If youbave issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

DARE in
Kentucky Schoois
1988-89

An Evaluation of the Drug Abuse
Resistance Education Program

l"\/

[AY37¢

Social Research Laboratory

Western Kentucky University

John R. Faine
Edward Bohlander, Jr.



Social Research Laboratory
Western Kentucky University
Bowling Green, Kentucky

DARE in Kentucky Schools
1988-89

An Evaluation of the Drug Abuse
Resistance Education Program

John R. Faine
Department of Sociology, Anthropology,
and Social Work

and

. Edward Bohlander, Jr.
Department of Sociology, Anthropology,
. and Social Work
124379

U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated
in this document are those of the authors and do rot necessarily -

represent the official positi icies i 4
Ju,;tice.n e official position or policies of the National Institute of August 1, 1989

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material has been
granted by

Kentucky State Police

to the Nationa| Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS).

Eurther reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-
sion of the copyright owner,

This evaluation project was supportzd by a contract from the Kentucky State Police to the Social Research Laboratory, Western Kentucky
University, for the purpose of conducting an independent evaluation of the 1988-89 DARE program as well as a longitudinal study of the
1987-88 program.. Points of view or opinions stated in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official
position or policies of the Kentucky State Police or Western Kentucky University.



ii/1988-89 DARE Evaluation

Acknowledgements.

The scope and duration of this study have brought the project
personnel into close working conditions with a wide range of
people from law enforcement and education alike. Our thanks go
to the many unnamed school principals and teachers who
worked diligently with us in our many contacts with schools.
Teacher evaluations were coordinated with 44 different schools
in Kentucky, always at the busiest time of the semester.

Testing on students in Kentucky and Tennessee brought us into
six different school systems and 24 middle and elementary
schools. We were always warmly received and facilitated in our
work in countless ways. The sincerity and consideration shown
us by teachers and principals alike made our visits pleasant and
productive. Thanks for coordination of the data collection goes
to Joe Anthony, McClean County schools, Ruie Murphy,
Henderson County schools, Duane Miller, Owensboro
Independent schools, Joe Qverby, Daviess County schools, Sr.
Amelia Stenger, Owensboro Catholic schools, JoAnne Setser,
Rowan County schools and Ed Binkley, Nashville Metropolitan
schools.

Coordination of the research in law enforcement was handied by
Trooper Jimmy Richerson, KSP. Jimmy was the catalyst in the
DARE effort across the state. Our efforts and the efforts of others
pay homage to his effective leadership. DARE area mentors (and
trainers) were instrumental in providing local coordination of the
effort. Special thanks go to KSP troopers Windy Kretman, Mike
Klein, Don Pillow, Warren Meadows, Kevin Payne, Tom Powell
and Sergeant John Whitaker of the Lexington PD.

The conduct of the research at WKU also involved numerous
individuals, each of whom made significant contributions to this
final product. Dean Nason, Renee Curry and Vickie Golden
helped with data collection in the school systems. Vickie Birge,
the secretary for the project, toiled over the tedious data coding
and entry. Her work was always flawless and her dedication will
be missed. Shirley Walker helped coordinate and r:ianage the
many data collection efforts. Her composition and design skills
are shown throughout this report.




1988-89 DARE Evaluation/iii

Table of Contents

List Of TABIES....coectrrvecerrrrereneneererrensrveeneeenaenss srereeean 1
List Of FIQUIES .ccvveereeeeeeer e riremeceiaeneeernseresesseiessnnens viii
HighlightS.....ccoovericriceivrrenreseceeesnnna Lsesesseiessrareatesarens 1
INrodUCHON...c.c e 5
The DARE CUmiculum ......cvcevcrnineecennnnnrinenecnivencssnnnnens 6
The Instructor Training Program..........ceeeeeevveceevennnnes 9
DARE Core Lessorn Instruction, 1988-89

Sloglele ) (7| PR 12
The Teacher/Principal SUNVeY ..........cconvnivcnccisunnnee 14
Assessing the Effects of DARE on Students:

The Three 1988-89 StUIES ........ccvvereernriccrieresierarnene 21
Measurement INSIrUMENES ........coveeeveevecncrennecsennnes 24
Content Validity of SCales ......ccccanaaasnenasensenn 29
The Longitudinal Study .......ccccevicinmnnnnnnnniclonnnen. 31
The FOlloW-UP STUAY .....ccccovererevcinrnnennesrmnesseiesenen 39
The Nashville Study.........ccocveeervvenneiinnnsrennaans 62

Appendix A. Supplementary Tables to

the Longitudinal Study .67
Appendix B. Supplementary Tables to

the Follow-up Study 73
Appendix C. Construction of Attitude Scales...........ccuue.. 87

Appendix D. Construction of Teacher/Principal
Satisfaction Scale ...., 99

Appendix E. Written Teacher/Principal Comments

Appendix F, Student Survey Instrument.........c....eevevseas 111



T e o

1988-89 DARE Evaluation/v

List of Tables

Tabie 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table 5.

Table 6.

Table 7.

Table 8.

Table 9.

Kentucky Law Enforcement
Agencies Participating in DARE
Training. ....coccvevereecreesneinrenreneensonserrsressense 11

Kentucky Counties and Law
Enforcement Agencies Teaching
DARE, 1988-89 Academic Year............ 13

Mean Satisfaction Scores of the
Schools and Counties in the 1988-89
Teacher/Principal Evaluation. .............. 19

Means, Standard Deviations and
Reliabilities of Drug and Alcohal

SCAlES. c.veerrictrn e 28
Demographic and Scale Differences
Between the Bottom and Top

Quartiles on the Positive Attitude

Toward Drugs Scale......occcveeenvniinnne, 30

Percent Agreeing to Questions on

the Peer Resistance Scale (Short
Varsion) From Pre-DARE, Post-

DARE and One-Year Follow-up,

1987-89 Longitudinal Study. .......cceeue.. 32

Percent Agreeing to Questions on

the Positive Drug Attitude Scale

(Short Version) From Pre-DARE,
Post-DARE and One-Year Follow-up,
1987-89 Longitudinal Study. ................. 33

Percent Agreeing to Questions on
the Positive Attitude Toward Police
Scale (Short Version) From Pre-
DARE, Post-DARE and One-Year
Follow-up, 1987-89 Longitudinal

Test of Significance of Differences
Between Mean Peer Resistance
Scores (Short Version) From Pre-
DARE, Post-DARE and One-Year
Follow-up, 1987-89 Longitudinal



vi/1988-89 DARE Evaluation

Table 10.

Table 11.

Table 12,

Table 13.

Table 14.

Table 15.

Table 16.

Table 17.

Table 18.

Table 19.

Test of Significance of Differences
Between Mean Paositive Attitude

Toward Drugs Scores {Short

Version) From Pre-DARE, Post-

DARE and One-Year Foiiow-up,

1987-89 Longitudinal Study. .......c....cc.n. 37

Test of Significance of Differences
Between Mean Positive Attitude

Toward Palice Scores (Short

Version) From Pre-DARE, Post-

DARE and One-Year Follow-up,

1987-89 Longitudinal Study. ................. 38

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Agreeing With General
Peer Resistance Scale ltems, 1988-

89 Follow-up Study. ...cceveevereverercrennnn. 40
Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Agreeing With -
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance Scale
items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. .......... 41

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Agreeing With Positive

Attitude Toward Drugs Scale items,
1988-89 Follow-up Study. ......ccooveern.e.. 42

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Agreeing With Positive

Attitude Toward Police Scale Items,
1988-89 Follow-up Study. ......cceenereeeee 43

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Answering "Does Not Help

At All" to Positive Cigarette

Perception Scale Items, 1988-89
Follow-up Study. ......ccreeeeerervnrcecrevennnns 44

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Agreeing With Negative
Cigarette Attitudes Scale Items,

1988-89 Follow-up Study. ........cccceuneee. 44

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Answering "Does Not Help
At All" to Positive Aicohal Perception
Scale items, 1988-89 Follow-up

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Agreeing with Negative

Alcohol Attitudes Scale ltems, 1988-

89 Follow-up Study. ....c.ooeevvvrevrecercnnenenn 45

Table 20.

Table 21.

Table 22.

Table 23.

Table 24.

Table 25.

Table 26.

Table 27.

Table 28.

Table 28.

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Answering "Does Not Help

At All" to Positive Marijuana

Perception Scale Items, 1988-89
Foilow-up Study. ....ccccceevrievnniecrnrenennene 46

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Agreeing With Negative
Marijuana Attitudes Scale Items,

1988-89 Follow-up Study. ......cecieevcanne 46

Analysis of Variance Results of

General Peer Resistance By Type of
School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE,
1988-89 Follow-up Study......cc.ccceervvueee 48

Analysis of Variance Resuits of
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance By

Type of School, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

UP StUAY. coeveererrcemeerrrcenirniesessesesnnennines 50

Analysis of Variance Results of

Positive Attitudes Toward Drugs By
Type of Schoal, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

UP StUY. «covoveerimeneirrcseninenneieinsesniseeane 52

Analysis of Variance Results of

Positive Attitude Toward Police

Scale By Type of School, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

UP StUAY. .oeeeerrrcennsiesreserersnecsnssneansenasns 53

Analysis of Variance Results of

Positive Cigarette Perception Scale

By Type of School, Sex and

DARE /Non-DARE, 1988-89 Foliow-

UP SUAY. .ceeveeerereereetrinereeseereseesesensese 54

Analysis of Variance Resuits of

Negative Cigarette Attitudes Scale

By Type of School, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

UD StUAY. ceeeerrreeneieeneecneeineesesonsenasesne 56

Analysis of Variance Results of

Positive Alcohol Perception Scale By
Type of School, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

UP SUAY. .eeeeerrerireerireimecnreccesseseccrnsens 58

Analysis of Variance Results of

Negative Alcohol Attitudes Scale By
Type of School, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

UP SHULY. veeererrcerecreieneereereeseesesaneenes 59



Table 30.

Table 31.

Table 32.

Table 33.

Table 34.

Table 38.

Table A.1

Table A.2

Table A.3

Table A.4

Table B.1

Analysis of Variance Restits of

Positive Marijuana “siception Scale

By Type of Schuol, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

UP StUY..coviereeeneerecesiennssensnesninssennenas 60

Analysis of Varlance Resuits of
Negative Marijuana Attitudes Scale
By Type of Schoal, Sex and
DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-

Analysis of Variance Results of

General Peer Resistance Scale

Between Nashville Inner-City DARE

and Non-DARE Sixth Graders By

Sex, 1988-89 Nashville Study. .............. 62

Analysis of Variance Results of
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance Scale
Between Nashville Inner-City DARE

and Non-DARE Sixth Graders By

Sex, 1988-89 Nashville Study. .............. 63

Analysis of Variance Resuits of

Positive Drug Attitude Scale

Between Nashville Inner-City DARE

and Non-DARE Sixth Graders By

Sex, 1988-89 Nashville Study. .............. 64

Analysis of Variance Results of

Positive Attitude Toward Police

Scale Between Nashville Inner-City
DARE and Non-DARE Sixth Graders

By Sex, 1988-89 Nashville Study........... 65

Mean General Peer Resistance
Scores by Type of Schoo!, 1987-89
Longitudinal Study. ......cccnevvvecnnccninecne 69

Mean Positive Drug Attitudes Scores
by Type of School, 1987-89
Longitudinal Study. .....cccooeceiereecrrnicnnens 70

Mean Pnsitive Attitudes Toward
Police Scores by Type of Schoal,
1987-89 Longitudinal Study. ................. 71

Exposure to Marijuana Smokers
Among Fifth Graders, 1987-89
Longitudinal Study. .......cccevrnvnerensrnenee 72

Mean Positive Attitude Toward

Drugs and Positive Attitude Toward
Police Scores by Type of School,
1988-89 Follow-up Study. ...ccooerrcenennne 75

Table B.2

Table B.3

Tabie B.4

Table B.5

Table B.6

Table B.7

Table B.8

Table B.9

Table B.10

Table B.11

Table C.1

Table C.2

Table C.3

1988-89 DARE Evaluation/vii

Mean General Peer Resistance and
Drug/A!cohol Resistance Scores by
Type of School, 1988-89 Follow-up

Mean Positive Cigarette Perception

and Negative Cigarette Attitudes

Scores by Type of School, 1988-89
Follow-up Study. ....cccecceninincrnvcerncicsenians 77

Mean Positive Marijuana Perception

and Negative Marijuana Attitudes

Scores by Type of School, 1988-82
Follow-up Study. .....ccoccoveererenecnernsecns 78

Mean Positive Alcohol Perception

and Negative Alcohol Attitudes

Scores by Type of School, 1988-89
Follow-up Study. .....ocevvereerenecerernesisenns 79

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Students Who Have Tried

Cigarettes, Smokeless Tobacco, or
Report Friends Who Smoke By

School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. ....... 80

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Student Who Have Tried Alcohol or

Who Report Friends Who Drink By
School, 1988-88 Follow-up Study. ....... 81

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE
Student Who Have Tried Marijuana
or Who Report Friends Who Have
By School, 1988-89 Follow-up

Attitudes Toward Cigarette Smoking
By School, 1988-89 Follow-up

Attitudes Toward Drinking Alcohol
By School, 1988-89 Follow-up

Attitudes Toward Smoking Marijuana
By School, 1988-89 Follow-up

SUAY... et 85
item-Total Correlations for Peer
Resistance Scale (Short Version)......... 89

ltem-Total Correlation for Positive
Attitudes Toward Drugs (Short
VISION). cveveireereieneeresseseinesrsenmsesnsesiones 89

ltem-Total Correlations for Positive
Attitudes Toward Police (Short
VEISION). cecuecsiiniiceninscresrsssinssninns 80



vili/1988-89 DARE Evaluation

Table C.4

Table C5

Table C.6

Table C.7

Table C.8

Table C.9

Table C.10

Table C.11

Table C.12

Table C.13

Table D.1i

Factor Loadings and item-Total
Correlations for Questions in the
General Peer Resistance Scale............. 91

Factor Loadings and ltem-Total
Correlations for Questions in the
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance

SCAlL. ...eevreererrirersrrerrrrcnesesincreeneeseesaenes 92

Factor Loadings and item-Total
Correlations for Questions in the
Positive Drug Attitudes Scale................ 93

Factor Lcadings and Item-Total
Correlations for Questions in the

Positive Attitudes Toward Police

SCAlB. ittt 94

Factor Loadings and Item-Total
Correlations for Questions in the

Positive Cigarette Perception

SCAlE. civevivrtecretereetr et 95

Factor Loadings and Item-Total
Correlations for Questions in the
Negative Attitudes Toward

Cigarettes Scale. .......ccoceerevnrenreervrcenn 95

Factor Loadings and ltem-Total
Correlations for Questions in the
Positive Alcohol Perception Scale........ 96

Factor Loadings and Item-Total
Correlations for Questions in the
Negative Attitudes Toward Alcohol .
SCalE. .oveeiere et 0

Factor Loadings and Itern-Total
Correlations for Questions in the

Positive Marijuana Perception

SCalL. c.vvvecrrercnrree et r e 97

Factor Loadings and Item-Total
Carrelations for Questions fh the

Positive Attitude Toward Marijuana
SCale. couvvreerrrerrecrieeirnre et esrererarseesren .97

Factor Loadings and Item-Total
Correlations for Questions in the
Composition of the Qverall

Satisfaction Scale in the
Teacher/Principal Survey. .....c.ceeeviunee 101

List of Figures

Figure 1.

