGS, CRACK (6X, 4X)

GOOD, LOVE, FUN {4%, 2X)

EXPENSIVE, MONEY (2X, 2X)

PUERTO RICAN USERS: Although both users and non-users are well
aware of such health dangers as cancer and death, the users do
seem to be as concerned as the non-users. Foremost in the minds

of users are the substances to be smoked: primarily cigarettes

and tobacco products, followed by mariujuana and other drugs

like crack. Users have a more positive atlitude towards smoking,
considering it to be good and fun.

BAD, STUPID (12X, 24X)

ADOICTION, USE {4X, 6X)

MISC {0, 0X
qurT, no (k24 O¥) - PEOPLE (0%. 2%)

SMOKE, FIHE (6%, 8X)

USR NON

BAD, STUPID 170329
bad 111 156
stupid, ity - 10
hate, ful, mad - 10
undesired, detest - 16
tonecessary, horrible - 10
don't like 21 .
dirty, tough - 10
problem,s ¢ 13
harass,ment 18 15
mistrust, nothing - 12
jait 10 5
vicious,ness, unpleasant - b3
fool,s - "
foolish,ness, awful - 10
ugly,ness - 18
uaste, ful, forbidden - n
foul smelling - 7
USR  NON

DOICTION, USE 58 109
addiction - N
habit, forming 9 .
epidemic,s - S
uncontrolled - 5
do,ing - 6
absorb 14 -
habit 35 82

PUERTO RICAN NON-USERS: This group is most preoccupied with
the heatth risks inherent in smoking such as cancer and death. Naturally,
with these concerns in mind, they have the most negative atiitudes

towards smoking, thinking of it as bad and stupid. They are

also more sensitive to the addictive qualities of smoking. They

think more of friends and people who smoke.
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Level II: Trends of Perceptions and Evaluations Differentiating Drug Users and Non-
users in Select Domains

The following results summarize trends of perceptions and evaluations found across
the four themes used in the representation of the drug domain. Figure 9 compares
American users and non-users. Figure 10 compares Puerto Rican drug users and non-users
in Puerto Rico. Figure 11, "Perceptions and Evaluations Differentiating Drug Users and
Non-Users," offers a schematic presentation of results based on the comparison of American
drug users and non-users across several domains. Beyond the drug domain, this includes
findings on the domain of self and the domain of family.

Compared to the analysis performed on single themes (e.g., marijuana) which
produced extensive details on specifics, the analysis performed on select domains is less
redundant and more explicit. However, it does suffer from the same disadvantages as the
content analysis performed on the individual themes; the identification of main perceptual
and evaluative trends depends at least partially on subjective choices made by the analysts,
which introduces a source of error, but which accounts for the flexibility and adaptability
of the technique (see discussion of Content Analysis, Appendix I, p. 6).

The results of the analysis performed at the level of domains support several
observations:

1. The differences between drug users and non-users are not limited to single
isolated themes, but they represent trends of perceptions and evaluations that
apply to many related themes. They reveal dimensions of organizational
perspectives that differentiate drug users and non-users and inform on the

parameters of cognitive /behavioral organization built into their systems of mental
representations.

2. The differences between drug users and non-users are not restricted to their views
on drugs but they involve other domains of life as well, ranging from self-image
to family, social relations to values, work to entertainment. Although the
differences are the greatest in the domain of drugs, the differences found in other

domains reflect several other psychological dimensions and correlates of drug
use.

3. The findings support the assertion that drug use has numerous psycho-behavioral
correlates measurable through AGA, although the role and level of influence of
these related domains is likely to vary depending on such variables as type of
drug abused, level of involvement, socio-cultural background, etc.
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Figure 1.9
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Trends of Perceptions and Evaluations for American Users_and Non-Users in the Drug
Domain

The American users differed from American non-users along trends of perceptions
and evaluations that emerged with considerable consistency across the themes used in the
representation of the drug domain (drugs, marijuana, alcohol, and smoking). Non-users
were intensely negative in their attitudes and evaluations, characterizing drinking and taking
drugs as stupid and self-destructive. They also focused on the dangers of using drugs and
alcohol. Non-users were much more preoccupied with the possibility of death; in other
words, the perception that drugs and alcohol kill. Consistent with their strong
condemnation, they placed greater emphasis on crime and illegality. They thought of drugs
and alcohol in general terms, indicating less familiarity with slang and paraphernalia.

The users tended to view marijuana, alcohol, and drugs as sources of entertainment
and relaxation. They related drugs more to friends, parties, and social events. In contrast
to the non-users, they did not pay much attention to issues of legality or crime. The users
were naturally more familiar with the various types of drugs and brands of alcohol and with
their effects in producing altered states of mind. The users were less worried about loss
of control or the harmful effects of drug use on their health.

40



T i v

Rk ity

DRUG DOMAIN
PUERTO RICANS IN PUERTO RICO
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Trends of Perceptions and Evaluations for Native Puerto Rican Users and Non-Users in
the Drug Domain

The Puerto Rican users differed from Puerto Rican non-users along trends of
perceptions and evaluations that emerged with considerable consistency across the themes
used in the representation of this domain (marijuana, drugs, alcohol, and smoking).

Non-users were extremely negative in their attitudes and evaluations, characterizing
drinking and taking drugs as bad and stupid. They were very concerned about the
harmfulness and dangers of using drugs, believing that they lead to addiction and abuse,
destroy health, and even cause death. Consistent with their strong condemnation, they
placed greater emphasis on crime and illegality. They showed much less familiarity with
drug terms or paraphernalia.

The Puerto Rican users were naturally more familiar with various types of drugs
and alcohol, but only slightly more interested in their effects in producing altered states of
mind. While they were more positive than the non-users, the users also expressed a great
deal of negative feelings toward drugs and alcohol, recognizing their potential danger. They
did not pay much attention to issues of legality or crime.
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Perceptions Differentiating Drug Users and Non-users in Other Domains of Life

The differences between users and non-users were fairly consistent 2cross the themes
used in the representation of the drug domain. Generally, non-users focused on the dangers
of dependency, addiction, and death, and frequent users viewed drugs and alcohol as
sources of entertainment, relaxation, and socializing.

Similarly consistent differences between users and non-users were also observed in
the other domains of life included in the study. In the self and family domains the drug
users’ self-image was more narrow and self-centered than the non-users’. Users expressed
greater emotional ambivalence toward self and family and had a more negative image of
father. Non-users saw themselves more as intelligent and helpful, and spoke more of good
family memories of togetherness and sharing activities. In their views of education and
school, users were more interested in social life and less in academic performance
compared to non-users. The users attitudes toward authority and discipline were much
more negative than those of non-users, who recognized the need for discipline in learning,
work, and sports. In the social domain of friends and community, drug users saw a greater
relationship between drugs and crime, and expressed less trust and commitment toward
others. In regard to goals and aspirations, drug users showed a greater desire for money
and material possessions and greater insecurity about interpersonal relations. Drug users
showed more preoccupation with drinking and drug problems and expressed greater distress
over the lack of meaningful relationships and changing moods (e.g., loneliness, depression).
Non-users showed more awareness of alternative choices and more active interest in solving
problems.

As illustrated in the schematic presentation in Figure 1-11, these differences (e.g.,
perceived harm vs. enjoyment) offer several new insights of practical interest:

a. The results demonstrate the utility of the free association based response
distributions to inform on perceptions and evaluations that differentiate non-
users from drug users.

b. These differences show a high degree of consistency across themes, indicating that
the perceptions and attitudes observed in the context of specific themes reflect
perceptual and evaluative dispositions characteristic of the users’ and non-users’
broader frame of reference.

c. The differences between drug users and non-users are not limited to the domain
of drugs, where they may be expected, but involve other domains as well -- self,
family, social environment -- showing that users and non-users differ consistently
and systematically in their systems of subjective representations.

42



war -y

Figure 1.11
Perceptions and Attitudes Differentiating
Non-Users & Drug Users

Qualities/Characteristics
Emphasized by Non-Users

Qualities/Characteristics
Emphasized by Drug Users

CONSISTENT DIFFERENCES IN THE DOMAIN OF DRUGS

harmfiul, dangerous
bad, stupid

hangover, sick
abuse, dependency

Drugs
harmful, sickness, death snjoyment, fun
bad, stupid party, alcohol, sex
iliegal, crime getting high, escape
addiction, dependency marijuana, crack
Marijuana
harmful, sickness, death enjoyrnent, fun
bad, stupid good, great
lllegal, crime getting high
addiction, dependency me, friends
Alcohol

enjoyment, fun
good, relaxation

drunk, high
me, friends

harmful, sickness, death
bad, stupid

lllegal, crime

addicticn, denendency

DRUGS DOMAIN

enjoyment, fun, party

me, friends, sex —

getting high, escape
marijuana, crack, alcohol

CONSISTENT DIFFERENCES IN OTHER DOMAINS OF LIFE

positive self evaluation
sociability - friends
performance, dependability
family ties

SELF DOMAIN

emotional ambivalence
narrow focus on self

enjoyment, good times
freedom, independence

love, care

positive experiences, memories
shared activities, outings
friendship

FAMILY DOMAIN

emotional ambivalence
tension, conflict
lacking, missing
fights, problems
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Level III: The Structures of Cognitive Organization Characteristic of Drug Users and
Non-Users.

Factor analysis was used for the user and non-user groups to identify the organization
of the system of subjective representations. The correlation coefficients calculated on the
basis of inter-word affinity coefficients®* were submitted to factor analysis to examine the
structure of cognitive organizaticn based on the relationship of the forty themes used in this
research. Although results based on this analytic method have certain limitations, the factor
structures obtained suggest several interesting insights.

Factor Analysis of Affinity Structures for the American Non-Users

The factor analysis of the affinity matrix obtained on the American non-user group has
extracted nine factors and following a varimax rotation produced the factor structure shown
in Table 1.

o Factor 1, Affection-Boyfriend, involves emotional ties with primary focus on
friendship type of relationships. It includes family relations as well, but only at the
second phase.

o Factor 2, Goals-1 want, includes future, work, achievement, etc. It reflects
self-orientation ("I want", "I like") as well as issues related to achievement like work
and competition.

o Factor 3, Drugs-Smoking includes marijuana and alcohol. The inclusion of society
suggests that this factor involves more social concerns rather than problems involving
the self.

o Fun-Entertainment, representing factor 4, includes party as well. This is a small, but
clear cluster, reflecting entertainment orientation.

o The I am-Me factor, Factor 5, involves a focus on self and self-image. The inclusion
of people probably reflects the social orientation of the social context of self-image.

o Factor 6, the Respect-Trust factor encompasses community. It appears that this
factor incorporates more traditional values involving interpersonal relations, which
are related to community.

o Factor 7, Education-Teacher, represents a cluster of educational issues encompassing
school as well.

o American-United States, Factor 8, inciudes money as well, indicating that for this
group, the United States conveys not only national connotations but strong economic
connotations as well.

o Factor 9, Puerto Rico-Puerto Ricans is the final factor and is limited to these themes,
offering a clearly identifiable and well defined factor.

Note: Interword associative affinity indexes measure the similarity in meaning of one stimulus word to another for a particular group.
The affinity or relatednéss of stimulus words is measured by the number of associations produced in common to these words,
See Appendix I, p. 15.
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Table 1.1
Rotated Factor Matrix of Stimulus Themes Loading on Factors Derived from

Analysis of Forty Affinity Scores -
(Percent of Total Variance/Eigenvalue)

American Non-Users

Affection-Bovfriend Factor 4
Affection .88
Boyfriend 84
Girlfriend 82
Mother 76
Friendship 74
Father 64
Happiness 60
Family 57
Love 48
Goals-1 Want Factor (8.6 45
Goals 83
I Want 78
Future 67
Work 65
Achievement 57
I Like 55
Hope 42
Compete 40
Drugs-Smoking Factor (7.6%/3.02)
Drugs .80
Smoking 77
Marijuana 73
Alcohol 54
Society 46
Fear 45
Fun-Entertainment Factor {6.2%/2.49
Fun a7
Entertainment 73
Party 70
I Am-Me Factor (4.8%/1.94
I Am 86
Me 81
People .56
Respect-Trust Factor (4. 1.
Respect .76
Trust g3
Communi 53
Education-Teacher Factor (4.1%/1.
Education 82
Teacher 66
School 66
American-United States (2.8%/1.63)
Americans 72
United States .69
Money 57
Puerto Rico-Puerto Ricans Factor (2. 12
Puerto Rico 17
Puerto Ricans T2
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Factor Analysis of Affinity Structures for the American Drug Users

The factor analysis on data from American drug users extracted ten factors.

(o]

Mother-Affection is the first and largest factor. It is comparable to the first factor
extracted from the non-users but it suggests a somewhat different focus. As the
emphasis on mother, father and family indicate, the user group shows a stronger
family focus. The inclusion of hope in this factor suggests that, for the user group,
it is not only heavy in importance but also includes elements of both desirability and
uncertainty.

Fun-I like, Factor 2, also includes entertainment indicating that this group pays
stronger attention to fun and entertainment than the non-user group.

Factor 3, Goals-Future corresponds essentially to Factor 2 of the non-user group.
The position of this factor suggests that this motivational factor may have somewhat
less importance to the drug user group than the non-users.

Teacher-School, Factor 4, includes education and people. Compared to the
educational factor extracted in the case of the non-users, this factor appears to focus
on the more concrete characteristics of education, namely teacher and school.

Factor 5, Respect-Trust, is comparable to Factor 6 of the non-users. In the case of
the non-users, this factor includes community while for the users, this factor includes
love. This difference suggests that, for the drug user group, respect and trust involve
more personal and emotional issues of somewhat higher subjective importance.

Factor 6, American-United States includes society and community as well. The
difference between this factor and Factor 8 of the non-users suggests that, for
non-users, American and United States carry stronger economic-financial
connotations as suggested by the inclusion ¢f money. In the case of the users,
Americans-United States includes society and community, suggesting stronger social
and political connotations.

Smoking-Drugs, Factor 7, includes marijuana, reflecting a more narrow focus on the
use of hard drugs. In the case of the non-users, this focus clusters together with
alcohol and fear; themes that split into an independent factor in the case of
American users.

I am-Me, Factor 8, involves self-image and emerges here as an independent factor
which does not include any additional themes.

Similarly, Puerto Ricans forms a separate, independent factor, Factor 9.
Finally, Alcohel-Party, Factor 10, includes fear as well. Interestingly, this factor

emerges here independently from the drug factor, which includes smoking and hard
drugs.
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Table 1.2
Rotated Factor Matrix of Stimulus Themes Loading on Factors Derived from

Analysis of Forty Affinity Scores
(Percent of Total Variance/Eigenvalue)

American Drug Users

Mother-Affection Factor (26 4%/10.54)

Mother 92
Affection 90
Girlfriend 81
Friendship 79
Father 77
Boyfriend .76
Family 65
Happiness 61
Hope 50
Fun-I like Factor (9.0%/3.59)
Fun 86
I Like 80
Entertainment J5
Goals-Future Factor (6.7%/2.67)
Goals 87
Future 81
Achievement T2
Work 61
I Want .57
Money 37
Compete 32
Teacher-School Factor (6.3%/2.51)
Teacher T7
School 73
Education 72
People 39
Respect-Trust Factor (4.5%/1.80)
Respect .79
Trust , 74
Love 59
Americans-United States (4.1%/1.62)
Americans J7
United States a7
Society 57
Community A5
Smoking-Drugs Factor {3.9% /1,55
Smoking .79
Drugs .76
Manjuana 65
I Am-Me F r (3.1%/1.24
1 Am 89
Me .79
Puerto Rico-Puerto Ricans Factor (2.8%/1.11)
Puerto Rico 84
Puerto Rican .81
Alcohol-Partv Factor (2.7%/1.10
Alcoho 61
Party 56
Fear S50
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The clustering of themes behind the factors extracted reflect natural semantic
affinities. The differences shown in the clustering of the themes make sense intuitively, but
an interpretation of the two different factor structures would appear dubious in view of the
questionable identity and comparability of the factors extracted in the two independent
analyses.

As follows naturally from the limitations of the method chosen, the results of the
factor analysis are more difficult to interpret and less conclusive. This analysis has been
used only to demonstrate that the organization of the system of mental representations
obtained for drug users and non-users show considerable similarities as well as differences.

Results of the Comparative Analysis of Users and Non-Users

The results of the analysis performed at three successive levels of cognitive
organization (i.e., single, specific themes, domains, and difference in overall cognitive
organization) support the following main observations:

1. Users and non-users show significant differences in their perceptual and
evaluative dispositions. The differences reflect psychological dispositions that
differentiate drug users and non-users and reveal psychological correlates of
drug abuse along several domains.

2. The Associative Group Analysis offers an empiricai method of high analytic
sensitivity useful in the identificativis of these psychological correlates of
substance abuse along the main parameters of the cognitive organization that
has received, heretofore, little attention.

3. while the differences in the drug domain were particularly sizable and readily
identifiable, the results of the broader analysis have shown that the
psychological dispositions characteristic of drug use include several other
domains and variables -- self image, relationship to family and friends,
interpersonal relations and social values in general, fear, stress, etc.

As our research reveals, the psychological correlates of drug use vary in scope and
intensity, deperding on the nature of substance abuse as well as on the socio-demographic
and psychocultural characteristics of the population.

As the results discussed in this section indicate, the specificity of results has an
inverse relationship to the level of the analysis. The results are most specific at the level
of perceptions and evaluations of single select themes. Consistency of these perceptual and
evaluative dispositions holds strongly for domains (e.g., drugs) represented by a cluster of
related themes (e.g., marijuana, cocaine, alcohol, smoking). At increasingly higher levels
of cognitive organization the assessment suffers unquestionably from the limitations of the
statistical methods available.
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From the perspective of our present interest in the relationship of culture, culture
change, and drug abuse, the analytical measures gain a special importance that allow us to
gauge changes along the three main natural dimensions of cognitive organization. The
analyses performed at these different levels of cognitive organization focus on the
perceptual and evaluative information of psychological dispositions, offering insights into
the views and attitudes which differentiate drug users from non-users. In the following, we
will see next their effectiveness and usefulness in identifying drug users and non-users.

The Use of Perceptual/Representational Data in Distinguising Drug Users From Non-
Users

While the preceding analysis revealed new perceptual /representational insights, the
following analysis aims to assess how useful these new data are in differentiating drug users
from non-users.

This analysis will rely on the three measures discussed in Appendix 1 (pp. 16-17).
These measures have been developed to gauge systems of mental representations along
three main dimensions:

The dominance scores are based on the number of responses produced to each of
the forty stimulus themes in the association task. They are used to measure the subjective
importance and relative priority of the themes for the user and non-user groups.

The evaluative scores measure how positive and negative the person or group is in
the evaluation of particular themes representing various domains of life.

The perceptual scores gauge perceptual similarities based on the similarity of
responses preduced by individual respondents to those produced by selected reference
groups {e.g., users, NoOn-users).

The following histograms present the results of discriminant function analysis using
these three measures to identify users and non-users. The first four figures present data on
the American groups. The evaluation scores and the dominance scores both provided a
high level of correct identification (85%) compared with data based on self-report. The
perceptual similarity scores produced even higher correct identification (90%). The results
obtained by using the three measures in combination produced 99% correct identification
of drug users versus non-users. The success rate of the identification of non-users tends to
be somewhat higher than the success rate of the identification of the drug users.

Based on the combined measures, the last two figures present separate data on the
identification of Puerto Rican drug users and non-users in Puerto Rico (Figure 1-16), and
Puerto Rican drug users and non-users in New York (Figure 1-17). The correct
identification achieved in the case of the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico was at the same
level, 99%, as reported for the Americans. The accuracy of identification of Puerto Rican
drug users and non-users living in New York was only slightly lower (95%).
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Figure 1.12
Identification of American Users and Non-Users

Based on Subjective Evaluation Scores

Canonical Discriminant Functions

Pct of Cum vCanonical After Wilks!
Fen Eigenvalue Variance Pct Corr Fcn Lembda Chisquare DF Sig

: 0 .4959 124.829 40 .0000
1* 1.0163 100.00 100.00 .7100 :

* marks the 1 canonical discriminant functions remaining in the analysis.

All-groups stacked Histogram
Canonlcal Discriminant Function 1
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Symbols used in Plots
S L _Group Label
1 1 AMERICAN USERS
2 2  AMERICAN NON-USERS

Classification Results Using Discriminant Function Analysis

No. of Predicted Group Membership
1 2

Actual Group Cases

Group 1 100 80 20
AMERICAN USERS 80.0% 20.0%
Group 2 100 10 90
AMERICAN NON-USERS 10.0% 90.0%

Percent of 'grouped" cases correctly classified: 85.00%

Subjective evaluation similarity scores show to what extent users and non-users
evaluate problems, events, people, and issues similarly or dissimilarly. Results are based
on the analysis all of the Americans’ responses to forty stimulus themes. Discriminant
classification procedures applied to this score were able to ciassify the users and non-users
with 85% accuracy.
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Figure 1.13
Identification of American Users and Non-Users
Based on jective Dominan

Canonical Discriminant Functions

Pct of Cum Canonical After Wilks!
fen Eigenvalue Variance Pct Corr Fen Lembda Chisquere DF Sig
: 0 .5143 118.358 40 .0000
i 9544 100.00 100.00 6969 :

* marks the 1 canonical discriminant functions remeining in the analysis.

All-groups stacked Histogram
Canonical Discriminant Function 1
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Classification Results Using Discriminant Function Analysis

No. of Predicted Group Membership
2

Actual Group Cases 1
Group 1 100 84 16
AMERICAN USERS 84.0% 16.0%
Group 2 100 14 86
AMERICAN NON-USERS 14.0% 86.0%

Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 85.00%

Subjective dominance scores are based on the number of responses given to each
stimulus theme and reveal the subjective priorities of the groups examined. The dominance
similarity score is used to measure differences in subjective priorities of users and non-
. Discriminant classification procedures applied to these scores correctly classified
85% of the grouped cases.
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Figure 1.14
Identification of American Users and Non-Users

Based on Individual Perceptual Similarity Scores

Canonlical Discriminant Functions

Pct of Cum Canonical After Wilks®
Fcn Eigenvalue Variance Pct Corr fcn Lambda Chisquare DF Sig
: 0o .3538 205.197 1 .0000
1* 1.8263 100.00 100.00 .8039 :

* marks the 1 canonical discriminant functions remaining in the analysis.

All-groups stacked Histogiam
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Symbol Group Lebel
1 1 AMERICAN USERS
2 2 AMERICAN WON-USERS

Classification Results Using Discriminant Function Analysis

No. of Predicted Group Membership
1 2

Actual Group Cases
Group 1 100 91 9
ANGLO USERS 91.0% 9.0%
Group 2 100 12 88
ANGLO NON-USERS 12.0% 88.0%

Percent of 'igrouped" cases correctly classified: 89.50%

Individual perceptual similarity scores are calculated based on the distribution of free
associations to specific stimulus themes and reveal similarities and differences in the
subjective views and perceptions of the groups examined. Applied to American users and
non-users, discriminant function analysis correctly classified 89.5% of the grouped cases.
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Figure 1.15
Identification of American Users and Non-Users Based on

Subjective Evaluation, Subjective Dominance, and Individual Perceptual Similarity Scores

Canonical Discriminant Functions

Pct of Cum Canonical After Wilks®
Fen Eigenvaiue variance Pct Corr Ffcn Lambda Chisquare DF Sig
: 0 .1480 300.906 81 .0000
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* marks the 1 canonical discriminant functions remaining in the analysis.

All-groups stacked Histogram
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Classification Results Using Discriminant Function Analysis

No. of Predicted Group Membership
1 2

Actual Group Cases

Group 1 100 100 0
AMERICAN USERS 100.0% 0.0%
Group 2 100 2 98
AMERICAN NON-USERS 2.0% 98.0%

Percent of “"grouped" cases correctly classified: 99.00%

The above classification results were based on a combination of the individual
evaluative, dominance, and perceptual similarity scores. The accuracy of the discriminant
classification increased to 99%, demonstrating the potential of the AGA-based measures
to inform on actual behavior (i.e., drug use or abstinence).
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Figure 1.16
Identification of American Users and Non-Users Based on

Subjective Evaluation, Subjective Dominance, and Individual Perceptual Similari

Canonicel Discriminant Functions

Pct of Cum Canonical After Wilks!
Fcn Eigenvalue Variance Pct Corr Fen Lambda Chisquare DF Sig
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* marks the 1 canonical discriminant functions remaining in the analysis.

All-groups stacked Histogram
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Classification Results Using Discriminant Function Analysis

No. of Predisted Group Membership
1 2

Actual Group Cases

Group 1 98 98 0
PR (PR) USERS 100.0% .0%
Group 2 100 1 99
PR (PR) NON-USERS 1.0% 99.0%

Percent of “"grouped" cases correctly classified: 99.49%

Applied to the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, discriminant function analjsis based
on the three similarity scores correctly classified 99.49% of the grouped cases. Again, the
accuracy of the classifications reveals how psychological dispositions bear on actual
behavior.
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Figure 1.17
Identification of American Users and Non-Users Based on

Subjective Evaluation, Subjective Dominance, and Indivi Per al Similarity Scores

Canonical Riscriminant Functions
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* marks the 1 cenonical discriminant functions remaining in the analysis.
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Ciassification Results Using Discriminant Function Analysis

No. of Predicted Group Membership
1 2

jictual Group Cases

Group 1 191 185 )
PR (NYC) USERS 96.9% 3.1%
Group 2 100 10 90
PR (NYC) NON-USERS 10.0% 90.0%

Percent of Hgrouped" cases correctly classified: 94.50%

Discriminant classification procedures applied to the three similarity scores of Puerto
Ricans in New York correctly identified 94.5% of the cases. The lower percentage of non-
users correctly classified (90%) suggests that there may be slightly more diversity within this
group. The combined effects of culture and drug use will be examined further.
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The results of discriminant analysis are encouraging and support the validity of the
perceptual /representational data to offer solid empirical foundation for the identification
of drug users and non-users. The next section of the report presents findings on the utility
of AGA analyses to assess systems of mental representations characteristic of the American
and the Puerto Rican cultures. In particular, we are interested in measuring the position
that Puerto Ricans living in New York have reached in developing distance from the native
Puerto Rican system of mental representations and in developing similarities with their
American host environment.
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PART II. Assessing Culture, Measuring Acculturation of Puerto Ricans

We have demonstrated the analytic capability to differentiate drug users and
non-users based on their psychological differences in views or subjective mental
representations. The following results demonstrate a similar capability to identify people as
members of one culture or another, e.g.,, American or Puerto Rican. This capability is
again based on psychological make-up: comparing the systems of subjective representations
characteristic of Americans and Puerto Ricans. We have limited our comparisons here to
those who do not use drugs in order to focus only on cultural differences.

Our fundamental strategy is to reconstruct subjective images and meanings as mosaic
elements of the culturally characteristic system of mental representations. As previously
shown, the analysis can proceed at three main levels:

1. Reconstruction of subjective images and meanings of single, select themes;

2. Identification of main perceptual trends emerging across themes used in the
representation of a select domain; and

3. Mapping cognitive organization through reconstruction of the system of mental
representations.

The above analytical steps were designed to offer insights into the perceptions and
evaluations of people of a particular culture, such as Americans or Puerto Ricans. As a test
of the validity of this new information, we examined how effective the perceptual/
representational data is in identifying a person as a member of one culture or another.
With such analytic capabilities in hand, the measurement of acculturation becomes a
simpler task: assessing the similarity of a person cr group to the host culture.

Level I. Trends in Perceptions and Evaluations of Selected themes by Puerto Ricans and
Americans: Culturally Characteristic Images and Meanings

The following examples of American and Puerto Rican subjective images illustrate
the salient components of cultural percepticns and evaluations characteristic of the groups
compared. The results show how American and Puerto Rican psycho-cultural dispositions
are made accessible through the AGA method.

The content analytic results presented in this section are based on 100 American
non-users in New York and 100 Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico. Puerto Rican
non-users in New York have also been included to give us the opportunity to examine the
effects of adaptation or acculturation. The comparison of the Puerto Rican group in New
York with the other two groups shows to what extent this group has developed perceptions
and attitudes different from those found in the native traditional cultural environment of
Puerto Rico.

Acculturation is generally construed as a process in which people living in the
environment of a host culture gradually adopt their views, attitudes, and behavior to those
of their host culture. Much has been written about this process. Structured questions and
scales have been developed to determine whether people prefer the foods, customs,
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language and views of their native culture or that of their new environment. While results
of this tvpe are presented in Part ITl, our current focus is to examine the process of cultural
adaptation through in-depth psycho-cultural dispositions which are generally beyond people’s
conscious awareness but are accessible through the Associative Group Analysis.

At the level of specific images and meanings, Figures 2-1 to 2-5 show to what extent
the Puerto Ricans in New York differ in their perceptions and attitudes from their native
culture and to what extent they are similar to the American culture. The AGA instrument
research covered forty themes selected to represent ten domains of life. However, in the
framework of this report, only a small fraction of the findings can be presented. Similarities
and differences in the perceptions and attitudes of Americans and Puerto Ricans are shown
on the following themes: Me, Father, Friendship, Teacher, Society, United States,
Americans, Puerto Rico, and Puerto Ricans. These themes were selected from the domains
of Self, Family, Friendship, Society, and Country.
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Figure 2.1

MOPE
SIMCERE, RESPECY 62 108 186
responsibility 12 18 2
trust,ing 13 2 7 ME
ospectyed iz a2 As Perceived by Three Culture
honest, y - 8 o2 Groups of Non-Users
sericus;ly - - 12
reliable,ty 8 . 5
gincere,ty . - 69
trustworthy, calm 17 . -
cooperation - LI [ i
pride . 3 - BINCERE, RESPECT —
obey,dient - - - - ” -
SMART, INTELLIGENT
AN PN PR
MYSELF, 1 126 36 12 MYBELF, |
e 7 . . ]
mraelf. 1 o PEOPLE, FAMILY
am - - 12
GOOD, GREAT
AN PN PR
CARIMG, FRTENDLINESS 218 368 346 ACTIVITIEG:DANCINQ
care,ing 39 66 .
friendliness 39 83 109 BAD, ANGRY
nice 79 9 .
feel,ing o2 CARING, FRIENDLY
share, ing - 14 3
understand, ing 21 33 14
kind,ness | 8 25 5 8AD, TIRED
help,ing,ed 15 29 7
humble, likable . . 47 MONEY, THINGS
sueet - 15 5
courteous,y, charity . . 8 APPEARANCE:CUTE
want, ed 7 - 43 T
auide,ance, sentimental . - n HAPPY, FUN 3
need, ed, ing, hope, ful 1 - - E
generous, ity, tender . - 18
1riendsh;'p ! . . 5 LOVE, LIKE
charm, ing . 8 .
MISCELLANEQUS 1
AN PN PR ¥
LOVE, LIKE 63 111133 [ [ 10 16 20 26 80
{oving 27 44 26
affection - - 62
tovable 6 17 HER AMERICAN/NY PUEKRTO RICAN/NY
love 21 &2 &S

tike 9 2 £ PUEATO RICAN/PR

Although positive social qualities comprise the most salient component in the self-image
of all groups, the Americans place less.emphasis on this aspect than the two Puerto Rican groups.
Americans differ the most by their focus on I, myself, reflecting a self-centered outlook frequently
characterized as the core of individualistic, autonomous world views. Americans are more positive
in general, viewing themselves as good, great, smart, intelligent, happy and fun-loving. Negative
reactions have less weight and are more a reflection of negative moods than of self-depreciation.

The Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico pay only negligible attention to self or the individual.
The role of positive social qualities is much more dominant. This is expressed in several ways:
friendliness and kindness are particularly salient features, including such self-effacing qualities as
being humble. Values like sincerity, honesty, responsibility, and respect are also salient. The Puerto
Ricans think of positive emotional ties with others; love and affection aré¢ predominant.

In general, the New York Puerto Ricans occupy an intermediary position between the
Americans and the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico. More often than not, their responses to ME
are more similar to those of the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico. They think of themselves
primarily in terms of positive social characteristics such as friendly, kind, etc. They pay negligible
attention to /, self. They do, however, show similarity with Americans in their emphasis on being
happy, fun, cool. All three groups describe themselves with positive physical attributes.
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Figure 2.2
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Both Americans and Puerto Ricans express predominantly positive attitudes towards
father but they emphasize rather different attributes. Americans think more of positive
social attributes such as great, nice, cool, and funny to describe father. They view father
more in a disciplinarian role, seeing him as strict and stern. He is also seen by Americans
as the provider of money and things. Father is alsc seen emphatically in his role in the
family.

Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico have a more positive, affect laden image of father.
He is seen more as a source of love and affection. They think of him more as a good
person Or a person representing goodness. Interestingly, there is little in their image of
father reminiscent of the macho, male image. Rather, they characterize him most saliently
as an understanding person and a source of trust, honesty, and sincerity. He is also viewed
as respected, responsible, educated, and honorable.

Puerto Ricans in New York have the most negative attitude towards father, as seen
in the "Bad, Hate" category. This is also reflected in the comparatively lower scores
assigned to categories such as "Love" and "Caring, Trusting". Other responses suggest that
the Puerto Ricans suffer from an absentee father (e.g., missing, none, abandoned, neglected).
These reactions bear on the frequently disruptive, dysfunctional family situations that often
result when Puerto Ricans migrate to the U.S. (Freudenberger, 1975).
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Figure 2.3
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Americans express positive attitudes towards friendship (good, fun), conveying the
idea that for Americans, friendship has a strong relationship to entertainment and leisure.
This is also expressed by the tendency to relate friendship to activities and various sources
of entertainment. Americans are somewhat more concerned about lasting friendships and
seem more desirous or needing of friendships. These are probably the consequences of an
increased sense of loneliness, described by culturalist Riesman (1950) as a fundamental
feature of contemporary American society.

Specific friends and family members are most predominant in the minds of the Puerto
Ricans in Puerto Rico when respending to the word friendship. They pay considerably less
attention to having fun or going out. They emphasize sincerity and think of friendship as
a source of trust, sharing, and understanding. They also think of the emotional aspects of
friendship, such as love and affection, as do the Puerto Ricans in New York.

Similar to the Americans, the New York Puerto Ricans view friendship as good and
as a source of fun. At the same time, it is also something that can be bad and hard. For
the most part, the Puerto Ricans in New York assume an intermediary position, fluctuating
between responses more representative of American perceptions and those more common
to Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico.
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Figure 2.4
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Americans show a more negative attitude towards teachers, thinking of them as bad,
mean, stupid and hated. They also view teachers as being strict or hard. They think less of
their positive attributes except that teachers are smart and educated.

Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico perceive teachers more positively, reflecting on
redeeming qualities such as their kindness and friendliness. They express more the view that
teachers are responsible and hold a position of respect. Despite some of their negative
responses, the Puerto Ricans also express that teachers are good and some are viewed as

friends.
Puerto Ricans in New York generally respond in extremes when referring to teacher.

They think predominantly of teacher in positive terms such as good, nice. They also think
of individuals who teach them and consider them to be friends.
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Americans have an extremely negative image of society, using such terms as bad,

sucks, corruption. They view society as a source of human and social problems including
drug abuse, alcoholism, racism, prejudice and rape. This is partially a reflection of
contemporary conditions but may also reflect an individualistic perspective that views society
as restrictive, limiting freedom and individual development.

Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico have a more positive view of society. They think of
society in terms of specific friends and people and refer to it as good, friendly, etc. They
view society as a source of helping, sharing, learning and education. They also relate society
more to respect and respensibility.

Similar to the Americans, the New York Puerto Ricans are very negative, describing
society as a source of prejudice, poverty, and crueity. They are more preoccupied than the
other groups with work, money, and the future.
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Figure 2.6
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Americans show interest in and familiarity with the government, politics, and power
of the United States. They also hold the ideals of freedom, liberty, equality and other human
rights closely at heart. They think of the U.S. in very positive terms, such as good, great,
etc. However, compared to the Puerto Ricans, Americans express more negative attitudes
towards the United States and make more reference to the U.S.’s drug problems, war,
corruption and other negative characteristics.

Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico focus on the physical attributes of the U.S,, particularly
its large size and its climate. They are also interested in material things in the U.S. like
cars, buildings, etc. They express an appreciation of American entertainment, music and
culture. While Puerto Ricaris show a greater awareness of such opportunities in the U.S.
as work, money, and education they do not share the American image of the U.S. as a land
of freedom. Both groups identify the U.S. with specific people, family and friends and with
specific places such as states and cities.

Puerto Ricans in New York share the Americans’ emphasis on freedom, justice, and
their view of the U.S. as good, nice, helping. At the same time, they are keenly aware of
the numerous problems plaguing the U.S., namely, drugs, war, homelessness, violence, and
prejudice. They think of themselves and their family, as weli as other people and friends
in the United States. Although not as strong as the native Puerto Ricans’ view, New York
Puerto Ricans see the U.S. as a source of several opportunities: education, work, money.
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Americans think of themselves in terms of power and money. They feel proud and
patriotic and relate to ideals such as freedom and equality. They recogrize the diversity of
"Americans" which includes blacks, Indians, Hispanics, and immigrants. They express positive
feelings about themselves, using descriptions such as grear and good people. They are also
aware, however, of negative qualities that they may possess such as greed and prejudice.

Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico focus on the differences that exist between Americans
and themselves such as language, customs, and appearance. They are critical of Americans,
judging them as bad, racist, mean, but at the same time describe them as friendly, kind and
good.

In almost all categories, the Puerto Ricans in New York take an intermediary
position between the Americans and the native Puerto Ricans. They think of Americans
as people, family, friends, and also think of themselves (me). They think predominantly of
whites as epitomizing Americans. Although viewed as fun, good, and nice, Americans are
also seen as prejudiced, greedy, and stupid. Money and riches are also closely related to
Americans.
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Figure 2.8
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Americans see Puerto Rico as an island, a foreign country with a different language
and culture. They also relate it to the U.S,, particularly in terms of its being a territory.
They focus on physical characteristics, climate, environment, food and material goods.
Compared to native Puerto Ricans, Americans have a much more negative view of Puerto
Rico which includes drugs, poverty, crime.

Native Puerto Ricans focus on the natural beauty of their own country. They are
extremely positive and express a good deal of pride and love for their homeland. Puerto
Ricans also think of Puerto Rico’s entertainment and tourism industry. They do not think
of domestic problems in their view of Puerto Rico.

The New York Puerto Ricans express positive views of Puerto Rico, thinking of it
as nice, good, beautiful. They focus on the tropical characteristics of Puerto Rico (hot,
beaches, etc.). They closely identify Puerto Rico to family, relatives, parents, home and to
a lesser extent people and friends. Very little attention is paid to cultural differences and
even less to social problems.
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Americans have a negative view of Puerto Ricans, seeing them, for example, as bad,
crazy, stupid, and loud. They also associate them with drugs and crime. The Americans
think of Puerto Ricans in terms of culture (Hispanic, Spanish), and focus on the differences
between the Puerto Ricans and themselves (accent, language, different, foreign). They pay
very little attention to other human characteristics indicating a lack of contacts on a
personal level, although some Americans have described them as friends.

Puerto Ricans think of themselves in very positive terms. Their interest in
interpersonal relationships is reflected in the qualities they stress: kind, friendly, good, and
nice. They also focus on positive physical attributes such as prerty and beautiful. They pay
very little attention to various aspects of their culture.

The New York Puerto Ricans express a great deal of naticnal pride (greatest, #1,
best), and emphasize positive attributes such as nice, good, happy. They show the strongest
self-identification (me), and also think of family, friends, and people in general. Similar to
the native Puerto Ricans, the New York group pays little attention to cultural
characteristics.
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Level I1. Trends of Perceptions and Evaluations in the Domains of Social Relations and
National Images

Trends in perceptions and evaluations can be observed in the analysis of themes
representing larger domains of life. These trends tend to differentiate the groups being
compared, reflecting culturally characteristic priorities and modes of expression. Some of
the trends that characterize the groups and set them apart are summarized here in the
context of two domains: social relations and national images.

Domain of Social Relations. This is actually a combination of the domains of Self,
Family, Friendship and Society. In the larger domain of social relations there were a few
notable cultural differences between native Americans and Puerto Ricans. Americans are
more individualistic in their views of self and society. They evaluate the important social
units of self, family and friends very positively, although they are much harsher judges of
the segments that are more distant, like teachers and especially society.

The Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico appear to be consistently more "people-oriented"
and stress the importance of maintaining social ties through proper attitudes of love, caring,
and mutual trust and understanding. They are less concerned with negative qualities of the
people around them and with society in general.

The Puerto Ricans in New York fall generally in between the Americans and Puerto
Ricans in Puerto Rico. They are more like Americans in their negative views of society.
They are more like native Puerto Ricans in their attention to love and affective
relationships, although they are also quite critical of father and friends. They are more
interested than either of the other two groups in action, working, and acquiring things.

Domain of National Images. The Amiericans’ national images of self and others are
somewhat more concrete in that they tend to itemize various aspects of the people and
countries, such as physical appearance and geographic features. While they are proud of
their own heritage, they are more critical of Puerto Rico and its pecple. Freedom is a very
strong part of the Americans’ national self-image, but it is almost absent in the Puerto
Ricans’ images of the U.S. and Americans. Being a strong world power is another
important aspect of the Americans’ self-image. The Americans take note of societal
problems in both countries: drugs, crime, war, poverty.

The Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico have a very positive view of themselves as well
as the U.S. and Americans. It is clear from their reactions that they see the U.S. as a land
of opportunity, a place to acquire work and an education and improve their lifestyle.
Music, entertainment, and especially language, both English and Spanish, are a large part
of their images of the American country and people. The importance Puerto Ricans give
to interpersonal relationships is evident even at the level of nations. They emphasize the
qualities of kindness, friendliness, and affection in thinking of friends and family in America
and of themselves as a people.

The Puerto Ricans in New York occupy an intermediary position. They strongly
identify with their cultural heritage, yet they also think of themselves as Americans. They
see both the positive attributes (freedom, education, money) and negative aspects (greed,
drugs, prejudice) of the United States. A great deal of national pride is expressed.
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Level III. Siructures of Cognitive Organization Characteristic of Puerto Ricans and
Americans

The affinity index matrices showing the relationship of the 40 themes for Americans,
for Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, and for Puerto Ricans in New York were submitted to
factor analysis, followed by a varimax rotation of the factors extracted. The results obtained
on the affinity structure of American users and non-users have already been discussed in
Part I (pp. 44-47).

Factor Analysis of Affinity Structure for Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico.

The factor analysis extracted eight factors. Factor 1, Me - I Am, conveys an
emphasis on interpersonal relations. It suggests integration of self with family and other
people. Factor 2, Affection-Trust, encompasses values built on strong social ties and affect-
laden interpersonal relations. Factor 3, Goals-Future, reflects goal and achievement
orientation and an aspiration for money. Factor 4, Marijuana-Smoking, is clearly a drug
cluster, which interestingly also includes fear. Factor 5, Fun-Entertainment reflects personal
interest in leisure and entertainment. Factor 6, Community-Society, indicates a tendency
to construe the United States as a political and social entity. Factor 7, School-Education,
involves educational issues. Factor 8, Puerto Rico-Competition, suggests a tendency to look
at the native country in close relationship to premises of social and economic existence
involving competition and work.

