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Chapter 2

‘The Effects of Delayed Rewards,
Social Pressure, and Frustration on
the Responses of Opiate Addicts

Charles J. Wal|ace, Ph.D.

In the search for factors that may influence the etiology and maintenance
of opiate addiction, two viewpoints have prevailed. One posits that
addiction is a learned behavior and the appropriate methodology for
studying addiction is the same as that used for studying any learned
behavior (Lynch, Stein, & Fertziger 1976; Wikler & Pescor 1967; Woods
& Schuster 1971). Theé other posits that addiction is an "abnormal!
behsvior whose etiology and maintenance can be explained by reference
to personality variables stch as insecurity, poor self-esteem, and
sociopathy.  The appropriate research methodology is that of general
personality theories: group studies that use as dependent variables
responses to interviews and personality tests such as the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI).

It is this latter view which seems to have been dominant in both research

and treatment. The thrust of nmumerous investigations of opiate addiction

has been to delineate differences between addicts and nonaddicts using

standard personality tests (e.g., Rorschach, TAT, MMPY, 16PF, I-E scale,

EPPS, CPI)L or questiomnaires developed strictly for use with addicts

(Cavior, Kurtzberg & Lipton 1967; Monroe & Hill 1958; Haertzen et al.

1970; Resnick, Fink & Freedman 1970; Haertzen & Hooks 1969). Some

authors (Sutker 1971; Gilbert & ILambardi 1967) propose that there is a

unique constellation of personality characteristics that predisposes

an individual to addiction. Others propose that addiction is part of

a general sociopathic disorder with characteristics that are shared in S
by all individuals who engage in proscribed behaviors (Platt 1975; Gen- et
drean & Gendreau 1970, 1971, 1973).  ‘The evidence is contradictory; .
several studies have found differences between addicts and other deviant

groups (e.g., Kurtines, Hogan & Weiss 1975, Sutker 1971; Sheppard et al.'

1975) while other studies found no differences when variables such as -

age; IQ, education, and marital status were controlled (Platt 1975;

Gendreau & Gendreau 1970, 1971, 1973; Sutker & Allain 1973).

Irréspective of any solution to the issue of addiction 'proneness,'' the
-results of these studies have been used to speculate about the components
of an effective treatment program for addicts. : For example, Kurtines,
Hogan & Weiss (1975), based on results indicating low scores for addicts ==
" on the Socialization and Responsibility scales of the CPI, suggested : S

6

?ij



that !'rehabilitation procedures for addicts might be more profitably
- concerned with values and personal responsiblity than with social
effectiveness or.a gense of personal worth" (page 89). Berzins et al,
(1974), uvsing a sophisticated clustering technique with MMPI scores,
identified two subgroups of addicts and predicted that their Type I
patients (peaks on 4, 8, and 2 for females and Z, 4, and 8 for males)
would be more responsmve to therapeutic techniques, partlcularly :
those that involve peer pressure.

The usefulness of these speculations rests on the assumptions that the
tests validly measure those personality: characteristics enumerated by
‘the authors and that these characteristics predict different behaviors
in different treatment methods. Neitber assumption is well supported;
indeed, thers is very little data exploring the relationship between
"personality characteristics' and the behavior of addicts. The
objective of this research is to explore that relationship by determining
if opiate addicts can be distinguished from nonaddicts on the basis of
three ''personality characteristics' using as depéndent measures specific,
quantifiable behayiors. The three "personality characteristics’ are:
delay of gratification, susceptibility to peer pressure; and: expressmn
of aggression. These three were chosen because they have been
frequently mentioned as being mportant in the etlology and,. treatment

of addiction,

It has frequently been hypothesized that addicts are either unable to
delay gratification of their interpersonal and material needs, or that
they lack sufficient behavioral skills to obtain gratification (Torda
1968; Dohner 1972; Fort 1954; Sharoff 1969). Laskowitz (1965) has
speculated that addicts act as if there were only a "here and now."
Pittel (1971) has indicated that both abusers of opiates and abusers =
of psychedelics can be characterized as immature and impulsive, engaging
in long “term relationships only to satisfy their own needs. Ranbolt
and Bratten (1974) describe the addict as hedonistically: seeking
instantaneous gratification, while Winslow, Hankins, and Strachan (1977)
note that addicts seek the mnedlate gratification avalla;ble with drugs

There is some evidence derived from questiomnairve and interview responses
that supports this hypothesis, Many studies have found that addicts have
-an-elevated score on the Pd scale of the MMPI. ' This presumably reflects
stheir sociopathic traits, a major component of which is impulsivity and:
the inability to delay gratification (Berzins et al. 1974; Sutker 1971;
Astin 1959; Gilbert & Lombardi 1967; Olson 1964). Hekimian and Gershon
(1968) dlagnosed 68 percent of na.rootlc addicts newly admitted to a
psychlatrlc hospital as sociopathic. This was considerably more thasn
' the incidence of sociopathy for amphetamine or hallucinogen users, who
were most frequently diagnosed as schizophrenic. Tords (1968), using a
three hundred item biographical questionnaire, found that male heroin
‘addicts, in contrast to matched nonaddict controls, described themselves .-
as never having learned the skills necessary for gratlflcatlon

However, Sutker & Allam (1973) and H111 Haertzen % Davis (1962} found ,

1o differences on the Pd scale when mcarcerated addlcts who have been

drug free for at least two.years are campared to nonaddict prisoners.

