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ABSTRACT ~ S

This study provides a follow-up assessment of an innovative drug

education program*for seventh and eighth graders. The course was taught
by an outside instructor and consisted of ten sessions conducted once
per week in social studies classes. In the-course. studehts learned a) =.
Lasswell's framework for understanding human needs and motives, b) a

{  systematic dec1310n3makfhg procedure’, and.c) information about <she pharma-

- cological, psychological, and_social-consequences of licit and illicit

- drug use. The course focused primarily upon "soft" drug use--tobacco,
alcohol, and marijuana. -

. One social .studits class from each of nine matched pairs was randomly
assigned to receive the drug education course. The remaiping classes con-
stituted the control group. . Within each group there were approximately

¢ 175 students. The follow-up questionnaire was administered one year after
"the completion of the course. Testing covered a) drug knowledge, b) general
attitudes toward drug use, c) perceived benefits and costs’ of various types

o & of substance use, d) perce®ved peer attitudes toward, and use of, various
) substances, e) intentions to use, current use, and lifetime use of various
substances. ) , "\

. Y

Class-level analyses of variance and covariance were performed on the
follow-up data. The Only-short-term effect of the course that sustained at
follow-up yas greater drug;knowledge for grade 8 males.” The shart-term

.positive effects for grade 7 females én drug knowledge, perceptions of peer
attitudes toward and peer use of soft drugs, and personal involvement 1in
alcohol and marijuaha use were not obtained at follow-up.. The two grade-

sex groups that were not influenced by the course initially, grade 7 males
. \ and grade 8 females, remained unaffected.. < - )

For grade 8 males and grade 7 females, a defayed‘effect on attitudes
toward "hard"  drug use was obtained. . As compared to their control%, these
- . experimental students were more opposed to hard drug use. “These positive
) _outcomes may be spurious, or-they may be.evidence of "sleeper" effects.

) . _ <
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This paper prov1des’a fo]]ow up assessment of an 1nnovat1ve drug L

education program.

Un11ke previous drug educatipn efforts, this cou#se

emphasized the 2ec1s1on-mak1ng process rather than-informasd on about drugs
a

Although factu

/

information was prov1ded in the course, most of the class

time was spent a) teach1ng Lasswell's framework for understanding motives V?

b) teaching a systemetfc decisioﬁ’s

* making‘process,-c)” exam1n}ng the personal and sogial cons! quences of‘ﬂrug use
decisions, and d)‘1dent1f§1ng alternatives to'drug use in var1ous cho1ce

and needs (Lassuell anH Rubenste1n, 1966)

situations. The focus was pr1mar11y upon&"soft" drug use=-c1garettes, o

alcohel,. and marijuana. The course was taught by gpsouts1de instructor and

\

*eonsisted of ten class sessions conducted once per week in soc1a1 studigs
- :/\ v
' [
//\\\‘
. t g T

. \ . . »
The study employed an experimental design and utilized process data as

L

classes.,

weﬂ]’as pretest, posttest, and fdJ]ow-up .outcome data. The repoit on this
\

study evaluating the course and 1ts effee;s at posttest (the short-term -

' effects)A(Schaps, Moskow1tz, Condon anq’ﬁa1v1n [Note. 1]) noted

"the course was often too" techn1ca1 and fast-paced ‘for the. ,
students, and that it was on]y part1at}y successful at
involving the broad range o students in class discussions
and activities. Overall, students gave the cqurse mediocre = . -

ratings with respect to ﬂnterést, enJoyableness, usefulness,
and c}ar1ty, and classroom téachers were critiqal of the -«
: instructor's teaching style ahd the ‘course content. "“

2
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Jh spite of the course's shortcomings, outcome data obtained at the ° /////

* end of the course revealed that: /.
) . - .
' -y . -
+ "the course produced a pattern of predicted effects for ) ~
. 8 grade 7 fema]es but not for grade 7 males or grade 8 rales
R ' - or females.” For grade 7 females, the ceurse increased drug . !
. y N knowledge, decreased perceptions of avorable peer attitudes .
X . ) . toward soft drug use, and decreased personal involvement in, . ‘),\\
g ' .~ use of both alcohol and marijuana. Few significant effects i
o were obtained for any of the other three subgroups "
i, M o . ’
"Besides)the effects that occurred'for the grade 7 females, the oh]y other
\
effect attr1butab1e to the course was greater drug knowledge amoqg the »
) ~ ¢ . .
' grade 8 ma]es S, ) : -
" {he present study 1nvest1gated whether the treatment effects obta1ned
\ ' * for the grade 7 fema]es and~grade 8 males susta1ned a year T ter: The study . g
‘ also exp]ored whether any new treatment effects appeared for any of the grpdgf
N * -~ / ’
) sex groups: \ , . o, ‘ J o]
X)_‘ ’ . ~ - -‘i_p ‘ ; . :_," - Ifl[%- ’ .
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Aséigﬁment.of C1asses‘to Condition T ’

This study was conducted at @ junior high school (grades 7-9)\'in a pre- 4\'“ (I
dom1nant1y wh1£e, middle-cldss, suburban community of aeprox1mate% 50,000. o
in Northern California. N ‘ "

E1ghteen;§ ocial stud1es c]asses were pa1red on grade level (se en or ,

on current use ‘ef alcohol, tobacco, and marijuapa.’