Factor Analysis of Affinity Structure for Puerto Ricans in New York

Factor 1, Mother-Boyfriend, involves emotional ties of both affection and friendship.
Factor 2, Future-Goals, is a very strong factor reflecting 2 self-orientation ("I want") and
motivation to achieve by work, money and hope. Factor 3, Respect-Trust, suggests the
emotional importance of virtues such as trust and respect to the New York Puerto Ricans.
Trust and respect may be given to loved ones and when received are a source of happiness.
Factor 4, Entertainment-Fun, reflects personal interests ("I like") in the enjoyment of fun
and entertainment. Factor 5, Americans-United States, encompasses community, society,
and Puerto Rico. Factor 6, Marijuana-Smoking, is expressive of the concern which
non-users have in relation to drug use, including the use of alcohol and tobacco produsts.
Factor 7, I Am-Me, expresses primarily a self-orientation as well as strong ethnic awareness
(Puerto Rican, people). Factor 8, Education-Teacher, reflects a sense of competitiveness
in the education of Puerto Rican non-users in New York. This sense of competition may
be on the same plane as their perceptions of future and goals with the idea that being more
educated will ensure a better future.

The results of the factor analyses are intriguing; they support the strong Puerto Rican
emphasis on affect-laden interpersonal relations, showing several important differences
between Americans and Puerto Ricans. They suggest a closer similarity between Puerto
Ricans in New York and Americans than between Puerto Ricans in New York and Puerto
Ricans in Puerto Rico. Nevertheless, in view of the exploratory nature of this analysis,
these observations are more impressionistic than conclusive.
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Table 2.1
Rotated Factor Matrix of Stimulus Themes Loading on Factors Derived from

Analysis of Forty Affinity Scores
(Percent of Total Variance/Eigenvalue)

Puerto Rican Non-Users in Puerto Rico

Me-1 Am Factor (262%/10.49)
Me 85
I Am 85
Mother 82
Father 81
Girlfriend a5
Puerto Rican 74
People Ny
Boyfriend J1
Affection-Trust Factor (9.8%/3.92)
Affection 89
Trust 85
Respect 80
Love 73
Happiness .70
Family : 67
Friendship 67
Goals-Future Factor (9.1%/3.66)
Goals 87
Future 86
Achievement 84
I Want 68
Hope 63
Money 41
Marijuana-Smoking Factor (7. 2.92
Marijuana 91
Smoking 87
Alcohol 85
Drugs 84
Fear 47
Fun-Entertainment Factor (6.6%/2.63)
Fun 91
Entertainment 89
I Like 82
Party 72
Communitv-Society Factor (4 1.9
Community NE)
Society by
United States 62
Americans 53
School-Education Factor (3.5%/1.40)
School J8
Education 74
Teacher 57
rto Rico-Compete F T 1
Puerto Rico 64
Compete 37
Wor 37

70



i ek

Table 2.2
Rotated Factor Matrix of Stimulus Themes Loading on Factors Derived from

Analysis of Forty Affinity Scores
{(Percent of Total Variance/Eigenvalue)

Puerto Rican Non-Users in New York

Mother-Bovfriend Factor 11,1
Mother 91
Boyfriend .89
ection 85
Friendshi 79
Girlfrien 77
Father 76
Family .69
Future-Goals Factor (9.5%/3.80)
Future 85
Goals 81
1 Want 75
Achievement .70
Work ‘ 64
Hope 54
Money 44
Respect-Trust Factor (7.5%/3.01)
Respect 87
Trust 85
Love J1
Happiness .56
Entertainment-Fun Factor (6.2%/2.47)
Entertainment 87
Fun 79
1 Like 1
Party 69
Americans-United States Factor (5.3%/2.14
Americans J1
United States 70
Community 69
Society 66
Puerto Rico 36
Marijuana-Smoking Factor (4.2%/1.67
Marijuana 84
Smoking 70
Drugs 70
Alcohol 65
Fear 40
I Am-Me Factor (3.6%/14
TAm 84
Me 75
Puerto Rican .58
People 58
Education-Teacher (3. 1.1
Educaticn 73
Teacher .68
School 60
Compete 50
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The Use of Perceptual/Representational Data in Distinguishing Puerto Ricans from
Americans Based on Their Psychological Dispositions

The preceding findings on American and Puerto Rican perceptions and cognitive
organization represent only a small fraction of the data produced by these investigations.
The results show that Americans and Puerto Ricans differ not only in regard to specific
subjects, but also in their characteristic ways of perceiving and evaluating their worlds and
in their overall cognitive organization, or system of mental representations.

In the following, we measure how reliable and informative the data are in
differentiating Americans and Puerto Ricans, people living in cultures with marked
differences in experiences and behavior. The results of discriminant function analysis are
based on three separate measures (subjective dominance, subjective evaluation, and
individual perceptual similarity) as well as on the three measures combined.

The analysis focused on two reference groups, namely American non-users (Group
1) and Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico (Group 2). For comparison, New York
Puerto Rican non-users were included as an ungrouped case to be classified on the basis
of criteria set by the two reference groups. Parallel to our primary interest in how a
particular psychological variable (e.g., evaluation) can be used to differentiate the two main
populations with clear cultural identity, we used the discriminant function analysis to assess
whether the Puerto Ricans living in New York, with their cultural status in transition, fit
more with their American host culture or with their Puerto Rican native culture.

The results of these analyses are shown in Figures 2-6 to 2-9. Based on the
dimension of dominance (Figure 2.6), the Americans and Puerto Ricans could be
differentiated with 88% accuracy. Of the Puerto Ricans in New York, only 32% were
grouped with Americans, indicating a low level of adaptation to the priorities of the host
environment.

On the dimension of evaluations (Figure 2.7), Americans and Puerto Ricans were
differentiated with close to 90% accuracy. Slightly more than half (52%) of the Puerto
Ricans in New York were grouped with the Americans representing the host culture.

On the dimension of perceptual similarity (Figure 2.8), Americans and Puerto Ricans
could be differentiated with 100% accuracy, and almost all of the New York Puerto Ricaris
(98%) were found to be more similar to Americans than to Puerto Ricans representing the
native Puerto Rican culture.

The last analysis relied on the combined use of all three measures (Figure 2.9). The
combined use of these measures resulted in 100% accuracy of identification of Americans
and Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico. The combined use of the three measures identified 81%
of the New York Puerto Ricans as belonging to the American host culture rather than to
the native Puerto Rican culture.

These findings are rather remarkable and conclusive on two accounts. First, they
show that each of the measures -- dominance, evaluative, and perceptual similarity --
provided highly accurate identification, separating individual Americans from individual
Puerto Ricans. Their combined use resulted in 100% correct identification. Second, the
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splitting of the Puerto Ricans living in New York (n=100) has shown that the majority of
this group are more similar to people in the American cultural environment in their
psychological make-up as covered by the three measures, compared to about one-fifth of
them who are more similar to people in their native Puerto Rican culture. -

The next section of the report, Part I1I, focuses more specifically on the acculturation
process and its relationship to the problem of drug abuse. Nonetheless, the present results
indicating a major shift in the priorities, attitudes, and perceptions of the majority of New
York Puerto Ricans offer strong empirical evidence of unexpectedly high degree of
acculturation to the host American environment, at least in the case of Puerto Ricans who
do not use drugs.

From a methodological angle, the results obtained on the classification of Americans
and Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico -- groups of unquestionable cultural identity -- indicate
that the psychological data obtained through the AGA method on the three selected
dimensions of the system of mental representations offers a solid and useful base to
perform a reliable cultural identification.
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Figure 2.6
Identification of Americans and Puerto Ricans (Non-Users)

Based on Subjective Dominance Scores

Canonical Discriminant Functions
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All-groups stacked Histogram
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Symbol _Group Label
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(PuertoRican({NYC)Non-Users)

Classification Results Using Discrim{nant Function Analysis

No. of Predicted Group Membership
2

Actual Group Cases 1
Group 1 100 89 1
AMERICAN KON-USERS 89.0% 11.0%
Group 2 100 13 87
PUERTO RICAN (PR) 13.0% 87.0%
NON-USERS
Ungrouped Cases 100 32 68
(PUERTO RICAN (NYC) 32.0% 68.0%

NON-USERS)

Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 88.00%
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Figure 2.7
Identification of Americans and Puerto Ricans (Non-Users)

Based on Subjective Evaluation Scores

Canonical Discriminant Functions
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Group 1 100 88 12
AMERICAN NON-USERS 88.0% 12.0%

Group 2 100 10 90
PUERTO RICAN (PR) 10.0% 90.0%
NON -USERS

Ungrouped Cases 100 52 48
(PUERTO RICAN (NYC) 52.0% 48.0%
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‘ Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 89.00%
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Figure 2.8
Identification of Americans and Puerto Ricans (Non-Users)
Based on Individual Perceptual Similarity Scores

Canonical Discriminant Functions
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Classification Results Using Discriminant Function Analysis

No. of Predicted Group Membership

Actua! Group Cases 1 2
Sroup 1 100 100 0
AMERICAN NON-USERS 100.0% 0%
Group 2 100 0 100
PUERTO RICAN (PR) 0% 100.0%

NOXN -USERS
Ungrouped Cases 100 98 2
(PUERTO RICAN (NYC) 98.0% 2.0%
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Percent of "grouped" cases correctly claessified: 100.00%
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Figure 2.9
Ideatification of American Users and Non-Users Based on
Subjective Evaluation, Subjective Dominance, and Individual Perceptual Similarity Scores

Canonical Discriminant Functions
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PART 3-1. Changes in Cultural Preferences and Behavior over Time: Differences
Between Drug Users and Non-Users

The following findings are based on data obtained on young Puerto Rican drug users
(n=200) and non-users (n=100) tested in New York. These Puerto Rican samples
represent young people who have spent various amounts of time in the U.S.; accordingly,

they are likely to differ in the stages reached in their adaptation to the American
environment.

Since acculturation is essentially a social learning process, the longer people stay in
a new environment (discounting individual differences) the more they are likely to learn
about and absorb their new environment. Following this logic, any effort to trace the
process of acculturation requires tracing changes over time. The following analyses were
designed to trace acculturation as a process of changes in views and attitudes over time.
As previously indicated, we have used two independent strategies to measure changes over
time. The results reported next are based on the rationale of conventional acculturation
studies which involve using direct questions and batteries of scales to assess people’s
behavioral preferences, i.e., asking Puerto Ricans in New York whether they prefer
American or Puerto Rican food, music, weddings, etc. These questions were asked to
determine whether the New York Puerto Ricans’ preferences are more characieristic of
their native (Puerto Rican) environment and/or their host (American) environment,

Our primary interest in this section is how drug users and non-users compare in their
adaptation to the American environment. The following analysis compares the rate of
change over time along variables that bear on the acculturation process of drug users and
non-users. While these tables relate the variables to time, the actual distribution of
responses by the Puerto Rican samples to specific questions are presented in Appendix III.
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Migration of Self and Family

The following questions address dimensions of migration that may affect adaptation
to the American cultural environment. The Puerto Ricans tested in New York were asked
about their birth place and how much time they had spent in the U.S. They were also
asked about when their parents had moved to the U.S. and how many of their parents,
siblings, and relatives presently lived in the U.S. or in Puerto Rico.

It is not surprising that the mother’s length of the residence shows the highest
correlation with the respondent’s length of the stay in the United States. The differences
between the drug users and non-users, in most instances, are small. The difference between
the move of the mother and the move of the father in the case of the drug users is
substantial. This difference may be an indication that the families of the drug users were
less cohesive or more disrupted or dislocated.

TABLE 3-1.1
Migration of Self and Family

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Length of Residence in U.S.
Puerto Ricans, New York

Migration/Residence Non-Users Drug Users
Mother STR* .Y i
Moved to U.S. (n=71) (n=130)
Father LG 48%*
Moved to U.S. (n= 57) (n=118)
Parents in . .21 - 36%*
P.R. (n= 23) (n= 44)
Parents in -.0%6 -.04
u.s. (n= 41) {n= 80)
Siblings -.09 -.09
in P.R. (n= 32) (n= 44)
Siblings - 35k I Y-tdd
in U.S. (n=_47) {n=_75)

Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.
*p<, 05, **p<.01.
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Social Contacts and Communication with Puerto Rico

The non-users who had spent more time in the U.S. naturally have fewer friends in
the native culture, or the other way around, the later they move to the U.S., the more
friends they have in their native culture. For the users, the scarcity of contacts with the

native culture may reflect a general impoverishment of social relations, which appears to
be characteristic of the drug users.

TABLE 3-1.2
Social Contacts and Communication with Puerto Rico

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Length of Residence in U.S.
Puerto Ricans, HKew York

Contacts Non-Users Drug Users
Number of - 25%* -.07
Friends in P.R. (n= 90) (n=160)
Number of .12 -7
Phone Calls/Year (n= 90) (n=155)
Number of -.16 -.10
Letters/Year (n= 90) (n=149)
Number of .02 .07
Visits/Year (n= 97) (n=154)
Last Time -.04 -.16*
in P.R. (n= 75) (n=139)
Time of -.28* -.03
Next Visit (n=_55) (n=_79)

Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.
*p<. 05, **p<.01.
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The Use of Spanish, the Native Language

The Puerto Rican respondents were asked how comfortable they were using Spanish
in diverse settings in their host environment (e.g., at home, at school, etc.). The following
table compares non-users and drug users with regard to the ease with which they use the
Spanish language. The results show that Puerto Rican drug users are more inclined to rely
on the use of Spanish.

In the case of the drug users, the time spent in the U.S. demonstrates a negative
correlation with the use of Spanish in all social settings, although none of the correlations
reach the level of significance. The more time they had spent in the U.S., the less
comfortable they feel using Spanish. In the case of the non-users, this inverse relationship
is less consistent. Three of the five settings show negative correlations.

TABLE 3-1.3
Feeling at Ease Speaking Spanish in Various Social Setiings

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Length of Residence in U.S.
Puerto Ricans, New York

Social Settings Non-Users Drug Users
Spanish .02 -.04
at Home (n=101) (n=179)
Spanish -.1 -.06
in School (n= 99) (n=175)
Spanish -.05 -.02
at Work (n= 98) (n=171)
Spanish .02 -.08
with Friends (n= 97) (n=174)
Spanish -.12 -.07
in Genersl {(n= 99) (n=175)

Note: Scale used ranges from 1 '"not at all comfortable®
to 5 “very comfortable.®
Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.

*p<.0%, **p<.01.
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The Use of English, the Language of the Host Environment

The Puerto Rican respondents in New York were asked how comfortable they were
using English in various social settings (i.e., at home, at work, etc.).

In all instances, Puerto Rican non-users show more ease in using English than do
Puerto Rican users as a function of years lived in the U.S. The consistency of the
differences suggests that over time the non-users develop an edge over the drug users in
their ease of using the English language. Whether this would justify the conclusion that
a better acquisition of English may reduce the chance of becoming a drug user would
require future research.

TABLE 3-1.4

Feeling at Ease Speaking English in Various Social Settings

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Length of Residence in U.S.
Puertc Ricens, HNew York

Social Settings Non-Users Drug Users
English 29%* 2T**
at Home (n=101) (n=180)
English T AL 24%*
in School (n=100) (n=175)
English IR J33nw
at Work (n= 99) (n=174)
English 4% L23%w
Wwith Friends (n= 99) (n=175)
English 2% 28%*
in_General (n=100) (n=178)

Note: Scale used ranges from 1 “not at all comfortable®
to 5 "very comfortable."
Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.

*p<.05,  **p<.01.

82



N

LIS

Appreciation of Hispanic Entertainment by Users and Non-Users

'The question asked of Puerto Rican respondents was how much they enjoyed various
sources of Hispanic entertainment. One may assume that a longer stay in the native
environment would enhance the sense of appreciation for Hispanic entertainment, and that
a longer stay in the U.S. could eventually reduce it. Actually, in the case of non-users, a
longer stay in the U.S. was reported to produce more, not less enjoyment of Hispanic
entertainment. In the case of Hispanic dance and Hispanic music, these trends have
reached a high level of significance. The drug users did indicate less interest in three of
the six sources of entertainment examined.

TABLE 3-1.5
Enjoyment of Various Sources of Hispanic Entertainment

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Length of Residence in U.S.

Source of Puerto Ricans, New York
Entertainment Non-Users Drug Users
Hispanic Music 19%* 11

(n=100) (n=180)
Hispanic Dances .28%* .15*

(n=100) (n=178)
Hispanic Flaces .14 13

(n=100) (n=178)
Hispanic .06 -.04
T.V. Programs (n=100) (n=176)
Hispanic .15 -.05
Radio Progiams (n=100) (n=174)
Hispanic .02 -.05
Books _(n=100) (n=174)

Note: Scale used ranges from 1 "do not enjoy at all®
to 5 Yenjoy very much.%
Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.

*p<.05. **p<.01.
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Appreciation of American Entertainment by Users and Non-users

The Puerto Rican respondents were asked about their enjoyment of various sources
of American entertainment in order to explore how much the length of their stay in the
U.S., and respectively in Puerto Rico, may affect their expressed preferences.

Although there were few differences in the drug users’ and nonusers’ responses to
these questions, relating the variables to time differentiates non-users and drug users with
remarkable consistency. In the case of the non-users, none of the correlations show a
significant relationship. In the case of the drug users, almost all correlations are highly
significant. That is, the length of residence in the U.S. effectively increased the appreciation
and enjoyment of U.S. sources of entertainment in the case of the drug users. The
consistency of the findings shows a surprisingly close relationship between Puerto Rican
drug use and the enjoyment of the various American entertainment media.

TABLE 3-1.6 *
Enjoyment of Various Sources of American Entertainment

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Length of Residence in U.S.

Sources of Puerto Ricans, New York
Entertsinment Won-Users Drug Users
American Music .03 . 29%*

(n=101) (n=181)
American Dances .09 .15*

(n=101) (n=182)
American Places .07 27

{n=101) (n=178)
American .08 W4 ikl
Recreation (n=101) (n=177)
American .03 22%*
T.V. Programs (n=101) (n=179)
American .05 25%*
Radio Programs (n=101) (n=178)
American .06 R L
Books (n=101) (n=178)

Note: Scale used ranges from 1 *do not enjoy at all®
to 5 "enjoy very much."

Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.
*p<.05. **p<.01.
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Preference of American Cultural Ways Over Hispanic

The Puerto Rican respondents were asked to state whether they preferred American
cultural ways to Hispanic alternatives in a variety of contexts, ranging from American versus
Hispanic focd to American versus Hispanic style weddings. While there were few
differences between thie drug users and non-users in their responses to these questions, most
being in the middle (both Hispanic and American), differences do emerge when these
variables are related to time spent in the U.S.

For the Puerto Rican non-users, cultural preference shows low and mostly negative
correlations with time. These results contradict certain contemporary views that the more
time people spend in the new environment, the more their acculturation will involve
becoming adapted to certain aspects of the host environment. For instance, the longer
the non-users live in the U.S,, the less articulate is their preference for American food.

The findings on the Puerto Rican drug users are rather different. All the
correlations obtained between time spent in the U.S. and American cultural ways are
positive although only two are significant (i.e., preference for American food and language).

TABLE 3-1.7
Preference of American Over Puerto Rican Cultural Choices, Ways of Life

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Level of Length of Residence in U.S.
Preference of Puerto Ricans, New York
Lifestyle Aspects Non-Users Drug Users
Food -.19* 21
(n=101) (n=182)

Language -.06 AT
{n=100) (n=177)

Music -.18* .09
(n=101) (n=179)

T.V Programs -.08 .08
(n= 99) (n=175)

Books/Magazines .04 .07
(n= 97) {n=175)

Dances -.01 .02
(n= 96) (n=179)

Radio Programs .03 .02
(n= 96) (n=177)

Way of Celebrating .02 .09
Birthdays (n= 98) (n=176)

Way of Celebrating -.08 .10
Weddings (n= _99) {n=180)

Note: The scale used was 1 “completely Hispanic,"
2 "mostly Hispanic," 3 “both Hispanic and American,"
4 "mostly American," and 5 "compietely American."
Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.
*p<,05, **p<.01.
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Substance Abuse and Length of Residence

The Puerto Rican respondents were asked about their use of harmful substances.
As expected, the relationship between length of U.S. residence and drug use was found in
all instances except alcohol to be insignificant among the non-users.

In the case of Puerto Rican users, the length of time spent in the U.S. did show
modest but significant positive correlation with cocaine (snorting), crack cocaine, and other
hard drugs. Tkese findings support that longer residence in the U.S. is related to more

frequent use of hard drugs among those who are using drugs.

TABLE 3-1.8

Substance Abuse

Correlations (r) with Length of Residence in the United States

Frequency of Length of Residence in U.S.
Behavior Within Puerto Ricans, New York
Past Year Non-Users Drug Users
Smoke Cigarettes .07 11
(n=101) (n=176)
Use Alcohol LT .07
(n=101) (n=175)
Use Marijuana .07 .02
(n=101) (n=177)
Use cocaine .09 .20*
(Snorting) (n=101) n=177)
Use crack .04 21%
cocaine (n=101) (n=179)
Use other .1 .22
drugs (n=101) (n=178)

Note: The scale used was 0 "Never"
1 "Not in last 12 months"
2 YLess than 1 month (but once in past year)"
3 "Once a month or more (but less than weekly)"
4 Y"Once & ueek or more (but less than daily)"
5 "Daily or atmost daily."

Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.

*p<.05. **p<.01.
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SUMMARY: Changes in Cultural Preferences and Lifestyles by Users and Non-users.

The results show whether, and tc what extent, Puerto Ricans living in New York
prefer the choices and behavior characteristic of the American or of the Puerto Rican
culture. Our primary interest is in how time spent in the American environment affects
these choices and preferences. The results were examined along two lines of interest: 1)
how do the variables examined bear on acculturation, and 2) to what extent do their roles
differ in the case of drug users and non-users.

The results on migration show that the parent’s length of residence in the U.S. makes
a significant difference. Furthermore, in the case of the drug users, the difference in the
migration of mother and father indicates that the families of the drug users may have been
less intact.

The non-users report greater ease speaking English in all five social settings, as a
function of time spent in the U.S.

The non-users demonstrate a stronger tendency to enjoy Hispanic sources of
entertainment in direct relationship with time spent in United States. Although only two
of the six categories of Hispanic entertainment examined show significant correlations, all
correlations were positive. The drug users express, in all instances, less interest in Hispanic
entertainment, as a function of time.

The findings on the enjoyment of American sources of entertainment were even
more unexpected. The relationship between enjoying American sources of entertainment
and time spent in the U.S. was weaker in all instances for non-users than for drug users.
While only one of the correlations reached a level of significance for non-users, they were
all found to be highly significant for the drug users.

Correlations between time spent in the U.S. and the use of only alcohol was found
to be significant for non-users.  In the case of the Puerto Rican drug users, the use of
cocaine, crack, and other drugs show highly significant, positive correlations with time spent
in the United States.

In their preferences for various aspects of American culture (e.g., food, music, dance,
etc.), the Puerto Rican non-users express slightly less preference for the American
alternatives over time. With regard to their preference for American food and American
music the negative correlations did reach a level of significance. As an interesting contrast,
the drug users expressed greater preference for American ways over time spent in the U.S,,
although the results only reached the level of significance for food and language. In
general, the results suggest that the drug users develop, over time, a stronger preference for
certain American cultural ways compared to non-users.

Most importantly, the findings show that Puerto Rican drug users and non-users
differ in several important ways in changes they undergo under the influence of their socio-
cultural environment while living in the United States. Compared to the drug users the
non-users show a greater ease of using the English language, less reliance on American

. entertainment media, decreasing preference for American cultural alternatives and ways of

life.

87



W L&.i:. RN Pk bacdie

PART 3-2. Mapping Acculturation by Measuring Puerto Rican Similarity to American
Perceptions and Motivations: Psychological Variables Related to Drug Use

In contrast to the previous results obtained by asking Puerto Ricans directly about
their preferences (e.g., Hispanic vs. American food, music, language), the results in this
section were obtained by less direct means. There are two reasons for this different
approach. First, it is obvious that cultural adaptation involves many dimensions and
encompasses countless learning processes: learning how to greet, how to dress, how to
speak English, how to become coimnpetitive in a society with a free market system, how to
think about such human problems as mental health, privacy, and democracy in the
"American" way. While some of the learning (like language acquisition) involves conscious
goal oriented efforts, other aspects are totally subconscious.

This leads to the second reason for a differert approach, which is related to our
practical interest in the psychological dimensions of drug use. The psychological changes
which affect drug use naturally fall into this highly personal domain of perceptions,
motivations and vulnerabilities which are largely inaccessible to empirical assessment. Past
acculturation research has focused on observable variables like stated preferences for food
and entertainment, but these conventional measures fail to cover key psychological
variables. The conventional acculturation questionnaires and scales were not designed to
inform on people’s perceptions, motivations, or other psychological variables related to
drug use. Therefore, it is essential to shift the focus of our assessment toward these
relevant psychological variables.

The main difference between the approach taken here and the one taken earlier is
that rather than asking people what they like or prefer, the AGA-based association data is
used to measure the main dimensions of cognitive organization. As demonstrated in Part
2, by using this type of information it is possible to assess with considerable precision, how
closely the Puerto Ricans in New York approximate the meanings, perceptions, and
motivations characteristic of the host environment. The approach was used to assess the
progress of the acculturation process, the level of adaptation reached in approximating the
perceptions and evaluations characteristic of the U.S. cultural »nvironment. Using this
approach, it is also possible to examine differences related to drug use.

From the angle of psychological adaptation, acculturation represents a transition of
New York Puerto Ricans from their native cultural views and attitudes (represented by
Puerto Ricans tested in Puerto Rico) to those of the host culture (represented by Americans
tested in New York). It involves a shift from an organized system of views, values,
meanings, and mental representations characteristic of one’s native environment to a
different organized system of meanings and subjective representations which are character-
istic of a new host environment. The transition may be complete or partial and may take
place within one or more generations or life spans. The schematic presentation in Figure
3-2.1illustrates the process. From the perspective of developing vulnerabilities to substance
abuse, the psychological factors involved in this transition are of particular interest.
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Figure 3-2.1

Acculturation of Puerto Ricans in New York

Group in Transition

Native Culture Puerto Ricans in New York Host Culture

L | ]
Reference Norm dissimilation assimﬂation Reference Norm
Puerto Ricans > U.S. Americans
tested in E’o distance wmﬁ sxmﬂanty tested in
Puerto Rico om the native to the host New York

culture culture

Conceptually, it is useful to identify three stages associated with this transition. The
first stage involves the thawing, loosening and weakening of native views, norms and values.
This is rarely accomplished with a simultaneous adoption of a substitute system of views,
norms and values from the new, host culture. Instead, this loosening merely reflects the
gradual disintegration of a traditional frame of reference. The second stage involves the
simultaneous existence of two often conflicting frames of reference which organize beliefs
and values. Neither system dominates, and the individual exists in a state of anomie or
normlessness. The third stage, involves the gradual substitution of the new cultural frame
of reference for the traditional. In this stage the conflict is becoming resolved in favor of
the host culture, and the views, values and norms of the individual more clesely
approximate those of the new culture. It is at the second stage that there appears to be the
greatest vulnerability to drug abuse and other problem behavior.

Using a technique of in-depth assessment, we have traced several dimensions of
psychological adaptation and their relation to substance abuse. Our findings suggest that
the non-users demonstrate a deeper level of psychological adaptation to the American
environment while the drug users appear to be less assimilated in their psychological
adaptation. In the context of the above model; the non-users appear to be approaching the
third stage of acculturation, whereas the drug users are at the more vulnerable second stage
of acculturation where conflicting norms exist simultaneously. This is further supported
by the results presented in Part 4 which show that the Puerto Rican drug users in New
York maintain many of the traditional views of drugs that would appear to be antithetical
to drug use, yet they continue to abuse drugs.

AGA Based Measures of Psychological Adaptation

The following analysis relies on the measures offered by the AGA Method, focusing
on three main dimensions of cognitive organization:

1. Subjective Priorities, measured by dominance scores, show what is important and
how much. In the present context the dominance similarity score is used to show
how similar the Puerto Ricans in New York are to Americans in their subjective
priorities of selected key issues or themes.
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2. Subjective Attitudes, measured by evaluative scores, express what is considered to
be good cr bad and to what extent. In the present context the evaluative similarity
score shows how similar the Puerto Ricans in New York are to Americans in their
positive or negative evaluations.

3. Subjective Views, measured by perceptual similarity scores, express what is viewed
as similar and to what degree. In the present context, the perceptual similarity score
shows to what extent the Puerto Ricans in New York have adopted perceptions and
perspectives similar to those characteristic of Americans.

These measures offer a new analytic capability to trace the process of adaptive
change and to assess the position of the New York Puerto Ricans in relation to two
reference groups -- the native culture and the host culture. The native culture is
represented by the views and attitudes of Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico who do not use
drugs. The host culture is represented by the views and attitudes of Americans in New
York who do not use drugs. The acculturation of the New York Puerto Ricans will be

reflected by the growing similarity to the host culture and the growing distance from the
native culture.

Table 3-2.1 shows the relationship of the three acculturation measures over time for
both New York Puerto Rican non-users and drug users. As previously discussed, time is
intrinsic to the acculturation process and offers the best criterion available for measuring
adaptive changes. The more time the Puerto Ricans have spent in the U.S., the more they
can be expected to be accultured to their host environment. The opposite is true as well;
the more time spent in the native, cultural environment, the less they probably will have
adapted tc the host environment. Since time spent in Puerto Rico was too short to offer
insights into the process, we did not include this reference point in the analysis.

Table 3.2-1

Length of Residence and Psychcelogical Adaptation to the American Environment
Comparison of New York Puerto Rican Non-Users and Drug Users

Similarity (r) with American:

Dominant Priorities Evaluations Perceptions

Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Non-users Users Non-users Users Non-ugers  Users
Years in .04 JROY* .20% J16* JHoEw L 18%*
the U.S. (n=100) (n=188) (n=100) (n=188) {n=100) (n=188)

*p<.05. **p<.01.

All three acculturation measures show a positive correlation with the time spent in
the United States. The Puerto Rican non-users in New York show higher and more
significant correlations on the perceptual (r=.52) and evaluative (r=.20) dimensions but
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show a low insignificant correltation on the dominance dimension. All the results are in
the expected direction; the longer Puerto Ricans lived in the United States, the more
similarity they showed with the American culture. For the Puerto Ricans who do not use
drugs, the results have conclusively shown that there is a significant relationship between
time spent in the U.S. and the adopticn of American perspectives.

In comparing the Puerto Rican drug users to the non-users, the acculturation process
shows several interesting differences. The Puerto Rican drug users’ adaptation to American
views and attitudes is slower than for the non-users asreflected by the lower scores on the
perceptual (r=.18) and evaluative (r=.16) dimensions. However, the dominance measure
on the similarity of subjective priorities, shows the opposite trend. The Puerto Rican

drug-users (r=.26) show a stronger adaptation to American priorities than the Puerto Rican
non-users (r=.04).

Indeed, a comparison of the two groups indicates that their adaptation to the
American environment differs in important ways. The dominance dimension showed the
least adaptation for non-users and the most for the drug users. For the Puerto Rican drug
users, the evaluative dimension and the perceptual dimension showed much lower positive
correlations with time spent in the U.S. These results indicate that the Puerto Rican
non-users have progressed more vigorously in their acculturation, in their learning and in
their adaptation to the views and attitudes of the American cultural environment and
particularly so in the perceptual dimension. The Puerto Rican drug users have adapted

much less in their perceptions and attitudes although they showed more acceptance of
American priorities.
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SUMMARY: Psychological Adaptation Along Three Dimensions of Cognitive Organization

Psychological adaptation has been measured along three dimensions of similarity to
American priorities, attitudes and perceptions. The correlations show that these dimensions
are surprisingly independent from each other (see Figure 3-2.2). For instance, priorities and
perceptions have shown no significant correlation with each other at all. This finding raises
the question of which of these dimension is most informative on the process of
psychological adaptation.

We found that the correlation of these dimensions with time varies greatly. For non-
users, the lowest correlation was found between time and adaptation to American priorities,
while the greatest correlation was found between time and adaptation to American
perceptions. The findings indicate that perceptual changes are particularly time-bound.

Figure 3-2.2

Psychological Adaptation of New York

Puerto Ricans in Three Dimensions
Correlations with Time as Criterion

Perceptions N, \

Evaluations M .

Dominant Priorities R TR

] | | 1 1 ! I ! 1 ] ! f
0.00 0.06 0.10 0.185 0.20 0.26 0.80 0.36 0.40 0.45 0.60 0.56 0.80

-—

Bl Non-users Users

92



< ‘,,‘;. [ T 1 il

The results show that the psychological changes are quantifiable and they reveal
internally consistent trends in psychological adaptation. The comparisons indicate the
following main trends:

1) The three measures used to trace different dimensions of psychological
adaptation showed varying degrees of adaptation for drug users and for non-users.

2) Of special interest in this study are the psychological dispositions that
differentiate Puerto Rican drug users and non-users in New York. Non-users have shown
more successful adaptation to the American environment over time. The changes were
particularly intense in the cognitive dimension of perceptions and subjective representations.
This indicates intensive adaptation of American views and perceptions.

3) Users showed consistently less psychological adaptation or acculturation. From
the three measures examined here, users showed less change on the evaluation dimension
and the perceptual dimension. The exception is the dimension of dominance or
psychological priorities. In adapting to the American environment, they show a stronger
tendency to adopt American priorities than do the non-users. In general, they are more
attracted by American priorities but their capability to adopt American attitudes and
particularly American views and perceptions is more limited.

The assimilation of the host views and perspectives appears to be the most significant
and consequential dimension of psychological adaptation. The differences between users
and non-users are marked and show that drug use is an important factor that can critically
interfere with psychological adaptation to the environment. Whether drug abuse is the
cause of or the effect of a very limited or slow adaptation to the American environment
will require further investigation.
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PART 3-3. Psychological Adaptation and Changes in Cultural Preferences and Behavior:
Differences Between Puerto Rican Drug Users and Non-Users

The following results inform on two aspects of acculturation: psychological
dispositions and behavior. How do the Puerto Ricans in New York adapt psychologically
to the perceptions, priorities, and attitudes of Americans and do their preferences shift
from Puerto Rican to Arnerican cultural choices and behavior? The first process may be
identified as psychological adaptation and can be measured by assessing the similarities of
Puerto Ricans in New York to American priorities, attitudes, and perceptions. The second
aspect of acculturation involves choices between Puerto Rican and American cultural
alternatives, such as music and language, examined through direct questions. The
correlations presented in the following analysis were calcuiated using the AGA-based
individual similarity scores and the coded responses to the structured demographic questions
and acculturation scales.

The process of psychological adaptation is measured along three main dimensions
of cognitive organization, or what we also refer to as systems of mental representations.
One dimension involves priorities and the shift from Puerto Rican priorities to American
priorities, from what is subjectively important in the native environment to what is
subjectively important in the host environment. A second dimension involves evaluaticns
or attitudes and the shift from characteristically Hispanic evaluations to American
evaluations. The third dimension involves perceptions and the shift from Puerto Rican
views and perspectives to American views and perspectives. The Associative Group
Analysis provides three new measures of psychological adaptation along these three
dimensions. The measures can show the extent to which Puerto Ricans in New York
become similar to Americans in their system of mental representations, what is important,
what is good or bad, and what stands for what.

The second process of changing preferences and lifestyles includes cultural
preferences and culturally characteristic forms of behavior -- preference for Hispanic or
American food, language, entertainment, etc. These variables are usually examined through
batteries of direct questions and scales and are at the center of most traditional
acculturation studies designed to measure changes in stated preference and observable
behavior. The relationship of these processes of acculturation are of special interest to the
present investigations particularly in terms of what they may show with regard to drug use.
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Family’s Migration and Residence in the United States

The respondents were asked questions about the time of migration and the
contemporary residence of parents and family members.

The adaptation to American priorities showed significant relationship to the mother’s
and father’s length of residence in the U.S. Opposite trends are observed for users and
non-users. In the case of the users, the presence of parents correlated positively with the
acceptance of American priorities. In the case of non-users, the longer the parents were
in the U.S. the less the non-usess adapt to American priorities.

The adaptation to American attitudes and evaluations showed no significant
correlation with family migration for the non-users. The users, however, did show
significant positive adoption of American attitudes, the longer their mother and father were
U.S. residents.

The adaptation t¢c American perceptions showed a highly significant positive
correlation with the length of the mothers’ and fathers’ stay in the U.S. for non-users but
only with the mother for the users. In the case of the drug users the longer the parents
Yved in Puerto Rico, the less the users adapted to American perceptions. In general, the
time of the parents’ move to the U.S. was found to be closely related to the perceptual
adaptation of the non-users and not so closely related to the perceptual adaptation of the
drug users.

Table 3-3.1

Similarity (r) with American:

Parents' Migration, Dominant Priorities Evaluations Perceptions
Relatives' Resjdence Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y.
Non-users _ Users Non-users _ Users Non-users  Users
Mother -.13 L7 .13 6% LB .18%
Moved to U.S. (n= 71) (n=132) (n= 71) (n=132) (n= 71) (n=132)
Father .3 i i Fad .15 2T ) il .15
Moved to U.S. (n= 57) (n=119) (n= 57) (n=119) (ri= 57) (n=119)
Parents -.10 -.18 -.19 -.12 -.13 - 50w
in P.R. (n= 23) (n= 45) (n= 23) {n= 45) (n= 23) (n= 45)
Parents -.22 -.10 .20 .18 .19 .07
in U.S. (n= 41) (n= 82) n= 41 (n= 82) (n= 41) {n= 82
Siblings -.05 .06 .07 .21 -.18 <31
in P.R. {n= 32) (n= 45) (n= 32) (n= 45) {n= 32) (n= 45)
Siblings -.10 .10 .03 .1 -.13 -.00
in U.S. (n= 47) {n=_77) (n= 47) (n= 77) {n= 47) (n= 77)

*p<.05. **p<.0i.
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Our Puerto Rican respondents in New York were asked about the number of their

Contacts with Puerto Rico

friends in Puerto Rico and the type of contacts they maintain with Puerto Ricans.

For the non-users, the number of friends in Puerto Rico as well as the number of
letters to Puerto Rico show a highly significant negative correlation with adaptation to
American perceptions. The only significant relationship found for the drug users was

between visits to Puerto Rico and adaptation to American evaluations.

In general, there is little relationship between contacts with Puerto Rico and the

three dimensions of psychological adaptation.

Table 3-3.2

Types of Contacts

Dominant Priorities
Puerto Rican, M.Y.

Similarity (r) with American:

—Evaluations __
Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Perceptions

Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Non-users Users Non-users _ Users Non-users__Users
Number of .16 -.10 -.07 .07 LY ol -.03
Friends in P.R. (n= 89) (n=162) (n= 89) (n=162) (n= 89) (n=162)
Number of .05 .09 .06 -1 -.02 .11
Phone Calls/Year (n= 89) (n=157) (n= 89) (n=157) (n= 89) (n=157)
Number of -1 -.00 .00 -.10 - 25%% .04
Letters/Year (n= 89) (n=151) (n= 89) (n=151) (n= 89) (n=151)
Number of 09 -.01 .08 4% -.12 -.05
Visits/Year (n= 96) (n=156) (n= 96) (n=156) (n= 96) (n=156)
Last Time -.06 -.12 -.09 .04 .05 -.08
In P.R. (n= 75) (n=139) (n= 75) (n=139) (n= 75) (n=139)
Time of .08 -.05 .02 .12 .10 .02
Next Visit (n= 55) (n= 79) (n= 55) (n= 79) {n= 55) (n=_79)

*p<.05. **p<.01.
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The Role of Spanish in the Psychological Adaptation to the American Environment

The respondents were asked how comfortable they feel using the Spanish language
in various social settings: at home, at school, etc.

There is apparently little relationship between using Spanish in various social
situations and adaptation to American priorities. Although the correlations were all
negative for non-users and all positive for drug users, none reach the level of significance.

Adaptation to American attitudes and evaluations shows significant positive
correlation with the use of Spanish language for non-users and negative correlations for
users. The results show that in the dimensions of evaluations, Puerto Rican drug users and
non-users differ significantly in their readiness to use Spanish across a variety of social
settings, home, school, etc: non-users feel more comfortable and drug users feel less
comfortable using Spanish as they adapt to American evaluations.

Perceptual adaptation, that is, the tendency to perceive things and events in ways
similar to Americans, showed consistently negative correlations with the use of Spanish
both for Puerto Rican users and non-users. The more comfortable they feel using Spanish,
the less they adapt to American perceptions.

In general, the ease of using the native language, Spanish, in various social contexts
showed negligible relationships with adapting to American priorities. In the case of
perceptual adaptation, this relationship was negative for both groups. In the adaptation to
American attitudes the users and non-users differ significantly. The more non-users adapt,
the more they feel at ease and the more users adapt the less they feel at ease in using
Spanish in various social settings.

Table 3-3.3

Similarity (r) with American:

Ease Speaking Dominant Priorities Evaluations Perceptions

Spanish in Various Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Social Settings Non-users _ Users Mon-users  Users Non-users  Users
Spanish -.04 .06 .22 -.02 -.13 - 16
at Home (n=100) (n=181) {n=100) (n=181) (n=100) (n=181)
Spanish -.03 .10 2P*F - 13% -.10 - 13%
in School (n= 98) (n=177) (n= 98) (n=177) (n= 98) (n=177)
Spanish -.13 .09 .22* -.13* - .22% -.11
at Work (n= 97) (n=173) {n= 97) (n=173) (n= 97) (n=173)
Spanish -.06 .02 .18* -.18%* -.18* -.10
with Friends {n= 96) (n=176) (n= 96) (n=176) (n= 96) (n=176)
Spanish -.07 .10 .22% - 20** -.22% -.03
in General (n= 98) (n=177) (n= 98) {n=177) {n= 98) (n=1773

Note:  Scale used ranges from 1 "not at all comfortable" to 5 “very comifortable."
Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.
*p<.05. **p<.01.
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The Use of English and Adaptation to the Host Environment

For Puerto Rican non-users, the perceptual adaptation and the ease and comfort
with which they use English in different social settings show consistently positive and
significant correlations. These correlations are highest for using English with friends and
using English in school.

For Puerto Rican non-users English language use and adopting American evaluations
showed low positive correlations, none of which reached the level of significance. The same
trend can be seen for the Puerto Rican users, however, there was a significant relationship
between adapting American evaluations and speaking English at work. In the dimension
of priorities, Puerto Rican non-users in New York show in all instances low negative
correlations with the ease of using English in various social settings.

The results show that the Puerto Rican non-users’ adaptation to the American

environment is directly related to their ease in using English. In the case of the drug users
this relationship is generally weak and occasionally it is even negative.

Table 3-3.4

Similarity (r) with American:

Ease Speaking
English in Various
Social Settings

Pominant Priorities

Puerto Rican, N.Y.
Non-users _ Users

Evaluations
Puerto Rican, N.Y.
Non-users  Uscrs

Perceptions
Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Non-users  Users

English -.06 .01 .15 .01 33w 13
at' Home (n=100) (n=182) (n=100) (n=182) (n=100) (n=182)
English .11 .02 .09 .03 360 .02
in School (n= 99) (n=177) (n= 99) (n=177) (n= 99) (n=177)
English A .06 .07 .15% .23* -.01
at Work (n= 98) (n=176) (n= 98) (n=176) (n= 98) (n=176)
English -.03 -.04 .13 .01 0N -.04
with Friends (n= 58) (n=177) (n= 98) (n=177) (n= 98) (n=177)
English -.09 .07 11 .04 J32%% .02
in_General (n=_99) (n=180) (n= 99) (n=180) (n=_99) (n=180)

Note: Scale used ranges from 1 "not at all comfortable” to 5 Yvery comfortable."

Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.

*p<.05. **p<,01.
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Hispanic Entertainment and Psychological Adaptation to the American Environment

The results presented in this section came from the Puerto Ricans’ responses to
questions about how much they enjoy Hispanic music, Hispanic T.V., and a variety of other
sources of Hispanic entertainment.

The results indicate that the dimension of priorities has a very weak relationship to
the preference given to various sources of Hispanic entertainment in general. For Puerto
Rican drug users there is a low but significant correlation between adapting American
priorities and enjoying Hispanic recreation.