Figure 2.

Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Figure 5.

Figure 8.

Figure 7.

Figure 8.

Number of DARE Officers Trained
By Date and Training Agency

(Lexington of K8P).......ccccoererevercienisanene 9
DARE Trained Officers By Type of
Agency and Source of Training............. 10

Number of Siudents Receiving
*Corg" DARE Curriculum By Grade

Level, 1988-80. .....cccccorvrinrmrinnsinereenenns 12
1988-89 DARE Instructors By Type
of Agency. ......cceuee rerenerseesesassnssresassrens 14

Tsacher/Principal Evaluation of the
Effects of DARE on Students, 1988-
89 SchOool Year...vivvcrvreevresnrecreerennenes 15

Teacher/Principal Evaluation of
DARE on the School Environment,

1988-89 School Year.....c.cccvvncncccrnne 17
Teacher/Principal Opinions of
DARE, 1988-88. ......cccceuveimmmneiinneceenannne 18

Sample Populations Used in the
1987-88 arid 1988-89 DARE
EVAlUBLION. ...coverecreerreerienenscsaesssnsressasnenecs 23



Highlights




1988-89 DARE Evaluation/3

Highlights

This report summarizes the resuits of an evaluation
of the 1988-89 Drug Abuse Resistance Education
(DARE) effort across the state. The data for this report
span a two-year period and a number of different
dimensions of the program ranging from program
implementation to assessments of the attitude changes
following the program.,

As documented in the following pages, this
evaluation effort has four major components. These
were 1) how effective were the Kentucky State Police
and Lexington-Fayette Police efforts at recruiting and
training qualified law enforcement officers to serve as
DARE instructors? 2) how successful was this training
effort in terms of leading to the actual delivery of the
DARE program in the classroom by trained officers? 3)
how well received was thie program by school teachers
and principals? and 4) how successful was the DARE
curriculum in terms of increasing peer resistance skills,
drug attitudes and aftitudes toward the police?

The actual assessment of the short- and long-term
effects of the program on students was investigated in
three separate studies. The first followed the attitude
change of students over a two-year span starting in the
1987-88 DARE effort. A second analysis compared
these same students to matched students in other
counties who had not received DARE (though they had
received some drug education). The third study looked
at the short-term impact of the program among inner-
city students in a large metropolitan area.

While the total findings of the study follow in this
report, the major results of each of the four areas are
highlighted below.

DARE Officer Training Program:

* In the past two years a total of 9 instructor
training workshops have been conducted (4 by
KSP, 4 by Lexington and 1 combined effort).

* By August, 1989, 184 Kentucky law enforcement
officers had completed the 80-hour DARE



4/1988-89 DARE Evaluation

training. An additional 59 out-of-state officers
were also trained.

DARE instructors were trained in over 91 different
law enforcement agencies from within the state,
representing agencles from 57 different counties.

DARE Instruction:

* The core curriculum of the DARE program was

taught in 50 different counties and around 300
schools throughout the state in the 1988-89
academic year.

Over 22,000 students, the majority in fifth or sixth
grade, received the DARE core curriculum during
the year.

- Atotal of 112 law enforcement officers taught the
curriculum during the year. This figure is

Evidence from the 1987-88 evaluation also
support a short-term significant improvement in
self-esteem and knowledge of drugs and aicohol.

Test results over a year after the program
showed attitude deterioration among boys and
girls in all types of schools.

Attitude toward the police dropped off a year
after the program erasing the gains previously
made.

Attitudes toward drugs reversed and became
more positive a year after DARE.

The improved peer resistance as a result of
DARE remained unchanged among boys. Girls
declined after a year to a point before the
program.

Comparison of DARE students with non-DARE stlidents
one year after the program showed very few significant
long-term differences.

projected to be much higher in the 1989-90
school year as the most recently trained officers
deliver the program.

* Greater peer resistance was shown by some
DARE students though the change was
complicated by sex and type of schoal.

Teacher/Principal Evaluation:

* Among the over 400 teachers surveyed,

overwhelming suppont for the impact of the
DARE program on students was voiced by
school personnel throughout the state for the
second year in a row.

Teachers believed the program had a positive
impact on the attitude and behavior change of
students.

Strong support was shown for the positive
impact of the program on the total school
environment.

Nearly unanimous support was shown for
continuation and expansion of the DARE
curriculum.

No significant differences were found between
DARE and non-DARE students in (1) attitudes
toward drugs; (2) attitude toward the police; (3)
cigarette perception and attitude; (4) alcohol
attitude and perception; and (5) marijuana
perception and attitude.

Drug attitudes were found to be significantly
influenced by sex, with boys having more
negative scores except on peer resistance.

Restulis of the comparison of students was
compromised, however, in that the majority of
the comparison group had recently received a
'Just Say No’ drug program.

Impact on Students: Comparison of the short-term effects of DARE among
lower-class inner-city students in @ metropolitan school
The attitudes of students were very much against the system showed no positive gains following DARE.
use of drugs of any kind before, after and a year
following the DARE program. The low values recorded

on all scales were extremely encouraging.

* No significant differences were found in (1)
attitude toward drugs, (2) peer resistance or (3)
attitude toward the police.

The results of the two-year Longitudinal Study * As reported eisewhere, drug attitudes and
supported only the short-term effects of the DARE experiences among inner-city metropolitan
program. students were considerably unlike those
reported in Kentucky suggesting greater
familiarity, adult role-modeling and pressure for
drug use among lower-class areas of the city.

*  Peer resistance, drug attitudes and attitudes
toward the police improved significantly from
before to immediately after the curricuium.
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Introduction

real threat that drugs can Kill:. T h
hmy chzld to_ _talk """

The DARE program, short for Drug Abuse
Resistance Education, represents a joint venture
between a large number of independent school districts
and law enforcement agencies to meet the drug
education needs of elementary and middle school
youth in the Commonwealth. Starting with the 1986-87
pilot program by the Lexington-Fayette Urban County
Police and a four county pilot program by the Kentucky
State Police in 1987-88, the program has grown
dramatically to now involve over 91 other law
enforcement agencles and over 50 separate school
systems during the 1988-89 school year. This
dissemination of the DARE curriculum has been made
possible thraugh the instructor training programs
conducted by both the Lexington-Fayette Police and
the Kentucky State Palice as well as the coordination
efforts of the Kentucky Department of Education and
the respective independent school districts.

Starting with-the 1987-88 effort, the Social Research
Laboratory of Western Kentucky University agreed to
conduct an independent assessment of the
effectiveness of this combined DARE effort. Funds to
support this two-year study were provided by the
Kentucky State Police through a Department of Justice
grant and by Western Kentucky University. The results
of the first year evaluation are reported in Drug Abuse
Resistance Education: An Assessment of the 1987-88
Kentucky State Police DARE Program. The results of
the 1988-89 evaluation are detailed in the report that
follows.

This evaluation report focuses on four major areas
of program delivery:

* How successful were the Kentucky
State Police and Lexington-Fayette
Police training programs in attracting
and producing qualified DARE
instructors?
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*  Did the training effort culminate in the
actual delivery of the DARE curriculum
by trained law enforcement personnel?

* How successful was the program as
perceived by teachers and
administrators in those school districts
where the program was delivered?

* What immediate and long-term impact
did the curriculum have on the
elementary school youth in the
program?

Data for this study span the two years of the
Kentucky State Police effort. Records on DARE training
workshops have been used to document the success
of the instructor training efforts over the past two years.
Questionnaires and interviews completed with DARE
instructors have helped record the spread of the
program into the nearly 300 elementary and middle
schools participating in the 1988-89 DARE effort.
Evaluation questionnaires were also completed by
more that 400 educators this past year. Finally,
extensive testing of approximately 2000 DARE and non-
DARE students in the state and elsewhere has provided
a longitudinal framework for assessing the short and
long-term impact of the curriculum on youth.

The DARE Curriculum

The primary focus of the DARE program is to utilize
law enforcement personnel in the delivery of a 17-week
drug education program. The actual curriculum for the
program was first develcped in 1983 by the Los
Angeles Police Department and the Los Angeles Unified
School District.! Since then the program has spread
into Kentucky and a number of others states including
neighboring lllincis, Tennessee, and Virginia.

The DARE curriculum is designed te focus on the
“exit" grade in the elementary school system. In most
instances this "core 17-week curriculum” is delivered to

1For a brief description of the program see William DeJong, "Project
DARE: Teaching Kids te Say 'No’ to Drugs and Alcohol."
Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice Reports, March,
1986; for detailed iesson plan discussion see Bureau of Justice
Assistance, An Invitation to Project DARE: Drug Abuse Resistance
Education; Program Brief, U.S. Department of Justice, Washington,
D.C., June, 1988.

5th or 6th grade students in either elementary or middle
schools depending on the school system. Additional
"visitation" lesson plans have also been developed for
K-4 grades though normally no more that two
classroom visitations are used. More recently, the
DARE curriculum has been modified to inciude a
middle school component for delivery to 7th or 8th
grade students. This newest expansion can include
both visitation and core lesson Instruction.

The DARE curriculum has two primary objectives to
prevent drug abuse: (1) to build self-esteem by
teaching that youth who have a positive self-image are
more capable in resisting peer pressure, and (2) to .
teach peer resistance by offering a number of
interpersonal strategies and skills useful in saying "no"
to drugs. In addition, the DARE curriculum is thought
to (3) offer an improved understanding and knowledge
of drugs, (4) contribute toward a negative perception of
drugs and alcohol by youth, and (5) foster positive
improvement of the perception of law enforcement
personnel.

The actual 17-week core curriculum is taught in the
classroom in one-hour sessions. The entire curriculum
is presented by the a visiting law enforcement instructor
and not the actual classroom teacher. This instruction
includes a variety of teaching techniques including
lectures, workbook exercises, question and answer
sessions, audio-visual aids and in-class role-playing
sessions. The content of the 16-week curriculum is
outlined as follows:

Introduction to DARE: Orientation Session.
This session is primarily used to introduce the
DARE instructor to the classroom and to distribute
DARE workbooks to students. The aificer gives a
brief cverview of the program, presents the "word
list poster,” explains the "question and answer box"
that will be used in the course and administers a 25
question survey entitled "Decisions About Growing
Up."

Session 1: Practices for Personal Safety.
The DARE officer reviews his/her role as a
classroom instructor and safety practices to protect
students from harm at home, on the way to and
from school, and in the neighborhood. School
rules, a handout entitled "My Rights," classroom
discussion of appropriate and inappropriate
behavior, and a worksheet called "its the Law"
focus on correct decision-making by students in
school and out of school in problematic situations.



Session 2: Drug Use and Misuse.

Session 3: Consequences.

Session 4: Resisting Pressures to
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Student complete a 16 question
quiz entitled "What Do You Know
About Drugs" and watch an
accompanying video tape.
Scores on the quiz are used as a
pretest measure before the DARE
curriculum. The same quiz is
administered at the end of the
curriculum. Students learn to
define a drug as "any substance
other than a food that can affect
the way your mind and body
works." Common drugs of abuse
are listed as well as the symptoms
of abuse.

Students review the positive and
negative consequences of
choosing not to use drugs. A
worksheet entitled
"Consequences" focuses on the
use and abuse of alcohol and
marijuana by the student and
other students.

Use Drugs.

The DARE officer explains
different types of pressure that
may be used to try to get the
student to use drugs (friendly
pressure, teasing pressure, heavy

h. Sﬁtrenéths;.‘inénurrkit;e’r;:_:-.l'

pressure and indirent or tempting
pressure). Students complete two worksheets
intended to make them think about methods to
resist peer pressure to use drugs.

Session 5: Resisting Techniques — Ways to Say No.

Students learn and rehearse 8 techniques for
dealing with peer pressure to use drugs: (1) saying
"no thanks"; (2) giving a reason or excuse; (3)
broken record or saying no as many times as
necessary; (4) walking away; (5) changing the
subject; (6) avoiding the situation; (7) the cold
shouider; and (8) strength in numbers. Examples
of each technique are reviewed in class and
practiced in small student groups in front of the
class. ‘A worksheet entitled "Why Some Young
People Use/Don’t Use Drugs" is assigned for
discussion the next class period.

Session 6: Building Self-Esteem.

Poor self-esteem is linked to drug misuse in the
drug literature. Students define self-esteem, add it
to their DARE word list, and discuss the
characteristics or correlates of good self-esteem. A
bailoon is used to illustrate positive self-esteem and
mechanisms that inflate and deflate self-esteem.
Students work on a lesson exercise for the next
period stressing each student’s own positive
attributes.

Session 7: Assertiveness: A Response Style.

Assertiveness, a new concept introduced for the
DARE word list, is stressed as a vehicle for refusing
drugs. Rights of each student and responsibilities
to cthers in everyday interaction are discussed and
linked to self-esteem. Three styles of interaction
are introduced: passive, demanding and confident.
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Each is practiced and demonstrated in front of the
class in role playing skits in small groups. Overall,
the lesson stresses assertiveness without
interfering with others’ rights.

