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Abstract
Background
Transitioning from non-injection to injection drug use dramatically escalates health risks. Evidence suggests that people who inject drugs (PWID) help in a majority of others’ first injections, yet these helpers represent only a minority of experienced PWID. Recent research has provided insight into this helping process, as reported by helpers. PWID who have never helped, although the majority of PWID, have not previously been the focus of study. To address this gap, we give primary voice to non-helpers’ perspectives on the helping process, while also comparing their views with persons in our sample who have helped with first injections. Finally, we consider how non-helpers’ perspectives can inform harm reduction interventions to reduce, or make safer, initiation into injecting drug use.

Methods
We conducted audio-recorded, qualitative interviews with 23 current opioid injectors on Staten Island, NY, where the opioid epidemic is pronounced. Seventeen had never helped with first injections and 6 had. Interviews were transcribed verbatim, and three coders used a consensus-developed codebook to code all interviews. Framework analysis was used to identify overarching themes.

Results
We identified three key themes in non-helpers’ discourse around not helping: altruistic motivations to prevent immediate and delayed harms to individuals injecting for the first time; inhibition due to negative assessments of their own injecting skills; and absolutist ethical convictions against helping. Non-helpers differed from helpers on each theme.

Conclusions
Because most PWID have never helped with first injections, their perspectives on helping warrant consideration and can inform harm reduction interventions to reduce, or make safer, transitions to injection drug use. Their perspectives can be used to broaden the factors PWID consider around questions of promoting injection and helping with others’ first injections, including considerations of the moral issues involved in choosing to help or not to help.
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Background
Transitioning from non-injection to injection drug use can precipitate a cascade of negative health [1–5], social, and economic [3, 6, 7] consequences for the new injector. HIV and Hepatitis C infection (HCV), skin abscesses, and overdose are among the most serious health consequences.
In USA’s current opioid epidemic, a shift has occurred over the last decade from extra-medical opioid analgesic use to heroin [6, 8–13], and from sniffing to injecting heroin [2, 6, 14–16]. A still more recent trend involves adulteration of heroin with fentanyl [17], an opioid significantly more potent than heroin. These shifts have generated dramatic increases in overdose, overdose death, and HCV infection in the USA since 2010 [5, 9, 18–22].
In light of evidence suggesting burgeoning [23, 24] and increasingly dangerous injection drug use in the USA, efforts to reduce transitions to injecting are critical. Because drug injection is a learned skill, would-be initiates often require help with first injections from established PWID. In study samples, between 68% [25] and 95% [26] of PWID said experienced PWID helped them with their first injection. However, the percent of PWID endorsing having ever helped with others’ first injections is, with one exception [26], consistently below 50% [25, 27–33]. These data indicate that a minority of PWID assist in a majority of transitions to injection.
Recent qualitative [33–35] and quantitative [25, 27–33] studies have examined the circumstances and predictors of experienced PWID initiating others into injection. A frequent finding in the qualitative research is the ambivalence that PWID who have initiated others into injection feel about helping, expressed implicitly by highlighting extenuating circumstances, or explicitly by expressing regret that they had helped with first injections. Examples of extenuating circumstances PWID have described in their accounts of initiating others include first trying to dissuade novices from injecting; characterizing non-injecting users as having already crossed a threshold and therefore sufficiently aware of the risks; describing would-be PWID as autonomous individuals entitled to their own choices; and initiating older but not younger drug users on the grounds that the former have less to lose or are experienced enough to know the risks [33]. PWID who have helped have also explicitly stated regret about having initiated others [34, 35]. The perspectives and behaviors around not helping among the majority of PWID who have never assisted has, to date, been given limited attention in the literature [33, 35–38]. Understanding what accounts for not helping among the majority of PWID can be informative to harm reduction interventions that discourage PWID from intentionally or unintentionally fostering injection among non-PWID. If only a minority of PWID have initiated others into injection, and if initiating others triggers ambivalence, then not initiating others would seem to be a potentially viable path for an even larger majority of PWID. The present study, using a qualitative approach, is the first that we are aware of to focus on how PWID who have not initiated others into injection think and feel about helping. We compare these views with those of PWID who have initiated others, to discern potentially distinct perspectives. Finally, we consider how the non-helping perspective could enrich harm reduction interventions designed to reduce the likelihood of experienced PWID promoting injection and initiating others into injection. We note here, and address at greater length in the “Discussion” section, that the question of helping with others’ first injections raises complex ethical issues.
We distinguish between helping (which we also call initiating) and promoting behaviors. Helping behaviors include guiding or explaining while the novice self-injects or actually injecting the novice. The goal of helping behaviors is the novice’s first injection. Promoting behaviors include extolling injection (including the more intense “high” achieved from injecting versus other routes of administration), injecting in front of non-injectors, and describing the injection process. Knowingly or not, promoting behaviors can fuel curiosity in injection [28, 36, 38–42]. Interventions to discourage PWID from fostering injection among non-PWID may focus on either or both sets of behaviors. In the interest of depth over breadth, we focus on how the PWID in our sample discuss helping.
We conducted interviews with PWID on Staten Island, one of New York City’s five boroughs, to gain insight into a recent “hotspot” of the opioid epidemic. Between 2011 and 2014, Staten Island had unintentional opioid analgesic overdose death rates 1.8 to 3.2 times higher than the next closest borough, the Bronx, [43], and alternated with the Bronx for the borough with the highest unintentional overdose death rates involving heroin [44]. Of the five boroughs, Staten Island has the smallest population [45], the lowest population density [46], and the second highest median household income (after Manhattan) [47]. It is the only borough where non-Hispanic Whites comprise a majority of the population [48]. In choosing Staten Island, we reasoned that mechanisms sustaining the epidemic would be more apparent in areas where it was particularly active, and therefore our findings could have greater relevance to the opioid epidemic beyond Staten Island.