The relationship is stronger and more articulate in the evaluation dimension. Non-
users show, in almost all instances, significant positive correlation with various sources of
Hispanic entertainment, indicating that non-users who like Hispanic entertainment adapt
to American attitudes and evaluations more than the Puerto Rican users. The users show
somewhat contrasting trends. The majority of the correlations are negative and only
Hispanic recreation reaches a level of significance. This would indicate that the more the
drug users adopt American attitudes, the less they enjoy Hispanic entertainment. It is
interesting that the same type of relationship did not emerge with the non-users, suggesting
that accepting American attitudes does not necessarily relate to lack of interest in Hispanic
entertainment.

Table 3-3.5

Similarity (r) with American:

Enjoyment of Dominant Priorities Evaluations Perceptions
Various sources of Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y.
Entertainment Non-users _ Users Non-users _ Users Non:-users _ Users
Hispanic Music -.05 .03 -k .05 -.04 <12
(n= 99) (n=182) (n= 99) (n=182) (n= 99) (n=182)
Hispanic Dances -99* .04 23 .09 .02 -.09
(n= 99) (n=180) (n= 99) (n=180) (n= 99) (n=180)
Hispanic Places =12 .09 .26** .00 .05 -.12%
(n= 99) (n=180) (n= 99) (n=180) (n= 99) (n=180)
Hispanic -4 .16% .25%* -4 .01 -.08
Recreation (n= 99) (n=177) (h= 99) (n=177) (n= 99) (n=177)
Hispanic -.12 .04 AT -.07 -.12 - . 16*
7.V. Programs (n=.99) (n=178) (n=99) (n=178) (n= 99) (n=178)
Hispanic -.03 .04 L23%* -.08 -.07 s 22%%
Radio Programs (n= 99) (n=176) (n= 99) (n=176) (n= 99) (r=176)
Hispanic .13 -.01 .16 -.06 -.04 - 14"
Books (n= 99> (n=176) (n= 99) (n=176) (n=_99) (n=176)

Note:  Scale used ranges from 1 "do not enjoy at all" to 5 “enjoy very much."
Coefficient /(Ceses)/ 1-teiled significance.
*p<.05,  **p<,01.
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In the perceptual dimension, perceptual adaptation and enjoyment of Hispanic
media show no significant correlations for non-users. For the drug users there is a
consistently negative relationship with 5 of the 7 correlations reaching levels of significance,
suggesting that the more the drug users enjoy Hispanic mnisic, T.V., and radio, the less
they adapt to American perceptions and perspectives.

In general, the relationship between enjoyment of Hispanic entertainment and
cultural adaptation is the strongest and most positive in the evaluation dimension for non-
users and it is the strongest and most negative in the perceptual dimension for drug users.
Although one might expect that adherence to native cultural entertainment delays
acculturation, this assumption does not seem to hold, at least not in the case of non-users.

160



et g ‘&M Dldwiandhis

American Entertainment in Psychological Adaptation to the American Environment

Puerto Rican students responded to questions about their enjoyment of various types
of American entertainment. Significant relationships are observed primarily in the
dominance dimension. The non-users show, across the board, negative correlations between
adaptation to American priorities and enjoyment of American sources of entertainment,
indicating that the more the Puerto Rican non-users like American sources of entertain-
ment, the less they have adapted to American priorities. The correlations are significant
in five of the seven instances. The opposite seems to be true of the Puerto Rican drug
users, who show low but positive correlations between enjoyment of American
entertainment media and adaptation to American priorities. Nonetheless, the values across
the board are somewhat lower for users than for non-users and are not significant.

In the dimension of evaluation, the only significant correlation is with enjoying
American recreation for the users. In the perceptual dimension all correlations are positive.
However, the only significant correlation for non-users is with enjoyment of American
places. For the users there is a significant correlation with enjoyment of American music,
dance, and radio. These results show, in the case of users, more of a relationship between
the enjoyment of American entertainment media and their adaptation to American
perceptions and perspectives. One would assume that reliance on American media generally
promotes acculturation in the various dimensions of psychological adaptation. The results
suggest, however, that this may be true of the users but the opposite seems to be true of
the non-users, particularly in the dimension of priorities.

Table 3-3.6

Similarity (r) with American:

Enjoyment of Dominant Priorities Evaluations Perceptions
Various Sources of Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y.
Entertainment Non-users _ Users Non-users  Users Non-users _ Users
American Music -.26%% .08 -.09 .05 .06 LG
(n=100) (n=183) (n=100) (n=183) (n=100) (n=183)
American Dances - .28%* .05 -.02 .09 .13 .12
(r=100) (n=184) (n=100) (n=184) (n=100) (n=184)
American Places - 24m% .10 -.03 .01 . 18% .07
(n=100) (n=180) {n=100) (n=180) (n=100) (n=180)
American -.18* .10 .02 L13* .1 .10
Recreation (n=100) (n=179) {n=100) (n=179) (n=100) (n=179)
American -.10 .86 .03 .01 .08 .12
T.V. Programs (n=100) (n=181) (n=100) (n=181) (n=100) (n=181)
American -, 28%* .08 .00 -.06 .12 . 14%
Radio Programs (n=100) (n=180) (n=100) (n=180) (n=100) (n=180)
American -.04 .11 .03 .03 .12 09
Books (n=100) (n=180) (n=100) (n=180) (n=100) (n=180)

Note: Scale used ranges from 1 "do not enjoy at all" to 5 “enjoy very much."
Coefficient /(Ceses)/ 1-tailed significance.
*p<.05. **p<.01.
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American vs. Hispanic Cultural Preferences and Adaptation to the American Environment

These results are based on questions about whether the respondents prefer American
food over Hispanic food, whether they prefer American books over Hispanic books,
American weddings over Hispanic weddings, etc. Past studies of acculturation tend to
assume that such stated cultural preferences are informative of the very core of the
acculturation process.

It is surprising that our results show only a few significant correlations with the
dimensions of psychological adaptation. There are generally low insignificant correlations
with stated preferences, which are usually the main target of investigations on acculturation.
The findings underscore the need to broaden the scope and focus of the acculturation
studies. In addition to the direct questions tapping opinions and beliefs held at the level
of conscious awareness, it appears essential to also include measures directed at perceptions
and motivations beyond the reach of direct questions.

Table 3-3.7

Simliiarity (v} with American

Level of
Preference for

Dominant Priorities

Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Evaluations
Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Perceptions
Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Lifestyle Aspects Non-users _ Users Non-users lsers Non-users __ Users

Food -.1 .05 - 24%* .10 -.10 .03
(n=100) (n=184) (n=100) (n=184) (n=100) (n=184)
Language -.03 .05 -.16 7R .05 -.04
(n= 99) (n=179) (n= 99) (n=179) (n= 99) (n=179)
Music -.09 -.06 -.16 .09 .10 -.01
(n=100) (n=181) (n=100) (n=181) (n=100) (n=181)
T.V. Programs .00 -.01 -.03 .11 .09 .06
(n= 98) (n=177) (n= 98) (n=177) (n= 98) (n=177)
Books/Magazines .04 .05 .12 .07 A7 -.04
(n= %6) (n=177) (n= 98) (n=1773 (n= 96) (n=177)
Dances -.03 -.01 -.08 .00 11 -.03
(n= 95) (n=181) (n= 95) (n=181) (n= 95) (n=181)
Radio Programs -.07 -.02 .03 .05 .23% .01
(n= 95) (n=179) (ne 95) (n=179) {n= 95) (n=179)
Way of Celebrating -.05 .11 -.17 .03 -.10 -.12
Birthdays (n= 97) (n=178) (n= 97) (n=178) (n= 97) (n=178)
Way of Celebrating -7 .10 -.10* .05 -.04 .00
Weddings (n= 98) {n=182) (n= 98) (n=182) (n=_98) (n=182)

Note: The scale used was 1 '“completely Hispanic,® 2 "“mostly Hispanic," 3 “both Hispanic end
American," 4 "mostly American," and' 5 “completely American."

Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.

*p<.05. **p<.01,
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Substance Abuse and Psychological Adaptation to the American Environment

These findings are based on questions related to substance abuse, including
cigarettes, alcohol, and drug use (marijuana, cocaine, and other hard drugs). In general,
drug use has shown repeatedly low positive correlation with adaptation to American
priorities and evaluations by the Puerto Rican drug users. The non-users have shown
significant correlation only between aicohol use and adaptation to American perceptions.

Table 3-3.8

Similarity (r) with American:

frequency of Dominant Priorities Evaluations Perceptions

Behavior Within Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y. Puerto Rican, N.Y.

Past Year Non-users _ Users Non-users __ Users Non-users Users
Smoke .07 .10 .10 .09 -.09 07
Cigarettes (n=100) (n=178) (n=100) (n=178) {n=100) (n=178)
Use .05 .09 .10 .05 . o .12
Alcohol (n=100) (n=177) (n=100) (n=177) (n=100) (n=177)
Use .03 .00 .06 .18%* .12 -.06
Mari juana (n=100) (n=179) (n=100) (n=179) (n=100) (r=179)
Use Cocaine .08 -1 -.03 . .08 -.02
(Snorting) (n=100) (n=179) (n=100) (n=179) (n=100) (n=179)
Use Crack .04 .10 -.04 L13% .04 -.02
Cocaine (n=100) (n=181) (n=100) (n=181) (n=100) (n=181)
Use Other .07 16 -.05 2% .07 -.00
Drugs (n=100) (n=180) (n=100) (+=180) (n=100> (n=180)

Note: The scale used was 0 "Never," 1 "Not in last 12 months,” 2 “Less than 1 month (but once in
past year)," 3 "Once a month or more (but less than weekly),” 4 "Once a week or more (but
less than daily)," 5 "Daily or almost daily."

Coefficient /(Cases)/ 1-tailed significance.

*p<.05. **p<.01.
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SUMMARY: Relationship of Psychological Adaptation and Stated Cultural Preferences

In view of the results presented in the previous section, the summary of findings on
psychological adaptation is focused on the dimension of developing perceptions similar to
the Americans. Changes in the dimensions of priorities and attitudes are registered only in
the case of consistent and significant trends. The analysis pursued a dual interest: a) how
does psychological adaptation, measured by similarity to American perceptions, relate to
stated cultural preferences and choices of lifestyles, and b) how do drug users and non-
users compare in respect to this relationship?

The migration and residence of the family members and parents show a weak,
mostly insignificant relationship for drug users. The more time of residence of the father
and mother in the U.S,, the more perceptual adaptation is shown by non-users to the U.S.
environment. While this relationship is highly significant for non-users, it is much weaker
for the users.

The mumber of friends and frequency of contacts with them show mostly a weak,
insignificant relationship to adaptation to American perceptions for drug users. Puerto
Rican non-users show less adaptation to U.S. perceptions, the more friends they have in
Puerto Rico and the more letters they exchange with their friends in Puerto Rico.

The reported ease of using the Spanish language in various social settings (home,
school) is negatively related to adopting American perceptions, both for Puerto Rican users
and non-users. More perceptual adaptation goes along with less ease in using Spanish in
various social settings, particularly at work. Adaptation to American attitudes is positively
related to ease of using Spanish by Puerto Rican non-users, while it is negatively related
in the case of Puerto Rican drug users.

The reported ease of using English in various social settings (homie, work) is
positively related to the perceptual adaptation of non-users. The more that the non-users
report ease in using the language of the host environment, the more progress they show
in adapting to the perceptions and perspectives of the host environment. At the same time,
the ease of using English at work has shown a negative relationship with the acceptance of
American priorities by Puerto Rican non-users.

The reported enjoyment of various Hispanic sources of entertainment (Hispanic
music, dance, etc.) has shown negative but mostly weak, insignificant relationships wiih
adaptation to American perceptions, both for Puerto Rican users and non-users. The
adaptation to American attitudes was strongly related to enjoying Hispanic entertainment
for Puerto Rican non-users, while it was predominantly negatively related for drug users.

The reported preference for American over Hispanic cultural behavior and lifestyles
has shown a surprisingly weak relationship with psychological adaptation as measured in
the perceptual dimension as well as in the other two dimensions (dominant priorities and
attitudes). Only a very few relationships reached the level of significance. This is
particularly surprising since most traditional acculturation studies have relied on the use of
questions and scales designed to express the resident’s preference for native cultural
alternatives compared with cultural alternatives offered by the host environment.
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PART 4. Cultural Differences in the Perceptions of Harmful Substances and their
Cultural Acceptability: Puerto Ricans in New York Compared to the Native
and Host Cultures

The following results compare the perceptions and attitudes of the Puerto Ricans
in New York with the perceptions and attitudes of the American host culture and of the
native Puerto Rican culture. Each of these culture groups was represented by sub-samples
of drug users and non-users.

The following tables are based on the content analysis of the spontaneous response
distributions. As discussed in more detail in Appendix I (pp. 6-8), the content analysis is
used to identify clusters of related responses which show how the respondents perceive or
evaluate the stimulus theme. The scores calculated by specific responses, and the scale of
scores shown by each specific cluster inform on how salient those mosaic pieces are in the
image of that stimulus theme for that particular sample group. To make the response
scores directly comparable, they have been adjusted to accommodate for differences in
group response patterns and slight variations in sample size. The adjustment factors were
calculated based on the groups’ average dominance score, and were applied as follows:
American drug users, -6%; American non-users, 11%; New York Puerto Rican drug users
under 18 (USR1), +32%; New York Puerto Rican users 18 and older (USR2), +2%; New
York Puerto Rican non-users, -2%; Puerto Rican drug users, +26%; and Puerto Rican non-
users, -23%.

Based on an empirical foundation, the score values show how the different culture
groups and the user and non-user groups compare in their subjective images of the themes
analyzed. These inform, in detail, on how the respondents perceive and evaluate the
themes studied. The comparison of groups reveals insights into the role of variables
considered, heretofore, too subjective and too personal to be psychologically measurable.
For example:

o The comparison of drug user and non-user groups shows how drug use affects
perceptions and attitudes.

o The comparison of American and Puerto Rican culture groups reveals the
role of culture in affecting perceptions, evaluations, and mental
representations.

o The comparison of the Puerto Ricans in New York with Americans and
Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico shows the psychological effects of acculturation.

o The comparison of Puerto Rican New York drug user and non-user groups

shows how this acculturation may vary in the case of drug users and non-
users.
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DRUGS

The responses cocaine, crack, heroin show the attention given to specific ‘hard’ drugs
by each group, reflecting both on the weight and distribution of interest which vary
considerably. The American users in New York show the most focus on ‘hard’ drugs, using
both their commonly known names as well as a broad variety of slang terms. The most
frequently mentioned drugs are crack and cocaine, but the list also includes drugs such as
angel dust, mescaline, acid and a multitude of other less common drugs.

The Puerto Rican groups in New York think of essentially the same substances as
the Americans, but do not respond with as much variety. There is not much difference
between the Puerto Rican New York users and non-users while a difference is readily
apparent within the two other culture groups. This similarity in their responses suggests that
although their actual involvement with drugs differs, the Puerto Rican users and non-users
in New York have had similar exposure to drugs in their new environment.

COCAINE , CRACK HEROIN

coke

cocaine

crack

dope

lsd

acid 23 . 5 23 -
mescal ine 20 . - - - - -
heroin 14 12 - 16 14 66 21
pcp 7 15 7 - - - -
dust,ed 47 - 20 7 - - -
mescal ine 20 7 8 9 5 -
angel dust 9 7 17 - 13 - -
pill,s 10 - - 12 6 - -
tablet,s - - - - - 35 5
upper, s 17 - . - - . -
downer,s 17 - - - - . .
stimulant,s - . . - - 29 -
substance . - - . - 10 -
poppy,s, methadone, barbiturate,s 16 - - - - - -
valium,s 4 - - - - 15 -
drug,s 7 - . 8 - - -
blow,s, speed,ing 12 - - - - - -
bag,s, white,s - - - - 1 - -
hard 8 - - - - . .
glue - - . . 6 5 -
morphine - - - 9 - -
syringe,s - - - - - - 5

In the case of both the Americans and the Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico, the
users show much greater familiarity with specific illicit substances. While greater
knowledge and familiarity by users is not surprising, the differences observed between the
culture groups are less predictable, reflecting on differences in the cultural experience. Of
all the groups compared, the Puerto Rican users from Puerto Rico pay the most attention
to heroin. The Puerto Ricans also think of cocaine and to a lesser extent crack. Their
generic responses such as tablets, stimulant, substance, compared to the colorful and
voluminous American slang, reflects a lack of drug terminology so common in the U.S.
environment.
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MAR] JUANA
pot
marijuana
weed, s
shrub
cigarette,s
blunt
reefer
roll,ing, hash,ish
joint,s

Marijuana received the most attention from the Puerto Rican users frem Puerto
Rico indicating that this group has the most experience with marijuana. For most of the
groups, marijuana is less salient than crack, which probably reflects the sizable increase in
cocaine usage and its predominance in the American media. The New York Puerto Rican
non-users’ emphasis on marijuana reflects its predominance in the New York environment,
a presence they cannot appear to ignore.

"USR  NON USR1 USR2 NON USR  NON

ALCOHOL, LIQUOR 10434 38 51 13 33 48
alcohol 63 27 28 26 13 25 43
beer 33 7 10 7 - 8 5
drink,ing - . - 16 - - -
scotch . - - 4 - - -
vodka 8 - - - - - -

The American users show the strongest tendency to relate alcohol to drugs. This
may reflect the recognition of alcohol as a drug, as well as the practice that alcohol is often
used in conjunction with other drugs. Similarly, the Puerto Rican users in New York think
more of alcohol in reference to drugs than their non-user counterparts. The opposite is true
in Puerto Rico. In terms of cultural differences, the Americans groups definitely display a
great awareness of alcohol in relation to drugs.

USR1 USRZ2 NON

HIGH, STONED, ESCAPE 69 58 17 31 0
high 28 9 17 - -
getting high 22 22 - - -
escape, ing - 14 - - -
feel,ing 12 13 - - .
stimulus - - - 13 .
affect - - - 18 -
change, ing 7 - . - .
trip,s . . - . -

Certain drug related reactions and experiences emerge as characteristic of all user
groups, distinguishing them from non-users. They make reference to getting high, being
high, and escaping, which reflect experiences and sensations that accompany drug use. It is
only natural that users score higher on these experiences than non-users. The complete
lack of similar responses from the Puerto Kicans in Puerto Rico indicates that no
comparable terms exist in their language. Such conclusions were supported by the results
from the word "MARIJUANA" as well.
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BAD, STUPID, HATE
bad 55
stupid, ity G
dumb

TR 3 3

hate, ful 42
no good 15
problem,s 8
trouble 1 .
evil,s - -
scare,d 12 12
doii't want 11 -
never - 22
no %6 15
wrong - 12
negative 17 -
don't

none

no more 1
stop, stay away

just say no

bore,ing, sucks 1
ugly,ness

suck, s

depression

lonely,ness, miserable

sad,ness

ruin,ed, nasty

fuck,ed -up 1
fear, ful

doesn't work

crazy

filth,y

unhappy,ness . . - 10
not good, don't like

uncool

mess up

waste, ful

worthless, loser,s

nothing, undesired, unnecessary
disgust,ing, shit,y, vicious,ness
vulgar, perjudicial, garbage
horrible

horror, awful, smell,ing
jgnorant,ce

don't work

dirty

- b
w o,

-t b =h N !
- - O NW
n
a « 00
w
N o

..--....;o-sg.-an.

-l

g\ﬂ"‘)
- N
LI+ - 2 o - N T B |
e
~
-
[ T TR T SN T S TN+ - BV . B SN T B |

- . = B R B R
N
n

T e Y
O N s A« ¢ OO0
—

U e B N e N e

v ON -
-
L T T T I N R R 2 T )
N
e s s s O
.
.
.

N
'
.
n
[+ -]
-
o
-—
© ¢ « s QOO ¢ 1 s BN

L S S T R O T T T T )

~y
L Y R O L T R S B B« JY
L N T T T T SO

- el B B bl el e=d
NN D>

Bad, stupid, hate and other similarly negative reactions frequently reveal highly critical
attitudes. In the case of the American and Puerto Rican groups in Puerto Rico, the non-
users are particularly strong in their rejection and condemnation of drugs. They are
extremely critical compared to the users from their culture group. They condemn drugs as
bad, stupid, dumb, the source of problems. Curiously, the Puerto Rican groups from New
York show an interesting deviation. One would expect the group with the most negative
attitudes to be the non-users. However, while all of the Puerto Rican groups from New
York are highly critical, in actuality, the users are even more emphatic in their
condemnation of drugs than the non-users. This apparent contradiction suggests two
tendencies. First, despite finding drugs socially unacceptable and rejecting them personally,
the Puerto Rican non-users in New York have become less critical and appear to be more
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tolerant. Their responses reflect limited personal experience, but exposure to the drug
problem nonetheless. Second, while the Puerto Rican users in New York are personally
involved in the use of drugs, they are extremely critical of drugs. These views are probably
reinforced by their own negative experiences, as reflected in their responses such as ruined,
depression, and Iloneliness. In addition, they seem to recognize the social unacceptablility
of the behavior in which they are partaking (no good, hate, no). The Americans’ behavior
is more in line with their attitudes; the non-users are extremely critical and the users are
only slightly negative.

DEATH, HARMFUL, DESTROY
death
dead, ly
kill,ing
danger,ous
destroy,ed
destructive
die,dying 20 6 26 3
harm, ful 12 12
hurt,ing 13 12 ]
pein, ful - -
damage, ing -
injury -
cry,ing, suicide,al -
suffer,ing
mind, arm,s -
poison, ing 6
aids -
perilous -
unheal thy -
brain,s, perdition -
hopeless,ness, mental damage
solitude, cancer - -
emotionally unhealthy . -

26 13

7
8

35 8 . -
6
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Compared to the non-users, American users from New York and Puerto Rican users
from Puerto Rico pay consistently less attention to the negative, harmful effects. The
non-users’ increased awareness of the consequences of drug use, as shown by such reactions
as deadly, harmful, destructive and lethal, is consistent with their critical attitudes and
condemnation. The user and non-user Puerto Rican groups from New York show
essentially the same awareness of the harmful and negative consequences of drug use. The
references to killing and death probably reflect their inner city experiences in the Bronx
and Harlem,

Generally, the stronger Puerto Rican concern with the dangerous consequences of
drug use is consistent with their more critical attitudes and categorical rejection of drugs.
They also show more awareness of AIDS in relation to drug use. The foundation of this
attitude and rejection seem to have, in Puerto Rico, strong roots in cultural values and in
New York, in their immediate personal experiences with the morbid effects of drug use.
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FUN, GOOD, LOVE
fun
good, ness
tove
like -
happy, ness 18
cool 11
party,s 11
excite,ment, hang out 17
sex,ual 30
great, est 9
pussy 9

fuck, ing 3

6

42 33 39 21
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rock-n-roll
enjoy,ment
ok
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While American users show the least concern for the dangerous consequences of drugs,
they are the most positive in their evaluations. They view drugs as a source of fun,
excitement and happiness. The other user groups show little concern for this aspect of drug
use. The New York based Puerto Rican users see drugs more in relation to sex. Users also
emphasize drugs as being good. The non-users’ references to good raay be attributed to
their view of drugs in relation to their medicinal value.

USR NON USR1 USR2 NON SR ~NON

ILLEGAL , CRIME, POLICE 246 141 26 71 37 27 115
illegal 11 36 - - 14 - 12
jail 5 19 9 32 9 - 32
gun, s - 23 10 - - - .
crime - a7 . 6 . - 8
police,men, cops . 2 5 - 6 - 5
fight,ing - 6 - 8 - - 5
rob,ery - - . 9 . 9 6
steal,ing 8 . - 13 8 - -
prisoner,s - - - - - 18 -
murder,s - 6 - 3 . - .
against the taw, unlawful - 12 . - - . -
prostitution - 4 - - - - -
violent,ce - 16 - - - - -
law,s, corruption, criminal,s - - - - . - 15
criminality - . - - - - 12
theft,s - - - - . - 20

The American non-users and the Puerto Rican non-users from Puerto Rico show the
most concern with the illegal nature of drugs and drug use. The American non-users are
the most preoccupied with crime, violence, and guns; the Puerto Rico based groups with
crime, theft, and jail. In general, the groups’ awareness of harmful and negative
consequences show a close and direct relationship with their critical attitudes and rejection
of drugs. Again, the responses of the non-users from Puerto Rico and the American non-
users strongly out-weigh the users’ responses. For the New York Puerto Ricans, there is
considerable simularity between the users and the non-users.

110



o (i i :

I PEOPLE AND PLACES

b USRZ NON
65__ 85 144
friend,s 7 21 3 8 5
femily,s ® 16 20 ‘1 5
people 21 11 14 - 3
me 10 - - 8 5 - -
child,ren, everywhere - - - 15 . . -
kid,s . - 10 é 9 . -
girl,s, parent,s, weirdo,s 14 - . . - - -
mother,hood - . 10 - - - .
dad, dy . - - - - 9 -
you - - 8 - 5 - -
street,s - - - 8 9 - .
teen-age,r - - . - nNn - .
black,s - n - . - . -
everybody, guns - - . - 13 . .
bum,s, society - 12 - - - . -
brother,s, church - - - - n - -
government, youth, boy,s - - - . . - 18
colombis;n, wash.,d.c. - 14 - - - - -
Sth st. - - - - 9 . -
school,ing - 5 - - 6 - 5

The Puerto Rican non-users in New York appear most concerned with the people
affected by drugs. In general, the Puerto Ricans in New York indicate that drugs may hit
closer to home in their lives more than the other groups. They refer to family and friends
and places like school and streets more than the other groups.

USR NON USR1 USR2 NON

ADDICTION, ABUSE, USER 77 64 21 81 62 55 93
eddiction 23 20 - 18 13 - 13
abuse 7 9 - n - - -
use, ing 11 10 - 23 - 16 -
do,ing . - 13 . 9 . -
want, ed -] - - 6 - - -
habit, vice - - - - - 9 52
need, ed, ing 6 - - - - - -
get,ing - - - n - - -
take,ing 5 - - - - - -
smoke, ing 1M 15 8 12 6 20 7
habit, forming - - - - . 10 -
needle,s 8 4 - - 10 - 8
addict,s - - - - 15 - 8
sniff,ing - 6 - - - - -
user,s . - - - 9 - -
drug addict,s - . - - - - 5

The non-users from Puerto Rico stress that drugs are a vice or habit. While the user
groups recognize the addictive nature of drugs, they focus more on using, getting, taking.
The non-users show an awareness of some of the methods of use.

111



(22X F N1

Viiad b ‘ o

In general, drugs are viewed more as medicinal by non-users, while drugs are
referred more to such illicit substances as cocaine, heroin and marijuana by drug users. As
may be expected on rational grounds, the non-drug users pay more attention to the
harmful, negative consequences of drugs and they also pay more attention to the legal
aspects and criminal consequences. They are more critical and negative in their evaluations
of drugs, and reject them more categorically as bad, stupid and hateful. Users generally pay
less attention to the harmful and the legal consequences of drugs use. In general, their
attitudes are less negative and they pay more attention to details related to drug use,
paraphernalia, euphoria, and the pleasurable experiences attributable to drug use.

The differences observed between the culture groups are naturally less predictable on
rational grounds. They show that drugs and their use represent more widely spread,
dominant experiences in the American than in the Puerto Rican cultures. In Puerto Rico,
they apparently occur more at the borders and fringes of the culture, the mainstream knows
less about them and rejects them more passionately and categorically.

Even less predictable are the findings on trends emerging on the interaction between
drug use and culture, particularly culture change shown by the perceptions and evaluations
of Puerto Rican users and non-users who live in New York. These groups show conclusive
trends in shifting intensively towards American views and attitudes which have achieved, in
several respects, a position of relative predominance. As several dimensions of the analysis
have shown, Puerto Rican non-users become less critical of drugs and show signs of more
acceptance and tolerance, apparently in light of their experiences in their New York
environment, where drugs are more common and ubiquitous.

As an interesting twist, Puerto Rican users appear to become increasingly vocal and
critical about the negative consequences associated with drugs. It appears here that the
sources of these trends are different. While New York Puerto Rican non-users become
softer in their rejection of drugs due to their new experiences and social influences
operative in the American environment, the New York Puerto Rican users appear to

become more critical of drugs under the weight of their own personal problems and
sufferings.
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DRUGS

As Perceived by Three
Culture Groups of Drug Users

BAD, 8TUPID
ADDICTION, ABUSE
ALCOHOL, LIQUOR

ILLEGAL, CRIME
DEATH, HARMFUL
COCAINE, CRACK
MCNEY, DEALERS
HELPING, TREATMENT
MARIJUANA
EFFECTS: HIGH

FUN, GOOD

PEOPLE, PLACES
MISCELLANEOUS

T T ]
25 80 86

B AMERICAN/NY PUERTO RICAN/NY
3 PUERTO RICAN/FR

The above bar chart presents, in summary form, the main components of drugs as
seen by drug users from three cultures. The length of each bar reveals the relative salience
of that component in the group’s overall image of the word. These findings are based on
the detailed clusters and analysis presented previously.

All three groups of users think predominantly of various types of hard drugs,
cocaine, crack, dust, as well as marijuana. To a lesser extent, the Americans also think of
alcohol. Despite their status as users, the most salient component for the Puerto Ricans
from New York users is Bad, Stupid, which most likely reflects their awareness of the social
unacceptability of drug use within their own culture and their continuing contradictory
behavior. Similarly important are the harmful effects of drug use, which is of comparable
weight for both groups of Puerto Rican users. Neither of these categories are particularly
meaningful for the American users.

Unlike the two Puerto Rican groups, the American users think of DRUGS more as
a source of fun, excitement, happiness, and see it as closely related to sex. Both groups from
New York think similarly of getting high, being high, escaping; however, as shown earlier, the
Puerto Ricans from Puerte Rico have a very limited drug related vocabulary.
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DRUGS

As Perceived by Three
Culture Groups of Non-Users
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ADDICTION, ABUBE
ALCOHOL, LIQUOR
ILLEGAL, CRIME
DEATH, HARMFUL
COCAINE, CRACK
MONEY, DEALERS
HELPING, TREATMENT
MARIJUANA
EFFECTS: HIGH
FUN, GOOD
PEOPLE, PLACES
MISCELLANEOUS
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I AMERICAN/NY PUERTO RIGAN/NY
] PUERTO RICAN/PR

All three non-user groups focus on drugs as bad, negative, and stupid. The degree
of social unacceptability for the Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico is reflected in the diversity
of critical and derogatory evaluations (disgusting, vulgar, horrible, filthy, etc.). Drugs are
viewed as a source of problems, and harmful, dangerous, and even deadly consequences.

Both New York groups think of various types of drugs, including hard drugs, but the
non-users from Puerto Rico focus more on marijjuana. Reflecting their lack of personal
experience with drugs, the non-users pay very little attention to getting high. In fact, the
group from Puerto Rico does not think of this aspect at all.

Another salient component for the American non-users and the non-users from
Puerto Rico is the Illegal, Crime category. They are more aware of the legal ramifications
associated with drugs, as well as the crime, guns, and violence involved. This category was
not particularly meaningful for the Puerto Rican, New York non-users. They tend to be
more concerned with the people involved such as family and friends, as well as the places
drugs are rampant.
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The American Users in New York show broad and intensive familiarity with
marijuana, as conveyed by the rich language and slang expressions they use with regard to
this drug’s origins, characteristics, varieties, use, paraphernalia, etc. The weaith and
differentiated nature of this terminology supports cbservations that drug users can form a
subculture, with its priorities and perspectives reinforced by their own language. The
Puerto Rican user groups from New York also show a quite high degree of familiarity with
the details related to marijuana, but they don’t reach the level of the Americans. The
Puerto Rican users from Puerto Rico, in turn show limited vocabulary using only one or
two names and identifications of origin.

The non-users are consistently lower in their familiarity than the users of the same
background. At the same time the non-users’ familiarity shows a similar decreasing trend
by culture group: American non-users from New York have relatively the most knowledge
of details related to marijuana, followed rather closely by the Puerto Rican non-users from
New York, followed in turn by Puerto Rican non-users from Puerto Rico who have a very
limited vocabulary and know only a few details.

o
USR NON USR1 USR2 'NON -~ USR NON

POT, WEED 299 153 65 160135 160 57

pot 129 &0 - 36 42 - -

weed,s 39 34 18 22 32 - -

plant,s 7 15 13 31 25 25 8

shrub - . . - - 102 24

grass 8 17 - 19 23 18 15

green 18 8 - 11 13 - -

seed, s 13 - - - - - -

the 10 6

marijuana . . . - 12

sinsemilla - - 21 - - - -

hash, ish " 8 - - -

bud,s 13 - - - -

ses, mary jane 13 - - - -

ces, thai stick - - - 15 - -

herb,s - - 13 - - -

skunk, ganja 14 . - . - -

grow, th 8 . - 9 -

jamaica,n 19 5 - -

leave - - - - 15 -

hawaii,an 5 - - - - -

brown - - - - - 5

colombia,n - 5 - - - - 5

In the previously illustrated category "Pot, Weed," the variety of responses and the
vocabulary used reflects the level of each group’s familiarity. These trends emerge with
consistency in the context of the next several response clusters as well.
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SMOKING, JOINT, SMELL 346 143 171209 135 138
smoke, ing 107 93 93 130 60 91
joint,s 43 20 25 22 34 - -
cigarette,s 8 8 - - - 2 16
reefer 20 6 - 1" - - -
paper,s 23 . 7 10 - 14 4
rolling papers 17 - - - - - -
roll,ing 1" - - 1N - - -
bong,s 15 4 - - - - -
match . - - - - 8 -
pipe,s 28 - - - - - -
bowl,s 16 - - - - - -
bamboo - - 10 7 - . -
blunt 1% 12 17 - 6 - -
burn, ing 8 . 7 . . . -
taste,ing, sweet 17 - - - - - -
smell,ing 9 - 12 18 29 - -
smells good 10 - - - - . 8
jls . - - - 6 - -
fire - - . - - - 2

Smoking, joint, reefer describe various modalities of use. The consistently higher
scores for the user groups than for the non-users, indicate greater familiarity with these
details of use. While this discrepancy is in no way surprising, the consistency of these
trends offer feedback on the validity and on the analytic sensitivity of the AGA method.

The differences found between the culture groups are naturally less predictable.
The American reactions demonstrate again how details related to marijuana use are part
of the broad, common knowledge and experience. The Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico score
the lowest, indicating how negligible these details are as part of the Puerto Rican culture.
The Puerto Ricans in New York fall somewhere in between. They are closer to their
American cultural environment and differ more from the traditional Puerto Rican cultural
experience as represented by the responses of the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico.

USR NON USRT USR2 NON USR NON

EFFECTS: HIGH, STONED 283 146 161 228 132 , 26 34
high 163 120 102 100 81 - .
stone,d 22 . - - - - .
getting high 26 19 30 9 22 - -
melliow - - - 19 - - -
escape, ing 15 - - - - - -
relax,ation - - - 6 - - -
feel,ing 10 - - 10 - - -
feeling good - - 12 9 - - -
tired,ness 20 - - . - - -
sleep, ing 12 - - 18 - - -
hunger, ry 13 . - 17 12 - 6
munchy,s - - - 7 - - -
eat,ing 15 - - 9 - - -
food, headache 16 - - - - - -
cottonmouth 11 - - . - . -
stimulus - - - - - 14 -
confuse,ion - - - - - 10 4
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brain,s - - . 9 17 . .
paranoid - - - 15 . - .
fly,ing, forget,ing - - 17 . - . .
euphoria, horny, red 20 . - . . . .
disunion, ity, dizzy,ness - . - - . - 12
affect - - - - - - 12
hallucinate - 7 - - - . w

Similar conclusions are supported by the responses dealing with the effects
associated with the use of marijuana: high, stoned. Again, the American groups score the
highest, while the Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico score very low. The results suggest that
the Puerto Ricans may not have broadly used popular terms that refer to the "high"
associated with drug use. Again, the Puerto Rican groups in New York score closer to the
Americans.

“USR™ NON USRT USR2 NON . USR NON

FUN, PARTIES, GOOD 228 74 127138 56 109 21
fun 714 26 13 17 - -
good,ness 246 36 54 583 12 55 12
love 27 - - 12 N - -
laugh, ter 24 5 8 7 - - 9
funny - . 5 10 - - -
party,s 9 10 . 7 - - -
sex,ual 24 - 9 5 9 - -
like 9 - 13 15 - 34 -
yes 1" - - - - -
nice - - 14 - - - -
ok - - - 9 . - -
enjoy,ment - - - 7 - 1 -
great,est 20 9 - - - - -
medicine - - - - 7 9 -
cool 5 - “ - - - -

The reactions reflecting positive evaluations (fun, good, great) reveal approval and
elements of positive identification. Here again there is a consistent difference between
users and non-users in the expected direction. The users show consistently higher levels
of approval and a stronger trend to relate marijuana to fun and enjoyment, and to party and
sex. Another consistent finding is that Americans, in general, (including both users and
non-users) show relatively the most acceptance, while Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico show
the least. The Puerto Ricans in New York show more similarity with the more positive
American attitudes and identification.

The following dimensions of perceptions and evaluations reflecting harm and negative
attitudes show partially contrasting trends. The differences between users and non-users
fall consistently in the expected direction, but with regard to negative, critical attitudes the
Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico are the strongest, the Americans in New York are the mildest,
and the Puerto Ricans in New York are in between, but usually closer to the Americans,
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. "USR NON USR1 USR2 NON USR  NON
DEATH, DANGER 42 175 172__76 190 250 395

1 ‘ death - 38 30 = 43 33 70
* dead,ly - 15 24 - . - -
° kill,ing 28 36 28 25 54 - .
danger,ous - 26 21 12 44 31 14

health 7 5 16 - 1" . 8

sick,ness 7 7 10 7 8 . -

lung,s - - 16 - - 10 -

cancer - N - . - 13 8

hurt, ing - - - 13 - 1 -

harm, ful - 5 - - 9 35 97

damage, ing - - - - - 38 56

ill,ness - - . - (] 21 63

injury - - . - - 35 13

die,dying - 5 10 8 - - 6

destructive - é - - . 23 15

destroy, ed - 5 10 - - - 8

disaster,ous, suicide,al - - - - - - n

pain, ful . - - 1" - . -

mind - - 7 - - - -

brain damage - 5 - - - - -

unheal thy - n - - 7 - -

heart,s . - - - 8 . -

aids, emotionally unhealthy, fear . - - . - L

physical damage, poison,ing, terror - - - - - - 12

On Death, Danger, Puerto Rican non-users from Puerto Rico express the most
‘ concern. They place particularly heavy weight on harm, damage, illness, and death as main
] consequences. The American users show the least concern with these effects. The Puerto
Ricans from New York assume an intermediary position in their recognition of the harmful
consequences of marijuana. The younger Puerto Rican, New York user group shows here
substantially more awareness than the second group of users that is somewhat older and

more involved with drugs.

"USR- NOW USR1 USR2 NON USR NON
BAD, STUPID 182 327 355 277 425 277 442
bad 47 148 111 88 115 147 192
stupid, ity 9 54 31 25 5 < 18
dumb - 20 25 - 29 - -
never - 18 12 4 - . -
hate, ful 22 5 41 23 38 - 15
suck, -s 19 - 16 . é . -
no good 1% 10 55 . 43 51 - -
no - 16 13 38 35 30 9
not good 13 7 - - 12 - -
filth,y - - - - - 18 16
crazy - 13 8 10 9 1" 6
problem,s - 6 18 8 - 28 30
don't - - - 8 . - .
suck,s 6 - - . 7 - -
stink,ing 7 6 - 13 15 . -
harsh, dirty, bore,ing 18 . - - - . -
fuck,ed -up 13 8 - 6 - - -
nasty - - 12 - - - .
. Wrong é - i3 - 8 - -
shit,y 8 - . - 7 - 9
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garbage - - -1 . . 7
doesn’t work - - - - . 19 .
negative . . . . . 24 7
disgust,ing - - . . 9 - 12
mess up - 8 . - . . .
smells bad - 8 - - 5 - .
horrible - - - . . - 26
ugly,ness - - - - - - 20
emmity, unpleasant, awful - - - - - - 16
don't like, sad,ness, wicked,ness - - - - - - 15
evil,s, terrible - - - - 20 - .
harass,ment, nothing - - - . - - 12
immature, ty, fool,s, mad . - - - . - 20
waste, tul - - . - 8 - 12

The groups’ expression of negative attitudes and rejection is in proportion to their
level of recogntion of harm, death, and danger. The Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto
Rico again score the highest in this respect viewing marijuana as bad, hateful, horrible, ugly,
filthy, etc. The American users score the lowest, conveying negative evaluations with less
weight. The American non-users are about twice as strong in their condemnation,
emphasizing the qualities of bad and stupid. The Puerto Ricans from New York, both users
and non-users also express strong negative attitudes and condemnation. The non-users are
still distinctly more critical, but the younger group of users is not far behind.

USR1 USR2 NON  USR NON

ADDICTION, USE 8 6 52 27 _ 119
addiction - - 30 - 21
habit, forming - - . - 9 11 .
habit . - . . 1% 77
need,ed, ing, want,ed 16 - . - . . .
use,ing 8 - . 6 . . .
regular - - 8 . . .
druggies, uncontrolled - 12 - - - - -
try,ing, do,ing - - - - 13 . -
drug addict,s, addict,s - . - - - - 13
hell, dependent,cy - - . . - . 8

Two more perceptual dimensions, one dealing with addiction/vice and the second
with illegality and crime, reveal trends that are more consistent with the above trends and
rationales. On both dimensions, the Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico score highest,
showing the strongest concern that the use of marijuana leads to addiction and that it is
illegal and a source of crime. On the opposite end of this continuum, the American users
give no thought to illegality while the Puerto Rican users from New York pay the least
attention to the addictive, habit forming nature of marijuana. In general, the Puerto Ricans
in New York take an intermediary position between the Puerto Ricans in Puerts Rico and
the Americans in New York.

USR NON USR1 USR2 NON USR NON

ILLEGAL, POLICE 0 74 49 33 16 67 111
illegal - 43 9 9 6 - 14
jail - 10 8 16 - 1M 17
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trouble - 14 8 10 - -
fight,ing - 10 - - - 8
snatch, ing - - . - - 38 6
theft,s - - . . - 0 25
steal,ing - . 8 - - - -
prison,s - . - - - 8 -
law,s, police,men - 12 . . - 18
gun,s, murder,s - 14 - - - -
corrupt,ion, vandal,ism, rob,ery - - - - - - N
crime, judge,s - - . - - 12

USR  NON
DRUGS, CRACK 136 268
drug,s 113 246
crack 12 -
stimulant,s - -
dope, pcp - 10
alcohol - 4
angel dust - -
tobacco, dust,ed .
beer 6 - - - - -
cocaine - - 20 13
coke 5 8 - 14 -
depressant, s - 8 9 - -
heroin - - - - - 9

All of the groups think of marijuana as a drug, especially the non-users. The Puerto
Rican users from Puerto Rico also think of it as a stimulant. The Puerto Rican New York
groups and the American users think of crack and other drugs, while the Puerto Rican
users from Puerto Rico think more of cocaine.

In general, the trends observed in user/non-user comparisons are in line with
expectations; the cultural differences are consistant but less predictable. It is particularly
apparent that while the Americans show the most familiarity with drugs and marijuana, the
Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico know much less about it. Yet, with regard to attitudes and
consequences the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, including both users and non-users show
much more alarm and concern. The Puerto Ricans in New York take an intermediary
position. It may be of relevance that although the Puerto Rican users from New York are
more similar to the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico in their condemnation of marijuana, their
responses are more characteristic of the American reactions and shaped by the American
cultural scene.

