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INTRODUCTION

Non-medical substance abuse dramatically increased during the
1960's and continues to increase 1n the 70's, This trend has
occurred for a varilety of reasons, only some of whlech are understood.
As a consequence of the growth in substance abuse and by virtue
of an increased public concern, many surveys have been conducted,
mainly among limited populations, to gain perspective on the scope
and patterns of thls phenomenon. New York has conducted four

=

such studlies since 1968. Policy makers, researchers and concerned
rational planning of drug treatment and prevention programs and
for allocating public resources to these efforts.

Most surveys have been concerned wlth assessing the prevalernce
and analyzed these data.l The present report seeks to move beyond
these 1ssues. The report represents our attempt, using data
from the survey which provided the basis for the [irst statistical
report, to measure young people's awareness of and attitudes
toward the prevention efforts their schools have undertaken. 1t
élsc seeks to learn the prevention program toplcs they desire,
Further, the report addresses the thorny issue of the credibility of
various sources of iInformation on drugs and the people who are, in
the eyes of the youngsters surveyed, the helpers -- those to whom
they would go 1if they needed help with a drug problem -- and
those to whom they would not go. Clearly, this information has

direct pragmatic value. It speaks to drug and alcohol use from a

~perspective that, hopefully, will yleld pathways to timely and -

meaningful 1lntervention.

1. N.Y.S. Office of Drug Abuse Services, A Survey of Substance Use
Among Junior and Senlor High School Students in New York State
Report No. 1: Prevalence of Drug and Alcohol Use, Winter 1974/75
(Albany, N.Y.: Office of Drug Abuse Services, 1975).




We know now that nelther harsh penalties, vigorous police
survelllance nor millions of dollars for drug prevention deter

youngsters from experimenting with substances they know to bhe
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11legal and/or dangerous. It is with a large sense of frustration

that prevention efforts persist in seeking to dissuade youngsters
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‘from ever trylng a substance--be 1t alcohol or another drug. M

i

media reports of arrests, overdose deaths and abuse-ruined lives
have not fright=ned young people from experimentation. If anything,
the general thrust of the evidence is that many of these programs

have titillated rather than deterred. By trying to determine

directions for interventiun from the students' responses to
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prevention-related questions, we hop to develop more effectiv
strategies to prevent drug abuse.

This report, then, presents baseline data relating to the drug
prevention experiences and opinions of the junior and senior high
school students who participated in the New York statewide survey
that was completed by the New York State Office of Drug Abuse
Services in the winter of 1974/75. The report is divided into
three parts.

In the first part, a brief discussion of the sample and the
sampling metﬁodology is presented. The second part consists of
a review of the questlonnaire and our efforts vo ensure tﬁe adequacy
of the data that were analyzed. The third and main part of the
report consists of five sections: (1) Awareness - students' perception

of the existence of a drug problem 1n their schools and their awareness

of prevention resources; (2) Participation ~ rates of participation

in various drug abuse prevention programs; (3) Opinions ~ participating

students' opinlons regarding the effectiveness of these programs;




(4) Interests ~ the topics about drug abuse prevention that were
desired by the young people surveyed; and (5) Trust - their
belief in various sources of information on drugs and from whom

they would seek help if they had a drug problem.

he study is discussed in detail in the first
statistical report,” which presents the results of analysis of
reader should refer to this report for further information regarding
the points covered in .the following brief summary.

The study is based on thé respronses of a representative sample
comprised of 8,553 seventh through twelfth grade students from 102
public schools in New York State, who were surveyed during the
winter 1974/75. Schools participating in the research were selected
by‘stratiﬂied, random sampling. Stratification was done on the

basis of seven geographical regions, degree of urbanization and

]

grade level. About two-thirds of the schools selected for the
original sample agreed to participate in the survey. When a school
refused, the same grade from another randoﬁly chosgen scﬁeol in

the same region was Substituted; In more than 90 per cent of the
schools, over 95 per cent of the students in attendance participated
in the survey. From the 22,600 returned booklets, the random

sample ﬁf completed questionnaires was drawn proportional to the

1973 student population in each of the U2 region-grade level combinations.




CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDENT SAMPLE THAT ARE EXAMINED IN THIS REPORT
Due to the complexity of the issues that are addressed 1in this

report and the wish to provide feedback to the schools, 1t was

decided to focus attention on the following student characterilstics:

(1) grade level, grouped as seventh-eighth grade, ninth-tenth grade

and eleventh-twelfth grade; (2) lifetime substance use, categorized

as none or alcohol only, marijuana use, and use of substances other

than alcohol and marijuana; and (3) area of the state in which

a student attended school, Qlassifiéd as New York City, suburban

of sex
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New York City and upstate. The omission of the factor:

and socio-economic status (as measured by father's and mother's
educational level and occupation) from this report is deliberate.
Analysis of the data showed few relationships to exist béEWEéﬂx
any of these characteristics and students' responses to the
prevention 'guestions.

A few points wlth regard to the grade level and lifetime substance
use factors are in order. Combining two grades in each grade
level category obscures any differences that may exist between palrs

of school grades in responses to the prevention guestions.

