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ABSTRACT Objective To compare drug abuserswith control group in fanily enviorment, shame,
<lf - esteam, cial desirability and depression, © explore the unique fanily features <elf - avareness
and depression problen of drug abusers and provide advice on drug abuse prevention and intervention
M ethods Camparative design and questionnaire survey were adopted One hundred and five drug abusers
undertaking rehabilitation in 5 thergpeutic communities in Hubei Province and 108 non drug userswere
investigated with the third Chinese version of Family Envirorment Scale (FES- CV - IlI), Center for
Epideniologic Studies D epression (CES- D), Self - estean Scale (SES), Shame Scale and M arlave -
Crownne Social D esirability (M SCD). Results Campared with the control group, (1) scoresin dimensions
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including cohesion, expressiveness, intellectual - cultural orientation, organization and moral - religious
emphasis in drug abusers’ family were significantly lower, while scores in conflict and control were
significantly higher;, (2) scoresof scial desirability in drug abuserswere significantly higher, (3) drug
abusers had higher level of shane than the control group, lower level of slf esteen and high level of
depression In drug abusers, depression was positively correlated with shane and cial desirability and
negatively correlated with slf - esteem. Conclusion: Fanily enviomment of drug abusers presents features
as lov oohesion, high conflict and high control; drug abusers have high shame - prone, low lf - esteam
and high level of scial desirability; depression is very conmon in drug abusers, and it is heavily
correlated with negative family enviorment and negative <lIf - image
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