Methods
We conducted semi-structured interviews with 23 current PWID, 17 who report having never helped (“non-helpers”), and 6 who report having helped initiate others into injection (“helpers”). Interviews were conducted one-on-one in private spaces in two agencies on Staten Island: a large multi-service community-based organization that is our research partner and a residential substance use treatment program. Eligibility criteria were non-medical opioid injection in the last 2 months; age 18 or older; able to provide informed verbal consent; and English-speaking. At the time of the interviews, study participants were clients of a syringe exchange program (n = 22) or in residential treatment (n = 1). We instructed program staff to neutrally inform potentially eligible clients of our presence and availability to describe the study to them. This yielded a convenience sample, all but one of whom was recruited from the same target population (i.e., clients of our community partner’s syringe exchange program), and using the same recruitment protocol, of our subsequent study for which these interviews were preparation. Accordingly, we believe our interview sample was representative of our target population, if not representative of PWID in general, and therefore sampling bias was not a concern. DB and ST conducted all semi-structured qualitative interviews and an accompanying survey covering demographics and drug-use histories. We chose to use professional qualitative interviewers, rather than trained peer interviewers, to maximize consistency in following the interview guide, and, because initiating others into injecting drug use is viewed negatively by most PWID, we believed our interviewers were more likely to remain neutral and thereby minimize socially desirable responses in interview participants. Interviews were digitally audio-recorded with the participant’s consent (all 23 consented). Participants were paid $30 in cash for their time and effort. The institutional review board at Mount Sinai Hospital approved all study procedures.
The interview guide elicited accounts, in participants’ own words, of their experiences and reflections around substance use, injection, and initiating others into injection. Specific attention was given to their own drug use history, including their initiation into injection; their experiences of opportunities to help with others’ first injections, including the perceived pros and cons of helping, their likelihood of helping in the future, and the reasons and situations that might make them more likely to help. We classified participants as “helpers” if they said they had ever helped someone with their first injection, ever injected a novice, or if they said they had explained, guided, or demonstrated injecting while the novice self-injected in front of the participant. We classified participants as “non-helpers” if they said they had not engaged in any of these specific helping behaviors.
To develop our interview guide, we drew on the research team’s extensive experience interviewing persons who use substances over several decades, our community collaborators, empirical findings, and on conceptual models and theory. Foremost among empirical findings was the focal role of ambivalence in PWIDs’ attitudes and behaviors related to initiating others into injection [34, 35], which we described above. These empirical findings led us to considerations of the decisional balance model [49, 50] and motivational interviewing [51, 52], since both provide approaches to addressing ambivalence. Ultimately the decisional balance model was more informative because our goal in the interviews was to explore with participants their ambivalence about initiating others into injection, not to promote its resolution or to promote the behavior change of study participants [52]. Accordingly, we crafted open-ended questions to prompt PWID to reflect on the advantages and disadvantages of initiating others into injection that would accrue to themselves and to their initiates. We asked them to reflect on their actual experiences of initiating others, or of choosing not to, the importance they attribute to these choices, and the certainty or ambivalence they feel about their choices. We also drew from the theory of reasoned action [53] to explore PWIDs’ attitudes, perceptions of norms, and their intentions around assisting with others’ first injections in the future. To that end, we asked participants how likely they were to initiate others into injecting in the future, and what would make them more, or less, likely to do so. Thus, we hoped to tap into participants’ future intentions to assist, and the personal attitudes and norm perceptions that are proposed in the theory of reasoned action to influence those intentions. Information on these drivers of intention would clearly give us richer contextual information on helping.
Interviews were transcribed verbatim and three trained coders (DB, MW, and JF) coded all interviews using Atlas.ti 8 software (2016, Berlin, Scientific Software Development GmbH). All coders were systematically trained in qualitative coding by ST. The original codebook covered each topic and sub-topic of the interview guide, and was expanded as additional themes emerged during the coding process. All coders separately coded the same four randomly selected interviews and then resolved discrepant coding in subsequent meetings. Records of decision trails for each resolved discrepancy were maintained. Reliability was judged sufficient after these four interviews, and the remaining 19 interviews were coded by one of the three coders. To prevent coding drift, two of these were coded by all three coders following the same protocol as for initial training. Using a framework analytic approach [54], and drawing on existing literature, we charted codes for every participant; identified emergent overarching themes and sub-themes; mapped the co-occurrence of themes and sub-themes, and their clustering in particular participant sub-groups (e.g., individuals who have helped with first injections versus individuals who have not); and interpreted these analyses.
Empirical research findings prompted us during our analysis of the interviews to especially consider four influences on injection helping behavior. First, sexual partnership has been associated with injection initiation, particularly with male partners initiating female partners [30, 55]. Second, a sense of altruism towards non-PWID has been noted [51]. Third, perceptions of one’s own injection skills (positive and negative) [31, 32], have been described both as facilitators of and barriers to injection helping practices. And fourth, others [37] have described social norms in PWID communities against initiating others into injection.

Results
Sample characteristics
Table 1 displays demographic and drug-use characteristics of our sample. A majority were male, heterosexual, White, and had at least a high school diploma or GED. All had injected heroin in the last 6 months and a majority injected heroin at least four times per week. Small minorities also injected other drugs. Time injecting ranged from 2 months to 48 years, and half of the sample had injected six or fewer years. Non-helpers were more likely than helpers to be female, 30 or older, and to lack a high school diploma or GED. Also, they injected heroin less frequently and used fewer drugs through non-injecting routes than did helpers. Non-helpers comprised 74% of our sample, which is consistent with other sample proportions [25, 27–33]. The six helpers in our sample had helped a total of 24 individuals with first injections, ranging from 1 to 10 (data not shown). There was no single “type” of person who was helped with a first injection: five helpers said they had helped friends, acquaintances, or strangers, and the sixth helper said he had helped a friend and a “very close companion.”Table 1Demographic and drug-use characteristics of sample


	 	Non-helpers (n = 17)
	Helpers (n = 6)
	All (n = 23)

	n (%)
	n (%)
	n (%)

	Demographics

	 Male
	8 (47)
	5 (83)
	13 (57)

	 Age ≥ 30
	9 (53)
	2 (33)
	11 (48)