W

reported grade level results should be regarded

o

Accordingly, th
as general statements. The lifetime substance use measure indicates
an increasing involvement wifh drugs as we go from the "none"

or 'alcohol only," through the "marijuana," to the "other substances"
categories. In all but a small proportion of cases, a student in
the "marijuana" category also used alcohol; and youngsters who used
other substances took marijuana and alcohol as well. Overall, 7,751
of 8,553 (91 per cent) of the students could be placed in one of

the three substance use categorles: 65 per cent having never taken
any substance or used alcohol only; 19 per cent marijuana and

16 per cent other substances. Analysls of the drug use data shows

8




lifetime substance use behavior to be related associated to
similar patterns of drug use during the six months prior to the survey.
THE QUESTIONNAIRE
A 10-page questionnaire, entitled "Statewide Periodic Assessment
of Actions and Attitudes Among Young People," was used in the
survey. The instrument was developed by a team of” New Yokk State

Office of Drus Abuse Servic

(G
I
‘|:\!':|‘
o
it

resecarchers, including a statistician,
Epidemlol ogists and prevention program personnel. OQur main interest

in constructing the questionnaire was to obtain baseline information

rﬂu

on youths' drug use, sccial and family relationships and their awareness

T

of and reactions to their eXposure to drug prevention programs.

A more thorough review of the research instrument and discussion

of the problems that were encountered in its administrati i

\L—-l
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given in the first statistical report.

i
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Considerable effort beyond the quality control procedures discussed
in the first statistical report was expended to ensure the adequacy
of the data that are presented in this report. 1In fact, this work
consumed more time than the main analysis. This work was necessary
for two reasons. First, not all students answeréd each of the
prevention questions. We wanted to be sure that there were no drug

ompleting the

;ﬂ

use or demographic differences between youngsters
prevention questions and those who did not answer them. Second,

we wanted to be sure that the students were taking the questions
seriously and not friveolously or indiscriminately marking the

various response choices.

Non-response rates for students attending schools in the New York
City area were about 10 per cent higher than for pupils in suburban
New York City or upstate schools. The lower New York City completion
rates could well be due to difficulties in comprehension on the

part of Spanish-speaking students. houwever, because questions on

FRIC 9
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ethniclity and race were excluded from the questionnalre to comply
with New York Clty Board of Education guldelines for research in
the public schools, this i1ssue remains an open question. Importantly,

however, the results of our analysis show that there are no strong

D]

drug use or demographic differences, for the state as a whole and

within the three areas, between younpgsters answering or not responding

'TJ‘
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the various prevention questions., Completlon rates for the

I

prevention questions ranged from 89 per cent to 95 per cent by

item. TIrom 75 per cent to 90 per cent of the students answered
t p

all the 1tems for each set.
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A second auality control analysis examined the degree to which
students' responses to the prevention questions appeared to be
thoughtrful or indiscriminate in nature. This analysis involved B
learning the proportion of youths who, for example, marked one

frequency category (e.g. "always" or "never'") for any set of

h

questions. Again, the results suggested that the vast majority

of the youngsters took the questions seriously. The findings from

[iy]

these analyse ave us confidence in the data and provided a

09

Statistieal rationale for their further study.
AWARENESS

FINDINGS: Perceptions of a Drug Problem in the School

The top section of Table 1 shows the distribution of responses
to a question asking students whether they felt there was a drug
problem in their school. Also, 1t presents the youths' replies
to a question probing whether they tb@ught their teachers and
school officials were of the opinion there was a school drug problem.
As the results in the left hand column of Tz>le 1 indicate, Y40 per cent
of the students surveyed throughout the state believe there is a

drug problem in their school. Even more, 52 per cent of the youths,

feel their teachers and school officials belileve there is a school

ERIC LY




drug probler:.
The overall perceptions of a drug problem results are refined
when the students' grade level is included in the tabulation.
Tahle 1 shows that the ihgher the grade level, the larger the
per cent of students who feel thelr school has a drug problem.
The figures range from 30 per cent of the seventh and eighth
grade puplls in suburban MNew York City schools to 54 per cent of the
upstate elevenﬁh and twelfth graders. The same grade level

relationship is found for pupil perceptions of teachers' and

[o3
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school officials' beliefs of a school drup problem.

T
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There were lnteresting regional differences in student assessments

[}

of a school drug problem. New York City youths are less inclined
to feel there is a dfué problem in their school than are suburban
New York City and upstate pupils. Similarly, New York City youngsters
are less inclined than students in other areas to believe their
teachers and s=chool officlals think their schools have a drug
problem.

The top two rows of figures in Table 1 suggest that students are
more pron= to feel teachers and school officials think there 1is
a school drug problem than they are themselves. This pattern of
result; occurs in every grade level and area of tl. state combination.

FINDINGS: Awareness of Community Drug Treatment and Prevention
Resources

Overall, as the middle section of Table 1 shows, a large majority
of students do not know of local drug treatment or prevention
resources. One in three of the respondents knows of a drug
treatment or prevention program:in his or her community. Thirty-seven
per cent of the youths know of a drug hotline. However, only
17 per cent of the students note they have heard of a Narcotic

Guidance Council (NGC), a voluntary local group providing drug

1i



TADLE |
STUDENTS" PERCEPTIONS OF A DRUG PROBLEM IN THETR SCHOOL A0 AWARENESS OF DOU5 TRCATHENT/PREVENTION RESOURCES

[0 THETR COMMHITY BY AREA A0 GRAOE - [ PR CENT

_ L Siburbsy T lpstage

Sl T R HY TOREE Sy _

Perception 0f Drug Problen | frade
and Prevention

|
12T /890 e

" Lo 7o el el yslsng

PERCEPTION OF A ORUS PROBLEM IN SCHOOL |

Per cent who feel there is a drug | :
problen in their schaol CU T YA 5 I S U T O O R

school officials think there 15 a drug
roplen 5240 SToeh AT 4 s S0 | 55| 3055 1|6 3 % 69