A part of the observed trends and cultural differences may be explained by the
predominantly self-directed American and the more group-oriented Puerto Rican frame
of reference. The self-oriented American approach leads to more consistency between
what is perceived as right or desirable and the actual choices or behavior. The American
non-users reject drugs and condemn them as stupid and harmful. The American user group
is the strongest in expressing positive identification and in emphasizing fun and pleasure as
justification.
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The group oriented, traditional Puerto Rican culture appears to have more tolerance
for differences between what is perceived as right and what behavior is actually chosen and
followed. The Puerto Rican drug users are themselves, rather strong in their condemnation
of drugs and in their recognition of negative, harmful personal and social consequences.
They accept these views from their culture, yet they continue to partake in the behavior
they so strongly condemn.

Moving into the American urban environment of New York, Puerto Ricans change
more slowly in adapting an inner, or self-oriented modality of behavior control. The above
findings indicate that the Puerto Ricans’ views are intensively affected by their new

~environment in which drug use is a common experience, a practice that is formally illegal,

but is rampant in its proportions. They still think that it is wrong and harmfui, but their
experiences support that it is common and acceptable.

The following graphs show comparisons based on the users and on the non-users
for each of the culture groups examined.

121



hoiliidn

MARIJUANA

As Perceived by Three
Culture Groups of Drug Users
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The Puerto Rican users in New York are more similar to Americans in their
familiarity with different modalities of use and the effects of smoking marijuana. The
Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico are strong in identifying some other terms for marijuna and
describe it in general as a drug. While they show familiarity with its use (particularly
smoking), the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico have no comparable expressions related to
getting high. All of the user groups think of "Fun, Parties, Good" .

The two Puerto Rican groups show the most similarity in their negative evaluations
of marijuana (e.g., bad, stupid, dangerous). These categories receive considerable weight
despite the groups’ status as users, suggesting the recognition of society’s disapproval.
Compared to the other users, the American users are not concerned with negative
consequences. These results suggest that the American users are part of a drug subculture
which offers approval and legitimizes the use of drugs among its members.
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MARIJUANA

As Perceived by Three
Culture Groups of Non-Users
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The American and Puerto Rican non-users from New York are very similar in their
views of marijuana. They pay similar attention to various characteristics of marijuana (i.e.,
slang terms, methods of use, effects, etc.) showing that even non-users in the U.S. have
considerable knowledge about the drug subculture. The relative lack of these expressions
from the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico reveals that drugs are not permitted as a part of
their popular culture. This finding has emerged in almost every context of the drug themes
examined, even for the Puerto Rican users to a large extent.

The relationship of marijuana to death, harm, and illness is strongest for the Puerto
Ricans in Puerto Rico. All of the non-user groups think of marijuana as bad, and stupid.
The non-users are quicker to identify marijuana as a drug. The Puerto Ricans in Puerto
Rico, in keeping with their negative focus, think more of the illegal consequences as well
as the habit-forming, addictive nature of drug use.
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Many of the trends observed in the context of drugs and marijuana are echoed in
each group’s views and attitudes tocward alcohol. Once again, the American responses are
diverse and extensive, reflecting the social integration of alcohol in the U.S. cultural
environment. The Puerto Rican groups in New York express a similar degree of familiarity
and experience, while the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico are more limited in their
vocabulary and awareness.

"USR NON ~ USRT USR2 NON  USR  NON

BEER, WINE 301 196 173112181 61 63
beer 179 118 119 81 84 43 38
Budweiser 16 4 14 8 15 18 -
Bud,s 34 6 17 - - . .
Coors 30 9 - - - - -
wine 18 36 16 23 46 - 15
cooler,s 10 10 - - 6 - -
wine cooler - 8 - - 6 . -
Calvin Cooler - - - - 7 - .
Miller - 5 - - 6 - -
champagne - - - - 1" - 10
soft,ness . - 10 - - - -
Spuds - - 5 - - - .
Heineken 14 . - - - - -
keg,s () . - - - - -

VODKA, LIQUOR, RUM
vodka
ligquor
rum
whiskey
Bacardi
J.D.
Jack Daniels
scotch
brandy
tequila, sbsolute
Johnny Walker, Old English -
Southern Comfert 17
Palo Viejo -
hard -
bourbon -
blood,y -
gin -

n
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2
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screwdriver, sex on the beach
alcohol
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The American drug users are particularly rich in their references to different types and
brands of beer and hard liguor. The American non-users show familiarity with beer and
liquor varieties, but do not place nearly as much emphasis on these aspects as do the users.
The Puerto Ricans in New York give sizable responses in these categories as well. The
Puerto Rican non-users from New York think of different "coolers," reflecting the growing
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popularity of this wine drink mixture currently on the market. Compared to the other
groups, the Puerto Rican groups from Puerto Rico score very low on beer and wine. Rum,
Bacardi score higher, but not as high as one would expect for this well-known export of
Puerto Rico.

DRINKING, BEVERAGE
drink, ing
smell,ing
taste,ing
burn,ing
beverage,s
bottle,s
glass
liquid

The category "Drinking, Beverage" is somewhat more salient for the Puerto Ricans
in Puerto Rico. This may be a simple reflection on the traditional Puerto Rican culture
where generic labels such as beverage are popular. The Spanish word 'bebida” can be
used in slang to refer to an alcoholic drink. This term received far more attention than any
single type or specific brand of alcoholic beverage.

“USR" NON USR] USR2 NON USR  NON

FRIENDS, FAMILY PEOPLE 15365 39 129 110 23 46
friend,s 21 30 18 15 18 1% 1
father, hood 32 - 12 30 19 . .
dad,dy 10 - - 12 - - 5
mother,hood 1 - - 1321 - .
mom 11 - - . - - .
bum, s 9 25 - 18 27 - .
junkie . - - <10 - .
wino - 4 - 5 - . -
me 8 - - 10 - - -
brother,s, cousin,s 15 - - . - . .
family,s - - - 9 1 - 5
mother of alcohol - - - . - - 5
people 8 - 9 - - 9 5
girl,s 6 - -7 4 - -
uncle,s 6 - - 10 - - -
mike, kid,s 12 - - . . . .
parent,s 4 4 - . - . -
young . 2 - . - . 7
child,ren, person,s - - - - - - 8

The American users and the older Puerto Rican New York users think more of
family members, particularly father and mother, reflecting on more immediate personal
experiences. Along the same line, they also think of self as well as other relatives. The
non-user groups think more of non-family members, such as friends or bums, reflecting both
personal and impersonal attachment. This category appears to be of negligible importance
to both the Puerto Rican groups from Puerto Rico and the younger Puerto Rican user
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sample from New York. This could either mean that the family members don’t drink or
that these samples pay less attention to their use of alcohol.

USR NON USR1 USR2 NOM
BAD, PROBLEMS 144 155 374 208 187 214 309
bad 26 77 109 60 48 107 164
no good . - 85 25 27 - -
not good 17 - 13 - 16 - -
hate, ful 19 - 20 17 25 - 5
no . - 31 12 - 20 -
stupid, ity 1M1 13 30 10 12 - 6
problem,s - 29 17 24 8 31 45
sad,ness - . - 13 - . -
depression - . - 1 7 . -
nasty 9 . 1 - 177 . -
negative - - - - - 13 -
unnecessary . - - - - 9 4
disgust,ing 10 N . 7 6 . .
suck, -s 14 - - 1A - .
don't like i0 - 14 - . - .
never 13 - 13 - - - .
none - - 16 - - . .
distaste, ful 8 . - - . .
stink,ing 9 - - ¢ - . .
trouble - - 12 - 7 . .
crazy - 12 - 10 - 16 -
scare,d . 9 . 9 - . .
harass,ment . . - . . 8 12
sour - - - “ . 10 .
tastes bad, gross - 15 - - . - -
filth,y, wicked,ness, damn,ed - - - - - - 15
horrible, awful, goof,y - - - - . - 18
idiot,ic, divorce,d, misfortune - - - - . . 18
smell bad, mistake,s - - 8 . . - 12
ugly,ness, unpleasant - - - . . - 13

The Puerto Rican groups show more concern than the American groups with the
negative aspects of alcohol use. In particular, the Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico view it
as bad and the source of problems. The New York Puerto Rican groups are also very
negative, especially the younger group which denounces it as no good, stupid, nasty. This
component is the most salient of the younger New York Puerto Rican users’ views of
alcohol. These responses reflect strong social disapproval of alcohol use. In addition to
these reactions, the other New York Puerto Rican user group also thinks of emotions such
as depression, sadness, and scared as related to alcohol.

DANGEROUS ,KILL ACCIDENT
danger, ous
kill,ing
death
drive,ing
car,s
dwi
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accident S 1 7 14 13 24 53
car accident,s, hurt,ing 15 . . - . - .
drunk driving - 5 . - 7 - -
crash,ing - 6 - -1 1 3
destroy,ed - . 17 - . 13 18
injury - - - - - 42 .
harm, ful - . - vy N 56 109
destructive - - - . - 20 -
dead, ly - 12 2 - - - .
die,dying 8 - 1 2 9 - .
ill,ness - - . . . - 45
grave,yard, damaged liver, cancer . - - . - - 14
infection - . . - 7 . .
internal damage, damage,ing - - . . - - 10
Liver 7T - 0 16 9 8 7
health - 8 10 - 7 9 9
bad breath - - 9 . . . -
pain, ful . . - 1" - . é
fear, ful - - - 8 - . 3
brain,s, urhealthy - - - - 16 - .
lung,s - - - - . 1% .
work,ing . - - 5 - . w
hospital - . . 6 7 - 9

The Puerte Ricans from Puerto Rico are the most concerned with the harmful
consequences of alcohol use, both in terms of accidents and illness. They think of death,
injury, and harm. The Puerto Rican groups from New York are also concerned with car
accidents, death, and killing, but not to the extent of the groups from Puerto Rico. The
American groups, especially the users, show the least concern with alcohol’s harmful
consequences. They think more of accidents and accidental death, than of the debilitating
health implications.

USR NON USR1 USR2 NON USR™ NON

ADDICTION, ABUSE 68 72 24 81 95 29 90
addiction 17 25 - 15 43 - 7
abuse 18 20 16 26 20 - 3
alcoholic,s 8 18 - 21 16 . -
alcoholism - - - - - - 12
disease,d, T.C. 17 - - . . -
habit,forming - . - 10 10 - -
habit, vice - - - - - 18 68
need,ed, ing - 5 . - - - -
help,ing,ed - - - 9 - . -
8.a.,meeting 8 4 - - ) - .
quit,ing . - 8 - - . -
cure, ing - - . - . 11 -

The non-users express more concern for the addictive and habit forming nature of
alcohol abuse. The Puerto Rican from Puerto Rico think of alcohol also as a habit or vice.
The U.S. based groups recognize alcohol’s potential for abuse and they identify the
alcoholic as the victim of the abuse. This cluster is of negligible importance for the Puerto
Rican users from Puerto Rico and the younger Puerto Rican users in New York.
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USR1 USR2 NON USR  NON

DRUNK, HIGH 114 162 66 152 122
drunk,s 76 93 57 146 102
dizzy,ness 14 4 - N - - -
high 7 9 22 26 9 - .
getting high . - - 1t - - -
intoxicate,d . 9 - 13 - - N
fuck,ed -up 9 - - - - - -
pass out 13 . . - - - -~
fall,- down - . 16 - - - -
feel,ing . - . 8 - - -
sleep,ing 5 - - - . 6 .
escape, iHg 1" . - . - . .
drunken, ness - - . . - . 9
buzz,ed - 13 - - - - -
tipsy - 12 . - - . -

All groups think of getting drunk as an effect of using alcohol. The Puerto Rican
New York users also think of getting high or being high, and give it similar weight as they
did in the context of the word "DRUGS." As revealed in the context of the other
substances examined in this domain, the Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico do not have a
comparable variety of terms for the sensations or effects of using substances. They think
simply of being drunk.

USR1 USR2 NON USR NON

HANGOVER, SICK 26 31 12 10 é
hangover - 11 12 - -
sick,ness 26 20 - - -
throwing up - . - - -
vomit,ing - - . é
puke, ing . . - -
blow,s - - - 10 -
headache - - - - -

The user groups recall the most experience associated with the use of too much
alcohol--hangover, sick, throwing up, etc.--indicating more personal experience with drinking
in excess. The Puerto Rican groups from Puerto Rico show the least of such recollections.

FUN, GOOD, 'LOVE 124 64 T3 65 88 29
fun 61 - 13 9 . -
good, ness 12 3% 16 29 5¢ 15
good times 7 - - - - - -
Love 19 - 13 22 - - -
like . 6 - - 12 19 8
happy, ness 2 - - 13 - - -
tastes gecod 8 13 - - - - -
pleasant - - - - - 10 -
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enjoy,ment . - . 9

great,est - - 17 . - .
sweet, want,ed 15 - - . - -
delicious - - - - - - 6
ok - 17 - . - - -
sometimes - 15 - « 15 - .
relax,ation, not bed - 13 - - - - -

The American groups express the most positive attitudes and approval about alcohol
as conveyed by such terms as fun, good, tastes good. The non-users offer somewhat less
enthusiastic responses like ok, sometimes, not bad. Nevertheless, the American reactions
convey more acceptance and a higher level of enjoyment of alcohol in the American
environment.

USR NON USRT USR2 NON USR™ NON

PARTY, BAR 70 130 17__ 51 46 20 356
party,s 26 85 17 33 33 - 22
bar,s 20 14 - 12 4 i0 5
sex,ual 24 - . 6 ® . .
eat,ing . . - . . 10
diversion . - . - - . 9
weekend,s, friday - 16 - - . . .
saturday, social - 15 . . . . .

The American non-users think mostly of places and social settings where alcohol
is present: parties, bars and weekends in general. These reactions also reflect the social
acceptability of alcohol. It is viewed as part of a fun weekend or Friday night, and as an
approved component of weekend entertainment. The American users also relate alcohol
more explicitly to sex.

As the responses suggest, alcohol is socially integrated iz the American culture.
Despite growing public awareness and concern over alcohol abuse, addiction, and drunk
driving, alcohol is still accepted and approved, by and large. The Americans are, by far, the
least critical and most approving of the groups examined, in terms of alcohol use. The
Puerto Rican groups in Puerto Rico demonstrate the most disapproval and the New York
Puerto Ricans the most ambivalence. At the same time they reject alcohol as bad, stupid,
and the cause of dearhs, the New York Puerto Ricans are enticed by alcohol’s popularity
and social appeal.

The user/mon-aser differences in perception and evaluation cf alcohol support
rational expectations. Non-users are more aware of negative, harmful and dangerous
consequences connected with alcohol use and, accordingly, they are also strong, and more
explicit in their critical attitudes toward alcohol. Users are more inclined to think of fun
and entertainment, and they tend to pay less attention to harm and negative consequences.

With regard to the less predictable cultural differences, the results show that these

differences are distinct, consistent and consequential. Americans show generally more
positive attitudes and a broader social acceptance of alcohol, which enjoys broad
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consumption in its many forms and brands available on the American market. Puerto
Ricans in Puerto Rico skow more concern with harmful consequences. They are more
negative in their attitudes and consider its use both harmful and a vice. Puerto Ricans in
New York assume, once again, an intermediary position between Americans and the more
traditional Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico. In most instances, Puerto Ricans from New
York are closer in their views and attitudes to the Americans, than they are to their
traditional cultural origin. In their negative attitudes, Puerto Rican non-users are more
tempered by their experiences in the U.S. where alcohol is more ubiquitous and popular.
Puerto Rican drug users from New York are more critical and negative towards alcohol,
showing more awareness of danger and harm - based probably on their personal
experiences and tribulations. This explanation is assumptive but it is supported by such
observations as, for instance, the higher familiarity of Puerto Rican drug users with ‘hard’
liquors, their greater awareness of negative and harmful consequences associated with
alcohol, and their increased awareness of negative effects, such as, hangover and sickness.
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ALCOHOL

As Perceived by Three
Culture Groups of Drug Users

ADDICTION, ABUSE
BEER, WINE
VODKA, LIQUOR
DRUGS

DRINKING, BEVERAGE
FRIENDS, FAMILY
BAD, PROBLEMS
DRUNK, HiGH
HANGOVER, 8ICK
FUN, GOOD

PARTY ,BAR
DANGEROUS, KILL
CRIME, VIOLENCE
MISCELLANEOQUS
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The American users think most of specific types of alcohol, including beer, wine, and
hard liquor. The Puerto Rican users have the most negative views of alcohol, particularly
the group from New York. They think of it as bad, no good and trouble. The Puerto
Ricans in Puerto Rico show more concern for the dangers involved in alcohol use such as
death, accidents, injury and harm.

While the least negative toward alcohol, Americans still think about alcohol related
problems such as addiction, abuse, hangovers, and illness in general. They do, however, pay
considerably less attention to death and harmfulness. Conversely, they have the most
positive view of alcchol, thinking of it in terms of fun, good tasting, and parties. They also
think of friends and family members when thinking of alcohol.
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ALCOHOL

As Perceived by Three
Culture Groups of Non-Users
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In viewing alcohol as positive or negative, the Puerto Rican non-users in New York
assume an intermediary position with the Puerto Rico based non-users being the most
negative and the Americans being the most positive. The non-users in Puerto Rico focus
primarily on the problems, harm, and death that may result from the use or abuse of
alcohol. The New York Puerto Ricans are also keenly aware of the deadly and harmful
consequences. Although negative in some of their views of alcohol, the Americans do not
show nearly the high degree of alarm or condemnation as the Puerto Rican non-users.

Both of the non-user groups in New York express considerable familiarity with types
of alcohol, particularly beer and wine and to a lesser extent hard liquors. The Americans
are the most aware of the intoxicating effects of alcohol (drunk, buzzed) and the resulting
consequences (hangover, throwing up). They also think of alcohol most in terms of social
situations and parties, as well as finding alcohol fun and good.
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SMOKING

The non-user samples consisted of more non-smokers and the drug user samples
consisted of more smokers (See Appendix III, p. ). While keeping in mind that the sample
groups are responding to the word "Smoking" without direct reference to either drugs or
tobacco products, the trends emerging in the context of smoking followed expected
directions.

CIGARETTES, TOBACCO 365 104

cigarette,s 169 256 87
cigar,s 6 - -
nicotine 15 - 8
Marlboro 78 13 -
Newport 28 117 15 -
Camel ,s 14 29 . - - - -
Winston - - 10 9 - 34 -
Kool - 6 - - - - .
pipe,s 7 - 13 6 12 - -
tobacco 13 20 - 12 - 47 9
Pall Mall - - 8 - - - -
tar = N - - 14 - -

In its most common usage, "smoking" refers primarily to smoking cigarettes. Indeed,
one of the most salient components of the responses given by users and non-users was
Cigarettes, Tobacco. The groups living in the U.S. show greater familiarity with various
brands of cigarettes (e.g., Marlboro, Newport), than the groups from Puerto Rico. The user
groups scored consistently higher than the non-users probably because the user groups
consisted of more cigarette smokers.

IS
—

POT, MARIJUANA

pot - 48 25 - -
mari juana 48 32 30 118 30
reefer - 12 - . -
weed,s - - 30 2 10 - -
joint,s 27 - 14 5 - . -
skunk [ - 8 - - - -
shrub . - . - . 10 9
grass, leave - . - - - 20 .
hash, ish - - - - - . 2
blunt - 7 - - - - .

Smoking can also refer to illicit substances: marijuana, crack, etc.. As expected, the
user groups think much more of drugs than the non-user groups. The American users
think predominantly of pot, joint, and reefer.
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DRUGS, CRACK 150 206

crack 86 107 -
drug,s 30 32 50
cocaine - 1 6
coke - 6 - -
dope - . -
heroin - - - -
dust,ed 25 19 - -
angel dust - N - -
getting high, high - 20 - -

The Puerto Rican groups also think of marijuana, but the Puerto Ricans in New York
place more emphasis on crack and dust, indicating greater experience with these hard drugs.
These differences reflect on the different experiences of the groups with particular drugs.
The non-users tend to think more of drugs in general, although they do mention some
varieties of drugs that are smoked.

CANCER, DEATH, HARMFUL
cancer
death
kill,ing
choke,ing
sick,ness
health
unheal thy
not healthy
danger, ous
breathe, ing
die,dying
yellow teeth
dead, ly
nerve,ous 1
contamination, yellow
disease,d
destroy,ed, fatigue
harm, ful
pain, ful
ill,ness
destructive, dizzy,ness
lung,s
cough, ing
inhale,ation
heart,s
bed breath
breath, teeth
lung cancer, asthma, emphysema
lung disease, allergy,ic
mouth
hurt,ing
mind, brain damage
negative
hospital
injury
pol lution
damage, ing - . .
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All the non-user groups have shown a heightened level of awareness of the
negative health consequences of smoking: cancer, lungs and death. The Puerto Ricans from
Puerto Rico think more, in general terms, of harm and illness. The user groups express
awareness of the health problems but they are not nearly as concerned as the non-users.
In addition to the health consequences, all groups also think of some of the other
undesirable aspects of smoking (bad breath, yellow teeth). The Puerto Ricans in New York
show views of smoking that are similar to those of their American environment.

USR  NOW USR1 USRZ NON  ~ USR NON

BAD, STUPID 206 437 255 231 259 170 323
bad 76 165 139 96 88 111 156
why - - - n 6 - .
stupid, ity -, 59 9 15 16 - 10
disgust, ing 23 21 - - - - -
dumb - 28 - - 18 - -
hate, ful 37 @ 26 18 10 - 8
no good 8 - 38 30 27 - -
smelt,ing 22 35 26 34 22 - -
stink, ing 8 23 17 6 M - -
undesired, unnecessary - - - - - - 13
not good 8 - - - 19 - -
gross 11 16 - - - - -
dontt like - - - - - 21 -
out - - - -] - - -
detest, mad - - - - - - 10
dirty 8 - - - - . 5
loser,s 5 - - - - - -
tough, horrible - - - . - - 10
problem,s - 8 - 7 - 10 13
harass,ment . - - - - 18 15
jail - - - 8 . 10 5
vicious,ness, nothing - - - - - - 16
unpleasant, foel,s, mistrust - - - - - 16
awful, foolish,ness, forbidden - - - . - 13
uncool, obnoxious, ugly,ness - 20 - - - . -
bad habit,s, suck,s - - - - 16 . -
rude, idiot,ic - 14 - - - - -
waste, ful - 7 - - é - 8
crazy - 7 - . - . -
foul smelling - - - - - - 7
odor,s, smells bad - 12 - - - s -
tastes bad, teste,ing - 13 - - - - .

It appears natural that the more that people are aware of harm, the more negative
are their attitudes. The non-users tend to be more negative, viewing smoking as bad,
stupid, dumb. All of the samples from New York express some resentment towards the
smell and stink associated with smoking. The American groups even label smoking as
disgusting and gross. These responses reflect growing public disapproval of smoking.

The New York Puerto Ricans show again some conflict between their attitudes and
behavior; that is, users and non-users show about the same degree of critical attitudes
towards smoking. Compared to the other non-user groups, Puerto Rican non-users in New
York show less negative, critical attitudes towards smoking--as a likely consequence of the
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more relaxed U.S. environmental influences. In contrast, the Puerto Rican users from New
York show more critical attitudes than the other user groups. This paradoxical shift shows
considerable consistency.

ADDICTION, USE
addiction
habit, forming
epidemic,s, uncontrolled
want,ed
need,ed,ing, a lot
abuse, occasion,al
do,ing 1
weak, ness
everyday
absorb
habit, vice
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Most groups show only modest concern for the addictive nature of smoking. The
Puerto Ricans from Puerto Rico are more disposed to recognize smoking as a habit and
view it as a vice. The American users think more of addiction and of the habit forming
nature of smoking than non-users but it is not clear whether they are thinking about drugs
or tobacco that is smoked.
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GOOD, - LOVE, FUN
good, ness
nice - - -
love - - .
fun 27 16 16
ease,y
like
drink,ing
relax,ation
image,s
enjoy,ment
happy,ness
in
ok, weekend,s -1
cool 11 2
party,s -1
sex,ual 21
yes 7
calm 8
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The American users consider certain pleasurable dimensions in smoking, viewing it
as fun, relaxing, and enjoyable. The Puerto Rican New York groups also find smoking
pleasurable; they think of good, like, and fun. The American non-users tend to think of it
as cool, fun and as something done at parties or on the weekend.
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father,hood
dad,dy
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Compared to users, the nen-user groups show a consistently stronger tendency to
relate smoking to particular people, friends and family members. The Puerto Rican non-
users from New York think about people who smoke: (friends, mother, brother, father).

USR1 USR2 NON

QUIT, NO, STOP S5 856 100 33 25
quit,ing - 8 - - -
no 22 28 59 33 25
stop - 26 8 - -
never - 7 15 . .
don't 20 10 18 - -
no drugs J - 13 - - - .
control - - - 7 - - -

In line with their negative attitudes towards smoking, the Puerto Rican non-users
in New York are strongest in discouraging smoking (no, don’t, never). The most salient
response from the American users in this category is quirting, indicating the desire of many
smokers to stop.

In general, the views and attitudes of the samples toward smoking are more
indicative of their actual behavior. The New York Puerto Rican groups’ perceptions more
closely corresponded with their behavior than they did in the context of the explicitly drug
related words. However, there is less concurrence than with the American or Puerto Rican
groups from Puerto Rico.

Although, to most people smoking means the smoking of tobacco products, to drug

users, smoking also refers substantially to the use of drugs, i.e. smoking crack or marijuana.
While these differences emerge from the results of the research comparing drug users and

137



Woasadilid

non-users, expectations, in line with common sense, again result in less predictable cultural
trends. The attention given by user groups to hard drugs like cocaine and to drugs like
marijuana, reflects on the actual involvement of each group with various types of drugs.

Greater awareness of serious consequences goes hand in hand with increasingly
critical, negative attributes towards smoking. In this respect, Puerte Rican non-users in
Puerto Rico show the strongest negative attitudes, followed by the Puerto Rican non-usexs
in New York, who assume an intermediary position relative to the American non-users who
were more moderate.

The pleasurable dimensions of smoking receive the most attention from American
drug users, while Puerto Rican drug users in Puerto Rico are the least explicitly aware of
them. Again, in this respect the Puerto Rican non-users in New Yerk assume an
intermediary position. At the same time, the human-social dimensions of smoking and the
involvement of friends and family members were found to be the consideration most
characteristic of Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico.

The findings on smoking support the trends that emerged based on the other
stimulus themes examined in the context of the drug domain. In most of these
comparisons, the Puerto Ricans in New York were found to take an intermediary position
between the Americans and the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico. Furthermore, in most of
these contexts the New York Puerto Ricans were found to be closer to the American
environment than to the more traditional Puerto Rican environment on the island of Puerto
Rico.
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When considering the word smoking, all user groups think first of smoking cigarettes.
Both New York based users think of smoking drugs, more specifically drugs such as crack,
cocaine or dust; the Puerto Rico based users think more of smoking marijuana. The
American users appear more preoccupied with addiction, but it is not clear whether they

are thinking of drugs or cigarettes in this context.

Consistent with earlier findings on drugs, the users in Puerto Rico are most acutely
aware of harm, death and illness. In particular, they are concerned with cancer and lung
damage related to smoking. The users in New York are somewhat more ambivalent
towards smoking. They are critical of smoking, referring to it in such negative terms as bad
and stupid, while at the same time maintaining a stronger attitude that smoking is fun and
a source of enjoyment. Both New York groups express interest in quitting or stopping

smoking.

139



A s Bada

&

CIGARETTES, TOBACCO
CANCER, DEATH
DRUGS, CRACK

BAD, 8TUPID
ADDICTION, USE
POT, MARIJUANA

8MOKE, FIRE
EXPENSIVE, MONEY
FRIENDS, PEOPLE

GOCD, LOVE
QUIT, NO, 8TOP
MISCELLANEOUS

SMOKING

As Perceived by Three
Culture Groups of Non-Users

QL L Ll LA Ui g f sl ldA
]

T T T T i
18 20 25 30 35 40

PUERTO RICAN/NY

EB AMERICAN/NY
T3 PUERTO RICAN/PR

The American non-users display the highest aversion to smoking, thinking of it as
Both Puerto Rican non-users are also extremely critical. All
non-user groups are very aware of health problems attributed to smoking such as lung
It appears that the non-users have cigarettes predominantly in
mind when thinking of smoking, although some drugs are mentioned, namely pot and crack.

bad, stupid and disgusting.

damage, cancer and death.

The non-users in Puerto Rico show the most awareness of the addictive qualities of
smoking. While the New York Puerto Rican non-users are the least interested in addiction,
they are the most concerned with actually quitting or stoyping. American non-users have
the most positive image of smoking of all the non-users, thinking of it as good and fun.
The Puerto Rican non-users in New York identify smoking most with individuals: friends,

people, etc.
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SUMMARY: Drug Domain

The themes studied in representation of this domain include Drugs, Marijuana,
Alcohol and Smoking. Since our primary interest is not in isolated perceptions and
evaluations but in general trends, characterizing and differentiating drug users and non-
users as well as three cultural populations: Americans in New York, Puerto Ricans in New
York and Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico. Along the objectives of our research, we are
particularly interested in gaining insights into how drug use and cultural background affect
peoples’ subjective views and attitudes along variables related to drug use.

Our analysis begins with user/non-user comparisons, where we do have some
assumptions based on logical expectations. The empirical findings have supported
our expectations and, in the context of all four themes analyzed, the results show a high
level of consistency. For example, drug users pay less attention to harmful and fatal
consequences; they show more interest in the fun, entertainment and pleasure associated with
drugs. In contrast, those who do not use drugs were found to be more aware of the
negative and harmful consequences of drug use. They were more critical of ali four
substances studied and showed stronger trends in categorically rejecting them.

In the field of cultural differences, it is naturally more difficult to articulate
assumptions on logical grounds. Nonethéless, the results of our comparisons of Americans
and Puerto Ricans in New York and Puerto Rican samples from Puerto Rico have
produced similarly consistent trends, showing essentially the same patterns across all four
substances analyzed.

Whether in the context of marijuana, alcohol, drugs or smoking, the results indicate
that the Americans, across the board, have a much higher level of familiarity with these
substances, their brands and variations, including slang, paraphernalia, details of use and
consumption. In the American culture these illicit and harmful substances appear
essentially as consumer items. While some segments of society use them and others do not,
both users and non-users show a high level of familiarity with them just as in the case of
most other highly publicized consumer items.

In the Puerto Rican culture, the status of these substances are rather different.
People are less familiar with them; even the users have only a limited vocabulary to
describe details, label paraphernalia, or convey sensations related to their use. Rather than
treating marijuana or alcohol as consumer items, the Puerto Rican culture views these
substances with perceptions and evaluations that, in all instances, stress more the adverse
physiological and psychological effects ranging from mild forms of impairment to death.

In the traditional Puerto Rican culture, these substances are proscribed and, in a
psychological sense, stigmatized through a system of collective views. They are seen as bad
substances, leading to such harmful habits as addiction and vice. Curiously enough, these
perceptions and attitudes hold true not only for non-users, but also in scme contexts for
drug users, As such results indicate, anti-drug or anti-alcohol attitudes do not automatically
protect one from becoming a drug user. Nonetheless, this indication does not mean that
such broadly held perceptions and evaluations would have no preventive function
whatsoever.
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It appears that users show limited concern with harm and more interest in fun and
pleasure. They are characterized by more positive and ambivalent attitudes towards drugs.
In contrast, people who do not use drugs show more awareness of the harmful effects of
drugs and reject them more strongly and categorically. Yet, the comparison of the three
main culture groups used in this research, Americans and Puerto Ricans in New York and
Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, indicate that this apparently universal logic, shows some
interesting local cultural variations. We have seen, for instance, that American drug ussrs
were indeed the most positive in their attitudes towards drugs, marijuana and alcohol.
Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rice have condemned drugs more categorically, staying more in
conformity with the perspectives of their culture. Furthermore, we have observed that
Puerto Rican drug users from New York have shown more negative and critical attitudes
on drugs, and emphasize more their harmfulness than the non-users of the same
populations. Since these trends emerged with considerable consistency, they provide
empirical evidence that cultural factors interfere with what we may be inclined to assume
represents a universal distinction between drug users and non-users. Further investigation
is required to explain the reasons for such differences and other related questions which
naturally arise from the present findings.
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APPENDIX I

THE ASSOCIATIVE GROUP ANALYSIS (AGA) METHOD

DATA COLLECTION, ANALYSES, AND MAIN CATEGORIES OF INFERENCES

The Associative Group Analysis (AGA) is a method of in-depth analysis of
perceptions and attitudes, of dominant psychological dispositiois that affect people’s thought
and behavior. The main units of analysis are subjective images and meanings, the main
elements of cognition, or systems of mental representation.

AGA is an unstructured, open-ended approach. Rather than asking direct questions,
AGA works by reconstructing a group’s psychological dispositions based on the distribution
of hundreds of thousands of free associations to strategically selected stimulus themes.
Through extensive computer-assisted analyses, AGA is used to map systems of mental
representation and to identify behavioral dispositions evasive to the more direct and
strictured methods of assessment.

As the examples below illustrate, AGA offers in-depth insights not available from
other sources. For instance, an analysis of how high school drug users and non-users vary
in their views of marijuana can be used to trace the effects of perceived harm and risk
as factors affecting drug use. As other examples demonstrate, AGA can be used to assess
how the subjective culture of different social groups by reconstructing their priorities,
measuring distances in views, or mapping their cognitive organization.

The AGA approach has its roots in two main lines of development. One is
represented by Charles Osgood (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957) and Harry Triandis
(1964) who performed ground-breaking work in approaching subjective culture through the
empirical study of subjective meaning. The work of Clyde Noble (1952) and James Deese
(1962) is also relevant because it initiated a reorientation in the interpretation of free
associations by recognizing the role of subjective meaning. A summary of the AGA method
is offered in the monograph by Szalay and Deese (1978), as well as numerous articles in
various journals of the social and behavioral sciences (see attached list of publications).

DATA COLLECTION, TEST ADMINISTRATION

The standard AGA testing conditions of group testing, written form of
administration, and working with little time pressure help promote more spontaneous,
meaning-mediated responses. Individual subjects remain ancnymous (demographic data
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are obtained using a brief questionnaire that carries the same code number as the subject’s
test slips); assurance of this helps to reduce the likelihood of bias in the form of
acquiescence, considerations of social desirability, etc.; it opens up a variety of
emotion-laden issues to objective inquiry.

The subjects are asked to write free verbal associations to each of the stimulus words
presented on randomly sequenced cards. They receive the following instructions:

This experiment is part of a study in verbal behavior, and this particular task involves word
associations. They are group experiments, and your responses will not be evaluated
individually but collectively for your group. Your responses are completely anonymous, and
you are free to give your associations concerning any subjeci. There are no bad or wrong
answers, so o not select your responses but put them down spontaneously in the order that
they occur to you.

The task is easy and simple. You wili find a word printed on each slip of paper.  Reading
this stimulus word will make you think of other associated words (objects, ideas, issues,
etc.). You are asked to write as many separate responses as you can think of in the time
allotted. Try io think of one-word responses and avoid long phrases or sentences,

it is important that in giving your responses you always take the given stimulus word into
consideration, For example, if the stimulus word was fable and your answer was writing, in
giving the subsequent responses you must refer back to table and avoid “chain” responses
(i.e., wiiting, pen, ink, blue, ocean, sail...).

Please work without hurrying, but do your best to give us as many answers as possible,
One minute will be given for each word. At the end of each minute | will ask you to go on
to the next word. Do not work longer than one minute on any word and do nct read ahead
or return to others later.

DATA ORGANIZATION: SCORING RESPONSES, COMPILING GROUP RESPONSE
LISTS

A logical assumptien is that earlier responses are more meaningful than later ones,
that the first response has more salience to the subject than the last. This assumption is
supported by empirical evidence. The stability of responses obtained at different rank
places was studied by comparing the responses obtained from the same group in two
separate sessions one month apart {Szalay and Brent, 1967). The responses obtained at
higher rank places in the first test showed higher stability in the second test than did the
responses first obtained at lower rank places. The coefficients of stability obtained in the
comparative study provide the weights for the various rank places. The weights, beginning
with the first response, are 6, 5, 4, 3, 3, 3, 3, 2, 2, 1, 1, 1. Participants generally give six to
eight different associations to each word.

The cards are organized by stimulus words, and the individual responses from all the
subjects are tallied into group response lists (see Figure 1). Certain responses (e.g., drug
to MARIJUANA) will occur to many members of the group; other responses may be given
by only one or two members. In order to focus on the shared meaning for a particular
group, the responses given by only one person are excluded from analysis. Dropping the
idiosyncratic responses helps us to concentrate on the more stable, shared responses and
simplifies the data processing and analysis.
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Cards from each
group are sorted
according to
stimulus word . . .

and the responses

to each worc are High School Non-users
then organized into Group Response List
‘group rasponsae lists’
Aesponse Score
drug.s 134
bad 125
stupid,ity 123
The graup response smoke,ing 7
lists are used as the kill ing 75
basis for anstysis illegqal 81
and comparison, pot 32
high 4%
addiction 4
green 43
unhealthy 38
problems 38

Figure 1. Formation of Group Response Lists

If we look at associations produced by members of our own social group, they appear
to be just plain common sense. We tend to feel that everybody would produce similar
responses and that the responses do not tell us anything new. This impression is probably
the major reason that the potential information value of associative response distribution
has not been clearly recognized in the past. The systematic exploitation of assoications as
an important information source is the central objective of the AGA method.

Based on the distributions of hundreds of spontaneous responses, the group response
lists offer the main mosaic pieces of the respondent’s subjective perceptions and
evaluations. Each response has a score value. These values reveal how salient a particular
idea or attribute is as a mosaic element of the group’s perception of the stimulus word. A
comparison of group response lists suggests some characteristic differences in the high

- school drug users and non-users views.
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Table 1

MARIJUANA

15 Top-Ranking Responses by High School Drug Users and Non-Users

USERS NON-USERS
Response Score Response Score
high 141 drug,s 134
smoke, ing 140 bad 125
pot 125 stupid, ity 123
joint,s 86 smoke, ing 97
drug,s 81 kill,ing 75
fun 76 illegal 61
bong, s 59 pot 52
green 58 high 49
weed,s 56 addiction 44
illegal 40 green 43
friend,s 36 unhealthy 38
stone,d 36 problem,s 38
grass 34 danger, ous 37
bowl,s 32 never 31
laugh, ter 32 plant,s 31

A comparison of drug users’ and non-users’ responses to the stimulus MARIJUANA,
for instance, shows that most of the non-users’ high ranking responses (e.g., bad, stupid,
killing, addiction) do not even appear on the list of most frequent responses for the drug
users (see Table 1). Similarly, most of the high ranking responses by the user group do not
occur to the non-users (e.g., joint, bong, stoned, fun, friends, laughter). These lists contain
numerous responses which have high scores or salience for one culture group and low or
no salience at all for the other group. A quick glance at the most frequent responses
readily reveals that they are not accidental, but deeply rooted in the contemporary
experiences of the respective groups.

The lengthy response lists provide an exhaustive inventory of the mosaic elements
which make up each group’s image of a particular theme. Each group response list
represents a rich information source reflecting the group’s characteristic understanding of
the stimulus word, including perceptual and affective details which are frequently
unverbalizable and below their level of awareness. Actually, a systematic examination of
such response lists has shown that every response contains a piece of valid information
about the group’s characteristic understanding and evaluation of the stimulus word.
Responses with a sizable score value (10 to 15) are rarely accidental. Using conservative
estimates, score differences of 18 can be considered significant at the .05 level, score
differences of 24 at the .01 level. The wealth of information provided by the group
response list is impressive, since even small score differences can have significant
implications for communication and behavior (Szalay, Lysne, & Bryson, 1972).
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COMPARABILITY OF RESPONSE LISTS

The treatment of the responses is consistent with the conceptualization of subjective
meaning as a composite of several main perceptual and evaluative components. It reflects
enterprise to reconstruct this composite meaning through a reproduction of its main
components by their context, and in their actual salience. In the framework of our analysis,
the subjective salience of specific perceptual and evaluative elements is inferred from the
response scores. The more people give a particular response like harmful, the greater is
the salience of this mosaic element, for instance, in the subjective meaning of
MARIJUANA. In our effort to achieve a faithful proportionate reconstruction of the
group’s subjective meaning we rely on all of the shared responses given by the members of
a group to a particular issue or theme. The salience of each mosaic element revealed by
a particular shared response is revealed by the response score which is a function of how
many people gave this response and with what subjective weight. Along this rationale of
proportionate representation the relative salience of a specific response or of a particular
response cluster is not only a function of the absolute score value but depends also on the
relationship of the responses to the total score accumulated by all shared responses given
to that particular stimulus theme. The same score value shows less salience in the context
of a group which produces many responses, than in the context of another group which
produces fewer responses.

In the following treatment of the data the requirements following from this principle
of proportionate representation are consistently maintained. It is particularly important to
keep this distinction in mind to understand certain basic differences between the AGA and
the survey results. In the case of surveys, the number of those who took a favorable stand
and those who chose a negative position on a particular question represent absolute
numbers reflecting positive vs. negative choices. In comparison, the response scores used
by AGA convey relative salience. To maintain consistency with this rationale of relative
salience in the processing of the AGA data, as necessary, various types of score adjustments
are made to maintain comparability. For example, an analysis of responses to forty stimulus
themes by elementary, junior high, and high school students revealed that the younger
samples consistently gave fewer responses. These differences may have been largely due
to the students’ level of vocabulary or level of concentration. To account for this
discrepancy, unrelated to the subjective meanings, adjustment scores were calculated and
applied to make the scores comparable. To maintain comparability, samples of 100
respondents are generally used. In a few instances where we have to compare smaller
groups, like 75 adults with 100 students, we adjust the scores to maintain direct
comparability.
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MAIN CATEGORIES OF INFERENCES, THEIR RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

For the identification of various psychocultural characteristics, several analytical
procedures have been developed, relying on the group response lists as the main data base.

GROUP PERCEPTIONS, IMAGES, AND MEANINGS

The group response lists contain a rich variety of responses, each reflecting a
different mosaic element of the total psychological meaning. Grouping responses with
similar content together helps to identify the main components of meaning and their
characteristic salience. This content analysis is performed by two or more independent
analysts. Each analyst receives a list of all responses to a particular stimulus word. They
choose eight to sixteen categories which they feel subsume all the responses in meaningful
groupings relevant to the stimulus word, and then assign the responses to these categories.
The categories may be of low or high generality, concrete or abstract; but they should be
simple and at the same level of generality. It is important to chose clearly different, well-
delimited categories that do not overlap. It is necessary to choose between alternative
possible categories: some will fit into the total system of categories better than others;
some will communicate better than others. Responses that do not seem to fit into any of
the categories are put into a miscellaneous category.

Responses that may be assigned with equal justification to two or more categories
are recorded for further discussion. The coders then meet with a senior researcher to
discuss their agreements and disagreements. Where there are discrepant categories, three
solutions are possible: new alternative categories, category combinations at a higher level
of abstraction, or complementary categories. The final categories are selected to highlight
the most characteristic aspects of the groups’ responses to the stimulus word. This method
maintains comparability of results in the analysis of the responses from the different cultural
population samples. Once the categorization is finalized, a final check is required to make
sure that all the responses are included and that they have their proper response scores.

Each category is described by a score and by a label to indicate its content. The
category score is the sum of the scores of each subsumed response and expresses the
importance of the category for a particular group. If a category yields a high score for a
group, it may be said that the category constitutes an important meaning component of that
theme for that group. The categories and category scores present a logical set of data from
which the central meaning of the stimulus word may be deduced, either directly or through
advisors or background literature on the culture.