	 Black
	3 (18)
	0
	3 (13)

	 White
	9 (53)
	3 (50)
	12 (52)

	 Black-Hispanic
	2 (12)
	0
	2 (9)

	 White-Hispanic
	3 (18)
	3 (50)
	6 (26)

	  ≥ HS diploma or GED
	8 (47)
	4 (67)
	12 (52)

	 Heterosexual
	14 (82)
	5 (83)
	19 (83)

	 Bisexual
	2 (12)
	1 (17)
	3 (13)

	 Gay or lesbian
	1 (6)
	0
	1 (4)

	Drug use last 6 months

	 Injected heroin
	17 (100)
	6 (100)
	23 (100)

	 Injected heroin ≥ 4 times/week
	11 (65)
	6 (100)
	17 (74)

	 Injected cocaine
	2 (12)
	1 (17)
	3 (13)

	 Injected speedball (heroin and cocaine together)
	2 (12)
	0
	2 (9)

	 Injected oxycodone
	1 (6)
	0
	1 (4)

	 # of drugs used through non-injecting routes (excl. alcohol and marijuana)
	1.5
	2.3
	1.7

	 Median years injecting (mean; range)
	6 (11.9; 0.2–48)
	4.5 (6.2; 2–16)
	6 (10.4; 0.2–48)




We identified three major themes in our analyses on which non-helpers differed from helpers in their respective ideas about initiating others: altruistic motivations to prevent both immediate and delayed harms; negative assessments of one’s injection skills; and absolutist ethical reasoning against initiating others. Theory and prior research did not lead us to anticipate this third theme, which only became apparent during our analyses. We present quotations that best illuminate each theme, and how non-helpers differed from helpers. Bracketed information following each quotation indicates the participant’s gender, age (by decade), and number of years injecting. Participants sometimes conflated helping with first injections with helping current PWID with their injections. The interviewers would clarify this distinction with interview participants as needed. In all quotations that we use, whenever the term “helping” appears, the referenced behavior is helping with first injections rather than more general helping. Because we want to highlight the perspectives of the non-helpers, who also formed the majority of our sample, most quotations we cite come from them.
Altruistic motivations: preventing immediate and delayed harms
Non-helpers expressed altruistic motivations to prevent both immediate and more delayed harms to would-be injectors by not initiating them into injection drug use. We classify as immediate those harms that are directly evident while assisting with someone’s first injection, such overdosing and hitting an artery. We classify as delayed any harms that occur subsequent to the initial injection period, both acute and those unfolding more gradually, such as becoming addicted, HCV and HIV infection and related illnesses, habitual criminal behavior, deteriorating social networks, and worsening employment, housing, and educational opportunities.
Non-helpers

                      Participant: No. I would not inject another person. I would not want the chance of missing and giving them an abscess. And I am not going to be held responsible for nobody. [male, 20s, injecting 2 years]


                      Participant: I would not feel right about it. Especially if I give it to some person that shot and they OD’d in front of me. That’s not such a good idea. You know? Some people, you do not know how strong stuff is or what kind of, a person could have a heart problem or something wrong with them… [male, 60s, injecting 30 years]


                      Participant: I tell them [non-injectors] how negative it is and how they’ll get addicted to the needle itself… And that once they get addicted to that needle, how much more problems they are going to have and chances of dying, too. Like overdose and everything else. [male, 50s, injecting 34 years]


                      Participant: I refuse to [help inject others for the first time]… people have asked me to, you know, can you shoot me up? And I’ll say no. Because once you start, you are not going to stop. And your life will turn right around, and you’ll lose everything. It’s so true. You will lose everything. And I refuse to do that to somebody. [female, 20s, injecting 2 years]


                      Participant: I would not want somebody to be a shooter now because I showed them how to shoot. No. I do not do it. I keep telling people keep sniffing it ‘cause shooting has so many risks for health issues now that it’s just not even worth it. If you do not know what you are doing, or if you are not body conscientious, you are gonna wind up with HIV or something soon. It’s only a matter of time… [female, 30s, injecting 3 months]


                    
Motivated by altruistic concerns, non-helpers describe numerous immediate and delayed harms to would-be injectors that they, as non-helpers, want to avert, either directly in the short term or indirectly in the long term. Two participants describe a fear of directly causing abscesses by missing a vein or of contributing to an overdose if they were to help a novice. Such concerns about causing immediate harms may stem from a lack of confidence in their skills injecting others, which we discuss below. By not helping, non-helpers may feel they can also play a role in preventing delayed harms. Thus, non-helpers suggest they may have prevented an addiction to the needle, a deepening drug dependency, becoming infected with HIV, and “losing everything.” Notably, helpers were as likely as non-helpers to describe altruistic motivations for their choice to help.

Helpers

                      Interviewer: What led you to helping them inject?


                      Participant: ‘Cause she could not do it. Plus it’s dangerous. If you do not know what you are doing, it’s dangerous. You could hit in a nerve, you could hit an artery. You could miss, your arm could swell up. [male, 30s, injecting 3 years]


                      Participant: The positive thing is that I can help them not – first of all not get Hep C, do it right, you know what I am saying, where they cannot hurt themselves, because nobody knows that – the different type of veins that you are not supposed to hit, you know, inject anything into it. You can tell the difference because if you are in a spot that you are not supposed to be in it’s a light red, but if you are in a spot where it’s the main line it’s like a burgundy… [male, 30s, injecting 2 years]


                    
Non-helpers and helpers alike express altruistic motivations. Non-helpers view not helping as a strategy to prevent harm: preventing immediate harms because they often thought they lacked the skills to inject someone safely, and preventing delayed harms because they may have deterred the would-be injector from starting to inject. By contrast, helpers generally describe helping to prevent immediate harms based on their belief that they could inject the novice more safely than the novice him or herself could, or than another PWID could. References to preventing delayed harms are relatively absent in helpers’ accounts in our sample, presumably because the immediate harms they think they prevented are more salient to them and/or they do not think they played a role preventing delayed harms. As well, the non-helpers in our sample, who on average have injected for longer than the helpers, may have greater exposure to and recognition of the delayed harmful consequences of injecting, making those harms more salient to them. That altruism leads to opposite choices between non-helpers and helpers may also speak to the moral complexity of helping, since non-helpers and helpers alike cannot know with certainty the sequelae of their respective choices.