Both groups score within nomal limits on all clinical scales of the MMPI

- indicating that the presuned sociopathy differehces may reflect the
dmmediate effects of attempting to-secure drugs on the Vstreet” rather :

than -enduring personality. differences. Corroborat:.ve eyidence has also o
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been found by Haertzen and Hooks (1969) in a. longitudinal study of L
prisoners who voluhteered to become chronic morphine users in a controlled

setting. Repeated ddministration of the MMPI indicated’ that there were S
no variations in the Pd scale in either chronic use or withdrawal phases. 7

The second frequent hypothesis is ‘that addicts are susceptible to pressure .

.. from peers to begin and continue taking drugs (Fort 1954: Sharoff 1969; T
~ Dohner 1972; Hekimian & Gershon 1968; Sheppard et al. 1972). For example,
Dohner (1972) has indicated that the influence of friends was a major

reason. for tbe addiction of over one-half of a sample of Chicano addicts

he interviewed. Hekimian & Gershon (1968) found similar figures,

particularly in reference to marijuana usage. Sheppard et al. (1972)

point:out that a major camponent of the MMPI-derived -heroin addiction - ' <.
scale (Cavior, Rurtzberg & Lipton 1967) is loyalty to-a small group of :
heroin-addicted peers.  Laskowitz (1965) has proposed that the heroin

addict associates with a limited number ‘of peers (two or three) with

~-whom he can share both the risks and rewards of addiction and who, in

effect, provide socigl reinforcement for continuing addiction, Fort

(1954) has indicated ‘that the use of drugs allows entrance into-a group

bound by a common ritual, language, and code of behavior. Winslow,

Hankins, and Strachan (1972) postulate that peer presure and acceptance

is the major reason for etiology and maintenance of addiction.

The supporting evidence for the social pressure hypothesis comes prin-
cipally from responses to interviews such as those used by Dohner (1972).
A few experiments have been performed to test the social pressure hypoth-
esis, and the results have been equivecal. Diamond (1956) -campared the .
Tesponses of adolescent heroin addicts and nonaddict schizophrenics to

an Asch type group pressure situation. Results indicated that schizo-
phrenics were not influenced by group pressure, while addicts were influ-
-enced. - A normal control group would have helped considerably in inter- -
-preting these results. Singer (1962) used the Rod and Frame Test to com-
pare the responsiveness to environmental influences of addlescent heroin..
addicts and matched delinquent and nondelinquent controls. He found no
differences, Haertzen and Hooks (1969), in their longitudinal study of:
chronic morphine use, found that chronic use was associated with a with-
drawal from social activity and gréster irritation-and boredom with others.

The third frequent hypothesis is that aggression is a critical factor

in opiate use. There are, however; two rather different views of the - o

- relationship between addiction and aggression. It has been suggested o £

that addiction represents a direct expression of aggression toward

authority figures and a rebellion against rules. and authority (Smith

©.1973; Dohner 1972; Sheppard et al. 1972; Winslow, Hankins & Strachan ) o

. 1972) Smith's (197o) results, based on pﬂwomh*v inventori.: ‘and - o
questionnaires-administered annually t6 15,000 Boston school i, Ldren,

indicate that the best predictor of future drug use in a sample of fourth

grade to twelfth grade students is rebelliousness to abthority figures.

The more rebellious, the greater the potential for the later use of drugs.

Dohner - (1972) has indicated that adolescents may begin -the use of drugs S

as "part of the need to defy societal or parental authority" (page 321).

Sheppard et al. (1972) have indicated that one of the major factors of

‘“the MMPI- derived heroin addiction scale concerns feelings of resentment

to authorlty flgures and an enjoyment of flouting the rules.

On ‘the other hangd, it ‘has been suggested that addiction is 1n1t1ated and
mamta.lned as an escape from the stress genera.ted by aggresswe feellngs
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which the addict is unable to express (Torda. 1968; Fort 1954 Flschnann
1968). - Fort (1954) postulates that the most 51gn1f1cant factor 4in herdin’
addiction is 'the enomity of the addict's aggression,' from which the
addict escapes by using drugs. Térda ( 1968), based on the results of

& 300<item biographical questionnaire, proposes that the addict dreads
the expression of aggression and injects heroin as a ‘relief from the
panic that such dread elicits. Fischmann (1968) views narcotics J.n
particular as an avoidance of aggression.

Laskowitz (1965) has suggested ‘that the relationship between aggression
and addiction may be different for different types of addicts. Iaskowitz
.proposes that, for one type, drug injection acts #s'a cue Tor the
expression of anger which would otherwise not be admitted. For another
type, ‘drug use may decrease almost constant feelings of anger and irri-
tability. 'Reith, Crockett, and Craig (1975) :found that addicts have both
high a.ggressmlty and a hlgh need for ‘succorance as measured by the Ed-
wards Personal Preference Schedule, . They note that these are contradic-
tory needs, 1nvolwngaconfhctthat would be extzenely difficult to resolve.