Using this procedure to analyze the stimulus theme MARIJUANA, for example, we
find that the non-users’ negative references reflect strong disapproval and criticism of
marijuana, as well as recognition of the harmful social and health consequences. See Figure
2 for examples of selected clusters) These categories barely even occur to the user group.
On the other hand, the users’ extensive references to different methods of use and types
of paraphernalia reflect direct personal experience, while the non-users show only modest
familiarity with these aspects. The cluster of positive evaluations reveals that this
component is an important part of the users’ image of marijuana, but not of the non-users’.
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The scores the various components accumulated in this process reflect the subjective
salience of each component for the cultural groups compared.

Figure 2
MARIJUANA

Selected Main Clusters of Responses

Main Components

Main Components Main Components

and Responses USER__NON and Responses USER _ NON and Responses USER__NON
SMOKING, JOINT 373 126 BAD, STUPID 96 498 ADDICTION, HARMFUL ,DEATH 42 381
smoke, ing 140 97 bad 30 125 addiction - 44
joint;s 8 23 stupid, ity 20 123 harm, ful 7 22
toke, ing 9 - dumb - 18 danger,ous 19 37
reefer 4 - never - XN unheal thy - 38
bong,s 59 - waste, ful - 12 dead, ly 7 30
pipe,s 29 . not good - 9 death - 15
bowl,s 32 - loser,s - " kill,ing 4 75
taste,ing 6 - sad, ness - 1" sick,ness 5 -
paper,s . 6 gross - 30 damage, ing .10
light 8 - scare,d 7 1 hurt,ing - 10
crazy 11 6 problem,s - 38
FUN, GOOD 196 17 hate, ful 7 22 brain cells - 6
fun 7% 17 useless,ness - 18 pain, ful . 5
taugh, ter 32 - awful - 10 ruin,ed - 9
‘ good, ness 27 - suck,s - 24 cancer - 19
- happy, ness é - trouble 5 9 kills brain -1
enjoy,ment 9 - wrong 6 6 die,dying . 9
great,est 15 - terrible - 1
wild 5 - Lame 10 -
help,ing,ed 13 - don't need - 5
like 13 .

In the case of the responses to marijuana the analysts used thirteen categories to
identify the salient components of the groups’ contemporary meanings of marijuana (see
Table 2). Because there is usually a difference between the two groups in their level of
responding, the category scores are converted to percentages of the respective total scores
in order to make them directly comparable. The main content categories obtained by this
analysis describe the total subjective meaning of the theme in terms of the main
components characteristic of each group’s understanding.

Further examination of this table reveals additional perceptual and motivational
trends. For example, the users express considerable awareness of the psychoactive effects
of marijuana use such as high, stoned, relaxation, hunger, etc. They also demonstrate
knowledge of the terminology used in buying and selling drugs. In contrast to the users who
show almost no concern with the harmful effects of smoking marijuana, the non-users are
extremely concerned that marijuana can lead to brain damage or even death. The non-
users are more aware of the illegality of marijuana and the legal consequences that can
result from its use. They non-users place slightly more emphasis on the use of marijuana
among friends at social gatherings such as parties and concerts.
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Table 2
MARIJUANA

Content Analysis Revealing Main Components of Perceptions and Evaluations

Percentage of

Main Components Total Score
POT,PLANT 21 11
SMOKING, JOINT 21 7
EFFECTS: HIGH, STONED 16 6
FUN, GOOD 1 1
PARTY, CONCERT 1 3
ADDICTION,HARMFUL,DEATH 2 21
BAD, STUPID 5 28
SMELL, STINK 1 4
ILLEGAL, POLICE 3 5
DRUGS, ALCOHOL 7 7
MONEY, SELLING 5 2
FRIENDS, DRUGGIES 3 3
MISCELLANECUS 3 1

Total Scores 1753 1794

The reliability of the content analytic method was tested by comparing the
performance of five judges working independently from each other. The interjudge
reliability measured by product-moment correlation across 76 categories was .7. The
validity of such inferences on particular single meaning components cannot be directly
assessed because simple criterion measures are not available. There are, however, findings
which show, for instance, that the salience of these meaning components provides valid
predictions on the meaningfulness of messages in intercultural communications.
Communication material that capitalized on salient components of cultural meanings was
judged by members of this culture as relatively more meaningful than comparable
communication material produced by cultural experts (Szalay et al, 1972).

Another way to present the results of content analysis is the semantograph (see
Figure 3). It shows the main categories of group meaning by using radially arranged bar
graphs. The solid dark bars represent the main components of high school non-user
interpretations and the outlined bars show the main components of high school drug users’
interpretations. Where the bars are similar in length, substantial agreement exists between
the groups’ responses. The bars are arranged so that those on the left of the semantograph
show meaning components especially strong (salient) for the user group and those on the
right show meaning components especially strong for the non-user group. This presentation
is designed to help the reader to recognize components on which his own group and the
other culture group are in agreement or disagreement.
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MARIJUANA

PERCEPTIONS AND EVALUATIONS
BY

——— Drug Users memmsn  Non-Users
Total Score: 1753 Total Score: 1794

BAD, STUPID (5X, 28X)

POT, PLANT (24X, 11%)

SMOKING, JOINT (21X, 7%) ADDICTION, HARM (2X, 21%)

HIGH, STONED (46X, 6X)
DRUGS, ALCOHOL (7%, 7%)

FUN, GOOD (14X, 1%) ILLEGAL, POLICE (3%, 5X)

. PARTY, CONCERT (4%, 3%)
MONEY. § .
ELLING (5. 2%) LolenD, DRUBGIE (3%, 3%)  sueLL STINK (4%, 4%)

Figure 3. Perceptions and Evaluations of MARIJUANA Presented in Semantograph Form

The analysis of several related concepts within a particular domain (e.g., marijuana,
drugs, and alcohol) informs on dominant trends of perceptions and evaluations that set drug
users and non-users clearly apart. The data reflect general trends of perceptions and
motivations that reveal psychological factors and dispositions related to substance abuse.
The consistency of such trends indicates that the differences observed are not confined to
specific isolated images but reflect broader trends characteristic of the frame of reference
and cognitive organization of the groups compared. Further analyses can inform on
perceptual trends across several domains (i.e., self, family, social values) and reveal
important parameters of peoples systems of mental representations.

9
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SUBJECTIVE PRIORITIES OR IMPORTANCE
THE DOMINANCE SCORE

The psychological priorities characteristic of a particular group can be inferred from
dominance scores. How important or meaningful a certain subject, theme, idea, or issue
is to a particular group can be inferred from the number of responses they give to it as a
stimulus word. The dominance score, simply the sum of the scores of all responses elicited
by a particular theme or domain, is used to measure subjective importance. It is 2 modified
version of Nable’s (1952) "meaningfulness" measure.* Different social or cultural groups
can be compared by looking at their dominance scores on the same concepts. Dominance
scores reveal the subjective importance not only for single issues but also for larger
domains, as shown in Table 4 below.

The following table compare on the relative importance three student groups (high
school, junior high, and elementary school) assigned to selected themes representing four
domains. The results indicates that the meaningfulness of certain themes grows with age
(see Work and Goals domains) while other themes show little change in meaningfulness
with increased age (see Family domain). While the subjective importance of school and
teacher remain relatively constant, the meaningfulness of authority and discipline in
particular grow considerably with age.

Table 4
Dominance Scores of High School, Junior High, and Elementary Students

Domain High  Junior Elemen- Domain High  Junior Elemen-
and Theme School High tary and Theme School High __tary
WORK FAMILY
work 1656 1681 1419 family 1878 1609 2054
money 1850 1837 1577 mother 1652 1262 1610
help 1461 1489 1010 father 1502 1580 1536
responsibility 1592 1425 894 respect 1505 1491 1309
mean 1640 1608 1225 mean 1634 1695 1627
GOALS SCHOOL
goals 1685 1362 1021 school 1912 2042 1822
happiness 1580 1528 1315 teacher 1669 1644 1693
health 1658 1569 1132 authority 1490 1451 1277
values 1525 1386 1073 discipline 1461 1310 948
mean 1887 1461 1135 mean 1633 1612 1435

The group-based dominance scores have been found to be highly culture- specific
(Szalay, Moon, Lysne, and Bryson, 1971a) and have a reliability of .93 calculated from a
test-retest comparison of 40 themes. More information on the dominance scores can be

found in Communication Lexicon on Tliree South Korean Audiences (Szalay, Moon, and
Bryson, 1971b).

*Noble (1952) first demonstrated that the number of associations given by a person in a continued association task of one minute provides
a measure of *meaningfulness® that is highly correlated with the person’s familiarity with the word and its meaning.

10
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OVERALL SIMILARITY IN PERCEPTIONS
4
. THE SIMILARITY COEFFICIENT AND INTRAGROUP HOMOGENEITY MEASURE

Without considering the actual nature of differences one may ask generally to what
extent do two groups differ in their understanding of a particular theme. Free verbal
associations offer an empirical answer to this question based on the principle that the closer
the agreement between the associations of two groups on a particular theme, the more
. similar their meanings are. To measure the extent to which two groups agree in their
perception and understanding of a particular theme, idea, or issue, the coefficient of
similarity is used.

[T

Similarity in subjective meaning is inferred from the similarity of response
distributions measured by Pearson’s product-moment correlation. Close similarity (high
coefficient) means that the high frequency responses produced by one group are also high
frequency responses for the other group; similarly, the low frequency responses produced
by one group will generally be the same as those produced by the other group. The scores
for the same responses from two groups represent the pairs of observations (x, y) used in
this calculation. N represents the number of pairs of observations, that is, the number of
word responses used in the calculation of a particular coefficient. The coefficients provide
a global measure of the level of similarities and differences without elaborating on the
semantic components on which they are based.

In the example below, correlations from selected domains are presented based on
high school, junior high, and elementary school comparisons (see Table 5). In all instances,
the least similarity is shown between high school and elementary students while the closest

. similarity is between high school and junior high students. The junior high-elementary
comparison shows slightly less similarity than the junior high-high school comparison,
reflecting the intermediary position of the junior high group. The least agreement is shown
on concepts such as goals, responsibility, and discipline, themes that also varied considerably
in meaningfulness or dominance. And although dominance scores in the family domain were
comparable, there appear to be sizable differences in the groups’ perceptions, particularly
between the elementary and high school students. These findings underscore the
differences between the age groups and reflect changes in meaning over time.

Table 5
Intergroup Similarity Between High School, Jr. High, and Elementary Students
Domain H.S. & JrHigh H.S. & Domain HS. & JrHigh H.S. &
and Theme Jr.High & Elem. Elem. and Theme Jr.High & Elem. Elem.
WORK r r r FAMILY r r r
work .92 .86 75 family .85 .89 .67
money .72 .54 43 mother .85 .78 .52
help .B4 .75 .63 father .73 .78 .46
responsibility .78 .64 .40 respect .86 .81 .63
mean .83 .72 57 mean .83 .82 .58
GOALS SCHOOL
goals 67 .35 11 school .86 .75 .64
happiness .94 .74 .69 teacher .74 .69 53
health .85 .82 75 authority .80 .84 74
0 values .66 .76 40 discipline .63 .56 .23
mean .82 .70 .53 mean .80 .72 .56

11
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The reliability of the coefficient of similarity measure was tested by comparing two
groups obtained by splitting a larger group randomly into two halves; the coefficients
produced on a sample of themes were then averaged. In a comparison of two split-half
groups on 26 themes, a correlation of .73 was obtained. An earlier comparison resulted in
an r of .82, calculated over 40 themes. The coefficient depends a great deal on the
particular theme under consideration. Themes that are specific and concrete produce steep
response distributions characterized by a few widely shared responses, or meaning elements.
The theme family, for example, is specific and concrete, and for everybody if means to a
certain extent father and mother. The themes concern and anxiety are less definite, and
instead of everybody agreeing on a few particularly salient responses, people produce a
broad diversity of responses. In this situation, low correlation does not necessarily indicate
low reliability of the measure but may be a consequence of the indeterminate nature of the
theme. In such a situation the stability of the measure may better estimated by considering
how stable a coefficient is within particular themes rather than across all themes. To assess
this stability, the coefficients obtained on the same themes for the two split-half groups were
correlated over the 26 themes and produced an 1 of .89.

Certain Limitations of This Measure. Calculation of the similarity coefficient
requires literal agreement; it does not take into account semantically closely related
responses such as home and homey or synonyms such as house and home. Consequently,
this measure may underestimate the actual level of similarity. These biases are likely to
increase the more the groups differ in their vocabularies. One could argue naturally that
differences in vocabularies are not accidental and they themselves are likely to reflect on
psychocultural distance. Nonetheless, as some of these differences in the words used do not
correspond to similar differences in perceptions, they are likely to give a somewhat inflated
estimate of the actual perceptual differences. These biases are usually not significant and
they are in general randomly distributed; in other words, the bias is likely to be the same
regardless of the words used. This should not interfere with the utility of the coefficient
to provide a valid estimate of the relative level of semantic differences.

In other words, the coefficient of similarity cannot overestimate similarity but it may
overestimate the degree of differences in the perceptions of two groups. This problem can
be offset through the use of one of the other analytic techniques developed with the AGA
method. Once the similarity coefficient has been used to identify themes where the greatest
differences are, it is desirable to take a closer look by categorizing the semantically related
responses into clusters. In the content analysis the total score of the response cluster
(synonyms, partial synonyme), rather than the individual response scores, represents the
main source of information by revealing the salience of the main components of perception
and evaluation. Thus, for instance, the nature and intensity of emotional ties projected into
people’s relationships by a particular group emerges from the total score accumulated by
such responses as love, affection, and friendship. In this analysis the scores of single
responses (e.g., synonyms) are inconsequential. The differences between groups may then
be identified by a comparison of the scores showing the salience of the main attitudinal and
perceptual compornents.

While the similarity coefficient is useful in measuring overall similarity or distance,
the content analysis may be used to identify more specific dispositions such as the users’
tendency to be more self-oriented and negative in their self-image compared to the non-
users who are more positive and stress characteristics of love, caring, and trust.

12
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Intragroup Homogeneity. A comparison of split-half groups shows how much
agreement exists within a particular group on a particular stimulus theme. This intragroup
agreement is affected by several factors.

One factor influencing the value of the coefficient is the size of the group. Based
on 32 themes in the domains of family and health, mean coefficients were calculated using
sample sizes of 13, 26, 52, 78, 104, and 156. They showed a distinct increase with the size
of the groups compared. The rate of the increase is fast if we increase the size of small
samples. For instance, an increase in sample size from 13 to 26 produced an increase of
27 points in the coefficient, while an increase from 52 to 104 produced an increase of only
9 points. Thus, there is a distinct decline in the growth rate in the case of large samples,
and the coefficients come close to their plateau with a sample size of 200. Correlations do
not generally increase just because the base of their calculation is extended. An explanation
is likely to be found in the nature of mechanics of the calculation; the relatively large
number of 0 scores obtained with a small sample decreases the correlation value.

Other important factors influencing the homogeneity coefficient relate to the nature
and characteristics of individual themes under consideration. The variations sre apparently
explicable by the fact that some themes and domains are more concrete, definite, tangible

(e.g., car, money), while others are more indeterminate, unobservable, abstract (equality,
expectation).

These variations may be illustrated by calculating coefficients of homogeneity on 16
themes in the family domain (family, mother, father, home, etc.) using three different
sample sizes: 13, 52, and 156. In contrast to the wide range of variation (-.12 to .70)
observed at the level of the smallest sample, in the case of the largest sample the range was
narrower {.72 to .96). Furthermore, the mean coefficient based on a sample size of 156 was
.90, in strong contrast to the mean of .35 obtained with a sample size of 13. As a tentative
explanation the phenomenon of "cultural sharing" (D’Andrade, 1972) seems appropriate.
It follows from the rationale of this sharing phenomenon that larger groups, which provide
a broader basis for observations, can be more completely described than smaller ones.
These data underscore the importance of working with a sample size of at least 50.

ATTITUDES AND EVALUATIONS

THE EVALUATIVE DOMINANCE INDEX (EDI) AND THE CONNOCTATION SCORE

How people evaluate ideas and events---arms embargo, human rights, legalization
of marijuana---can be assessed without asking them directly. Attitudinal inferences are
derived from the distribution of associative responses with positive, negative, and neutral
connotation. Based on empirical evidence that the evaluative content of associative
responses is a valid indicator of the evaluative content of the stimulus word (Staats and
Staats, 1959), a simple attitude index was developed to express the relative dominance of
responses with positive or negative connotations (Szalay, Windle, & Lysne, 1970). First, the
proportions of positive and negative categories are assessed by two independent judges who
place the associative responses into positive, negative, and neutral groups. (In previous
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experiments this grouping task was performed with an interjudge agreement of .93 measured
by product-moment correlation across categories.) Next, using the total response score for
each of the three groupings, an index of evaluative dominance is calculated by the following
formula:

EDI = scoyes of positive responses - _scores of negative responses X 100
scores of all responses

Based on this formula, group indices are obtained on each stimulus for each group. The
distance between groups in their evaluations is measured by comparing EDI scores using
Pearson’s r coefficient. A higher index implies more intense group evaluation, in either a
positive or negative direction. The EDI measure is described in A_Study of American and

Korean Attitudes and Values Through Associative Group Analysis (Szalay, Lysne, and
Brent, 1970).

A direct method of assessing attitudes can also be used. It involves asking the
respondents to give a general evaluation of each stimulus word after performing the verbal
association task. To express whether the words mean something positive, negative, or
neutral, they use the following scale:

+ 3 - strongly positive, favorable connotation - 1 - slightly negative connotation

+ 2 - quite positive, favorable connotation - 2 - quite negative connotation

+ 1 - slightly positive connotation - 2 - strongly negative connotation
0 - neutral (neither positive nor negative conn.)

A mean group attitude score is obtained for each stimulus word. The attitude scores
showing the greatest difference between the users and non-user groups are presemted below
(See Table 6). Distance in evaluations can also be measured by Pearson’s r coefficient
comparing two groups across stimulus words.

Table 6
AVERAGE CONNOTATION SCORES OF STIMULUS WORDS
WITH THE GREATEST DIFFrERENCES BETWEEN USERS AND NON-USERS

Average Connontation Score

Theme Users Non-Users Diff.

Marijuana 0.045 -2.582 2.627
Drugs -0.151 -2.408 2.257
Alcohol 0.698 -1.112 1.810
Smoking -0.791 -2.214 1.423
School 0.267 1.082 0.815
Party 2.186 1.388 0.798
Me 1.267 2.051 0.784
Authority -0.046 0.704 0.750
Mother 1.977 2.623 0.646
I am 1.081 1.725 0.644
Religion 0.733 1.337 0.604
Sex 2.314 1.735 0.579
Fear -0.802 -1.367 0.565
Happiness 2.221 2.735 0.514
Discipline 0.384 0.878 0.494

14
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RELATEDNESS OF THEMES, CONCEPTS
THE AFFINITY INDEX .

Measures of meaning similarity have considerable potential to assess how particular
groups organize and interrelate elements of their environment. The associative affinity
index measure indicates which words are related by a group to which other words and to
what extent. The degree of relationship among these elements of a group’s subjective world
view is an important dimension of their cognitive organization. It is defined as the shared
associative meaning of stimulus words as measured by the number of associations produced
in common to these words (Szalay & Brent, 1965). Similar concepts based on various
theoretical positions are: overlap coefficient (Deese, 1962); verbal relatedness (Garskof and
Houston, 1963); mutual frequency (Cofer, 1957); co-occurrence measure (Flavell & Flavell,
1959); and measure of stimulus equivalence (Bousfield, Whitmarsh, and Danick, 1958).
These concepts, however, use single-word associative responses rather than continued
associations. The associative affinity index, a modified relatedness measure similar to those
reviewed by Marshall and Cofer (1963), was developed for use with continued associations.

The index of interword affinity (ILA) measure the relationship of one theme (A) to
another (B) for a particular group based on the responses in common to the two themes.
The formula for the affinity cf them A to B is as follows:

score for responses + score for direct elicitation index of interword
in common (Aimenean >B) X 1000 = associative affinity
total score A (A----- >B)

Indexes on single word pairs provide empirical data on single relationships; index
averages calculated on the affinity of one word with a set of words representing a particular
domain have more generality. Indexes calculated between domains may be expected to
gauge cognitive organization at an even higher level of generality by revealing how closely
interrelated are such areas for a particular group.

The reliability of this index in split-half comparisons was in the range of .90 (Szalay
and Windle, 1968). The validity of this measure was estimated in a comparative study
based on correlations of this measure with other independent measures: similarity judgment
.73; judgment of relationship .77; grouping task .84. (The calculations were based on 66
index pairs.) (Szalay and Bryson, 1972).

More information on the affinity measure can be obtained in Communication
Lexicon on Three South Korean Audiences (Szalay et al, 1971b) and in "Psychological

Meaning: Comparative Analyses and Theoretical Implications", Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology (Szalay and Bryson, 1974).

15
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INDIVIDUAL LEVEL SIMILARITY MEASURES

The measures described above were applied to the samples on a group-based level
to gauge the organization of the system of subjective representations of the drug users and
non-users. Corresponding measures were developed to be applied on an individual basis
and inform along three main dimensions of cognitive organization: perceptions, dominance,
and evaluations.

SUBJECTIVE PERCEPTIONS, REPRESENTATIONS

The similarity of subjective views and perceptions of a particular theme for different
groups is measured by comparing the distributions of their free associations, using Pearson’s
measure of product-moment correlation. For groups, the reliability of this measure based
on split-half comparison over 40 themes was .82 (Szalay & Bryson, 1973). Perceptual
similarity scores can also be computed for each individual with reference to the distributions
of free associations characteristic of the groups being compared. For each stimulus word,
responses which differentiated the groups (e.g., drug users and non-users) are identified,
resulting in several hundred responses specific to the stimulus words which elicited the
responses. Each such response is scored +1 if it was more characteristic of one group (e.g.,
non-users) or -1 if it was more characteristic of the other group (e.g., drug users). In this
manner, individual perceptual similarity scores are calculated for all respondents.
Discriminant function analysis of this variable correctly identified 88% of the respondents
(n=400) in one study as frequent drug users or non-users (can. corr. = .7825, chi-square
= 376.699, p < .000) and in another study 87% of the respondents as pre-treatment addicts
or post-treatment addicts (can. corr. = .7491, chi-squarc = 327.32, p < .000).

SUBJECTIVE PRIORITIES, IMPORTANCE

In a person’s subjective representation of the world some subjects, issues, and ideas
play more important roles than others. Drugs may be dominant in the lives of drug users
but not of non-users. The importance or dominance of a particular stimulus theme to a
particular person or group is inferred from the number of responses offered in the
association task. The "dominance" scores calculated both on an individual and group basis
are analogous to Noble’s (1952) widely tested measure of "meaningfulness." They have
been used to measure differences between groups in their subjective priorities, as well as
to trace changes in priorities over time. Individual dominance scores are computed as the
number of responses given to each stimulus theme. Discriminant function analysis of this
measure correctly identified 64% of the respondents in one study as frequent users or non-
users (can. corr. = .3341, chi-square = 45.692, p < .005), and in another study 75% of the
respondents as pre-treatment addicts or post-treatment addicts (can. corr. = .5569, chi-
square = 140.364, p < .000). A "dominance similarity" score, calculated on the basis of
discriminant function coefficients for the individual dominance scores, shows whether a
person belongs more to a user or non-user group, or to a pre-treatment or post-treatment
group.

16
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SUBJECTIVE AFFECTS, EVALUATIONS

Perception of the environment is loaded with positive and negative evaluations and
affects. Certain elements are seen as desirable and attractive and others as aversive and
harmful. Evaluations and affect loading are terms closely synonymous with attitudes, the
most widely researched subject area of psychology. As extensive attitude research has
demonstrated, affects, positive vs. negative evaluations, are important psychological
variables. One of the ways to reconstruct how a person or group evaluates & particular
stimulus theme is to calculate the predominance of positive vs. negative responses to it.

Evaluative scores are calculated on an individual basis. The list of responses to all
the stimulus words are reviewed by two judges. The two judges rate each response word
in terms of its positive or negative affect (inter-judge correlation coefficient = .9494, p <
.001). The ratings of the two judges are averaged and subsequently used to infer the
evaluation of each stimulus theme by each subject. For each subject the evaluation of each
stimulus theme is computed by averaging the judges’ evaluation of the response words.
Discriminant function analysis of this measure has correctly identified 69% of the
respondents in one study as frequent drug users or non-users (can. corr. = .4582, chi-square
= 90.945, p < .000) and in another study 77% of the respondents as pre-treatment addicts
or post-treatment addicts (can. corr. = .6254, chi-square = 187.559, p < .000). An
"evaluative similarity score," calculated on the basis of discriminant function coefficients for
the individual evaluative scores, shows whether a person belongs to a user or non-user
group, Or to a pre-treatment or post-treatment group.

17



Iy

REFERENCES

Bousfield, W.A., Whitmarsh, G.A,, & Danick, J.J. (1958). Partial response identities in verbal generalization.
Psychological Reports, 4, 703-713.

Cofer, C.N. (1957). Associative commonality and ranked similarity of certain words from Haagen’s list.
Fsychological Reports, 3, 603-606.

D’Andrade, R.G., Quinn, N., Nerlove, S.B., & Romney, A.K. Categories of disease in American-English and
Mexican-Spanish. In A.K. Romney, R. Shepard, & S.B. Nerlove (Eds.), Theory and applications in the
behavioral scierices. New York: Academic Press.

Deese, J. (1962). Form-class and the determinants of association. Joumal of Verbal Learning and Verbal
Behavior, 1, 79-84,

Flavell, J.H. & Flavell, E.R. (1959). One determinant of judged semantic and associative connection between
words, Joumnal of Experimental Psychology, 63, 159-165.

Garskof, B.E. & Houston, J.P. (1963). Measurement of verbal relatedness: An idiographic approach.
Psychological Review, 70, 277-88.

Marshall, G.R. & Cofer, C.N. (1963). Associative indices as measures of word-relatedness: A summary and
comparison of ten methods. Journal of Verbal Leaming and Verbal Behavior, 1, 408-21.

Noble, C. (1952). An analysis of meaning. Psychology Review, 54, 421-440.

Osgood, C.E., Suci, GJ., & Tannenbaum, P.H. (1957). The measurement of meaning. Urbana: University of
Illinois Press.

Staats, A.W. & Staats, C.K. (1959). Meaning and m: Correlated but separate, Psychological Review, 66, 136-
44, '

Szalay, L.B. & Brent, J. (1965). Cultural meanings and values: A method of empirical assessment. Washington,
D. C.. The American University.

Szalay, L.B. & Brent (1967). The analysis of cultural meanings through free verbal associations. Joumnal of
Social Psychology, 72, 161-187.

Szalay, L.B. & Bryson, J.A. (1972). Measurement of meaning through verbal association and other empirical
methods. Kensington, Md.: American Institutes for Research.

Szalay, L.B. & Bryson, J.A. (1973). Measurement of psychocultural distance: A comparison of American blacks
and whites. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 26, 166-177.

Szalay, L.B. & Bryson, JLA. (1974). Psychological meaning: Comparative analyses and theoretical implications.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 30, 860-870.

Szalay, L.B. & Deese, J. (1978). Subjective meaning and culture: An assessment through word associations.
Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum/Wiley & Sons.

Szalay, L.B., Lysne, D.A., & Brent, J.E. (1970). A study of American and Korean attitudes and values through
Associative Group Analysis. Kensington, Md.: Center for Research in Social Systems, American
Institutes for Research.

Szalay, L.B., Lysne, D.A,, & Bryson, J.A. (1972). Designing and testing cogent communication. Joumal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 3, 247-258.

Szalay, L.B., Moon, W.T., & Bryson, J.A. (1971a). A lexicon of selected U.S.-Korean Communication Themes.
Kensington, MD: American Institutes for Research, Center for Research in Social Systems.

Szalay, L.B., Moon, W.T., & Bryson, J.A. (1971b). Communication lexicon on three South Korean audiences:
Social, national, and motivational domains. Kensington, Md.: American Institutes for Research.

Szalay, L.B. & Windle, C. (1968). Relative influence of linguistic versus cultural factors on free verbal
associations. Psychological Reports, 12, 43-51.

Szalay, Windle, C., & Lysne, D.A. (1970). Attitude measurement by free verbal associations. Joumal of Social
Psychology, 82, 43-55.

Triandis, H.C. (1964). Cultural influences upon cognitive processes. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology, 1. New York: Academic Press.

18



(YT ]

-

APPENDIX I
HISPANIC DIVERSITY AND CULTURE CHANGE

Understanding the Critical Parameters of Accuituration

Over the last twenty years, we have accumulated a broad, national database on
Hispanic American groups. This database focuses on the perceptions, subjective meanings,
and mental representations of these groups as they relate to the objectives of our sponsors:
NIMH, NIDA, the Department of Education, the Office of Naval Equal Opportunity
Programs of ONR, among others. The studies have been well received by professionals in
mental health, education, multi-cultural training, language programs, and minority programs.

Our research on Hispanic and Anglo American psychocultural similarities and
distances consists of a series of large-scale studies which present empirical information on
fundamental trends and differences. The results underscore the need to pay increased
attention to the level of acculturation of Hispanic groups. Our findings show striking and
systematic differences in the level of acculturation reached by different Mexican American,
Puerto Rican, Cuban and other Latin American immigrant samples.

Four independent studies were conducted to perform in-depth comparative analyses
of Hispanic and Anglo American cultural samples. Each of the four studies involved
samples of one hundred respondents of matching socio-demographic composition. The first
study, sponsored by the National Institute of Mental Health, compared five Hispanic
American samples (Puerto Ricans in San Juan and Puerto Ricans in New York, Mexican
Americans from El Paso, Mexican Americans from Los Angeles, and Cubans from Miami)
with Anglo Americans (from New York and from Los Angeles). Each of these seven
samples involved users of mental health service programs (25%) and their family members
(75%) and equal numbers of males/females, young/old, lower/higher income people (see
Szalay, Diaz-Royo, Miranda, Yudin, & Brena, 1983; and Szalay, Ruiz, Lopez, Trubyville,
& Strohl, 1978). Another study sponsored by the Office of Naval Research, involved five
Hispanic American male student samples, again from five regions of the United States
(Puerto Ricans in New York, Mexican Americans from El Paso and Tempe, and Cubans
from Miami) and an Anglo American student sample from New York and Washington, D.C.
The student samples consisted of juniors and seniors from high schools in these different
locations (see Szalay, Diaz-Royo, Brena, & Vilov 1984).

A third study involved one hundred students from universities in the Washington,
D.C. metropolitan area and one hundred university students from Bogota, Colombia (see
Szalay, Vasco, & Brena, 1982). The fourth comparative study involved the same
Washington, D.C. based samples and a matching sample of Mexican university students
from Mexico City (see Szalay and Diaz-Guerrero, 1985). The third and fourth studies
were sponsored by the Division of International Education of the U.S. Department of
Education. The samnles included an equal number of male and female undergraduates
chosen to represent a broad variety of major fields of study.

The results of these investigations show that the psycho-cultural distance measured
between U.S. mainstream and certain accultured population samples (e.g., Mexican
American) can be minimal. Simultaneously, the distance between Hispanic American
regional samples (e.g. highly accultured Mexican Americans from San Antonio) and the
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more traditional Puerto Ricans from San Juan can be rather dramatic (Szalay, Diaz
Guerrero, 1985).

Similarly important is the finding that in several of the groups we studied, the
shifting away from the native cultural views and values was faster than their adoption of
the views and norms of the U.S. mainstream (Szalay, Diaz-Royo, Brena, and Vilov, 1984;
Szalay, Diaz-Roye, Miranda, Yudin, and Brena, 1983; Szalay and Inn, in Press). These
findings are important because they suggest the possibility that these groups may be
relinquishing the native views and values which provide organization for behavior and
capabilities to cope with new situations before they adopt a new cultural frame of reference.
Consequently, there appears to be a time in the acculturation process when these groups
exist without the coping capabilities offered by either their traditional culture or by
inner-directed, autonomy-based U.S. mainstream culture.

The perceptions, subjective meanings, and mental representations of the Hispanic
groups studied are relevant to education, mental health services, program management,
training, and communication. One important finding associated with all of these studies
regards the fact that the perceptions and psycho-cultural dispositions reported were
associated with acculturation--the level of adaptation these cultural groups had reached in
the United States. The unique cultural frames of reference associated with these groups
were useful in accounting for behavioral and perceptual differences between groups. These
data are summarized in various professional journals (Szalay and Bryson, 1973, Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, Szalay and Maday, 1983, The American Anthropologist;
Szalay and Kelly, 1982, The American Political Science Review; Szalay and Diaz-Guerrero,
1985, Cross-Cultural and National Studies in Social Psychology).

Recognizing Hispanic Cultural Diversity

When confronted with the various problems of the Hispanic American community
(e.g., high drop-out rate, high level of substance abuse, low utilization of treatment and
mental health services, etc.), educators and service providers often point at the vague
concept of "culture." The roots of these problems, however, go beyond observable
differences in language, skin color, or surname; they stem from differences in views, values,
and frames of reference. Yet, most attempts to address the situation ignore these hidden,
but powerful psycho-cultural dispositions and are based, instead, on a simple contrast of
Hispanic/Anglo American differences.

The homogeneity of the Hispanic population of the United States is frequently
debated. As shown by the results of several of our comparative studies involving scores of
independent regional Hispanic samples (e.g., Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans, and
Cubans), the relationship of these populations to each other, and to the Anglo American
"mainstream" cannot be explained by simply contrasting Hispanics and Anglos. The readily
observable difference between the two languages (i.e., Spanish and English) leads many to
assume that somehow the same duality exists between Hispanic and Anglo Americans. In-
depth analyses of these populations show that this assumption is misplaced and that it
obstructs various efforts to alleviate the social, educational, and economic problems facing
the various Hispanic populations.
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The tendency to view the relationship between Hispanic and Anglo Americans as a .
bipolar contrast is illustrated in Figure 1.

HISPANIC

ANGLO
AMERICANS

Figure 1. The Bi-Polar Model of Anglo and Hispanic American Inter-ethnic Relations

What emerged from our broadly based studies, however, is a clear and consistent
picture of multi-polarity (See Figure 2).

Mexican
Americans

ANGLO
AMERICANS

Puerto
Ricans
San Juan

Figure 2. Psychocultural Distance Found Between Anglo and Hispanic Americans

These investigations, conducted over the last decade, indicate that there is an
unsuspected diversity among the Hispanic peoples in the United States. The millions of
Puerto Ricans, Mexican Americans, Cubans and other Hispanic or Latin Americans show
an unexpected diversity among themselves and in their relationship to the American
Mainstream. Figure 2 illustrates the point that Hispanics are not merely different from
Anglo-Americans; rather, subgroups of Hispanics are different from each other at least as
much as they differ from Anglo-Americans.

The Pervasive Importance of Acculturation

Figure 3 illustrates the distances measured between Anglo Americans and various
Hispanic, Latin and South American groups. The variations in distance demonstrate the
importance of acculturation as the overriding source of this diversity. The consistent
differences suggest that from the perspective of educators and service providers it is
desirable to shift attention from Anglo/Hispanic differences to accultured versus traditional
differences.
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The differences evident among Hispanic groups result, in part, from the different
levels of acculturation. For example, some Mexican American samples exhibit considerable
similarity to Anglo-Americans (see Figure 3). Puerto Ricans in New York also share some
elements in a common frame of reference with Anglo-Americans. Puerto Ricans in San
Juan, or newly arrived immigrants from Puerto Rico exhibit vast dissimilarities.
Furthermore, the dissimilarities are just as vast between Hispanics living in South America
and their accultured, immigrant counterparts in the United States.

FIGURE 3
DISTANCE BETWEEN ANGLO AMERICANS AND HISPANIC AND LATIN AMERICANS

ANGLO AMERICANS HISPANIC AMERICANS
Intragroup Heterogeneity
I L

Anglo Americans, N.Y.

Mexican Americans, LA. .17
Anglo Americans, LA
Mexican Americans, LA. ,13

Anglo Americans, N.Y.
Mexican Americans, El Paso .13
Anglo Americans, LA,
Mexican Americans, El Paso .15

Anglo Americans, N.Y.

Puerto Ricans, New York .20
Anglo Americans, L.A.

Puerto Ricans, New York .20

Anglo Americans, N.Y.

Puerto Ricans, San Juan .38
Anglo Americans, LA,

Puerto Ricans, San Juan .37

Anglo Americans, N.Y.

Cubans, Miami .33
Anglo Americans, LA

Cubans, Miami .34

Anglo Americans, N.Y.

Mexicans, Mexico City .46
Anglo Americans, LA

IR

Mexicans, Mexico City .47

Anglo Americans, N.Y.

Colombians, Bogota .50
Anglo Americans, LA

Colombians, Bogota .49

Distance (including intragroup Heterogeneity) = 1 - r (coefficient of similarity.

Distance is conceived to include the intra group heterogeneity measured by split-half method, which was found to vary around the
value of .1.

Source: "Cross-Cultural Adaptation and Diversity: Hispanic Americans,” Lorand B. Szalay and Andres Inn. In Young Yun Kim and
William B. Gudydunst (eds.) Cross-Cultural Adaptation: Cument Approaches, New York: Sage Publications, 1987.



Frask

Our findings on these multi-polar set of relationships indicate that from the angle
of educational success or job performance, superficial indicators of Hispanic or Anglo
identification are of little importance. Of real significance are the dominant views and
values which influence motivation and performance. From the perspective of these
psychological dispositions, the findings reveal extensive and rather systematic inter-Hispanic
differences. Mexican Americans, for example, were found to be very accultured and in
human terms, almost indistinguishable from the Anglo Americans. On the other hand,
Puerto Ricans were found to be more traditionally Hispanic and different from the
mainstrearn in several significant ways; they were found to be distant not only from Anglos
but from the accultured Mexican Americans as well. Thus, policies geared to the U.S.
mainstream can be expected to have different impact on the various Hispanic groups.

The Counsistency of Differences Across Various Domains

How deeply founded and how general these differences are become apparent by
examining their variation across the ten domains covered by our assessment. The results
presented in Figure 4 show significant, across-the-board variations which offer useful new
insights. For instance, ethnic images and the broader area of interpersonal relations are
consistently characterized by larger distances. These findings support previous observations
(Szalay et al, 1978) that when considering the relationship of the Anglo Americans and

Hispanic American cultures, the broad area of interpersonal and social relations deserves
special attention.

Across domains, there is remarkable consistency in the distances measured between
any two groups. For example, the distances measured between San Juan Puerto Ricans and

Anglo Americans were, in every domain, larger than the differences between New York
Puerto Ricans and Anglo Americans.

FIGURE 4

DISTANCES BETWEEN U.S. AND HISPANIC AMERICAN GROUPS
MEASURED IN SELECTED DOMAINS

Puerto Ricans, San Juan Puerto Rican, N.Y. Mexican Americans; LA
DOMAIN and Anglo Americans and Anglo Americans and Anglo Amer., El Paso
ETHNIC IMAGES .81 44 .20
SOCIAL IMAGES 44 .23 .20
CAREER ORIENTATION 27 .13 .08
MILITARY SERVICE 43 .15 12
ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION .60 42 .16
SOCIAL VALUES .29 22 a2
LEADERSHIP VALUES 44 .33 .16
GOALS 61 27 .03
LEISURE TIME 46 .28 .19
GOVERNMENT .51 .28 16
Overall Mean
Coefficients 47 .26 A3

The mean coefficients were calculated by the formulad = 1-r1. The mean r values (Pearson’s coetiicient) are
based on response distributions obtained for twelve themes per domain including about 3,000 pairs of
observations. Z transformation was used t0 calculate the means.
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Gender, age, economic background, and other socio-demographic variables are well
recognized sources of differences. There is less consensus about ethnic/cultural influences
mainly because of the scarcity of empirical data. Our comparative study of adult Hispanic
and Anglo American samples offers some relevant insights which are based on a solid
empirical foundation. The results show that compared to the other major variables just
mentioned, culture is the single most important source of variation affecting perceptions
and attitudes. In previous studies, gender and age were found to have relatively moderate
effects on the distances measured, at least when compared to cultural differences. The
distances found between high and low income groups were also relatively moderate,
partially because the differences separating the high and low income groups were also
moderate. In all of these comparisons, the Anglo Americans showed the most homogeneity
and the Puerto Ricans the least. That is, the distances between Anglo American rich and
poor or male and female subsamples were consistently smaller than those found betwzen
the Mexican American or the Puerto Rican subsamples.

The new information obtained on the psycho-cultural distances between the various
Hispanic and Anglo American regional populations can be useful in the planning and
development of educational and socizl service policies. The main body of research findings
offers extensive details on the groups’ views and attitudes on important specifics.

The extensive data produced on the views and values of these populations are
presented in the form of communication lexicons and culture guides. The data offer
detailed information which is necessary for the development and implementation of specific
programs. They support the growing realization that success in all these fields, from mental
health to personnel management, depends largely on taking peoples’ dominant views and
values into consideration.



APPENDIX III
CROSSTABULATIONS ON DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

Crosstab #1: Group by Age

. Two groups of Puerto Rican drug users were tested in New York City. The first user
group consists of respondents under the age of eighteen; the second group consists only of
respondents aged eighteen and over. The non-users tested in New York are primarily
respondents under eighteen years old. Similarly, both the user and non-user groups tested
in Puerto Rico are predominately respondents under the age of eighteen. Overall, the
sample is primarily composed of people in their mid-teens, 58% of the sample being from
fifteen to seventeen years old.

L 17 Y ‘JL Hiae B

Count
Exp val (13 & Bel 19-21 over 21
AGE-> Row Pct |ow Row
Col Pct 13 14 15 16 17 i8 21 22 | Total
GROUPID  ==sec--- Hereecaes Frerec-ee deceeance #ecenneen $eeennnen docseecen doeceanen $rcecmnna +
12 1 14 23 33 0 0 0 93
PR/NY USER 1 7.0 7.6 12.5 21.1 20.3 10.1 6.3 8.2 19.0%
12.9% 11.8% 15.1% 24.T% 35.5% .0% 0% 0%
32.4% 27.5% 21.2% 20.7% 30.8% (174 .0% 0%
$reaconne L Feeomocnn droaracen $oreconns EXEEER PR $eeeccens deasnnene +
4 0 0 0 0 0 30 25 43 98
PR/NY USER 2 7.4 8.0 13.2 22.2 21.4 10.6 6.6 8.6 20.0%
. 0% 0% .0% .0% 0% 30.6% 25.5% 43.9%
0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 56.6% 75.8% | 100.0%
R L R D drccacnne Fierccnnn L $reccnnan +
5 9 10 19 29 22 11 0 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 7.6 8.2 13.5 22.7 21.8 10.8 6.7 8.8 20.4%
9.0% 10.0% 19.0% 29.0% 22.0% 11.0% .0% 0%
24.3% 25.0% 28.8% 26.1% 20.6% 20.8% 0% .0%
deeeecane P L domrecens decreennn LTETRT deveenana #oeeccnan 4eocennnn +
) 11 () 14 21 27 12 8 0 99
PR/PR USERS 7.5 8.1 13.3 22.4 21.6 10.7 6.7 8.7 20.2%
11.1% 6.1% 14.1% 21.2% 27.3% 12.1% 8.1% 0%
29.7% 15.0% 21.2% 18.9% 25.2% 22.6% 24.2% 0%
L doencecen dreceanen 4eomevecan dercecace $eeccrene $ececeare Focesenns +
7 5 13 19 38 25 0 0 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 7.6 8.2 13.5 22.7 21.8 10.8 6.7 8.8 20.4%
5.0% 13.0% 19.0% 38.0% 25.0% 0% .0% 0%
13.5% 32.5% 28.8% 346.2% 23.4% .0% 0% 0%
drrcesene 4omccnenn deecencen deneanece 4eomracaan deceeennn 4ecececen dovecenan +
Column 37 40 66 1M 107 53 33 43 490

Total 7.6% 8.2% 13.5% 22.7% 21.8% 10.8% 6.T% 8.8% 100.0%
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Crosstab #2: Group by Where were vou born?