Skills
Implicit and sometimes explicit in many non-helpers’ accounts is a lack of confidence in their injection skills, including their skill injecting others. This lack of confidence in injecting skills among non-helpers in our sample occurs even among those with long histories of injecting, including in the two examples given below. When paired with altruistic motivations, non-helpers’ assessments that they lacked skills to safely initiate someone into injection led them to not help.
Non-helpers

                      Participant: I am not really that great at it. So I would not be the person to really do that… I am not great at that whole needle thing. I do it and I am lucky that I get mine. But I am not one of those injectors that like know, like I can be a phlebotomist. [female, 30s, injecting 14 years]


                      Participant: I wasn’t even good at myself, so I could not really help somebody… I did not feel like I would do it well for them…. I do not want to be the reason for anybody else’s mishaps. [male, 40s, injecting 13 years]


                    

Helpers

                      Participant: A lot of them [people the participant has helped] are friends of mine from when I was younger. A couple of them are from when I met my drug dealer. They would be like, “Can you help me out? I really don’t know what I am doing.” A lot of them said that they do not know how to find their veins. For some reason, I can find anybody’s vein. I do not know why, but I feel like I am a doctor and I can catch somebody’s vein. That is really how I help people get there. [male, 20s, injecting 8 years]


                      Participant: I felt like – some of my friends I just felt like if they want to do it on their own I do not want them to mess up or like hurt themselves doing it and I knew how to do it, so I would just do it for them so they would not go out and have somebody else that did not know what they were doing… [female, 20s, injecting 6 years]


                    
None of the non-helpers in our sample gives a positive assessment of their skills injecting others, whereas four of the six helpers do. Negative assessments of their own injection skills is integral to many non-helpers’ altruistic concerns about causing harm to a novice by helping with first injections. Because non-helpers had been injecting for a longer time period than helpers, these negative assessments are not from lack of experience. The assessments could be valid, or could reflect underestimates of their skills relative to others’ skills, overestimates of the risks, particularly strong aversions to taking those risks, or a composite across these dimensions. Thus, among two PWID in the same injection scenario and with the same injection skills, the more risk averse PWID may assess their skills relatively negatively. In short, self-assessments of one’s injection skills may be influenced by factors in addition to one’s actual injection skills.


Absolutist ethical reasoning
Non-helpers are frequently emphatic, and strikingly emotional, about not helping, regardless of the circumstances and potential for immediate harm to the novice injector. This suggests an absolutist form of ethical reasoning: making ethical choices based on a priori principles applied globally, regardless of situational factors. This contrasts with a more situational approach to ethics, where the particular facts of a situation influence or determine the proper course of action. The distinction between absolutist and situational forms of ethical reasoning has a long and rich history in ethical theory [56]. In the West, the former has roots in ancient Judaism and Christianity [57] and is expressed in Immanuel Kant’s “categorical imperative” [56]. Situational approaches to ethics are rooted in utilitarianism but are more recently anchored in the twentieth century work of Joseph Fletcher, who explicitly developed a theory of situational ethics [58]. Previous studies on initiating others into injection did not lead us to anticipate this theme, which only became apparent during our analysis of the text.
Non-helpers

                      Participant: It was done to me and that was like, that’s the Devil to me. The person that put it in my arm I look at as the Devil… Multiple people have asked me to inject them, including my girlfriend. I don’t care if they can’t find the vein or what they have to do it in. I just won’t put a needle in anybody’s arm or any vein or muscle. [male, 50s, injecting 34 years]


                      Participant: I would not do it… ‘Cause I despise the person that did it for me, and I do not have a hurtful bone. … There’s no real why, why not... Knowing what it can do to them, I would not do that. I do not want to be responsible for helping anybody with that. No way. [male, 40s, injecting 1 year]


                      Participant: I am a strong believer in karma. And I just refuse to do that to anybody, turn them on to something like that. Me and my boyfriend always say that. Never, I never have, and I never will… I am like, nope, no amount of money, no amount of heroin could ever make me do that and live with the guilt of doing that to somebody. Sorry. [female, 20s, injecting 2 years]


                      Participant: … sometimes the only thing I am going to say is I am not going to help you. To find somebody else, which they basically do anyway. But, I am not going to be the one to help them destroy their lives, bad… I cannot pinpoint why I do not feel right. [male, 60s, injecting 30 years]


                      Participant: I could not live with myself showing somebody how to do that. I would not want somebody to be a shooter now because I showed them how to shoot. No. I do not do it. [female, 30s, injecting 3 months]


                      Interviewer: And if a friend was doing a bad job [shooting themselves up the first time], would you care?


                      Participant: Absolutely, yeah… I would not shoot them up though. I would feel bad. [male, 20s, injecting 1 year]


                    

Helpers
In contrast, helpers’ discussion of initiating others typically follows a situational rationale: because novice injectors lack injecting skills; because their transition to injection is inevitable; or because they will injure themselves if an experienced injector does not help, therefore I, an experienced injector, will help them. Had any of these factors not been present, helpers may have chosen not to help.Participant: … if they are going to do it and they do not know what they are doing, then I will help you, because I do not want you to die and I do not want you to mess up yourself. [male, 20s, injecting 8 years]

Interviewer: How do you feel now in hindsight that you helped them inject the first time?