Session 8: Managing Stress Without Taking Drugs.

The concept of stress and the term "stressor” are
introduced, defined and illustrated with experiences
common to students. Positive and negative
aspects of stress are discussed. Students
complete and score a 15 question worksheet
entitled "My Stress Level" to identify recent events
that are likely "stressor” situations in the students’
lives. Working in groups, students devise methods
of preventing or dealing with stress in selected
situations. Deep breathing is taught and practiced
as a method for controlling stress.

Session 9: Media Influences on Drug Use.

The DARE officer reviews six primary methods used
by the media to promote cigarette, alcohol and
drug products: (1) the bandwagon approach; (2)
the snob appeal; (3) personal testimony; (4) sex
appeal; (5) having fun; and (6) product
comparison. Students discuss ways in which the
media has influenced their own ideas and decision-
making such as'in buying products. Students
practice these media prom::tional strategies by
developing their own anti-drinking or anti-drug
commercials as time permits.

Session 10: Decision-Making and Risk-Taking.

Worksheets entitied "The Choices You Make,"
“Risks and Results" and "Name the Game" are used
to distinguish reasonable and unreasonable risk
situations and the role of decision-making in
evaluating the results of risk-taking behavior,
including drug use. The role of adult family
members, peers, the media and personal beliefs
and values are discussed in relation to risk-taking
behavior. Students are encouraged to recognize
the choices they have and how tc make a decision
that best promotes their self-interest.

Session 11: Alternatives to Drug Abuse.

This session is intended to draw student interest to
non-drug activities that are interesting and
rewarding. The concept “alternative” starts by
reviewing common reasons given by students for
using drugs -- excitement and acceptance, peer
recognition, and negative self feelings -- with
alternative activities in exercise, games and sports.
The lesson focuses on awareness of the function
and activity of the heart, recognition of activities
that are rewarding and esteem enhancing and an
exercise entitled "Taking a Stand" which

incorporates the concepts of heaith, stressor
control, risk management, media influence and
resistive technigues in reiation to saying no to
drugs.

Session 12: Role Mcdeling.
This lesson can be used as a supplement or
complement to the curriculum. The topic focuses
on older students as role models for DARE
students. One or more high school leaders visit
and are introduced to the class as non-drug using
role models.

Session 13: Forming a Support System.
Positive relationships with others is approached as
a "support system” to meet the needs of affection,
belonging, recognition, respect and feelings of self-
worth. Each of these concepts is discussed and
students are encouraged to identify their own
support systems including family, friends, peers
and other support groups such as youth groups or
athletic teams. Each student completes a "My
Support System” drawing.

Session 14: Ways to Deal With Pressures From
Gangs. Students are instructed in the kinds of
pressures they may feel from gang members and
how to evaluate the choices available to them in the
face of pressure.

Session 15: Project DARE Summary.

This lesson is used as a review and posttesting
period. Working in groups, students compete ina
“"Family Feud" game in which points are awarded
for correctly answering 11 questions over topics

" covered in the curriculum. The 16 question quiz
entitled "What Do You Know About Drugs" is re-
administered and compared to pretest scores.

Session 16: Taking a Stand.
Students read their "Taking a Stand" papers
describing what they would do if pressured to use
drugs. Students vote on the best paper.

Session 17: DARE Culmination (Assembly).
Each student compieting the DARE program is
recognized in a school/public assembly attended
by DARE representatives, school officials,
community ieaders and parents. Each student
individually receives a graduation certificate as well
as numerous memorabilia (DARE T-shifts, rulers,
key chains, bumper stickers, posters, etc.). The
winner of the "Taking a Stand” contest is
announced.
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Figure 1. Number of DARE Officers Trained By Date and Training Agency
{Lexington or KSP).
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The Instructor Training Program

Each DARE instructor must meet two qualifications.
First, he must be a sworn police officer in the
Commaonwealth of Kentucky. Second, he must
complete the 80-hour training course taught in the state
by either the Kentucky State Police or the Lexington-
Fayette Urban County Police Department.

The DARE Instructor Training Course offered by the
KSP, for example, centers on reviewing and developing
teaching techniques on the core curriculum, the
development of public speaking techniques, practice
teaching sessions and advice on administering a
successful DARE program. Approximately 14 hours are
devoted to public speaking techniques and practice
sessions, 8 hours to curriculum content, 7 hours to
classroom management, 4 hours to an applicatior
workshop, and 20 hours to practice teaching sessions.
Additional topic coverage includes grammar, chemical
dependency, narcotics training, officer-school
relationships, the K-4, middle school and "modified"

DARE eurriculums, program evaluation and strategies
to develop public support. The training culminates in a
graduation ceremony and recognition of instructors.

Figure 1 ilustrates the combined success of the
KSP and Lexington efforts in recruiting and training
qualified DARE instructors. Since the beginning of the
program when 3 Lexington and 7 KSP officers were
trained by Los Angeles Police Department, first as
instructors and later as irainers, program patrticipation
has escalated in response to a total of nine training
sessions, four by the Kentucky State Police (June, July,
and September, 1988 and January, 1989), four by the
Lexington-Fayette Urban County Police (one in January
and two in June, 1988 and January, 1989) and one as a
combined effort of both agencies (June, 1989).

By August, 1989 a total of 184 Kentucky law
enforcement cfficers had completed the DARE training
program -- 117 from the KSP program and §7 from the
Lexington program. In addition to the Kantucky
participants, a total of 59 out-of-state law enforcement
officers have completed the program for a total of 243
graduates.
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Figure 2. DARE Trained Officers By Type of
Agency and Source of Training.

180 & KSP
180

7 Lexingto
o A ngton

120

100

Numbar
]

Clty  Sheriffe  KSP Total
Police Dapt. Troopars

Figure 2 shows the distribution of the 184 Kentucky
instructors by law enforcement agency. By August of
this year, a total of 27 KSP officers had completed the
program. Thirty-nine members of the state’s sheriff's
departments had completed the program, 32 from the
KSP sessions and 7 from Lexington's training program.
Of the 118 city police officers completing the program,
58 graduated from KSP training sessions and 60 from
Lexington training sessions.

A listing of the law enforcement agencies
participating in DARE instructor training is shown in
Tabie 1 on the opposite page. A total of 91 city, county
and state law enforcement agencies participated in the
training representing agencies in 57 counties
throughout the state. Actual coverage is higher than
this figure, however, sirice KSP officers are distributed
throughout the state. Table 1 also illustrates the
cooperative effort shown by mulitiple law enforcement
agencies within the same county. In Jefferson County,
for example, DARE instructors were trained from six
different law enforcement agencies. In Union County,
with a relatively small county school system, three
different agencies have trained instructors.
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Table 1. Kentucky Law Enforcement Agencies Participating in DARE Training.
County Agency County Agency
Kentucky State Police Kenton Edgewood Police Department
Erlanger Police Department
Anderson Lawrenceburg Police Department Ft. Wright Police Department
Ballard Ballard County Sheriff Department Ft. Mitchell Police Department
LaCenter Police Department Kenton County Police Department
Barren Glasgow Police Department Knott Knott County Sheriff Department
Bell Pineville Police Department Lee Beattyville Police Department
Boone Boone County Police Department Letcher Jenkins Police Department
Florence Police Department Letcher County Sheriff Department
Bourbon Paris Police Department Whitesburg Police Department
Boyd Ashland Police Department Livingston Livingston County Sheriff Department
Boyle Boyle County Sheriff Department Lyon Lyon County Police Department
. Danville Police Department Madison Berea Police Department
Bracken Brooksville Police Department Richmond Police Department
Caldwell Princeton Police Department Marion Lebanon Police Department
Campbell Alexandria Police Department Marshall Benton Police Department
Cold Spring Police Department Calvert City Police Department ,
Newport Police Department Marshall County Sheriff Department
Carroll Carrollton Police Department Mason Mason County Sheriff Department
. Maysville Police Department
rt:
g: le; graf;on Th;e I?ep;:mem Washington Police Department
ristian lo] i rtment
prinsvitle Fo ce parimen McCracken McCracken County Sheriff Departmeist
Clark S\irarthount; Srhe"ge Department Paducah Police Department
nchester Po '?e pastment Mercer Harrodsburg Police Department
Clay Manchester Police Department Mercer County Sheriff Department
Daviess gz’mszc"“st)"i Sh?gﬁ D:pan;nent Montgomery Mt. Sterling Police Department
ensboro Folice Laparimen Muhlenberg Muhlenberg County Sheriff Department
Edmonson Edmonson County Sheriff Department .
Estil nvine Police De Neison Neison County Police
S »
Favett Cvm.e to 'c: purtm:nt Co Poli Pendleton Falmouth Police Department
;yel © F'exm‘g onb- ayc:te" ur ;: unty Poiice Perry Hazard Police Department
e
. "'k"‘lg F°m:g: P”'f ‘;:e - parzmem Pike Pikeville Police Department
ranklin rankfort Police Departmen :
Kentucky Vehicle Enforcement Powelt Stanton Police Department
Greenup Raceland Police Department Pulaski Somerset Police Department
Hardin Hardin County Sheriff Department Rowan. Morehead Police Department
Fladcliff Police Department Scott Georgetown Police Department
Harlan Harlan City Police Scott County Sheriff Department
Harrison Cynthiana Police Department Shelby Shelby County Sheriff Department
Hopkins Hopkins County Sheriff Department Simpson Fran.klin Police Department
Madisonville Police Department Trigg Cadiz Police Department
Jefferson Anchorage Police Department Union Morgantfield Police Department
Jefferson County Sheriff Department Sturgis Police Department
Jeffersontown Police Department Union County Sheriff Department
Louisville Police Department Warren Bowling Green Police Department
Shelbyville Police Department Warren Co. Comm, Attorney's Office
St. Regis Park Police Department Woodford Woodford County Sheriff Department
Jessamine Nicholasville Police Department

Wilmore Police Department
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Figure 3.
1988-89.

Number of Students Receiving "Core" DARE Curriculum By Grade Level,

Number of Students

DARE Core Lesson Instruction
1988-89 School Year

" Record keeping on the actual teaching records of
DARE trained instructors was made complex by several
factors. First, as shown in Table 1, DARE trained
instructors were drawn from alarge number of different
law enforcemient agencies representing several dozen
counties, each with its own authority and autonomous
control. Second, after training each instructor made his
or her own arrangements with the county school
systems. From that point each officer was ultimately
responsible to his or her own department and the
participating schoal system but not to any central
DARE administration. '

A first attempt at surveying the actual teaching
participation of DARE certified instructors began in
February at the first annual DARE conference held in
Lexington. Participants at the meeting were asked by
the evaluation staff to complete a participation form
detailing the schools, classrooms, and numbers of

82 % 25

students who had received the core DARE curriculum
in the Fall and Spring semester. Non-attendants at the
conference were subsequently contacted by telephone
by KSP DARE mentors, veteran DARE trainers who
were respensible for coordinating the DARE program
within designated regions of the state.

The results of this survey were tabulated by the
Social Research Laboratory. According to Figure 3,
officers estimated that over 22,000 Kentucky students
received the core lesson curriculum during the 1988-89
academic year. The vast majority (92 percent) of the
students were in either the 5th or the 6th grades, the
primary exit grades from elementary schools
throughout the state. The "modified" or middle school
DARE curriculums were offered to an estimated 82 7th
grade, 1738 8th grade, and 25 ninth grade students.

Table 2 shows a listing of each of the counties
where the DARE core curriculum was taught in the
1988-89 school year. A total of 50 counties participated
in the program, representing the combined instructional
efforts of 67 local police and sheriff's departments plus
the efforts of 9 KSP traopers in 10 of the counties.
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Table 2. Kentucky Counties and Law Enforcement Agencies Teaching DARE,

1988-89 Academic Year.

County Agency County "Agency
Ballard Ballard County Sheriff Department Knott Knott County Sheriff Department
Barren Glasgow Police Department Lee Kentucky State Police
' Letcher Jenkins Police Department
B Kent Poli
ath entucky State Police Letcher County Sheriff Department
Boone Boone County Police Department Whitesburg Police Department
Flo P De
. rence Police Department Livingston Livingston County Sheriff Dept.
Bourbon Paris Poli rt
ur fis Police Department Lyon Lyon County Police Department
Boyd Ashiand Police Department
y . Kent?:::ky St‘act: Porice men Madison Berea Police Department
Boyle Danville Police Department Richmond Folice Department
. . Marshall Benton Police Department
Bracken B ! De
racke rooksville Police Department Calvert City Police Department
Caldweli Princeton Police Department Marshall County Sheriff Dept.
Campbeil Alexandria Police Department Mason Mason County Sheriff Department
Cold Spring Police Department Maysville Police Department
Newport Police Department Washington Police Department
Kent tate Poli
entucky State Police McCracken Paducah Police Department
Carter Grayson Police Department Kentucky State Police
Christian Hopkinsville Police Department Mercer Harrodsburg Police Department
Clark Clark County Sheriff Department Muhienberg Muhlenberg County Sheriff Dept.
Clay Manchester Police Departmsnt Nicholas Kentucky State Police
Daviess Daviess County Sheriff Department Ohie Kentucky State Police
Owensboro Police Department
Kentucky State Police Owslesy Kentucky State Police
Estill Ivine Police Department Pendleton Falmouth Police Department
Fayette Lexington-Fayette Urban County Police Plke Ptkeville Police Department
Franklin : Frankfort Police Department Powell Stanton Pofice Department
Greenup Raceland Police Department Pulaski Somerset Police Department
Harrison Cynthiana Police Department Rowan Marehead Palice Department
Hopkins Madisonville Police Department Scott Georgetown Police Department
Hopkins County Sheriff Department Scott County Sheritf Department
Jefferson Anchorage Police Department Shelby Shelby County Sheriff Department
Jefferson County Sheriff Dept. . ,
Jeffersontown Police Department Simpson Franklin Police Department
Shelbyville Police Department Trigg Cadiz Police Department
St. Regis Park Police Departrent
Union Morganfield Police Department
Jessamine Nicholasville Police Department Sturgis Police Department
Kenton Edgewood Police Departrment Union County Sheriff Department
Ft. Wright Police Department Warren Bowling Green Police Department
Ft. Mitchell Police Department Kentucky State Police
Kenton County Police Department
Woeodford Woodford County Sheriff Dept.
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Figure 4. 1988-89 DARE Instructors By Type of

Agency.
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The actual number of DARE certified instructors
teaching in the 1988-89 school year is shown in Figure
4 above. A total of 112 officers reported teaching one
or more classes of the core DARE curriculum during
the school year. This total represented the efforts of 78
local police officers and 25 members of local sheriff's
departments (spread across the 67 law enforcement
agencies shown in Table 2) and 9 KSP officers.

