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Introduction

_As indicated in a number of sources, the classical' stereotype

.of the drug user is a person who is a musician, a minority group member ,

or a mugger. Rarely was the traditional picture drawn to include any

significant segment of young people, other than possibly a few athléticallx

inclined individuals whose ethics are marginal. However, a number of
i

survey results show that the cladsical picture is not the picture of *
today. All of ‘the studies from which these results were taken deal with
the relationship between use of marihuana and age, and are given in more

complete detail inlﬁﬁlume I of the Appendix to the First Report of the

\ /

Commission (National Commission, 1972, p. 283-285). Among these resu%;s
concerning drug use are the following figures: 257% of current users are.
under 18 (Gallup, November, December 1971); 40.5% of persons who have
ever used marihuana are in the age range 18—244(Manheimer, et al., 1969);
19.3% of regular users are in the age range 16-18 (lebet and Vakil, 1970);

417 of a sample of college 17- -year-olds had tried mar1huana (Plazboz 1970)

Udell and Smith (1969) report that of 800 high school students,(sophomore

1

through senior) 23% had tried marihuana, with 20% of the user group being «
3

sophomores. A survey by the California Department of Health and Welﬁare>J

(1970) indicates a 1007% increase in use for both boys and girls betWeeﬁ

P

the seventh 'and elghth grades.

v

Desplte the fact that the’ data shown above are limited t# marlhuana .

use, it is reasonable to suspect that the early use is not 1imited to

4

marihuaga. It is reasbnable to surmise, for .example, that the femrly
/

medicine chest is more likely to contain barbiturates and pep pills than
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marihuana, and hence the accessibility to these drugs may be even

-

higher for.young children. Clearly, to delay the develobment qf

r

-‘-

knowledge and healthy.attitudes toward drug use until adult’ perspective
. - N . . - )

has formed is to wait too long. The opportunity to engage in drug use

. i .

exists for children in the early teen-age years; in some cases the use

"y ' 8% )

may have serious consequences. Thus, it is apparent that the need to
o

be concerned with drug problems extends into the elementary grade level.

-

If-it is reasonable to suppose that important attitudes are being

formed when children are young, and if education is to have an effect

.

on drug use, then it "is reasonable to attach importance to education about

A . -

drugs down into the elementary level. A program of drug education at

this level is probably desirable even if {Qe school administration is
not aware of the existence of an immediate drug problem on the school
grounds. The need for such education at the secondary school level

is well known.

A

This report is concerned with drug use\énd programs at the -
\ : ) " .
elementary school level, as well as the secondary school level. Included

are disqussions of drug education with relation to (1) background .

considerations, (2) educational techniﬁues, (3), teaching methods, (4)

¥ .
summary descriptions of curricula, (5) judgmental evaluations of

"curricula, and (6) a review of the evaluation research of drug-related

‘'

instruction. Also included are result$ from a survey éf elementary
and secondary schgpls, dealing with théir perception of ﬁroblemi, their

3

practices, and evaluations of the drug education programs. ’

-
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~ Drug Education

Background Considerations

-

Id 1964, the National Institute fpr Mental Health published a

Resource Book for DrugﬁAbuse.Eduéation. This section of the present
. ‘ A

T%port stems'from viewpoints expressed in that publication (Levy, 1964)

. . o= :
and (Fineglass, 1964). . T
: ' NPEEEAN
. . . . .
1. School drug programs for studénts must begin in the elementary

-

- .

years when concepts, attitudes, ‘and behavior are developing.

‘ 2. The program shQuld examine societal conditions that promote
‘drug use and abuse, i.e.,. not onlyAdrugs.per'se, but why people use them.
3. Tﬁe program should.inglude,thé pharmacoloéical p;ppertigs as
well as the abuse potentials and lepal ramifications of drugs. That is,

.

the progran should given the facts about d}ugé and distinguish between
~ A3

e s .
drug use, misuse, and abuse. . -
L

4. The program at the high school level should emphasize health

»

aspects - psychological and physical - of drugs, which is what these

students- seem to want, rather than legal or moxal implicationg. The

\

. elementary 'school level ‘is preferable for presehtation of the legal

-

\

impI&qations. ' . -
& : R . ‘
5. Effectivye drig education should take into consideration that
L]

L 2

A <

we live in a drug-using society. - '
AN g : ] , N
6. Some.drug use in schqol?%tems from disaffection with the

LIS
.~

educational process. The schaol, therefore, must try to have every

N

student. achieve success ingsome part of the educational program. .

-

7. In distinguishing between drug use and abhség-agzse may be

" defined as occurring when use‘interféres with social, psychological,

physical, er academic well-being-rrecognizing that many .substances qgve

-

- v, v 9 ’
abuse.potential. W e . v

7 [ R

-

r

[

i

i .
\a .

L3




8. The basic deterrents to drué abuse, fér the most part, are
) o ) :
. not directlz.connectgd with drugs, but are m?re related to the
- altern;tives to drdg use offered in scho;l,.home, agq the comm;nity.
5. Many young-people think that marihuana usé is not very -

.
3

different from the use of glcohol, Eobacco) or pills.. Thus, educational

= . .

efforts that do not cover the emtire spectrum of‘drugik_including

. e

. tobacco and alcohol, are ¢onsidered by -‘students to be adult hypocrisy.

l@; Young peoplé can be cateéq:ized as (a) those who will not . *
/ i " R v .
takefdrugs, or if they try them, can easily be prevented from abusing

) ]
~

druéé; (b) bxperimenters; and (c) abusers.
11. The emphasis in drug education depends on the age of the
. sthdents and on the nature .and exténﬂ\gg drug use in the particular school.

12. An "all school" program with student assemblies while classés - .

stop is mbre likely to increase rather than to suppress drug use. This
' . . ~ U, .

approach may cause many teen-agers to feel that they are missing -’
. 4 . .

\
,/ something if they have not tried’drugs. . -
13, Exaggeration, distortion, sensationalism, and moralizing are .

techniques which destroy the effectiveness of drug education.

14. School policies should 'support rather than punish, and enlist
N o - , \

* L 4

rather than.alienate. ' . , | ' \
Educational Techni&ués (Langer, 1970) .

~ T s .

Iy 1970, the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drdgs.prepared
. s .

Guidelines for Drug Abuse Prevention Education for a workshop for educafo;s,

and has &ince made it available on a national level. In addition to

material by Levy (1964) and Fineglass (1964), it contains material by

-

Langer (1970) on which this section is based.

1. Scare tactics. This approach must be based on valid information

.V ’




about the hazards, otherwise it can bring about disrespect, incredibility, .
and resistance to all teaching about drugs.

v
~ . $

N
2. Pro and con arguments. This approach may serve its ingspded

purpose of providing a logical basis for decisions for older students

. ’ 4 .

. % after ‘judgement has developéd. . i :_ ) -

3. Authorities for source credibility. This ‘approach can be used
. » . r

. ; to convince.students of the validity of the message. For example,

3
-

. ‘internists, psychiatrists, and ex-addicts, if they can operate as

‘s . subject-matter specialists, may be called on for their expert opinions
N . - - W \ N .

. .in high gchool,-whereas policemen and clergymen perhaps can be used in

© .
s

elementary school.

~
N e

. 4, Student-teachers.o iE}s approach depends on the'principle
. N N “

that\childreﬂ will learn when rewarded by.greater rquonsibility or e
) . '

statust}n a current or desired future role, e.g. when acting as student-

teachers transmitting drug' information to their peers.’

-

5. Organization’of concepts in conceptual structure. This

traditional- approach uses course guidels and outlineF or scope and
m ; ;

sequence formats so that students can, achieve a new cognitive understanding
. \
.about drugs and draw conclusions against drug abuse.

| >
-

6. Therapy techniques., This approach must be used with caution
. and only by qualified persons.

Téachigg Methods N ,

«

' - .
Two approaches to incorporating drug education into the overall

school program are identifiakle.
. ) . { =

One approach is to make tlfe drug curriculum a major component of

a comprehemsive Begith prograﬁ Langer, 1970). The drug and health

. ERIC* . o T e

o
P e
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

3
of
. 1

N <

" .curriculum is then developed as a basic course. In the development of.

13

’ . -

health concepts, students msut be encouraged to assume personal . -

responsibijity for preyenting.aﬁd correctitg health probléms. b

A curriculum which emphasizes basic drug and health informatian
€ . . ) .
assumes that, once in possession of the necessary facts,] students will

v

‘v
.

act intelligently. Unfbrtunately, schools implementing such drug
Y .

o N
programs have found that these informationrgiﬁﬁng methods have not been
! i ;

very effective for the following reasons:

a. students are often knowledgeable about drugs, whereas the

N ‘o .
teacher may not be familiar -with the actual drug abuse scene in the
. 4 .

3 v
community. ‘ .

N

b. The students and teacher oftep have different Jélue systeﬁs.

c. Motivation to apply the facts to daily livi%g is more important

than health information. - '

»

v .
4 ..

Another approach is to fit drug education into the regular; ' -

-
-

instructional program of the school with aspects of drug education '

.~

being tauth in appropriate related courses (Mlchlgan Department of

W o

Education, 1970). .The chemistry and pharmacology of drugs, for éxample,
\

belong ih science, and the psychological and social factors are part of

social studies. The integration of drug abuse education with the content

’ .

\
.of several courses as an entire’planned, integrated progrip, however,

-

is difficult. Careful ‘coordination is reéuired to develop such an

integéated instrucfional program which is ﬁeaningful.

L d

"

Summary Descrlptions of Printed Curricula

i '

-

Curriculum plans- for schools contemplating new programs in drug -
. . s : !
education, or modifications of their existing ones, will probably be put

in outline -form at an early stage. Some of these are available through
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ERIC or from state(dgpartmenfs of education. In fact, a large

. Ny . ¢
quantity of informative books and tracts are available, though the
NI ] ’
acquisition of information ih this form is ancillary to curriculum

’ *

-

. planning. A more important step in planning a curriculum is the ' -

t [

development of . statements of dbjec%ives, related content points, and “

associated activities, articulated by grade. Such development has been 4 .

done by a number of communities and states, and the results of their
' . I 1
efforts have been made available through the sources mentioned aboye.

- ¢ hd

.

As an examﬁle of the type of material which is available, part oflthe

curriculum guide entitled . Drug Abuse 'Education, A Curriculum Guide,
. (/’ ’ ‘ . .
¢ Levels Kindergarten Through Twelve, Clark County School District,

Las Vegas,/NeVadé (1969) appears below. Thigiparbicular source 1is

- chosen bécause it can be relatively briefly summarized, and because

.

it is organized by grade levels and serves as an example of the

t I3 ”
. materials intended for both primary and secondary dchool students.

e v
1

4 .

. ‘The items which are listed under ‘each grade level are “component ideas

’

. : o
relative to desired objectives of knowledge, attitudes,.and behavior.

4

To avoid redundancy, the objectives are not listed here since-the

component ideas constitute their expligation. Tke objectives themselves

.

are given in the Curriculum Guide al'ong with suggested'methodology and

suggested multi-media sources. The listing of component ideas’frpm
. .0 .

the Curriculum Guide follows. . . b - . e

-
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Grades Kindergarten through Three

Good health is important.

¢ 2
.

* The goal of healthy living is dependent upon the early development
of good personal health habits. ] . -t

, The family 'works together to establish, protect, and maintain good
health. . - ' b '

Community helpers aid us in maintaining good health{

lelicine, . when properly used,helps maintain good health..

e

. . !
Advertising is used to persuade us to buy a product.

“Non-food substances may be¢ harmful to the body.

Ndn—food substances should be properly stored.

Surplus and old, 0utdated med1c1nes should be properly disposed of',
It .may be dangerous to accept any treat, Such as candy or a favor,
from a stranger -

/

-

‘o

Laws are made to protect us.

Grades,Four'through Six | )
There is a lack of agreement on the age at Wthh concréte data o
drugs can be effectlvely taught .
Good health and gbod health ha%its are the most sigmificant goals an .
1nd1V1dua1 can have Everyone must strive, 1nd1vr&ually and as a
socxety,to maintain these precious possessions. .
Good mental health is dependent upon the adjustments we make in life
a not upon external subotanCes taken igydffhe body T

S¢me people attempt to find enjoymeht, or to solve the pgoblgms of living,

by. consum1ng things which may be harmful to their health

LY
< e

e
Man's search for ways to relieve pain gnd suffering has léd toyv
the discovery and development of many chemical combinations
known as drugs. | . » ]

Weflive in a society which is becoming inc}easingly drug-eriented.




-

ERIC *

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

Grades Four through Six (COntlnued) -0 : '
AU MR v '

There is a plll or potion for £Very minor discomfort, stress,

pain, and minor illness availdble: .at our modern drug stores- and-

advertised in our mass media. . = . .
N I '

"e S . ’
Every substance taken 1nto the body by any, means enters in to the
comple\ functlonlng of the body and affects its condition.

S e e
1 (e

S S Publlc concern ab0ut the harmful effects of all dependency-produeing -

——substanceS'ls incéreasing; ,as scgéht;fxc data accumulates

o~ - ‘ RS
'—. -’.“N;,_. ~“-" sl ~

Glue sniffing, or diore aCCurately soIVen% sn1ff1ng, is a-dangerous
and grossly over- rated method of obtalnlng a "kick " -

No person should ever inhale the fumes of a volatile chemleal if
it can be av01ded LT

t
< . ’

« .

. -There are dangerous poisonous plants grow ng in our commun1ty whlch
can be hqrmful to individuals: i

The most- common method of’class1fy1ng drugs is by the1r effects on
the central\nervous systenm, especlally the brain. The three
principal ciassIfJCatlon are .stimulants, depressants, and hallucinogens.

.

. - - R
The drugs’known as’ depressants reduce activity, produce drows1ness,
and cause mental dullnass - .

t
.

The drugs known as hallucinogens produce dream-like states of
- halluc1natlons » : ,
. | e
One attempt to deal with the dgpendence producing drugs has
been the enactment of more restr1ct1ve legislation and’ stricter
enforcement of all related lays:
The ability to refuse th opportunlty to experiment w1th the ‘use
or misuse of tobacco, alcbhol, or dangerous drugs is a learned
behavior. - °

[

- ’
Rgther ¥han using dependence producing substances to solve the
problems ofy life or to find excitement and thrills, a person should
strive to achieve emotional maturity, including how to get along
welL w1th others. -

‘ .
Al . ‘
Grades Seven through N&ne ) . o :
PN ,//
A basic nned of most adolscents is peer group acceptance

B o [4

. ﬂne way peer group atceptance is realized is through experimentation.
ey g

P

\,.

.. Some junior high students are experimenting w1th mar13uana to
gain peer group acceptanee A

r % ) '

.

N
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Grades Seven through Nine (Continued) - o :
/ R ' J
- Marijuana is derived from a plant wh1ch is grown in many parts of T
the world. { . . L

. In the United Stales marijuana is ordinarily used in cigarette form."
. I J‘I'

Mar13uana has been’ recognized for its narcotic properties slnce ) v

200 A.D. . . -
L4
. . ¢ - * .
.. R There is much confusibon betyken authorities on the,psychological, -, o ‘.
" pertaining to the mind, and physiological, pertaining to. the >
- . physical body, dependence .of marijiana. . i

<

The results ‘of the use of mar13uana are bas1cally psychological
and soc1olog1cal

The use of marijuana has man§ legal implications.! =

) Some junior high students are exper1ment1ng with amghetamlnes and

O ' barbiturates to gain peer group acceptance, 5 .

AN N - . ,

N ~; S Properly used, mary drugs are of great value to mankind. Improperly  * /'

- used, they cad damage the individual and interfere with his success
. ) p
v e difen | : S
- - ~ . [

. - Amphetamlnes and barb1turates are synthetic chemlcals that are N N

s marketed legaily only on prescrlptlon. & ' _

There are many soc1al daﬁgers agsoc’lated w1th abuse and dangerous s S

.

- drugs. A ,/‘/; U e
. = . ‘Y e .- ,. ’.( ’('.;‘.
'The ab111ty to refuse the opportunlty to exggrlment wlth or- m}Suse . ‘3:
dangerous drugs. . . . Ao 2 U £ «
. . T ‘f LIS i he
The production of dangerous drugs has,reach/d astfonomlcal,“ " ! Y
proportions in the United: States. Bll}ions of barblturates,and . o f .
amphetamine capsules and tablets are/manufactured evexy year.f~, ol i L
. / . .
Ty« & . - One attempt to deal W1th dependeg/e-pro&ucrng drugs has been the,u, é: 5
' . . enactment. of more,restrlctrve leglslatlon and stricter en?grcemegt s }‘ ’
. L of all related laws. C ,"4 oy ,»z:.i‘ft S Y ‘,[ ; J P
L : ' U f.{ﬂf i RN
| Dangerous drugs, partxeulariy barbxfﬁrates,iarg'tﬁought i 'gyﬁ~;4»’~‘ . _

to ‘be more dangerous tban tﬁg‘narcotlc’a;pga

‘.,,
/ A "

P2 ' ’——‘-l ":- :':-F .:2 . . '3 L4
¢ 4414’1“‘ i ‘ Vol
J Barbiturates are cenp{al nervoususyStem depr%ssgnﬁs‘_‘ PR PRI Voo
4 R L) e PR oL
v . ’ ‘ - by -:n:' At '
Amphetamlne is-a central nervous system st1mulagt bgsmakﬁown for ; .