Participant: Nah, they would’ve eventually did it on their own. They would’ve eventually did it basically. [male, 30s, injecting 3 years]


For some non-helpers, even if assisting with a first injection averts immediate harm, and even if the person’s transition to injection were inevitable, superordinate long-term harms loomed and they indicated a moral aversion to playing a causal role in those harms. Such aversion was often expressed in strongly emotional terms. This emotion was sometimes driven by contempt for the person who had initiated them, who two helpers above described as “the devil” and someone they “despised.” For these two, their own regrets about initiating injection drug use seem indelibly linked to the person who initiated them. This is meaningful because, to the degree PWID morally implicate those who helped with their own initiation into injection, they may be deterred from helping with others’ first injections to avoid self-reproach. And, many non-helpers expressed not wanting to feel guilty or responsible for another person’s decline. One could view this approach as a defense of moral respectability, as guilt avoidance, or simply as altruism. Whatever the precise motivation, non-helpers often spoke in injunctive terms against helping. With a more immediate temporal focus, helpers attended to preventing imminent harm. Implicit in many helpers’ accounts is that they chose to help when injection seemed inevitable and they thought they could minimize immediate harm.




Discussion
Over the past 10 years of the USA opioid epidemic, marked shifts have occurred—from pharmaceutical opioids to heroin and from non-injecting to injecting. To examine these phenomena in a hotspot of the epidemic, we conducted qualitative interviews with 23 PWID on Staten Island in New York City. Most novice PWID need experienced PWID to help them with their first injection, making this dyad crucial to the sustenance, and expansion, of injection across drug-using cohorts. Therefore, one goal of our interviews was to learn about PWIDs’ current ideas about initiating others into injection. Research over the last 20 years has begun to uncover the dynamics of initiation, from the perspectives of both the initiate and the experienced PWID who assists. Perspectives on initiating from the majority of PWID who have never done so are under-represented in the literature. An enhanced understanding of the cognitive, behavioral, and emotional underpinnings of the norm not to help may be relevant to harm reduction interventions to reduce PWIDs’ promotion of injection drug use.
Three main themes emerged from the discourse on initiating others into injection drug use among the 17 non-helper PWID in our sample. First, non-helpers expressed altruistic motivations to prevent both immediate and delayed harms to new injectors. Second, non-helpers gave negative assessments of their skills injecting others, thus making assistance an opportunity to cause rather than prevent immediate harms to the initiate. Third, non-helpers employed what we interpret as an ethically absolutist view against helping in which situational factors are irrelevant to their choice. We interpret these three themes as mutually reinforcing: together they create a stronger rationale for not helping than any one theme alone. The non-helpers differed from the six helpers in our sample on all three themes. Helpers focused on preventing immediate harms by helping and rarely addressed preventing delayed harms. They assessed their skills injecting others more favorably than did non-helpers. Lastly, helpers’ rationales for helping followed a situational if-then course.
To the best of our knowledge, of the three themes we identified among non-helpers in our sample, only altruism has been mentioned previously in the few reports of non-helpers’ perspectives on helping. Wenger et al. [35] describe non-helpers not wanting to introduce people to injection, given the harmful immediate and delayed consequences. Some non-helpers would alternatively teach non-injecting drug users safer injection practices while stopping short of helping them inject. Other research [33, 37] described social codes against initiating young persons into injection drug use, while also indicating how frequently the code was ignored. In our sample, non-helpers did not mention teaching safer injection to would-be injectors nor did they describe a social code against helping (though they frequently expressed personal codes against it). When we asked about future intentions to assist with first injections, regardless of whether their intentions were to help or not to help, participants seemed more influenced by their personal attitudes (e.g., their altruistic desire to prevent harm) than by their perceptions of social norms. Thus, in view of the theory of reasoned action’s proposition that behavioral intentions are influenced both by one’s own attitudes and perceived norms among others, we note that attitudes predominate in our sample. The relative absence of social norms in our participants’ discourse on helping could signal that such norms have not had time to develop in the possibly still maturing drug-using cohort from which we drew our sample.
Previous evidence [33–35] of PWIDs’ ambivalence about helping with others’ first injections has largely been derived from samples who have initiated others into injection in the past. Informed by the decisional balance model [50], we pursued the role of ambivalence, and the tension between the perceived pros and cons of helping, in understanding motivations to assist with others’ first injections. This was useful in distinguishing between the experiences of helpers and non-helpers. We encountered minimal ambivalence about helping among the non-helpers in our sample, for whom the cons of helping far outweigh the pros. Their lack of ambivalence is evident throughout the quotations we cite in our results. By comparison, the helpers in our sample express ambivalence about helping, which is consistent with prior findings [34, 35]. However, in terms of the decisional balance model [49, 50], helpers primarily describe the pros of helping whereas non-helpers focus on the cons. Our data suggest that participants had clearly thought about the issue of helping others and that they had arrived at a decisional balance that reflects their behaviors.
The theme of injection initiation occurring within sexual partnerships arose minimally in our sample, compared with other samples [30, 55]. The six helpers mentioned helping friends, acquaintances, and strangers; only one helper mentioned helping someone who could plausibly be identified as a sex partner. One non-helper described not helping a sexual partner with her first injection, saying “I don’t care if they [i.e., his girlfriend and other people he has refused to help] can’t find the vein or what they have to do it in. I just will not put a needle in anybody’s arm or any vein or muscle.”
We attribute the lack of parallel findings across studies—not only regarding sexual partnerships providing the context of injection initiation, but also the two new themes we identified among the non-helpers in our sample—to different study foci, small sample sizes, and potential differences over geographic contexts and time.