Of the Puerto Ricans tested in New York, 78% were born in the United States and
22% were born in Puerto Rico. The Puerto Rican drug users under the age of eighteen
have the highest percentage of respondents born in the United States (82%), compared to
the eighteen and older users (77%), and the non-users (74%). In general, the respondents
were living in the environment in which they were born. Only a handfu! of Puerto Rican
users (19%) and non-users (15%) from Puerto Rico reported that they were born in the

e

Count
Exp val |U.S. PUERTO R|OTHER NO RESPO
BORN-> Row Pct 1C0 NSE Row
Col Pct {01 02 03 05 Total
GROUPID sceesee Hesenens cderanracs 4eceanens #recancen +
2 76 16 0 1 93
PR/NY USER 1 49.2 43.3 .2 o 19.0%
81.7% 17.2% .0% 1.1%
29.3% 7.0% 0% 50.0%
dreenecae decconcae #oerarenn deencnenn +
4 7™ 23 0 0 98
PR/NY USER 2 51.8 45.6 .2 4 20.0%
76.5% 23.5% 0% .0%
29.0% 10.1% .0% 0%
deeoncane deemavenn foancanae #rocanene +
5 74 26 0 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 52.9 46.5 .2 4 20.4%
74.0% 26.0% 0X 0%
28.6% 11.4% 0% 0%
4ececcnnn deecrenca docecenne 4eceensaen +
6 19 79 1 0 99
PR/PR USERS 52.3 46.1 .2 N 20.2%
19.2% 79.8% 1.0% 0%
7.3% 34.6% | .100.0% 0%
#reeecnan 4reeanenn L L D +
7 15 84 0 1 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 52.9 46.5 .2 o 20.4%
15.0% 84.0% 0% 1.0%
5.8% 36.8% .0% 50.0%
#eoennnen L $ecenioan droceanne +
Column 25%¢ 228 1 2 490
Total 52.9% 46.5% .2% 4%  100.0%
2
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Crosstab #3: Group by How man rs_in_the 2

Only the New York Puerto Rican respondents were offered this question. The years
in the U.S. appears to be a function of their age; the Puerto Rican users in New York
over the age of eighteen have spent, on average, a greater aumber of years in the United
States than the two younger groups. it is apparent tliat the Puerto Ricans in New York
have spent the majority of their lives, if not all of their lives, in the United States.

Count
Exp Val |1 to 5 y|6 to 10 {11 to 15|more tha|No Respo
YEARSUS-> Row Pct {ears years years |n 16 yea|nse Row
Col Pct 5 10 15 20 99 | Total
GROUPID  ~wvevc-- duccaceen $erennons doresnces hrecanonn denesanen +
3 5 13 35 38 2 93
PR/NY USER 1 5.1 9.6 25.2 52.4 .6 32.0%
5.4% 14.0% 37.6% 40.9% 2.2%
31.3% 43.3% 44.3% 23.2% | 100.0%
R dorcrenes $orencene devenonns $reccecnn +
4 5 5 5 83 0 98
PR/NY USER 2 5.4 10.1 26.6 55.2 .7 33.7%
5.1% 5.1% 5.1% 84.7% 0%
31.3% 16.7% 6.3% 50.6% 0%
$recctcachacecnven droacans. dececcone dovecnens +
5 6 12 39 43 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 5.5 10.3 27.1 56.4 .7 34.4%
6.0% 12.0% 39.0% 43.0% 0%
37.5% 40.0% 49.4% 26.2% .0%
focserann $recoraan $meccncs donecnnee derececan +
Column 16 30 i 164 P4 291
Totat 5.5% 10.3% 27.1% 56.4% .74 100.0%
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Crosstab #4; Gr How man s in rto Rico?

. Only the Puerto Ricans in New York were offered this question. Of those New York
: Puerto Ricans who responded (112 out of 291), 68% have spent less than five years in
Puerto Rico over the course of their lives. Again, it is apparent that, in general, the Puerto
Ricans in New York have spent the majority of their lives in the United States and have
made only brief visits to Puerto Rico.

4 3.

Count
Exp Val |0 years |1 to 5 y|6 to 10 |11 to 15|more tha|No Respo
YEARSPR-> Row Pct ears years years |n 16 yea|nse Row
Col Pct 0 5 10 15 20 99 | Total
GROUPID seveee-e #ecerienn 4ecencane dosenncce 4ecocacne docecnean derecnnen +
3 19 12 8 2 0 52 93
PR/NY USER 1 10.9 13.4 8.0 2.6 1.0 57.2 32.0%
20.4% 12.9% B.6% 2.2% .0% 55.9%
55.9% 28.6% 32.0% 25.0% | .0% 29.1%
Feceronce deescenee deconaces $eemcenns Feocnccnn decrescane +
4 10 15 6 4 2 61 98
PR/NY USER 2 11.5 14.1 8.4 2.7 1.0 60.3 33.7%
10.2% 15.3% 6.1% 4.7% 2.0% 62.2%
29.4% 35.7% 24,0% 50.0% 66.7% 34.1%
doceecnes decensene desevecen $recocene $esannvan drrecenne +
5 5 15 1 2 1 66 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 1.7 14.4 8.6 2.7 1.0 61.5 34.4%
5.0% 15.0% 11.0% 2.0% 1.0% 66.0%
14.7% 35.7% 44.0% 25.0% 33.3% 36.9%
deocernane $ecancsee Fereaanne $osrecans L devecenns %
Colum 34 42 25 8 3 179 291
. Totel 11.7% 14.46% 8.6% 2.7X 1.0% 61.5% 100.0%
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rosstab :

Across the entire Puerto Rican sample, 78% of the respondents’ mothers were born
in Puerto Rico. For the Puerto Ricans in New York, 81% of their mothers were born in
Puerto Rico. The New York Puerto Rican drug users under the age of eighteen had a
markedly smaller number of their mothers born in Puerto Rico (69%), compared to the
New York Puerto Rican drug users over the age of eighteen (84%) and the New York

T Where w.

Puerto Rican non-users (88%).

Count

Exp Val

MOMBORN-> Row Pct
Col Pct

GROUPID
PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

PR/NY NON-USRS

PR/PR USERS

7
PR/PR HON-USRS

Column
Total

U.s. PUERTO R|OTHER DONT KNOINO RESPO
1Co W NSE
01 02 03 04 05
deereconcdenunnens deeennene dusecocns deceranne
16 64 3 0 10
8.5 72.3 1.9 6.3 4.0
17.2% 68.8% 3.2% .0% 10.8%
35.6% 16.8% 30.0% .0% 47.6%
R ARTEY TR TR $ececncnn dooaccenn Heseancne
1 82 3 0 2
9.0 76.2 2.0 6.6 4.2
11.2% 83.7% 3.1% 0% 2.0%
24 4% 21.5% 30.0% .0% 9.5%
derecsocedecocuone docesmesedonncanan demsorane +
10 88 1 0 1
9.2 77.8 2.0 6.7 4.3
10.0% 88.0% 1.0% 0% 1.0%
22.2% 23.1% 10.0% 20% 4.8%
dresevecadocccccns deerecana $revosene deernraan
[ 66 2 20 5
9.1 77.0 2.0 6.7 4.2
6.1% 66.7% 2.0% 20.2% 5.1%
13.3% 17.3% 20.0% 60.6% 23.8%
D L LT TR $ocenrens $oneanans dovcee nned
2 81 1 13 3
9.2 77.8 2.0 6.7 4.3
2.0% 81.0% 1.0% 13.0% 3.0%
4.4% 21.3% 10.0% 39.4% 14.3%
Fereneaan demmeecnn dormoences 4oneeenan docecannn +
45 381 10 33 21
9.2% 77.8% 2.0% . 6.T% 4.3%
S

T her born?

Row
Totsl

93
19.0%

98
20.0%

100
20.4%

20.2%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%
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Crosstab #6: Group by Where was your father born?

‘ The composition of the sample based on where their fathers were born is very
similar to that of where the respondents’ mothers were born. For the entire Puerto Rican
sample, 75% of the respondents’ fathers were born in Puerto Rico, and for the New York

* Puerto Ricans, 79% of their fathers were born in Puerto Rico. For the New York Puerto
Rican drug users under the age of eighteen, a larger percentage of their fathers than
mothers were bern in Puerto Rico, while just the opposite holds true for the other two
New York Puerto Rican samples.

These three crosstabs of where the respondents and their parents were born indicate
that the New York Puerto Ricans are primarily first generation American domiciles, i.e.
they were born in the United States and their parents in Puerto Rico.

Count
Exp Val |U.S.  |PUERTO R|OTHER  |DONT KNC|NG RESPO
DADBORN-> Row Pct 1CO W NSE Row
Col Pct |01 02 03 04 05 Total
GROUPID es=eecee- deareacaeas doceccnna $evcacnca decsocesa $rcrerenn +
3 9 72 3 0 9 93
PR/NY USER 1 8.5 | 69.7 2.8 6.3 5.7 | 19.0%
o7 | Trax | 3.2 x| oo
20.0% | 19.6% | 20.0% 0% | 30.0%
docneeonn . . 4oemeceas . +
4 11 75 7 0 5 98
PR/NY USER 2 9.0 | 73.4 3.0 6.6 6.0 | 20.0%
1.2% | 765% | 7o% 0% | s
2.4% | 2004% | 46.7% ox | 16.7%
oo doccienn. dreeoanns Fecemecon . +
‘ 5 13 83 0 0 4 100
A PR/NY NON-USRS 9.2 | 7.9 3.1 6.7 6.1 | 20.4%
13.0% | 83.0% “0x 0% | 4.0%
28.9% | 22.6% Jo% 0% | 1303
dececaane demaanenn demecnans domenonnn . +
6 10 54 3 2 8 %
PR/PR USERS 9.1 | 74.1 3.0 6.7 6.1 | 20.2%
10.01% | 54.5% | 3.0% | 26.2% | 8.1%
22.2% | 1.7% | 2000% | 72.7% | 2s.7%
dececnaan doemannnn $ommeeais Homcmonnn domenieon +
7 2 83 2 9 4 100
PR/PR NON-USRS .2 74.9 3.1 6.7 6.1 20.4%
2.0% | 8siox| 2.0%| olox| 4.0%
4% | 22.6x | 1303% | 2703% | 13i3%
PO #enamoenn . deviocainn docnmcons +
Colum 45 367 5 33 30 490

Total 9.2 74.9% 3.i% 6.T% 6.1% 100.0%
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‘ Crosstab #7: Group by How many vears ago did your mother move?

- Count
- Exp Val 1 to 10 |11 to 20|21 to 30|{more tha|No Respo
MOMMOVE-> Row Pct years years years |n 30 yealnse Row
Col Pet 0 5 15 25 35 99 | Total
- GROUPID  =--s---- Feocncenn L Hreromce. L $eemcnoan $revacnan +
’ 3 2 14 25 13 5 34 93
PR/NY USER 1 2.2 9.9 23.6 18.2 12.9 28.1 32.0%
2.2% 15.1% 26.9% 14.0% 5.4% 36.6%
28.6% 45.2% 33.8% 22.8% 14.7% 38.6%
Grecaccna desocncee deccerean doecuenna $rerorvan doceccens +
4 4 5 23 22 20 24 %8
PR/NY USER 2 2.4 10.4 24.9 17.2 11.5 29.6 $3.7%
4.1% 5.1% 23.5% 22.4% 20.4X 24.5%
57.1% 16.1% 31.1% 38.6% 58.8% 27.3%
toccconnn feveonecs 4ocmeconn 4ocrecene doaneccnn R +
5 - 12 26 22 9 30 100

PR/NY NON-USRS 10.7 5.4 19.6 1.7 30.2 34.4%

Column 7 31 74 57 34 88 291
Total 2.4% 10.7% 25.4% 19.6% 11.7% 30.2% 100.0%

. Crosstab #8: Group by How many vears ago did vour father move?

Count
Exp Val 1 to 10 |11 to 20|21 to 30|more tha|No Reaspo
DADMOVE-> Row Pct years years years . [n 30 yea|nse Row
Col Pct 0 5 15 25 35 99 | Total
GROUPID  =+ve---- deescocne L SEEEE RN 4omeeenn docnmonee 4oncocenn Focoenonn +
3 2 12 23 8 6 42 93
PR/NY USER 1 5.4 8.3 16.9 14.7 10.9 36.8 32.0%
. 2.2% 12.9% 24.7% 8.6% 6.5% 45.2%
11.8% 46.2% 43.46% 17.4% 17.6% 36.5%
$roeccees dooconnne Foeceoncs L ) LR decmrenee +
4 13 5 15 21 14 30 98
PR/NY USER 2 5.7 8.8 17.8 15.5 1.5 38.7 33.7%
13.3% 5.1% 15.3% 21.4% 14.3% 30.6%
76.5% 19.2% 28.3% 45.7% 41.2% 26.1%
domesence $roeccoen $roecasen $osreccn- $oecennen Fevancese +
5 2 9 15 17 14 43 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 5.8 8.9 18.2 15.8 1.7 39.5 34.4%
2.0% 9.0% 15.0% 17.0% 14.0% 43.0%
11.8% 34.6% 28.3% 37.0% 41.2% 37.4%
dereenooe Geveeceen dreseccce 4ocecesne decensenn R +
Column 17 26 53 46 34 115 291

Total 5.8% 8.9% 18.2% 15.8% 11.7% 39.5% 100.0%
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Crosstab #9: Gro

Count

Exp Val
PARENTPR-> Row Pct

Col Pct
GROUPID  +-ee----

PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

PR/NY NON-USRS

PR/PR USERS

PR/PR NON-USRS

How man rents living in P.R.?
None One Two At least|No Respo
one nse Row
0 1 2 3 Total
L deccecnnn #emenenas $ocoennen $recnacns +
1 5 0 9 68 o3
10.6 12.9 27.1 6.3 36.1 19.0%
11.8% 5.4% 0% 9.7X% 73.1%
19.6% 7.4% 0% 27.3% 35.8%
4encocane #eencocns decnavene #rmeencee L +
18 9 2 14 55 98
1.2 13.6 28.6 6.6 38.0 20.0%
18.4% 9.2% 2.0% 14.3% 56.1%
32.1% 13.2% 1.4% 42.4% 28.9%
Feoreeens dremecnna #ecenmenn doreevnna dimececcnn +
15 7 1 10 67 100
11.4 13.9 29.2 6.7 38.8 20.4%
15.0% 7.0% 1.0% 10.0% 67.0%
26.8% 10.3% 7% 30.3% 35.3%
deorenona downereoe #ocrecene #omreeenn dovecenas +
11 28 60 0 0 99
11.3 13.7 28.9 6.7 38.4 20.2%
11.1% 28.3% 60.6% .0% 0%
19.6% 41.2% 42.0% 0% .0%
L $erecacen $ocecenne 4reecocan L +
1 19 80 0 0 100
1.4 13.9 29.2 6.7 38.8 20.4%
1.0% 19.0% 80.0% .0% .0%
1.8% 27.9% 55.9% 0% 0%
deceacoen Fecmenane $eeranaaa $orececcn $resconee +
56 68 143 33 190 490
11.4% 13.9% 29.2% 6.7% 38.8% 100.0%
8
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rosstab #10: Group by How many parents living in
Count
Exp Val |None One Two At least|No Respo
PARENTUS-> Row Pct one nse
Col Pct 0 1 2 3
GROUPID ~-e=vv-- denerance 4evenecas $omvonces derucnene $eccncaen 4
3 4 9 24 42 14
PR/NY USER 1 35.1 10.2 15.0 22.2 10.4
6.3% 9.7% 25.8% 45.2% 15.1%
2.2% 16.7% 30.4% 35.9% 25.5%
L e #ececnoncn L $oreesnen L +
4 4 15 23 31 25
PR/NY USER 2 37.0 10.8 15.8 23.4 11.0
4.1% 15.3% 23.5% 31.6% 25.5%
2.2% 27.8% 29.1% 26.5% 45,5%
fomemeenn 4ooananns $recncnne femeoncan freencans +
5 0 12 28 44 16
PR/NY NON-USRS 37.8 11.0 16.1 23.9 11.2
.0% 12.0% 28.0% 44.,0% 16.0%
0% 22.2% 35.4% 37.6% 29.1%
drecccens Lo L troeccane #reameccce +
6 87 8 4 0 0
PR/PR USERS 37.4 10.9 16.0 23.6 11.1
87.9% 8.1% 4.0% .0% .0%
47.0% 14.8% 5.1% .0% .0%
R decevenan drmmevens 4eemarese $eocecann +
7 90 10 0 0 0
PR/PR NON-USRS 37.8 11.0 16.1 23.9 11.2
90.0% 10.0% .0% 0% .0%
48.6% 18.5% 0% 0% 0%
$ocncanse decrnnens L R ) $ecevanne +
Column 185 54 79 117 55
Total 37.8% 11.0% 16.1% 23.9% 11.2%

Total

93
19.0%

98
20.0%

100
20.4%

20.2%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%
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rosstab #11:

Count
Exp val
SIBLNGPR-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID ~ »+vve-s-
3

PR/NY USER 1
PR/NY USER 2

5
PR/NY NON-USRS

PR/PR USERS

PR/PR NON-USRS

Crosstab #12:

Count

Exp Val

SIBLNGUS-> Row Pet
Col Pct
GROUPID  =eec-ce-

PR/NY USER 1
PR/NY USER 2

5
PR/NY NON-USRS
PR/PR USERS

PR/PR NON-USRS

T How many brother: isters in P.R.?
None One Two Three Four Five At least|Wo Respo
one nce
0 1 2 3 4 5
decacrcccdennaccnn dreescenn doeacecce L TR TR P #oeannnca #reveavan +
12 5 1 1 0 0 9 65
14.0 9.9 10.1 7.0 4.2 3.0 8.5 36.3
12.9% 5.4% 1.1% 1.1% .0X 0% 9.7 69.9%
16.2% 9.6% 1.9% 2.7% .0% 0% 20.0% 34.0%
$ecmicccidonnsccnn doccaccna L L L $rreoanan L L +
13 7 2 1 0 2 10 63
14.8 10.4 10.6 7.4 4.4 3.2 9.0 38.2
13.3% 7.1% 2.0% 1.0% 0% 2.0% 10.2% 64.3%
17.6% 13.5% 3.8% 2.7% 0% 12.5% 22.2% | 33.0%
dreeveane drencvona L deenencen decencece $ecrocan eduenccane L +
16 7 4 3 1 1 7 (]
15.1 10.6 10.8 7.6 4.5 3.3 9.2 39.0
16.0% 7.0% 4.0% 3% 1.0% 1.0% 7.0% 61.0%
21.6% 13.5% 7.5% 8.9% 4.5% 6.3% 15.6% 31.9%
#enccsncadocnnence $emnecene domacesas $ecaccnen $ovemeone 4ecmcecna docvenan- +
28 10 11 19 10 8 11 2
15.0 10.5 10.7 7.5 4.4 3.2 .4 38.6
28.3% 10.1% 11.1% 19.2% 10.1% 8.1% 11.1% 2.0%
37.8% 19.2% 20.8% 51.4X | 45.5X | 50.0% 24.4% 1.0%
drececcrcdaniaanan Freeionan $eoancana deimrocen Feooaeanee dececncnn Fomeeneana +
5 23 35 13 11 5 8 0
15.1 10.6 10.8 7.6 4.5 3.3 9.2 39.0
5.0% 23.0% | 35.0% 13.0% 11.0% 5.0% 8.0% .0%
6.8% 44.2% 66.0% 35.1% | 50.0% | 31.3% 17.8% .0%
$eoreecann #eovecsan 4ocaceaas $ececnean Arvaccces 4ocmoccen $eecanace drcsenana +
74 52 53 37 22 16 45 191
15.1% 10.6% 10.8% 7.6% 4.5% 3.3% 9.2% 39.0%
rou How many brothers & sisters in 2
None One Two Three Four Five At least|No Respo
one nse
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
$esecccncdecnanana #rceuvaie decnennas Neeascnon decmerecn L $rcacrene +
4 4 15 6 4 1 40 19
30.4 6.1 11.4 5.3 3.8 2.1 22.4 11.6
4.3% 4.3% 16.1% 6.5% 4.3% 1.1% 43.0% 20.4%
2.5% 12.5% 25.0% 21.4% 20.0% 9.1% | 33.9% 31.1%
deocercseiduccncenn $eeecccne #oreenmee Fococraan decceacen L doencreen +
3 4 9 7 10 6 31 28
32.0 6.4 12.0 5.6 4.0 2.2 23.6 12.2
3.9% 4.1% 9.2% 7.1% 10.2% 6.1% 31.6% 28.6%
1.9% 12.5% 15.0% 25.0% 50.0% | 54.5% 26.3% 45.9%
D L TET PP decrennan 4eececnns 4rrenanes Fevecocan $emecaane $o-eevnas +
3 9 14 8 3 3 46 14
32.7 6.5 12.2 5.7 4.1 2.2 24.1 12.4
3.0% 9.0% 14.0% 8.0% 3.0% 3.0% | 46.0% 14.0%
1.9% 28.1% 23.3% 28.6% 15.0% 27.3% | 39.0% 23.0%
decesccacproccronn deccvecan R $reamcane $aveecnas 4ecceocnn deccevaan +
70 7 13 5 2 1 1 0
32.3 6.5 12.1 5.7 4.0 2.2 23.8 12.3
70.7% 7.1% 13.1% 5.1% 2.0% 1.0% 1.0% .0%
43.8% 21.9% 21.7% 17.9% 10.0% 9.1% .8% .0%
#ovemrecedeccnconn $rerceana- dreeanacae ececenan D $ecmneaane deoconaan: +
80 8 9 2 1 0 0 0
X.7 6.5 12.2 5.7 4.1 2.2 24,1 12.4
€0.0% 8.0% 9.0% 2.0% 1.0% .0% .0% 0%
50.0% 25.0% 15.0% 7.1% 5.0% .0% .0% .0%
deccacnan deescnane dececanen LEEEREEETT TREERY S L dercnacan $oecacnan +
160 32 60 28 20 1 118 6%
32.7% 6.5% 12.2% 5.7% 4.1% 2.2% 24.1% 12.4%

Row
Total

93
19.0%

98
20.0%

100
20.4%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%

Row
Total

93
19.0%

98
20.0%

100
20.4%

99
20.2%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%
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Crosstab #13: Group by How may close friends in Puerto Rico?

Of the Puerto Ricans in New York City, 45% reported having no close friends in
Puerto Rico, following the fact that few of these respondents have spent extended periods
of time in Puerto Rico. However, 55% have more than one close friend in Puerto Rico
and 16% have more than ten close friends in Puerto Rico. Even though the New York
Puerto Ricans have spent relatively little time in Puerto Rico, over half have a connection
with Puerto Rico in the form of a close friend(s). In addition, the three New York Puerto
Rican groups are very similar in their numbers of friends in Puerto Rico.

Count
Exp Val {None One to f|Six to t{More tha|No Respo
FRIENDPR-> Row Pct ive en n 10 nse Row
Col Pct 0 5 10 S & | 98 | Total
GROUPID  =--v---- R oceneone 4oemnenn- $eoeennnn 4ocnncane +
3 46 18 5 13 1 93
PR/NY USER 1 41.9 22.7 5.8 15.0 7.7 32.0%
49,5% 19.4% 5.4% 14.0% 11.8%
35.1% 25.4% 27.8% | 27.7% | 45.8%
4emeceann devanecan Foreaneas Foceneens $receccnn +
4 45 25 5 14 9 98
PR/NY USER 2 44.1 23.9 6.1 15.8 8.1 33.7%
45.9% 25.5% 5.1% 14.3% 9.2%
34.4% 35.2% 27.8% 29.8% | 37.5%
dacecanas $oeacnann Forosacann R L +
5 40 28 8 20 4 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 45.0 24.4 6.2 16.2 8.2 34.4%
40.0% 28.0% 8.0% 20.0% 4.0%
30.5% 39.4% 44.,46% | 42.6% 16.7%
4eccneenn $resmeecs R oveaoane deevomnan +
Column 131 71 18 47 24 29

Total 45.0% 24.4% 6.2% 16.2% 8.2% 100.0%
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Crosstab #14: Group by How many phone calls per year?

Of the Puerto Ricans in New York, 41% make no phone calls to Puerto Rico. The
Puerto Rican non-users in New York make markedly more calls to Puerto Rico. Sixty
percent of these non-users made at least one phone call per year to Puerto Rico compared
to the New York Puerto Rican drug users under the age of eighteen (40%) and those users
over the age of eighteen (43%).

Count
Exp Val [None Orie to f{Six to t|More tha]No Respo
PHONE-> Row Pct ive en n 10 nse Row
Col Pct 0 5 10 1" 88 | Total
GROUPID  -------- #oreensnn #remeanas Honaoeeas doemonaae #reseanas +
3 40 12 7 18 16 93
PR/NY USER 1 39.3 19.4 10.1 17.8 6.5 19.0%
43.0% 12.9% 7.5% 19.4% 17.2%
19.3% 11.8% 13.2% 19.1% | 47.1%
$mceeenen Frecancen deccnncae hrcececns R +
4 44 20 9 13 12 98
PR/NY USER 2 41.4 20.4 10.6 18.8 6.8 20.0%
46.9% 20.4% 9.2% 13.3% 12.2%
21.3% 19.6% 17.0% 13.8% | 35.3%
L Foancenne deoevinnan dremeacan R +
5 34 25 12 23 6 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 42.2 20.8 10.8 19.2 6.9 20.4%

R R 4ecenecnn deceeenen deeennran doveannan +
6 54 18 14 13 0 o9
PR/PR USERS 41.8 20.6 10.7 19.0 6.9 20.2%
54.5% 18.2% 14.1% 13.1% 0%
26.1% 17.6% 26.4% 13.8% 0%
decmennnn denececns hesecnone hovevacan derenenen +
7 35 27 11 27 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 42.2 20.8 10.8 19.2 6.9 20.4%
35.0% 27.0% 11.0% 27.0% 0%
16.9% 26.5% 20.8% 28.7% 0%
oo dommemeas docmeacnn devmronnn #eenroean +
Colum 207 102 53 94 34 490

Total 42.2% 20.8% 10.8% 19.2% 6.9%  100.0%
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Crossta 15: Gr How many letters per r?

Forty-two percent of the Puerto Ricans in New York write no letters to people in
Puerto Rico. The New York Puerto Rican non-users again had greater contact with Puerto
Rico. They write more letters to Puerto Rico with 61% writing at least one letter per year,
compared to the New York Puerto Rican drug users under the age of eighteen (35%) and
New York Puerto Ricans over the age of eighteen (38%).

Count
Exp Val [None Ore to f|Six to ti{More tha|No Respo
LETTERS-> Row Pct ive en n 10 nse Row
Col Pct 0 5 10 1 88 | Total
GROUPID  sevveve- dureesnas dececvens doseccion $eeeconns decancnen +
3 38 5 6 21 23 93
PR/HY USER 1 42.7 14.8 7.0 21.3 7.2 19.0%
40.9% 5.4% 6.5% 22.6% 24.7%
16.9% 6.4% 16.2% 18.8% 60.5%
$oeevonne donerenan R 4emeccnee #eereanen +
4 50 15 4 18 11 $8
PR/NY USER 2 45.0 15.6 7.4 22.4 7.6 20.0%
51.0% 15.3% 4.1% 18.4% 11.2%
22.2% 19.2% 10.8% 16.1% 28.9%
R dececnans #ecvmenen doeraecee $eoceccan +
5 35 22 10 29 4 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 45.9 15.9 7.6 22.9 7.8 20.4%
35.0% 22.0% 10.0% 29.0% 4.0%
15.6% 28.2% 27.0% 25.9% 10.5%
4eoceenann deceenoen $eomeoenoe ecoeesen 4eereanes +
6 59 18 6 16 0 99
PR/PR USERS 45.5 15.8 7.5 22.6 7.7 20.2%
59.6% 18.2% 6.1% 16.2% .0%
26.2% 23.1% 16.2% 14.3% .0%
decmennnn doccnnenn docrrenns $ecerennn demenuene +
7 43 18 1 28 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 55.9 15.9 7.6 22.9 7.8 20.4%
43.0% 18.0% 11.0% 28.0% 0%
19.1% 23.1% 29.74 25.0% 0%
R Fomanecnn demrenenn dererocen L +
Column 225 78 37 112 38 490

Total 45.9% 15.9% 7.6% 22.9% 7.8% 100.0%
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; I Crosstab #16: Group by How many visits per year?

Count
Exp Val | None One Two Three Four Five or |No Respo|At least
VISITS-> RoW Pct more nge once/ye; Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 8 9 | Total
GROUPID  seccev-- $romccana $eececaia $erecsece $rcccoces 4rroccncs $oveconce doccnncee dececcscnn +
. 3 35 24 7 4 1 2 15 5 93
PR/NY USER 1 40.0 28.3 8.7 4.7 1.5 2.3 6.3 1.1 19.0%
37.6% 25.8% 7.5% 4,3% 1.1% 2.2% 16.1% 5.4%
16.6% 16.1% 15.2% 16.0% 12.5% 16.7% 45.5% 83.3%
#ecrenens docccnans LSRR devececcn dececenan 4ecccnces forccccnn decconeen +
4 35 32 7 7 2 1 13 9 98
PR/NY USER 2 42.2 29.8 9.2 5.0 1.6 2.4 6.6 1.2 20.0%
35.7% 32.7% 7.1% 7.1% 2.0% 1.0% 13.3% 1.0%
16.6% 21.5% 15.2% 28.0% 25.0% 8.3% 39.4% 16.7%
#ecmeonen dreeccens $oarencnn L L $ecccnann $omcennce decccccee $ecmencns +
5 33 45 10 3 3 2 4 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 43.1 30.4 9.4 5.1 1.6 2.4 6.7 1.2 20.4%
33.0% 45.0% 10.0% 3.0% 3.0% 2.0X 4.0% 0%
15.6% 30.2% 21.7X 12.0% 37.5% 16.7% 12.1% 0%
dremcaren LAY dececucne LR Fecneione Freuceonn dromceane demccennn +
6 66 20 5 6 1 1 0 0 99
PR/PR USERS 42.6 30.1 9.3 5.1 1.6 2.4 6.7 1.2 20.2%
66.T% 20.2% 5.1% 6.1% 1.0% 1.0% .0% .0%
31.3% 13.4% 10.9% 24.0% 12.5% 8.3% .0% .0%
R dooccenan $rececece L deccsaans $eccccnan docencsne #ocreanne +
7 42 28 17 5 1 6 1 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 43.1 30.4 9.4 5.1 1.6 2.4 6.7 1.2 20.4%
42.0% 28.0% 17.0% 5.0% 1.0% 6.0% 1.0% 0%
19.9% 18.8% 37.0% 20.0% 12.5% 50.0% 3.0% .0%
L Feecncane R domncocnn L doceececa L Feecscennn +
Column 211 149 46 25 12 3 6 490

8 3
Total 43.1% 30.4% 9.4% 5.1% 1.6% 2.46% 6.T% 1.2%  100.0%
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Crosstab #17: _Grou Have ver been t 0 Rico/United States?

While previous crosstabs indicate that the New York Puerto Ricans have spent the
majority of their lives in the United States, 76% of the New York Puerto Ricans have been
to Puerto Rico. In fact, 69% of the entire Puerto Rican sample have been outside their
home domicile, i.e. either to Puerto Rico or to the United States. A smaller percentage
of the New York Puerto Rican drug users under the age of eighteen have traveled to
Puerto Rico (70%) compared to the New York Puerto Rican drug users over the age of
eighteen (79%) and the New York Puerto Rican non-users (79%). The Puerto Ricans in
Puerto Rico, in general, have traveled to the United States with less frequency than the
New York Puerto Ricans to Puerto Rico. A logical explanation for this result is that the
Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico have less connections with the United States than the New
York Puerto Ricans have with Puerto Rico.

Count
Exp val |Yes No No Respo
EVERBEEN-> Row Pct nse Row
Col Pct |1 2 3 Total
GROUPID  -~eee--- LR RAEE R LAREERERT LAREEEREE +
3 65 26 2 93
PR/NY USER 1 63.8 24.7 6.6 19.0%
69.9% 28.0% 2.2%
19.3% 20.0% 8.3%
Fececcnnn decneccee droeenae +
4 77 20 1 98
PR/NY USER 2 67.2 26.0 4.8 20,0%
78.6% 20.4% 1.0%
22.9% 15.4% 4.2%
deoeccnae L doocuencn +
5 7 19 2 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 68.6 76.5 4.9 20.4%
79.0% 19.0% 2.0%
23.5% 14.6% 8.3%
dreeecene hececcacn deocanacan +
6 57 29 13 99
PR/PR USERS 67.9 26.3 4.8 20.2%
57.6% 29.3% 13.1%
17.0% 22.3% 54.2%
doerroens hecconcen domeenann +
7 58 36 6 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 68.6 26.5 4.9 20.4%
58.0% 36.0% 6.0%
17.3% 27.7% 25.0%
dorecanes 4ecereace deceeecnn +
Column 336 130 24 490

Total 68.6% 26.5% 4.9% 100.0%
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Crosstab #18: Group by When was your last time in P.R./U.S.?

2

Count
Exp Val |Before 1|Between [Between |Between |Between |Between |[No Respo
LASTTIME-> Row Pct [962 1962-69 |1970-74 |1975-79 11980-84 11985-89 [nse Row
® Col Pct 61 69 74 79 84 89 99 | Totel
‘.'i GROUPID =vcccce- L AR EEE R R $roorcene LARER AR RRS LAREE R ER R $uccacees LARA R R dercscnan +
= 3 1 0 2 ] 5 47 32 93
PR/NY USER 1 19.2 1.1 1.9 4.9 12.3 38.9 14.6 19.0%
1.1% .0% 2.2% 6.5% 5.4% | 50.5% | 34.4%
: 1.0% 0% | 20.0% | 23.1% 7.7% | 22.9% | 41.6%
z $occrones fomccacan #omeecasa dracenans $rcmmenan $reccocnn #recaccne <
4 2 é 2 9 26 35 20 98
PR/NY USER 2 20.2 1.2 2.0 5.2 13.0 41.0 15.4 20.0%
2.0% 6.1% 2.0% 9.2% | 24.5% | 35.7% | 20.4%
2.0% | 100.0% | 20.0% | 34.6% | 36.9% 17.1% | 26.0%
droceaine #ereecans 4ecececaa #oceccene $rovrccce- deomeaces 4eoeconce +
5 0 0 1 4 12 £8 25 100
PR/NY MON-USRS 20.6 1.2 2.0 5.3 13.3 41.8 15.7 20.4%
. 0% .0% 1.0% 4.0% 12.0% | 58.0% | 25.0%
.0% 0% 10.0% 15.4% 18.5% | 28.3% | 32.5%
L $oceacane $ocrecnne $erwccece decennnan #esercnee dececinen +
6 49 0 4 5 11 30 0 99
PR/PR USERS 20.4 1.2 2.0 5.3 13.1 41.4 15.6 20.2%
49.5% .0% 4.0% 5.1% 11.1% | 30.3% 0%
48.5% .0X | 40.0X 19.2% 16.9% 14.6% 0%
$eceencen $reeccace $eccncene derrrccna dececnny sadessennen $eoceocn- +
7 49 0 1 2 13 35 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 20.6 1.2 2.0 5.3 13.3 41.8 15.7 20.4%
49.0% 0% 1.0% 2.0% 13.0% { 35.0% 0%
48.5% .0% 10.0% 7.7% | 20.0% 17.1% 0%
D doccncaan L $ecenvean 4oeceacan $oncensan drocienne +
Colum 101 6 10 26 65 205 77 490

Total 20.6% 1.2% 2.0% 5.3% 13.3% 41.8% 15.7%  100.0%

. Crosstab #19: Group by When do you plan to visit again?

Count
Exp Val |Between |Between [Between |Between |[No Respo
GOAGAIN-> Row Pct |1987-88 }1989-90 [1991-92 [1993-94 |nse Row
Col Pct 88 S0 92 94 99 | Total
GROUPID  =»-vv-e- doceannan ocmeone- desnccenn #estavens dececnaae +
3 10 ri4 2 1 53 93
PR/NY USER 1 6.8 24.3 1.7 .8 59.4 19.0%
10.8% 29.0% 2.2% 1.1% 57.0%
27.8% 21.1% 22.2% 25.0% 16.9%
4ocncnann 4eceecnnn 4onccnane Frceeaa-- L ZET TR TP +
4 9 22 4 1 62 98
PR/NY USER 2 7.2 25.6 1.8 .8 62.6 20.0%
9.2% 22.6% 4.1% 1.0% 63.3%
25.0% 17.2% 44,4% 25.0% 19.8%
LIEEEE R toceocane R $oceceenn 4reccncns +
5 9 44 1 1 45 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 7.3 26.1 1.8 .8 63.9 20.4%
9.0% &4.0% 1.0% 1.0% 45.0%
25.0% 34.4% 11.1% 25.0% 146.4%
L IEEET R 4ocvoncns #eveamcann droeenen deceecone +
6 4 13 1 1 80 99
PR/PR USERS 7.3 25.9 1.8 .8 63.2 26.2%
4.0% 13.1% 1.0% 1.0% 80.8% -
11.1% 10.2% 11.1% 25.0% 25.6%
L IEETE R $eromcann 4ocesoone Feccraves L IEET TR +
7 4 22 1 0 3 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 7.3 26.1 1.8 .8 63.9 20.4%
4.0% 22.0% 1.0% .0% 73.0%
11.1% 17.2% 11.1% 0% 23.3%
L TETTTTRNS 4oemeceen 4oeomeene Hercacaas LIERETR RS +
Column 36 128 9 4 313 490
Total 7.3% 26.1% 1.8% 8% 63.9%4 100.0%
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rosstab #20: Gr How feel king Spanish me?
Count
Exp vat |1 - Net |2 3 4 5 - Very|No Respo
SPANHOME-> Row Pct [at all ¢ comfortinse. Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 Total
GROUPID ===ceeee $erencancs $reconcon hecscanse Gescccane $roerecen doreccans +
3 17 4 12 9 L4 7 93
PR/NY USER 1 13.1 6.7 12.5 8.3 49.5 2.9 32.0%
18.3% 4$.3% 12.9% 9.7% 47.3% 7.5%
41.5% 19.0% 30.8% ThH.6% 28.4X 77.8%
4ececioan 4ecmenoen reennean 4omeennes . decriancod
4 15 é 9 7 59 2 98
PR/NY USER 2 13.8 7.1 13.1 8.8 52.2 3.0 33.7
15.3% 6.1% 9.2% 7.1% 60.2% 2.0%
36.6% 28.6% 23.1%X 26.9% 38.1% 22.2%
EIEE TR $eceeceen $rececenn doseecann R $ecencecn +
5 9 1 18 10 52 0 100
PR/NY NUN-USRS 14.1 7.2 13.4 8.9 53.3 3.1 34.4%
9.0% 11.0% 18.0% 10.0% 52.0% .0%
22.0% 52.4% 46.2% 38.5% 33.5% D%
$erecanen R $eoremnose R $ececncan doocenane +
Column 41 21 39 26 155 9 2N
Total 14.1% 7.2% 13.4% 8.9% 53.3% 3.1%  100.0%
Crosstab #21: Group by How do_you feel speaking Spanish in school?
Count
Exp val |1 - Not 12 3 4 5 - very|No Respo
SPANSCHO-> Row Pct {at all ¢ comfortinse. Row
Col Pect 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  ~crcec-- $rerccans foecrecnnn AR R LLEE LR $ersvoerse docenecan +
36 8 18 2 19 10 93
PR/NY USER 1 0.0 11.5 18.5 5.4 2.7 4.8 32.0%
3. TR 8.6% 19.46% 2.2% 20.4% 10.8%
38.3% 22.2% 31.0% 11.8% 26.3% 66.T%
L $rieaccen $ocrecens L $eseenene decsacaae +
27 14 18 10 26 2 98
PR/NY USER 2 31.7 12.1 19.5 5.7 23.9 5.1 33.7%
27.6% 14.3% 18.4% 10.2% 26.5% 3.1%
28.7% 35.9% 31.0% 58.8% 36.6% 20.0%
dremcnnan drmmeccnn doavrecee $omercae. $rovenaas 4recscans +
5 3 14 22 5 26 2 100
PR/NKY NON-USRS 32.3 12.4 19.9 5.8 24.4 5.2 36.4%
31.0% 14.0% 22.0% 5.0% 26.0% 2.0%
33.0% 38.9% 37.9% 29.4% 36.6% 13.3%
$rerecnan $roencens IR TRLE $oconreea $emecseee $eveeacnn +
Colum oL 36 58 17 4l 15 291
Total 32.3% 12.4% 19.9% 5.8% 24 .4% 5.2X 100.0%
17
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Crosstab #22: Grou

.’

X Count
- Exp val
SPANWORK-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID  =-=-----
3

PR/NY USER 1
PR/NY USER 2

PR/NY NON-USRS

Count
Exp val
SPANFRIE-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID  ---=-=--
3

PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

PR/KY NON-USRS

1 - Not |2 3 4 5 - Very|No Respo
at all ¢ comfort |nse.
1 2 3 4 5 9
#reenaane L R I L IR P $eecoanas +
41 5 12 z 20 12
31.0 10.2 13.4 8.0 24.0 6.4
446.1% 5.4% 12.9% 3.2% 21.5% 12.9%
42.3% 15.6% 28.6% 12.0% 26.7% 60.0%
desenenne decmeccendeceacacadonnaaans drececnes docavanan +
26 13 16 12 26 5
32.7 10.8 14.1 8.4 25.3 6.7
26.5% 13.3% 16.3% 12.2% 26.5% 5.1%
26.8% 40.6% 38.1% 48.0% 3%.7% 25.0%
$eereacas dercacrcadenrrnanadiaccnane R derenccce +
30 14 14 10 29 3
33.3 11:.0 14.4 8.6 25.8 6.9
30.0% 14.0% 14.0% 10.0% 29.0% 3.0%
30.9% 43.8% 33.3% 40.0% 38.7% 15.0%
4evaacnnn $ernecona Feeecacas decnacenn #oceencen L +
97 32 42 25 75 20
33.3% 11.0% 14.4% 8.6% 25.8% 6.9%

1 - Not |2 3 4 5 - Very|No Respo
at all ¢ comfort |nse.
2 3 4 5 9
derecccredocrecccidrracccandaccannan $roconana $eeeonane +
20 12 15 5 30 11
20.5 10.5 13.1 11.5 31.6 5.8
21.5% 12.9% 16.1% 5.4% 32.3% 11.8%
31.3% 36.4% 36.6% 13.9% 30.3% 61.1%
L Lt ALY TEPR PR PR SR $raacnaas dracences
18 12 14 19 32 3
21.6 11.1 13.8 12.1 33.3 6.1
18.4% 12.2% 14.3% 19.4% 32.7% 3.1%
28.1% 36.4% 346.1% 52.8% 32.3% 16.7%
Frerencecdanceancads ceeease L L #recannee $ecroenas
26 9 12 12 37 4
22.0 11.3 14.1 12.4 34.0 6.2
26.0% 9.0% 12.0% 12.0% 37.0% 4.0%
40.6% 27.3% 29.3% 33.3% 37.4% 22.2%
decenrcccdonnncnan donnecans demecannn drcmseann L L +
64 33 41 36 9 18
22.0% 11.3% 14.1% 12.4% 34.0% 6.2%
18

How do you feel

eaking Spanish at work?

Row
Total

93
32.0%

98
33.7%

100
34.46%

29N
100.0%

Crosstab #23: Group by How do vou feel speaking Spanish with friends?