In spite of this mass of f:mdmgs, there is a dearth of evidence that )
relates these interview and questionnaire responses to behavior in a
well-controlled laboratory situation, let alone in more c¢linically
relevant, less controlled situations. ' The objective of ‘this research
was to detennlne if addicts could be differentiated from nonaddict
delinquents and nonaddict nondelinquents on the basis of their behavmr ‘
during three experimental tasks. The tasks were designed to measure
the three "personality characteristics" of ability to delay gratifi-
cation, susceptibility to social pressure, and ability to cope with
frustration. A second objective was to determine if ethnicity is

a significant predictor of differences. in either the questionnaire
responses or in the laboratory behavior. FEthnicity has been given
little attention except for an occasional d:.fferentlal predlctlon in the
clinieal literature (Dohner 1972).

ME'I‘H(I)
Subjects

A total of 45 males and 30 females participated in the procedures. For
both sexes, the participants consisted of 15 nonaddict nondelinquents
and ‘15 addicts; the male subjects included an additicnal 15 nonaddict
- delinquents. EFEach group of 15 was composed of 5.Anglos; 5 blacks, and
5 Chicanos. ‘ , R : o . L

The addict subjects’® participation was solicited on the day-of their
admission to a commmnity-based detoxification center. If they agreed
to participate, the procedures were administered at the center on the .
- fourth and flfth days of their planned 14-day stay :

- The nonaddict dellnquent males were selected from participants in a
prerelease program at a local state prison, all of whom had been

" incarcerated for a minimum of two years. Al1 subjects were classified -

“as nonaddlcts based on two criteria: (1) case records did not-indicate .
- .an arrest for an offense involving the use or possession of drugs; (2) .
‘ self-report of not now or in the past having consistently used cocaine,
' morphine, heroin, barbltu.rates amphetammes or alcohol for a perlod
of more than one year. :
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~ The nonadd‘ict‘nondelinquent subjects were selicited through ads placed

in the local college newspapers and in-the newsletter of a local .
neuropsychiatric facility, - In addition to fulfilling the criteria for
classification as a nonaddict, subjects were classified as nondelinquent
based on their self-report of not having been arrested for more than a
mlsdemea.nor nondrug-related traffic offense. .

The orlgmlal sampllng plan had spec:.fled that nonaddict delinquents
would be selected from the.rolls of local probationers and from enrollees
in a work furlough program operated by the local probation department.
However, an inspection of the case records indicated that approximately
95 percent of the potential subjects had been convicted of drug use as

a primary or secondary offense. Officials of +the probation department
‘further indicated that prohably more than 95 percent were currently using
drugs.  They suggested that the only dellnquents not involved in drug
use m:Lght be those individuals who had been incarcerated becsuse of

- relatively serious offenses. Officials of the state prison system were
~contacted and, although they endorsed -the project, no administrator of a

prison for female offenders would allow recruitment of subjects. - The

‘only administrator of a prison for male offenders to agree to solicitation

of subjects restri;:ted recruitment to prerelease prisoners.
Procedures .

The procedures were administered in two sessions. = For the first session,

. subjects were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire plus several

personality tests including the MMPI-168, the Emotions Profile Index

(EP1), the Self Control (Sc) and the Soc:Lal:Lza.tJon (S0) scales of the
California Psychological Inventory (CPI), the Slosson IQ test, ‘the In-
stitute for Personality and Aptitude Testmg (IPAT) Anxiety Test and

. the State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAIL). - Subjects were given the

standard written instructions for each test; questions wsre answered

" by referring subjects to the relevant sections of the instructions.

For the second session, which was generally administered on the fol-
lowing day, subjects participated in three tasks designed to test the-
hypotheses of the project. Al.three tasks were operationalized using
a_cugtom-built human test console controlled by a minicomputer (PDP8-4).
The ‘console, which was 24" x 21" x 23", was placed on 2. desk, with

. subjects seated direéctly in front of it. The console oon51sted of

several dlfi’erent manipulanda; reinforcement dispensers, and st:mulus
dlsplay devices. .

After subjects were acclimated to the testing situation, they were

‘administered Task 1.  The task provided subjects with 30 choices between

2 gmall, immediately delivered reward and a larger, delayed reward. The
small reward was a nickel, which was dispensed as soon as the subjects

* ‘made their choices. 'The delayed reward was a token which was eventually: "
exchanged ‘for a dime. " The token was dispensed as soon as the subjects

. ‘made their choices; the exchange was delayed until 10 days after completion
~of the session. SubJects indicated their choices by pulling one of two

Lindsley manipulanda. The relationship between the manipulanda and the
rewards alternated from trial to trial so that pulling one manipulandum
dispensed a nickel on one trial,and a.token on the next trial;with the
opposite relationship ineffect:far the other manipulandum, - To inform

subjects of the alternation; discriminative stimuli were used such that
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~a red light signaled one relationship betv)éen"mampulandé and Tewards

and a white light signaled the opposite. rela.tlonshlp Subjects not only
read detailed instructions about the alternation;but they were reminded
of’ the relatlonshlps by 1abels placed just above each ‘manlpulandum