The success of the combined training efforts of the
Kentucky State Police and the Lexington-Fayeite Urban
County Police is reflected in these figures. In order to
teach in the Fall semester, a DARE officer would have
had to complete the 80-hour training session no later
- than September, 1988. Similarly, in order to teach in
the Spring semester, at the very latest the officer would
be a graduate of the January, 1989 training sessions.
Adjusting the total number of DARE instructors trained
to eliminate those in the June, 1989 training session,
the figures show that a minimum of 72 percent of the
trained officers actually delivered the program during
the school year. This figure is undoubtedly
conservative, however, since only a few of the 35
officers trained in January of this year were able to
arrange teaching schedules by the start of the Spring
semester.

The Teacher/Principal Survey

A total of ten counties, representing the teaching
efforts of 14 different law enforcement agencies, were
selected in a random sampie of counties offering the
DARE curriculum in the 1988-89 academic year. The
drug education representative in each school system
was contacted in the fall as the first step in the
teacher/principal survey.

Working in conjunction with the local drug
coordinator, members of the evaluation team contacted
each school principal and reviewed the DARE program
schedule for that school. Each principal was asked for
his/her cooperation in distributing and returning the
evaluation questionnaires which were to be completed
by all full-time teachers and administrators at the
school. All of the principals welcomed the opportunity
to evaluate the DARE program.

A one-page 29 question instrument (see Appendix
E -- Survey Instruments) was developed specifically for
the evaluation. Questionnaires were mailed to each
school in either late December or early May. Packets of
questionnaires, an instruction sheet, a name check-off
list, and a return envelop were mailed to a total of 58
school principals. Questionnaires were received from
44 of the schools representing the opinions of 472
teachers and administrators. However, 44 of the
questionnaires were marked as only partially complete.

Overall, the responses of the teachers and
principais were highly positive and supportive of the
DARE program. Three major areas of concern were
examined in the questionnaire. These included 1) the
perceived effect of the DARE program on students; 2)
the impact of DARE on the total school environment;
and 3) an assessment of the quality and impact of
DARE as delivered by the law enforcement agencies
throughout the state.

Findings

Figure 5 shows the percent of the 428 teachers
who gave favorable responses on twelve questions
pertaining to the effect of DARE on students.
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Figure 5.  Teacher/Principal Evaluation of the Effects of DARE on Students,
1688-89 School Year.
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As shown in the legend for the figure, the relative
percentage of respondents answering "agree” or
"strongly agree" to the twelve questions (the replies

showing positive impact from the DARE curricuium) i y¢
appear to the right of the five response categories  teaching perfor
shown (the forward-slash and cross-hatch markings). - instructor?

Overwhelming support was shown for DARE in
answer to the query "Profect DARE has made a positive
impression on the children in my class” with 95 percent
either agreeing or strongly agreeing to the question.
While the data show some ambivalence as to whether
or not the program improved student behavior at the
school, strong support was shown in a variety of areas
pertaining to the modification of behavior and attitudes
by the students in the program.

The majority of the respondents feit that 1) DARE P S
skills carried over to other subject areas (76 percent); Vety muct so. The appearance; knowledga of topic;
2) student self-esteem improved as a consequence of “enthusiasm in presentation, and 'aPP"" es’ab”s”ed with
the program (66 percent); 3) students were more : °’“sﬁw"s oxcelient: SRR
negative about cdrugs as a result of the program (89 ‘
percent); 4) students were better prepared to resist
peer pressure to use drugs and alcohol (67 percent); 5)
students were better prepared to deal with drug
situations (85 percent); 6) they were more likely to say
“no” to drugs (86 percent); 7) students were more
aware of the consequences of their actions (87
percent); 8) students had a more positive attitude
toward the police (95 percent}; 9) there was an
increased willingness to talk about drug problems (77
percent); 10) students were taking greater
responsibility for their actions (58 percent) and 11)
DARE non-classroom activities were a valuable
supplement to the program (88 percent).

Figure 6 on the opposite page shows how DARE
was thought to influence the general school
environment. The majority of the teachers (79 percent)
thought they and other teachers were more aware of
drug abuse with the program. Most teachers (3 out of
4) felt the learning environment of the school was ' 'appmp"a“’ forthe g'ade ’m’
enhanced by the academic nature of the program.
However, most teachers did not think that student
misbehavior was strongly affected by the program.
Only 29 percent of the teachers thought there were
fewer disciplinary problems and only 44 percent
thought student behavior had improved as a resuit of
the DARE program.

Yesl He d/d an: excellem‘ /ob 9stab//smng trust an:' £




Figure 6.
1988-89 Schoo!l Year.
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Teacher/Principal Evaluation of DARE on the School Environinent,
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Figure 7 on the following page shows the teachers’
own opinions of the DARE program and the exterit of
support they had for the program. The majority of the
respondents (80 percent) agreed that parents like the
DARE program. The overwhelming majority (98
percent) said they would like the DARE program taught
in their school in the future and a similar number
recommended that the program be taught statewide.
Less than 1 percent of the teachers said they personally
did not support the DARE program.

Figure 7 also shows strong support for the DARE
effort from four open-ended questions posed to
teachers. Ninety-seven percent of the teachers wrote
that they were satisfied with the quality of the teaching
in the DARE program. Less than one in ten teachers
thought they would get the same resulits had they
taught the curriculum. Ninety-nine out of a hundred
teachers thought that it was appropriate for police
officers to teach the program and a similar number said
they would recommend the DARE program to their
fellow teachers.

General Satisfaction Scale

An overall index of teacher/principal satisfaction
with the prograrn was constructed by developing a
scale score summarizing the responses given to 17 of
the survey questions. The scale weights, derived by
principal component factor analysis and item-total
correlations, are reported in Appendix D, Table D.1.
This "Overall Satisfaction Scale" had a reliability of .95.

The scale was calibrated to range from 0 to 100. A
score of 0 was possible if every teacher gave the lowest
possible response to each of the 17 scale questions.
On the other hand, a score of 100 was possible if every
teacher gave to highest rating on all of the scale
questions.

Table 3 shows the average satisfaction scores for
the 44 schools selected for the teacher/principal
survey. On the 0-100 scale, the average school
awarded 74 points summing over all teachers in the
school. The average teacher rating was 74.8. Both of
these figures reflect very high satisfaction with the
program.
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Figure 7.  Teacher/Principal Opinions of DARE, 1988-89.
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Table 3. Mean Satisfaction Scores of the Schools and Counties in the 1988-89
Teacher/Principal Evaluation.

Mean Mean
County/School Satisfaction Satisfaction
Rating (N) Rating (N)
Average School Rating 74.4 (44) Mason County Schools 73.2 (44)
. Mason County Middie Scheol 770 (8
Average Teacher Rating 74.8 (428) Straub Elemgrtary 704 (ée;
Ballard County Schools 804 (42) McCracken County Schools 73.8 (126)
Ballard Middle School 88.0 (4) Concord Elementary 719 (18)
Bandana Elementary 80.7 (7) Farley Elementary 778 (23)
ﬁ:&'{,’ \évi::?:;?;tary ggg 2&73; Heath Elementary 674 (17)
LaCenter El ;yt 87.6 5 Hendron Lone Oak Elementary  75.2 (19)
uenter tlemeniary ' ) Lone Qak Elementary 785 (26)
Wicklitfe Elementary 86.1 (11) Reidland Elementary 60.6 (23)
Barren County 77.2 (44)
(Glasgow Independeiit Schools) Ohio County Schools 720 (41)
: Beaver Dam Elementary 69.8 (14)
Eugc_f;_ esrmtég:gst a ;gg (1(3 Fordsville Elementary 803 (4)
- 5. ey ry e Southern Elementary 77.1 (10)
Happy Vailey Elementary 799 (12) Wayland Elementary 680 (13)
South Green Elementary 69.3 (8) )
Bath County Schools 716 (24 Shelby County Schools 716 (21)
Bethel Elementary 67.8 (12
. . ' Bagdad Elementa 582 (3
megsvnlie Elementary 80.5 (8) Crgpper Element a?;, 70.4 21))
Salt Lick Elementary 654 North Side Elementary 665 (5)
Simpsonviile Elementary 77.2 (12)
Boone County Schools 70.9 (25)
Burlington Elementary 765 (6) Union County Schools 76.1  (31)
Charles H. Kelly Elementary 658 (3) Morganfield Elementary 774 (23)
glogijn%e Elgrlnentae'y 779 gsg Sturgis Elementary 83.2 . (5)
oodridge Elementary 579 (5 . ’
New Haven Elementary %08 (2 Uniontown Elementary 540 (3)
Ockerman Elementary 63.2 (3)
Yealey Elementary 652 (1) Covington Diocese 782 (3)
Ctay County Schools 809 (24) Owensboro Diocese 765 (3)
Laurel Creek Elementary 83.2 (9)
Manchester Elementary 926 (6)

Paces Creek Elementary 709 (9)
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Assessing the Effects of DARE:
The Three 1988-89 Studies

The first attempt to assess the ability of the DARE
curricuium to influence student attitudes and values
began in the 1987-88 school year. With sponsorship
from the KSP, the Social Research Laboratory
developed a research protocol in which the 5th graders
in three school districts in County B and students in the
County A school system were used in a quasi-
experimental pretest-posttest control group design in
which elementary schools were randomly assigned to
either Fall or Spring program participation. Schools
were further stratified according to type of school (rural,
inner-city, suburban and parochial) in consuitation with
school district representatives. The resdults of this study
have been published in the report Drug Abuse
Resistance Education: An Assessment of the 1987-88
Kentucky State Police DARE Program 2

Background: The 1987-88 School Experiment

A total of 3 elementary schools in County A were
selected to represent rural schools in the 1987-88
study. Two of the schools were designated as the
experimental group to receive the DARE program in the
Fall semester. The remaining schooi, scheduled for
Spring DARE instruction, served as the control group.
Fifth grade students in all three schools were tested
twice using an instrument specifically designed to
measure the effects of the DARE curriculum (see
methodology below). The first testing, or pretest, took
place the first week of school before the start of the
DARE program. The second testing, or posttest, took
place the first schoal week in January, following the
DARE graduation for the two elementary schools which
received DARE in the Fall, but before the start of the
program in the control group school scheduled for
Spring DARE instruction.

Three schools from the County B independent
schools were selected to represent inner-city
classrooms on the type of school variable. Two of the
schools formed the experimental group with pretest

2 John R. Faine and Edward Bohlander, Drug Abuse Resistance
Education: An Assessment of the 1987-88 Kentucky State Police
DARE Program, Kentucky State Police, Frankfort, Kentucky, July 1,
1988,
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and posttest measurement before and after the DARE
program. The remaining school served as a control
group and was tested twice the Fall semester before
DARE instruction. Each of the schools was selected
based on the location of neighboring housing projects
in the city, the high percentage of students eligible for
the subsidized lunch program (over 90 percent), and
the predominantly lower socioeconomic status of the
students who attended the schools.

Suburban classrooms were drawn from three
schools in the County B school system with one of the
schools serving as a control group. Each cf these
schools had a very low percentage of students eligible
for the lunch subsidy program and each drew students
predominantly from middie-income families living in
suburban areas around the city. Each group received
the pretest and posttest quastionnaires.

Parochial students were drawn from County B
Catholic schools. Students from two elementary
schools, all receiving the Fall DARE program, served as
the experimental group. Students in three other
elementary schools, all scheduled for Spring DARE
instruction, served as the control group. As with the
other schools, testing was conducted at the beginning
of the semester and after completion of the DARE
curriculum.

Resuits of the 1987-88 Evaluation

Based on available drug education literature and
the stated mission of the DARE program, a total of six
scales were administered to students during the pretest
and posttest sessions of the 1987-88 study:

(1) seif-esteem

(2) knowiedge of drugs

(3) resistance to peer pressure
(4) attitude toward the police
(5) attitude toward drugs and
(6) perceived external control.

it was hypothesized that the DARE curriculum
would 1) increase the self-esteem of students by
fostering a positive self-image through lesson plans; 2)
increase student knowledge of drugs and alcohol as an
indirect product of classroom discussions; 3) make
students more resistant to peer pressure by teaching
resistance skills and making them aware of resistance
strategies; 4) increase the degree of positive attitude
toward the police by seeing a law enforcement official



22/1988-89 DARE Evaluation

over a period of weeks In a non-policing role; 5)
decrease the degree of positive orientation toward
drugs and alcohol by informing students of the negative
aspects of use; and 6) change a student’s perception of
external control agents (parents, teachers, police, etc.)
in shaping drug attitudes.

As reported in the 1987-88 final report, a number of
differences were found between the pre- and posttest
periods using analysis of covariance on the DARE
versus non-DARE and type of school treatments:

* A significantly higher improvement in
self-esteem among children in the
DARE program. It should be noted
that some improvement was also
found among nhon-DARE students;

* A significant increase among DARE
students in their understanding of
drugs and alcohol;

* Anincrease in DARE student ability to
resist peer influences;

* Strong positive increases in the
attitudes of fifth grade students toward
law enforcement;

* A significant decrease in positive
attitudes toward drugs and alcohol
following exposure to the DARE
cugriculum.

The 1988-89 Research Designs

The 1988-89 evaluation plan actually represents
three separate studies of the effect of the DARE
curriculum. Each of these studies is briefly described
below, and in more detalil in a later section. Names
have been given to each study in an attempt to aid the
reader in distinguishing among the several data bases
drawn from each study.

The first phasa of the evaluation plan, entitled The
Longitudinal S/ . , called for a second-year testing of
the 1987-88 D2 students as they moved from the
fifth to the sixth grade. With the exception of the
parochial schools in County B, this transition also
meant that students moved from an elementary school
to a middle school environment. The study was further
complicated in that the 1987-88 control group subiects,
all from County B and County A in the Fall, 1987-88

semester, had since received the DARE program, thus
becoming members of the experimental group.