Row
Totel

93
32.0%

98
33.7%

100
34.4%

291
100.0%
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Crosstab _#24: Gro

Count
Exp val
SPANGEN-> Row Pct
Col Pet
GROUPID  -=--- -

PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

PR/NY NON-USRS

How d u feel akin anish in general?
1 - Not |2 3 4 5 - Very|No Respo
at all ¢ comfort|nse. Row
1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
$ecrceccodrocratcadocnnancadeccnconn #eveaceon $ocaenann +
24 8 13 7 32 9 93
19.8 8.3 16.9 8.3 34.8 4.8 32.0%
25.8% 8.6% 14.0% 7.5% 34.4% 9.7%
38.7% 30.8% 24.5% 26.9% 29.4% 60.0%
devecocccdeccrcncchroncucondecnnonas $eememenn $errcenan +
18 9 17 10 40 4 98
20.9 8.8 17.8 8.8 36.7 5.1 33.7%
18.4% 9.2% 17.3% 10.2% 40.8% 4.1%
29.0% 34.6% 32.1% 38.5% 36.7% 26.7%
$ecnccans #rrecsccodrracecncdecnornns $ormeccas Feoronnae +
20 9 23 9 37 2 100
21.3 8.9 18.2 8.9 37.5 5.2 34.4%
20.0% 9.0% 23.0% 9.0% 37.0% 2.0%
32.3% 34.6% 43.4% 34.6% 33.9% 13.3%
R dreccnnna $oeeioncs #ecraceen decvennes R R +
62 26 53 26 109 15 291
21.3% 8.9% 18.2% 8.9% 37.5% 5.24 100.0%
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Crosstab #25: Gr How do you feel speaking English at home?

‘ Count
: Exp Val {1 - Not |2 3 4 5 - Veiy|Nc Respo
ENGLHOME-> Row Pct {at all ¢ comfort [nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 Total
GROUPID  =-vvee-- doreneone Goncenncn dooravone heveseone 4oemcacan 4eaonnnnn +
3 7 5 4 6 64 5 93
PR/NY USER 1 13.9 5.9 9.9 7.2 48.2 8.0 19.0%
7.5% 5.4% 4.3% 6.5% 71.0% 5.4%
9.6% 16.1% 7.7% 15.8% 26.0% 11.9%
L R ] $reeveann drecncnan decmcnans 4eecnenue 4oemnoesn +
4 6 é 8 6 69 3 98
PR/NY USER 2 14.6 6.2 10.4 7.6 50.8 8.4 20.0%
6.1% 6.1% 8.2% 6.1% 70.4% 3.1%
8.2% 19.4% 15.4% 15.8% 27.2% 7.1%
deeeneren Feeenncne dommenons dececcann deneences deermvene +
5 12 3 [ 5 74 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 14.9 6.3 10.6 7.8 51.8 8.6 20.4%
12.0% 3.0% 6.0% 5.0% 74.0% 0%
16.4% 9.7% 11.5% 13.2% 29.1% 0%
4oceccenn dereceone deemeenan $ecencnan #econeans #ovocnons +
6 27 3 1" 8 20 30 99
PR/PR USERS 14.7 6.3 10.5 7.7 51.3 8.5 20.2%
27.3% 3.0% 11.1% 8.1% 20.2% 30.3%
37.0% 9.7% 21.2% 21.1% 7.9% 71.4%
$ocemcenn $ecennaae $emeeenas $eesonane $remceacs L +
7 21 14 23 13 25 4 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 14.9 6.3 10.6 7.8 51.8 8.6 20.4%
21.0% 14.0% 23.0% 13.0% 25.0% 4.0%
28.8% 45.2% 44.2% 34.2% 9.8% 9.5%
desecenn. dereecans #eorsecane $ecevenee $eceeceee L L +
Column 73 31 52 38 254 42 490

Total 14.9% 6.3% 10.6% 7.8% 51.8% 8.6% 100.0%

‘ Crosstab_#26: Group by How do vou feel speaking English in school?

Count
Exp val {1 - Not |2 3 4 5 - Very|No Respo
ENGLSCHO-> Row Pct |at all ¢ comfort {nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  ==ee---- toerceann. deseeeaen decceoens decreaons deerennen $emrecean +
3 6 4 5 5 65 8 93
PR/NY USER 1 11.6 8.4 11.2 5.9 47.1 8.9 19.0%
6.5% 4.3% 5.4% 5.4% | 69.9% 8.6%
9.8% 9.1% 8.5% 16.1% | 26.2% 17.0%
L R decomonns $oreacoen $eneniene #oereacen +
4 6 2 2 6 7 5 98
PR/NY USER 2 12.2 8.8 11.8 6.2 49.6 9.4 20.0%
6.1% 2.0% 2.0% 6.1% | 78.6% 5.1%
9.8% 4.5% 3.4% 19.4% | 31.0% 10.6%
Hooemanon 4omeraaas $oceeenns docovannn #ocmenonn #rocenens +
5 5 4 2 8 80 1 100
PR/NY HON-USRS 12.4 9.0 12.0 6.3 50.6 9.6 20.4%
5.0% 4.0% 2.0% 8.0% | 80.0% 1.0%
8.2% 9.1% 3.4% | 25.8% | 32.3% 2.1%
4oceaanen Heenreonn R 4eceenans S TR 4eciecons +
6 22 7 17 5 19 29 99
PR/PR USERS 12.3 8.9 11.9 6.3 50.1 9.5 20.2%
22.2% 7.1% 17.2% 5.1% 19.2% 29.3%
36.1% 15.9% 28.8% 16.1% 7.7X | 61.7%
$ocenacen L $osccannn $eemmnees $ecsncsan $ovrecane +
7 22 27 33 7 7 4 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 12.4 9.0 12.0 6.3 50.6 9.6 20.4%
22.0% 27.0% | 33.0% 7.0% 7.0% 4.0%
36.1% | 61.4% | 55.9% | 22.6%X 2.8% 8.5%
Hocseanen Focreone- 4ecoccaes 4eeennn-n deemacons #oecncnan +
Colum 61 44 59 31 248 47 490

Total 12.4% 9.0% 12.0% 6.3% 50.6% 9.6% - 100.0%
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Crosstab #27: Gr

How do you feel

aking English at work?

Count
Exp val [1 - Not |2 3 4 S - Very|No Respo
ENGLWORK-> Row Pct {at sll ¢ comfort{nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID ~cececes. $-reescondecrecca porsnnace $reccecae decscnnne LIEE R ERE RS +
3 8 4 7 1 64 9 93
PR/NY USER 1 15.0 5.7 9.7 5.3 45.0 12.3 19.0%
8.6% 4.3% 7.5% 1.1% 68.8% 9.7%
10.1% 13.3% 13.7% 3.6% 27.0% 13.8%
Hecunoccodoncncnen $eecocnne decvevens 4ecancena doccecene +
4 4 2 3 -] 78 5 98
PR/NY USER 2 15.8 6.0 10.2 5.6 47.4 13.0 20,0%
4.1% 2.0% 3.1% 6.1% 79.6% 5.1%
5.1% 6.7% 5.9% 21.4% 32.9% 7.7%
#recccriadincnvena $orrecene $uceraven $recercne decencene -
5 1 2 ) 5 74 2 100
PR/NY. NON-USRS 16.1 6.1 10.4 5.7 48.4 13.3 20.4%
11.0% 2.0% 6.0% 5.0% 74.0% 2.0%
13.9% 6.7X 11.8% 17.9% 31.2% 3.1%
Fereacccodocnaono. N Froreenes decenenae 4ocmennen +
6 29 5 11 7 13 34 99
PR/PR USERS 16.0 6.1 10.3 5.7 47.9 13.1 20.2%
29.3% 5.1% 11.1% 7.1% 13.1% 34.3%
36.7% 16.7% 21.6% 25.0% 5.5% 52.3%
R R : SRR ) L R Fovrneene $esncasan +
7 27 17 24 9 8 15 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 16.1 6.1 10.4% 5.7 48.4 13.3 20.4%
27.0% 17.0% 246.0% 9.0% 8.0% 15.0%
34.2% 56.7% 47.1% 32.1% 3.4% 23.1%
$ocmemnan denvccsee R L drreecoee fremnncan hrerrien- +
Column 79 30 51 28 237 65 490
Total 16.1% 6.1% 10.4% 5.7% 48.4% 13.3%  100.0%

Crosstab #28: Group by How do you feel speaking English with friends?

Count
Exp Val |1 - Not |2 3 4 5 - Very|No Respo
ENGLFRIE-> Row Pct |at all ¢ comfort |nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  ~+--+--- doenaonan $caanen- dreveenan $ecarenae Frreeanae L +
3 5 3 4 4 69 8 93
PR/NY USER 1 11.8 4.7 9.3 5.9 51.8 9.5 19.0%
5.4% 3.2% 4.3% 4.3% 74.2% 8.6%
B.1% 12.0% B.2% 12.9% 25.3% 16.0%
$romacenn L domeecnan 4roneanen $recencns Feracnone +
4 4 1 2 5 81 5 98
PR/NY USER 2 12.4 5.0 9.8 6.2 54.6 10.0 20.0%
4.1% 1.0% 2.0% 5.1% 82.7% 5.1%
6.5% 4.0% 4.1% 16.1% 29.7% 10.0%
deecenocs $eceeean N EEEERTRER femesenee Frooenees +
5 5 1 3 é 83 2 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 12.7 5.1 10.0 6.3 55.7 10.2 20.4%
5.0% 1.0% 3.0% 6.0% 83.0% 2.0%
8.1% 4.0% 6.1% 19.4% 30.4% 4.0%
e $occeccsn $ocecccne Foccncene #oeseanen doevancne +
6 26 2 12 6 22 31 99
PR/PR USERS 12.5 5.1 9.9 6.3 55.2 10.1 20.2%
26.3% 2.0% 12.1% 6.1% 22.2% 31.3%
47.9% 8.0% 24.5% 19.4% 8.1% 62.0%
$eemanaan L $roeancan dreeancen Heescacua drecconean +
7 22 18 28 10 18 4 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 12.7 5.1 10.0 6.3 55.7 10.2 20.4%
22.0% 18.0% 28.0% 10.0% 18.0% 4.0%
35.5% 72.0X 57.1% 32.3% 6.6% 8.0%
#rececane L doecenann decocanna $ocesecne $eccences +
Column 62 25 49 3 273 50 490
Total 12.7% 5.1% 10.0% 6.3% 55.7% 10.2% 100.0%



[i17 PR 11

Crosstab #29: Group by How do you feel speaking English in general?

Count
Exp val |1 - Not |2 3 4 5 - Very|[No Respo
ENGLGEN-> Row Pet [at all ¢ comfort|nse Row
Col Pet 1 2 4 5 9 | Total
GROLUPID  e=econ-- doccannen $eevecans $rcoccens 4recnanae deenseene docenvene +
3 8 0 é 4 69 é 93
PR/NY USER 1 i3.9 4.0 9.7 7.6 49.2 8.7 19.0%
8.6% 0% 6.5% 4.3% 74.2% 6.5%
11.0% 0% 11.8% 10.0% 26.6% 13.0%
dremrenan doccmnnnn $evecnees #ecronanan drceencnn dececesnn +
4 6 2 2 8 76 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 14.6 4.2 10.2 8.0 51.8 9.2 20.0%
6.1% 2.0% 2.0% 8.2% 77.6% 4.1%
8.2% 9.5% 3.9% 20.0% 29.3% 8.7%
$emenrans $orccacne decvecons $ecrconne desccnenaa $rmenccee +
5 5 3 4 4 a3 1 100
PR/NY MON-USRS 14.9 4.3 10.4 8.2 52.9 9.4 20.4%
5.0% 3.0% 4.0% 4.0% 83.0% 1.0%
6.8% 14.3% 7.8% 10.0% 32.0% 2.2%
$reececnn $eecevens L D L $erecncee +
6 26 1 11 11 20 30 99
PR/PR USERS 14.7 4.2 10.3 8.1 52.3 9.3 20.2%
26.3% 1.0% 11.1% 11.1% 20.2% 30.3%
35.6% 4.8% 21.6% 27.5% 7.7% 65.2%
deceunene R L decacncos desenanse $ocrcncnn +
7 28 15 28 13 1 5 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 14.9 4.3 10.4 8.2 52.9 9.4 20.4%
28.0% 15.0% 28.0% 13.0% 11.0% 5.0%
38.4% 71.46% 54.9% 32.5% 4.2% 10.9%
fecaanaen doeccnsen Freccanan $eemanece docacrcnn $enceceen +
Column 3 21 51 40 259 46 490
Total 14.9% 4.3% 10.4% 8.2% 52.9% 9.4% - 100.0%
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Crosstab #30: Group by How much do vou enjoy Hispanic music?

Of the New York Puerto Ricans, the drug users under the age of eighteen show
markedly less favorable feelings toward Hispanic music than the other two New York
groups. While 51% of New York Puerto Rican drug users over the age of eighteen and
40% of New York Puerto Rican non-users "very much" enjoy Hispanic music, only 26% of -
Puerto Rican drug users in New York City under the age of eighteen "very much" enjoy
Hispanic music. Among the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, 74% of Puerto Rican drug
users "very much" enjoy Hispanic music, while only 44% of Puerto Rican non-users "very
much” enjoy Hispanic music. Except for the New York Puerto Rican drug users under the
age of eighteen, over 50% of all Puerto Rican groups "very much" enjoy Hispanic music.

These results indicate that music is an important and sensitive element with regard
to drug use. Also, the age of the respondents may be an important factor with respect to
the enjoyment of Hispanic music. It is important to again note that all groups in this study
were comprised of respondents under the age of eighteen except for the group of New
York Puerto Rican drug users over the age of eighteen.

Count
Exp Val [Not at &|2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
HISMUSIC-> Row Pct |L1 h nse Row
Col Pect 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  ==rce=e- eemenace doceeioon dremcncee derecenen deomaanen dromvenan +
3 22 12 20 10 24 5 93
PR/NY USER 1 12.1 6.8 18.0 9.9 43.8 2.3 19.0%
23.7% 12.9% 21.5% 10.8% 25.8% 5.4%
34.4% 33.3% 21.1% 19.2% 10.4% 41.7%
L demeenene R deceenaan $iseacene $eocernoae +
4 8 4 20 13 50 3 98
PR/NY USER 2 12.8 7.2 19.0 10.4 46.2 2.4 20.0%
8.2% 4.1% 20.4% 13.3% 51.0% 3.1%
12.5% 11.1% 21.1% 25.0% 21.6% 25.0%
dremeson 4rccuanenoneoaca. $eoceencan Feeronsen e +
5 13 11 26 9 40 1 100
PR/NY. NON-USRS 13.1 7.3 19.4 10.6 47.1 2.4 20.4%
13.0% 11.0% 26.0% 9.0% 40.0% 1.0%
20.3% 20.6% 27.4% 17.3% 17.3% 8.3%
L L L doconanne #omcecacs Feoveeacan +
6 7 1 10 5 73 3 99
PR/PR USERS 12.9 7.3 19.2 10.5 46.7 2.4 20.2%
7.1% 1.0% 10.1% 5.1% 73.7% 3.0%
10.9% 2.8% 10.5% 9.6% 31.6% 25.0%
$roeceei- decceaca- R L $emceones L $resecens +
7 14 8 19 15 b4 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 13.1 7.3 19.4 10.6 471 2.4 20.4%
14.0% 8.0% 19.0% 15.0% 44.0% .0%
21.9% 22.2% 20.0% 28.8% 19.0% 0%
L Freveacss L $erreanee faceccoce forecaace +
Colum 64 35 95 52 231 12 490
Total 13.1% 7.3% 19.4% 10.6% 47.1% 2.4%  100.0%
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rosstab #31: Gro How much enjoy Hispanic dances?

‘ Of the Puerto Ricans in New York, the drug users under the age of eighteen have
markedly more negative attitudes than either the drug users over the age of eighteen or the
non-users. Only 23% of New York Puerto Rican drug users under the age of eighteen
reported that they "very much" enjoy Hispanic dances, while 53% of the New York Puerto
Rican drug users over the age of eighteen and 42% of the New York Puerto Rican non-
users reported "very much" enjoying Hispanic dances. For the Puerto Ricans in Puerto
Rico, the users have markedly more positive attitudes toward Hispanic dances than the
non-users, with 63% of the users reporting that they "very much" enjoy Hispanic dances
compared to 35% of the non-users.

ri

Count
Exp Val [Not at s|2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
HISDANCE-> Row Pct |L{ h nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  ==ve---- dremnenne deceacane docrnncen desecncne deoneanan deocncean +
3 20 12 25 9 21 [ 93
PR/NY USER 1 13.5 10.6 15.4 10.2 40.2 3.0 19.0%
21.5% 12.9% 26.9% 9.TX 22.6% 6.5%
28.2% 21.6% 30.9% 16.7% 9.9% 37.5%
4eeeccnan LR TR dmmeeeann demcounen demmeeenn devanaann +
4 7 10 13 12 52 4 o8
PR/NY USER 2 14.2 11.2 16.2 10.8 42.4 3.2 20.0%
7.1% 10.2% 13.3% 12.2% 53.1% 4.1%
9.9% 17.9% 16.0% 22.2% 24.5% 25.0%
4oceeann $ocmcenas deccresecdenncacns $oeneanan deecncean +
5 18 8 18 13 42 1 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 14.5 11.4 16.5 11.0 43.3 3.3 20,4%
. 18.0% 8.0% 18.0% 13.0% 42.0% 1.0%
25.4% 146.3% 22.2% 24.1% 19.8% 6.3%
AT RER TR demeneoan decmcecen eseneons dercnacen deevonann +
6 11 6 i1 5 62 4 99
PR/PR USERS 14.3 1.3 16.4 10.9 42.8 3.2 20.2%
11.1% 6.1% 11.1% 5.1% 62.6% 4.0%
15.5% 10.7% 13.6% 9.3% 29.2% 25.0%
dreeennnn Gemeecancn domeennen $omeneenn devecencn descanonn +
7 15 20 14 15 35 1 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 14.5 11.4 16.5 11.0 43.3 3.3 20.4%
15.0% 20.0% 14.0% 15.,0% 35.0% 1.0%
21.1% 35.7% 17.3% 27.8% 16.5% 6.3%
dereanans dormocenn 4ecccnoan R decoancan desrrenen +
Colum 7 56 81 54 212 16 4%0

Total 14.5% 11.4% 16.5% 11.0% 43.3% 3.3% - 100.0%
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Crosstab #32: Group by How much do you enjoy Hispanic places?

Count
Exp val
HISPLACE-> Row Pet
Col Pct
GROUPID  s-emeve--
. 3

PR/NY USER 1
PR/NY USER 2

5
PR/NY NON-USRS

Not at al2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
It h nse Row
1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
devencann 4ocsrecccpeccncnin $eccccnnn dreccecen 4rcacecen +
18 8 18 16 27 6 93
12.8 6.7 18.9 15.3 35.8 3.5 32.0%
19.4% B8.6% 19.4% 17.2% 29.0% 6.5%
45,0% 38.1% 30.5% 33.3% 24.1% 54.5%
denencnee deserecoodorcncans femsuncen $oeencenn deeneeons +
8 6 15 18 47 4 98
13.5 7.1 19.9 16.2 37.7 3.7 33.7%
8.2% 6.1% 15.3% 18.4% 48.0% 4.1%
20.0% 28.6% 25.4% 37.5% 42.0% 36.4%
#oceecnen #eccccrecdecncanaa drracucen #eaereane R +
14 7 26 14 38 1 100
13.7 7.2 20.3 16.5 38.5 3.8 34.4%
14.0% 7.0% 26.0% 14.0% 38.0% 1.0%
35.0% 33.3% 46.1% 29.2% 33.9% 9.1%
deonaecae deroneoene #ecrraaae Feccecnan $ecmreann +resoneen +
40 21 59 48 112 11 N
13.7% 7.2% 20.3% 16.5% 38.5% 3.8% 100.0%

Crosstab #33: Group by How much do you enjoy Hispanic recreation?

_‘ Count

Exp val
HISRECRE-> Row Pct
Col Pct

GROUPID
PR/NY USER 1

4
PR/NY USER 2

5
PR/NY NON-USRS

PR/PR USERS

7
PR/PR NON-USRS

Not at al2 3 Very muc[No Respo
tt h nse Row
1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
Fresacnae L s SRR denceanae dececrcan #reeennan +
31 12 10 7 24 9 93
15.2 7.4 16.7 3.5 37.2 3.0 19.0%
33.3% 12.9% 10.8% 7.5% 25.8% 9.7%
38.8% 30.8% 11.4% 9.9% 12.2% 56.3%
doeaconcs decrecccadrronnans $occscncan Feavccnca L +
14 6 19 16 39 4 98
16.0 7.8 17.6 14.2 39.2 3.2 20.0%
14.3% 6.1% 19.4% 16.3% 39.8% 4.1%
17.5% 15.4% 21.6% 22.5% 19.9% 25.0%
$oiccccecdarcnccaagennaanne 4ecemneon 4eneinenn Fovooaenn +
17 9 25 14 34 1 100
16.3 8.0 18.0 14.5 40.0 3.3 20.4%
17.0% 9.0% 25.0% 14.0% 34.0% 1.0%
21.3% 23.1% 28.4% 19.7% 17.3% 6.3%
4recneeon R 4recacean 4reececas 4eecenenn +
9 5 14 12 58 1 99
16.2 7.9 17.8 14.3 39.6 3.2 20.2%
9.1% 5.1% 14.1% 12.1% 58.6% 1.0%
11.3% 12.8% 15.9% 16.9% 29.6% 6.3%
4ecenneon 4oeterccapoccacene 4ercecscon 4enoncann L ZEET TR +
9 7 20 22 a1 1 100
16.3 8.0 18.0 14.5 40.0 3.3 20.4%
9.0% 7.0% 20.0% 22.0X 41.0% 1.0%
11.3% 17.9% 22.7% 31.0% 20.9% 6.3%
decesennn deemenans #omvecans 4erdenenn 4ocenonan 4erencade +
80 39 a8 71 196 16 490
16.3% 8.0% 18.0% 14.5% 40.0% 3.3%  100.0%
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Crosstab #34: Gr How much ou_enjov Hispanic T.V. pr ms?

Of the Puerto Ricans in New York, the drug users under the age of eighteen show
markedly less favorable attitudes toward Hispanic television programs than the other two
groups in New York. While 44% of the New York Puerto Rican drug users under the
age of eighteen do "not at all" enjoy Hispanic television programs, only 27% of the New
York Puerto Rican drug users over the age of eighteen and 28% of the New York Puerto
Rican non-users do "not at all" enjoy Hispanic television programs.

For the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, both the users and non-users enjoy Hispanic
television, with 60% of the users and 44% of the non-users reporting that they "very much"
enjoy Hispanic television. Overall, only 7% of the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico do "not
at all" enjoy Hispanic television programs, while 33% of Puerto Ricans in New York do
"not at all" enjoy Hispanic television programs.

Count
Exp val |Not at a|2 3 4 Very muc |[No Respo
HISTV-> Row Pct |LL h nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  -mesess-- $eenecann P #oreeaenn dreencene deeevennn deevennes +
3 41 7 12 5 20 8 93
PR/NY USER 1 20.5 9.3 13.5 13.3 33.2 3.2 19.0%
46.,1% 7.5% 12.9% 5.4% 21.5% B.6%
38.0% 14.3% 16.9% 7.1% 11.4% 47.1%
decenonen Frvcecnoe $ecrecna- dreecnnen foesncaca dooveanes +
4 26 17 16 10 25 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 21.6 9.8 14.2 14.0 35.0 3.4 20.0%
26.5% 17.3% 16.3% 10.2% 25.5% 4.1%
24.1% 36.7% 22.5% 14.3% 14.3% 23.5%
deracoonn doenmenee doneenenn devnenean . deverenns +
5 28 16 14 14 27 1 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 22.0 10.0 14.5 14.3 35.7 3.5 20.4%
: 28.0% 16.0% 14.0% 14.0% 27.0% 1.0%
25.9% 32.7% 19.7% 20.0% 15.4% 5.9%
Foreannen demeeenne drencenes derennene $eonenennn $eoenenns +
6 7 5 11 13 59 4 99
PR/PR USERS 21.8 9.9 14.3 14.1 35.4 3.4 20.2%
7.1% 5.1% 11.1% 13.1% 59.6% 4.0%
6.5% 10.2% 15.5% 18.6% 33.7% 23.5%
deoronene docmennen deenneenn R $ecrennae deceneane +
7 6 4 18 28 44 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 22.0 10.0 14.5 14.3 35.7 3.5 20.4%
6.0% 4,0% 18.0% 28.0% 44.0% 0%
5.6% 8.2% 25.4% 40,0% 25.1% 0%
O TR teecceceen Frreveons 4emenacen D $eoncasen +
Column 108 49 71 70 175 17 490

Total 22.0% 10.0% 14.5% 14.3% 35.7X% 3.5% 100.0%
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rosstab #35: Gr How much njov Hispanic radio?

Of the Puerto Ricans in New York, the groups are not very different in their
reported enjoyment of Hispanic radio. In general, the reported levels of enjoyment vary
along extremes, i.e. the respondents either do not like Hispanic radio at all or like Hispanic
radio very much. For the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, the majority of the two groups
"very much" like Hispanic radio (61%). However, the Puerto Rican in Puerto Rico drug
users have markedly higher enjoyment levels for Hispanic radio, with 71% reporting that
they "very much” enjoy Hispanic radio compared to 52% for the non-users.

With regard to the Hispanic media sources, some general observations can be made.
For the Puerto Ricans in New York, the drug users under the age of eighteen exhibit lower
enjoyment levels for Hispanic media sources, while the drug users over the age of eighteen
and the non-users exhibit higher enjoyment levels. In almost all cases, the drug users over
the age of eighteen have the most positive enjoyment levels for the Hispanic media sources.
For the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, the users have markedly higher enjoyment levels for
Hispanic media sources than the non-users.

Count
Exp Val |Not at al2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
HISRADIO-> Row Pct LI h nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  s--eeee- denenanen doecnccens deercoenn doerecens deecenen. deemrenne +
3 37 12 10 6 18 10 93
PR/NY USER 1 21.6 9.3 12.5 9.5 36.6 3.4 19.0%
39.8% 12.9% 10.8% 6.5% 19.4% 10.8%
32.5% 24.5% 15.2% 12.0% 9.3% 55.6%
decoceenn devooonnn deennnons $oceanenn $rseenens deceennnn +
4 28 15 11 10 30 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 22.8 9.8 13.2 10.0 38.6 3.6 20.0%
28.6% 15.3% 11.2% 90.2% 30.6% 4.1%
24 .6% 30.6% 16.7% 20.0% 15.5% 22.2%
L deeecannn L $ecenncen doceavconn $ecenecae +
5 35 12 23 6 23 1 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 23.3 10.0 13.5 10.2 39.4 3.7 20.4%
35.0% 12.0% 23.0% 6.0% 22.0% 1.0%
30.7% 24.5% 34.8% 12.0% 11.9% 5.6%
R Heoneenen doerenees dooencnan doveenane drvmenons +
é 6 2 9 9 70 3 o9
PR/PR USERS 23.0 9.9 13.3 10.1 29.0 3.6 20.2%
6.1% 2.0% 9.1% 9.1% 70.74 3.0%
5.3% 4,1% 13.6% 18.0% 36.3% 16.7%
eeneennn dereveens $eencenns $reerenin Forvenenn doreencen +
7 8 8 13 19 52 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 23.3 10.0 13.5 10.2 39.4 3.7 20.4%
8.0% 8.0% 13.0% 19.0% 52.0% 0%
7.0% 16.3% 19.7X% 38.0% 26.9% .0%
4ocavennn R 4eecacnan L $omucoone drreracnn +
Column 114 49 66 50 193 18 490

Total 23.3% 10.0% 13.5% 10.2% 39.4% 3.7%  100.0%
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Count
Exp Val
HISBOOKS-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID. . »eswc=v-
3

PR/NY USER 1
PR/NY USER -2

5
PR/NY NON-USRS
PR/PR USERS

7
PR/PR NON:USRS

Not at a2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
i nse Row
1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
$ecencons decevccan demcrccnepronacens decccavae $eceancen +
48 11 10 5 %0 9 93
27.9 12.3 16.5 9.7 22,6 4.0 19.0%
51.6% 11.8% 10.8% 5.4X 10.8% 9.7%
32.7% 16.9% 11.5% 9.8% B.4% 42.9%
L L #ecnacans #ereccsccdecnsncan $rencccna deomrcscna +
35 15 16 7 20 5 98
29.4 13.0 17.4 10.2 23.8 4.2 20.0%
35.7% 15.3% 16.3% 7.1% 20.4% 5.1%
23.8% 23.1% 18.4% 13.7% 16.8% 23.8%
L $eorececee deccccrrudaccnncee #ocarencs demeccone +
37 14 24 7 17 1 100
30.0 13.3 17.8 10.4 24.3 4.3 20,4%
37.0% 14.0% 264.0% 7.0% 17.0% 1.0%
25.2% 21.5% 27.6% 13.7% 14.3% 4.8%
#reienena Hecmennne deccconnidecccanns dreacannn L +
16 13 18 13 34 5 99
29.7 13.1 17.6 10.3 24.0 4.2 20.2%
16.2% 13.1% 18.2% 13.1% 346.3% 5.1%
10.9% 20.0% 20.7% 25.5% 28.8% 23.8%
deesscree dorraasnn L L SRR TR Frceacans drecacans +
1" 12 19 19 38 1 100
30.0 13.3 17.8 10.4 26.3 4.3 20.4%
11.0% 12.0% 19.0% 19.0% 38.0% 1.0%
7.5% 18.5% 21.8% 37.3% 31.9% 4.8%
$receceea doeacnnee docoacene $eoncacaen $oocaacan docccncnn +
147 65 87 51 119 21 490
30.0% 13.3% 17.8% 10.4% 24.3% 4.3%  100.0%
28
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Crosstab #37; Group by How much do you enjoy American music?

Seventy-four percent of the Puerto Ricans reported that they "very much" enjoy
American music. The three groups of New York Puerto Ricans have similar scores for the
enjoyment of American music. The Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico have less favorable
enjoyment levels for American music than the Puerto Ricans in New York, with 57% "very
much” enjoying American music compared to 86% of the Puerto Ricans in New York.

Count
Exp Val |[Not at al2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
USMUSIC-> Row Pct L1 h nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  ~sesc-ee $ecnncnee LR R RS RN $eccccnne L ARA A ER LR doencenas $oreniane +
2 3 4 2 7 5 93
PR/NY USER 1 4.9 2.1 7.6 6.8 69.1 2.5 19.0%
2.2% 3.2% 4.3% 2.2% | 82.8% 5.4%
7.7% | 27.3% 10.0% 5.6% | 21.2% | 38.5%
denmincsen $esvncnne $roeccaae decoraccs LITRTR YRR $envmcnee +
3 0 2 5 86 2 98
PR/NY USER 2 5.2 2.2 8.0 7.2 72.8 2.6 20.0%
3.1% .0% 2.0% 5.1% 87.8% 2.0%
11.5% 0% 5.0% 13.9% | 23.6% 15.4%
drrvenne deecovene $rreecune $ooanecna doevcoona $ocirenne +
5 3 0 3 6 88 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 5.3 2.2 8.2 7.3 7.3 2.7 20,4%
3.0% 0% 3.0% 6.0% | 88.0% .0%
11.5% .0% 7.5% 16.7% | 24.2% .0%
deencnane R 4ocvennce L doeenenan Fruceraccs +
6 12 4 10 7 60 6 99
PR/PR USERS 5.3 2.2 8.1 7.3 73.5 2.6 20.2%
12.1% 4.0% 10.1% 7.1% 60.6% 6.1%
46.2% 36.4% 25.0% 19.46% 16.5% 46.2%
doeencdan $oenenece ) decaceens $orecenns $ocvacens -
7 6 4 21 16 53 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 5.3 2.2 8.2 7.3 74.3 2.7 20.4%
6.0% 4.0% 21.0% 16.0% 53.0% 0%
23.1% 36.4% 52.5% 44 .4% 14.6% ox
$ooaacann L $oenonans $eccrenne R R drecesann +
Colum 26 1 40 36 364 13 490

Total 5.3% 2.2% 8.2% 7.3% 74.3% 2.7% 100.0%

29



R0 A

LY

[ )

rosstab : Gr How much

nioy American

nges?

Across all the Puerto Ricans in the study, 69% reported that they "very much" enjoy
American dances. The three groups of Puerto Ricans in New York City have similar scores
for their enjoyment of American dances. Forty-nine percent of the Puerto Ricans in Puerto
Rico "very much" enjoy American dances compared to 82% of the Puerto Ricans in New

York.

Count
Exp val [Not &t &2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
USDANCE-> Row Pct L1 nse
Col Pct 1 2 3 [ 5
GROUPID ~ --=--c-- tececnecs $ecoesesadorcccncedocnancnn teocoeecn docerccne +
3 0 4 4 6 I 4
PR/NY USER 1 6.8 3.6 8.5 7.8 63.8 2.5
0% 6.3% 4.3% 6.5% 80.6X 4.3%
.0% 21.1% 8.9% 14.6% 22.3% 30.8%
deomecnon 4ocecccacdoccccuiodecannan ] #reeneace +
4 3 3 5 ) 79 2
PR/NY USER 2 7.2 3.8 9.0 8.2 67.2 2.6
3.1% 3.1% 5.1% 6.1% 80.6% 2.0%
8.3% 15.8% 11.1% 14.6% 23.5% 15.4%
L L il LA R R R Y S E P toceneens $renenoan +
5 3 1 5 7 84 0
PR/NY NON-USRS 7.3 3.9 9.2 8.4 68.6 2.7
3.0% 1.0% 5.0% 7.0% 84.0% 0%
8.3% 5.3% 11.1% 17.1% 25.0% .0%
$eeeconnn Fecaccrradoaccaicadanoncnan [TRTRTRNY doceneea +
(] 16 4 10 1 52 6
PR/PR USERS 7.3 3.8 9.1 8.3 67.9 2.6
16.2% 4.0% 10.1% 11.1% 52.5% 6.1%
44.4% 21.1% 22.2% 26.8% 15.5% 46.2%
L s #orisncecdirrcancedeacncons decrouncn $reecenne +
7 14 7 21 1 46 1
PR/PR NON-USRS 7.3 3.9 9.2 8.4 68.6 2.7
14.0% 7.0% 21.0% 11.0% 46,0% 1.0%
38.9% 36.8% 46.7T% 26.8% 13.74% 7.7%
dorecsnan docoannon $esreoans $eorecsean $recvoace $ooneneen +
Column 36 19 45 41 336 13
Total 7.3% 3.9% 9.2% 8.4% 68.6% 2.7%
30

Row
Total

93
19.0%

98
20.0%

100
20.4%

20.2%

100
20.4%



£y 3 ‘ 13 1. &

Crosstab #39: Group by How much do you enjoy American places?

Count

Exp val

USPLACE-> Rod Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID  ¢-+-----

PR/NY USER 1

4
PR/NY USER 2

5
PR/NY NON-USRS

Column
Total

Crosstab_#40: Group by How much do you enjoy American recreation?

Count
Exp val
USRECRE-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID  --ceev--
3

PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

PR/NY NON-USRS

PR/PR USERS

7
PR/PR NON-USRS

Column
Total

Not at al2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
L nse
1 2 4 5
$ereccnas L S SRR R TR decicncnn 4eccnscan +
3 é 7 12 58 7
4.2 2.9 9.3 11.2 62.3 3.2
3.2% 6.5% 7.5% 12.9% 62.4% 7.5%
23.1% 66.7% 24.1% 34.3% 29.7% 70.0%
$ocrrenen $eecccsnndrccnancedocnconcs R L) 4ecavenan +
4 0 12 10 69 3
4.4 3.0 9.8 11.8 65.7 3.4
4.1% 0% 12.2% 10.2% 70.4% 3.1%
30.8% .0X 41.4% 28.6% 35.4% 30.0%
dorecccas decececccdecrncrccdocnnncne $esncccen $ecocsenn +
6 3 10 13 68 0
4.5 3.1 10.0 12.0 67.0 3.4
6.0% 3.0% 10.0% 13.0% 68.0% .0%
46.2% 33.3% 34.5% 37.1% 34.9% .0%
4rcceenen decmcanae $oecmcnns doerenana drecsnran $ormoenas +
13 9 29 35 195 10
4.5% 3.1% 10.0% 12.0% 67.0% 3.4%

Not at al2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
it h nse
1 2 3 4 ] 9
#eccesnevdencscncadancncncodonsanena decesnnen R
1 4 11 14 56 7
8.4 6.6 11.6 9.7 52.6 4.2
1.1% 4.3% 11.8% 15.1% 60.2% 7.5%
2.3% 11.4% 18.0% 27.5% 20.2% 31.8%
decceonan D L T L decencean
2 1 é 7 78 4
8.8 7.0 12.2 10.2 55.4 4.4
2.0% 1.0% 6.1% 7.1% 79.6% 4.1%
4.5% 2.9% 9.8% 13.7% 28.2% 18.2%
R L Rkt SRR TR RY DT R T $romaenas Foncracas +
4 2 9 9 76 0
9.0 7.1 12.4 10.4 56.5 4.5
4.0% 2.0% 9.0% 9.0% 76.0% .0%
9.1% 5.7% 14.8% 17.6% 27.4% .0%
$ereceecchecsanccaadeccvarnohirncones devennnen $eerancen
20 11 15 6 39 8
8.9 7.1 12.3 10.3 56.0 4.4
20.2% 11.1% 15.2% 6.1% 30.4% 8.1%
45,5% 31.4% 24.6% 11.8% 14.1% 36.4%
drccanans L s LR RY TR PR Fereacnan $rcecnne- +
17 17 20 15 28 3
2.0 7.1 12.4 10.4 56.5 4.5
17.0% 17.0% 20.0% 15.0% 28.0% 3.0%
38.6% 48.6% 32.8% 29.4% 10.1% 13.6%
drreencen $omneacen 4rccaccna drecvececdeaccannn $oemcccan +
44 35 61 51 277 22
9.0% 7.1% 12.4% 10.4% 56.5% 4.5%
31

Row
Total

93
32.0%

98
33.7%

100
34.4%

291
100.0%

Row
Total

93
19.0%

98
20.0%

100
20.4%

20.2%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%
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Crosstab #41: Group by How much do you enjoy American television programs?

Seventy percent of all the Puerto Ricans reported that they "very much" enjoy
American television programs. The three groups of Puerto Ricans in New York City have
similar scores for their enjoyment of American television programs. Of the Puerto Ricans
in Puerto Rico, 49% "very much" enjoy American television programs compared to 85% for
the Puerto Ricans in New York.

Count
Exp val |Not at af?2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
uUsTv-> Row Pct |LL h nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  -------- domemeene e drenenans 4recascan 4rceacens doccencne +
3 0 2 1 5 80 5 93
PR/NY USER 1 3.2 3.4 7.6 10.6 65.3 2.8 19.0%
.0% 2.2% 1.1% 5.4% 86.0% 5.4%
0% 11.1% 2.5% 8.9% 23.3% 33.3%
devnneaan LLEEE doeencan o $ecocanen 4rennaae +
4 2 0 4 8 80 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 3.4 3.6 8.0 1.2 68.8 3.0 20.0%
2.0% .0% 4.1% 8.2% 81.6% 4.1%
11.8% .0% 10.0% 14.3% 23.3% 26.7%
L $eeensens $eesoccan 4reecncen $receccne L IEETEE R +
5 2 1 3 7 87 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 3.5 3.7 8.2 11.4 70.2 3.1 20.4%
2.0% 1.0% 3.0% 7.0% 87.0% .0%
11.8% 5.6% 7.5% 12.5% 25.3% .0%
$oceeenn $eenecoan #eceenonn $eocceenee R #reemcaos +
6 9 11 13 9 53 4 99
PR/PR USERS 3.4 3.6 8.1 11.3 69.5 3.0 20.2%
9.1% 11.1% 13.1% 9.1% 53.5% 4.0%
52.9% 61.1% 32.5% 16.1% 15.4% 26.T%
L LX) Foeacncns 4escencen $ocecccne $oocncee +
7 4 4 19 27 44 2 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 3.5 3.7 8.2 11.4 70.2 3.1 20.4%
4.0% 4.0% 19.0% 27.0% 44.0% 2.0%
23.5% 22.2% 47.5% 48.2% 12.8% 13.3%
4rreanaes 4ocneenns 4eeennons weemeonan 4ermeenans $reeeacen +
Column 17 18 40 56 344 15 490

Total 3.5% 3.7% 8.2% 11.4% 70.2% 3.1%  100.0%
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Crosstab #42: Grou How much njo rican radio?

Across the entire sample of Puerto Ricans, 72% reported that they "very much" like
American radio. For the Puerto Ricans in New York City, the three groups have similar
enjoyment levels for American radio. For the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico, 53% '"very
much" enjoy American radio compared to 85% of the Puerto Ricans in New York.

In general, respondents from both Puerto Rico and New York enjoy American
media sources, with those from Puerto Rico showing markedly lower enjoyment levels than
their New York City counterparts.

Count
Exp Val |Not at a2 3 4 Very muc|No Respo
USRADIO-> Row Pct {1l h nse Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  --ve---- deccenann $emenenas $oreeenen deerecann #omenaann R +
3 1 1 3 4 78 ) 93
PR/NY USER 1 4.7 2.8 6.1 8.5 67.0 3.8 19.0%
1.1% 1.1% 3.2% 4.3% 83.9% 6.5%
4.0% 6.7X% 9.4% 8.9% 22.1% 30.0%
decvmrann Feeecanan doemcnoen 4ocenccan drcecnccn $oremaone +
4 2 0 5 9 78 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 5.0 3.0 6.4 9.0 70.6 4.0 20.0%
2.0% .0% 5.1% 9.2% 79.6% 4.1%
8.0% 0% 15.6% 20.0% 22.1% 20.0%
L $reemecee $erceenes L docoarens dorenecne +
5 2 1 1 5 91 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 5.1 3.1 6.5 9.2 72.0 4.1 20.4%
2.0% 1.0% 1.0% 5.0% 91.0% 0%
8.0% 6.7% 3.1% 11.1% 25.8% 0%
$reecccen L Foreeccee R L deemcnenn $eevcanns +
6 14 5 10 7 56 7 99
PR/PR USERS 5.1 3.0 6.5 9.1 71.3 4.0 20.2%
14.1% 5.1% 10.1% 7.1% 56.6% 7.1%
56.0% 33.3% 31.3% 15.6% 15.9% 35.0%
4oceecans $ereeneen L $ececccns L L +
7 6 8 i3 20 50 3 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 5.1 3.1 6.5 9.2 72.0 4.1 20.4%
6.0% 8.0% 13.0% 20.0% 50.0% 3.0%
24.0% 53.3% 40.6% 44.4% 14.2% 15.0%
$oevcenne L docrenaes decnnonas doccarone drescvane +
Column 25 15 32 45 353 20 490

Total 5.1% 3.1% 6.5% 9.2% 72.0% 4.1% 100.0%
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rosstab #43:
Count

Exp Val

USBOOKS-> Row Pct
Col Pct

GROUPID ~ ===ev=---
3

PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

5

PR/NY NON-USRS

PR/PR  USERS

PR/PR NON-USRS

T w_much n rican
Not at a|2 3 4 Very mue |No Respo
tL nse

1 3 4 5 9
$oeecanen #ereceraadacncnans LR RT RS $rrecacee drecascen +
3 1 4 13 66 6
10.6 6.1 10.2 11.6 51.1 3.4
3.2% 1.1% 4.3% 14.0% 71.0% 6.5%
5.4% 3.1% 7.4% 21.3% 24.5% 33.3%
devececne drececindonaancan drcemenean 4reccecnn $reneacan +
5 0 7 10 72 4
11.2 6.4 10.8 12.2 53.8 3.6
5.1% 0% 7.1% 10.2% 73.5% 4. 1%
8.9% 0% 13.0% 16.4% 26.8% 22.2%
#mesaencn devrecrcsdonccsons $erecenees fomceenas demcvanse +
5 2 5 8 80 0
1.4 6.5 11.0 12.4 54.9 3.7
5.0% 2.0% 5.0% 8.0% 80.0% 0%
8.9% 6.3% 9.3% 13.1X 29.7% 0%
R dereeceradrancioan Feraecian $renneces $rreseena +
27 15 14 1" 26 6

11.3 6.5 10.9 12.3 54.3 3.6

27.3% 15.2% 14.1% 11.1% 26.3% 6.1%

48.2% 46.9% 25.9% 18.0% 9.7% 33.3%

$eeenren- #reocecresdecccacan $oceecenn $ecvencan $eceencen +
16 14 24 19 25 2

11.4 6.5 11.0 12.4 54.9 3.7

16.0% 14.0% 264.0% 19.0% 25.0% 2.0%

28.6% 43.8% 44 .4% 31.1% 9.3% 11.1%

drecencnn #ocenanee drcencana $ocvenane drcacence $rrerioen +
56 32 54 61 269 18
11.4% 6.5% 11.0% 12.4% 54.9% 3.7%
34

ks?