L

(N = 244) and contYo] classes (N = 256) at the beginning of the se ond semester

of the 19&%-1979 school year. Seventy-two perceht-o% these student

responded to all questionnaires. Attrition was s1M11ar for both ¢ nd1t1ons

& 4w

. Six students f;om eaéh conditixk were deleted from the ana]ys1s bedause they

-~

reported. s1gn1f1cant use of a bogus drug Th1s drug was inc]uded op the ~

quest1onna1re to 1dent1fy &tudents who exaggerd%ed their drug use.

* ¢

'Five, additional c]asses were dropped from the de51gn. ecause
appropr1ate matches could not be made. - .

2F1fteen students were:not included because their. parents ec11ned
to a]]ow them to part1c1pate : S e

&
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Survey Adminsitration Procedures

e The pretest was'conducted in October. 1978, the posttest in May 19794 and ’

the follow-up posttest in May 1970, Four tfained substitute teachers ‘adminis- |

-

. - . .
tered the quest1onna1res. A make-up session was held for students who were

-
.

absent for .the or1g1nal session. ) /
J i . . S -
. To enhance the conf1dent1a11t¥ 1nduct1on questionnaires were labeled )
with student names on the cover sheet and 1dent1frcat1on numbers on page one.

«In a prepared sthtement, adm1n1strators assuref students of complete conf1-
1

t .
dent1a11ty and expTained the need for‘identification numbers as a way of
)

-

tracking students over t1me. Students~were‘1nstructed to tear off the cover
. . ) ‘ N . . . \.
page that displayed their names. T J - .

Instruméntat1on . T . ~— . A ) - -

+

A d1ffehent veds1on of the Drug and Alcohol Survey quest1onna1re (DAS)
was emp]oyed for. the*pretest tban for the two posttests. This version con-

ta1ned somewhat d1ffer€nt item wordxngs, respdhse formats, and scales than

p
the posttest version. The sca]es were dé?%ved from a theoret1ca1 ?causal mode] .
- / N
and emp1r1ca1 scaling ana]yses' Mu?t1p1e group tonf1rmatovy factor analyses
{
were app11ed ‘to DAS inter-item corre]at1on matr1ces Ahese matrices were

computed on separate pretest and posttest random samp:hs composed of students
from severa]\3un1or high schgols.? The resu]tant scales appear 1n Tab]e 1
with the1r internal consistencCy peliabilities est1mated by coefficient a]pha

The reliabilities obta1ned were adea&ate for all scales except’ Drug Know]edge
N T ~ oo b." .
. 3Thé matrices were computed usiny pair-wise deletion of m1ss1ng data and
,communa11t1es were inserted into the1r diagonal elements. °~ -
“Because the Drug Knowledge 1tems were difficult there may have been a
substant1a1 amount of guess1ng wh1cﬁ'1oéered 1nterna1 conststency,
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DRUG AND ALCOHbL SURVEY PRETEST AND POST-TEST SCALES AND /.
 INTERNAL CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES (COEFFICLENT ALPH »

4

.

T, )

'SUBSCALE NAME .

General Drug Attitudes (General Att) \
Perceived Benefits of Alcohol Use (Alc Benefits)
& Perceived Benefits of Marijuana Use (Pot Benefits.)

Perceived Costs of Alcohol Use (Alc Costs)
Perceived Costs of Marijuana.Use (Pot Costs)
Attitudes. Toward Soft Drug Use (Soft Atf)
Drug Knowledgé Know]edge?

Perceived Peer Attitudes Toward Soft Drugs (Soft Peer Att)'

Perceived Peer Use of Soft Drugs (Soft Peer Use)
‘Involvement imn Alcohol Use (Alc Involve) , ,
Involvement ™ Cigarette Use (Cig Involve)

Involvement in Marijuana Use (Pot Involve)

Perceived Benefits of Pill Use (Pi11 Benefits)
+ Perceived €osts of Pill Use (Pil1 Costs)

Perceived Peer Attitudes Toward. Hard Drugs (Hard Peer Att)

Perceived Peer Use of Hard Drugs (Hasd Peer Use)

Attitudes Toward Hard Drug Use (Hard Att) °

. Involvement
Inv8lvement
~ Involvement

Inyolvement:

. Involvement
Involvemenk
Involvement

-

in Iknhalant Use (Inh Involve) .

in Barbiturate Use (Barb Involve). .
in Amphetamine Use (Amp Involve)
in Cocaine Use (Coc Involve)

in PCP Use (PCP Involve) )

in LSD Uses(LSD InAvolve)

in Heroin Use (Heroin InVo]ve)

A ~ * - e

.

a
N
. SN
N

2

.586

A 1nd1ca

4

.6

.-

- ’ ‘ — . »
s that this scale was not @administered,

»