The second phase of the evaluation, called The
Follow-up Study, was intended to compare the
second-year attitudes of the 1987-88 DARE graduates
with comparable non-DARE students. Since all fifth
grade students in County B and County A received the
DARE curriculum during the preceding year, it was
necessary to draw comparison students from matching
schools in other counties. Students from the County C
and County D school systems were tested in the 1988-
89 school year as the control group, selected and
stratified according to type of school.

With the cooperation of the Nashvilie Metropolitan
schgol system, a third investigation was conducted to
study the effect of the DARE curriculum on inner-city
students in a metropolitan environment. The study was
entitied simply The Nashville Study. A total of six
inner-city scheools were selected based on two criteria.
First, all had to be in the top 10 percent of Nashville
schools in the percentage of students receiving lunch
subsidy support. Second, in the view of educators
familiar with the metropolitan schoo! system, each
school drew predominantly from lower socioeconomic
families who often resided in inner-city housing
projects. Sixth grade students in three of the schools
were tested in January following completion on the
DARE program in the Fall semester. The other three
schools were tested at the same time just prior to the
beginning of the DARE program. As such, the Nashville
Study represented a posttest-only design with students
matched according to type of school.

Figure 8 on the facing page diagrams the sources
of data drawn from the three studies. Students in the
top two hoxes, representing 1987-88 County B and
County A students, fall into two groups. The first box
represents the 451 DARE students who were pre- and
posttested before and after the DARE instruction in the
1987-88 school year. A total of 327 of these students
were given a follow-up questionnaire in May, 1989, 12
to 17 months after the DARE program. The 266
students in the 1987-88 control group received a pre-
and posttest administration prior to the DARE program
last year. One-year follow-ups were conducted with
194 of these students. However, as shown by the
diagram, by the 1288-89 school! year, all of these had
became DARE graduates.
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Figure 8. Sample Populations Used in the 1987-88 and 1988-89 DARE Evaluation.
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The third box of 487 DARE graduates represents
those County B and County A students who were not in
the sample of schools tested in the 1987-88 school
year. For these students only follow-up data is
available.

The fourth box in Figure 8, containing 437 students,
represents the control group students from County C
and County D tested in May, 1989. These students
served as the control group for the Follow-up Study.

Finally, the bottom two boxes in the figure
designate the 187 Nashville DARE students who were
tested in January, 1989 after finishing the program. The
207 Nashville students in the bottom box represent the
Nashville control group.

Measurement Instruments

A total of thirteen different scales were developed
for use in the 1988-89 studies. Appendix F contains a
copy of the questionnaire that was administered to
students in the Longitudinal and Follow-up studies in
Kentucky. A shortened version of the main instrument
was administered to students in the Nashville study. All
of the scales were developed by principal components
factor analysis with questions weighted by factor
loading coefficients on unstandardized variables.
Appendix C contains the factor loading weights
assigned to each question and the item-total
correlations in each scale. All scales were rescaled to
range between 0 and 100 in order to aid interpretation
as illustrated below.

Of the six scales used in the 1887-88 study, three
were retained and rescaled in the current studies --
General Peer Resistance (Short Version), Positive
Attitude Toward Drugs (Short Version) and Positive
Attitude Toward the Police (Short Version). The "Short
Version" designator is used to distinguish the 1987-88
scales from the longer versions developed for the 1988-
89 studies.

General Peer Resistance (Short Version)

An eight item scale was retained from the 1987-88
study as a general measure of resistance to peer
pressure. Each of the questions in the 1988-89
questionnaire (see Appendix F: Survey Instruments)
were dichotomized to conform to the "yes/no" format

used during the pretest and posttest administration the
previous year. The scale was calibrated to range from
0 to 100 with increasing score values reflecting
increasing amounts of peer resistance. A score of 0
would mean that every student answered each of the
eight questions in a manner that indicated they gave in
or felt vulnerable to peer pressure. A score of 100 was
possible if every student answered every question in
the direction of resisting peer pressure.

Appendix C, Table C.1, lists the questions
incorporated in the scale. All of the scale questions
focus on the student's perceived vulnerability to
different aspects of :
peer pressure. For
example the scale
contained questions
such as "It's hard for
me to say 'no’ to my
friends" and "/ usually
give in to my friends
when they pressure
me." Overall, the scale
was slightly bimodal
with a positive skew.
The mean Generai
Peer Resistance (Short Version) score was 70.7
indicating a high degree of resistance to peer pressure
among students. The scale had a reliability
(Cronbach'’s alpha) of .58.

Score Distribution

Positive Attitude Toward Drugs (Short Version)

A short 10-item scale was developed and used
among fifth graders in the 1987-88 study. These
questions were retained in the 1988-89 study and
treated dichotomously to conform to the earlier scale
composition. Table C.2 of Appendix C lists the
questions used in the
scale and the item-
total correlations with
the final scale scores.
The scale contained
questions such as "It's
oKkay to drink a little
beer,” 'Kids who use
drugs have more
friends® and
*Teenagers who drink
alcohol are more
grown up.”

Score Distribution




The figure above shows the distribution of scale
scores from the lowest to the highest values. Attitudes
toward drugs were generally very low indicating
negative drug attitudes. The scale was negatively
skewed with a mean of only 17.2 on a 0 to 100 scale.
This low average indicates that the attitudes of students
in the study were very anti-drug for the whole with only
a small minority of the students responding in a pro-
drug direction. The reliability of the scale was low {.59)
due to the dichotomous answer foils used and the short
number of questions.

Positive Attitudes Toward Police (Short Version)

An 11-item scale was used from the previous study
to follow changes in the attitudes of youth toward the
police as a resuit of the semester-long instruction by a
uniformed law
enforcement
instructor. The scale
was composed of
questions such as
"Most policemen like
to help kids" and
"Most policemen don't 8 12
understand a kid'’s 10
problems.” Table C.3, 3|
Appendix C, lists all of ol
the questions used in
the scale.
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Score Distribution

Scores on the scale were generally high Indicating
a positive attitude toward the police. The average
score on the scale was 67.2; the scale had 4 reliability
of .70.

General Peer Resistance Scale (Revised)

The 1988-89 survey instrument contained a total of
25 questions related to the ability of youth to say no to
peer pressure. Factor analysis of the items showed
that the questions clustered into two separate scales,
the first with 10 items related to pressure to conform or
go along with the crowd, and the second with 13 items
related to peer pressure for drug and alcohol usage.

The first of these scales was re-analyzed using
principal component procedures to form an additive
scale. Based on the content of the questions in the
scale it was termed General Peer Resistance like the
earlier 1987-88 short version scale. As shown in' Table
C.4, Appendix C, the scale contains a number of the
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same questions
previously used in the
short version scale.
However, since the
scale was measured
on a 5-point strongly
disagree to strongly
agree continuum,
properties of the
newer scale differed
somewhat.

The revised
General Peer Resistance Scale was normed to range
between 0 and 100. Increasing scores show greater
amounts of peer resistance. This scale had a mean of
62.4 and a reliability of .78. As shown in the figure
above, the scale was more normally distributed in the
newer version. The correlation between the short
version and revised General Peer Resistance Scale was
strong and positive, as expected.

Drug/Aicohol Peer Resistance Scale

The remalining 13 peer resistance questions were
rescaled to form a Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance
Scale. Questions in the scale centered on drug and
alcohol use in association with peers. Scale questions
included "If my friends smoke | should too;" 'l should
drink if my friends do even if | don’t want to;" and "if
your best friend offers
you a drug, you have
to take it." The full list

. 30
of questions and p -
factor weights in the 40 z
scale are shown in e ® g
Table C.5, Appendix ~ § ¥ .
C. £ 2 %
|
18 %
As shown in the 10 g
accompanying figure, : .

scores on the scale
were extremely
skewed to the right. The predominance of "high"
scores shows that most youth scored very high in their
willingness to say no to cigarettes, drugs and alcohol.
The scale had a mean score of 84.2 on a 0 to 100 scale.
Reliability was assessed at .87.

Scora Distribution
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Positive Attitude Toward Drugs (Revised)

The 1988-89 questionnaire contained a total of 25
questions probing the attitudes of the students toward
the use of drugs. Each of the questions was measured
on a 5-point strongly disagree to strongly agree scale.
Factor analysis of the items showed a strong
unidimensional scale as shown in Appendix C, Table
C.6. Like the other scales, short Likert-type attitude
questions were posed to the students. All of the
questions concerned attitudes toward either cigarettes,
drugs or alcohol. For example, three of the questions
read "Drugs make you look cool in front of your
friends;" "People who smoke marijuana might have
deformed children;" "Drugs bought on the street are
niot safe to use."

The 25-question
instrument formed a

reasonably strong

unidimensional scale &

based on factor £
o

analysis and scaling
results. Like the peer
resistance scales,
scores were strongly o
skewed toward the

negative end of the

scale. Since the scale is normed to show "positiveness”
of attitude toward drugs, the concentration of scores in
the lowest score ranges earmarks a strong negative
attitude toward drugs by the typical student. As
suggested in the figure above, the mean student score
on the scale was very low - 13.7. Scale reliability using
Cronbach'’s alpha showed high internal consistency
among the questions in the scale (.93).

Score Distribution

Positive Attitude Toward Pclice (Revised)

A revised scale measuring students’ attitudes
toward the police was inciuded in the 1988-89
questionnaire. This newer scale included more
questions than the "short version" scale (25 versus 11)
and was measured on a 5-part strongly disagree to
strongly agree response foil rather than the
dichotomous choice used the previous year. The
actual questions going into the scale are listed in Table
C.7, Appendix C. Perusal of this table shows that the
short version form of the scale contains a number of the
same questions used in the revised scale.

The score distribution on the revised instrument
was skewed toward
the high score values.
As implied In the figure
to the right, "most"
students recorded
very positive attitudes
toward the police.
Scores on the scale
had a mean value of
74.9 out of 100. In
terms of the typical
questions used in the
scale, students tended
to agree or strongly agree with questions such as
*Police officers have a right to tell a kid what to do" or
*Police officers try to help kids who use drugs." The
scale had a reliability of .93 using Cronbach'’s alpha.

Score Distribution

Positive Cigaretie Perception Scale

Students in the 1988-89 studies in Kentucky were
asked to rate the positive benefits of cigarette smoking
in response to the question "How much does smoking
cigarettes help a person to. . . ?"3 Hypothetical
situations were to be evaluated: (1) stop feeling bored
or lonely; (2) have fun with friends; (3) feel good; (4)
experience new things; (5) get away from problems; (6)
face a difficult situation; (7) do things better or become
more creative; and (8) become popular or one of the
crowd. Four answer choices were provided: (a)
doesn't help at all; (b) helps a little; (c) helps some; and
(d) helps very much.

Responses to the eight items were factor analyzed
and found to be
reasonably
unidimensional (see
Table C.8, Appendix
C). On this basis an
additive scale was 5
developed in which e
the highest score was &
awarded for answering
"helps a lot” to any of
the questions. The ol
scale was found to

Score Distribution

3Questions in this section were drawn from a questionnaire
developed by Dr. Richard Clayton, University of Kentucky, for use in
the Lexington DARE evaluation.



have a reliability of .93. As shown in the figure above,
the scale was very skewed toward the low range of
scores. The "typical" student had a negative attitude
toward cigarettes and saw little or no benefit to
cigarette smoking in the situations posed. The Positive
Cigarette Perception scale had a mean score of 14.0 on
a 0 to 100 scale, again reflecting the negative
perception of cigarettes among most students.

Negative Attitude Toward Cigarettes Scale

Five Likert-type attitude questions about cigarettes
were also asked. Students responded to each of the
questions using a 5-part strongly disagree to strongly
agree response format. The scale was labelled
“negative attitudes”
since larger score
values were assigned
with increasing
strength of agreement
to the negatively
connotated questions.
Questions in the set
ask if cigarettes lead
to (a) losing friends;
(b) feeling bad; (c)
bad health; (d) doing
poorly in school; and
(e) getting in trouble with the law.

Score Distribution

Student responses on the scale were not as
negative as the previous scale though the majority of
the students earned scores above 50 on the 0 to 100
scale (mean = 67.9). In comparison with the attitudes
shown in the scales below, student attitudes about
cigarettes were more ambivalent.

Positive Alcohol Perception Scale

The same eight questions in the Negative Cigarette
Perception scale were repeated in this section. Only
this time, students responded to the question "How
much does drinking alcohol (beer, wine liquor) help a
personto...?" The eight questions were factored and
scaled using the question weights shown in Table C.10,
Appendix C.

Once again, scores on the final scale were very
low, indicating a strongly negative perception of alcohol
use by students. As shown in the figure, the distribution
was extremely skewed to the low end with a mean
score of only 14.6. In practical terms this implies that
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the “typical student”
answered most of the
questions with the
response "does not ¢
help at all" and a few E
o

of the questions with
'helps a little."

Scora Distribution
Negative Attitude

Toward Alcohol Scale

This scale is a duplicate of the Negative Attitude
Toward Cigareties scale except that it pertains to
alcohol use. As such, the scale contained five
questions concerning negative consequences of
alcohol use. Table
C.11 of Appendix C
shows the scale
weights derived from a
principal components
factoring of the five
questions. Like the
previous scales,
attitudes on the
aicohol scale were
skewed to the right
indicating “strong"
negative attitudes as
the norm. The scale had a mean of 76.7 and an overall
reliability of .83.

7
g
.
7

Score Distribution

Positive Marijuana Perception Scale

This scaie is exactly the same as the previous two
“perception” scales
with the exception that
the question posed 70
was "How much does
smoking marijuana
(grass, pot, hash) help ¢ %
apersonto...? As 8|

& 30
20l

7

shown, the scale was

very skewed toward

the "low" end of the 10
scale, indicatingavery 4l
weak positive

perception (or .
conversely, high negative perception) of the use of
marijuana and its derivative.