Completion of the first task generally took from7 5 to 10 mlnutes, sub,]ects
then participated in the second task,which operationalized the social
pressure conditions. - The task was a modlfled Asch “task in which subjects
were asked to select from four vertical lines the one they thought -

matched: a vertical line they had just viewed. - The four vertical lines

and a- standard line were presented onslides projected onto a '3.75" x

3.75" rear pro;)ectlon screen located on the console irmediately in front
of the subjects. The slide of the standard line was exposed for 7

seconds .followed by presentatlon of the slide of the four lines,which

- was not -removed. from view until subjects made their choices.  Unlike -

the Asch task, the four lines were drawn so that there was no correct
choice and the difference between the lines was extremely small (a :
maximum of 1/32" when the lines were drawn to a scale of 8" long).. There
were forty different pairs of standard and choice slides; pretesting
indicated that, for all pairs of slides, no one alternativé was chosen
significantly more often than would be expected on the basis of chance
responding (25 percent). :

Two independent variables were implementéd within this paradigm,and

" all subjects participated in all levels of ‘both variables. - One variable

was the amount of social pressure. Subjects were told that the task -
required. an-extremely difficult perceptual disctrimination and, to assist
them, they would be given the answers of four other subjects who had
previously taken thetest and who had presumably agreed to make their
answers known. - The answers were displayed on a 4 x.4 matrix of lights
which was placed just above the rear projection screen. There were

" four levels of social pressure: all four of the others presumably

agreed  on one alternative; three of the othersagreed on.one alternative
but the fourth disagreed; two of the cthers agreed on one answer :
with .the other two disagreeing with the first two and between
themselves; no two of the four agreed on one answer. : Subjects
indicated theu‘ answers by pressing one of four pushbuttons located.

~ just above the 4 x 4 matrix of lights. Of the forty sets of slides, -
. ten were presented under each level of social pressure.

The other variable was type of social pressure, i.e., answers presumably
left by peers and answers presumably left by nonpeers To operationalize-:-
these two conditions, subjects viewed video tapes.in which the four who
had Jeft their answers:gave brief descriptions of themsglves. For: the
peer condition, subjectsviewed same sex and ethnicity confederates who,.
depending upon the subject's classification, described themselves as
either going to college (nonaddict, .nondelinquent), in trouble with the
law but not using drugs (nonaddict, &&linquent), or in trouble with the

A ‘1av. and using oplates (addicts). - Tke same confederates; who ranged

in age frcm 21 to 28 were used for all varlatlons.

Fox the nonpeer condltlon a.il subJects regardless of sex, ethnicity,
or classification, viewed a tape of two nurses, a businessman, and a
‘research” SOClOlOngt briefly describing themselves and their jobs.

: Subjects viewed one of the tapes ‘and then responded to the :f:’orty sets

of slides; a.fter a 5-minute break, they v1ewed the remaining tape and -
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responded to the ‘same forty sets of slides Whlch had been duplkcated and :
arranged in another slide tray in a different: order.

Oompletlon of the second task took ‘from 40 to 60 iminutes.. Subjects
were given a 15-minute break and then administered the third task,
which gave them the opportunity to earn money at the rate of one
cent for every five pulls on one of the Lindsley manipulanda. The
money that subjects earned was displayed on a three-digit counter
which was placed in ‘the middle of the console at approximately eye
level. The task was divided into four time periods: two during
which the subjects earned money (reinforcement) and two during

which the pulls did not result in earning (extlnctlon) The phases
were of different duration and were arranged so that the task began
with 202 seconds of reinforcement followed by 160 seconds of
extinetion, followed by 181 seconds of reinforcement: ending with

132 seconds of extinction. Subjects were not. informed of the
alternation of conditions, but they were told that there was nothing
wrong with the machine even though it might seemas if there was

a malfunction. At an average of 12 seconds,with a range of from

3 to 26 seconds, a sonalert on the console was sounded which emitted
an unpleasantly loud noise (4000Hz, 86db at 1 meter). = Subjects
could terminate the noise either by pressing a pushbutton switch

or by hitting a palm switch which had been modified to resemble a
"punching bag." The palm switch had been covered with a leather
pouch stuffed with foam rubber, and the original spring had been
replaced with a relatively stiff mattress coil. Thus; subjects
could terminate the aversive noise either by a response whose
topography was "aggresswe" or by a response whose topography was
"nonaggressive."

At the end of the third task, subjects provided a urine sample for

analysis. - The data for any subject whose analysis indicated the

presence of any morphine-based drug was eliminated. Two subjects!'

data were so eliminated and replaced by new subjects. All subjects

were paid $10 in cash for their participation plus the money earned

in Task 3 and the nickels chosen in Task 1. Arrangements were made
. to exchange the tokens chosen in Task 1. »

RESULTS
Personality Test

Males.  To analyze the results of the male subjects' personalty

tests, raw scores for each scale of each test: were a_nalyzed using

a completely randomized factorial analysis of variarnce (ANOVA) with two'
independent: variables; subject status with three levels (addict, nonaddict
delinquent, nonaddict nondelinquent) s and‘ethnicity with three levels
(Anglo black, and Chicano). A significant main effect of either status
ar ethnicity was, further analyzed using Tukey's HSD.test. A

significant interaction was analyzed using a test of simple main’

-effects followed by a = Tukey's HSD test to analyze the 31gn1flcant

s:.mple main effects.