ANARENESS OF COMMUNITY TREATMENT/
" PREVENTION RESOURCES

%r&ﬁwﬁkmwﬁadmgwﬁmﬂw | ,
prevention program in their community | 33 |26 33 40 |33 [ 2735 % [ B | 1N 4[N (W OB N

Per cent who have heard of a narcotic

guidance counci] A2 17 05 §19 12519 150151916 MW 1E 117 16 16

n

i

Per cont who koow of afiotline | VN B 4 R Ay M| 0| B0 0N Y

Total Number of Students In Each , ,
Area/Grade Category 825312770 3166 2617 2616 | 783 1118 765 | 2524 | 862 888 774|313 [ 175 1160 1078

Minimum Per cent of Student Answaring
Any Question Co| BB |85 89 90 j 02| 7287 B4 (BT BT B6 8T |9 W 9

*Includes Nassau, Suffolk, Rockland and Westchester counties.




prevention services to its respective community. Because NGCs

usually pursue their work indirectly through collaboration with

various community agencies, such as the schools, it could be

expected that many youngsters may not have heard of the councils.

Introducing grade level into the tabulations produces some
interesting trends. Students in the higher grades are more likely
to claim knowledge of a drug treatment or prevention program, than
are pupils in the lower grades. A similar trend appears for
kngwledge of a drug hotline. Here, the positive association with
grade level and awareness of a hotline occurs within each area of
the state. On the other hand, grade level is negatively related
to knowledge of a Narcotic Guidance Council: the higher the grade
level the lower the proportion of students claiming they have
heard of an NGC.

Table 1 also shows some area of the state differences in
awareness of drug abuse prevention resources. New York City students
are, relatively, more aware of the existence of a NaFﬁ@tiﬂ Guldance
Council. Conversely, these youths less often claim to know of a
hotline than suburban and upstaté pupils. The‘knowledgéyaf a drug
hotline difference between New York City and éubufban and upstate
youths could refilect a variation in the actual numbers of hotlines
in these areas. Unfortunately, we have no data bearing on this

matter that could permit a more definitive statement with regard to

this difference in knowledge finding.

PARTICIPATION
FINDINGS:; Particlipation in Drug Prevention Programs
Table 2 shows the per cent of students in the three grade

levels, statewlde and by area, who claimed to have attended

varlous prevention programs during the year prior to the survey.
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TABLE 2
STUDENTS ATTENDLIS DRUS PREVENTIONl PROGRAS I LAST YEAR BY SETTING

AND TECHNIQUE USED BY GRADE A4D AREA OF .Y, STATE®
IN PER CENT

e W Sate T TUVURy VO Sburbs™ ] Upstate
Prevention Progran _brade Grade | [ fyade | | Grade
Setting/Technique T T T L

o Used o TTOTAL 7/[9/100T1/02|TOTAL| 7/818/10[11/12 TOTAL] 7/819/10{11/12|TOTAL! 7/81910{11/12

SETTING

Classroom Instruction 55063 53 B) | B1 |63 A7 45 1 B 167 59 57| 54 60 53 W
School Assenbly Program 06 153 M40 | 4345 45 37 D A 52 42 3| 49459 45 M
Church Program 2020 W 6 A% W 18y 200 % 12| a% % 19
After-school Center B 1 m a5y 3 7NN 88y 77

Filmon Drugs 67 (79 63 59 | 61 |78 55 52 | 73 {81 T 66| 67|79 63 O

Rap Session Groups 5129 23 2% N4 0N on np19s 182l

~ Talks By Ex-addicts 240N B8N 2 % alsn wulnld N 2
Police Program [N T N A A T R L Y A B [ O O v A L R VA

Individual/Group/Family Counseling | 14 118 15 107 | 15 [18 14 13 | 14 006 14 1012 (18 16 10

Encounter/Sensitivity Training LS 4 4 506 4 5 515 4 6 415 43

Number of Students In Each K , o ,
Area/Grade Category 855312770 3166 2817 | 2616|733 1114 765 | 2524 | 862 888 774 | 3413 1175 1140 1078

Mininun Per cent of Students :
Answering For Any Setting 91183 93 91 | 8 (8 A9 A 9292 93 92y s ¥ %

Minimum Per cent of Students

Answering for Any Technique 9 188 91 90 | &4 |31 89 & | R |91 % 2w B %

L]

*Attendance fiqure based on students' reporting attendence vs. non-attendance.
**Includes Nassau, Suffolk, Rockland and Westchester counties.
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The table presents rates of participation iﬁ programs in four
different settings and experilence with six prevention techniques.
Program Settings

Overall, from 15 per cent to 55 per cent of the students indicated
they attended a prevention program in each setting. As might be
expected, the two school-based settings, the classroom and assembly,
were the sites for prevention program participation for more
students than church or after-school centers. .The results in
Table 2 also note that fewer youths in the higheﬁ grade levels
attended drug abuse preventlion programs in each of the settings,
than did pupils in the lower grades. Thils trend hold statewide
and within the New York City, suburban New York City and upstate
New York areas.

Prevention Techniques

In reviewing the prevention techniques results it iéaimpgrtant
that the reader bear in mind the diffilculties students may have
had in understanding what a gilven technique label meant. For
example, a pupll may have participated in meetings with his peers
during which the problems they were facing in thelr lives, and
their feelings on these matters, were aired. However, he may not
have associated the term "rap session group" with thls experience.
Further, the content of a particular technique may vary considerably
in different schools and areas. Glven these cautions in making
inferences from the results given in Table 2, the technique
figures sugpgest some interesting trends.