Implications for interventions—how lessons from non-helpers might be applied to current helpers
Interventions with PWID who are currently helping with others’ first injections, or are inclined to, can be firmly grounded in harm reduction principles. Though these interventions can be aimed at motivating PWID to refrain from assisting with first injections, these interventions can simultaneously be designed to affirm the autonomy of PWID to arrive at conclusions consistent with their own principles around helping. A preliminary goal of such interventions, then, is to give PWID the opportunity to discuss and clarify these principles—an opportunity they may not have in their everyday lives. This discussion could frame the choice between helping versus not helping as also a choice about how to help or not help. Findings from our study suggest numerous approaches, which we discuss immediately below, to not only motivate PWID to refrain from assisting with first injections, but also to support future helpers and non-helpers in reducing harms to those who are curious about injecting (e.g., how to avoid abscesses and disease transmission).
PWID who are motivated to help by focusing on preventing immediate harms can be asked to consider how injection exposes persons to the risk of profound harms in the long run. Further, to the extent PWID think they can play a causal role in preventing immediate harms, they might consider the additional possibility of playing a role in preventing delayed harms by not assisting. If they believe transitions to injection are inevitable, they could consider whether presumed inevitability necessarily renders their assistance ethically neutral. PWID also could be asked to realistically assess their skills injecting others, in light of the risks for complications and their level of risk aversion. The opportunity to weigh their skills more deliberately and in a larger framework may lead to more nuanced estimations. PWID could be encouraged to consider how they apportion responsibility for their own initiation into injection. To the extent they regret injecting, and implicate a PWID who may have helped with their own first injection, they could be asked to consider whether they would be likely to seriously regret having helped with someone else’s first injection. As suggested in other samples [35], PWID could view requests for help with first injections not merely as opportunities to help or not to help, but also as opportunities to have an honest discussion about what injection is like, share personal experiences of harms from injecting, impart safer injection practices, make referrals and introductions to community-based resources, and to provide immediate social support. In sum, interventions to motivate PWID to refrain from initiating others into injection can invite a broad discussion not only just about helping versus not helping, but also about helping and not-helping to reduce harm to the non-PWID.
Ultimately, we recognize that because PWID who contemplate initiating someone into injection cannot know with certainty the sequelae of either choice (helping and not helping), the question of helping with a first injection can be ethically complicated. There is the possibility that not helping or helping may lead to more or less harm to the person who may inject for the first time. There is also the possibility that helping with a first injection may lead to more or less harm to the person who helps—the regret expressed by helpers for having helped can be considered as evidence of harm to the helper, particularly if helping violated the moral code of the helper. Given the uncertainties in the outcomes for helping or not helping in specific instances, it may not be possible to determine whether helping or not helping is the most ethical decision in all of these instances. It is also likely that there will be some instances where helping with a safer first injection may be considered the ethical choice. Our participants present two alternatives for making ethical choices in situations where outcomes cannot be known with certainty. Helpers tended to make assumptions about harm coming to at least some would-be injectors if they did not help, and therefore they helped. Non-helpers, on the other hand, tended to make the assumption that injecting inevitably led to harm and that therefore it was inherently wrong to help. Thus, a potential lesson for PWID, and for relevant interventions, is that PWID can decide a priori which of two PWID “groups” they fit into, which roughly correspond to situational and absolutist approaches: those who assess immediate risks and attempt to prevent those that seem possible or likely, and those who think injecting is inherently wrong because it inevitably causes great harm, and therefore they will not do it. In any case, there is a critical need for future research to address the information gap on what happens when non-PWIDs’ requests for help with first injections are refused. To what extent do non-PWID in this situation refrain both from self-injecting and from seeking others’ help? Data addressing these questions could shed light on the extent to which refusals to help with first injections lead to risky injection, or delay or forestall injection initiation.
Strengths and limitations
Whereas previous studies have focused on the predictors and psychosocial contexts of helping with first injections, our study is the first we are aware of that highlights the voice of the majority of PWID who have never helped with a first injection. Moreover, our sample is drawn from a hotspot of the continuing opioid epidemic in the US. Nevertheless, our sample is small, local, and non-representative of PWID in general. Our mode of data collection was a single interview – eliciting retrospective and current accounts of highly charged topics, especially injection and initiating others into injection. There is potential for minimization, distorted recall, and social desirability bias in which helping behaviors are under- or not reported, leading to some possible misclassification in our sample. As well, some non-helpers in our sample could help in the future, and some did not rule out the possibility, and some helpers expressed commitments to not helping in the future. However, the proportion in our sample who said they had helped others with a first injection is consistent with other studies, suggesting that helping is the province of a minority of experienced injectors. Moreover, findings that helpers often assisted with more than one first injection [25, 28–32] are consistent with the idea that some experienced injectors play a disproportionate role initiating others into injection, effectively “compensating” for those who never help with first injections. In short, we are confident that most in our sample, if not all, who state they have never helped with a first injection are reporting accurately, and that misclassification on this factor is minimal.