Table 1 sumnarlzes the’ oUtédnes‘ of ‘these-analyses for thé main effect
of subject status. i

TABLE 1

Means of raw scores and significant differences between
groups for male subjects. o

RO

) Nonaddict Nonaddict = -

SCALE Addicts| Delinquents | Nondelinquents
Slosson IQ Test 2| 92.73 96.0 104.33
STAT-x1 . % 50,33 38.0 34.52
STAT-x2 a| 48.93 33.8 37.78

b ' .
CPI-So 2} 25,53 28.93 .30.90
CPI-S¢ bl 2.6 29.0 25,47
TPAT-Q3 6.2 4.4 4,53
IPAT-C 5.47 3.03 497
TPAT-L ‘ 3.2 3.33 3,27
IPAT-0 21 10.0 6.13 : 7.27
PAT-Q4 0| 10.53 5.87 7.07
IPAT-Self 5| 35.4 23.0. 26.67
MVMPI-168-K 4,6 6.53 467
hpI-168-F 5.07 3.53 |  6.13
PVMLD—MB-HS 2l 913 | 3.3 5.33
‘MMPI—168-D 2] 18.87 11.33 13.33
IMMPI-168-Hy Ply3.4 9.0 11.33
 papr-168-Pa 2l 146 | 1053 10.67
MVPT-168-MF b1 10,67 14.0 | 11.27
MMPT-165-Pa 4.87 4.47 - | - 4.47
hMPI-168-Pt &l o8 3.6 6.3
i 3 R §

MMPI-168-Sc gl 647 | 1.9 4.53
: v b | ;
MVPI-168-Ma Pl a1 9.0 10.33
lMMPI—lGS—iSi Sl 74 N 8.27 7,33
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Table 1. Continued’

Nonaddict Nonaddict
SCALE Addicts | Delinquents Nondelinquents
MMPI-168-L bl 107 | 253 1,47
EPI-TR | =033 23.2 21.33
WPI-DY - 11.33 9.8 12,8
1-TI "~ | 15.73 17.13 15.27
1-DE 5.87 5.53 5.47
DPI-DI 7.67 7.0 6.0
-0 18.87 18.73 17.8
EDI-AG 8.2 5.87 . 6.6
FPI-GR ' 15.2 | 17.13 16.93
EPI-BIL 34.27 37.4 39.07
" a= significant difference between addicts and nonaddict non-

: delinquents
b= significant difference between addicts and nonaddict delinquents

%

significant difference between nonaddict delinquents and
nonaddiet nondelinquents

Figure 1 depicts the MMPI profiles for the three groups. The
differences between the addicts and nonaddict nondelinquents were
generally in accord with the differences found in other studies.
However, the only significant differences between the nonaddict
delinquents and the nonaddict nondelinguents were that the latter
group,;scored lower on the Pt and Sc scales and higher-on the L
scale” of the MMPI-168. These results are similar to those
reported by Hill et al.. (1962) and Sutker and Allain (1973) for
prisoners who had been mcarcerated for at least two years.

The results for the So scale of the CPI mdlcate that the nona.ddlct
nondelinquents were relatively low in socialization (hlgh in
delinquency) by comparison to.the appropriate nomative samples.
However, the mean score matches closely the mean score reported by
Kurtines et al. (1975) for self-professed, undergraduate marlauana
users. .

Ethnic:lty was a significant factor in the results of four sca.les.’

Specifically, Anglos scored significantly higher thaa Chicanos

on the STAI State Anxiety scale and significantly lower than Chicanos

-on the So and Sc scales of the CPI and on the L scale of the MWPI-168,

" with no significant differences between blacks and Anglos or between
‘blacks and Chlcanos .
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There was only one significant interaction.

on the Ma scalez of the MMPI-168, nonaddict delinquents scored
significantly lower than either the addiets or the nonaddiet
" nondelinguents with no differences between the later two groups.
For the black and Chicano subjects, there were 1o s:Lgnlflcant

differences among thé three groups.
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Females: The same completely randomized factorial ANOVAs were used

to analyze the results of the female subjects' personality testsjexcept
that the ‘independernt variable of subject status consisted of only two
levels (addict and nonaddict nondelinquent).  Table 2 summarizes the
outcomnes of these analyses for the main effect of subject status.

TABLE 2

Means of raw scores and significant differences between groups for
female subjects.