FFi1lms on drugs 1s the preventlon technique with which most of
the students (67 per cent) claim to have experience. Rap session
groups, talks by ex-addicts, p@ligebpragfams and individual/group/
famlly counseling were attended by 14 per cent to 25 per cent of
the puplls. Few youngsters clalm any experience wilth encounter/

17



The "technique" dats in Table 2 indicate that students in the
lower grades have had more experience in the past year with films

on drugs, police programs and counseling than pupils in the upggr
grade levels. This pattern holds statewide and for each of the
three areas. Scme interesting area differences are also revealed
in Table 2, A higher percentage of New York City students claim
attendance in rap session groups and talks by ex-addicts than
suburban youths. 3Suburban New York City youngsters, in turn,
note more exposure to these two techniques than upstate pupils.
"Report Mo. 1" on junior and senior high scheol student drug use
found that, except For solvents, students in the upper grades
were more invelved with substances than lower graders. In light
of these results, it is interesting to learn that more lower grade

youths have had recent experience with various prevention programs

than older students. It is appreciated that school drug curricula

could affect students' involvement in school-based prevention
activities. However, the trends in our results are not predictable

from current drug education guldelines of the New York State
Education Department.3 These regulations specify that health
education, which includes instruction in regard to drug use and

abuse, be given in a one-half-year course in junior and, again,

in senior high school. 7he grade scheduling of these courses,

3. See: Rules © the Board of Regents and Regulations of the

Commissioner of kducation, Chapter 1., Commissioﬁer'g

Regulations, Subchapter G, Part 135, uection 135.3; and
Chapter 67U, Laws of New York, 1670.
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and to some degree their cénteﬁtg appear to be left to the
discretion of each school system.
OPINIONS
FINDING:- Opinions of Prevention Programs by Their Participants
Table 3 presenrts student assessments of four settings in which
drug prevention programs are given: a church, classroom, after-school
center and school assembly. The data are for New York State as a
wholef Also included is a tabulation of the relationship between
the_yauths'.lifetime substance use aﬁé their opinions with regard
to the impact of programs held in these sites on drug use.
Overall, church programs wer% felt to be the most helpful in
turning young people away from drugs. Classroom instruction and
after-school centers were rated as effective by about one-third of

thelr participants. Less than one-quarter of the youngsters who

effect on drug taking. From 26 per cent to 36 per cent of the il
students were of the opinion that drug programs held in the four
settings had no impact on drug use. Twenty-seven to 38 per‘cent
of the puplls claimed they did not know the effect of these
.prcgrams. lImportantly, few youﬁhs felt any of the four locations
encouraged drug use.

Interesting results were obtained in terms of the relationship
between lifetime substance use and student ratings of the various
‘prevention program settlngs. As the data in Table 3 show, the
éreatér the drug involvement of the yougsters:

(1) the less inclined they are to feel prevention programs in

. the four settings are effective in turning young people
e away from drugs;

o 1Y
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OPSNIONS OF DKUG ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAYS N VARIOUS SETTINGS BY PARTICIPANTS WITH
DIFFERENT SUBSTANCE USE BEHAVIOR IN N.Y

TACLE 5

Y. STATE (NeG5ts)

I PER CENT
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Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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| Away From Drugs. | Effect

% Who Feel
Program Has
Had No .

% Who Feel
Program Has
Encouraged
Drug Use,

9 Wno Don't
Know Effect
of Program,

% of Partici-
pating Students

~ Responding.

TOTAL

None or Alcohol only

Church Program  Marijuana*

Other Substancest*

TOTAL

None or Alcohol only

Classroom
Instruction

Marijuana*

After-school
Center

Mari juana*

TOTAL

None or Alcohol only

School
Assembly
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Mari juana*

Other Substances**

Other Substances**

Other Substances**
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(2) the more likely they are to believe that a given prevention
program setting would have no effect on drug use; and

(3) the less frequently they indicate they "don't know" the
effect of programs held at these settings.

The apparent trend between lncreasing drug involvement and student
opinions that dfug programs at the four sdites encouraged drug
use is based on too few cases to be accepted with confidence,

Table 4 gives the judgments of the effectiveness of six drug
abuse prevention techniques by the students who were exposed to
them; Talks by ex-addicts was the technique tgétﬁwas most highly
rated by the youths. Almost two-thirds of the respondents,
regardless of their own use of drugs, felt these discussions would
deter drug taking. Rap session groups, police programs, indivi&ual/
gfoup/famiiy counseling and films on drugs were rated as effective
by about one-half of their pr-ticipants. Encounter/sensitivity
fralning fared less well, being rated favorably by just over
oneeﬁhird of the pupils. Talks by ex-addicts were least often felt
to have had no effect on drug use; only 12 per cent of the youths

having experience with this technique held this opinion. Films

almost one-quarter of those exposed to them. Dpinion% of "no effect"
for rap session groups, police programs, counseling and encounter/
sensitivity training ranged from 18 per zent to 22 per cent,

Except for the 46 per cent "don't know” responses for ratings of

the impact of encounter/sensitivity trainlng, from 20 to 30 per cent
of the youngsters claimed uncertainty over the effect of the
!pfeventiaﬁ techniques on substance taking.