VA A v o

Score Distribution
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Table 4. 'Means, Standard Deviations and Reliabilities of Drug and Alcohol Scales.
Mean Scale Standard Number of Reliability
Scale Score Deviation Questions (Cronbach's Alpha)
General Peer Resistance (Short Version) 70.7 (21.8) 8 .58
Positive Attitude Toward Drugs
(Short Version) 17.2 (17.5) 10 59
Positive Attitude Toward Police
(Short Version) 67.2 (21.1) 11 .70
General Peer Resistance 62.4 (20.1) 10 .78
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance 84.2 (15.2) 13 .87
Positive Attitude Toward Drugs 13.7 (13.4) 25 .93
Positive Attitude Toward Police 74.9 (19.4) 25 .93
Positive Cigarette Perception 14.0 (18.7) 8 .93
Negative Cigarette Attitudes 67.9 (23.2) 5 .76
Positive Alcohol Perception 14.6 (20.1) 8 93
Negative Alcohol Attitudes 76.7 (22.7) 5 83 .
Positive Marijuana Perception 11.9 (19.3) 8 .94
Negative Marijuana Attitudes 83.1 (21.3) 5 .87
Scales
Mean Score
°© -0 2 X 40 50 s 70 %0

General Pesr Resistance (Short)
Positive Drug Attitudes (Short)
Positive Pollce Attitudes (Short)

Ganeral Pser Resistance

///////////////////////// //////////// //// 2z ///// // ////
Uit

V770 g
Y,

Drug/Alcohot Pasr Resistance
Positive Attitudes Toward Drugs
Positive Attitudes Toward Police

Positive Cigarette Perception
Negative Cigaretta Attitudes
Pogzitivé Aicoho! Perception

Nagative Aleohol Attitudes

Positive Marijudna Perception

Negative Marijuana Attitudes

777" 7
Vit
000%
Ui
V277277
V0% 2
V2 277 7
/i
Uit

77770
NN,
Dz

0, %777

%% 7%



Negative Attitudes Toward Marijuana Scale

The third negative attitude scale was identical to the
two previous attitude scales for cigarettes and alcohol.
As shown in Table C.13, Appendix C, the 5-question
scale listed the same questions as before except as
related to marijuana. As a set the questions formed an
acceptable index of "negative marijuana attitudes” with
an average score of
83.1 and an overall
reliability coefficient of
.87. As shown, the
scale was extremely
skewed toward the
"high" score range,
indicating that
students generally had
strongly negative
attitudes and ol
perceived unfavorable
consequences as a
resuit of marijuana use.

Perceant

Score Distribution

Summary: Overall Drug and Alcohol Attitudes

Table 4 on the opposite page summarizes a
number of the characteristics of the scales used in the
following analyses. The revised scales have improved
reliability due to the use of more items and the use of a
5-part answer fail for questions. The following general
conclusions can also be seen regarding the overali
attitudes of all the youth in the 1988-89 studies:

* Peer resistance scores on all the
scales were generally high both for
general peer resistance and drug and
alcohol peer resistance. in general, the
sixth graders believed that they could
(1) say no to others who encouraged
them to use cigarettes, alcohol or
drugs, or (2) reject pressures for peer
conformity.

* Drug attitudes among the youth were
extremely negative as shown by the
average scores on eight of the scales.
On the "positive" attitude and
perception scales, scores are very low.
Similarly, on the "negative" cigaretts,
drug and alcohol scales, average
scores are extremely high. Afl of this
evidence suggests that drug education
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efforts have had an effect by the end of
elementary scheol.

* Attitudes toward the police are
generally very positive. Onthe 0 to
100 scale used, the average youth
awarded 74 of the 100 points possibie.

Content Validity of Scales

One method for assessing the validity of the scales
developed is to determine whether the scales
discriminate between populations known to differ on a
salient characteristic. For example, we would
anticipate that youth who have very negative attitudes
toward drugs would also have very negative attitudes
toward the use of cigarettes, alcohol and marijuana.
Moreover, we would expect them to be less likely to
report even experimental usage of drug substances of
any form. They would also be less likely to have friends
who have experimented with cigarettes, alcohol or
marijuana or to have been exposed to marijuana use by
same-age or older peers. in addition, we would expect
them to have high peer resistance scores since the
latter concept has been correlated with drug and
alcohol use by numerous studies.

Youth who have positive or "pro” drug attitudes
should have different characteristics. We would
anticipate that they reject the harmful aspects of
cigarette, alcoho! or marijuana use. They should also
show higher rates of even occasional usage of
prohibited substances and be more likely to have
friends who smoke cigarettes, drink alcohol or use
marijuana. Exposure to same-age or older siblings who
use marijuana should be higher in this group. Peer
resistance scores, by the same logic, should be lower.
Attitudes toward the police, as representatives of
normative standards, should also bz more negative.

Youth in the 1988-89 Kentucky studies were ranked
from low to high on the revised Positive Attitude Toward
Drugs scale. The bottom 25 percent (quartile) of the
students on the scale were pulied out and designated
as having "low" drug attitudes. These 123 students
were strongly against drug and alcohol use. To the
extent that the measures and scales in the study
accurately measure attitudes and perceptions,
members of this group should differ in a number of
other ways.
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Table &, Demographic and Scale Differences Between the Bottom and Top Quartiles
on the Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Scale.

Low Drug High Drug

Attitudes Attitudes

Mean Scale Scores (n=123) (n=127) t-value* p
General Peer Resistance 775 52.2 10.62 il
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance 93.3 70.9 13.33 wkx
Positive Cigarette Perception 49 26.2 -9.52 hkk
Negative Cigarette Attitudes 80.9 52.3 10.43 *xk
Positive Alcohol Perception 5.4 279 -9.15 el
Negative Alcohol Attitudes 87.2 59.5 9.75 el
Positive Marijuana Perception 49 19.2 -5.96 el
Negative Marijuana Attitudes 92.6 73.4 7.52 *xk
Positive Attitude Toward Police 84.3 63.2 8.58 ol
Age 11.7 11.8 -2.45 *

Low Drug High Drug

Attitudes Attitudes

Percentage Reporting (n=123) (n=127) Chi-Square p
Tried Cigarettes One or More Times 20% 66% 50.74 = k%
Tried Smokeless Tobacco One or More Times 11% 35% 18.73 *hk
Tried Alcohol One or More Times 15% 48% 28.27 **
Tried Marijuana One or More Times 2% 10% 511 ol
One or More Friends Smoke Cigarettes 36% 88% 68.74 fadalel
One or More Friends Drink 13% 49% 35.78 el
One or More Friends Use Marijuana 2% 20% 16.64 okl
| Think Cigarettes Are Bad 94% 51% 55.75 faladl
| Think Alcohol is Bad 94% 60% 38.39 el
| Think Marijuana is Bad 99% 94% 4,05 *

{ Know High Schocl Kids Who Smoke Marijuana 17% 37% 11.55 bkl
| Know Middle School Kids Who Smoke Marijuana 10% 25% 9.24 **

I Know Kids My Own Age Who Smoke Marijuana 6% 23% 13.36 el
Sex (% male) 50% 51% 0.02 n.s.
Race (% non-white) 13% 13% 0.00 n.s.
Live With both Mom and Dad (% yes) 70% 60% 2.26 n.s.
Percent With Older Brothers and Sisters 50% 57% 1.01 n.s.

*+T.value based un heterageneity of variance formula,
*p <005 **p<001 ***p<0.001



Similarly, the top 25 percent of the students on the
Positive Attitude Toward Drug scale were removed and
labelled as having "high" or "pro" drug attitudes. These
127 students all scored in the top quartile on the scale
in relation to their peers.

Table 5 shows a comparison of these two groups of
students according to a number of characteristics. The
top portion of the table shows the mean scores for the
two quartiles across 10 variables with a test of the
statistical significance of differences between means.
The bottom half of the table shows a total of 17
variables with a chi-test of independence between
sample proportions.

Scale Differences Between Quartiles

The results of Table 5 suggest that the scales and
measuremernits developed for the study do in fact
discriminate between known populations -- in this case
those that are known to have “low" positive drug
attitudes and those that have "high" positive drug
attitudes. Moreover, all of the scale differences are
strong and in the predicted direction.

According to Table 5, sixth graders with high or
“pro" drug attitudes also are significantly: (1) lower on
general resistance to peer pressure; (2) lower peer
pressure resistance to use drugs; (3) more positive
toward cigarette smoking and less negative about the
bad consequences of smoking; (4) more positive
toward the use of alcohol and less negative abotit the
bad effects of alcohol; (5) more positive toward
marijuana use and less negative about harmful effects;
and (6) more negative toward the police. Students in
the top 25 percent of the drug attitude scale were also
{(7) significantly more likely to have tried cigarettes,
smokeless tobacco, alcohol and marijuana; (8) more
likely to have friends who smoked cigarettes, used
alcohol or smoked marijuana; (9) less likely to rate
cigarette, alcohol or marijuana use as bad; and (10}
were more likely to report knowing either high school,
middle school or same-age youth who smoked
marijuana.

Table 5 also shows four important ways in which
the two group did not differ, Males were no mare or
less likely to be in the high drug attitude group than
females. Second, no difference was found in the
percentage of whites or non-whites in either group.
Third, no statistically significant difference was found
according to the percent of students in either group
that lives with both parents. Finally, youth with older
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siblings were as likely to be in the low group as the high
group.

The Longitudinal Study

In the Fall and Spring semesters of the 1987-88
school year, a total of 451 fifth grade students from
County A and County B were designated as member of
last year's experimental group. Each student was
administered a short questionnaire the week before the
DARE curriculum began (the pretest). The same
questionnaire was administered to each student
fallowing the completion of the DARE program (the
posttest). A second group of 266 students (the control
group) were also tested at both time periods.
Differences in the attitudes of DARE students between
the two time periods as well as in contrast to the control
group have been previously reported.*

The first major component of the 1988-89
evaluation called for a second-year follow-up of these
students in order to assess attitude changes since
receiving the DARE program. As previously mentioned,
this assignment was complicated by the movement of
most students from an elementary to a middle school
and the fact that experimental subjects were now mixed
with other students who, while DARE graduates, were
not part of the 1987-88 experimental group.

Follow-up questionnaires were administered to
students by the principal investigators in May, 1989,
either 12 or 17 months after completing the DARE
program. Although the 1988-83 questionnaire followed
a different format with revised arid expanded scales, it
was possible to reconstruct three of the scales from the
previous year from the data.5 The results of this
analysis are reported below.

4see John R. Faine and Edward Bohlander, Drug Abuse Resistance
Education: An Assessment of the 1987-88 Kentucky State Police
DARE Program, Kentucky State Police, Frankfort, Kentucky, July 1,
1988.

Swhile the 1988-89 instrument contained 29 of the exact questions
posed the previous year, the two questionnaires differed in the
response format used to record responses. The 1987-88 question
used two categories; agree or disagree. In the 1988-89 instrument
students were given 5 choices: strongly disagree, disagree,
undecided, agree and strongly agree. In order to conform to the
1987-88 format, the two levels of agree and disagree were joined.
Undecided responses, while a small minority, were distributed into
the other two categories by a random number generator.
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Table 6.

Percent Agreeing to Questions on the Peer Resistance Scale

(Short Version) From Pre-DARE, Post-DARE and One-Year Follow-up,

1987-89 Longitudinal Study.

Peer Resistance (Percentage Agreeing)

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up {N)
(1) (T2) (Ta)

It’s hard for me to say "no"
to my friends. 46% 35% 34% (308)
If you say "no" tco often you won't
have any friends. 51% 35% 26% (308)
It's better to keep your feelings to yourseif. 26% 18% 22% (308)
| usually give in to my friends when
thay pressure me. 25% 17% 26% (308)
When my friends are doing something wrong,
its hard for me to walk away. 37% 34% 45% (308)
if my friends drank beer | probably
would too. 7% 5% 16% (308)
If | don't do what my friends want me to do,
I'll be all alone. 25% 17% 15% (308)
If your best friend offers you a drug,
you have to take it. 2% 1% 5% (308)

Peer Resistance: 1987-1989

Table 6 above shows the percent of students who
agreed with each of the eight questions in the Peer
Resistanca Scale (short version). The pretest measure,
T4, was recorded in 1987-88 just prior to the DARE
program. The posttest percentage, To, was recorded
shortly after completion of the 15 or 16-week
curriculum. The follow-up period (T3) was recorded
during the May, 1989 testing approximately a year after
the program.8

Percentage change in the responses before, after
and during the follow-up show inconsistent patterns.

60t the 327 students who were traced into the 1988-89 school year,
19 have been eliminated from this analysis because of incomnplete
or internally inconsistent responsas,

Responses to questions #1, #2 and #7, all having to
do with "saying 'no’ to friends," declined as expected
following the DARE program at the posttest. These
attitude changes also stayed low in the one year period
between the posttest and the foilow-up. However,
trends were also reversed after the posttest period for
questions #3, #4, #5, and #6, thus eliminating the
gains made in the period immediately after the
program.

The overall effect of the changes recorded between
the three time periods suggests that the DARE program
did have immediate impact in improving peer
resistance. However, whether this change is stable and
significant a year after the program is unclear. The test
of this change is presented in this section using the
total scores computed from the eight question scale.
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" Table 7.

Percent Agreeing to Questions on the Positive Drug Attitude Scale
(Short Version) From Pre-DARE, Post-DARE and One-Year Follow-up,
1987-89 Longitudinai Study. .
Positive Drug Attitudes (Percentage Agreeing)
Pretest Posttest Follow-Up - (N)
(T1) (T2) (Tg)
Its okay to drink a little beer. 14% 13% 25% (308)
There's nothing wrong with smoking cigarettes
as long as you don’t smoke too many. 22% 13% 18% (308)
Kids who take drugs seem more grown up. 19% 18% 10% (308)
Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly
can quit anytime they want. 20% 16% 12% (308)
it is okay for kids to drink alcohol as long as
they quit before it becomes a habit. 13% 12% 13% (308)
Teenagers who drink alcohoi are more grown up. 7% 8% 5% (308)
Kids who use drugs have more friends. 6% 4% 18% (308)
If | smoked crack | would become addicted. 78% 80% 74% (308)
LSD can make people so crazy they think
they can fly. 91% 98% 92% (308)
People who smoke marijuana might have
deformed children. 94% 97% 89% (308)

Positive Drug Attitudes: 1987-1989 Attitude change between the posttest period and the
follow-up are less consisterit. By the May, 1989 follow-

up, the percentage of students saying “/ts okay to drink

Table 7 shows the percent of students who agreed
to the 10 questions in the Positive Drug Attitude Scale
(short version). Responses are presented separately
for the pretest, posttest and follow-up periods which

mark the before, after DARE and one year later periods.