GROUP
Nonaddict
SCALE Addicts Nondelinquents
Slosson . IQ Test * 86.93 96.83
STAI-x1 * 52.8 . 36.28
STAI-x2 * 51.33 42.28
CPI-S0 * 25.73 35.6
CPI-Sc * 19.53 25,01
IPAT-Q3 8.27 7.0 -
IPAT-C * 6.87 - 4.35
TPAT-L - 4,73 4.35
TPAT-0 * 12.07 8.82
TPAT-Q4 * 11.73 7.95
TPAT-Self * 43.8 32.3
MMPI-168-K * 3.07 4.99
MMPI-168-F * 8.67 3.15
MMPI-168-Hs * 12.0 3.95
MMPI-168-D * 18.73 12.8
MMPI-168-Hy * 14,27 9.69
MMPI-168-Pd * 16.07 9.5
MMPI-168-Mf * 15.53 18.3
MMPI-168-Pa * 6.4 4.02
MMPI-168-Pt * 11.87 5.63
MIPI-168-Sc * 8.33 3.4
MMPI-168-Ma. * 12.93 10.3
MMPI-168-Si B 6.87 6.61
1MMPI-168-L ) 1.13 1.67
EPI-TR . 23.0 21.27
EPI-Dy i 13.13 13.18
EPI-TI . : 13.4 15.12
FPI-DE ¥ 8.2 3.75
EPI-DI : - -..8.853. ¢ 5.76
EPI-C0 16.47 18.49
FPI-AG . - X 11.45 5.02
EPI-GR. . . . 15.0 . 13.43
EPI-BII : 32.0 32.33

= significant differenqe'befween the two groups

16




3 4 s 1 Y 9 0 “ Fot Recuding
TorTe ? L F K Hs+SKX D Hy  Pdidk Mt Pa_ PHK ScHK Mak2k Sl TorTe Addionol Soles
120 o |
"“Female - TR 2"
o= T = = = ES
- . - - - I 3
105 = 0 == ST T =105
100 : o - = :n‘ vy M : (P —~ : 100
100-2 s " 25T =100
E - - : et
%3 R PR A
o= - -‘.G- - - . g, BT . BTz - -
: AR & m‘ A i
: o R T S ;
w1z R st e
z " . ; DT .
o - R IR .- bk ;
= I AR P A S 3
o, - Slor e - - - : - 457 2 !
s B N RS A N4 WER S
8o 0= -\, - NS o\ s\ 02 ik 1
EOR i Kl = : 25& - - Corz i
PR SRR MU V- X SR e '/\ B ST S AX Vo S T
e AT TN AT
TR I S o e N R\ j
o~ s-fT - - e gy W By - G e ® R A
ER P et ¢ * N
S0-==30 14 = z = 25 = vataty Y
: v/ R - |
5= oo Wl Doo- g TR - :
z L B - - 4
0= ‘ . Vwe - §m W= - s Sdg o
Y EEE R P I
35 L3 Tz - wmZiss i
: o - !
z -1 . 0 :
£ »
z - - = -l — R - . el
T 0= - ey - o= - = - o
252 - =T o- 7 T t
St e - % s : !
20~ Ea— ~m :
: {
0= : 8 !
T Tale -7 L F K HatSK D Hy 'Pd+4K . MI P PtHK SHKMa+2K S Torlic
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 3 9 o
e - ADDICT

~=emme= NON- ADDICT/NON DELINQUENT

Figure 2 depicts the MMPI profiles for the two groups. . As with the males,
the differences between the two groups were in accord with differences
found in other studies. Corroborating the results for the male subjects,.
significant differences were found between the -two groups of fanale
subjects for all scales on which significant differences were Tound
among the three groups of male subjects (except for the L scale).. In
addition; differences between the two groups of feumle subjects were
found on the C scale of the IPAT Anxiety Test and the K, F, and Pa

scales of the MMPI-168 with the addicts scoring in a more pathological
direction than the nonaddict nondélmqueuts

Ethnicity. was a significant factor canly for 1Q with. blacks scoring :
~asignificantly lower than either Anglos or Chicanos with no: significant
dlfferences between the latter two. There were no significant mtera.ctlons;
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Task 1

The dependent variable was the number of choices of the delayea reward.
‘Results were analyzed separately for the male and female subjects using
the same completely randomized factorial ANOVAs as those used to analyze
the results of the personality tests. :The outcomes of these analyses

are presented.in Table 3 and indicate that for both males (F(2, 36) = 6.94,
p<.01l) and females (F(1, 24)=4.75, p.<.05), addicts chose significantly
fewer delayed rewards than either nonaddict delinguents or nonaddict
nondelinquents. Neither ethnicity nor - the interaction between status
and ethnicity was significant. Although femalos chose fewer delayed
Tewards than males, the differences were not significant when analyzed
‘with a completely randamized factorial ANOVA with sex, status, and
ethnicity as the independent variables (F(1l, 48) = 2.63, p» .10),

TARLE 3

Mean number of choices of the delayed reward.

Sex ) Nonaddict Nonaddict
Addict Delinguent | Nondelinquent
Jdale 1. 7.78 23.33 19.27
Female | 4.13 - 12.15
Task 2

The dependent variable was the nunber of times that each subject chose
answers that were in agreemen: with the majority's angwers. The
results were analyzed separately for males and females using split
plot factorial ANOVAs with two betwéen subjects variables (status
and ethnicity) and two within subjects variables (type of social
pressure and amount of social pressure). The anslysis for males
resulted in significant main effects for amount of social pressure
(F(2, 72) = 16.49, p ¢.01l) and for type of social pressure (F(1, 36) =
21.21, p €.01) plus a significant interaction between status and type
of pressure (F(2, 36)= 6.86, p <.01). The main effect of amount of
social pressure was further analyzed with a Neuman-Keuls test that
indicated that all subjects agreed least with the majority. in the
2-1-1 condition,with a significant increase in agreement in the 3-1 ~
condition, and with another significant increase in the 4-0 condition com-
pared to both thé 2-1-1 and the 3-1 condition, The significant interac-
tion of the type of pressure with subject status was analyzed with a test
of simple main effects which indicated that addicts agreed significantly
" more often with the nonpeérs than with' the peers, . In contrast, there
were no significant differences between agreement with peers and =~ . .o
nonpeers for either the nonadiict delinquents or the nonaddict non-~
‘delinquents.” Furthermore, ‘there were no significant differences .
between the three groups under the peer pressure condition; in the
~nonpeer condition; however, the addicts agreed significantly more .
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_often with the majority than either the nonaddict delinguents or
-the nonaddict nondelinquents. Tables 4
for both male and female subjects.