The relationships between substance use and the perceived

effectiveness of the preventlion techniques, shown in Table 4,



TABLE 4

OPINIONS OF DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION TECHNIUES BY PARTICIPANTS WITH DIFFERENT SUBSTANCE USE
BEHAVIOR N H.. STATE (1=8853) IN PER CENT

- Techniques
Used For
Orug Program

Substance:
Ever
Used

Participating Students' Opinions
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Talks by

Ex-Addicts
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Groups

PoTice
Program

Individual/
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Counsel1ng
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Encounter /
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Training

Nome or Alcohol Only
Mari juana*
Other, Substances*

TOTAL

None or Alcohol Only
Marijuang*

Other Substances™*

TOTAL

~ None or Alcohol Only

Mar juana* ,
Other supstances **

TOTAL

None or Alcohol Only
Mar1juana*

Other Substances **

TOTAL

None or Alcohol Only
Marijuana*

Other Substances **
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None or Alcohol Only
Marijuana®

Other Substances **
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exhibit a pattern that 1s similar to the substance use-=prevention
program setting results (see Table 3). With the exception of
encounter/sensitivity training, these results suggest that the
more youths are involved with substances, the less impresséd they
are with the prevention technigues they have experienced.

When student ratings of the effectiveness of prevention programs
iﬂ the four settings and of the six techniques are compared to the
rates of program participation presented in Table 2, some substantlal
discrepencies are noted. The classroom and school assembly are
claimed as prevention program sites by large prcportions of the
youths. However, they are judged to be low in effectiveness by
their participants. These low ratings may be due to the fact that
students are often required to attend programs in these settings.
Participation in church-based prevention programs is self-selective
and they were attended by only 22 per cent of the students. However,
it is important to note that one-third of the most substance-involved
youths who were exposed to church drug programs felt they deterred
drug use. In terms of techniques, 22 per cent of the youths
claimed to have been exposed to talks by ex-addicts; yet, this
technique was rated as effective by 63 per cent of its participants.
Police programs were attended by 15 per cent of the students, but
rated as effective In discouraging drug use by nearly 50 per cent
of the pupils who were involved in them. And, two-thirds of
those surveyed had seen films on drugs; however, only U5 per cent
of the youths claimed this technlque was effective. These results
suggest the need for students to be exposed to prevention efforts
they feel are most effective., At the least, thelr evaluations of
programs should be considered an important factor in deciding

what drug preventlon activities willl take place.
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TABLE §
N.Y. STATE DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS' FEELING PROGRAM HELPED
TURY YOUNG PEOPLE AWAY FROM DRUGS BY GRADE AND SUBSTAWCE USE
Per cent of Participants' Feeling Program Helped Turn Young People

Pway From Drugs
(¥+8,553)

Prevention Program _Tth and 8th Grades * thoand 10th Grades | 17th and T2t Grades
Setting/and S - - _
Technique Used ~Substances Ever Used | Substances Ever Ysed Substances Ever Used
el 11 wmeor| | | [Teor]
Alcoho!l Other Meohol| | Other |y Ricohot| | Other
_ | Total Only | Marid.*] Sub ¥ | Total| Only | arij.*| Sub.** ) Total Only | Marij.*| Subi*¥
SETTNG
Church Progren A R SN ¢ I Y T - VAN O O B /A
Classroon Instructior s %6 om0 ¥ |m| ¥ oz Bla| W B DB
After-Schoo! Center T I N 2 I T I /2 L I |
School Assembly Program KL I L % 10| 2% 16 1118 9 ‘
Talks by Ex-addicts 50 % % % (@ | w8 6 |6 | 6 @ ¥
Rap Session Groups R N 1IN SR
Police Progran % | 97 46 o 15 TR P 3 3
Individual/Group/

Fan{ly Counseling 9 1 8 13 S I i o i 43
Films on Drugs T TR O T R N I | O
Encounter/Sensitivity '

Training w2 i 1% |4 EY A N VA B i Kl

#Includes marijuana and hashish users only, most of whom have also used alcohol.
w4Ineludes anyone who used drugs besides marijuana, Most of these students also used marijuana and alcohol.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FINDINGS: Participants' Feeling Prevention Programs in7VariDus
Settings and Employing Different TéchﬂiqueleiSccuraged
Drug Use by Grade Level and Substance Use Combined
Table 5 reports the results of a more detailed analysis of the
data that are given in Tables 3 and 4 including the students'
grade level. The findings show grade level (or age) to be an
important factor in understanding the youths' opinions of the
effectivenesz of the four prevention program locations and the
six prevention techniques in deterring drug takigg;”iégé;£éfiﬁéggéﬂ
of grade level is reflected in the several trends that appear in
the table. First, as grade level increases there is a decline in
the proportation of participants who feel that classroom instruction,
school assemblies, police programs and films on drugs are effective.
Conversely, ninth to twelfth grade students rate talks by ex-addicts
and encounter/sensitivity training as being effective more often
than do the seventh and eighth graders.
Although substance use and grade level are positively related

to one another, the results in Tables 3, 4 and 5 do not always

!

correspond. This suggests that grade level and substance use have

T

distinctive influences on students' effectiveness ratings. Of the

"two factors, however, substance use is more consistently and frequently

associated with the judged impact of the varlous prevention program
) . _ _ _ &
settings and techniques than 1s grade level.
INTERESTS

FINDINGS: Prevention Program Toplcs Desired by Seventh to Twelfth
Grade Students with Different Substance Use Behavior

One set of prevention questions in the statewide survey asked
students whether they wanted, or did not want, to have programs
discussing each of 10 topilcs. The statewide figures in the left

hand column of Table 6 show that the youths desire prevention
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TABLE 6

DRUG PREVENTION PROGRAM TOPICS DESIRED BY SEVENTH TO TWELFTH GRADE
STUDENTS WITH DIFFERENT SUBSTANCE USE BEHAVIOR - IN PER CENT