‘ J ab111ty to combat: fatigue and sleepiness. -

.

Amphetamlne users do not’ develop total dependency,
o develop psychologlcal dependence upon the drug.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Gradeszen through Twelve :
%any secondary school puplls already have cons1derable information
’ / %nd m131nformat10n about drugs.
! ‘ ) s t- .
'VLSD (1yserg1c ac1d d1ethylamede),,an oqorless, colorless, and
. "tasteless drug, is.the most potént member of drugs -which’ also

v"'sd ..}

-

“"+These” have the. pover to bring abgut radical and often'pangerous
',ﬂ’ .changes in human behavior. *
J/r% .
. @’
7(; Researchers have found, even in carefully controlled stydies, that
7. the psychological responsé to LSD canngt be pred1cted and neither
" A5 there COn51stence in response W1th1nfan 1nd1V1dual

- -

BecaﬁSe L%D is relatlvely new, a complete and well ~authenticated .
catalogue of dangers of USe’and abuse cannot be compiled.

angerous drugs llke LSD

and rug Ab0se. . ST e

Lo~ P

’ - 1

Other alluc1nogens equaIIy tempting and dangerous to the adolescent
> s JAnclude DMT, P51locyb1n psilocin, mescaline, and ibogaine. -

\r . 4 o
e e - . . ”

The term narcotic refers, generally, to op1um and pa1n—kllling

¥
The “abuse and possession’ withdut prescrlptlon of narcdtlcs and

S dangerous drugs is against the law. o
\,; . Oplum is dark brown or black tarry gum which is obt ined from the
TN dr1ed ilky juice of the unripe seedpod of the bplum POPPY. It has
: Q\\‘ a faint‘Qdor\and a bitter taste. .° :
' e . L A

.
\\ N -\.

The opium derivatives are morphlne, an odorless, white crystalline
NN Substance' code)ne, and heroxn.

~ =

N
. \ -

- \: Her01n is the most W1dely abused narcotlc natlonally on today's drug .
? scene. The. heroin user Jedparldzes his health and is'in danger
of dying from an overdose. N

Y 'y

N % s )

~

"A hero1n\yser can develop a total drug dependence and become
.englaved byathe drug. Law enforcement officials attribute the
"need to secure money to pay for the habit as the reason for theft
and prostltutlon among abusers. _

.ipcjudes mimethltryptamine (DMT), peyote, mescallne, and psilacybin.

~ . ~

N drugs made from opium (e.g., heroin, methadone, paragorlc, and codeine)

¢

3
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oo ?' Grades Ten through Twelve :Ebntinuedﬁ % : .
/ ) : i ! )
. » Use or possession of heroin in the United States is pr hlplted
’ ) except for authorized reseafch. A
’ - . 4 .
/‘ “ Percodan (oxycodOne), meperldlne (demgrol), and methadone (dolbnine)
ot . T sare synthetic opiates which have caused 1ncreaS1ng concern
/2 betause of their abuse .- ’ . T,
,/;, - ‘ a. . . [N
Foos L
T . - Because of the societal and human costs of drug dependence,
T . . frehabilitation is a major concern of universal nature .
® ’ : '
" All national and international law ernforcement agencies are
~working together to control and eliminate drug abuse. Each of
us has a part to play. - . °
) In addition to the comﬁonent ideas given above, an extensive set of
ancillary materials 1is included or referenced as follows:
AR . t . "
B . . <
B Bibliography ¥ , - a
Books, Authoxéd Pamphlets and Booklets, Annonymous Pamphlets and
4 Booklets, School Syllabuses, Serial Publications, Journal Artlcles,
Films, Recommended Subscriptions, Resource Agencies
Appendices .
W) . : . : ..
. A Guide to .Some Common Drugs Which Are Subject to Abuse
|} .
. \
Glossary of Narcotic Slang : .
. L ’ " v’
Nevada Revised Statutes Regarding Narcotlcs, Poisons, Dangerous
and Hallucinogenic Drugs, .and, Hypodermlcs . )
. Clark County School District's Regulations Regarding.Harmfpl Drugs
oy and Alcoholic &everages .
_ The complete Curriculum Guide covers 219 pages and contains many
.  referenced materials. As mentioned above, it was chosen for presentation

chiefly because of its relative brévity and because it was broken out

- .; . by grade levels, but not because it is particularly better or wotrse than

others., The following brief evaluative comments are therefore not to

- be construed as.differentially cfitiéal’of the Clark County effort as
» ' ‘ .

compared to others. . ’
N 4 . | . ’ P

>
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When examined from the point of view of the background: considerations

.

given -above, the Curriculum Guide has both strong and weak points. Fo

example, .it does respond to age differences as recommended by Lévy,

. . 2 .
though the grade ranges included/at each level are broader than somefy

others. WhHere integration of the material into other-courses would be

‘ , I
required, this outline might be somewhat less helpful than some other
. ¢
. , .

- -
which would give component ideas for each grade. The outline does/contai

O
- , . P

. / N . R ! i -
points dealing with pharmacological properties of the drugs bué‘véry littlg

on the subjective effects, or on health aspects. ' :

’

, N .
The Curriculum Guide differs explicitly from Levy's background

N
One is that it does'noq include

considerations in two additional ways.

) . / :
material about alcohol or tobacco. The inclusion of material on these

topics is viewed as essential as both of these substances are ravorites of
the older géherations who may be viewed as playing down(theirJown foibles,

while criticising those of todays' students. The other aspect is that

N
?

. . e . | .
the approach is basically punitive rather than sgyportlve. That is, there

is a decided emphasis on laws and punishments in a number of the component
y . .

-

ideas and a subétancial portioﬁ‘of the Appendices deal with laws and

o N
. 3

regulations. What is’needéd'is more material about how to'l’Le comfortably

and harmoniously in the students'.immediate realities. ) ‘
' ‘ K o . .
Finally, the fourth Point ifd the list -for grades ten thr?ugh twelve

»

(see p. 11) is an-example of a téndency for distortion wh;ch can be obsengd
in many drug e%?cation writings. The statement under discussion is.as
foflows, "Because LSD ig\xelétively new, a complete and welli-authetliticated

; X
catalogue of dangers of use and abuse cannot be compiled.'ﬂggg Lt could as

-

. . - \ ‘

- : . :
accurately have been said that ''Because LSD is relatively néw, a complete |
A Y |

. 0
. . | - b

L -
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-

and well-authenticated catalogue of benefits of use cannot be compiled."

- . . R

‘) The propagandistic nature of eitbér statement is apparent, and the authors

N L4

-

could just as well have said "The effects of LSD are not well documented

yet because it is relatively new.' The latter statement makes the main

point just as well, that the quality of experience of a trip on LSD is

' . / .
unpredictable at the present time. In the list, the third component idea

° . i »
covers this pofnt nigely and’ would have been sufficient. The authors

-

’ -
have, however, avoided the unfounded implication of probable genetic damage

associated ‘with LSD to which some authors are prone.

The Cur;icuium Guide given above differs from others in a variety
} B
of ways. One of these is that the emphasis on physiological'backgrqund

and other scientific information is greatly gedubed.’ Such material receives
. . ‘ .

Ifgtrong play in some of the other guides (Aafedt, D., et al., 1?71; Los Angeles

Clty ‘Scheols, 1970; Murphy, H. M., 1970b, l970c- Spragg, E., et al., 1971a,

1971b) and is coordinatetl with grade levels in the typical format of a,

-

health-oriented outline. Alsp, as comparqd to some other guides,@Ehe Nevada‘

Curricﬁlum'Guidegre&pces emphasis' on patholoéical outcomes where such
outcomes are physicaL' Other outlines (Aafedt, D., et al., 1971;

2
Buﬁcet, W., 1969; Dade County Publit Schools, 1970b; Dallas Independent
School ﬁistrict, 1970; Los Angeles City Schools, 1970; Spragg, E.7 et‘al.,

1971a, 1971b) place more empkasis on the brain damage associated with
. Pt - . \

inhaling volatile solvents; wherexﬁmoking is ghe topic, cancer and héart“
o ). . .
problems get much attention (Aafedt, D., et al., 1971'£Daae County Public

A

Schools, 1970c; Fodoq J. T., et al., 1970; Murphy, H.~ 4 l970c' Spragg,

* E., et al., 1971a, 1971b); where LSD is the topic, possible genetlc
"

-, damage is often at least mentloned (Fodor, J. T., et al., 1970; Aafedt, |

Dy et al., 1971; Spragg, E.. et al., 1971a, l97lb) o




Another respect in which the Nevada outline differs from others is
. / :
in its reference to the advertising of industrial interests. In, the

material on smoking particularly, the sharp differentiation between :
the motive of selling’and the motive of personal health is drawn

(Clark County School District, 1969; Aafedt, D., et al., 1971). Perhaps
’ the probiem of conflict of personal interest with the interest of the

3

related industry is not yet an issue outside of the fields of tobacco

S ‘
and alcohol. PO B §
. 5.
The practices in some of these courses as outlined vary according

a

to whether the information to be presented is given in a separate
$ .
drug-related instructional program, (New York State Education Department,

o

+  1970; Anastas, R.;, et als, 1970; Carlisle Area School Distriét, 1970;
» Dade County Public Schools, 1970a, 1970b; Chapel Hill City Schools,

1970; Montgomery County ?ublip Schools, 1970; Aafedt, D., et al., 1971)
A3

'l

or whether the material ig integrated into other courses (Laredo

Independent Schdol Diétrict,]1970;,Washington Office of the State

Superintcndent of Public\Instruction, 1966; Washington Office of the

State Super;ntendent of Public Instruction, 1969; Texas Eddcétipn'

¥

*

Agency, 1970; Naﬁidmal Clearinghouse for Drug.Abuse Information, 1970). (
N [ - ’
Some gf the curriculum authors indicated that integration into othep

curricula would he desirable though no outline for doing so was offered

®

(D;de County Public Schools, 1970c; Clark County Schﬁél District, 1969,
. Fodor, J. f., et al., 1970; Dail;silndependedt School District,‘l970).
Qhere separate curricula were implied th%l;ssumption is made, usuall; ) .
explicitly, that the more studént'}nvolQement tge better. It seems ‘

. 8
_to be well recognized that the lecture does not have the same place
. * A

[ -

19’\ " n l ’
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v in drug education that it has in mathematics. Stddent projects,
s .
. 5 ’zf : .
discussions, and debate’s arg greatly encouraged. It is true, however, o

.t

that most of the curripu%? supply large quantities of factual matéxial~
. »

~ ’
.
*
. S

for dissemination. . .
. Y
An important influence on the curriculum is the format of

.
« »

material which serves as a course outline. «Usually it is in printed

«

‘form and reasonably brief. The methods ® dissemination Lthat are

currently availabif at this time are, in fact, of this type. One must

,

assume that at least some potential readers may not have access to a’

'

3 . .
fflm, for example, so that a course must be producible from the course
- 3 ° , . .

outline whether ¥he fiim is available or not. Even if available, some :
Jconsumers of the ﬁaterials,(because of marginal motivation or finances,
. will be less likeiy to proceed with the acquisition of adaitional
£
materials. A first try at a drug”educq;ion course woﬁlq seem mére .

likely to patefialize to Q’E extent that the original outline is a .

reasonable point of departure for a'couréeAin its own right. For

whatever reason, is seems desirable to allow a maximum of the course

.
L3

-y .
to be based on the original course outline, supplemented by do-it- .

:
H

yourself materials. .

Evaluation of Drug Education Curricula o

. v
.

t . " 1. A basic c;ncépt'in the Conceptual Guidelines for School )

. " Health Programs in Pennsylvania is that "through accurate knowledge

of drugs and narcotics, their benefits and liabilities, drug abuse

shall be avoided" (Pennsvlvania Department of Edﬁcation, 1970).
This concept, expressed in different ways, 1s the pervasive theme of

.

all the drug curricula reviewed. ? : .

\
J

~
|

S

. DU -

(ot R0
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P | . L .

- - -




O
ER
o

-

’

.
Y

\

’

-17-

+

-

.
2

»

N

The basic deterrents to drug use, as previously observed in

the section, Background Considerations, are méstly related to alternat®ves
s - N ’ .

in the school, home, ‘and community. If this is so, teaching about drugs.

t . .

\

in elementary and high schools is not likely to have the desired effect

-

L}

on drug experimenfation and abuse. The drug education curricula
A}
. Y .

reviewed, however, rational decisions

tend to assume that students make

Y §

Wt 3
about drug use. On the contrary, the decision of students to experiment
N 4 '

.with drugs or to continue their use appears most often to be impulsive.

. -

2. The educational technique most frequently employed in the

\

drug education curricula under reviewﬁis the organization of concepts k

+ \

3y . ~
through the use of course guides and outlines or of scope and sequence
- e

Although, the various curricula may-.be somewhat different

"

formats.

qualitatively and quantitatively, as will be diécdssed later, thisg

- -
%

educational technique, more .than any other, is dependagt upon the teacher

- o

for its effectiveness. The teacher, in fact, is more important here
than the educational technique. A good teacher‘uégng a simplistic

.
’

course guide and outline is likely to achieve betker results than a

& - . k
poor teacher with the most appropriate guide and outline for her *. .
c .
particular students. -

-+ °

3. The preference of students for help with a drég problem may

hd .

L

in part reflect their feelings' about the presen& drug education
programs in their schools. High school students have reported a

preference for a doctor, immediate family members, friends, and ex-drug

user’ to a'teacher'pr school drug.counseler for help with a drug problem.

4. The most telling evaluation of a drug education program

]

I

would be its effects, both'immediate ands long-range. Unfortunately,

"we are still quite ignorant about the effects of drug abuse education"

+

» . - -~
-s B

g | 21
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-

(Langer, J. H., 1970). Howeven,,hon—users, experimenters, and abusers

L M .
‘undoubtedly will be affected differently by a sthool drug problem.
E -

0

. . A realistic goal for such a program,.in any event, is nat the complete

N : M .
elimination of drugs, but a reduction in drug abuse, except perhaps
{ . . - .

%
-« @ °for use of marihuana, by a significant nymber of students.

- Evaluation of'Drug Education Qurricula: Specific Factors and

. K r'd ,
h Individual Programs X S?

[’Thé evaluation of individual drug education durricula includes
. . . s

<

“

‘ ~

- the following specific factors: accuracy of information; completeness

and cléLity of curricula; logical sequence of content; student
2

.

<
.

*x

- 1nvolvement, and approprlateness:of content in respect to age/grade

\" ’
Tevel, educatlonal technlques, and teaching methods. * >
N e ""
S T Theﬁln ormation presented in all the curr1Culum guddes reviewed
. 8 . .
! §eemed to b, accurate though they differqg to some, extent in completeness

‘

-

’ and claritg’of curricula. The Framework for Health Information in

~

&‘\ A} o = % - . .
- Californla Publlc Schools was excellent in this respect (Fodor, J. T.,

4 ‘ he

. et al., 1970). The organization of concepts through the use of course
< : ) . .o
guides and, dutlines is the main educational technique'in all of the

. fdrug curricula reviewed. Many of the curriculum guides, however, also

e 'nmakeﬁyée of adthorities in several different fields for source
s B - N 1 . ’
crediBility and, at. the hign school level, pro and con arguments.

.Almost all of tire curr1Culum guides emphasized “student involvement

’
- v '

through act1V1t1es such as panel discussiops, role playlng, and

- e *

’
v [y . .

reference<work, and seemed to present the content in a logical sequence
- . . - .
?-appropriate for the different age/grade levels. For example, medicines

L4

o

5

) andfdrugs.used by the {amily and found in the hone medicine cabinet were

— . <v\ .

EI{I(? o :‘ e T -/ /
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covered in Kindergarten to Grade 3; and topics such as the abuse of
] + . .
drugs as an individual and community problem, and the treatment and®

. T . ]
rehabilitatiop of drug misusers were covered in senior high school

(Levy, M. R., 1970, p. 21-68): -
Of the two teaching metheds discussed, those guides which I
developed the drug curriculum as_a major component of a basic course

~

] .
in comprehensive health education were clearer and were more logically

L4

.and appropriately presented. One curriculum in attempting to fit drug

education into the regular instructional program of the school (the

second method), for example, had the foilowing "motivating questions'

* v

in eleméhtarx sthool mathematics and civics units: "If 94% of 222

-~

males used marihuana, how many are we talking about?” and "Did the

hypodermic needle enhance the drug problem?"(Laredo Independent School

L] %

District,  1970).