TABLE 4

and 5 present the results-

Mean number of choices in agréement with the majority
(subje_c_:t status x type of pressure interaction)

Group Males Females
» Peer Nonpeer Peer ~ Nonpeer

Addicts 7.8 13.41 5.8 13.73
‘Nonaddict ' N

Delinguent 8.93 ‘9.93 . - -
Nonaddict

Nondelin- 9.4 10.65 11.5 12,78
quent

TABLE 5§

Mean number of choices in agreenerit with the majority
(amount of pressure)

Sex Condition
2-1-1 SR | 4-0
Males 5.37 6.42 8.24
Famales | 6.18 7.95 §.79

The snalysis for females resulted in a significant main effect for
amount of social pressure (F(2, 48) =-16.84, p<.0l) and for type

of social pressure (F(1, 24) = 13.53) p«.01). The results were .
exactly the same as. those for the male subject$.~ The ‘interaction

of ‘subject status with type of pressure was not significant

(F(L, 24) = 3.62, .05 <p <.10), but the trend was the same as -that
for male subjects. ‘ - ,
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There were two dependent variables: the numberof lever pulls per second

and the proportion of presentatlons of the aversive noise terminated

by tre use of the punchihg bag. The results for each were analzyed

sepurately for males and females using split plot factorial ANOVA's

woth two between-sub,jects variables-(status and ethnicity) and one -

within-subject variable (time periods with four levels reflecting the

four periods of the ABAB, withdrawal design). The results for both males

and females for the proportion of use of the punching bag indicated that

the ANOVA's could not be conducted due to significantly. heterogeneous var-

iances (Males, Fmax = 600.00, p<.00l, df = 4; females,Fmax = 55.5,

pt.05) . Inspection of the 1nd1v1dua1 sub;;ects results . indicated that

many subjects pressed either the button or the bag, resulting in a set of -

- binomial scores. .In addition, several subjects did not either press

‘. the button or punch the bag to terminate the noise; they simply let
itcontinue until the task ended. - Since these results were considerably
different from those found by Hutchinson and Hake (1970) in their )
extinction-induced frustration task, it seemed as though this task .
did not properly operationalize the frustration condition,and the

results for the proportions of aggressive responses were not further

~analyzed. .

Task 3

The results for the male subjects for the rate of lever pulling
indicated a significdnt interaction beétween status and time period
(F(G 108) = 6.37, p <.01l). This was analyzed with a test of simple
main effects whlch Indicated that addicts pulled at a significantly -

"~ faster rate than the nonaddict nondelinquents during both the extinction

periods, with the nonaddict delinquents' scores falling in/ .between and
not significantly different from the other two groups. There were no
significant differences between the three groups for either of -the

. two reinforcement periods. Table 6 presents the response rates

for both male and female subjects across the four time periods.

TABLE 6

Mean rates of 1ever pull per second

Sex - . .| Group Time Periods
¥ : Revaforce. | Extinction | Reinforce, |Extinction
1 1 2 2
Addicts _ 3.79 3.60 3.64 3.38
‘ | Nonaddict ‘ o .
Males - Delinquents ‘3.81 2.80 2,94 2.38
’ Nonaddict | - :
Nondelin- 3.41 2.40 © 2,08 2,26
quents : : ) )
: Addicts "3.09 2.78 3.16 | 2.87
Females | Nonaddict' : , ,
Nondelin~ - 3.22 2,62 | 297 2.39
quents . ) ‘ :
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" ‘Hogan & Weiss (1975) for uadersy:

: The :résul’cs for the female subjects indicated no s1gxi1flca.nt main '

effects or :interaction. However, the mean response rates, presented
in Table 6, tend to support the results found with. the males Except
for the flrst reinforcement period, the addicts pulled at a higher
rate than the nonaddict nondelinquents with the difference approaching
31gn1f1cance on the last extmctlon perlod \'.E‘(l 24y = 4,07, .05 <p

. K100,

DISCUSSION : )

The results of the personality tests indicated that, in comparison
with the findings reported in othés studies, the three groups of male
subjects and the two groups =i {imale subjects were relatively typical
of the populations from whick iixv were presumably .selected. The
characteristics of the addicts were similar to those reported for.

. addicts undergoing detoxif.cation {(e,g., Haertzen & Hooks 1969).