Conclusions
Among the 17 PWID in our sample who have never helped someone with their first injection, three themes arose in their discourse on not initiating others into injection: not helping because of altruistic motivations to prevent immediate and delayed harms; not helping because they lacked skills injecting others; and an absolutist prohibition on initiating others into injection. These themes were not echoed among the helpers in our sample. In nearly all PWID samples, non-helpers comprise a majority, suggesting that their perspectives on initiating others have considerable implications for public health. Peer-driven harm reduction interventions to reduce the role PWID play fostering injection, or to encourage PWID to promote others’ safer injection initiation, can integrate these themes into discussions with PWID about their future intentions around promoting injection and helping with first injections.

Acknowledgements
The authors thank study participants and our community collaborators for their contribution to this research.
Funding
This work was supported by the National Institute on Drug Abuse (grant number 5-DP1-DA039542). Dr. Margaret Wolff is now supported by a training grant (T32 MH019139; Principal Investigator, Theodorus Sandfort, Ph.D.) from the National Institute of Mental Health at the HIV Center for Clinical and Behavioral Studies at the NY State Psychiatric Institute and Columbia University (P30-MH43520; Center Principal Investigator: Robert Remien, Ph.D.).


Authors’ contributions
DB and ST collected the data. DB, MW, and JF coded the data. All authors analyzed and interpreted the data, and contributed to and approved the final manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
All participants provided written informed consent and received a $30 honorarium for their participation. The study was undertaken with ethical approval granted by the Institutional Review Board at the Mount Sinai-Beth Israel Hospital System.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


[image: Creative Commons]Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
Gossop M, Griffiths P, Powis B, Strang J. Severity of dependence and route of administration of heroin, cocaine and amphetamines. Br J Addict. 1992;87:1527–36.CrossrefPubMed

2.
Mateu-Gelabert P, Guarino H, Jessell L, Teper A. Injection and sexual HIV/HCV risk behaviors associated with nonmedical use of prescription opioids among young adults in New York City. J Subst Abus Treat. 2015;48:13–20. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​jsat.​2014.​07.​002.Crossref

3.
Sotheran JL, Goldsmith DS, Blasco M, Friedman SR. Heroin sniffing as self-regulation among injecting and non-injecting heroin users. J Drug Issues. 1999;29:401–21.Crossref

4.
Wejnert C, Hess KL, Hall HI, et al. Vital signs: trends in HIV diagnoses, risk behaviors, and prevention among persons who inject drugs - United States. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 2016;65:1336–42.CrossrefPubMed

5.
Campbell CA, Canary L, Smith N, et al. State HCV incidence and policies related to HCV preventive and treatment services for persons who inject drugs - United States, 2015–2016. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 2017;66:465-9.

6.
Mars SG, Bourgois P, Karandinos G, et al. “Every ‘never’ I ever said came true”: transitions from opioid pills to heroin injecting. Int J Drug Policy. 2014;25:257–66. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​drugpo.​2013.​10.​004.CrossrefPubMed

7.
Sherman SG, Smith L, Laney G, Strathdee SA. Social influences on the transition to injection drug use among young heroin sniffers: a qualitative analysis. Int J Drug Policy. 2002;13:113–20.Crossref

8.
Cicero TJ, Ellis MS. Abuse-deterrent formulations and the prescription opioid abuse epidemic in the United States: lessons learned from OxyContin. JAMA Psychiatry. 2015;72:424. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jamapsychiatry.​2014.​3043.CrossrefPubMed

9.
Longo DL, Compton WM, Jones CM, Baldwin GT. Relationship between nonmedical prescription-opioid use and heroin use. N Engl J Med. 2016;374:154–63. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1056/​NEJMra1508490.Crossref

10.
Daniulaityte R, Carlson RG, Kenne DR. Initiation to pharmaceutical opioids and patterns of misuse: preliminary qualitative findings obtained by the Ohio substance abuse monitoring network. J Drug Issues. 2012;36:787–808.

11.
Kanouse AB, Compton P. The epidemic of prescription opioid abuse, the subsequent rising prevalence of heroin use, and the Federal Response. J Pain Palliat Care Pharmacother. 2015;29:102–14. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3109/​15360288.​2015.​1037521.CrossrefPubMed

12.
Jones JD, Vosburg SK, Manubay JM, Comer SD. Oxycodone abuse in New York City: characteristics of intravenous and intranasal users: oxycodone abusers in New York City. Am J Addict. 2011;20:190–5. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​j.​1521-0391.​2011.​00120.​x.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

13.
Lankenau SE, Teti M, Silva K, et al. Initiation into prescription opioid misuse amongst young injection drug users. Int J Drug Policy. 2012;23:37–44. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​drugpo.​2011.​05.​014.CrossrefPubMed

14.
Draus PJ, Carlson RG. Needles in the haystacks: the social context of initiation to heroin injection in Rural Ohio. Subst Use Misuse. 2006;41(8):1111–24. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​1082608050041157​7.

15.
Gandhi DH, Kavanagh GJ, Jaffe JH. Young heroin users in Baltimore: a qualitative study. Am J Drug Alcohol Abuse. 2006;32:177–88. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​0095299050047929​0.CrossrefPubMed

16.
Guarino H, Marsch LA, Deren S, et al. Opioid use trajectories, injection drug use, and hepatitis C virus risk among young adult immigrants from the former Soviet Union living in New York City. J Addict Dis. 2015;34:162–77. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10550887.​2015.​1059711.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

17.
Gladden RM. Fentanyl law enforcement submissions and increases in synthetic opioid–involved overdose deaths—27 states, 2013–2014. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 2016;65:837–43.

18.
Hedegaard H, Chen LH, Warner M. Drug-poisoning deaths involving heroin: United States, 2000–2013. NCHS data brief, no 190. Hyattsville: National Center for Health Statistics; 2015.

19.
Unick GJ, Rosenblum D, Mars S, Ciccarone D. Intertwined epidemics: national demographic trends in hospitalizations for heroin- and opiate-related overdoses, 1993-2009. PLoS One. 2013;8:1–8.Crossref

20.
Rudd RA. Increases in drug and opioid-involved overdose deaths—United States, 2010–2015. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 2016;65:1445–52.

21.
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Annual Surveillance Report of Drug-Related Risks and Outcomes, United States, 2017. Surveillance Special Report 1. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Published August 31, 2017.

22.
Mack KA, Jones CM, Ballesteros MF. Illicit drug use, illicit drug use disorders, and drug overdose deaths in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas - United States. MMWR Surveill. 2017;66:1–12.Crossref

23.
Jones CM, Christensen A, Gladden RM. Increases in prescription opioid injection abuse among treatment admissions in the United States, 2004–2013. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2017;176:89–95. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​drugalcdep.​2017.​03.​011.CrossrefPubMed

24.
Young AM, Havens JR, Leukefeld CG. Route of administration for illicit prescription opioids: a comparison of rural and urban drug users. Harm Reduct J. 2010;7:24. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​1477-7517-7-24.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

25.
Rotondi NK, Strike C, Kolla G, et al. Transition to injection drug use: the role of initiators. AIDS Behav. 2014;18:486–94. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10461-013-0693-8.CrossrefPubMed

26.
Kermode M, Longleng V, Singh B, et al. My first time: initiation into injecting drug use in Manipur and Nagaland, north-east India. Harm Reduct J. 2007;4:19. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​1477-7517-4-19.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

27.
Ben Hamida A, Rafful C, Jain S, et al. Non-injection drug use and injection initiation assistance among people who inject drugs in Tijuana, Mexico. J Urban Health. 2017. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11524-017-0188-4.