RELIABILITY
PRETEST? POST-TE$T®
. R
.92 .93
.85 .85
.89 .91
.+ NAC .84
NA .90
- .79 .76
““NA .40
.87 > .84 ™
NA .82
.92 .
0. X
.95 .95
.92 . 91
s NA .89
.96 .96
NA 96 -
.93 - .93
.86 .70
.84 .89
.88 .90
.75 - .88
.83 .86 .
.70 .87 %
.93 .77
o \
N

AR
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Pre%est and posttest reliabilities for equiva]eng scales are highly consis-

tent d%’pite spme differences in item wordings and response formats. The

psyﬁh@metric propertjes'of these instruments have been reported by Moskowitz,:

.-

Schaeffer,.Cendon, Schaps, and Malvin (Note 2). :
The General Drug Attitudes (General®ftt) scale consists of 17 statements

that assess general @ttitudes toward licit and i1licit substance use. Subjects
I ? -

responded to items on five-point scale’s ranging from "strongly agree" to
: 'ng, g g

“strongly disagree." Items were scored such that high scores indicate "pro-

' ¢
drug" attitudes.’ .

The Perceived Benefits of Alcohol Use (Alc Benefits), Marijuana Use (Pot

Benefits), and "Pi11" Use (Pil11 Benefits), and the Perceived Costs of using

s

these same drugs‘(Alc Costs, Pot Costs, and-Pill Costé) were measured by
separate scales. E;ch é;nefit; sca]efconsisF?a of eight.questions describing
possible benefits ef using the substance; Subjects respoﬁded on foyr-point
scales ranging fro@ "does -not. help at all" to "helps very much" to indicate
whether they saw the drug as instrumental -in achiev%ng the propbsed benefits.
Fach Costs scale consisted of five statements descrﬁfﬁng possiBﬁg adverse

;conéequences of using the substance. Subjects responded on fourvﬁpint scales

rang{ng from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree" that use of the drué will
> * - . ’

Y
\ L]

produce the ad;étse.effects.
. The Perceived Peer Attitudes Toward Soft Drugs (Soft Peer Att).scale

measured subjects' 6erceptions df the a£titudes of othér students in their

-grade toward use of the "soft" or "gateway" substances: alcohel, cigarettes,

and marijuana. The corresponding hard drug scale--Perceived Peer Attitudes

.




[
~

;Toward-Hard Drugs (Hard  Peer Att)--assessed perceived peer attitudes toward -
the use of inhalants, barbiturates or tranquilizers, amphetamines or stimulants, ,
cocaine, PCP, LSD or psychedelics, and heroin or morphine. Subjeots responded -

to each substance on fivé-point scales rang1ng from."a very ‘bad th1ng'

Y .
.

"a very good ‘thing.' . . ‘
The Perceived Peer:Use of Soft Drugs (Soft Peer Use) and Perceived
% N
peer Use of Hard Drugs (Hard Peer Use) scales assessed subjects'~pe\§eptiohs’--

of the preva]ence of soft and hard drug use among students in thelr grade.

-

Subgects&1nd1cated their prevalence est1mate for €ach substance -by us1ng

six-point scales rang1ng from "very few (p%)" to "about three fourths or

more (75% - 100%)" of peers.

-

The Att1tude Toward Soft (Soft Att) and Hard (Hard Att) Drug Use scales

assessed subjects’ own attitudes toward use of the two sets of drugs. The

@
— -

response formats were identical to the Percelved Peer Attitudes scales. ~

-

Substance Involwement scales were computed for each of the ten drugs
alcohol (Alc Invo]ve), cigarettes (Cig Involve), marijuana or hash1sh &Pot
Involve), inhalants (Inh Involve), barbiturates or tranquilizers (Barb

Invo]ve), amphetam1nes or stimulants (Amp Involve), cocaine (Coc Invo]ve)

PCP (PCP Involve), LSD or psychede11cs (LSD Involve), and heroin or morph1ne h

+

(Her\ﬁnvolve). Fach scale consisted of three items assessing current use
s

lifetime use, and intentions to use®
; . a ]

<

5‘0perat1ona'|1zed on the pretest as "during the past three months" and on
the two posttests as "during the last four weeks,"

~

0perat1ona11zed on the pretest as "dur1n Lhe next two )/ears"l and on tte

two posttests as "during the next year.' : /
~N -




>
i The Drug Knowledge (Knowledge) scale consisted of seven multiple-choice

items measuring pharmacological knowledge. FEach jtem hdd one correct response

and several distractors. The Knowledge scale score iS the number.of correct

X

resbohses. ' ' ) o R

Data Analysis

The experimental design involved random assignment of‘61asses to the

experimental and control—Conditioné Because lea;t-squ;;es enalysis techniques
“assume the stat1st1ca1 1ndependence of observations, treat1ng individual student
responses as independent when students'share a\common c]assroom environment 1s
problematic. The 1ikelihood of obtaining a spurious treatment effect‘would be-
incfeaeed under this ana]ysi; stratebx. Hente, class mean data were analyzed.
_C]assroom means were comguted for pretes; and bosttest measures sepahgeelz
for each sex. This approech af]ows Qohtrol,for'and eiamination.of‘the relation-