) __SUBSTANCES _ EVER _USED

Type of Drug Program Which Explains| toraL [ Tone oF ; e
| Alcohol Only | Marijuana* | Substances**

how taking drugs affects your mind.| 81 83 81 72

Dancers of drug use to physical
health. 79 g3 76 65

Legal penalties for using drugs. 71 71 74 66

Different treatments for drug
experiences. 71 70 73 72

how usiny drugs can demage your
family. 70 76 62 53

How to handle Bad drug experiences.| 66 62 72 75

Other things to do besides using
drugs. 64 67 62 52

Scientific information about drugs.] 61 63 60 55
Why drug use is immoral. 44 48 39 32

How you can live better with drugs. 29 22 35 50

Minimum Number of Students
Answering Any Question

7394 4832 1419 1140

*Includes marijuana and hashish users, most of whom have also used alcohol.
**Includes anyone who used drugs besides marijuana. Most of these students also
used marijuana and alcohol.
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program topics which explain the effects of drugs on one's mind

and health. These desired program topics are followed, in a

second order of emphasls, by those dealing with the legal penalties
for drug use, treatment for drug experiences, the impact of druys
on one's family, how to handle bad drug experilences, alternatives
to drug use and scientifiec information about drugs. Less than

a majority of the youths want programs explaining why drug use is

)

how they can live better with drugs.
Analysis of the data found few regional or grade level differences
in the prevention program topiecs that were desired by the youths,
There was a negative association between the use of substances and

interest in six of the prevention topics discussed. The more

involved students are with drugs, the less inclined they are to

o

desire programs which explain: how taking drugs affects your
mind, the dangers of drug use to physical health, how drup use can
damage one's family, other things to do besides use drugs, scientific
information about drugs and why drug use is immoral. On the other
hand, the greater the degree of student involvement with substances,
the more they want prevention prograns that explain how to handle

bad drug experiences and how to live bhetter with drugs. The desire for
programs discﬁssing the legal penalties for using drugs and different
treatment for drug experiences was not related te drug use.

Considered as a whole, the results presented in Table 6 indicate

Ly

that youngsters with different substance relationships want to hear

prevention program themes discussed that fit in whith their own

immoral. Only about three in 10 students are interested in learning
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TABLE 7
PERCEIVED BELIEVABILITY OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON DRUGS BY GRADE
IN PER CENT

(Based on "mostly beljevable" resnonses)

7 ______Grade Category
Information Source | Totall 7/8 ] 9/10 ] T11/12

Doctor 66 - 67 65 67

Staff member of a drug program 61 61 60 62

M

59 56 £é

~

Nurse 5

48 57 54

L
ey

Pamphlets
Teacher/school staff 50 58 47 45
Someone in immediate family 50 54 51 43
Mental health counselor x46 49 45 a5
Police officer 46 51 45 41
A friend who uses druas a5 29 49 58
Newspapers 41 4? 4z 37
 Magazine: 40 30 42 40
Television 38 37 39 36
Other relative 33 35 34 30
Radio 31 30 32 30
Social worker 28 20 27 35
A friend who does not use drugs 2€ 29 .26 23
Clergyman w 23 24 23 22
Neighbor 18 20 19 16
Lawyer : 18 17 17 19

Minimum Number of Students
Answering Any Question 7632 2438 2828 2352
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drug use behavior. Scud: who are not involved with drugs want
to be exposed to prugsram toplics that will discourage drug taking.
On the other hand, druy uscrs want to acquire informatlon that

can be useful in thelr substance taking. In any prevention

fio]

mh

“fort that involves target audiences with diverse substance use

or

to include a range of

i

patterns, therefore, it wculd be wise

topics covering the social, perzonal and medical aspects of
drug use. In this way, it would be possible to expose youths to

te to thélr lives. Program themes
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caling with the moral vroblems of drug use would best be de-emphasized
since they are desired by less than a mojority of the students.
TRUST

FINDINGS: The PFelisvability of 3ot >3 of Information on Drugs Overall
and by Grade Level
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sources of information on drugs, or as we asked: "We would like
to know where you get the most believable information on drugs."
A list of 20 sources was provided, and the youths were requested
to indicate whether each source was 'nmostly believable," "mostly
not believable"” or 1f they were '"not sure" as to the source's
credibility.

The per cent of students responding "mostly believable" to each

—

o nted in Table 7. The
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listed sourc
overall percentages in the left hand "total" column show that

. people who have had experience with drugs either as medical/drug
treatment personnel or as former drug users tend to be regarded
as more credible than any of the mass media. Pamphlets, which are
a more specilalized medium, were felt to be the most believable

medlia source of drug iriformation. They were also seen as more

ERIC 32
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credible than teacher/school staff, someone in the immediate
family, mental health counselor, police officer or even a
drug using friend.
Social worker, non-drug using friend, clergyman, neighbor and
lawyer were perceilved as less believable than the various media
for information about drugs. Interpretation of these results is

difficult. One-third to one-half of the studenta indicated they

T were "not sure'™ about the credibility of these Sources,” ThHese 7T

data could reflect the fact that these five persons are not generally

regarded as drug information sources among those¢ surveyed,

Two important grade level-credibility trends are reflected in
the results in Table 7. On the one hand, smaller percentages of
students claim to believe in teacher/school staff, immediate
family member, mental health counselor, police officer, other
relative, non-drug using friend and neighbor as drug information
sources as we move from the seventh-eighth to the eleventh-twelfth
grade level categories. On the other hand, there is an increase
in the per cent of youths who believe in a former drug user, a

drug using friend and social worker as information sources as

o

we go from the seventh-eighth to the eleventh-twelfth grade level
These per cent changes primarily occur between the seventh-eighth
and ninth-tenth grade levels. Little relationship was found to
exlst between the area of the state in which the students attended
school and their belief in the varicus sources of information on
drugs.