28.
Bluthenthal RN, Wenger L, Chu D, et al. Factors associated with initiating someone into illicit drug injection. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2014;144:186–92. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​drugalcdep.​2014.​09.​008.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

29.
Bryant J, Treloar C. Initiators: an examination of young injecting drug users who initiate others to injecting. AIDS Behav. 2008;12:885–90. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10461-007-9347-z.CrossrefPubMed

30.
Crofts N, Louie R, Rosenthal D, Jolley D. The first hit: circumstances surrounding initiation into injecting. Addiction. 1996;91:1187–96.CrossrefPubMed

31.
Day CA, Ross J, Dietze P, Dolan K. Initiation to heroin injecting among heroin users in Sydney, Australia: cross sectional survey. Harm Reduct J. 2005;2:2.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

32.
Hunt N, Stillwell G, Taylor C, Griffiths P. Evaluation of a brief intervention to prevent initiation into injecting. Drugs Educ Prev Policy. 1998;5:185–94. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3109/​0968763980900668​4.Crossref

33.
Rhodes T, Bivol S, Scutelniciuc O, et al. Narrating the social relations of initiating injecting drug use: transitions in self and society. Int J Drug Policy. 2011;22:445–54. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​drugpo.​2011.​07.​012.CrossrefPubMed

34.
Kolla G, Strike C, Roy É, et al. Initiation stories: an examination of the narratives of people who assist with a first injection. Subst Use Misuse. 2015;50:1619–27. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3109/​10826084.​2015.​1023456.CrossrefPubMed

35.
Wenger LD, Lopez AM, Kral AH, Bluthenthal RN. Moral ambivalence and the decision to initiate others into injection drug use: a qualitative study in two California cities. Int J Drug Policy. 2016;37:42–51. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​drugpo.​2016.​07.​008.CrossrefPubMed

36.
McElrath K, Harris J. Peer injecting: implications for injecting order and blood-borne viruses among men and women who inject heroin. J Subst Use. 2013;18:31–45. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3109/​14659891.​2012.​716901.Crossref

37.
Small W, Fast D, Krusi A, et al. Social influences upon injection initiation among street-involved youth in Vancouver, Canada: a qualitative study. Subst Abuse Treat Prev Policy. 2009;4:8. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​1747-597X-4-8.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

38.
Stillwell G, Hunt N, Taylor C, Griffiths P. The modeling of injecting behavior and initiation into injecting. Addict Res. 1999;7:447–59.Crossref

39.
Goldsamt LA, Harocopos A, Kobrak P, et al. Circumstances, pedagogy and rationales for injection initiation among new drug injectors. J Community Health. 2010;35:258–67. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10900-010-9231-z.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

40.
Guise A, Dimova M, Ndimbii J, et al. A qualitative analysis of transitions to heroin injection in Kenya: implications for HIV prevention and harm reduction. Harm Reduct J. 2015;12 https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12954-015-0061-2.

41.
Harocopos A, Goldsamt LA, Kobrak P, et al. New injectors and the social context of injection initiation. Int J Drug Policy. 2009;20:317–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​j.​drugpo.​2008.​06.​003.CrossrefPubMed

42.
Horyniak D, Higgs P, Cogger S, et al. Experiences of and attitudes toward injecting drug use among marginalized African migrant and refugee youth in Melbourne, Australia. J Ethn Subst Abus. 2014;13:405–29. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​15332640.​2014.​958639.Crossref

43.
Unintentional drug poisoning (overdose) deaths involving opioids in New York City, 2000–2014; 2015

44.
New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. Unintentional drug poisoning (overdose) deaths involving heroin and/or fentanyl in New York City, 2000–2015. Epi Data Brief, no. 74: August 2016.

45.
Current Estimates of New York City's Population for July, 2017. In: Current Population Projections.  New York City Department of City Planning. 2017. http://​www1.​nyc.​gov/​site/​planning/​data-maps/​nyc-population/​current-future-populations.​page. Accessed 14 Sept 2017.

46.
Population, Housing Units, Area, and Density: 2010 - United States. In: American FactFinder. United States Census Bureau. https://​factfinder.​census.​gov/​faces/​tableservices/​jsf/​pages/​productview.​xhtml?​src=​bkmk. Accessed 14 Sept 2017.

47.
DP03: Selected Economic Characteristics. In: 2016 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates. New York City Department of City Planning. https://​www1.​nyc.​gov/​site/​planning/​data-maps/​nyc-population/​american-community-survey.​page. Accessed 14 Sept 2017.

48.
DP05: ACS Demographic and Housing Estimates. In: 2015 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates. New York City government. https://​www1.​nyc.​gov/​assets/​.​.​.​/​data.​.​.​/​nyc-population/​acs/​demo_​2014acs5yr_​puma.​xlsx. Accessed 14 Sept 2017.

49.
Janis IL, Mann L. Decision making: a psychological analysis of conflict, choice, and commitment. New York: Free Press; 1977.

50.
Prochaska JO, Velicier WF, Rossi JS, et al. Stages of change and decisional balance for 12 problem behaviors. Health Psychol. 1994;13:39–46. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​/​0278-6133.​13.​1.​39.CrossrefPubMed

51.
Rollnick S, Miller W. What is motivational interviewing? Behav Cogn Psychother. 1995;23:325–34.Crossref

52.
Miller WR, Rose GS. Motivational interviewing and decisional balance: contrasting responses to client ambivalence. Behav Cogn Psychother. 2015;43:129–41.CrossrefPubMed

53.
Fishbein M, Ajzen I. Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior. Reading: Addison Wesley; 1975.

54.
Gale NK, Heath G, Cameron E, et al. Using the framework method for the analysis of qualitative data in multi-disciplinary health research. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2013;13:117.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

55.
Bryant J, Treloar C. The gendered context of initiation to injecting drug use: evidence for women as active initiates. Drug Alcohol Rev. 2007;26:287–93. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​0959523070124773​1.CrossrefPubMed

56.
Porter BF. The good life: options in ethics, Fifth edition. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield; 2016.

57.
Fletcher J. Love is life’s best guide. In: Bender DL, editor. Constructing a life philosophe: opposing viewpoints, 6th ed. San Diego: Greenhaven Press; 1993.

58.
Fletcher J. Situation ethics: the new morality. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press; 1966.




OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/contact.gif