If the DARE curriculum was successful in establishing
more negative (or less positive) drug attitudes, the
percentages should decline during the postiest on the
first seven questions. The iast three questions are
already negative statements, so the percent agreeing
should increase during the posttest period.

With the exception of question #6, changes in
student attitudes between the pre- and posttest period
are consistently in the predicted direction. The
sharpest drops were recorded for question #2 and #4
pertaining to cigarette smoking and question #9 on the
harmful effects of hallucinogens.

a little beer" jumped from 13 to 25 percent. Similarly,
the percentage of students agreeing with the statement
*Kids who use drugs have more friends" climbed from
4 to 18 percent. Conversely, the percentage of
students agreeing that marijuana might lead to birth
defects dropped from 97 to 89 percent. All of these
changes are in the opposite direction to the short-term
results of the DARE curriculum.

These percentages are suggestive of potentially
significant attitude change from one time period to the
next. However, the actual test of significance is
presented in a following table based on mean scale
scores between time periods.
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Table 8. Percent Agreeing to Questions on the Positive Attitude Toward Police

Scale (Short Version) From Pre-DARE, Post-DARE and One-Year

Follow-up, 1987-89 Longitudinal Study. .

' ~ Peer Resistance (Percentage Agreeing)
Pretest Posttest Follow-Up (N)
(T1) (T2) T3) :

| would like to be a policeman. 37% 44% 36% (308)
Most policemen go out of their way ,
to keep a kid out of trouble. 83% 87% 76% (308)
Most policemen like to help kids. 95% 96% 92% (308)
Most policemen are pretty nice guys. 89% 96% 90% (308)
Most policemen are honest. 94% 95% 86% (308)
I have a lot of respect for the police. 92% 94% 89% (308)
Policemen make me nervous. 48% 28% 43% (308)
Most policemen don’t understand a kid's problems.  39% 28% 42% (308)
Police have no right to tell kids what to do. 37% 33% 47% (308)
Most policemen like to pick on kids. i 8% 4% 16% (308)
Most policemen like to act tough. 41% 33% 56% (308)

Atftitudes Toward Police: 1987-1989

The Positive Attitude Toward Police (short version)
scale is based on the 11 questions shown in Table 8.
The first six questions in the scale represent positive
statements about the police. The last five questions are
derogatory statements about the police. To the extent
that the DARE program influences student attitudes
toward the police, we would expect the percent of
student agreeing to the first set of questions to go up
from the preiest to the positest. Conversely, we would
expect the percent of agreement to decline among the
five derogatory statements in the scale.

Attitude change from the pretest to the posttest is
consistently in the predicted direction. Although
students have very favorable attitudes toward the police
even before the DARE program, attitudes became
censistently more positive as a result of the program.

However, Table 8 suggests that these changes were
short-lived. Attitude change from the posttest to the
one-year follow-up offset whatever gain the program
had produced. For example, "Most policemen are
honest" dropped from 95 to 86 percent; "Police have no
right to teil a kid what to do" increased from 33 to 47
percent; and Most policemen like to act tough
Increased from 33 to 56 percent.

Despite these reversais of student opinion, it should
be noted that the vast majority of the students still have
high esteem for the police. For instance, 80 percent of
the students agreed that "Most policemen are pretty
nice guys;" 86 percent thought they were basically
honest; 89 percent reported that they had respect for
the police.



Results: Change in Peer Resistance

Table 9 on the following page shows the mean
scores on the Peer Resistance scale from the pretest,
posttest and follow-up measurement periods. Means
are shown for all 308 DARE graduates and separately
according to sex. The midci2 portion of the table
shows the results of matched sample t-tests between
the three time periods: pretest to posttest differences
(T4-To), pretest to follow-up differences (T4-Tg), and
posttest to follow-up differences (To-Tg). The bottom of
the table shows a visual plot of the change in average
peer resistance over the three time periods according
to sex.

The t-tests between scores at the time periods are
intended to test the logical null hypothesis of no change
between any two of the time
periods. In order to support the
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suggest a decline in performance after the one year
time period. As a whole, scores declined from 79.9 to
76.2 over the period. According to Table 9, this
decrease in average scores was statistically significant.
Girls in the study declined more sharply that boys,
going from a mean score of 81.8 to 76.7 over the
period. The decrease observed for males was not
significant.

Results: Change in Positive Drug Attitudes

Changes in scores on the Paositive Attitude Toward
Drugs (short version) scale are examined in Table 10.
In order to support the effect of DARE in decreasing
positive attitudes toward drugs, we would hypothesize
that (a) scores on the positive drug attitude scale would
decrease from the before- to after-DARE periods (T4-

T»); (b) attitudes would remain
significantly lower one year later

positive impact of DARE, the
alternate hypotheses would
suggest that (a) peer resistance
will increase from pretest to
posttest (T1-To); (b) peer
resistance will remain unchanged
from the posttest to the follow-up
(To-T3); and if there are lasting
effects, (c) peer resistance scores
will be significantly higher during
the follow-up period in
comparison with the pre-program
scores (T1-Tg).

The tests of significance

. TableA.2- drugamtudes
: Table_As police attitudes

(T4-T3); and (c) the means
attitude scores would remain
unchanged from the posttest to
the follow-up testings (To-Tg).

Tabie 10 shows that the DARE
program did produce immediate
drug attitude change among both
boys and girls. Keeping in mind
that drug attitudes started at very
low levels (around 13 ona0to
100 scale), mean scores for boys
decreased an average of 2.3
points while girls declined 3.7
points. These changes, while

shown in Table 9 lend partial
support to all three hypotheses.
Peer resistance scores improved significantly from the
pretest to the posttest among both boys and girls in the
study. Males scored approximately 6.2 points higher
on the scale after completing the DARE program.
Females, who started with higher resistance scores,
moved from an average of 73.5 before the program to
81.8 after a semester of DARE.

Change in peer resistance between the pretest and
follow-up time periods was weakened by the declining
scores observed for males and females. According to

ehla 9, the youth did remain significantly high in peer
re.  .ance after one year though the resuits were not
statistically significant when the sample was broken
down according to sex. However, comparison of mean
scores between the posttest and the follow-up (To-Ts)

small in magnitude, were
statistically significant.

Change a year after the DARE program reversed
and erased whatever gains that were recorded earlier in
the program. According to Table 10, change in attitude
between the posttest and the follow-up periods (To-T3)
brougnht more positive drug attitudes among both boys
and girls. Boys went from a posttest mean of 11.3 to
15.2. Gifls increased from a mean of 8.6 to 14.2. Both
of these changes were statisticaiiy significant. Changes
between the pretest and the follow-up (T4-T3), an index
of the lasting attitude changes produced by the
program, were not significant. In other words, one year
after the program attitudes returned to a point where
they were no more or less positive toward drugs than
before the program.
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Table 9. Test of Significance of Differences Between Mean Peer Resistance
Scores (Short Version) From Pre-DAREf Post-DARE and One-Year
Follow-up, 1987-89 Longitudinal Study.

Peer Resistance (Mean Scores)

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up (N)
() (T2) (T3)
Males 715 77.9 75.8 (157)
Females 735 81.8 76.7 (151)
Total 72.5 79.9 76.2 (308)

T-Test of Significance Between Means

T1-Ta Ty-T3 To-T3
Males -3.92%** -1.89 1.01
Females -5,20%** -1.77 2.79%*
Total H5.45%*% -2.58** 2.61**

TScores based on 8-item Peer Resistance Scale (Short Version).

Males Females
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Table 10.  Test of Significance of Differences Between Mean Positive Attitude
Toward Drugs Scores (Short Version) From Pre-DARE Post-DARE
and One-Year Follow-up, 1987-89 Longitudinal Study.!

Positive Attitude Toward Drugs (Mean Scores)

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up (N)
M) (T2) (T3)
Males 13.6 11.3 15.2 (157)
Females 13.3 9.6 14.2 (151)
Total 13.5 10.5 14.7 (308)

T-Test of Significance Between Means

T1 -T2 T1 -T3 T2-T3
Males 2.10* -.99 -2.58**
Females 3.15** 0.6 -3.72**
Total 3.75%** -1.7 -4,3g***

TScores based on 10-item Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Scale (Short Version).

Males Females
251 23
20+ 20
QL [}]
5 187 518
[3] O
[ | =
S 101 S0
= =
st 5
o 0

Pre Post Followup Pre Post Follow



38/1988-89 DARE Evaluation

Table 11.  Test of Significance of Differences Between Mean Positive Attitude

Toward Police Scores (Short Version) From Pre-DARE Post-DARE
and One-Year Follow-up, 1987-89 Longitudinal Study.!

Positive Attitude Toward Police (Mean Scores)

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up (N)
(T1) (T2) (Ta)
Males 73.8 81.8 69.5 (157)
Females 745 80.3 68.5 (151)
Total 74.2 81.0 69.1 (308)

T-Test of Significance Between Means

T1 -T2 T1 -T3 ’ T2-T3
Males -6.07*** 1.89* 6.04***
Females ' -4.52%% 3.61%** 6.85%**
Total -7.48%** 3.88%** 0.09***

1Scores based on 11-item Positive Attitude Toward Police Scale (Short Version).

Males Females
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Results: Change in Attitude Toward Police

Table 11 compares the mean scores on the -
Positive Attitude Toward Police (short version) scale
from before, after and one-year following the DARE
program. If, as a latent consequence of DARE, youth
become more positive toward agencies of social
control such as the police, we can hypothesize that (a)
positive attitudes toward the police will increase after
the semester of DARE instruction; (b) the increase in
positive attitude will remain unchanged from the pretest
to the follow-up (T1-T3); and (c) change in positive
attitude toward the police will not decline from the
posttest to the follow-up periods (To-Tg).

Table 11 shows support for only the first of these
hypotheses. Mean scores increased significantly
following the DARE program among both males and
femaies (T4-To). However, as dramatized by the plot of
mean scores between the time periods, positive police
attitudes dropped off sharply during the follow-up
period. Not only were the declines significant between
the posttest and the follow-up for both sexes (To-Tg),
but the end result showed both male and female
students significantly lower than they were even before
the DARE program (T4-Tg).

Limitations of the Longitudinal Study

The major limitation of the time series design used
in this analysis is that it fails to adequately control for
the effects of maturation. That is, it would be
reasonable to assume that adolescence, particularly
from the age of 11 on, is a period of dramatic change in
a youth'’s perception of self and others as well as a
period of youthful experimentation in adulthood.
Changes in self-attitudes, values and behavior may
change dramatically at this age in comparison with
other age cohorts.

The movement of the youth in the study from the
5th grade to the 6th grade was more than simply a
grade change. For the majority of the youth, the
transition meant leaving a relatively smali and
homogeneous elementary school to enter either a city
or county middle school with around 1000 students.
For many this meaiit a first exposure to the diversities
of attitudes and backgrounds found in a more
heterogeneous school. It also meant entering a
freshman status under the tutelage of older, more
experienced classmates.
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In order to control for such maturational effects it is
necessary to have a matched set of control subjects
tested during each time period. Unfortunately, the
success of the DARE program in County A and County
B made this impossible since all of the fifth grade
students in both counties received the DARE program
during the fifth grade school year.

The Follow-up Study

A second study was undertaken in an aittempt to
compare the 1987-88 DARE graduates with comparable
youth from elsewhere who had not received the
program. This second study was entitled the Follow-up
Study since it entailed using the 1988-89 follow-up data
on the DARE students one year after the program. A
posttest only static group comparison design was
developed by using non-DARE control group students
from two surrounding counties.

The sample of DARE students was drawn from the
May, 1989 testing of students in County A and County
B. As previously shown in Figure 8, a total of 1008
DARE graduates were tested. Of these, 327 were
members of the experimental group in the 1987-88
study. An additional 194 had been tested as the 1987-
88 control group though all had since had the DARE
program. An additional 437 students in the four school
systems had also received DARE, though none had
been previously tested.

The control group in the Follow-up study was
composed of 437 students drawn from 10 schools.
Four schools were tested in County D, a predominantly
rural county adjoining County B. Six schools were
selected from the County C school system near a large
SMSA. Each was selected in order to match the
characteristics of DARE pupils according to the variable
type of school.

Students from County A were matched with the
rural DARE students in County D. Working in
conjunction with a representative of the County C
school system, three schools were selected to match
the inner-city schools drawn from County B city
schools. Each was located in the main city in the
county with a very high percentage of students
receiving lunch subsidy support.
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Table 12.

Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing With General Peer
Resistance Scale Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.
Percent Agreeing
DARE Non-DARE

General Peer Resistance Scale Students Students
When my friends are doing sorething wrong it is hard for me to walk away. 42% 44%
If you say "no" too often you won't have any friends. 20% 18%
Sometimes | do what my friends do even though | know it isn't right. 47% 50%
Sometimes | do things because my friends do, even though | later regret it. 51% 52%
| am afraid if | say "No" to drugs my friends won't like me. 16% 18%
| usually give in to my friends when they pressure me. 23% 25%
If my friends drank beer, | probably would too. 15% 13%
It is hard for me to say "No" to my friends. 38% 37%
If | don’t do what my friends want me to do | will be all alone. 13% 16%
If scmeone you like wants you to do something you think is wrong, there is
no way you can say "No" and still be friends. 18% 15%

The remaining three County C schools were
selected to match the suburban DARE schools
previously tested from the County B schoal system.
Each was located outside the main city in County C and
attended by suburban and rural students in the county.
All of the schools also had very low percentages of the
student body eligible for the subsidized lunch program.
Matching control group schools for the parochial
school system in County B could not be found.

Percentage Ditferences Between
DARE and Non-DARE Students

Tables 12 through 21 show the percent of DARE
and non-DARE students agreeing with each of the
individual questions that compose the 10 attitude
scales developed for the study. For DARE students, the
figures are based on approximately a 1000 students.
The non-DARE figures represent the attitudes of
approximately 425 students from the two control group

counties.” It should also be remembered that the
DARE testing represents the resuits obtained 12 or 17
months after the program. All of the figures shown
represent the attitudes of students near the end of 6th
grade (May, 1989).