FINDINGS: Students' Belief in Drug Information Sources by Their
Substance Use

o]
=

Table 8 presents the results of the examination of the associati

[

Ly

between the youths' substance use and their belief in the 20 source
of 1Information on drugs. Two interesting patterns of relationship

Q [3)

Lo
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TABLE 8 °

PERCELVED BELIEVABILITY OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON DRUGS BY 7th TO 12th GRADE,
N.Y. STATE STUDENTS WITH DIFFERENT SUBSTANCE USE BEHAVIOR-IN PER CENT
(Based on "mostly believable" responses)

- - | [ Substance fver Used
) - ] ilcne or 7 N :
Information Source | Total | Alcohol Only_ Marijuana*| Other Substances*#

Doctor 67 70 64 61

Staff member of a drug program 62 63 62 57
--Former. deug yser. .. ... . 1. .82 B R
Nurse 57 61 53 49
Pamphlet 55 56 55 48
Teacher/scheol staff 51 58 41 32
Someone in immediate family 50 52 48 a5
Mental health counselor 47 50 42 47
Police officer 46 51 41 35
A friend who uses drugs 46 34 64 73
Newspapers 47 44 37 3z
Magazines 40 42 39 23
Television 38 42 33 27
Other relative 33 34 31 3
Radio 31 33 28 23
Social worker 28 27 28 3
A friend who does not use drugs 26 28 23 19
Clergyman 23 26 18 16
Neighbor 18 17 19 21
Lawyer 18 18 16 17

Minimum Number of Students 7 7 B
Answering Any Question 7051 4595 1361 1091

* Includes marijuana and hashish users, most of whom have also used alcohol.
** Includes anyone who used drugs besidesmarijuana. Most of these students also used
marijuana and alcohol.
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N 34




26.

are revealed in the table. The most prevalent, general trend
is a negative one: the greater the degree of iInvolvement with
substances, the less bellevable many of the sources of information
on drugs are felt to be. This is the case with all the information
sources noted in Table 8, with the -exception of former drug user
ané drug using friend and, to a slight depgree, social worker and
neighbor. A positive relationship was found to hold between

| éubstance in?olveﬁemt ani bellef iﬁ ggeéé“fagf dfﬁéwiﬁfo;mg£iéﬁr
sources. Two of the substance Iinvolvement-believability
assoclations are particularly strong. Students who are more
involved with drugs are substantially: (1) less likely to believe
in teacher/schdéol stafi as sources @f'drug information and (2)
more inclined to find drug using friends to be more credible
information sources, than are pupills who are less drug involved,
In terms of the substance use-believabillty results, greater
differences in credibility occur in the comparisons between
non-drug users or students who use alcohol only and marijuana takers,
than between marijuana and other substance users.

Since there 1s a relationship between drug use and grade level,
are somewhat similar. Further analysis of the data, taking into
account both substance use and grade level, indlicates that each

-..factor influences the youths' belief in the drug information
{é@urces -- even when the gther 1s controlled. Accordingly, both
substance use and grade level should be considered in the development
of drug information efforts.

FINDINGS: Resources to be Sought for Help with a Drug Problem-Overall
and by Grade Level

Another area tapped by the statewlde survey was the kinds of

individuals students felt they would approach for assistance with
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TABLE 9
RESOURCES TO BE SOUGHT FOR HELP WITH A DRUG PROBLEM BY GRADE

IN PER CENT

L T Grade Category
o | Total 777/8 T~ "9/T0° ] "T1712

Staff member of a drug program | 62 61 62 63

Doctor ' 58 63 55 56

Someone in immediate family 50 61 47 40

Former drug user 46 37 49 51

A friend who does not use drugs 45 41 48 16
Nurse | 45 53 43 39
Mental health counselor 40 47 38 34
Other relative 30 37 28 25
Teacher/school staff 29 37 26 24
Social worker 23 19 23 28
A friend who uses drugs 22 17 23 26
Clergyman 22 23 21 21
Police officer 20 8 12
Neighbor 14 18 14 11

Lawyer 9 11 8 7

Minimum Number of Students
Answering Any Question 7853 2504 2938 2402
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a drug problem. In order to learn the youths' orientations to
various helping resources, they were asked to indicate if they

"would," "would not" or were "not sure or did not know" whether

The overall results, in the left hand column of the table, show
that only two of the persons listed would be approached for help
by more than one-half of the students: staff member of a drug

P

-l

ogram and a physieian. Immediate family member, former drug user,
non-drug using friend, nurse and mental health counselor

were selected, in descending order, by 50-40 per cent of the

youths. The reminder of the individuals listed in Table 9 were
mentioned by three in 10 or less of the students.

Two 1mportant trends are found in the table. The higher the
grade level, trz smaller the proportion of students noting they
would s-»k out someone in their immediate family, a nurse,
menta i haalth counselor, other relative, teacher/school staff,
polic.: officer, neighbor and, to some degree, a clergyman for
help with a drug problem. A reverse trend is seen for former
drug user, soclal worker and drug using friend. Here, the higher the
school grade, ti= gzreater the per cent of students claiming these
resources would bz approached for assistance. The percentage
differences are lerger in the seventh-eighth and ninth-tenth grade
level comparisons, than for the ninth-tenth and eleventh-twelfth
grade data.

Additional analysis found some area of the state differences in
claimed :71llingness to use the various drug help resources.

New York Uity youths were slightly more likely to go to the
individuals listed in Table 9 for assistance with a drug problem

thar: we.. suburban New York City or upstate students.