A Review of Evaluative Studies of Drug-RelatEd Instruction .

- @
.

% -
ateeffect, if any, do drug education programs have on* their

students? Surprisingly, féw systematic attempts to answer this question
. R [

have been made. This section reviews studies in which attempts have been
. @

made to evaluate objectively the effects of instructional programs related

-
. -

to drugs and their use and abuse. The studies reviewed encompassed a limited
‘ range of approaches and target groups. Hence, the conclusions which can
be drawn are limited. The only generalizations which can be madé’are

summarized as follows:

L T
1. Drug education programs can significantly increase knowledgg

v

and information about drugs. In all studies where increments in knowledge
, served as a criterion, significant gains resulted from drug-related -

instruction.

.

2. In some cases, drug-related instruction can change.attitudes

. ,
towards drugs, but these changes are not necessarily related to changes

*in information or knowledge:

LY

3. The effect of drug education on actual use and abuse of.drugs

.

~ has not %eallyibeen systematically evaluateﬁ. 0f the studies reviewed,

only two reported any attempts to assess the impact of instruction on
use. The first reported an increased use of drugs after instruction, and

the second reported decreased use. In both cases, however, the lack of

. ‘e -
- .

controls and small sample sizes prevénted firm conclusions from being

reached. ’ ~

‘
?

ERI!
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Studies Regérting Success in Chang;ng}kttitudes or Behavior . -t .
3 < '

The most coqptehensively reported study of a drug,education program
is that described by Geis (1969) ~ The repoft details the development, ' s
~ , implementation, and evaluation of a special instructional.program which s e

g ,_wés planned and presented with the help of ex-addict®s. PRerhaps the unique

' .

aspect of ,the program -fas the use‘of the ex-addicts as group discussion
. &

s - y - .
s leaders. in the classrooms. The instguction covered apprqximately a S-week

period and was aimed at increasing knowledge about drug-related topics’

-
.

. ¥
as well as prevention of use. - v, 4

. K T . \ .
' Four junior high schools in‘a predominately Mexican-American community

°

participated in-the ‘experiment. Two schools were givep the usual drug-

’ -

<
L . \ s .
related instructional program, and the two rem*hning schools were given

. ‘ . . &

the experimental program.. . .
; .

Tests measuring drug knowledge and rélated attitudes were administered

~N in both expe;ihental and control schools before.and after the drug

o N ¢

) . . . .
instruction phase of the regular}ﬁealth education sequence. EXperimental

' school students showed significantly greater gains in knowledge and
\ .

- !
significantly different changes in attitudes in the direction desired.

1

Mo firm evidence was reported concerning the impact of the eXperimegtal

-program on drug use. - N ’

1

A second study which‘reported significant changes in both knowledge

'

and attitudes rﬁlated to drugs described an evaluation of a one-day program !

at Temple University (Swisher and Horman, 1968). The program, geared for

both faculty and students, consisted of discussions led by a variety of

v . 4

|

|

} . experts working in the area of drug abuse (e.g., psychiatrists, pharmocologists,
4

|

.o . B B ) ,
5
- ’,

.

L2
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o .

lay énforcemeﬁg'ageﬁts) and included twé films on drug .abuse. -<In

<

' addition, each participant was given a packet of related Iitgrataré.

[

.

~

. 1 . . ~
In order tb assess the effects of the péogram, a control group was

A - - []

established, and pre- and post-tests of information and attitudes were*

-
.
. .

~

. administered to both groups. Random agsignment was not employed, but’ .

P
d [

the control group, whiéh received no @nstqucfion, was roughly similar .

S

-

in terms of make-up. Gains in knowledge for the exBerfﬁ%ntal.subjecté_

’

PR

were highly signifiicant, Attitude shifts occuyrred for experimental? ‘ .

v

'subjeis§ in the following three specific areas:
- ’ s 3 .

1. Attitudes toward the legalization of marihuana were'%gss '

>,
.
4§ v

. favorable; * . . . \\\\;, .
& - ! ) \ v b ’ +*

) 2. subjects became less likely to giew marihuana as producing ..
, t A . . N s \ o - .
greater insight; . -

3. subjects increased in the degree to which they perceived ~ 3 : Lo
\ \ \ .
the drug user as alifznated’. - ,

- .
[}

‘A pilot study of a high school prOgrad which employed "sensitivif& .
. . . " ) T . v .
training," though not a full-~scale evaluative study, is nonetheless worth
} ¢ - X B — _ ‘ . .
mentioning because of the uniqueness of the approach used #hd also because,

-
v

. : (
of the program's explicit.rejection of the thesis that changgs in infor-

mation about drugs results in changes in usage. The progrqm‘cénsisted .
B - " L -,
of éroup sensitivity training sessions centering arounqithq subject’ of
g
drug use. Two groups of 12 high school stutlents were observed in’thé y
% 3 4 . .

were admitted users in the two -

-

.

pilot program. 'Of the ten students who

*

groups, four repbrtedly’stopped using drugs, and the rémaining six’

. /
decreased their consumption of drugs (Dear@on and Jekel, 1971).

1)
1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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*successful in changing participants' attitudes. The goal of this parti-

¢ < - "23"‘

™ 3

*Studies .Reporting Failure to Change Attitudes or Behavior *
_——" . ¢

Aycommunity team workshop gvaluated by Shapiro (1971) was less

¥

v .

cular.progrgm was to provide comprehensive tfaining'for teams consisti@g
- * \\ ~
of. a sfudent, teacher, and community youth'worker, so that team;\could'
. . ’ \ . - .
return to their communities to implement drug education programs. Since

N - : ~ N .
no control group was available, Yesults had to be ‘assessed solely on the

-

‘basis of pre- gnd post-test differences. Despite significant" gains in o .
. N . ) \ . . . .
knowledge for all three types of team members, no changes in attitudes o,

were reported. In addition, a significant increase in student use of

drugs was repprted. Since there was no control group, it is difficult

to assess completely the impéct of this program. The findings are not é
; . ’ .
encouraging, however. . ' .

A
’ N ~ Py

Two well-designed and hingy similar studies.(Swisher, 1971) contrasted.

- B P
each of the follewing three alternative approaches to teaching about

.
-~ .

-drugs with a standard health unit (as’ a fourth research group)if

1. Group-.conseling using felationship tecﬁniques,\in a@ditigeité

. -
the standard health unit; ™ ! .o
. N A

2. group counseling using model reinforcement techniques,and a

- ~

role model who h&s mnot abused drugs, in addition to the health -

) unit; , . R

~

3. group counseling %éébniques using model reinforcement techniques -

- y o~ ~

and a role model who is a refgrmgd dfﬁg\gbuser, in addition to

.
~~ N

. ¢ ~ - \
the health unit.

“ -~

«

The first experiment assigned high school students (9th and 1lth graders) -

\

randomly to each of the four treatments. Counselors were aldo randomly
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assigned. An attempt was made to control for 1dtell§gence by/randpm I ‘
~ , ),l' . ‘ L '
-- ;o ".','-. . /" o ‘ ’ d
J assignment to treatment w1th1n "each of the’ thre% levels of, 1nteiligence. : A
Coany g : .
e All four approaches resulted in s1gn1f1cant‘garns in knowledge abou' v
.8 .,_. . LU 5 \
- N

+  drugs, though no single approach emergedlaskoest. NOne of the approaches b

. has anz,significant impact on attitudes:or”actual'use of drugsu.~.. oo '
- N . J" . A
¢~ - "l a

" The second study was carried -out in. a college sett1ng and’was virtuaily

‘identical to the first in design. Results differed, however, in thdt,in t

. . . o el
- .
v

addition to gains/in information using all four approaches, attitudes
o ) U e . - .
) ~ o :
. shifted in g more "liberal' (i.e., pro-drug use) .direction. No $ignificant
o N L2 T /
s - \ - "

. . ' - - o’

increase in use was reported. = ¢ .

=

N

’. -, X N ,. //
A somewhat different result of the effects of instruction on’ attltudes
{ ST

//, was reported by Qobb et.aI' (1970) An eyaluatlon of a five-day workshop -
¥y /4“’ hasl ’/
for students and schooI personnel compared pre- and post test scores on

" -
T T /

- measures of knowledge apd attitudes. The program included "...information

v
,/ L3 .

about the social ,medical,-moral,and 1egal implications of drﬁg use.'
P

/ /l -
/‘ T .

. Again 51gnif1cant;ga1ns Ln knowfédge were reported (though there was no

‘.“1

—_ control group). A quest nalre.sollc1ting opinions or attitudes toward

_drug- -related toplcs Bhowed shifts~fbwards both extremes of opinions.
oty
i ' R

~ Strangely, the investigators.do not.report on the substantive nature of ¢
;. . L ﬁ‘»:¢)»

‘e '- . [ MY ‘
the Shifts. . ' e ,|‘.‘ v, . .
L. RS B , \ . PAAST -

" The final study whioh w1ll be\cohsldered was a relat1vely well—designed e

“ ‘ ‘_ j: . - R
evaluation of a short-term program oé ﬁnstruction for parents of teenagers 7
,l f' . N\

KThomas et al., 1971). Eighteen familiés were randomly'assigned to/a

-~

’ control group, and eighteen to ah ékperimental group The experimental

v

program ‘consisted of one initial informal meetlng at which reading material

4 -
N - . ./
' ‘
- . ‘

o - ' f ' . e -

ERIC ’ . i

' i ‘o . L AT .
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7

was given to the parents, followed up by a more formal lecture and gkoup
v

<y v i . ’ :
dPscussion session. Measures of information, attitudes, and family

communication served.as criteria. Only on-the;nformation measure did

the‘experimental group differ significantly from the control group in

terms of pre- and post-test differences. Attféﬁdes and>family communi-
s/ - t - <
. v 4 3 1
cations were essentially unaffected.

7/

Discussion ;;/
> ¢ -
) * *

If the primary criterion for judging the value of drug education

"is increasing knowledge or information, then there is little question

that drug eddcation programs can be successful., If, however, the primary

<, - 4

goal is seen as-changing attitudes or behavior related to drugs, then
- -' hf '

o o 3§5&Nalue of some types of drug e@uqatlon may be questlonable. Certainly,

el :"- . . —

‘ b. .
'}.~‘
——— ek ' Al

th% prémlse that 1ncreased'know1edge about drugs leads to anti-use attitudes,

—————
l‘ ‘."-.-‘.‘ ey e . ,

wh1ch 1n.turn lead to. decreased use, has been challenged by the findings.

~a e,

As stated atrthevputset, the little researeh which has been done

permits only a few genera} conclusions to be made. Oge of ‘the reasons

>~

for the lack of evaluative ﬁesearch on drug education programs may be the
L ‘,' \\

-.) . ~ ~ .
difficulty in conducting such research. The sensitive nature of the subject .

~

A\

matter, combined with the usual problems in conductlng evaluative reSearch

. .‘A" .

can make evaluation of drug e&ﬁcation!programs an extremely difficult

undertaking. A fumber of problems in conducting such research have emergeq:

.

1. As Brotman and Suffet (1972) point out, much of the relevant

'

N

behavior is illegal. In some cases students may be reluctant to admit

use. In other cases students may either treat the questibnnaire lightly °

11

and give inaccurate responses or engage in a form-of boagting and claim

- s . e — - . .

. . .
< .

4

- -~
~
¢

7

ERI!
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v »

to have uged drugs when in fact they have nota The latter prablem has
»

‘often been countered by including fictitious drug names in questionnaires

to catch the "boastful" student.
N .

Ed

" . 2. A related problem is that of confidentiality. In most cases

-

~ - -y
researchers either do not identify students or use some complica'ted
. [ v . -

% system’of-identification which insures confidentiality. Although this !
w Y
. type of approach probably assures more accurate information at the time ‘ .

a pagéicular,questiénnaire is given, it does create problems in follow-

ing up students at later points in time.

s

-3..7-Besides actual use, the typical criteria used in drug education

research are knowledge about drugs and attitudes towards drugs. Virtually
'i -
** all investigators have employed some type.aof paper and)pencil inventory,

L

but .the content of the inventordies may vary from investigator to investigaton.',

- . N .

Knowredge about drugs, for example, can mean knowing the latest slang

»

expressions for various drugs, knowing the history and chemical composition
g of drugs, or’'knowing about the negative consequences of drug abuse. The -

Y N

i ** relative emphasis given to these different categories of information can,
howeyver, have a serious effect on the interpretation of a stuhy. A result
ety ‘ .
which showed that knowledge of slang terms for drugs was greater among

- s 2 @
&

heavy users would be interﬁreted quite differently from a result which .

. sHowéd that knowlédge of the deleterious effects of drug use was greater ¢ '

-

fér heav&y' érs. Yet both types of information have commonly been subsumed
s N - ’. - .

under one sdpre d’ﬁ,s;milar problem exists with respect to attitudes.

S T 4

”l-
Attitudes toward the present
’ ‘ .

equated with attitudes toward actual use; for example. -

iegal'pénalties for drug use should not be

»

» ‘ .
@ ——— . 4

-~ . ] - . ?
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5. ﬁAﬁéther more general program with the-criteria used 1 ;QQFg

Vv

'
\

education research is the vary&ng quality of the.instruments themselves.

.

A numbe¥ of studies, which were not reviewed have based their evaluations

.
-

on student opinion as to the adequacy or merits of various aspects of
. » .

. .
the instruction. The lack of. validity and the subjective bias inherent
4 )

- N,

in such instruments makes the data colléc;ed virtually meaningless‘for

~ N,

~ - -
evaluative purposes. Even seemingly more appropriate instruments may be

inadequate, however. 1In some cases instruments were not pre-tested; in

2

others no attempt was made to assess the reliability of the instruments.

.

Without some indication that.a test possesses sufficient reliability, it

’
N

is impossible to determine whether a low relationship between the test
and énother variable is caused by lack of a valid relationship, pf-whether
it is occurring because‘the test lacks sufficient reliability.

. 6. Methodological problems ér; another source of difficulty in

conducting and interpreting drug education research., Random sampling

.

€

and random assignment to treatments are always desirable but offeﬁ diffi-
/

cult to émploy especially when participation is voluntary. Despite this,

it may be possible in many situations to employ what have been termed

v t

’ quagi-experimental designs (Campbell and Stanley, 1963) which would allow

stronger inferences than might othgrwise.be made.

H

‘

7. As Brotman and Suffet-(1972) point out, measuring the behavioral

’

- effects of drug education programs may be'eitfe@ely difficult not only

k) - - . -
-

because of the confidentiality issue but also because of variables beyond . .

- the experimenter's control; for example, a'sudden reduction of supply of
o ‘e .
a particular drug in a community. Extraneous events such as this may

- -

Aun -

—a— e, &

S
4 /

" “wash out whitever effects might have been obseérved:"

’ &

N e g
ERIC : | 7 — 4
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hd

Conclusions

/
It has become cliqhé when writing about a pagticular topic to say
X * .
that "not enough_rqgégfch has been done." This is certainly true of

" ’ N

Though most of the research

-

evaluative tg:jiych ih’drug education.

reviewed was well-designed and executed given the constraints and problems

that accompéany -evaluative efforts of this type, each of the studies -
. 4

K : {::‘- ar ,
. represents only an isolated attempt to assess a particular program for a

-~ ) -

hﬁrtigﬂlar group. As indicated earlier the studies’encompass only a
- .

lim;éed range of approaches and a limited range of-target groups. As

Richards (1969) points out, some approaches may work better than others

with certain groups.i

.

to determine whether this is true or not, and if so what approaches are

A well-planned large scale-research effort is needed

v

1 . .
best for each group. ot
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Overview. of the Survey Resultss-

-
» -

4 - [ . LS . .
The return rate for both samples was rather low. Twenty-four percent
~ . . - 3 ° .

of the elementary school sample and 36% of the secondary school sample

" returned usab%e questionnaires in time for this project. Examination of

descriptive data sSuggest that, except for the absence of réligiously

affiliated and private schools in the elementary school sapple, ‘the two
. . « ’ T “
samples were comparable in terms of religious, socioeconomic, and racial
. | .
. : . | .
composition. » [ -

A télephone survey of 50 ranﬂémly selected‘non-respondents suggests
a sampling ‘bias in favor of schools having drug education programs of some

kind. . ' .