Row
Total

93
19.0%

98
20.0X

100
20.4%

20.2%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%
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rosstab #44: Gr How would lik r food?

Count
: Exp Vai |Complete|Mostly KH{Both His|Mostly A|Complete|No Respo
LIKEFOOD-> Row Pct |ly Hispa|ispanic |p & Amer|merican |ly Ameri|nse. Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
A GROUPID  »ec--c-- tocconnee docecccns #oneenonn 4oceeenee #oneeecee #eococnes +
: 3 19 5 50 6 10 3 93
PR/NY USER 1 15.0 8.3 54.0 4.2 9.6 1.9 32.0%
20.4% 5.4% 53.8% 6.5% 10.8% 3.2%
40.4% 19.2% 29.6% 46.2% 33.3% 50.0%
doceacnan Freacncan 4ececenaa L $ecceonea $eacenccee +
4 10 12 60 2 1 3 98
PR/NY USER 2 15.8 8.8 56.9 4.4 10.1 2.0 33.7%
10.2% 12.2% 61.2% 2.0X 11.2% 3.1%
21.3% 46.2% 35.5% 15.4% 36.7% 50,0%
decencenn dorsearees teccnscnnn $orcences R R + .
5 18 9 59 5 9 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 16.2 8.9 58.1 4.5 10.3 2.1 34.4%
18.0% 9.0% 59.0% 5.0% 9.0% 0%
38.3% 34.6% 34.9% 38.5% 30.0% .0%
dosmensea desecsnnn $ecronann doevemcna decrrance $ommccene +
Column 47 26 169 13 30 6 291

Total 16.2% 8.9% 58.1% 4.5% 10.3% 2.1%  100.0%

Crosstab #45: Group by How would you like your language?

Count
Exp Val [Complete|Mostly H|Both His|Mostly A|Complete}Ho Respo
LIKELANG-> Row Pct |ly Hispa|ispanic |p & Amer|merican {ly Ameri|nse. Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  -------- doremeenn oveecenn +reamenan Aeemmnaas #remeoane remmeean +
3 6 5 53 10 13 6 93
PR/NY USER 1 3.8 5.4 57.8 7.4 14.7 3.8 32.0%
6.5% 5.4% 57.0% 10.8% 14.0% 6.5%
50.0% 29.4% 29.3% 43.5% 28.3% 50.0%
Freecncns L deemvucne Fecenmvaen L #rcruenan +
4 4 7 61 é 15 5 98
PR/NY USER .2 4.0 5.7 61.0 7.7 15.5 4,0 33.7%
4.1% 7.1% 62.2% 6.1% 15.3% 5.1%
33.3% 41.2% 33.7% 26.1% 32.6% 41.7%
4eceenaan doeennnnn 4reaenann 4oceereas 4occecnes R +
5 2 5 67 7 18 1 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 4.1 5.8 62.2 7.9 15.8 4.1 34.4%
2.0% 5.0% 67.0% 7.0% 18.0% 1.0%
16.7% 29.6% 37.0% 30.4% 39.1% 8.3%
Heecmennn 4eoeeanne deevenecn #emencnn- #ereennnn drmmmeena +
Column 12 17 181 23 46 12 291

Total 4.1% 5.8% 62.2% 7.9% 15.8% 4.1%  100.0%
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. Crosstab #46: Gr How woul lik r_music?
Count )
- Exp Val |Complete|Mostly H|[Both His|Mostly A|Complete|No Kespo
LIKEMUSI-> Row Pct |[ly Hispalispanic |p & Amer|merican |ly Ameri nse.
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5
GROUPID  ---e=--- #ecenren- decnnccas 4oceneaan 4omenaane $ecmannes deceeecen +
4 3 38 18 25 5
PR/NY USER 1 2.6 5.1 43.1 15.3 24.0 2.9
4.3% 3.2% | 40.9% 19.4% 26.9% 5.4%
50.0% 18.8% 28.1% | 37.5% | 33.3% 55.6%
#ereecenn L 4oceacene $oceancee $ecenccan $rommcene +
4 2 8 46 14 24 4
PR/NY USER 2 2.7 5.4 45.5 16.2 25.3 3.0
2.0% 8.2% 46.9% 14.3% 24.5% 4.1%
25.0% 50.0% | 34.1% | 29.2% | 32.0% 44.4%
L docacnoes #reseveae doremenna 4erecccne decenenua +
] 2 5 51 16 26 0
PR/NY NON-USRS 2.7 5.5 46.4 16.5 25,8 3.1
2.0% 5.0% 51.0% 16.0% 26.0% 0%
25.0% 31.3% | 37.8% | 33.3% | 34.7% 0%
#ecceenan L $omoceeee L R $occeecne +
Column 8 16 135 48 75 9
Total 2.7% 5.5% 46.4% 16.5% 25.8% 3.1%

Row
Total

93
32.0%

98
33.7%

100
34.4%

291
100.0%

Crosstab #47: Group by How would you like your T.V, programs?

Count
Exp Val [Complete|Mostly H|Both His|Mostly A|Complete[No Respo
LIKETV-> Row Pct |ly Hispa|ispanic |p & Amer{merican |[ly Ameri|nse.
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5
GROUPID  =---e--s L #remennen $rececces Fermenean $eoereenns $oroconne
5 1 31 19 29 8
PR/NY USER 1 3.5 4.2 34.2 18.9 27.5 4.8
5.4% 1.1% 33.3% 20.4% 31.2% 8.6%
45.5% 7.7% 29.0% 32.2% 33.7% 53.3%
L L #ecceneca $ecmencen drecerenn $oomconen
4 4 1 33 20 25 5
PR/NY USER 2 3.7 4.4 36.0 19.9 29.0 5.1
4.1% 11.2% 33.7% 20.4% 25.5% 5.1%
36.4% 84.6% 30.8% 33.9% 29.1% 33.3%
4oreneenn 4eemoonnn 4omeenns 4reeanees dreaneean deeeceane +
5 2 1 43 20 32 2
PR/NY NOHW-USRS 3.8 4.5 36.8 20.3 29.6 5.2
2.0% 1.0% 43.0% 20.0% 32.0% 2.0%
18.2% 7.7% 40.2% 33.9% 37.2% 13.3%
#ocneeonn 4ecoeaans 4--eecen- 4oreonnae deceneonn 4eccmanen +
Column 1 13 107 5% 86 15
Total 3.8% 4.5% 36.8% 20.3% 29.6% 5.2%
36

Row
Total

93
32.0%

" o8
33.7%

100
34.4%

291
100.0%



21 O T

Crosstab #48: Grou How woul lik r agazines?
Count
- Exp Val |Complete|Mostly H|Both His|Mostly A[Complete]No Réspo
* LIKEBOOK-> Row Pct {ly Hispalispanic {p & Amer|merican |ly Ameri|nse. Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  =sos-=-- decmmnaan $ecne- sesdocccanas I decenseen $eceneene +
é 0 32 16 32 7 93
PR/NY USER 1 4.8 2.9 34.8 16.9 28.1 5.4 32.0%
6.5% .0% 34.4% 17.2% 34.4% 7.5%
40.0% 0% 29.4% 30.2% 36.4% 41.2%
decenncan doemconns $remccnan 4oeccaane #ecvconen $ecceceae +
2 6 7 37 16 26 ] 8
PR/NY LJSER 2 5.1 3.0 36.7 17.8 29.6 5.7 33.7%
6.1% 7.1% 37.8% 16.3%X 26.5% 6.1%
40.0% 77.8% 33.9% 30.2% 29.5% 35.3%
R demeonene dececceen $eecccenn O $eemeraea +
5 3 2 40 21 30 4 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 5.2 3.1 37.5 15,2 30.2 5.8 34.4%
3.0% 2.0% 40.0% 21.0% 30.0% 4.0%
20.0% 22.2% 38.7% 39.6% 34.1% 23.5%
#emevnnen $ronerane e fommeacns $ocnamaasn drreacons +
Column 15 9 109 53 88 17 291
Total 5.2% 3.1% 37.5% 18.2% 30.2% 5.8% 100.0%
Crosstab #49: Group by How would vou like your dances?
Count
Exp Val |Complete|Mostly H|Both His|Mostly A{Complete|[No Respo
LIKEDANC-> Row Pct [ly Hispa|ispanic |p & Amer|merican [ly Ameri|nse, Row
Col Pct 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  -<eenees demarenne doeveeacn $orceenes $eoeenennn $evmseonn dreeceean +
5 3 37 15 29 4 93
PR/NY USER 1 4,2 4.5 43.1 12.8 24.0 4.5 32.0%
5.4% 3.2% 39.8% 16.1% 31.2% 4.3%
38.5% 21.4% 27.4% 37.5% 38.7% 28.6%
Frecevsan doeencann denvoconn dremccenn R decnsvone +
4 6 5 48 15 19 5 98
PR/NY USER 2 4.4 4.7 45.5 13.5 25.3 4.7 33.7%
6.1% 5.1% 49.0% 15.3% 19.4% 5.1%
46.2% 35.7% 35.6% 37.5% 25.3% 35.7%
Fecroann- L Focencaes Foesenone Feeemenns Areeceene +
5 2 6 50 10 27 5 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 4.5 4.8 46.4 13.7 25.8 4.8 34.4%
2.0% 6.0% 50.0% 10.0% 27.0% 5.0%
15.4% 42.9% 37.0% 25.0% 36.0% 35.7%
$reccesne dececsens #erencnon $reerecna 4ecscacns $ocsacnen +
Colum 13 14 135 40 75 14 291
Total 4.5% 4.8% 46.4% 13.7% 25.8% 4.8% 100.0%
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rossta 0;
Count
Exp Val
LIKERADI-> Row Pct
Col Pet
GROUPID  --=v----

PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

PR/NY NON-USRS

Crosstab #51: Group by How would you like celebrating birthdays?

Count
Exp Val
LIKEBIRT-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID  -=------
3
PR/NY USER 1
4
PR/NY USER 2
5
PR/NY NON-USRS
Column
Total

T How woul like vour radio pr
Complete[Mostly H|Both His|Mostly A|Complete|No Respc
ly Hispa|ispanic |p & Amer|merican |ly Ameri|nse.

1 2 3 4 5 9
decceencrdronncane $eocecenen Hromeeesn 4-cmncenn doceencne +
6 2 32 1" 35 7
4.2 3.2 36.4 13.4 30.7 5.1
6.5% 2.28 | 34.4% 11.8% | 37.6% 7.5%
46.2% 20.0% | 28.1% | 26.2% | 36.5% | 43.8%
docnaecan $emecacen $oomcnnan $eonmencnn $emrcaen- 4ecnenecn +
4 5 41 18 26 4
4.4 3.4 38.4 14.1 32.3 5.4
4.1% 5.1% 41.8% 18.4% 26.5% 4.1%
30.8% | 50.0% | 36.0% | 42.9% | 27.1% | 25.0%
dromeence Frenennes #receaaca deosraoen Feceonade #emrenane +
3 3 41 13 35 5
4.5 3.4 39.2 14.4 33.0 5.5
3.0% 3.0 | 41.0% 13.0% | 35.0% 5.0%
23.1% | 30.0% | 36.0% | 31.0% | 36.5% | 31.3%
L deevnncen dorceioan dernennan $omccacan tevecrona +
13 10 114 42 26 16
4.5% 3.4%  39.2% 14.4%  33.0% 5.5%

CompietelMostly H|Both His|Mostly A|Complete{No Respo
ly Hispa|ispanic [p & Amer{merican |ly Ameri[nse.
1 2 3 4 5 9
R R s Feemeenne $icerenan #eceencnn #esecnaes +
6 9 42 8 21 7
7.0 9.9 46,3 8.6 16.3 4.8
6.5% 9.7% 45.2% 8.6% 22.6% 7.5%
27.3% 29.0% 29.0% 29.6% 41.2% 46.7%
deemnncne #eoecceccadocncnans L 4roemaene $occanone +
8 9 51 9 16 5
7.4 10.4 48.8 9.1 17.2 5.1
8.2% 9.2% 52.0% 9.2% 16.3% 5.1%
36.4% 29.0% 35.2% 33.3% 31.4% 33.3%
Feecancas doocnasan $reacneoan R L $emrcesue deceanans +
8 13 52 10 14 3
7.6 10.7 49.8 9.3 17.5 5.2
8.0% 12.0% 52.0% 10.0% 14.0% 3.0%
36.6% 41.9% 35.9% 37.0% 27.5% 20.0%
demaenen $ecencen draemeaas drreeeons Feeerenan devennene +
22 3 145 27 51 15
7.6% 10.7% 49.8% 9.3% 17.5% 5.2%
38
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Row
Total

93
32.0%

98
33.7%

100
34.4%

291
100.0%

Row
Total

93
32.0%

98
33.7%

100
34.4%

291
100.0%
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Count
Exp Val
LIKEWEDD-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID  =~v=ccr=»
3
PR/NY USER 1
4
PR/NY USER 2
5
PR/NY NON-USRS
Column
Total

39

Complete|Mostly H{Both His|Mostly A|Complete|No Respo
ly Hispa|ispanic {p & Amer|merican [ly Ameri|nse,
1 2 3 4 5 9
dmeeennne dreeneann drcreccccdecncnenn $evenonae derrenenn +
12 6 42 9 20 4
12.1 8.9 43.8 8.6 16.3 3.2
12.9% 6.5% 45.2% 9.7T4% 21.5% 4.3%
31.6% 21.46% 30.7% 33.3% 39.2% 40.0%
derenenen deonenonn #ececcecodennceann derrennn. deorraeene +
13 10 48 8 15 4
12.8 9.4 46.1 9.1 17.2 3.4
13.3% 10.2% 49,0% 8.2% 15.3% 4.1%
34.2% 35.7% 35.0% 29.6% 29.4% 40.0%
R 4remeconn 4cmedecvedecrecann $ecevenan $ocrenons +
13 12 47 10 16 2
13.1 9.6 47.1 9.3 17.5 3.4
13.0% 12.0% 47.0% 10.0% 16.0% 2.0%
34.2% 42.9% 34.3% 37.0% 31.4% 20.0%
Feeoneoen doenennea $omeences L fovrvacea decnanene +
38 28 137 27 51 10
13.1% 9.6% 47.1% 9.3% 17.5% 3.4%

Row
Total

93
32.0%

98
33.7%

100
34.4%

291
100.0%



(e TE

‘ The users in both New York City and Puerto Rico smoke a great deal more

cigarettes than the non-users. Eighty percent of the non-users reported never smoking
cigarettes, compared to only 26% of the three user groups. In addition, for the three uscr
groups, an average of 41% smoke cigarettes on a daily or almost daily basis compared to
8% of the non-users. The two New York drug user groups smoke markedly more cigarettes
than all the other groups, with 48% smoking cigarettes daily or almost daily compared to
an average of 14% for the remaining three groups.

LI

P ET RN

Count
Exp val [Never Not in {[Less tha|Once/mo.|Once/wk.|Daily or{No Respo
CIGARUSE-> RoW Pct ast 12 m{n 1/mo. | or more| or more| almost |nse Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  ====-=-- demesnens drecncuan deeeneana e #reemncen deecencen $ereannns +
3 25 -] 7 4 2 41 8 93
PR/NY USER 1 44.8 8.7 6.1 2.3 3.4 25.2 2.5 19.0%
26.9% 6.5% 7.5% 4.3% 2.2% 44.1% 8.6%
10.6% 13.0% 21.9% 33.3% 11.1% 30.8% 61.5%
$omcancen Frevecane N $oeveonsa #oenanona #orcncnen desreeane +
4 23 4 6 4 é 51 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 47.2 9.2 6.4 2.4 3.6 26.6 2.6 20.0%
23.5% 4.1% 6.1% 4.1% 6.1% 52.0% 4.1%
9.7% 8.7% 18.8% 33.3% 33.3% 38.3% 30.8%
L L #eeccaane dresccens L L $rrruienn 4ermecens +
5 72 10 5 2 1 10 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 48.2 9.4 6.5 2.4 3.7 27.1 2.7 20.4%
72.0% 10.0% 5.0% 2.0% 1.0% 10.0% 0%
30.5% 21.7% 15.6% 16.7% 5.6% 7.5% .0%
Feoscecne R R $rmee-ane $roceence #erenccen $ecrennon +
é 28 24 " 1 8 26 1 99
’ PR/PR USERS 4.7 | 9.3 6.5 2.4 | 3.6 | 269 2.6 | 20.2%
. 28.3% 24.2% 11.1% 1.0% 8.1% 26.3% 1.0%
11.9% 52.2% 34.4% 8.3% 44 .4% 19.5% 7.7%
doreencae LR TR $recenoin 4oencacen $ecuriane drrecacan 4receccne +
7 88 2 3 1 1 5 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 48.2 9.4 6.5 2.4 3.7 27.1 2.7 20.4%
88.0% 2.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 5.0% 0%
37.3% 4.3% 9.4% 8.3% 5.6% 3.8% 0%
LR TR daencanee $remcence deecceeee drreneone $oceancen Fecceccns +
Column 236 3 1 133 13 490

46 2 12 8
Total 48.2% $.4% 6.5% 2.4% 3.7% 27.1% 2.7% 100.0%
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Crossta 54: Gr by How n do rink alcohol?

‘ In general, the non-users reported drinking less alcohol. Seventy percent of the non-

i

users reported that they never drink alcohol compared to the reported drinking of 32% of
the three user groups. Only 2% of the non-users reported drinking alcohol daily or almost
daily compared to an average of 14% for the three user groups. Of the Puerto Rican non-
users in Puerto Rico, 77% reported never drinking alcchol compared to 62% of the New
York Puerto Rican non-users.

Count
Exp Val |Never Net in L|Less tha|Once/mo. |Once/wk. |Daily or|No Respo|
ALCOHUSE-> Row Pct ast 12 mjn 1/mo. | or more| or more| almost |[nse Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID = <=avvenee fperocccces $rreccccus L IEEEEE RS $remcecne $emncecan $ornecens deveccrand
3 30 10 1 1" 6 16 9 93
PR/NY USER 1 44.2 13.9 10.6 7.8 5.9 8.0 2.7 19.0%
32.3% 10.8% 11.8% 11.8% 6.5% 17.2% 9.7%
12.9% 13.7% 19.6% 26.8% 19.4% 38.1% 64.3%
4eccaccan P R doormonan 4ecerocne $recacane $ececconn +
4 32 17 7 15 13 10 4 98
PR/HY USER 2 46.6 14.6 1.2 8.2 6.2 8.4 2.8 20.0%
32.7% 17.3% 7.1% 15.3% 13.3% 10.2% 4.1%
13.7% 23.3% 12.5% | 36.6% | 41.9% 23.8% 28.6%
deconecne 4ecncccnn domeancae L IEER TR $ecevencn doeercnes 4evenacas +
5 62 14 13 7 2 2 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 47.6 14.9 11.4 8.4 6.3 8.6 2.9 20.4%
62.0% 14.0% 13.0% 7.0% 2.0% 2.0% .0%
26.6% 19.2% 23.2% 17.1% 6.5% 4.8% 0%
decosonan doemnnann #remcean- doacecans drreencan drocecnas R +
3 32 24 17 5 7 13 1 99
PR/PR USERS 47.1 14.7 11.3 8.3 6.3 8.5 2.8 20.2%
. 32.3% 24 .2% 17.2% 5.1% 7.1% 13.1% 1.0%
- 13.7% | 32.9% | 30.4% | 12.2% | 22.6% | 31.0% | 7.1%
D dreemeean demceeses Feecsoane $mmeeneen R $reccenen +
7 4 8 8 3 3 1 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 47.6 14.9 11.4 8.4 6.3 8.6 2.9 20.4%
77.0% 8.0% 8.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 0%
33.0% 11.0% 14.3% 7.3% 9.7% 2.4% .0%
$eocvcacen donesenen L L doecacace $ecinrnen L +
Column 233 73 56 41 31 42 14 490

Total 47.6% 14.9% 11.4%. 8.4% 6.3% 8.6% 2.9% 100.0%
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Crosstab #55; Group by How often do you use marijuana?

The drug users show much higher levels of marijuana use than the non-users. The
non-users, by definition, do not use marijuana or other drugs. Therefore, it follows that
99% of the Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico and 90% of the New York Puerto Rican
non-users have never used marijuana. Only 28% of the three user groups reported that
they never use marijuana.

Count
Exp Val [Never Not in l]Less tha]Once/mo.|Once/wk. |Daily or|No Respo
MARIJUSE-> Row Pct ast 12 m|n 1/mo. | or more| or more| almost |nse Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  =-rev---- LR L LR $rrconnes docccccss dovcccans $reccanne 4reaccncas $oeovsaca +
3 35 6 9 13 4 19 7 93
PR/NY USER 1 51.1 13.7 5.9 6.3 2.5 11.2 2.5 19.0%
37.6% 6.5% 9.7% 14.0% 4.3% 20.4% 7.5%
13.0% 8.3% 29.0% 39.4% 30.8% 32.2% 53.8%
[ R dresveces $ocerccnn dececenae Heccocann 4enacccan #eescccen +
3 26 21 8 13 6 20 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 53.8 14.4 6.2 6.6 2.6 11.8 2.6 20.0%
26.5% 21.4% 8.2% 13.3% 6.1% 20.4% 4.1%
9.7% 29.2% 25.8% 39.4% 46.2% 33.9% 30.8%
Frocoenn- $oveeenen doeeronns dromoncan $eremcnen LR Foeeorene +
5 90 9 0 0 0 0 v} 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 54.9 14.7 6.3 6.7 2.7 12.0 2.7 20.4%
90.0% 9.0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 1.0%
33.5% 12.5% .0% (1) 3 0% 0% 7.7X
dreneacees EXEE TR decccaane deccncaan $aceccnnn $occencce drananees +
6 19 35 14 7 2 20 2 99
PR/PR USERS 54.3 14.5 6.3 6.7 2.6 11.9 2.6 20.2%
19.2% 35.4% 14.1% 7.1% 2.0% 20.2% 2.0%
7.1% 48.6% 45.2% 21.2% 23.1% 33.9% 15.4%
P L L 4ecceiana #oceacnenn $eorececue demmeecan #receenas +
7 99 1 0 0 0 0 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 54.9 14.7 6.3 6.7 2.7 12.0 2.7 20.4%
99.0% 1.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
36.8% 1.4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
LR EERRE $eieeneen dorracenn docecnnen L Fecceeene R +

72 3 33 12 59 12 490
Total 54.9% 14.7% 6.3% 6.7% 2.4% 12.0% 2.9% 100.0%
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Crossta

by How often

One hundred percent of the Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico and 97% of the
New York Puerto Rican non-users never use cocaine, compared to an average of 36% for
the three user groups. Daily cocaine use is highest for the New York Puerto Ricans drug

users over the age of eighteen.

Twenty-one percent of the respondents in this group

reported daily or almost daily use of cocaine, compared to the New York Puerto Rican
drug users under the age of eighteen (11%) and the Puerto Rican drug users in Puerto

Rico (13%).

Count
Exp val |Never Not in |]|Less tha|Once/mo. {Once/wk.|Daily or|No Respo
COKEUSE-> Row Pct ast 12 m{n. 1/mo. | or more| or mere| almost [nse
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 Q
GROUPID  s-+rs=ew- LA E R E RS #eccvccee $rvecccae derencone dorrenvae doerrosces droereces +

3 41 8 13 9 5 " 6

PR/NY USER 1 57.3 9.7 7.8 4.0 3.6 8.5 2.1
44.1% 8.6% 14.0% 9.74% 5.4% 11.8% 6.5%
13.6% 15.7% 31.7% 42.9% 26.3% 24.4% 54.5%
L ARRERRE R foseneene $eoecenon R Heocenees #eceaanns dooarnnee

4 33 14 10 7 8 21 5

PR/NY USER 2 60.4 10.2 8.2 4.2 3.8 9.0 2.2
33.7% 14.3% 10.2% 7.1% 8.2% 21.4% 5.1%
10.9% 27.5% 24.4% 33.3% 42.1% 46.7% 45.5%
decrcenen dooecenen R L doccosens drrencnos L IR ) L

5 97 3 0 0 0 0 0

PR/NY NON-USRS 61.6 10.4 8.4 4.3 3.9 9.2 2.2
97.0% 3.0% 0% .0% 0% 0% .0%
32.1% 5.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% .0%
R $ocececnn drmsevene doreecnen R deccecens dreccanee

6 3 26 18 5 6 13 0

PR/PR USERS 61.0 10.3 8.2 4.2 3.8 9.1 2.2
31.3% 26.3% 18.2% 5.1% 6.1% 13.1% 0%
10.3% 51.0% 43.9% 23.8% 31.6% 28.9% .0%
doreeronn doceences EXERERTER dorcmenne EXREEEEER D $eceenone

7 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

PR/PR NON-USRS 61.6 10.4 8.4 4.3 3.9 9.2 2.2
100.90% 0% 0% 0% .0% 0% 0%
33.1% 0% .0% 0% .0% 0% 0%

Freveoces L LI TR droceevee LEEE R $eernscee L +

Cotumn 202 51 41 21 19 45 1

Total 61.6% 10.4% 8.4% 4.3% 3.9% 9.2% 2.2%
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20.0%

100
20.4%

20.2%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%



Crosstab #57: Group by How often do vor rack cocaine?

The New York Puerto Rican drug users over the age of eighteen show the highest
level of daily or almost daily use of crack cocaine (25%) when compared with the New
York Puerto Ricans under the age of eighteen (15%) and the Puerto Rican users in Puerto
Rico (11%).

Count
Exp Val |Never Not in l]Less tha|Once/mo. |Once/wk. [Daily or|No Respo
CRACKUSE-> Row Pct ast 12 m{n 1/mo. | or more| or more| almost |nse Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  =ececvvn |evecaces #oaanenn doenecenn reveenas #emeanaen dorecocne 4ecucasen +
3 55 é 3 7 3 14 5 93
PR/NY USER 1 64.7 7.4 3.6 3.4 2.1 9.3 2.5 19.0%
59.1% 6.5% 3.2% 7.5% 3.2% 15.1% 5.4%
16.1% 15.4% 15.8% 38.9% 27.3% 28.6% 38.5%
-------- dremecccadeaccasuadeccronradiocncncndencaccaafucnaoannd
4 37 14 é 7 ) 24 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 68.2 7.8 3.8 3.6 2.2 9.8 2.6 20.0%
37.8% 14.3% 6.1% 7.1% 6.1% 24.5% 4.1%
10.9% 35.9% 31.6% 38.9% 54.5% 49.0% 30.8%
-------- decccccondccrccuadrantccecdersonocadeconcinadacccnnnnd
5 98 2 0 1] 0 0 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 69.6 8.0 3.9 3.7 2.2 10.0 2.7 20.4%
98.0% 2.0% .0% .0% 0% 0% .0%
28.7% 5.1% .0% .0% 0% 0% .0X
-------- e L LT L R R Y TR T 3
6 51 17 10 4 2 11 4 99
PR/PR USERS 68.9 7.9 3.8 3.6 2.2 9.9 2.6 20.2%
51.5% 17.2% 10.1% 4.0% 2.0% 11.1% 4.0%
15.0% 43.6% 52.6% 22.2% 18.2% 22.4% 30.8%
-------- L D R Ll SRR TR S R R Y 3
7 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
PR/PR NON-U3SRS 69.6 8.0 3.9 3.7 2.2 10.0 2.7 20.4%
100.0% 0% [1)4 0% 0% 0% 0%
29.3% 0% 0% .0% 0% 0% 0%
-------- $ececcccadroccracsagocctcncagrecccrcrdocccncachioncccnnd
Column 341 39 19 18 " 49 13 490
Total 69.6% 8.0% 3.9% 3.7% 2.2% 10.0% 2.7% 100.0%
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Crosstab : Gr How often her s?

As exhibited, the drug users exhibit high levels of drug use in comparison with the
non-users. One hundred percent of the Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico and 98%
of the New York Puerto Rican non-users never use other drugs. The New York Puerto
Rican drug users over the age of eighteen report a higher level of daily or almost daily use
of other drugs in comparison with the New York Puerto Rican users under the age of
eighteen (17%) and the Puerto Rican users in Puerto Rico (15%).

Count
Exp val {Never Not in L|Less tha|Once/mo. |Once/wk.|Daily or|No Respo
OTHERUSE-> Row Pct ast 12 min 1/mo. | or more| or more; almost |nse Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  =vesve-- drmeeeees eeemanae doeccnann deomeonen decoranan decseeons devvcnoas +
3 49 7 5 é 4 16 é 93
PR/NY USER 1 61.3 8.4 4.7 3.6 2.1 10.4 2.5 19.0%
52.7% 7.5% 5.4% 6.5% 4.3% 17.2% 6.5%
15.2% 15.9% 20.0% 31.6% 36.46% 29.1% 46.2%
#omemenine 4oounnaca 4ocevacen goeisvene dorecanoe dmccenaas $eveeenns +
4 38 1 8 9 4 24 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 64.6 8.8 5.0 3.8 2.2 11.0 2.6 20.0%
38.8% 11.2% 8.2% 9.2% 4.1% 24.5% 4.1%
11.8% 25.0% 32.0% 47.4% 36.4% 43.6% 30.8%
foccscnes dreeecana decencens 4eocceance Fereaaons $ocmonane R +
5 98 2 0 0 0 0 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 65.9 9.0 5.1 3.9 2.2 11.2 2.7 20.4%
98.0% 2.0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 0%
30.3% 4.5% 0% 0X 0% 0% 0%
decmecane R e decccouns deccenaan #ocecncns frmnencea +
é 38 24 12 4 3 15 3 99
PR/PR USERS 65.3 8.9 5.1 3.8 2.2 11.1 2.6 20.2%
38.4% 24.2% 12.1% 4,0% 3.0% 15.2% 3.0%
11.8% 54.5% 48.0% 21.1% 27.3% 27.3% 23.1%
$reeccene L L dacseaneae $emencens dovenacon L R +
7 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 65.9 9.0 5.1 3.9 2.2 1.2 2.7 20.4%
100.0% .0% 0% 0% .0% 0% 0%
31.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
L L $eccecens 4ecenecca $eceenean P deroccnne +
Column 323 44 25 19 11 55 13 490

Total 65.9% 9.0% 5.1% 3.9% 2.2% 11.2% 2.7% 100.0%
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Crosstab #59: Group bv How often do kip classes?

The Puerto Rican non-users in both New York and Puerto Rico tend to skip classes
less frequently than the drug users. For these two non-user samples, only 3% skip class
daily or almost daily, compared to an average of 25% for the three drug user groups. The
Puerto Rican non-users in New York stand out with 43% never skipping classes, compared
to an average of 23% for the other four Puerto Rican groups.

Count
Exp Val |Never Not in l]Less tha]Once/mo.|Once/wk.|Daily or{No Respo
SKIPCLAS-> Row Pct ast 12 m|n 1/mo. | or more| or more| &lmost |nse Row
Col Pct 1] 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  -ecvvv--- $ececeans . #eomeeoeen $eceennne #eecensun dermvsenn Femmmnnnn +
3 22 14 12 8 9 24 4 93
PR/NY USER 1 25.1 14.6 15.0 12.1 8.5 14.8 2.8 19.0%
23.7% 15.1% 12.9% B.6% 9.7% 25.8% 4.3%
16.7% 18.2% 15.2% 12.5% 20.0% 30.8% 26.7X
$ececerectetnnecen L Feecmonnn $essennen #eceonnee $ocesenae +
4 27 19 7 13 10 18 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 26.4 15.4 15.8 12.8 9.0 15.6 3.0 20.0%
27.6% 19.4% 7.1% 13.3% 10.2% 18.4% 4.1%
20.5% 4.TX 8.9% 20.3% 22.2% 23.1% 26.7%
D $eececnee Femecoonn donencnan deereaoes drovencnn Focnnoonn +
5 43 13 17 1" 11 5 0 100
PR/NY HON-USRS 26.9 5.7 16.1 13.1 9.2 15.9 3.1 20.4%
43.C% 13.0% 17.0% 11.0% 11.0% 5.0% .0%
32.6% 16.9% 21.5% 17.2% 24.4% 6.46% 174
drenanenn dereconns deoceszasnpacacacas reeeanne decoovnon demeonenn +
6 18 19 6 11 8 30 7 99
PR/PR USERS 26.7 15.6 16.0 12.9 9.1 15.8 3.0 20.2%
18.2% 19.2% 6.1% 11.1% 8.1% 30.3% 7.1%
13.6% 24.74 7.6% 17.2% 17.8% 38.5% 46.7%
4ocnsanen $renscean docionaan $ommaenee $occencen $ocenncon $ocecncan +
7 22 12 37 21 I4 1 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 26.9 15.7 16.1 13.1 9.2 15.9 3.1 20.4%
22.0% 12.0% 37.0% 21.0% 7.0% 1.0% 0%
16.7% 15.6% 46.8% 32.8% 15.6% 1.3% 0%
deeneneln Fovionenn deececane decnecnes $orocann. deveannan deeevonnn +
Column 132 7 79 64 45 78 15 490

Total 26.9% 15.7% 16.1% 13.1% 9.2% 15.9% 3.1%  100.0%
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rosstab . Gr How n in troubl hool?

‘ On average, the Puerto Rican non-users in both New York and Puerto Rico get in
less trouble at school than the drug users. While 18% of the users reported getting in
trouble at school daily or almost daily, only 6% of the non-users reported getting in trouble
* at school daily or almost daily. Seventy-three percent of the Puerto Rican non-users in
Puerto Rico never get in trouble at school, while the other four groups demonstrate an
average of 30%. In general, the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico are more disparate in the
comparison of drug users and non-users than the Puerto Ricans in New York (i.e., the
Puerto Ricans in Puertc Rico appear to be more different from one another than the
Puerto Ricans in New York in their reported frequencies of getting in trouble at school).

Count .
Exp Val |Never Not in l|Less tha|Once/mo.|Once/wk.|Daily or|No Respo
TROUBSHC-> Row Pct sst 12 min 1/mo. | or more| or more| almost [nse Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID cecvrcee-. L IR L AR R X RN L LR R L AR EEXE] LA $recnccce L IR R L +
3 20 12 22 5 9 20 5 93
PR/NY USER 1 35.9 15.6 12.7 6.3 7.2 12.3 3.0 19.0%
21.5% 12.9% 23.7% 5.4% 9.7% 21.5% 5.4%
10.6% 14.6% 32.8% 15.2% 23.7% 30.8% 21.3%
Feroannee $ocecennn doeeanae. 4econaane dovecannn docveecee deaiecens +
4 35 17 9 9 10 13 5 98
PR/NY USER 2 37.8 16.4 13.4 6.6 7.6 13.0 3.2 20.0%
35.7% 17.3% 9.2% 9.2% 10.2% 13.3% 5.1%
18.5% 20.7% 13.4% 27.3% 26.3% 20.0% 31.3%
drcennnne deceeennn demmeennn deececeas Feoinoane $eemenens R T +
5 28 19 14 10 g 11 0 100
PR/NY MON-USRS 38.6 16.7 13.7 6.7 7.8 13.3 3.3 20.4%
38.0% 19.0% 14.0% 10.0% 8.0% 11.0% .0%
‘ 20.1% 23.2% 20.9% 30.3% 21.1% 16.9% 0%
- domeennn decernenn dermnanen doveenenn decsecnne #eoceecoen decnennen +
[ 23 15 i5 9 1 20 6 99
PR/PR USERS 38.2 16.6 13.5 6.7 7.7 13.1 3.2 20.2%
23.2% 15.2% 15.2% 9.1% 11.1% 20.2% 6.1%
12.2% 18.3% 22.4% 27.3% 28.9% 30.8% 37.5%
Fecmcennn #eeeneana dereenean deecencae #ocnccona P L $ececnena +
7 3 19 7 0 0 1 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 38.6 16.7 13.7 6.7 7.8 13.3 3.3 20.4%
73.0% 19.0% 7.0% 0% 0% 1.0% 0%
38.6% 23.2% 10.4% 0% 0% 1.5% 0%
$eimecens R L $oeeneaan $rcesecio R $iseicna. +
Column 189 82 é7 33 38 6 16 490

S
Total 38.6% 16.7% 13.7% 6.7% 7.8% 13.3% 3.3% 100.0%
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Crosstab #61: Group by How often do you get in trouble at home?

The Puerto Rican non-users in Puerio Rico appear to get in less trouble at home
than the Puerto Rican drug users, while the New York Puerto Rican users and non-users
do not exhibit such a difference. In fact, the New York Puerto Rican non-users get in
almost as much trouble at home as the New York Puerto Rican drug users under the age
of eighteen. Sixty-one percent of the Puerto Rican non-users in Puerto Rico reported never
getting in trouble at hcme compared to an average of 21% for the other four groups.
Again, the Puerto Ricans in Puerto Rico demonstrate a greater difference in the
comparison of drug users and non-users than do the New York Puerto Ricans.

Count
Exp val
TROUBHOM-> Row Pct
Col Pct
GROUPID  ==eec---
3

PR/NY USER 1

PR/NY USER 2

PR/NY NON-USRS

PR/PR USERS

PR/PR NON-USRS

Never Not in l{Less thalOonce/mo.Once/wk.|Daily or|No Respo
ast 12 m{n 1/mo or more]| or more| almost |nse
0 3 4 5
decrrceccdennccnan #ocencan- L $ocecanen derneecns LEEEERLRT +
15 11 10 16 13 22 6
27.1 13.9 14.0 12.5 8.9 13.7 2.8
16.1% 11.8% 10.8% 17.2% 14.0% 23.7% 6.5%
10.5% 15.1% 13.5% 24.2% 27.7% 30.6% 40.0%
dereccene Heeesenni deccncens $eeconnns L $ereeccoe Fomrcenas +
24 10 19 19 9 13 4
28.6 14.6 14. 13.2 9.4 i4.4 3.0
24.5% 10.2% 19.4% 19.4% 9.2% 13.3% 4.1%
16.8% 13.7% 25.7% 28.8% 19.1% 18.1% 26.7X
doomccans $emecconn deceanese 4emmemcan deceanncn deccmonan R L +
21 14 20 13 10 22 0
29.2 14.9 15.1 13.5 9.6 14.7 3.4
21.0% 14.0% 20.0% 13.G% 10.0% 22.0% .0%
14.7% 19.2% 27.0% 19.7% 21.3% 30.6% .0%
L IR TE Y 4eceeccen L R $osrecenn desnceons +
22 25 14 11 4 13 5
28.9 14.7 15.0 13.3 9.5 14.5 3.0
22.2% 25.3% 14.1% 11.1% 9.1% 13.1% 5.1%
15.4% 34.2% 18.9% 16.7% 19.1% 18.1% 33.3%
R L $rmseance Hemcenees doemcnnan $omcencon L +
61 13 1 7 6 2 0
29.2 14.9 15.1 13.5 9.6 14%.7 3.1
61.0% 13.0% 11.0% 7.0% 6.0% 2.0% 0%
42.7% 17.8% 14.9% 10.6% 12.8% 2.8% .0%
deecseaen L domcecane dersecann 4reecsone $emvenann $oceeceen +
143 73 7% 66 47 72 15
29.2% 14.9% 15.1% 13.5% 9.6% 16.7% 3.1%
48

Total

93
19.0%

98
20.0%

100
20.4%

20.2%

100
20.4%

490
100.0%
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Crosstab #62: Group by How often do you get in trouble with the law?

Across all Puerto Rican samples, S8% of the respondents reported never getting in
trouble with the law. Again, the two non-user groups have markedly fewer instances of
getting in trouble with the law, with 90% never getting in trouble with the law compared
to an average of 35% for the three user groups. Ninety-eight percent of the Puerto Rican
non-users in Puerto Rico reported that they have never gotten in trouble with the law,
compared to 82% of the New York Puerto Rican non-users. Very few of the respondents
in either of the two non-user groups reported getting into trouble with the law with any
great frequency, with the users generally getting into more trouble with the law.

Count
Exp Val |Never Not in l|Less tha|Once/mo.|Once/wk.|Daily or|No Respo
TROUBLAW-> Row Pct ast 12 m|n 1/mo. | or more| or more| almost [nse Row
Col Pct 0 1 2 3 4 5 9 | Total
GROUPID  =ceccne- $oecccnena LA X RE RS Porcccana $oevcnnens $oeccanece Herecncns AR EEEREE RS +
3 41 12 9 é 4 13 8 93
PR/NY USER 1 53.5 12.5 8.7 3.4 2.7 9.7 2.5 19.0%
44.1% 12.9% 9.74% 6.5% 4,3% 14.0% B.6%
14.5% 18.2% 19.6% 33.3% 28.6% 25.5% 61.5%
$eocancecs Fecvesons Focvmeons dooacecan R $eeccaaes deccecaan +
4 41 16 10 6 4 17 4 98
PR/NY USER 2 56.4 13.2 9.2 3.6 2.8 10.2 2.6 20.0%
41.8% 16.3% 10.2% 6.1% 4.1% 17.3% 4.1%
14.5% 24.2% 21.7% 33.3% 28.6% 33.3% 30.8%
Focecronn $eecanenn $rececnnaa Hocscacas $eceanaan $oemenene $eceaecian +
5 82 " 3 1 2 1 0 100
PR/NY NON-USRS 57.6 13.5 9.4 3.7 2.9 10.4 2.7 20.4%
82.0% 11.0% 3.0% 1.0% 2.0% 1.0% 0%
29.1% 16.74 6.5% 5.6% 14.3% 2.0% 0%
R domceonee +oenecnae L doemcvnas drenacces $ecscacen +
) 20 26 24 5 3 20 1 99
PR/PR USERS 57.0 13.3 9.3 3.6 2.8 10.3 2.6 20.2%
20.2% 26.3% 24.2% 5.1% 3.0% 20.2% 1.0%
7.1% 39.4% 52.2% 27.8% 21.4% 39.2% 7.7%
$evencene hecmeanen L drceeccns L Frcecceon deeosanas +
7 98 1 0 0 1 0 0 100
PR/PR NON-USRS 57.6 13.5 9.4 3.7 2.9 10.4 2.7 20.4%
98.0% 1.0% .0% 0% 1.04 0% .0%
34.8% 1.5% .0% 0% 7.1% .0% 0%
Hecvencan hecereeen deaesecne Heceencacn L R EZEEE T Heeceacen +
Column 282 66 46 18 1 51 13 490

4
Total 57.6% 13.5% 9.4% 3.74 2.9% 10.4% 2.74 100.0%
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