3

ship between ;tudent‘sex and treatment effects. Separate analyses were” then

" conducted for males and females at each grade level to avoid phobleﬁs with

3 -

heterogeheity of variance and covariance.
Univariate ana]yées of variance’and covariance were the primary analysis
strategied. Due to the sma]] number of classes in this study, (n =4 orb5),

r . ,
sf}t1st1ca1 analyses were 1ack1ng in power. "To compensate ‘for this problem,-

.t
v Do

we have sét Type I error for each ana1y$1s at .10. Since we conducted many

univariate analyses, 1so]ated effects must be interpreted cautiously, because

[y

they may be due to experiment-wise Type I error. Hence, interpretation of

aresults is based on patterns in the‘data rather than single findings.

L

e .- 1 '

o
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Rules were set for handling missifng data in computing scale scores. _ ° ~
. b - . . - .
A scale score was computed for a stu if at least 60% of‘the items_ ‘ CL
comprising that scale were present 1ss1ng 1tem score was - rep]dﬁed ‘
by the mean for that item in the appropy cell of the exper1menta1 des1gn
. This procedure u%111zed most of the 1tem data and’ provided unb1ased cell -
. . < . 1 i \ N
means; When more than 40% of the 1tems compr&glng a Scale were- m1ss1ng,
‘Value for that sca]e, and the case was not . <
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. . _
g an for that scale -
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- follow-up results will be discussed later in this report.

. (\#®).=5.77, p <.10, and Barb Involve

10.

. RESULTS

Initial Equivalence .

Initial equivalence of experimental and control groups was assessed.

v

The means and stahdard deviations for all pretest, posttest and follow-up °

posttest measures are summarized in Table 2 for each grade, sex, and treat-
ment Eondition.‘ﬁFor,a]I variables except'Kngw]edge, aNow score is desirable.

The posttest resu]@?ﬁﬁave been discussed by Schaps et al. (Note 1). The
. - - . .

-

- ) Analyses of variance were performed on the_ pretest measures wjth treat-
= ment condition as the chporé .No~significant differences were obtained for ,

o8

A

< - .\
grade 7 males or grade 8 males or females. For grade 7;jema1es, significant

—/ﬁi$feﬁenceSJWere obtained|9n twy of the 17 pretest variables. As compared

—F(1,6).= 7.29, p <.05. Thus, évidencg“

for'fﬁe initial equivalence of the experimental and control groups was substan-

- 14 - P
tial. y
. 7 . .

p . . . .
|

Analysis of_Follow-up Data . . !

- |
1

- A one-wgy analysis of covariance was conducted on each follow-up measure
, g

’ . . \ , “‘ ‘ ]
with the corrgsponding pretest employed as covariate.’ For several follow-up
} S - I

L] [}
e 1Y . I .

"Analysés werg also conducted on the posttestvdata for|the same sample of

students that completed the follow-up posttest. In spite of the sample dif-
ferences due to the additional attrition ingurred by the time of the follow-up.

the results from these analyses replicated”the results obtained by Schaps et
» al, Note 1. - / - ‘ .