-

- Most schools saw drugs either as a minor prcblem or as no problem at
all., Secondary school regpondents showed a greater tendency to indicate
that drugs are a problem, a fact reflected in the higher reported figures

for use and sale of drugs in the secondary schools. Tobacco and alcohol

.
.

are the most heavily used substances, according to the respondents, with
marihuana the next most frequently used substance. The vast majority

[y & . L

-3

of elementary schools reported no use of drugs at all (excluding tobacco

_and alcohol), and only quité rar€ly did elementary schools report use by

v ~

more, than 10% of the students. In secondary schools, a substantial percentage

indicated use by at least a minority of the students of all drugs listed.
The most frequently used drug‘appeérs to be marihuana followed by amphetamines

N .

and bafgiturates. The majority of secondary school respondents indicated

no_use of LSD, cocaine, heroin, or volatile solvents, -however. -

LY
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L}
Most elementary schools saw little change in trend over the past

2
N 3

. \ .
five years for ‘drug use, 'but where some Ehange was perceived it was more
likely to be an increasing one. Secondary school respondents were more

likely thgﬁ elementary schools to see an increasing trena in all drug use

H -
exégbt in the case of volatile solvents where a slight decrease was more

) !
ofte? indicated.

r

"Where schools had some written drug policy, it was likely to have been

adopted within the last three years. Policy, in general, appeared to be

-

written in broad terms, and aigood deal of discretinary interpretatica of
policy seemed to be the rule. The most likely action to be taken when a
student was discovered using or in possession of drugs was notification

of the school principal. Police were notified in many cases_and frequently

had access to records related to student drug use. -

. Rfspondents indicated that 77% of the elementary and 83% of the
seconf;ry schools have, or plan to have, instruction on drug-related topics.
Most frequently, the programs had been in e#istence two Or more years,
with the secondary school prograps being somewhat older. The most frequentiy
“cited évent 1eading‘tohth; establishmenF of these programs was the knowledge )
of inc;eased use by students, incgqased 1ocal‘drug-re1ated crime, and the
influence of nearby schools. Increasé& rates of.drug—rglated offenses by
2 ‘
students also played a Tole. The impetus for the‘establishmgnt 6f'these
programs came mést commbnly from the school administration? the staff, and
the district, staté, or -higher organizational levels.

.

For the academic year 1972-73, there was an increase in the scope

of emphasis of the programs for both elementary and secondary schools, ‘as

compared to the academic year 1971-72. The most popular topic was the effect
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.om the user. In secondary schools, more emphasis was placed :on federal,
- ’ : . z . ! t
state, .and lotal laws, and on the legal consequences of apprehension or
. . - s ‘
¢onviction, as compared to the elementary schools which emphasized more the

. .

2 ~ <
care in use of medicine, beneficial effects of drugsa volatile chemicals,

and the appfopriate evaluation of tobacco advertising.i Planned expansion

a
2

of the programs was far more cémmon than reductions.
' . s
The most popular goals of the programs were. to indrease student

3

_ knowledge abqut the physiélogical and psychological effects of drugs,

to thange the students attitudes about drugs, and to g{ve students knowledge
oaboup'the appropriate use of drugs. There was, for the secondary schools,

.

a frequent emphasis on rational decision making. From the students' point

of view, as perceived by the respondents, the most common concern was to

learn about the physical and psychological effects of &rﬁgs and their
relative harmfulness. In. the secondary schools, th; sthdents are believed »

to have become more concerned with How to help a friend with a drug problem,
° N = .

? -

and the legal consequences of conviction.

The most frequently ug;d approaches to drug education were audio-

2

Visual présentations, discussion sessions, and lectures by a law enforcement
* .

~

. " officer. Instructor workshops had some popularity. In-service training

’

-to'imstructors is given, in part by.the local district, and not required.

Materials for the students' caurses are available from a variety of sources,

with about half of the schools using materials from a .state agency. The
v

I

use 'of materials prepared by the local district was more common for the

elementary schools, but all other sources were fore common for the secondary
. * d

¢
schools.

ERIC .

P e ,
. ' -
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«

- The persgn;f;equeﬁ&ly charged with drug-relatéd instruction was

the homeroom teacher and the health teacher.in the elementary schools;
L4 - .

¢ -
in the secondary schools the persons frequently charged with drug-related

oy -

. y . . 9.

</ instruction were, the health teachers, the science .teachers, the physical . &
-education teachers,
¥ e RPN |

and the social studies teacher. The most common method

of imparting drug-related material was as an integrated part of other courses;
[ - e L -

»

the use of sqpérate d:ugﬂeducation ¢ourses was relatively infrequent.

N Whéﬂ askéafhbqu; evaluations of their drug programs, about ‘half of »

’ %
~ -

. _ . . : E .
the respongents,either did not respond ar indicated that no evaluations R

were ‘carried out,"ébout 407% of the elementary schools indicated that evaluation

.

. had been conducted Sy in-house personnel, as did 487 of the secondary schools. ,
o ” . .

" .No bther‘agénc§,pf evalhation had been used for as many as 10% of the schools, -

though future plans. indicated that 10% to 15% would have evaluatiens by
a group from th community: at large, or by a-special committee of students.

\
£

Fdr=th9§e evaluations which had been carried out, the techniques were mixed;

) cl . N '
with no strong method predominating. Encouragement can be taken from

[
- s

, the fact that about 10% of the schools used random assignment of students
3 ' ‘
to 1nst:uc%fbné1;programé,‘a procedure which is necessary for proper
. evaliation and which is not used in, other areas of educational evaluation.
T © ¢ “a ~ »

. For thosgjeﬁgluations which did occur, about a quarter of the schools P
' received na,knoﬁ}edge‘pf resulis- as they should have.  However, about two-

thirds of the respondents kelieved that their programs were adequate. About
. L . ) ~ .

s

A‘fouglh of the‘schoolg thoughtothaE reviews should be held once a year,
6( e T . b ’

* and sldghtly more tha;ftwo-thfrds.indicated’eithf that no formal review

-

°

was co%temglated or that.no regufar schedule of reviews was anticipated.

K .
. .
. o

£
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Reactions of various community groups to the drué programs of the

schools was almost never "disapproval" or "strong disapproval." As a,
’ o .

general trend, about 25% to 35% of the schools indicated that feedback

from community groﬁBs indicated indiffergnce or was not received, and the

.

balance was "favorable" or "strongly favorable."

PAY




A Survey of Drug-Related Programs and Policies in

Elementary and Seconddty Schools - - .

-

. . -

°Introduction C @

2

The purpose of this survey’was.to provide information for fhe Commission
concerning drug—relat;d instruction, programs, poiisies and problens-in
elementary and(secondary schools. ihe questionnaire used for the survey
-is appended to this report, but its,content may be briefl& described as

covering the.following five basic areas: '

‘ 1. School descriptive information
2. Estimates of drug abuse within ths school
3. Punitive and opher administrative policies with S
. respedt td’drugs

.

4. Extent and content of drug related instruction

o ‘ 5. Extent and nature of'evaluative efforts related
to drug instruction
Samples '

}" ‘ Two separate national probability samples were taken for the present
s;fvey. The first sample was taken from a basic sampling list consisting
of.all schools having enrollments in grades 2 4, &? 6 and appearing on
the 1970-71 School Universe Tape. The following stratification variables:

] . were ﬁééd: . '
—

- . N
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1. Census region ‘
) v * 2. Degree of urbanization J
. . -
- a. Large city “(over 500,000) .

-~ b. Moderately large city (200 000 to 500, 000)

A c.' Suburb of a large or moderately large city
d.. Middle—size cigy (50,000 to 200,000) -
e. Suburb of a middle-size city | -
) . £. Sgall city or town (less.than 50,000)
) J g. Rural area near a large city
+ h. Rural area near a middlé—size city
. i. Rural area not near a large or Piddle‘s£2e city
3. Unknown™
’ . 3. School size (total enrollment in grades-2, 4, and 6)
. a. Under 50 - -
b. 50 to 99 '

* c¢. 100 to.199 :
4. 200 to 499 T
e. 500 or -greater
4. -Percent minority enrpllment
a. Less than 5 percent
b. 5 to 9;9 peréent
c. 10 to 19.9 percent
ld. 20 to 39?; percené
. e. 40 to 59.9 percent -
> f. 60 to 79.9 percent .

g. 80 percent and over

e
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‘ 5. Coudty median income (1960 census) . o0 : -
a.- Less than $2,000 T ! " l '
. b. $2,000 to $2,999 _ . o s
c. $3,000 to $3,999 \ ’ : ) ]
-, o » ' -
. ~>- -d. $4,000 to $4,999 ‘ -
: e. $5,000 to $5,999 O
- £. $6,000 to $6,999 . N Py -
.. g™ $7,000 to $7,999 L~ - Q o ‘
' v < Lo 4 |
h. $8,000 to $8,999 ) -
. ¥ - s :
i. $9,000 to $9,999 - . L
. o
; j. $10,000 and over . . Nﬂ%‘b.

A total of 1,436 elementary schools nas

survey.

' Scholastic Aptityde Test (PSAT) mailing list.

complete list of .the Unit

l,000'secondary schools was drawn for survey purposes, ; 'Q

v Fal
‘ r

~

A second samplg, was drawn USIH% as a sampling frame the Prelﬁﬁinary

d |States secondary @chool universe. Only one

Voo ‘variable, census geographic r

e

. "Mailing and Follow-sp Mailing

b

Y %
Sept

X

second week of October.

«

mailings. As a final step, telephone contacts were attempted with a sﬁhll c

-

. A . T .
er. The initial se?nnda:ygschool mailing took plate during tha’ - .-
, N . ) ,
Follow—up’questionnaires for both® samples-wer .

*ﬁu
mailed to all non—respondents approximately three weeks after the initiai“

’ . -
random sample of non—respondents within each sample. The telephone inte§viewsn‘ _é;

were done in mid-November and were an attempt to determine.some of the reasons
-~ . . "

ion, was used to form strata.

<3

sampled *for purposes of- the
¢ ) 8% e
. R . . 5.

«

’ j
v ' ( * .

The PSAT list is a. re530nably- L ‘
X total of . .. l

-

-, . e L '
”‘ﬁ' a - . -\ * . (
’ 3 .

tes ﬂg questiopnaires were maileq‘to the 1436 elementary schools in‘mid-.a

»

h
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2

. 5 ° P
for the low return rate, as well as possible sources of bias. The interviews

were Very brief .and covered the following questions: . .

Fas

Lo 1. Did the school receive the questionnaire?
: ‘ o €
e 2. What was the reason for not responding?
: . ’ J )
\ ' 3. 1Is instruction related to.rugs provided for in . i
. I . . . - .
T separate courses at the school?; ° e 3
| * 4, If drug education is not treated in a separate
® course, i§ it treated as a topic within any . /
. ' . subject as part of the regular curriculum? If
Y, : so, what subjects include treatnent of drug v 7
‘ _ SN : o
_related topics? ' R ' _— )
'_‘; : . 5. What individuals have responsibility fpr :lnstructiqn\ T
. w . . svrelated to drugs? - T T e
P T ~ T
s ; o
.- -~ ) -
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LIRS

Y

. -‘. [ /,i ,’,' . '!A . ’}J
. (24% of those sampled) elementary schools and 363 secondary schbo{s:(36%ff . f/'
4 k¢ /_‘, ;‘,'(I.R ' L

of those sampled). The general descriptive data for respondents afe~shown
. in Tables 1 through 8. dhe elementary school sample, since it was drawn _’

from a sampling frame of publjc schools, contained no private or religiously
. { .

-affiliated institutions. The secondary school\ sample, however, contained \ .

. - ) N L : IS

l non-public institutions with the largest percentage indicating affiliatioml

-

> -
. 4 -
. N -

with the Catholic religion (see Table 1). | R

The data on percentages of students in various grade levels (Table 2)

.- show that some schob zin both samples served a range of grade levels

beyond that indicated by the designation "elementary" or "secondary,".thgugh v

.

) predominant frequency of grades 1s in agreement.with these designations. ,

.

AU In terms of religious, socioeconomic, and racial composition, the»}wo

R} . ] o .

[N

«s.'., i e ee €

ik samples ‘appear roughly comparable to each other (see Tables 3, 4, and 5)% S

LA

L.

«‘1
ﬁ.‘

The slightly higher percentages of Catholic“schools-in the secondary

-~

\ -s-g, school sample (as well as the lower figure for Protestant schools) shown
- B ~
;. in Table 3 can probably be attrjbuted to the‘exclusiOn of religiously ’

\ :affiliated schools from the elementary school sample. Data on per pupil R /
VO

\ . N

\‘$xpenditures shown in Table 6 indicate a tendency for the secondary, schools’ ‘

The percentages of students entering
% 5 s
LX"'. ’:-:'- ‘\ VT \ ! £

17 Lpon t-se ondary education are shown in Table 7 for the secondary sch001@§

\ 1

Iy \’
. ,yqagple andendicate that for the grth majority of schools a substantial

.\‘g‘é \ \ “v‘\ =5 ‘. et AN i
oo\ Wk .
i‘é ovtion of students go on to some form of post-secondary education.

%

PR "! \

2.
/
-

it

.

; -
gs-Table S“ahows figures or housing arrangements of students, and, ‘
. X;‘Q‘.‘ .\\ \*Y/ e
. as"migﬂt be éxpected, only a\emgll percentage of secondary schools reported
v . ‘ 70

g t
SR
'
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usual family home for the majority of their

anything other than the

students. With respect to drug education, 23% of the eleméntary schools

-

and\17% of the secondary schools reported no drug education programs

whitsoever. As Table 9 shows, most schools reported spending relatively
’ " little money specifically on drug education.
, .
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. Non-Respondents N . N -

¢ .

y . ’ ¢
Because of the low response rate, it was decided to‘%ttempt.to contact

» random sample of non-reépondents in an effort to determine some of the

reasons why schools did not respond, and also to get some rough idea of the

extent™of drug education programs for nonﬂresponding schools. Accordingly, -

a random sample of 50 non-responding schools. (30 from the elementary school
list and 20 from the secondary schqol list) was drawn (see appendix for

outline of telephone survey). Ofﬁzhese, 45 were successfully contacted.
Despite the two mailings, ele;en schools claimed never’to have received
the questionnaire. Two schools of fered plausible explanations tor not

having received the questionnaire, and the rest'constitute 20% of those

-

contacted. No plausible explanation for this disturbingly high percentage

r ¥ . . LI

‘ ) can be given"w , . ‘ L - -

) _Of the remaining schools contadcted, S_said they were uncertain as to o

-~ - -

whether the questionnaire had been received, 10 said they had completed or .
were in the process of completing the questions and would send them back- .

soon. An additional 7 said they would fill out the questionnaire when they,
H NS, Lo »)‘—

had the time. The remaining 12 Schools contacted said they did not intend

to. complete the questionnaire for a variety of reasons. Bighteen non-

= . .

respondents stated that they had no drug education program. This represents

AOZ of those contacted and is s"bstantially higher than the percentages
- Y Y N x
of respondents (23Z for elementary and 17% for/secondary) who report no drug)

education. Furthermore, this figure jumps to 62% if the telephone contacts

N 4 L [4

for which no“clear determination could be made concerning drug education

. ‘~ e /
are eliminated (no determination could be made~in 16 cases). Although the.

t ’ . <1

~

-
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‘but supports results given later that of those schools gividg some drug
. . . -

\_3

A

n@mber of begple contacted is not ,large, the replies suggeqr@a marked

sampling bias in favor of schools having druyg education brograhs. Furthermore,
. A s

information on seme of the remaining itend was rather sketchily obtained,
: z :" o i

.

~ oo . ; LS T
education within the regular curriculum most stated thgﬁfhealth and general
. Sy ’ 5 S .

science classes treated drugs as a topic, i .7 7
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Results Pertaining to the Use and Sale of Drugs Within the Schools

Most schools apparently see.drugs either as a minor problem or as

~

no problem at all. This is particularly true of elementary schools wherdj;i-i}

65% of those responding reported no problem with drugs. Table 10 summarizes

. e

the respondents' opindpns and shows that, in general, drugs are perceived
. 5 2 S ar
as a more severe problem in the secondary schools. HoW@wer, very few
. ~8

schools in éither sample ind1cated that drugs Were the most important

problem in their "school.

‘ *
The data on éstimated use for elementary schools‘are supportive of

the ng!&on that for most-schools drugs are a minor, problem. As Table 11

shows, the great majority of schools reported no use whatsoever of the

substarices listed, except for tobacco. The usé of.'‘hard" drugs, such»as .
cocaine and heroin, appeared to be ‘dlmost non-ex1stent in these schools.

As might be expected, the student selIing drugs at the e1ementary school level

.

- . \-\
. —was a relatively rare case. Only 8% of the schools reported any sale of
- - )
marihuana by their students, and the figures for the other substances
- S MY

were ‘even- lower.

o 7
LY

In the secondary schools, where there was a greater tendency to see

drugs as a problem" estimates of use and sale were higher for alircategories

< e PRI

(see Table 12). Tobacco was reported as the most heavily used substance,

follOWed by alcohol as the nextmost. heavily‘used substance4 0of the
v ~ . > T ‘.gt‘\\

remaining substances, marihuana was most often estimated as being used by

more than 10% of the students. More than half of the secondary schools

reported some ybe of marihuana, amphetamines, and barbiturates, and less ° .
' L4 .;_"- ?‘»{k

than half reported some use of LSD, cocaine,\heroin, and volatile solventss. ™

A majority o; schools reported no selling of drugs at all.
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] ?_Thé“percentage of schools reportingasoye selling of drugs is certainly

-

] - 4

not inconsequential, however. Forty percent reported some selling by -
students of.marihuana which was apparently éstimated to be the most
frequently sold drug, followed by amphetamines (32%), barbiturates (30%),

and LSD (20%). Some.selling of cocaine and of heroir’ was reported by 972 °
bN “ v
) of the schools.