ERIC 37




TABLE 10

RESOURCES TO BE SOUGHT FOR HELP WITH A DRUG PROBLEM BY 7th TO 12th GRADE

N.Y. STATE STUDENTS WITH DIFFERENT SUBSTANCE USE BEHAVIOR-IN PER CENT

Substances Ever Used _

~ Tflone or

Resource Total| Alcohol Only | Marijuana*| Other Substances**
Staff member of a drug program 63 64 62 57
Doctor 58 63 51 45
Someone in immediate family 49 55 40 37
Former drug user 47 41 56 61
A friend who does not use drugs 46 46 49 40
Nurse 44 50 37 32
Mental health counselor 40 42 36 24
Other relative i 30 32 26 25
Teacher/school staff 29 33 23 19
Social worker 24 22 27 25
A friend who uses drugs 22 14 27 47
Clergyman, 22 25 17 15
Police officer 20 24 12 11
Neighbor 14 14 11 14
Lawyer 8 9 ) 7
Minimum Number of Students L

Answering Any Question 7260 4720 1416 1124

* Includes marijuana and hashish users, most of whom have also used alcohol.
*%

marijuana and alcohol.

Includes anyone who used drugs besides marijuana.

33
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FINDINGS: Resources Students Would go to for Help with a Drug
Problem by Substance Use

Table 10 presents data relating to the association between
substance use and the resources that students would go to for help
with a drug problem. Eleven moderate to strong relationships

~are reflected in the table. In nine instances, the greater the
degree of involvement with drugs, the less inclined the youths
‘jndicate they would be to appraach the f@llow;ng help FauuurCégi
staff member of a drug program, d@ctor someone in the 1mmédlate
family, nurse, mental health counselor, other relative, teacher/
school staff, clergyman and police officer. On the other hand,
students who are more involved with substances are more likely
to seek out a former drug user and a drug using ™ isnd for
assistance with a drug problem. These patterns c. »z:atlonship
suggest a movement away from professional individuals and a greater
reliance on persons with experience 1in drug use (particularly
friends) as students become more involved with substances. With
regard to these results, greater differences occur in the comparisons
between non-drug users or students who use alcohol only and
marijuana takers, than between marijuana users and the users of
other substances.

Further analysis of the data was undertaken to learn the relative
importance of substance use and grade level in the resources to
be sought for help results. The findings show both substance use
and grade level to separately relate to the youths' willingness to
seek out the various persons for assistance with a drug problem.

The resources to be sought for help with a drug problem findings
parallel those obtained in the analyses of the believability of

drug information source data (see Tables 7 and 8). Taken together,

¢
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the drug resource and bellevabllity results suggest a movement
~away from family and iﬁstituti@nal help resources and information
séufces as youths grow older or more involved with drugs. Conversely,
there 1is an incfeésiﬁg tendency for older or more substance involved
youths to rely on drug using peers and former drug users-as helping

persons and drug information sources,
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CONCLUSIONS

The following 1s a summary of highlights of this report. These
highlights are presented in the order in which their relevant topic
areas are covered 1in the text:

AWARENESS

1. A considerable proportion of the students surveyed feel there
1s a drug problem in their schools. However, more youngsters
feel thelr teachers and school officials think there is a
school drug problem than they themselves do. Variations in
these perceptions were found by grade level and the area of
the state 1n which the students attend- school.

e

Most students are not aware of any drug treatment or prevention
resources in their communities. Less than four in 10 know

of a drug hotline, a treatment/prevention program or a

Narcotic Guidance Council. Level of resource awareness vary

by grade.

PARTICIPATION

3. There are considerable overall, grade level and area of the
state differences in attendance in drug programs in various
settings and exposure to prevention techniques. Lower grade
youths, who are less involved with drugs, claim more recent
experlence with prevention programs than pupils in'the upper
grades (who tend to use drugs more).

OPINIONS

b. Ratings of the effectiveness of drug programs given in various
seftings and of a number of prevention techniques are more
favorable for youths who are not very involved with drugs.
Drug using youngsters do not seem to be impressed with their
preventlion program experiences.

5. Differences are found 1n the ratings of the effectiveness of
drug programs held in four settings and for six prevention
techniques by students in different grade level. Youngsters

in the hilgher grades are less positive about classroom
instruction, school assemblies, police programs and films on
drugs, than are pupils in the lower grades. On the other

hand, upper grade youths are more favorable about talks by

ex- addicts and encounter/sensitivity training than seventh-eighth
graders.
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INTEREST

6. Students desire prevention program topiles that fit in with
their drug use behavior. Youths who are not into drugs want
to hear program themes that discourage drug use., Conversely,
substance involved pupils want to obtain information that
can be useful to thelr substance taking. The implications
of these findings for prevention activities are discussed.

TRUST

7. A doctor, staff member of a drug program and former drug user
are highly regarded Yy the students as sources of drug information.

8. Pamphlets are the only mass medla rated as credible sources of
information on drugs by a majority of the youths. Newspapers,
magazines, televlision and the radlo are rated relatively low
in terms of their believability.

9. Important differences in drug information source credibility
are found for youths in different grades and degrees of
involvement with drugs. 1In general, the higher the students'
grade level or the greater their involvement with drugs, the
more believable they regard a former drug user and a drug
using friend.

10. Only a staff member of a drug program and a physician, among
‘ 15 resources, are selected as persons to be approached for

youths surveyed.

11. Differences in drug resource person use are found among students
in various grade levels and degrees of: involvement with drugs.
Students who are older or more involved with drugs tend to

rely less on family and institutional helping resources

and more on drug using peers and former users.
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