.
e
Lo
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N " TABLE 2 : : ’
) DESCRIPRIVE STATISTICS BY GRADE ITVFL BY SFX BY TREATMENT CONDITION PR e . e
" GRACE. - -+ T GRAoE 8 .
MALE STUDENTS v FEMALE STUDENTS MALE STUDENTS FEMALE STUDENTS .. ' " .
Experimental Control Experimental Control " ‘Experimental " Control - Experimental Control '
" Scale ‘Test - "M S0, Moo, M S0 - Moo 0 M S0 e M S0, M S0 M S0 e, .
Géneral Att Pre 20° .36 1.93 .38 1.9 .25 2.07 .38 2.56 %'.48 2.27- 26 2.30 .21 217 .25
o Post 2.26 22 2.2 .29 . 215 .44 2.29 .35 2.72 .35 —2, 48 Za2 .20 2.32 37
Follow-up 2.34 ~ 07 2.34 .38 2.24 - .37 2.25 26, 255 720 2.69 .30 2.67 .29 2.53 47
@ A Y ’ - .
_ Alc Benefits Pre 1.63 234 1.45 101,59 <z+ 5.83  1.46. 1.88 .52 1.6 21 170 .20 1.62 A7
‘ Post 1.78 24 1.62 .30 174 N9 1.7 .20 . 1,94 .26 1.89 .36 1.86 3 -1.80 .19
Follow-up 1.70 30 1.82 .37 1,98 .27 1.82 .32 1.89 27 _.2.04 28 2.06- .31 1.88 .3
Ve e .
Pot Benefits Pre 1.55 .32 1.46 5 1,60 .18 1.55 .. .22 2.10 .56 1.69 ¢ .27 2.0 .32 }.‘84 .28
Post 1.67 .24 .69 42 1,69 * .15 , 1.80 .28 2,05 .28 2.02 , .37 2.08 .21 .93 .46
Follow-up  *1.7 9 1.9 .46 2.03 .51 1.87 .44 1 33 2.c8 .30 2.9 37 . 1.99 .40
’ P
Alc Costs Post/ 204 19 L97 .26 1,98 .20 ¢ ,1.94 A7 2.48 41 1,9% . .18t 2,14 .26,
Fo ow-up 1.99 .31 2.6 .52 2.05 \3/3( 1.97 .21 2.48 23 2. 19 2.24 .61
Pot.Costs Post 1.83 21 .87 .47  1.86 .23 1.92 .23 2.26 ~ .25 2.3 .38 2.18 0% 2.2 -40
: . Follow-up  1.84 .27 1.98 .30 2.09 .43 1,95 33 2.6 37 2.3 .26 2.34 .24 2.34 .59
" Soft Att pre 1.8% .07 1.75° .45 1.87 7 1.79 18 2.37 .45 1.99 A5 2.8 .33 2.02 .26
‘ Post 2.07 .37 1.96~ .38 1,98 .24 2.26 .29 2.53 .29 2.0 .54 2,44 15 2.30 .3V
Follow-up 2.26 29 2.2 27% 2.1 .3 2,20 .25, 2,37 .28 2.68 A1 2,87 18 - 2.65 49
Knowledge Post. 2.5 .56  2.13 .74 2,08 .55 1.46 .21 3.33 .46 2.04 29 2.97 .50 2.46 .37
. Follow-up 2.54 .53« . 2.56 .57 (2.54 .38 2.33 4 3.54 .68 2.82 .34 3.2 .59 2.70 22
Soft Peer Att Pre 1.87 a6 2.6 .39 2.49 .36 2.17 .23 2.9 A4 3.02 a1 3,25 .67 3.3 . .37
Post 2.37 A9 2.5 41 2,78 .30 3.02 .24 2.07 27 3,3 .42 3.43 .44 3.26 .33
s Follow-up 3.01 .61 2.80 .29 2,93 .32 3.39 .68 3.18 .34 3.2 .32 3.5 .32 3.26 5
Soft Peen Use Post 22.38 9.20 42.38 10.61 25.58  7.04  38.87 5.75 42.42  8.84- 43.96 4.83 47.83 5.42 5081 . T2.23
- % Follow-up  35.12 5.46 - 32.65 , 6.79 40.70 5.53  46.68 6.70  47.27 15.12. 42.65 - 7.88 50.04 2.74  52.01 , 9.68
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. Scale Test
Ac Involve Pre
Post
Follow-up
Cig Involve Pire
" Post
Follow-up
Pot Involve Pre
f - Post .
Follow-up
éi11 8énefits Pre
. Post
Follow-up
Pill Costs Post
J Follow-up
Hard Peer Att Pre
Post
. Follow-up
Hard Peer Use  Post .
~Follow-up
. Hard Att Pre
Post
Follow-up
Inh Involve Pre
) Post’
; Follow-up
16"
T
* b

?

Table 2 (continued)