\ .o,

It should 'be emphasized that most of the estimates of usg‘&erq_madqf; _

- ' N .

’

subjectively. As Table 13 shows, only a small percentagée in. each sample

-~ ! ’ -

"~ . was bdsed on anything other than opinion. It is interesting to note that,

though estimates of disciplinary action for use or sale of the various

substances (see Table 14 and‘15) are lower, the patterns are quite similar

to those observed for‘estimates of use. The number of .students discipiined
;_"for use of drugs in a school would certainl§ be one.major source affecting

" the estimates of use and sale, and it is reasonable to assume that the

.

number of usersqwould exceéd the number of students disciplined for use.

J ., In any case, this may ha&a been how many respondents made their estimates.
o

: Besides estimates of current use and sale of drugs, respondents were
: asked to describe the trend in student drug use for the last five years.
. H

These results are reported in Table 16. Elementary school respondents,

in géneral, saw little change in’ trend over the past five years. Of
tﬁosé reporting change, however, more saw an increasing_trend*_.Secqndaryf_u__ -
- school respondénts were more likely to see changes over the past five yeérs:

Increased use of marihuana was the.most ?requently perceived-trend (61%),

followed by alcohol (50%), amphetamines (44%), and barbiturates (43%).
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Interestingly, slightly more respondents (22%) perceived decreases in the
. ' \ .
& N L
use of volatile solvents than increases (18%). LSD, cocaine, and heroin
. were somewhat more likely to be seen as increasing in use, though most
'?'secondary schools saw little or no change in the use of these subsStances, ’
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© School Policy and Practices Related to Drugs = -~ " .

]
.

r

X {The‘survey'instrument contained a number of questions regarding the,

’

drug-rélated policies and administrative practices of sghools. Over

‘

one-third of the secqndary schools reported having nﬁ written policy at
:all. Of those having a written policy, most have adopted theirtpolicy

relatively recently and have also made recent revisions. Sixty-two percent
-\‘ .‘. i . o
Mreported revisions within the last year,~and 297 rgvised their pclicies

) hithin the last three years, The percentage data on policy revision are

.

identical for secondary and elementary schoolls and are presented in Table

7 along with the data for policy adOption. :

) - Leadership in the formulation of school drug policy had apparently

. -

been most frequently exertgd by local school districts. There was also .
)

a tendency for school prid%ipals and faculty to have played a greater o~

leadership roleain drug ;ﬁicy formulatian in secondary schools than in

elementary schools (see i\ble 18). The participation of:students in

N

setting and implementing rug policy was more likely:to-occur in secondary

a

schools. *Students most

‘:.Oa:'

;ten partlcipated in committees with faculty

n bt Y ~
and were also likely to s%rve in adv1sory capacities in drug policy.

By

formulation and implement&tion (see Table 19). ) \ .‘

L4

Tobacco ahd aICOhol' ere the substances-mOSt likely to ‘be covered

i

by written policy 1n bdth elementary and seeondary -schools. The percentagesf

for coverage of drugs are ‘somewhat less than for the coverage for tobacco

- P v
and alcohol but highly similar~acpuss“theiyariOus sﬁbstances listed, -~

suggesting that policies either cover tobaccga%nd'alcohpl only, or cover

alcohol and tobacco plus all of the substances libted (see Fable 20). The

lower percentages for all substances in. elementary schools are. consistent

’ -~

with the lower rate of reported written policy for, elemed ary schools.

.

. [ *

A
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Table 21 reportsjryrther results for aspects of policy coverage.

'The results withiresp;ct to specific substances differ from the results

of Table 20 probablj because of k}fferences in the phrasing of the questions

on dhich,these two "tables are baseﬁT—iQne question (Table 20) asked whether,

written policy coverage extended to the various substances either explicitly

-

or imglicitz, whereas the other question simply askeb whether written policy
included the various substances. As. might be expected, percentages for

coverage of various substances are higher in Table 20, but the patterns

¢

are quite similar except foﬁ*the relatively lower coverage of alcohol and

tobacco in elementary schools.

-

9 * ¢ .
One—tentb, or less, of the elementary and secondary schools reported
} c . he

.

written bolicy which aistinguished between the sale and casual transfer

-

of drugs, possession and sale, and possession and use of various drugs.'
N [ M - .

¥ -4 Q
This suggests that written policy tends to be set forth id general terms
for the most par€, and that where distinctions exist they are more likely

to be effective than written.
v ' - /

pgkritten policy is onl} about” one~half as likely to cover school
employees as it is students. The percentages for policy coverage of

elementary school employees are about the same as those for high schools.

S
>¢ -

,-@

. The%frequency of coverage for students is somewhat less in elementary
NI '

X sqhools, however. . .

“ \.;.‘

&

o As Tables 22;and 23 show, TWost schools tended to allow either complete .
ﬁigcretion or disCretion within established guiéelines in handling

individual dru§ ecases. The most likely action to octur where a teacher

’

did encounter a student-in possession of drugs was to refer the student to

'the,schooi‘princiﬁal (see Tables 24 and 25). 1In elementary schools, the

A
t« ¥
’

Cge

4
"

50 roas
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second most likely action wag to notify parents regardless of-the type
|

of drug. In secondary schools, this action holds for tobacco ands alcohol,
whereas for other substances the police were notified almost as frequenily

~ N .
as parents. Referring students to a guidance counselor appeared to be the

.

<

least likely action for drug cajps at both-the elementary 45 s ¢

levels. The salient characteristic of the.data shown in Table 26 is that
roughly%fhree—fourths of(responding schools require .that an incident of
ueing or‘selliné drugs_puet be reported to the school principal. ‘ ‘
The most common ‘disciplinary measures tdken'by schodls for drug-
related cases were warnings and suspension, which, for the most part,
occurred for only a few of the ‘students witnin any given school. As the
data in-Table 27 indicate, elementary schoois rarely diseiplined students

for drug-related incidents. This is consistent with the figures discussed

earlier which indicate that drugs are only a minor problem or mo problem '

—- .

at all in the elementary schools. The most severe form of punishment listed,

~

expulsion, was reported§¥%\212 of the secondary schools and 4% of the

elementary schools, but in neither sample'was expulsion reported for more
¢ . N -

than 10 students.

Other categories of penalties.include prohibiting,ﬁértibipation in

certain school activities. Representing the school in athletic or other

events was * by far the most frequently reported activity from which drug

users are excluded The fact that 80% of the elementary school sample and
53% of the secondary school sample gave no response to this qnestion
Lsuégests that many schools have no specifip;policy on exclusion of drug

users from activities (see Table 28).

- . e -

v ) S
£ 51




o

! °
'have access were other elementary and secondary schools.
o N :

'knodledgeable on drug-related-flatters. The next most popular reasons

, _— © -48-

-

| -
:The,question,of access of school administrative officials and outside

Py

agencies to information concerning student drug use was posed. Only 5%
of the elementary and 1% of the.secondary schools feported that access

to such information would never be permitted to school, officials (see

-

Table 29). Table'30 shows data indicating that the local police were

more likely than any other outside agency to have dccess to information
»
- A

concerning student drug ‘use. The second most likely outside agencies to

~
®

In elementary échools, a student indicating curipsity about drug-

related matters apparently is most likely to be.sent to the school principal.

,Inysecondary schools, hqwever, the most likely action is to send the student °

to a guidance counselor (see Table 31). The data in Table 31 may be compared
with the data in Table 32 which lists the ces students might be likely

to seek out informally. In elementary sghdols, any instructoxr, other

students, and the guidance counselor were most frequently checked; in
. > \

“the secondary schools, guidance counselors and other students were the

~

most likely informal: sources.

’ . .
The most frequently given reason for choosing the person to whom a student
L] - B

is sent was for informagipn on drug-related matters that the andividual is
would appear to involve the inuividual 8 ability to relate to students, .

since being well liked by students and being a good counselor were frequently

Y

given responses (see Table 33).

EN

0w Ve
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* Results Concerning Instructional Practices

N .

* Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to indicate if they
did not.pave and did not plan to have drug-related instruction. of
b

the 342 responding eleméntary schools, 78 (23%) made such indication, and

I8

of the 363 secondary schools, 61 (17%) revealed no present or future plans.

Thus, 77% of the elementary and 83% of the secondary schools have, or plan

E

to have, instruction on drug-related t

given by the respondents have been in

as indicated in‘'Table 34. The largest tages are associated with
. . ‘
programs in existence for two, three, and more than™five years. Not

N

S
surprisingly, the secondary school programs seem to have been in exi tence :

<

schools. 1In secondary schools, the impetus for the establishment of these
Programs seemed to have come from a knowledge of increased ratesy of drug-

o ,
\glated offenses and increased use by students. In the elementary,sch

i ;.
increased use of drués by students played a role, but increased drug- | |
related offenses did not.s For both elementary and secondary schools, )
increased local drug-related crime and the influence of;nearPy schools{
played a.part. . N N ) ;\\ <

The,relative frequencies with which groups or persons in Various *

N , LS
roles influenced the establishment of drug-related programs are given in,

A

Table 36. Perhaps a slightly grea}%r tendency for parents tg ‘play a role “a

was indicdted for elementary schools, in contrast to greater student ingluence
. - o3

- -
. N . -

.




Q

E

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

RIC

S ae

Y4

.

in secondary schools.

‘instigators.
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4 e oL . ‘
T a”

In both casgpvthe school administratlon, th@ staff5

. Lo
1levels were the n}jo;\z '

and the district, state, or higher organizational

-
J <@
- . ~

<~ e ‘ ’ - r.: ‘.

related instruction T ‘

-

_A wide variety of practices with respect to drug—
ondents who indi‘cated that such 1nstruction ocdurredu .

.

ected Isinde it 1s not presently lear that

existed among the resp
there

Such variation i3 to be exp

is a "best' form of drug educatiorfal practices One aspect of 1nterest is

the frequency with.which various topics received emphasi ing 1971—72

’ -

and during the present academit year. Table 37 presents ults om emphasis
\ B o i

.

] . “
for e ementary schools, and, 1nd1cates that, for both the last academig year
3 ' \ >

.
» .

and. the present dne, the toﬁlc most often rece1v1ng emphasis was that of
P e

‘the phy51chl "and, psychological effects of drugs on ‘the user, the rélatively
\ L4

phasis on topics other than ,these listed may indlcate A

é

low frequencysof em

\,4 hY
that -the list covered ’the topics presented. -By comparing the,first‘and ) .
-t O ,

!
1
-
1
1

L4

second data columns-ih Table 37, it ecan be seen that «in o case did the

. The greatest increase
/

|

‘ 1

in thie number of schools occurred in the emphasds on the social and econoﬁqc i
5 . ) i

!

|

|

-
=
°l X

number of . schools emphasizing any topic

L3
Ve

.e - -

conseguences tg the individual. \ o LR .
L. . Ly

¢ “Table 38 contains results concerning the emphasis on topics® in’the. . T

responding secondary schools. As in the elementary schools, the moét j
|
1

popular topic was the effects on the user, and a very low frequeucy oﬁ topics

other than’thoge listed in the table was foung. § Two topicé'decllmed slightly L.

in popularity:. federal, state, and local drug laws, and the legal - " ;\
Y = ) . . " . T
consequences of apprehension on conviction for drug law violationSs A

s 37 and 38 shows that the relative order o?‘the
/— ->

frequencies of emphasis-was virtuall§ identical for§§he two acadqmi& years,

\
~ Y * . A) .
: . )
: ~ + *
A,‘
- '
|
,

Examination of "Table
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but'that the order of the frequencies differed somewhat from elementary
» .
to secondary schools: the major increase in the %econdary schools was

»

on federal, state, and local laws, and or*the legal consequences of
. &

.
P ’
¥

apprehension ‘on conviction for drug law violations; the major decreases'

were on cark in use of medicine, beneficial effects of drugs, volatile

chemicals, and tobacco advertising. < \
, N PR

"

-

Data’on plans for the 1972-73 academic year are presented ,in Table 39
. L K w .

¢

and agree with those in Tables 37 and 38 in part, in that an expansion

of programs was indicated far more often than any reductions. This trend

~

holds for‘both elemenfary and secondary schools.

Tables QO and 41 give results on the goals of the drug education programs .

- . - H . .
In both of these tables, the most cited purposes were to increase student
[}

knowledge abeut the physiological and psycholbgical‘effects of drugs, to *

chapge the student's attitudes about drugs, to help the students make

rational choices about drugs: The relative importance of ‘the various

*

purposes is quite similar, but the secondary.school data, Table 41, shows

~

. . . .
a relatively stronger emphasis on rational decision. Perhaps this emphasis

A
accounts for the increased emphasis, from elementary to secondary, on laws
2

and legal consequences. Clearly the purposes are more clgsely related to

-

_ the influencing of behavior than they are to imparting a part of the common
culture. : . .
In addition to the goals of the p;Bgrams, the respondents indicated

the drug-related problems which they Ehoughg were of concern to the students,

. N . . -
These results are presented in. Tables 42 and 43 for the elementary and -

LY

secoﬁgary schools, respectively. JIn the elementary schools, the most'comman

j;oblems were .the relativ; harmfulnéé% of drugs and the phyé&cél aqé -
. . \’-(‘ " e
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psychological effects. Of least conéern wére ‘the securing of %zgaﬁg)
' TS

ass1stance, the effects of mixing drugs and the laws related . 6 d\qggfﬁﬁ

N

In the secondary schools, it can, be seen, that the problem of how ;Q elp

' ’ ‘ .
a friepd with a drug problem became moreicommon.- In Table 43,theiﬁ£’hasis

4
4 L - —.‘,.é

than it is in Table 4;;/as might be expected from the 1ncreased emEbaégg
. f**”*ﬁm

, on drug-related law’ in the secondary schools. Of greater concern%%%%:
o

s . ‘ @2
? ‘ ~ "o
ot

secondary schools were the legal consequences of.convictions.

/ 2
The variety of ‘approaches to drug education used in both thJ%%E

&

. ﬁﬁ&?’
elementary and secondary schools 1is indicated by the data presented i Tables
LR
44 and 45. The relative frequencies of the various approaches ﬁ*ﬁg?qu1te

- . f

T
similar at both schodl levels and for both academic years. T é

N o -

,
R4

lecture by a law enforcement 9fficer.

, " /'
= : :
~ the others. The small frequency indicating that other approadhe&a#ere used
o, s : '5&%”5?”—3
indicates that most of the techniques were covered by the lls§$—

e C

Tables 44 and 45 indicate some interést in 1ns£ructo)"ankshops, and
457*

data in Table 46 relate to other pract1ces 1n inscructor pre

=

This tabile indicates that in—service training was given 1ng

local district, -and not required. Materials for student 1

available to the instrictors from a variety of sources as

47. Private sources were used to a relatively larger exte

than for elementary schools though the data do not indicaﬁggége precise

.

nature of these sources.

whole. However, some data have'beén broken down by

ERI!
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_ will first be given for the secondary schools. -Table 48 gives’frequencies

jat
e i«

-

= 5For example, the upper right hand entry in, Table 48 indicates xhat 156

& !

and percentages by position and by grade level, and the number and percentage

¢
L=

of Instructors charged with drug-related'instruction for each/pos1tion.
L4 ’

gg'gphysical education instructors had responsibxllty for classr/om instruction

Fe

'
|

.“§in drug related courses, and the lst row of the 12th grade olymn 1nd cates
“‘ t

1 that 71% of these 15% (or 110 physical education 1nstructo s) gave Such

15 @ t “ S ¢

@»ainstruction to the 12th grade. Examiﬁation of the right/hand column of Table

' -,

: ¢48 shows that for these secondary schools the health teacher followed by

-_fn

Bigeeaer T

irin’w

it
W‘,;

B

&Eﬁ"’i&?

3
&

¢

athe science teacher, the physical’ education teacher, And the social .

studles teacher in that order, had the responsibilityuﬁor drug-related
agéa { SR A
instruction.
el e’ . oL i : v
Wf‘ The secondary schools with which Table 48 deals, .were not restricted

. & - ’ .
ﬁuslvely to the secondary grades as can be seen in the. table. However,.