The characteristics of the nonaddint delmquents were similar to those

-~ reported by Sutker & Allain (1973) for ¥ -vir prisoners who had been

incarcerated for two years and whose ¢ ws on the MMPI scales were
within "normal" limits. The characie ics of the nonaddict
nondelinquent males were similasr tg Wi Jepnwted by Kurtines,

r¥e, sel Lprofessed marijuana users.
The characteristics of the sonadd . nondel:igwnt females were all
well within "normal'' Timits. Thie thére did wot seem to be any

unique constellation of chmrys ies that would either confound

the results or make them :,:3 eable to the general area of the
relationship between per-oniltxiy «haract: +isvics and opiate addiction.

The results of Task 1 confirmed vhe raaue.i2 of the personallty tests.
Both male and female addicts cu~se: the immedicte reward significantly
more often than the other two groups in spite wi the fact that the
delayed reward was scheduled to 2 delivared fairly soon after the
testing sessions and before the .+ .ncts were scheduled to leave the
detoxification center. . In add:iivn, since the sessions were conducted

&t the center on a daily basis, the addict ssiects had frequent casual

contact with the experimenter ani could bave easily assured themselves
that the exchange would take ploce.. Pertups different combinations:

of the .amount of the rewards anc the interval oI the delay might have
changed these results; however, *hg ¢ dre simply task parameters that
should he systematically changed “in order -t¢ determine their interaction

. with subject status. Interestingly, tihe order of the means of theSc scale

CPI, which presumably measures :trmu'Ls:Lva.ty, wrore in accord with the
results of Task 1.

The results of Task2part1a11y confirmed the 1esu1ts of. the personallty
tests. . A1l subjéects' responses were ililvericed by the social pressure
manipulation; indeed there was a direct »=lztionship hetween the

- amount. of social pressure and the dcgren of agreement with the majority..

For nonaddict delinquents and nonaddict nor d.lmquents, this relatlonship :
was the same for pressure given either by pesrs or Ly nonpeers.. For

"male addicts, and to a lesser extent, for famis ad"huta., the effect

of the social pressure was enhanced When nounsars were the: source of:
the pressure. Thus, addicts wers differentiaily susceptible to sources
of pressure, but. the source to which they were wore sensitive was the
opposite of the one that had originglly been predicted.  The reason
for this contradictory finding nay pussibly be explained by reference
to the manner 'in which the $ask was présented. Subjects were told. .

A>T )
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that the task involved a difficult perceptual discrimination. Perhaps -
_addicts reacted to the nonpeers as though they were experts who' mght

know the answers better than their peers; who, like themselves, were physi~

" cally distressed while undergoing detomflcatlon and might be perceived
as unlikely to be able to make the required discriminations, ' ‘Thus;

the results seem to indicate that addicts may be susceptible to social
pressure but that the nature of ‘the specific situation may define

the type: and ‘source of pressure to which they are susceptible.

Although Task 3 did not properly operationalize the aggressmn
condition, the results of-the rate .of respondlng provide data that
~contradict a.contention that addicts:lack endurance -and persistence
(Reith, Crockett, & Craig 1975; Sheppard et al. 1975).. For the male
addicts and, to a lesser extent, for female addicts, responding

was equal to that of nonaddict dellnquents and nonaddlct nondelinquents
during the reinforcement periods and was higher than either of the
other ‘groups during both extinction periods. Rather than indicating a
lack of persistence and endurance, the data corroborate a clinical
observation that, given the Meorrect” stimulus (e:g,, drugs, money)
addicts work as hard and as persistently as anyone else. .

The results-also ,:m,dJ.cated that ethnicity was not a significant
factor in eitlier responses to the personality tests or behavior .
in the laboratory tasks. The few differences found for ethnicity on
~-the personality tests for males were not replicated for females, and
no differences were found on the three tasks. -Furthermore, no }
tentative statement.can be made about the effects of addiction per se.
‘The nonaddict delinguents had been incarcerated for-a long enough
period of time that they did not provide a potential control for

the effects of leading the delinquent llfestyle necessary to obta.m
drugs. - Of course, the conclusions that can be drawn . from any

such comparison, including the ones. that have been drawn from this
study, have to be tenpered ‘in view of the. ex post facto methodology.

The ob,]ectlve of this research was to determ;me if presumed
differences in "'personality characteristics'' among addicts, nonaddlct
delinquents, and nonaddict nondelinquents would be apparent in. ¢
behavior in-specific Iaboratory tasks. The tasks were designed from
a quasi operant perspective; the results indicated that the differences
in characteristics were associated with differences in behavior. - The
results also indicated that task characteristics were obviously critical
in influencing behavior.  Unfortunately, task characteristics are
often forgotten in the sweeping speculations made about the components
of treatment programs that might remedy deficient ''personality’ . ’
characteristics,' Perhaps further studies that:define ‘the behavioral

- differences between these groups may. assust in developing effectlve-
assessment dev1ces and trea.tment programs.
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' FOOTNOTES

1. 'TAT Thematic Apperception Test
16PF ~ 16 Personality Factor Questionna.u'e
I-E scale - Internal-External Locus of Control Scale
EPPS - Edwards Personal Preference Schedule
‘CPI — California Psychological Inventory i

2. Scales of MMPI-168 Pt ~ Psychasthenia. 8¢ - Schizophrenla
L~ Lie; Ma - Hypomanla
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