[ -

GRADE 7 GRADE 8 5
MALE STUDENTS FEMALE STUDENTS MALE STUDENTS , FEMALE «STUDENT" ,
~Experimental Control Experimental Control “Experimental Control . Experimental . Control
Mo oD M M S M, oS M M SR P ] )
2.20 39 2.29 57 .1.90 .24 2.06 49 2.87 60 2.60. .50  2.45 - .61 2.7 .36 .
2.33 .38 2.46 .66 1.77 .27 2.31 .50 2.79 23 2.74 .33 272t .33 2.51 .44
2.47 .30 2.55 .32 2.4 A2 2.27 .31 2.84 .38 3.06 .50 2.83 .33 2.72 .37
¥
1.62 .63 1.54 .65 1.49 .38 1.73  ~.50 2.4 <52 1.85 22 2.07 .55 2.42 i
1.56 45 1.7 .51 1.56 .38 2.30 .50 2.4 .38 1.95 .42 - 2.23 .24 2.43 .67
1.79 .32 1.89 .28 1.87 .25 2.30 .37 2.16 .49 2,05 L3770 2.5 .25 2.67 .53
109 .20 .42 .39 106 a7 .26 a7 2.20 .77 1.74 21 1.8 .58 1.73. .3
1.45 .50 1.79 .84 1.24 .24 1.72 .39 2.46 .78 2.29 tae  2.37 .58 1.97 .57
1.66 .80 .97 .52 1.56 .57 1.75 .38 2.47 .56 2.48 .51 2,65 .43 2.33 .65
. 1.35 220 1.37 12 1.54 16 1.29 © 12 .72 .50 1.56 .32 1.55 .22 7.61 .20.
1.49 23 1.45 24 1.56 .09 1.39 A3 164 .26 184, .52 1.73 .26 1.70 .39
2.47 .33 7 1,44 9 1.73 .20 1,59 ° .30 1.67, .29 1.8 .42 1.86 .28 1.67 .49
1.61 26 1.62 .36 1.67 3 1.56 ~ .14 1.80 M. 1.88 27 187 - .25 1.91 .43
1.53 .3 1.55 a7 1.66 .20 1.61 230 1737 .31 2,09 -,1.43 . 2.08 .23 1.88 5]
1.26 Bl 1.47 .26, 1,.83’ 38> 1.517  .10- 2.04 6 2.05 .38 2,18 .30 2.23 .33
1.85 - 09  1.66 a6 202 .34 2.06 .09 2.3 .36 "2.68 .53, 2.3 ¢ .33 2.42 - .60
2.33 .31 1.98 .29 2.6 .25 2.12 44 .21 R 2.3 .37 2.64 .48 2.29 .27
. B, ; ey | .
9.31 ,9.48 3.8 2.11 7.03 1.8 8.83° 4.28 13.31 8.15 17.95 5.87 16.84 8.08 16.75  3.22
12.52 .4.83 9.66 " 5.67 10.72 4.05 11.75 2.42. 11.65. 4.51 11.37 2.59 22.58 10.40 15.23  7.93
.26 ° .18 116 /16 .28 J2 4.26 9 1.55 37 .42 .24 .50 21 1.29, .18
1.36 Jd4 1,30 15 1.43 .2 9.56 .34 1.8 .34 1.78 .35 71,61 .6 1.49 .22
1.42 A7 1,35 130127 .09 1.49 .25 .60 6 1.95 .44 1.83 .33 1.67 .56
3 . [ . ' .
1.13 A3 .08 .04 1.02 .0f 1.25 32 .22 .31 1,50 .54 1.10 A3 1.09 .10
1,21 - .25 1.09 .06 1.10 .10 1.21 22 1.38 .25 1.49 43 1.2 .10 1.12 A7
1.0 - .05 1.13 31,07 .08 1.17 a5 1.2 21 1.39 .39 1.9 4 1.21 /_y,
- ' . R
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Table 2 {continued) RN I ‘ / ’ )f .
. ~ g | . L p . -
GRADE 7 oo T ~ GRADE 8
;o MALE STUDENTS . .+  FEMALE STUDENTS , - MALE STUDENTS - FEMALE STUDENTS
Experimental Control Experimentdl Congro} < Experimental Control Experimental . Control
Scale Test M s K S M sh- M s M- W s M DM 0
. ; - ? ’ - -
Barb Involve Pre 1.05 .07 1.02 © .02 1.06 . .02 :1.01 .03 1.1 .20 4.23 .28 1.14 .24 1.22 .25
. = " Post 1.14 .18 1.04 --.07 1.00 .00 '1.16 .22 1.2 Jd1 - 1.24 .18 1.33 .25 1.17 .24
Follow-up 1.01 .01 1.10 ¢+ .15 1.07 Jd2 - 1.08 ,.14 . 1.23 .26 1.20 - .16 1137 .29 1,32 .52
‘Amp Involve < Pre 1.06 .10 1.05 .09 1.01 .02 J1.03. ..05 1.14 21, 1.25 .27 1.19 .26 1.27 .46
Post 1.22 17 1.08 ' .07 1.01 -:02 Y2 a8 128 .32 1.49 31 129 .27 .23 .26
Follow-up 1.05 .04 1.10 .15 108, N 1.20 .14 1.31 W31 K'l.39 21 1.55 .30 1.46 .64
) - [N . A & . N P ..
Coc Involve Pre "1.03 .06 1.03 .06 1.03 .07 ° 1.60- _ .00 1.15 .16 1.12 15 .11 > .16 1.07 \’.07
. Post : 1.14 .18 1.00 .00 1.03 .03 ka3 A 1.35 - .16 1.55 .34 1.23. A3 1.22 .26
Follow-up 1.05 .04 1.10 .20 1.04 b4 71,30 27 1.31 .26 1.44 .35 1.43 .37 1.52 .69
PCP Involve Pre 1.02 .04 *1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.01 ‘ .03 1.05 210 1.16 .21 1.22 .36 1.0 01
Post 1.13 .18 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 \\.03 ‘.05 1.15 .25 1.28 .28 1.15 A7 1.19 .18
l\ Follgw-up ‘1.00 .00 1.09 A7 1.0 .02 . 1.06 .13 1.05 - .‘12 1.07 .07 1.14 .22 g, 1.17 » 33
. LSD lnv‘o'lve' Pre 5 1.00 .00 1.00 .Q0 1.00‘f.00 < 1.00 .00 1.04 .09 1’10 .21 1.04 .10 1.03 .05
) Post 1.19 .16 1.03 .06 1.00 .00 1.03 .05 1.22 ..34 1.19 19 1.14 15 1.13 .22
Follow-up 1.0 .01 'I.'IOJ J8 1.0 .02 117 .20 1.09 12 1.13 .08 1.24 .23 1.19 .32
Her Involve Pre 1.01 .02 1.02 .04 1.7 .28 1.03\ .04 1.12 .27 1.1 .23 1.1Q .15 1.05 1N
\ Post 1.17 .16 1.00 .00 - 'I;O'I .02 1.03 .05 -+ 1.2 .28 1.23 .21 1.02 - .15 1.03 .04
B Follow-up 1.00 .00 1.1 .21 1.00 .00 1.04 .09 1.06 .13 1.07 .05 1.09 .14 1.07 1N
ey . \ -
- 1
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* mental group than in the con

4

P
measures that did not have a corresponding pretest measure, an alternative ' -
, : ! aing r .