-y
< I .,

sincqtthe schools were drawn from a sampling frame for secondary schools,

!m

the h1ghest frequencies and highest percentages occur in those sampllng

Q
grades. JSlmllarly, in the tébles for elementary schools (Table 52 through

L4

55) the larger percentages will occur at the low grades. Thusj the meaningful

compar1sons should be restricted to lines within each type of school. Of

these llnes the last two in Table- 48‘are bgsed on.two and elght cases,
. / .
and® the percentages on these lines are not &eliable. Examination of other

lines in Table 48 shows..that the school nurse, principal, and homeroom
v .
teacher were involved early and continuously, though the irnvolvement of the

Y

homeroom teacher diminished in the upper grades. Among all personnel

listed, the most striking increase in involvement was that of the guidance

S7
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» 5 = ~

3.
counselor. That is, while not as many sc@ools involved the guidance ~

counselor as other school personnel, virtually -all (97%) of the guidance

«counselors received responsibility for drug education in the 1Othy 1llth,
% f

-and'thh‘gfades.

\

Y * - '
P . . e ‘ . 3 '
Data showing the inclusion of drug-related topics into various courses,

by grade, are given 1if"Table 49. As one might expect, these topics were .

-

mos; frequently included in health and in‘biology ceurses, fol}owed by

/
‘ v

. . ] .. . . . .
social studies. In addition, such irdstruction was included in connection
with health courses throughout/ all the grades.

Dr¥g-related instructioy need not, of coursé, be given only as part

~

of a course, as indicated ZT~Table 50. Respondents indicated that a

-
)

4

separate drug éducag}on course was not the preferred method of achieving

- -~

such education, but that the integration of drug-related material into
- ¥

t

. 7 - . ~ )
other topics was the preferred method from kindergarten on. That trend

continues in 1972-73 as can be seen in Table 51, While grug-reléted . :

* instruction wi}l be given in 267 secondary schools; it will be giwen as

a separate course in only 57 schools, and the relative frequency ‘of use of

separate courses holds at all grade levels. /

Data similar to the foregoing for the secondafy sthools are given

P Y

for the eleﬁentary schools in Taple’52,~and the higher frequencies and

percentages appear among the lower grades. This table also indicates that .
] ) . , - ' / . . ¢
the separate course was not the preferreq,method of instruction at any .

- \
grade level, again reflecting the fact that integration of drug-related
)

4 & . [

materials with other topics was the preferred instructional approach at

all'grade levels.

»
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Table 54 glves data on the frequenc1es and percentages of elementary

&

schoola in which drug-related instrudtzon is given as a part of various

N

courses by grades. As with the secondary schools,
t

which most frequently included drug-related material.

health was the cqurse

.

In contrast,

physiéal education played a less important role at ;hé elementary devel,
3 '
and the sqcial studies course played-a more impor;ant;}ple. Note that the

pattern involvement of psychology, bidlogy, and chemistry was far more

concentrated in the higher grades as in the secondary school sample,

’ v

tendency was strong enough to override the far greater frequency of courses

This

at the lower levels. . &

The data indicating the freqﬁencies and peycentages of various

-

individuals who have responSiBility for drué education are given in Tab}ei

55. Those most often responsible were the‘homeroomfteaeher and the health

teacher. The role of the principal was less than the secondary school

4

teacher, as was, that of the physical education teacher. #Since these

. schools ﬁrimarily include grades K-6, it can be assumed that the igcrease

in frequencieélgnd percentages from grades kindergarten to six indicates:

.- . . . Co, C .
2 increasing-tencency to give drug-related instruction as the child matures.

!

-
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Results Concerning Evaluations

The respondents to the questionnaires indicated by faf“the“mééﬁg

evaluative steps have been and would be taken by the principals or teachers

of the schools involved. Table 56 showst that about half the schools,

both elgﬁéhtarx awg secondary, had no eyaluatidn or did not respond. About
. O
40% of .the elementary schools and about 46% of the secondary schools had

. Al : N
had some evaluation by in-school personnel; other agencies participated in

. .
N Y

evaluations at only a few places. Respondents were askeéffarindicate whith
~ . L3

of a number of important features applied to possible evaluations of their

drug education programs. Th@j?'responses are given in Table 57. The

percentages in Table 58 refer to those who indicag!d that any characteristic
: i $ 15 oo -
“applied to their evaluations; i.e., it includes akl the schools which
; s \ . .

responded other than 'mone." Examination of Fable 57 indicates that, with

1

the exception of personalify tests and random assignment, many of the techniques

I 3 -
were used fairly frequently. However, thére is no tendency for a few
characteristics to stand out over!the .others such a¢ might occur if there

were a)generally agreed upon procedure for evaluating drug education programs.
BN - *

~

Of particular interest is the fact that about 10% of the schools uséd'

“random assignment as a part of the evaluation paradigm. °

Though a 10% frequency is'not'high, it is quite enéouraging from a

4 '
. » . s

mefﬁodological point of view to note that randomizationm, wh!ch is the
cornerstone of expérimental ipfg{enggx.is used i any- amount. Iﬂ:otﬁer

;areas-of education, such as early education and éemedial.education,.it
is very difficult td’%?cggélishievalgation research in which random

assignment of treatment methods is a feature. Usually the sponsors of

such research resist randomiza&}on on. the grounds that more benefit can
A R : i

)
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accrue to the participants if assignments of students to treatments is

done on judgmental grounds.
experiment in favor of the supposed (but actual under examination)

benefit fto the participants. If 10% of schools would be willing to

r
cooperate with experimental procedures which include random assignment

of subjects to treatments, the field of evaluation of drug education

programs should be quite a premising one.

T F

This destroys the value of the results of the

e Table 58 gives the results of those formal evaluations which did occur.

The results in this table are similar for both elementq;y and secondary’

schools.

wl - .

¥

no indications oft the results of the evaluation¥ as'tﬁéy,should have.

taken by in-house personnel who certainly would provide knowledge of 3

»

rasults, it is apparent that most agencies which do evaluations do—ot

. ¢ » .

report the results back to the schools where the studies were done. It
+ b ’

should be pointed out that giving such knowledge of results after'the

completion of the study in no way damages the va11d1ty of the evaluation

experiment. '

“

’ The re§p5ndents'

in Table 59,

indicated that their evaluation of the schooﬂi;:nvolved is

more often favorable to the program than are the evaluation tudies,

about two-thirds of the respondents gave their .quwn programs a rating of

"adequate."

¥ -
need for repeated evaluations, and, indeed, Table 60 indicates that 64%

‘of the elementary and 707 of the secondary schools feel that no formal

Hneyiews are needed or at least that no regular schedule is anticipated.

'those who set a schedule, most set it at every year.
S

e 61

\'a
N
i

/'/

/ /s . L)

These data reveal that about a quarter of the schools recetved

Remembering that the éreat majority of evaluations carried out were under-

Such an attitude wouid probably not suggest a commenly felt

s

" judgments of the .adequacy of their programs, summéfized

since

Of

~
.
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Table 61 gives, for the elementary schools, the respondg

:”‘,m

ebtimates

el

%f
2

of the reactions of various groups to thelr drug education pﬁ ms.

According to the flgures in Table 61, d1ssat1sfact10n w1th the drug

. !

prognams is rarely perce1ved and apprdéval, in fact, is the mﬁst common

& .
reaction for all of the groups about which the respondents wére asked

-

Apparently also the respondents must have received some feedbagh from these

: Lo
groups because the percentages of "don't know'.responses, with the exception

v

"of local government, are'less than twenty. It may be rather dafflcult '
for the respordents to recognize as an official position an opinioh eXpressed(
- . ‘ , A
by a,government official who happens to belong also to one or.more of the
other groups given-:indeed it probably most bften is not. g%t.wherea
. ) . C 8 .

NI . v . g
government officials express an opinion as such, it seemg to.be one of

) . igp, . y - :Eéfsl el \ .
approval. Table 62 does not convey the notion that the iespbndents perceive
. , - —-*kn e j

' - . ' L - Rt
alarm and’ concern in the communities or their components, abé&t the
» RS
necessity for drug-related education. . ‘:?:

et

Table 62 gives results analogous to those in Table 61 but for
-~ secondary séhools. As has been the case for many other aspects of drug
education reported above, the results for the secondary schools very

closely parallel those for the elementary schools; that 1is, whefe the

reactions of the various groups are perceived by the respondents, they are

perceived as approving or strongly approving in most cases.

| ¥
e,
N
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Conclusions and Policy Implications
>

For the reader who desires a summary of the survey, the section
entitled "Overview" was placed prior to the more detailed presentation

of the results. Thid section makes some interpretations of the survey
> H

results, for example,’in relation to the background considerations presented |
earlier, and draws poégible implications for policy or practice.
In terms of some of the background considerations described in the

first section of this report, the emphasis on drug education in the schools

appears to be primarily aimed at describing the physical and psychological

effects of drugs on users. Less attention appears to be paid to legal and

A\Socie:al issues related to drugs, and even less to pharﬁacological properties.

-

It was pointed out in the background considerations that drug programs

L}

which-do not include algohol and tobacco may be percet¥ed as hypocritical
by students. This is certainly not the case, however, for the schools

survéyed. Alcohol and tobébco, in fact, are the most often treated N

substances in school drug programs? In addition,\for most of the schools,

drug education has been integrated into the school curriculum; therefore the

"all-school" special program cautioned against appears to occur only rarely.

-

. { .
One of the background considg}ationS‘cited earlier suggested that,

4

since some drug use stems from dissatisfaction with the educational processf

L + .

schools would do wéll to provide opportunitiés to have every student

achieve success in some part of the educational program (Levy, 1970).
\

Punitive policies which tend to exclude student drug ¥sers from school

.

activities may in the long run promote .even more usé by denying students

alternative modes of self-expression and . r \oénition. That most schools

- S ¥

\ T L. Y R . ~ )
reported no ptohibitions from activities iS] indicative of some agreement

A

P e
d
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\ .
with this consideration. Schools that automatically prohibit participation
hd N

*in school activities should reexamine this policy since it may in the

.long run only further alienate the student and increase the likelihood

of further”drug use. .

. In preparing drug education materials for general use, one should keep
B y

in mgnd the majority practice in the use of the materials. 1In general,

the practice'will bé to embed them in the context of a more general course

either as a discrete topic, or worked in with the other material. The w

health teacher will be involved in many cases, b&@ materials may also

- be used by the homeroom teacher, a physical education teacher, or a science
2 ¢
tﬁacher. If the coptext is one of a physical educaticnal cotirse, one would
la" ¢
| I .
nefd to reach some position about whether or not the class is or should be

integrated by sex. One would need also to take into account the’ research

redults which indicate that the existence of an effect of drug instruction
’ » . X

s T

on attitudes is doubtful at best but that information and knowledge about

» »

"drugs cjr be changed. Programs should perhaps, as many ¢, have as a
. . i

" ‘ of ..
primary aim providing students with informatiom that thgx.aeed_in order

*

to make rational decisions concerning use.

Fewer elementary schools than secondary schools had drug education

programs of some kind, and, cénsidering the probable bias in the response

‘. b N

sample discussed earlier, there ig some likelihood that schools with drug
education programs are overrepresented. A number of elementary schools
noted on their questionnaires that perhapsfthey were contacged by mistake,

since (in their view) as elementary éch 1s the§ were not appropriate

“ “
., locations for a drug education survey. As has been pointed out, however,

- ' --.__\‘
S\&<ug education should begin in the elementary schools as an integrated
TR, .

N a
- ’

s T . Lo . ' k 4
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part of the cgrriculum. It appears reasonable that the elementary schools

~
might at least consider their possible role in preparing their students

.
.

‘

for the later phases of drug education.

From the survey results, it is evident.that the existence of an active
. drug educat%pn program is the exception rather ‘than the rule. This finding
- ‘
is consistent with the related one that in almost all cases the drug problem
is rated at most as one of many problems in importance, and, indeed,. for

a majority of schools it is at most a minor problem. Of those schools who
"mad a drug education program, about half had had an evaluation of any kiﬁd,

B

.
.

and about two-thirds contemplated no formal review or at least none on a
regulaxly scheduled basis., Admittedly, the returns to the survey were not

large, constituting a third of the sample after one follow-up. Of those

' . °

not respond?ng,:the results of the very limited telephone‘follow-up indicate

© .

that the obtained sample would overrepresent those who had drug education
programs. SOme respondents exhi d concern in that about a fifth of the
elementarv school respondents and a third of the secondary school respondents

who had drug education programs- noted serious deficiencies {yn those prograns.

But, fo}'tge*most part, the impression one receives is that the drug problem

.. ’ /
is not one of major concern to the schools, either elementary or secondary.

Such concern as there is about drug education seems to be reldtively

recent, since about four-fifths of the elementary and three-quarters of the

seqondary,scﬂopls who have programs have initiated them in the last five

years. The_impetus for these programs stems not from pressures in the

\

ﬁéoncerneﬁ community but ftrom the steff, the school board, and the higher

& -

ofganizationgl levels of education. Perhaps one might interpret these

agencies as represeqting the force of community opinion, but it should be
- [ . ‘

v

- -
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noted that the respondents could havqi%gut did not, indicate that the

Y

impetus for the establishment of the programs came from i PTA or from

parents. They could have, but did not, record community dissatisfaction

IS

with their programs. Thus the concern for drug education seems to be

~

concentrated in the educational establishment. This is noﬁAtO'imply that the

.
[}

communities are unconcerned about the problem, but they have not communicated
to the schools a desire for expanded drug-related education.

Considering the rééults and conclusions stated in the paragfaph above,
one might question the wisdom of pursuing the matter of drug education

 with increased effort, particularly research effort. However, the

% )
\

rasult of such questioning could very well be that increased emphasis on

drug-related education is desirable. If so, it is felt that a program

. £
of hard-nosed, empirical research would help to clarify tgigpet?odological

< -
issues in this type of education. At present, it can be inferred from the

e

wide variety of evaluation,procedures used that no generally accepted
evaluation procedure has been established. An attempt to develop such a

procedure, or perhaps a limited set of standard procedures, would speed up

. L)
and improve the process of evaluation and the accumulaticn of knowledge in
- "‘ .
this field.® For example, tgg existence and desirability of randomization

. . - 9 . )
procedures in program evaluation has been commented on favorably, and iﬁ is

felt that the use of such procedures, as well as pre- and post-test procedures,

is not sufficiently widespread. Most professional researchers would consider
) - ’ \ -
‘it a great advantage that such procedures be used. It 1s even more crucial

that these experimental controls be applied when the evaluation is done

N -
"

by the staff that administers the program since their very participation

' .
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4‘f]‘.r},_»t;h,e. proéfém would tend to limit their dbjectivity, furthermore, it is
. / .

clear that ir this, as in oiher areas Af educational pract?%e, the needed -
. . v .
research- should begin Jith the deve}opment of a standard,set of criteria

S

with which to assess the effects of drug-related instruction. The research

-~ , .

should evaluate as broad a range of instructional approaches and as wide

a variety of target groups as possible. The considerations could be

B

represent in a handbook or set of standard procedures that could be used

for program evaluatio
L .y

Probably these should also be an agency which could

collect the results of drug program evaluation studies, such as might

- .’

be conducted at a local level, and which could disseminate the.accumulated /

and digested results of evaluations of which it has been apprised.

L4

<
" , !
o - »
L .
L]
’ @
i
* -~
‘ - » .
k.
. L
N . !
) 4
/
'é;; [y
67
O
ERIC ,




& . h . L
B -64- -,
- . , . ‘.r .,, IX] °
8 e Lo ¢ . .
TABLE 1 . .
. . " P 4 P - .
~ Affiliation of Responding . .
: Elementary and Secondary Schools
” ., Ok RPN e
” ; N b o
. -Eleméntary Secondary
v ' ¢ [ t - . ‘\ ‘,} :c h
o . ¢ Public ., 96% L R ,;8,1/°
. ; o« N ‘w‘ .
Private ¢ N ¢ /AN Y. 4%

N .« . 3

v
o Catholic -

A
SV

r © 5
. 1 ’ﬁ\“:_
o R
. o AN .
Jewigh 0% T 1%
- 3
/ 'go QT; “
- ; L/ ‘,. 4 L/
Other . _4/; ~ ks 4%
¢ <
) . ~ ) *
i , ¢ ~ <
A ’ - > . £ .Y
&
> ~ ’ ’; »
A 1 .
/
" .
. LY .
. . .
* P 7
v ¢
Y Y. v
P
.
’ - , N
¢
. )
' N ' ,
- 4 ! .
'Y L e ¢ ‘M .
'i
Py \ M v
. .
. ,
‘ E]
<
* “
5 c A0
° . \
' - .
’ “ £l
4

*
X v

v ¢

. : . -

~ [+] -

-
-— — —X i

N ‘ L

- ;. R '

! |“ ] ”"68 R
O . ' o ¢

ERIC ", ' S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

'y»—f‘Pi'otestant 0% T 2

'y

-~

*
. (8
L
3
.
.
.
A Y
¥
L 4
o
¥
Rt
- 2
A
.
»
o
3
L 4
<
v
>
*
4
N
A
&
>
-
\

2

ce




.
e o
53

.
A |
.
-
4
-
.
“
»
[
-
?
-

ERIC

o -65- .

1
. - ° |
. ., TABLE-2  °. . . |
. ¢ / Il
. . ‘ 4
Grade Level Composition of Samples:
. ’ L3
. 'Percentages Indicating a Majority ) .
- of Students in Various Categories '
- - T
Grade, . . ¢
Categary =~ ~_ Elementary .- Secondary

A ¢
10 - 12 . 0% 53% .
Ungraded T Y 1%
.No Majority . . . : Y .
. -~ - -
or No Response Ly 17% 367
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TABLE 3 . !

. 6 B
: Religious Composition of Schools: e
- Percentages Indlcatlng a MaJorlty in Various Catgm:i‘gs, N 3!'4 .

. B

: Catholic ' 8% i ! .
P £ . g 3-:4::;-_;;9, -
rotestant L 53% o 47/%%@ 2 ‘
0 ‘
Jewish ) . . 0% 1 -

»
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Socioeconomic Staéus of Students in Sampled Schools:

. s

v
a t

/ ' ‘ v
. ~ Percentages of Respondents Indicating

'

’

A -
;oo A Majority in Various Categories

T -, Elementary

10%

Lower;Middle ' 237

Uppei

No Response or
. No Majority ~ 477%
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L TABLE 5 - o

‘
‘

Racial bompositidn of Schools:-

Percentages Indicating a Majordty in Various Categories .. -

s K ‘ . Elementary ‘ 'Secondari
: American Indian , 0%/ /s 1%
’ Black, Afro-American, . ) .
‘ *Negro Y 3%
) Brown, Chicano, Mg ican- \\ )
» : American, Puerto Rican, .
Spanish-American 2% 17
. Oriental, Asian-Americhn l 1% 1%
White, Caucasian S T 86%, ’ 88%
) ' ) ite [ -
) - No Majority or No ‘ ’
Response - N 1% . 1%,
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! . TA3LE 7

Percentages of Students s

-

Entering Post—Seéondary Education*

Estim%ted Percentage
of Students

-

None
°1 to 10%
11 to 25%\
\ 26 to 50%
S1 to 75%

76 to 100%
- . -

-

. -

*
Secondary Schools Only

Percentage of
Schools Responding

I

2%
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Estim%ted Percentage
of Students
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None
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11 to 25%\
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S1 to 75%

76 to 100%
- . -

-
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*
Secondary Schools Only
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TABLE 8

\ . o
Housing Arrangements of Students:

X . Percentages Indicating 'a Majority for Various Categories

- ' Elementary
Family 957%
On-Campus Housing , 0%

’
No Response 5%
-~ ' i
L] - ° -
M v
N S
L
2 ¢
f ».
Y
L d r ¢ -
r - '
) . | o
- N
. .
p * - . . : %
N . < . A "
o -
/
. * 3 -
. .
\ - 75
‘ N .

Secondary
91%
4%
5%
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Total Expenditures for Drug' Education:

Percentages Respondihg to Various Categories .

[ ]

e . .
7 _ Elementary ¢ Secondary
) r .
Less than $1000 ) 80% 147
M / .
$1000 to $5000 ) ) 15% \ 17%

More than $5000 5% U
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TABLE 10

Respondents' Opinions as to Whether
T

Drugs Are a Problem in Their School

. Elementary Secondary

Unable to cope with

the problem ‘ 0% 2%
The most important )

problem 1% 3%
One of many problems 18% 427
A minor problem 26% 7 37%
No problem 65% 297

L ~ .
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TABLE 11

Percentages of Respondents' Estimates of Use and Sale

of Various Substanﬁes Within Elementary Schools

Use Sale

1% More 1% More
Substance * to 10% than 10% to 10% than 10%

Tobacco ) 51% 16% * *

Alcohol 25% 9%
Marihuana - 18%
Amphetamines 137%
Barbiturates 12%

LSD - 5%

Cocaine 2%

‘Her oin

Vqlatile
‘TlSolvepts

*
Not Asked
!
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TABLE 12

i

Y

- ) Percentages of Respondentstgtimates of Use and Sale

Vd
. of Various Substances Within Secondary Schools

., Use | Sale
o ) w17 More 1% More
Substance None to 10Z than 10% None to 10% than 10%
Tobacco 3% 21 76% x s
Alcohol 6% 33% 61% * * *

" Marihuana 237 44 33% 59%  39% 17
Amphetamin?s 40% 49% 117 687% 317 .17
Barbiturates 427 47% 117% 70% 302 - 0%
LSD 57% 39% 47 807% '20% 0%
Cocaine 79% 21% 0% 91% 9% 0%
Heroin 76% 247 0% 91% 9% R

;Volatile | \ S

Solvents 60% 37% 3% , * * *
) 4
*Not Asked

. "b
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TABLE 13

«

Basis of Estimgtions

of Use and/or Possession

. School Survey ¢

Educated Guess

Personal Observation
Completely Impressionisti?

Other

Mixture 'of Responses

4

Elementary
2%
26%
457
2%
18%

6%

[

Secondary-
. 6%
34%
347

1%
9%

167%
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Percentages of Respondents' Estimates of Disciplinary Action

For Use of Various. Substances Within Elementary Schools

Substance
Tobacco ,
Alcbhol
Marihuana
Amphetamines

Barbiturates

\LSD .

Cocaine

L4

Heroin

Volatile
Solvents

None
73%
887

937%

96%

967%
98%

997

1%.to 10%

267%
4

10%

7%

3%

Srorsiers

LI

@

-

-,

-

&

More

than 10%

1%

2%



l gt

L]
N -
A Y
<
s,
1) by .
’ .
.
¢ ¢
.
' .t
o PN
ﬂ.. Lol
.
D
X ¢
L] v,
:{‘
B -
L]
e
-
..
Y R |
'
4
ae
v
I
-
- .
h” ¥
. Q\
. -
-,
. .
L .:‘
v : - AN
v Qo - "1. '
"ERIC *
-~ .
e provsety e ~
e .
. a® YRS

~78-

' TABLE 15 -

Percentages of Respondents' Estimates of ‘Disciplinary Action

For Use of Various Sub&tances Within Secondary Schools '

Substance None & 1% to 10% R than 10%

Tobacco 467 43% ! 117
Alcohol + 50% 467 ., 4%

Marihuana 70%

Amphetamines © o 82% 18% 0%

Barbiturates 84% 15% 1%
LSD ‘ 90% - 10% 0%
Cocaine 987 * 2% 0%

Heroiw 96% %y . 0%

Volatile . ) '
« Solvents 917 9% , 0%
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Principal Authority Responsible for Formulation of Drug Policy:
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State Department of
Education.

Local School District
School Principal
School .Faculty

State Law T
Stydénts
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TABLE 19 '
Roles of Students in Formulating and '
.o . .
Implementing School Drug %olicy N
|
Formulation Implementation .
Role ° Elementary Secondary Elementary Secondary
None 497% 407% 48% 46%
Jdiﬁt Committee .
with Faculty = .. 19% 29% . 15% 21%
In Separate | ’ '
Committees 2% 4% 3% 5%
As Individuals 8% 15% 9% J15%
Advisory l . 11z ’ 20% 8% 18%
Voting Mémbers A 3% - ‘ 2% 2%
“ -~ a -
Jointhommittee - R L
with PTA 5% . 5% 4% 2%
NS el L - 2
Other o~ e 23% 7% 27 - 2% 27 -
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os . -~ - ¢ . . M NN
B Percentages Indicating Coverage of Various Topics N
P R S ‘by Written and Effective Policy Tt
R . ’ - . . ‘/.’ R
' .4' Element;ry __ °__.. Secondary
E P i Effective Written' Effectivé Written
> . = ‘ ¢ 7
' Discriminates between sale s . Vo o g
and casual transfer ) 18% R . 327 7% .
} Discriminates between . .o Lo )
. possessiom and sale 120% PR 10%: 36% 11%
) - Discriminates between . R =
. possession and use 7 19% 127 . 31% 11% .
/ . T . e
. Differenitiates among. types e , ‘
) ’ of drugs .. . 19% 8% 297 6%
. ; ¢ . o } ' .
‘ : - : . L
- - ‘Applifs to student? 417 . . 317 ~597% . 397 .
. Applies to faculty T 34y 19% a1%. 0 19% ‘
~ . ’ . . ) . . > ' '
" * - Appkies to administration 32% 19% . 457 . 18%
,(Applies t;o,“pther'employees 31% Co1e% < 42% “1sy T
- . . ‘ : i
" . Ifvludes tobaccor 35% 1% 44 - 39%
. ‘-- e e . - . . . N ~!
‘- mu- _+. Includes alcohol . 37% 267 53% ‘447 *
A .. S - ) ) .
. Incl {des marihuand’ \ . 33%° . 237 .- 56% - 131%
! ~ T . A ° ot . . 8 ‘ i 2t A .
; ALV Includes amphetdnines . ¢ 3% 29% ' - .s2% .. 29%.
. [ . d [N P . .
. - . P oy e , e oL .
L . Includes barbiturates~ - ' . '31% 22% 52% 287 N
’ Do R T : D * i
2 Includes LSD or oghér R ' . .
3 ~hallucinogens - o 302 227~ © 51% . 29%
. R R ' C
~ . Includes cocaine °, 302 Y .21% ' 497 ' 28% o
> . 7 Includes heroin S 30 Co21% -- 50%  28% - e
: . \7 , ‘ . i e, .- > " - ., - R ) .
. "]fnc.ludves volatile solvents 31% T.- 16% 47% = 23% )
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’ Initial and Fimal Authority for Setting Penalties ~
. N *
- or Determining Action with-Respect to Individual Drug Viodations
. . ) . 7
- o .Elementagy ) N ,Secondérz °
Initial i
All, penalties set -
_by policy and no

Initial Final
1lo% 9% 12%
- . .
No response 90%
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TABLE 23

< i ‘
. Discretion Gived/to Faculty in
. . o . Handling Individual Drug Cases ..
2 b » ’ e

. - ) Elementary ‘Seéondarz‘

- Complete . 2% o221 N

. . within Establiéﬁed ‘ - .
-~ . .Guidelines . 46% 59%
- . ~ he '

No Discretion 15% =~ 137
L

. . L%
- : Other . " 19% - 6%

- he
e = ' ' ~
< * . . ) : : . = : ! . .
. A variety of written responses were obtained but have not been categorized
4 0 I . Lo : Y .
~ at this time. -
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) TABLE 24 . ' -
- . . .
v . T . a .
. ‘ Action Normally Taken When Teacher Finds
B Student in Possession of Various Substances:
Percent Indicating for Elementary Schools
. X . Refer to’ _ C
§ Guidance; Notify *  Refer to
R Substance Counselor Parents Principal
. A. Tobacco , 9% . 29% ' 597%
Alcohol .8 26% 42
Amphetamines 6% 21% 35%
Barbiturates 6% 21% 34%
. 'y T,

LSD or bthér

.
-

N

\ . Halloginogeng , 6% 20% - 34%
o ) . ° . v
iy, Cocaine 6% - . 20% STV
N . . v
\ . . -
“Heroin s 6%. o 20% 34% ~
Marihuana © 6% 212, 35%
" Volatile - s ' s : .
Solvents o 1% i 20% 35%
: N | |
< s . *
( E
. . /
) - o . 1
S . - - ) 3 SN
:‘ & ° '
<. . ) » : \i .
-2
[ E - ~ ’ @?-\ \ ‘
i '9* ' . . R N ~ 4 .
¢ - ~ .
- b‘.' . o
. . . d
. " o« R ¢ v,
l!: \
1 R m' ’ . . R . - b4
., , . v \; . .
( . 91




-88-

TABLE 25

- B
v

Id
Action Normaliy Taken When Teacher Finds

- .

Student in Possessidn df Various Substances:

Percentages indicaxing for Secondary Schools

-

- -

-
-

Refer to ° . ..

% Guidamnce Notify .. Refer to, Notify
Substdnce Counselor Parents Principad - Police
—_— —_— —_— = —_—

Y
~

-Tobacco ’ 7% , ‘ /18%. -56%

Alcohol 30% S YA

Amphetamines 1257 43%

-

Barbiturates - ~ . 26% 437

LSD or Other /
'hallucinogeqz

-

Cocaine

.

Heroin
Marihuana

*Volatile
Solvents

1 s




P Persons to Whom a School Employee Must Report
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TABLE 26

-

» Upon Finding a Student Using or Selling Drufs:

Percentages Responding to Various Categories .

-

-

R

Elementary Secondary
Sale Use Sale Use .
Parents 8% 10% 5% 1%
School Principal 77%  78% 75% 72%
, .. I h 4
" ,Local_ Police . 107 7% 8% 4%
Guidance Counselor 4% 8% 6% 13%
séhool District o .
' " Superintendent 10% 10% 8% 9% )
] No One 5%+ 6% 9% 12%
N R - ‘ ' L) :1 ‘ L
Other . 1% 218 6% 7%
: No Respdnse 147 11% 7% 5%
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- : Elementary, L - Secondary .
. ) y : . P
R . el N , [} W
Receiving academic awards Lt 47 . - 6% >
. , . ] , ) N . R -
Representing school in . ' - .o ~ ,
athletic or other events L9y * . 45 ’ :
. . : : R ¢ - . - -
Holding school office 8% .. . 15%~ .
. ) - . R . v o, . )
Joining- certain school =~ | - - . “t
o . . L ¥
organizations . . 6% - : 12% 2
. D ., . ’ ‘;« ; .t . ] . L
Promotion to next grade o M V4 ’ o, . 2% .
) SN el - .
Graduating . . VA . 2 4% .
4 8 T . )
. v A . ° 2
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Vd g ’ Policy on Releasing Information .- . .
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Lot About Student .Drug Use . . : L«

Elemerrfary ' ¥ Secondary

. 5 No No
o . Yes No Response Yes No ' Response NN

Military Service 3% 63% 34% 152 72% 137

Potential Employers 2% 64% 347 12% . 75% 13%

Elementary or . :
Secondary Schools 347 39% 27% — 26% 61X 137 >
Colleges or Universities' _ .4%  61% 35% 8%. 17% 15% ;
Federal Aggncies / 9% S7% .  34%  .22% ~65% 3% ..o
\ i e '
: , Local Police 367  37% 27% 487 417 117 T
g Insurance"Companies ‘ ' '9'\§%/ -~ oy -
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A . Persops to Whom Curiouf‘Students Would Most Likely Be Sent?
. ' Percentaées.Cheékigg;Various Categories¥* y
+ . - '
. Elementary - ﬁlSecondarX
. AT
Physical EQucation Teaéher - iZZ i v 15%
, Nurse . - . 28% co23
R . Guidance Counselor o S 26% e ) 58%
-, , LN . b '
« Civics, or Government i ;- . ) , ‘
Teacher . . = 2% 2%
- .
Any Inastructor . ’ . T 9%
- : Principal or Other ., -~ N
. Administrator ) , 327

No One in Péftic@laf
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N , , 205 21%
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, TABLE 32
M LRV ° ’ ) , - - ) o .'
[ . , v -4 . -
) < Respondents' Judgments as to Whom Students Would )
. ) ) . - . 2 . .
. ’ ' Be Most Likely to seek¥out Informally: _ :'
! ’ Bercentages Checking Various Categories
AN . Elementary Sécondarz . v
. "~ .
Physical Education Teacher' 167% 4 21%
Nurse . / 17% - 17%
Guidance Counselor ., 28% ’ 57% .
Civics or Government i ] i RF
.Teacher, -, 2% 3% .
? \
~ ¥ R - " - .
Any Instructos ‘ : 347, 8 . 187 '
* . Principal or Other T ' ’
Administrator 25% . ~oor T 26% -
. e o !
Other Students - 30% . 447
No One in Particular 1% 47 °
£ . .
>
. . v - ,
Other . - - 15%
g . e ~ Lot ~
. . =~ - . Y -
No Responser s ' ¢ 27 . .
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S Principal Reason for Choosing to Whom! Student is Sent:
PerA(:entages Responding to’Various Categortes* °
. Elementary Secondary
,\G Matter +of pollcy o 13y ! ‘ ~/:' l'l&%
v ./ L3
Knowledgeable on drug-. , oy L6
related matters 437% o 50%
. . ,/ )
N Instructor in related ) p .
topic g WL 12%
/ .. A
Good counselor ‘\/f . 30% L 417%
. .. . ) . . " . B /;77 ’ e
Has strong views on . . LA
. drug-related matters : Y 3%
° 4 ' 1 ’ K .
Well liled and admired
by students ° : e 32% 33%
Well liked and admired ¥
by parents N 9% 5%
" Other . R 7% . 6%
- - . /e // .
No response ' 5% cL 2%
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TABLE 34 !