>

pretest’measure was emp]oyed.‘ Soft Att waé'used as the covariate for Alc

Costs, Pot Costs, and Pill Costs, and Soft Peer Att was employed for Soft ' v\
Peer Uee. _Analysis of variancevwa; p@?formed on Kﬁow]edgecsince no suitable
covar1ate was available for this_ variab]e ANOVA was'a1so performed on Hard

Peer Att, Hard Peer Use, Inh Invo]ve, Barb Invo]ve Amp Invo]ve, Coc Invo]ve,

»
PCP Invo]ve, LSD Invo]ve, and Her Invo]ve, because the pretest scores did

v

not predict the correspond1ng follow-up scores.
The results from analysis of the follow-up data are summarized.in Table 3.
M a -

Positive treatment effects were obta{neq for grade 7 females oh Hard'Att and

5
for grade 8 males on Knowledge and Hard Att. No signifiant treatment effects

. ° 5
were obtained for grade 7 males or grade 8 fema]es. "\

\ \ , . ~ ' .
Table 4 compares effect sizes for significant treatment effects that

t

eccurred at posttest.or follpw- up For grade 7 females, noﬁe of the signifi-

N o,

cant treatment effects obtained at posttest were significant at fo]]ow up.

,Inspect1on of the group-means (see Table 2) on these var1ab1es revealed that

@

1 group.. The positive treatment effect '

-after the posttest, drug 1g¥i;iement 1ncreased more rap1d1y in the exper1- ‘ . ;

obtained on Hard Att at follow=up was cons1derab1y 1ac§€r than the nons1gn1f1-

cant effect obtained at posttest. Af{er the posttest the exper1menta1 group .
’ . I I

became more anti-drug than the contro] group. . . )

For grade 8 males, the Ppositive.treatment effect obtained on Knowledge 2
at posttest replicated.at follow-up although it had diminished/in size. A € I

te

new treatment effect was obtained on Hard Att at follow-up. After the'posttest '

. ~
' v

the experimental group became more anti-drug; whereas, the control group ,

C, 1.

became less anti-drug. . P e

o0 -
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Alc Costs., 7

Inh iﬁvo]veb

—

Follow-up Measure
-— .

Generéf‘ﬁ$t L
Alc Benéfits '

Pot Bénefits

’

Y
Pot Costs

Soft A%t
Knowledgeb
So%f Peer Att
Soft Peer Usé
Alc Involve" |
Cig-Jnvolve

Pot Involve

© Pi11 Benefits

Pi11 Costs
Hard Att

Hard. Peer-Ag':cb
Hard Peer bséé

Barb Iﬂvq]Jéb/

‘Amﬁ Tnvolveb

Coc Invo]veb

b

POP Involve

LSD'Invp$veb

Her Tnvolvel .

TasLE 3

1

+

" SUMMARY OF COVARIANCE ANALYSES'

Grade 7 Males

.26
.70.
74
.98
.33
.25

.24
.07
AT
.35

.15
.20
.06

“ F(],é) ~

{1

<7

. o

<]

<l

.<'|

<{

g" N <]
<1
<1
<]

<]

1.00

N\
Grade 7 3';'ema'les
B F(1,5)
8 <1
' ¢
A <1
177w <1
\E . %
.. W55 <]
-3 81 3
.79 ~<1

P

jﬁf"‘ ’ 1.08"
25 - .14

4.66%*
3~ <]
<1

1.45

-

o

L TS




Table 3 (continued) - > ‘. 169y
{ ‘ . , - \ _ .
. . . » ~ . . -
. oo Grade 8 Males . s .‘\" . Grade 8 Females
Follow-up Measure = B%. FOL7 J:c - FQL7)
- . N e T e «‘“ ’ . o Y ¢ &
|.* General. Att 10 a8 .48 - A
, . L d l o N\ . - . )
Alc Benefits : .02 ' <l 5. 09 T <], A
‘Pot Benefits - .06 B3 N 04 . <1 X
_ ’ . s ‘ n-¥ °
o~ Alc Costs 25 .- . . 3.50,.. . - 34 <1-
. 5 . R .. . a .
Pot Costsa ) -.02 <1 - $,-.24. \ - ¢] .
Soft Att ~of . 3.37, . - .M. RS
REA A . T )
Knowledge? =, - S L1 DRI 3.30
.. . . Co "0 g - ) v e .. . . . .
Soft Peer Att T .48 s L. ' LA " 3.40
! ' ) . ) 7 T2 :
Soft Peer Use . 8.16 o< e 2.5 i <1,
) . . Lo . € I ° .
Alc Involve ‘ 9 . e 13 : A
Cig Invo'lve,;i ' ‘” .56 a4 o . 45 L - <1 -
. : v o ) o, o '] ’ .-*‘ ' * ' .
Pot Involve .60 L0 L080 @ .00 }° /o<l s
Pill Ben‘its‘ : 38 L1070 - s Q
Pi11 Costs -7 Co1.8F - el 41 ' <1
Ed Lo O . - . . ’ L
"HarzAtt S .50 s .07 o Lo <
Hard Peer Att? - S TR -~ 2.06 -
b / ) . S %
Hard-Peer Use S0 S Y o 1.58
Inh Involve? . - . RS - o<
Barb Involve ? - Iy ‘ - <1
Amp Invo'lve,b - ‘P <1 L ., . <1
N ™ b A 4 . ~ @ S
\ Coc Involve , - .. .o« - . <1
PCP Involve ? . - <'Iw. } BT - _ B Y
\ LSD Involve ? - DS I R < -
\\ Her Involve ? - RIS E . <1’
- @B -refers to the unstandardized ,regression coefficient of follow-up on its corres;onding
\pretest. ~ v . ’
\x' bAna]ys1s of var}ﬁlce was conducted on th1s variable. Error df are 6 for grade 7 and
8, for grade 8. .o . , ' .

°

- \
L *p <.10 L .
Q **B <.05 - - o . f
Vot o d ‘ ’ "o 22.-‘




_ “'Soft Peer Att

-

e -
Measure

Know ledge

7 Soft Peer Use -

AMc Involye
Fot»;nYOIVe’.
Hard ‘Att

/

17.
... )‘
- . A TapLE 4 -7 \ -
- - . x4 ,
TREATMENT EFFECT SIZES FOR SELECTED MEASURES
i{ . - l NN )
Grade 7 Females Grade 8 Males
Pdsttest Follow-up Pgsttest Follow-up -
2.95 1.50. - 3.07 2.12
1.7 — .76 . . < 4
2.45 1.39 @ 4
13 ’ - -2 4
32 T e _a
.96 " .29 1.00
X N
s

NOTE: Posttest (follow-up) effect 'sizes are eﬂ%ressed in the metric of the
. posttest—(folldw-up) contro;ﬁ%roup standard deviation. - Effect sizes

for,aTlvvariabl?s except Kn

edge were adjusted for pretest differenifs.

. aTreatmeng effects were nonsignificant at both posttest’and follow-up.

\ :

L]




18.

DiscussioNn = . ,

L3

Partieipation in the drug education coursé'generalTy‘aid not have a
.lasting impact on'the students. Immediately after. the course was completed

(at posttest), grade 7 females showed positive effects on drug knowledge,
.perceptions of peer att1tudes toward and peer use of soft drugs, and

persona] involvement in alcohol and marijuana use. One year later (at t -
follow-up), hoWever} these effects were not .found. Grade 7 ma]es and grade
8 females were unaffected at posttest and remained so at follow-up. For
grade 8 males, a positive effect on drug knowledge was obtained at.pdsttest,‘
nd it was found again gt fo]]ow—up.'.' ' %,

That érug education increEsed drug knowledge at.posttest for two sub- //A:
g&ouPs was net surprising; Many prior foufses have ingreased know]edée about .
tﬂe nature and consequences of drug use (Hanson, 1981). As few studies .
co%]ect fo]low-up data, 1ittle data e;nsts concerning how lgng.inmediate‘

o
effects sustain In the present study, we find it puzz]1ng that the initial

effect on knowledge susta1ned for grade 8 ma]es but not for grade 7 females.

know edge effect not to sustain. This discrepancy is not easily interpretable




N

' Yariab1e for both ‘groups.

" and Bentler, 1980). .In future studies, drug education may produce greater,

. . - E
An effect was evident at follow-up that did not emerge at posttest.
" For grade 8 males and grade 7 females, a de1ayed positive effect was
obtained on attitudes toward hard drug use. Although not hypothes1zed, it

is interesting that this effect occurred for the two\grade—sex groups that

AY

“showed immediate effects of thexcourse, and that it occurred on the same R

Rt

The déﬁayed attitude change regarding hard drug use may haveibeen a
' “sleeper" effect. Sieeper effects operate when(an intervention includes an .
-explicit message (e.g., "hard drug use is harmful") although certain cues

that accompany the message lead to its rejection_(e.g., the instructor lacks

credibility) (Cook, Gruder, Hennigan & Flay, 1979). After a period of time

¢

thewmessage reJect1on cues are forgotten (e.g., the source of the méssage),
the message i¢ be11eved, and attitude change occurs In the present study,

even though the students were critical of the inetructor's teaching style,

~ R Y
sleeper effects probably. do not explain the changes in attitudes toward hard

L .

drug use because the "message" of .the tolrse foCused“on soft rather than hard

o“ . N - ¢
drugs. . =

~

Our experimental design allowed for only a th?rd of the¢3uoior high
,students to rece1ve the drug eduecation course. Furthermore,.the course only
had immediate positive effects on a minority of‘these students (j.e.g the
7th grade females and 8th grade males). - Over time these’ effects may haye
dissipated due to peer inf1uencesipromoting.recreationa1 substance dse. Such *
pee; influences are particularly strong from early to mjdd]e adolescence (Huba
immediate effects as well as more lasting effects if it is provided-to all

students in the school rather than to specific groups of students.

1
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