Length of Time Schools Have Given

14
Instruction on Drug-Related Matters

° Elementary ’ Secondary
Less than one year 8% 8%
’ One year "9y ’ 7%
. Two years 267 19%
* Three years ) 23% . 25%
Four years 127% \ 9%
) Five years Y 4% ‘ 5%
. More than five years = 177% - - 26%
. v,
13
. . B : . A Y
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. TABLE 35
e Incidents Pretipitating the Adoption
e N\ ) ) .
-, . of Drug Education-Programs:
« . o Percentages Responding to Various Categories-
: . Elementary Secondary .
Increased drug use by ’ ) .
stddents | ) \ 274 -, - . 43%
Ihqreased prevalence 1;7 .
of local drug- . R : . - o
related crime . 23% 167
' ~Particularly shocking )
local drug-related ,
event - - 6% . . 47
Knowiedge of -increased
. s, rate of drug-related "
of fenses 3% 30%
Change of school . ‘ ) .
. . personnel - . 4% . 6%
JInitiation of drug | S
o edication at nearby : )
schools . 17% ' 21%
.. : , * J ' . ‘ . .
Other “ ' 18% : 16%
. ,ﬁo response ° A 32% - - - 23%
] B . ’ ’
Vd . 2 ° . \
4 l; 'l . -
. . .
. ‘ N ' S
. b .
E . IS . . PIS v
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TABLE 36

]

‘Princ}gal Influences Leading tq ‘the

Establishment of Brug-Related Instruction:

>

Percentages Responding to Various Categories

Parents
Staff

PTA

‘District, state, or higher

organizational level
Schéol board
School administration

Students .

No record / . 1

LY

No response

t

\

Elementary
20% " -

* 367
16% .:

“

28%
25% -~

46%

13% .

3%

LN

’ 29% .

~

Secondarg{~
_147%.
40%

7%

31%

21%

4
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2 S TABLE 37 \ »
. Percentage of Elementary Schools Emphasizing . “
¢ /
F e e - Selected Topics in Academic Yesars 1971-2 and 1972-3
X v .
- : “Academic Years
\\ . Topic Emphasized ! 1971-2 1972-3
. Physical and psychologicﬁl effects of drugs
. 4 on the user . . . . . g% . e e 807z 85%
‘Definitiop of drug abuse .. . . . 62% 65%
. Federal, state, and local drug laws 467 51%
Legal consequences: of apprehension or .
. conviction for drug law violations. . 477 51%
"Beneficial effects of drugs. ceo. . 497 55%
Parental influence on drug abuse . .. . . 28% 317
Peer influence$ on drug abuse. . 55% 58%
. Economic costs to nation of drug abuse . 30% 34%
Effects of mixing drugs. .o 347 38%
Care in use of medieines . . ¥. . . . . . « . 67% 70%
Use of media and drug advertising. . . . . . 33% 34%
’ Phbarmacological properties of variqus drugs. 21% 237
Persistent mythls and rumors about drugs .« . . 54% 554
Current 'gaps “in knowledge about drugs.’ R 14 ' 447
‘Drug policy of the federal govergment. . <. 227 25%:
Social and ecohomic consequences to 1nd1vidual . 59% .~ 66%
~ Moral and ethical issues related to drﬂgs 40% 437
LSD. . . . . e v e e . S4% 55%
Marihuana. e e e .-.'. . _61% 63%
) * Other hallucinogéns e e e e e e e e e ﬂ . 48%_ 487
'{f \' Stimulents . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 59% 597%
. Depressants, ~. . 59% 60%
"+ Cocaine. . . . . . - 48% 49%
Tobacco.’ Lol —s AR 72% 74%
Alcohol. . . .4 . . \ . 70 72%
. Heroin . e h e e e e . . 54% 54%
! - Other narcotics e e e e . ... 4L6Z ) 48%
Volatile chemicals . . . . . . . . . « .. 53% 55%
Tobacco advertisements . . v . R 47 55%
Alcohol advertisements . . .. . . . . ;g% 50%
‘Other. .. . . . .. e e e e e e 5% . . 5%
~ . : - y
- \ ‘ , -
* a0 . s . R«
* ’ .. ) hd
O , s . :
A ) \\ .
< 4 / I ‘\ . .
I'4 -
o . - 4
: N C#
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, TABLE 38 ~
oy W, - R
1‘Bffcentage of SeeoA}ari Schools EmpHés?ziﬂg , .
Selected Topics in Academic Years 1971-2 and' 1972-3 .
. oo ; A ‘
(N BN " Kcademic Years ot ) t.
Topi¢ Emphasized - , L 1971-2 1972-3
2 ) J
Physical and psychological efchts of drugs A\ ! .
on the USer + «v v v v v v %4 v v o % « v v o . . .85% .. 85%, . '
Mefinition of drug abuse . . . . . . . . .. .4 .. - B8% 69% * .
Federal, state, and 1§cal‘drug laws. .‘. R 1.4 657%
Legal consequences of: apprehens10n or 9
conviction fdr drug law violations. ... e e e e . U657 ' 65%
Beneficial effedts of drugs. ., . . « . + « v o . . . 39% Lo b2%
Parental influence-on drug abuse o ., . . . . . . 31y *32% ’
Peer influences on drug abuse. . . . . . . . . . ... 62% 66% ©
Economic costs to nation of drug abuse e e e . 397 427 °* o N
* Effects of mixing drugs. . .. . L o0 . 0 0. e . o 417 o * - 447 ﬂw_ ) .
Care-in use of medicines @ . . . . o o« . *. . . 554 . 56%'° - '
Use of media and drug advertising. . . « . . . . . . 28%2 ° 33% . ) .
Pharmacological properties of various drugs.». . . . 29%°* 31% o
"Persistent myths and rumors about drugs. . . . . . .. 57% . ~ 59% )
Current gaps in kngwledge about drugs. . . . . . . . 48% - '51% : :
Drug pokicy of the.federal govermment. . . .. L 30% 31%
Social and.economic consequences tq individual . . . 62% 667%
Moral and ethital issues related to'drugs. . .'. . . 53% 547 Lo
LSDe v v v v vt o e e e e e e .;; .7 61% 617" - .
Marihuana. . « .« « 0 4 4 .. . T ) R A ¥4 713%
Other hallucinogens. . . . . . . . . N 10 )4 62% - -
Stimulents“. .+. . .« ., . . . . . .‘L \_ﬂ. e .. 657 o~ 68%» - oo
Depressants.s. . . . ™. . 0 ... oL L. . T652 0, 68%. ~
Cocaine. . . v « v ¢ v v o e e ¢ . . . 53% t 57% D 3
TObaCCO. "+ v v v v v v e e e e e e e . T0% ) 73% '
Alcohol. « v v v v v e v w_w . o T 000y 13, L b Py ,
Heroin o w v v v 70 v v v oo v X e e o . 617 637%
Other NArcotiCsS. « « “v « « v v o s & 4 o o « o o « . 52 ' . 56% .
Volatile chemicals . .+ « « v -v v v v o w o o v s o . h6Z " 48%
Tobacco advertisements . . o « v & v o o o oo o . o B4Z 50%
* Alcohol advertisements .. .°.". T 14 ¢ 52%
Other. . « v v v v v o v v v s e e e e e . e 5% 67 .
v \\' - 3 * .
. N ’ N
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Discontinue present
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TABLE 39 -
]
. ' -4 .
Pléks for Drug Educatio=
A .
" Elementary . Secondary
4 10%
32 " ' 29%
i 0%, -~ . 0%
61% . 59%
e lé '(‘ ‘ 24 r /
2
8% 6%
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TABRE 40

N

~Perédentage of Ratings of Importance of

. s lPSssible Goals of Drug Education at Elementary Schéols{
\ - . Most Somewhaz. Less
= Goal Important ., Important ‘Important~

? 5

To increase student’ knowledge
about the physioldogical and
psychological effects of
drugs '

To increase knowledge about -

_ the various legal aspects .
of drug use 18% 487

?

L 807 © 127

-

To change students' attitudes.
about drugs 637 . 16%

S N
To help students make rationail,
decisions gbout drug use * 747 T 9%

Give students knowlédg¢:§boutv ) -
the appropriate u%ﬁ;of drugs 1% 27%>
Acquéint stidents with social .
contexts in which drugs are . -
used 227 367
Acqﬁaint students with the , .
history of drug -use 9% 31%

Acquaint students with
differing cultural
influences related to drugs=~_ 9% 29%

\ . #

Acquaint students with economit

. aspects of drugs /////// 20%
’ / ‘

Ve

0%

17%

39%

227~
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d CTABLE 41 -

S . Percenfage of Ratings of Importance of -

‘ Possible Goals of Drug Education at. Secondary Schools

. ]
\ . Most Somewhat Less
Goal . Important Important Important
To increase student knowledge ¢ ya -
about the physiological and ’
psyphologicaloeffects of . .
drugs \ - 79% 17% 1%
To increase knowledgé about-’ Y ‘ \ B .
the various legal aspects 5 ‘ Lo )
of drug use ' 25% Y VA Qég% .
-~ R "'
_To change students' attitudes *
about drugs - \ 647 23% . 3%
To)help students make rational ' .
decisions about drug use .84 T . L 8% Y
Give dtudents kpowledge. about . . L
the’appropriate use of drugs 40% 367% ", 137
iy .
Acquaint students with social g _ .
contexts in which drugs are - ‘ﬁy .
used —— ) 187 43% 25%

\

Acgquaint students with the ‘ ' ,

history of drug use . 4% 307%
Acqhaint students with ;
differing cultural Ce
influences related to drugs . 7% - * 35%
Acquaint students with economic . ' e,
aspects of drugs* \ 147 454
.\l .

52% S,

-

447

29% (- L
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TABLE 42" '

N . - ; g‘» N © .
Dfug-Relatéd Problems of ébn&etn “

i . <
to étudents : Elehentary Schools
W
) S . T Of".Great 7 of Some. ¢t Of‘—l;ii:’r'lfé:'v_»f;'-;
~ e n . s ~ . Concern - Concern- -~ Concern s
\ : R ;- g R . - 1 . \( ' e, ; ; - .":“;‘:(_;.__,', - 7 .
T ‘Physical .and Psychological - R RIS -
Y Effects , 39% . 4570 167% -
. _ _ ' Coe Ay T INE At
Effec:s of Mixing Drugs a 8% / 36% . . ~. 567%
- A ] \ 0- M ) .
. Relative Harmfulness of Lo, < . T
. Drugsw . . - . . . . ko% 437 . : 17%
Where to Recé'iVe Help or . .
: Treatment S o ) 11% . 40% ’ 497
" B - . * *
o 3 - . .
How to Tell Family abo‘%lt LT = ) .
Drug Problems . 18% . T 25% 57%
¢ ' ! .
' R _How to Help Friend with _° “ o R A o
Drug ProbBlem e , 23% R 1Y < 417
: N T . R {’. ) 1 ' ' '
How to Secure Legal Ses . AT .
Assistance * ‘¥ L ‘ 5% 20% ‘ 75%
*Laws Related to Drugs . 10% P 36% © ot 54%
- Legal Conse_quences of =~ . ', ) ” N
' * Conviction o eIV C 127, . . 457 23/°
® : 4 .
I} * .- ‘.
Y ' .
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) . .




& . .
- ; N . » 2
] s.‘
. » ) "106" -
.o : \ \ Co T ¥
L - i , T{\BLE 43 ) ) 3
Vs b X * » .
R . Drug-Related Problems of Concern ) o
. to Students: SecCondary:Schools, v .
. . e T . '_ : . \: B ; :
T Of Great/) - Of Some Of Little
IREEIR TR Concern Concert -  Concern
he, 2 . i . v ; re T
. 'Physical and. Psychological o : - AR
: " Effects - 38 52% " - 10%
VUL Effects Of Mixing Drugs, 10% 53% 37% - '
. . Relative; Harmfulpess of ’ .
. @ Drugs . ‘ 347 o 49% 17%
\ ‘ . "\\.
. Where He Receivegs Help or N .
Treatment . ©20% . s 93k T 287 -
by R . R AT TN
o “How to Tell Family about P U DR S
Ly Drug Problem TSt 234 ~ e 34% . al.ii88% i,
‘ RUSORPPIE ML 4\\\.'\,‘ © :.é\\\.. <
' * N \\\ T Q:;\ .o u
Co How to Help Friend with . . ’ LT sz
Drug Problem Ce '32% 51%. 18% e
{ ¢ How to Secure Legal - .
. Assistance | .. 7% -. 34% 60%. -
Laws Related to Drugs . '13% 4,0% f 48%
. Legal Consequences of . . ; -
Conviction 21%- 447 - . 35%
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Percentages Responding Affirmatively to Questions

2 .

. 2
Regarding Teacher Education Related to Drugs

.

) . ) 'Elementary ., Secondary
Have any teachers taken . i ' J
in-service training? 59% 66%

19 > °

.Does school require in- . ,
'service training? | Co 17% 10% -
‘Does'school or lgcal,
school district prgvide
* in-service training?
+

N
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3
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Sources for Drug Education Program Content: Ouflires:
Pefzentéges for Various Cagggorieé .
. ' Elementary ! Secondary.
State government agency 447 58%
Federal government agency 27% 36%
Private source - 267 . o 39%
Local school district " 40% 29%
Self -prepared 20% 24%
Ancther school or school ,
district i - 167 20%
Other : 8% 8%
No response .- : 2%% 227
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TABLE 56 -

y.and Secondary Schools For Which

7/

In—héqse personnel
A private consultant or “{
research comwtractor -

A federal agenvy

3

A state gévennmental agency,

.
e

- A group from the community
, &t large '
A}
A special committee of
students e

A parents' oréanizatio%

°
-

Other L \
“ & -
None or no réspbnse

©

Y

i Ve . - .
Evaluations Have Been or Will Be Done-by Vakious, A
« 7

- Elementary

\ Past

genq}es

Secondary

Past:+*

L]

48%

1%

7%




Monitoring cpanges in

~.

TABLE 57

d

Percentage of Characteristics of Evaluations Used by

Those Who Indicated Any Characteristic

Ll
~a

Use of tests of drug-telated
information o

\
Use of tests
attitudes

of drug-related »

Use of personality tests-

Student interviews
- ‘

Teacher interviews:

Parent interviews

incidence of drug usage
Random assigqment of students
to different“instructional

~. programs- _ N

Pre--and post-testing

Use of descriptive and/or
inferential- statistics |

Other

«
»

based. . »

~

Elementary ‘. Secondary

Past Future / Past Future

" (n*=96) (n=110) (n=139) . (n=138)
45% 51% 46% 442

- _ ]

36% 42% 38% 42%
7% 11% 8% 9%
55% 567 687 657
43%° 467 41% 447
347 39% 32% 387
15% 245 27% 36%
9% 10% 11% 14%
267 287% 12% 19%
22% 20% 182 . 18%
2% 2% 1% 1%

P

* : . ’ .
Zn is the number of cases on which the percentages in the columns are
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TABLE 59
Réspondents' Judgments as to /

Drug Education Programs

, .t N
R :
k 4
. "{
“-Exceglent
C ; :

“Adequate

At

-

N
.
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‘ .
.
RN
.
N .
“
e
N N
-~ ~\
s
N
.
.
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<
.
G
I
N
.
~
* .
-t . - A e
\
.
B
.
B
.
.

Serious Deficiencies

_ + The Adequaly of Their

-~

~

»

1

. . Eleﬁentarz . Secondafz ’
7% > 4%
70%
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’ ' " ) . ] ‘ B
. Plans Regarding Timing of R |
- ) v Reviews of Drﬁg Education Programs . . , '
' .o ' Elémentarz . Secondary
- No formal reviews ) \ '
- are contemplated ’ ‘\‘ 27% _ 227
At'least every ‘'six ' :
- months 5% 4% a

Once every year 29% 25%

Once every two years, 2% 1%

No reguiar schedule .
is ané}cipated ' % ’ . 48%
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‘ ”’ " ' Appendié' -
® o . ﬁ
) Outline for Telephone-Survey of Non-Respondents . i L I
v - . ) NN
b 1i. Identifying information : d
) .a. Elementary gchoql *
. ' Seconaafy School . * ’
.« b. School Name
¢. Individual Cohtacted i oot

Al

2. Attempt to contact school principal first and say -something like the
following. . : - '

o - P

"We are calling selected schools in ;ﬁ effort to obtain some information
for the National Commission on’ Marihuana and Dangerous Drugs. Your

school was one of these selected to participate in a national survey of
drug education programs. Since We have not received yqur questionnaire
yet, we were wondering if you have received it?"

X

3. '"Our response rate for this survey was lower than we had anticipated,
and we are now attempting to identify some of the reasons why schools
did not respond. 1Is there a specific reason why your school did not
answer?" - : :

4. "Do you have any separate courses specifically aimed at teaching about
drugs and drug abuse?"

o

5. '"Is the issue of drugs dealt with within any part of your regular program?"

.« ° "
N P
«
. . .
L : .
.
- - -
Aruitoxt provia c ’ s " .
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