No attempt will be made to interpret each of these
percentage tables. Instead, an interpretation of the
results is addressed in the following section by
examining the overall scale mean differences according
to group (DARE versus non-DARE)}, type of school and
sex. Tests of significance have also not been included
in Tables 12 through 21 because of the large samples
used and the dependence of tests of statistical
significance on sample size.

7The actual sample size used in the percentage calculations varies
slightly due to missing values. Of the 1445 students in both groups,
51 questionnaires were discarded as either insufficiently comiplete
or internally inconsistent.
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Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing With Drug/Aicohol

Peer Resistance Scaie Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Percent Agreeing
DARE Non-DARE

Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance Students Students
If you attend a party where everyone else is drinking alcohol, you can have

a good time without joining in. 72% 76%

If my friends smoke | should too. 9% 7%

| should walk away from those who try toc make me use drugs. 79% 83%

I shiould drink if my friends do even if | don't want to. 7% 7%

If my friends were going to a party to drink beer | would go with them. 13% 1%

If someone pressures me to use drugs | should say "No thanks" and walk away. 88% 91%
Kids who use drugs have more frienda than those who don't. 11% 10%
The»best way to say “No" to drugs is to stay away from them. 85% 86%

If my friends drank beer, | probably would too. 15% 13%

A true friend would never ask you to eat or drink something that wasn't really safe. 86% 86%
Real friends don't push kids into trying drugs or alcohol. 84% 84%

if your best friend offers you a drug, you have to take it. 4% 4%

If drugs are pushed on me | can say "No thanks, they make me throw up." 66% 67%

Nonetheless, casual perusal of the tables shows a
striking degree of similarity between the DARE and non-
DARE sixth graders. In Tables 12 and 13, for example,
both groups show remarkably similar responses on the
25 questions in the General Peer and Drug/Alcohol
Peer Resistance scales. At no time does the
percentage difference exceed 4 percent with even
smaller differences the norm. Table 14, which shows
the 25 questions in the Positive Attitude Toward Drugs
scale, also shows a very flat pattern of between group
differences with one striking difference -- DARE
students were much more likely to recognize the
negative effects of LSD, apparently as a resuit of the
curriculum.

The pattern of weak and non-existent differences
between the groups also carries over to Table 15 on the
next page. Attitudes of DARE and non-DARE students
toward the police are strongly similar with only a few
observable differences. However, most of these small
differences are not in the predicted direction.

Tables 16 through 21 contrast the attitudes of the
two groups toward cigarettes, alcohol and marijuana.
Very few students in either group see positive benefits
to smoking. Even more negative attitudes are shown in
general for alcohol and marijuana use. Moreover,
between group differences tend to be small and often in
the opposite direction expected to support the benefits
of the DARE program.
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Table 14. Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing With Positive
Attitude Toward Drugs Scaie ltems, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.
Percent Agreeing
DARE Non-DARE
Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Students Students
it Is okay to dririk a little beer. 22% 19%
There is nothing wrong with smoking cigarettes as long as you don't
smoke too many. 15% 12%
Kids who take drugs seem more grown up. 9% 10%
Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly can quit anytime they want. 10% 11%
It is okay for kids to drink alcohol as long as they quit before it becomes a habit. 11% 12%
Teenagers who drink alcohol are more grown up. . 5% 7%
If | smoked crack | would become addicted. 62% 65%
LSD can make people so crazy they think they can fly. 80% 65%
People who smoke marijuana might have deformed children. 80% 78%
It is perfectly safe to take medicine that a doctor has given to somecne else. 10% 12%
Drugs bought on the street are not safe to use. 87% 88%
It is okay for kids to try marijuana, just to satisfy their curiosity. 6% 6%
It is okay to sell drugs if you don'’t use them. 4% 5%
Alcohal is a reward for hard work. 5% 5%
Marijuana is okay as long as it is smoked with friends. 2% 2%
Drugs change the way people act. 90% 92%
Drugs make you look cool in front of your friends. 11% 10%
Using drugs will cause you to dislike yourself because they are wrong. 63% 63%
Kids who drink alcohol are more grown up than those who don't. 6% 6%
If you are under stress, drinking alcohol or taking drugs won't really help. 79% 78%
Using street drugs is wrong, no matter how little you use them. 88% 89%
| can use drugs without anyone knowing it. 10% 8%
Any kid who says that drinking alcohol isn't fun is really out of it. 18% 18%
Taking drugs can help you have more fun when you're bored. 5% 4%

Sometimes the only way to keep from feeling sad is to get "high.” 6%

4%
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Tabie 15. Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing With Positive
Attitude Toward Police Scale Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Percent Agreeing
DARE Non-DARE

Positive Attitude Toward the Poiice Students Students
I have a lot of respect for the police. 83% 81%
Most police officers are honest. 78% 76%
Most police officers like to act tough, 48% 48%
Most police officers are pretty nice guys. 82% 81%
Most police officers like to help kids. 85% 85%
Most palice officers like to pick on kids. 11% 12%
Police officers have a right to tell kids what to do. 46% 47%
Most police officers don't understand a kid’s problems. 32% 29%
Most police officers go out of their way to keep a kid out of trouble. 66% 68%
Police officers make me nervous. 38% 43%
| have never met a nice police officer. 11% 11%
Police really care about kids my age. 63% 64%
Police officers like to scare kids. 11% 13%
| feel if | had a problem | could talk to a police officer about it. 47% 53%
Police officers like to push people around. 15% 11%
We can learn from police officets. 77% 79%
Police officers are there to help us. 87% 87%
If I got into trouble the police would listen to my side of the story. 80% 59%
Police officers like to hassle kids for no reason at all. 10% 10%
If you give a police officer a chance, he will be your friend. 77% 76%
Police officers do good things in my community. 70% 78%
Palice officers try to help kids who use drugs. 74% 78%
Police officers would rather catch you doing something wrong

than try to help you. 17% 17%
You only see the police when there is trouble. 23% 22%

Kids should listen to what police officers have to say. , 81% 83%
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Table 16.  Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Answering "Does Not Help At All"
to Positive Cigarette Perception Scaie Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Does Not Help At All

Positive Clgarette Perception DARE Non-DARE

Students Students
How much does smoking cigarettes
help a personto...
stop feeling bored or lonely? 78% 81%
have fun with friends? 7% 74%
feel good? 74% 78%
experience new things? 62% 64%
get away from problems? 79% 86%
face a difficult situation? 80% 77%
do things better or be more creativa? 87% 89%
become popular or one of the crowd? 63% 66%

Table 17. Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Studenis Agreeing With Negative Cigarette
Attitudes Scale items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Percent Agresing
Negative Cigarette Attitudes DARE Non-DARE
Students Students

Smoking cigarettes . . .

makes a person lose their friends. 47% 48%
makes a person feel bad. 42% 55%

is bad for a person’s health. 94% 95%
makes a person do poorly in school. ' 61% 60%

gets a person in trouble with the iaw. 40% 46%
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Table 18.  Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Answering "Does Not Help At All"
to Positive Alcohol Perception Scale ltems, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Does Not Help At All

Positive Alcohol Perception : - DARE Non-DARE

Students Students
How much does drinking alcohol (beer,
wine, liquor) help a personto.. .
stop feeling bored or lonely? 76% 80%
have fun with friends? : 67% 70%
feel good? 74% 75%
experience nhew things? ' ' 65% 63%
get away from problerns? 79% 85%
face a difficult situation? 80% 79%
do things better or be more creative? 87% .  90%

become popular or one of the crowd? 64% 64%

Table 19.  Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing with Negative Alcohol
Attitudes Scale Items, 1288-89 Follow-up Study.

Percent Agreeing
Negative Alcohol Attitudes DARE Non-DARE
Students Students

Drinking alcchol . . .

makes a perscn lose their friends. 50% 54%
makes a person feel bad. 59% 61%

is bad for a person’s health. 89% 92%
makes a person do poorly in school. 74% 72%

gets a person in trauble with the law. 75% 82%
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Table 20. Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Answering "Does Not Help At All"
to Positive Marijuana Perception Scale Iltems, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Does Not Help At All

Paositive Marijuana Perception g DARE Non-DARE

Students Students
How much does smoking marijuana (grass
pot, hash) help a personto...
stop feeling bored or lonely? . 82% 86%
have fun with friends? o 76% 76%
feel good? : 79% 79%
experience new things? 73% 70%
get away from problems? 84% 90%
face a difficult situation? -82% 85%
do things better or be more creative? 89% 93%
becore popular or one of the crowd? ‘ 70% 71%

Table 21.  Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing With Negative Marijuana
Attitudes Scale Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Percent Agreeing
Negative Marijuana Attitudes DARE Non-DARE
Students Students

Smoking marijuana . . .

makes a person lose their friends. 58% 61%
makes a person feel bad. 66% 67%

is bad for a person’s heaith. 92% 93%
makes a person do poorly in school. 81% 80%

gets a person in trouble with the law. 85% 87%




The Follow-up Study: Statistical Analysis

Comparison of scale scores between DARE and
non-DARE students was approached using analysis of
variance techniques (ANOVA). This procedure was
selected for twao reasons. First, it provided a test of the
statistical significance of between group differences in
mean scores across the 10 scales. Secondly, it was
suitable for the inclusion of other variables or treatment
effects that might influence student attitudes.

A modified version of the variable indicating type of
school was included as the second variable in the
design. Although the following tables show mean
scores for DARE graduates from parochial schools,
type of school was treated trichotomously as (a) rural,
(b) inner-city and (c) suburban. Parochial students
were eliminated from the analysis of variance since a
comparable control group population could not be
identified.

Sex, male or female, was selected as the third
variable in the analysis design. It was selected
becauss, first, it is anticipated that the drug related
attitudes on some of the scales probably differed
between boys and girls in the study. Second, it was
possible that sex might significantly "interact” with the
other two variables such that either (a) one sex group
might benefit differentially from the DARE instruction, or
(b) the influence of the DARE program may effect boys
and girls differently depending on the type of school
attended.

The inclusion of three treatment effects in the
analysis -- DARE versus non-DARE, type of school and
sex -- required a 2 X 3 X 2 analysis of variable design.
This statistical technique allowed the researchers to
assess the statistical significance of each "main effect”
in the design. In terms of the variables used, this was
equivalent to testing the following null hypotheses: (1)
there are no differences in mean scores between DARE
and non-DARE students; (2) there are no differences in
mean scale scores according to type of school
attended; and (3) there are no differences in mean
scale scores between boys and girls.

Analysis of variance also allowed the combined or
“interaction” effects to be studied. Since three variables
are in the design, a total of four interactions are
possible. Stated as null hypotheses, this meant that
there are no significant differences in mean scale
scores according to: (4) DARE versus non-DARE in
combination with type of school; (5) DARE versus non-
DARE in combination with sex; (6) type of school in
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combination with sex; and (7) all three variables
combined: DARE versus non-DARE, type of school and
sex.

Contrary to what might seem common sense,
researchers ordinarily hope that main effects are
significant but that interaction effects are not. This
reasoning follows from the Interpretational complexities
that are inevitable when interaction effects are
significant. Significant main effect results indicate that
the treatment variable did make a difference all by itself.
Since this analysis uses three treatment variables,
significant main effects could show DARE, type of
school, sex or even all three to be related to test
scores.

Significant interaction effects cloud the
interpretation and cause every statement to be
qualified. For example, a significant DARE versus non-
DARE by sex interaction might mean that DARE makes
a difference but not equally for boys and girls.
Therefore, in order to say that DARE succeeds, one first
has to specify the sex of the recipient. This form of
complexity is at its worst in three way interaction where
statements about fest results about DARE must be
qualified simultaneously by sex and by type of school.

Sampling Down the Samples

The total follow-up sample of nearly 1600 DARE
and 425 non-DARE students was further sampled to
better meet the requirements of analysis of variance.
First, a sample of 1400 or more students has a
tendency to make all effects, including interaction
effects, easily significant simply because the accuracy
of a sample estimate is heavily determined by sample
size. Too large a sample causes "trivial” or
“Inconsequential” differences in mean scores ic be
"statistically significant," Secondly, witha2X 3 X 2
ANQVA with many more students in the experimental
group, estimates of the variance of scores within each
cell of the table would vary in accuracy. Again, thisis a
result of the increasing accuracy caused by a large
sample.

The method used to correct for both problems was
to “sample the samples.” Of the 12 combinations
created by the treatment group (DARE versus non-
DARE), sex and type of school, a sample of 50 students
was selected to represent each combination. The
result was a smaller sample (600 students) spread
equaily among all the treatment combinations.
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Tabie 22.  Analysis of Variance Results of Generai Peer Resistance By

Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Foilow-up Study.

General Peer Resistance! (Mean Scores)

Rura! Inner- Suburban Pafochial Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 61.6 59.3 60.9 - 60.6

Females 57.9 65.2 65.1 - 62.7
DARE STUDENTS

Males 64.9 64.4 57.2 57.0 60.9

Females 71.0 58.4 60.0 66.1 64.2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE? 8S df MS F (o))
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 103.6 1 103.6 0.3 n.s.

Type of School 978.2 2 489.1 1.3 n.s.

Sex 423.7 1 423.7 1.1 n.s.
Two-Way Interaction

Dare X Type of School 5074.7 2 2537.4 6.7 Fkx

Dare X Sex 3.1 1 3.1 0.0 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 341.8 2 170.9 0.4 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 2851.1 2 1425.6 3.8 **
Explained SS 9810.2 11 891.8
Total 8S 229081.0 590 388.3

T3cores based on 10 item General Peer Resistance Scale.

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.

*p<.05
**n<.01
*** n<.001



Statistical Analysis

Tables 21 thru 31 show the results of the 2 X3 X 2
analysis of variance for each of the ten scales used in
the 1988-89 follow-up study. The following discussion
is intended to help the non-statistical reader interpret
the various statistics presented.

Each table starts off with the mean or average
scores on the respective scale. These mean scores are
shown separately for DARE and non-DARE students, by
sex and by type of school attended. For DARE
graduates, type of school is based on that at the time of
the DARE program the previous year.

Comparison of these mean scores is insightful in
understanding the effect of DARE in altering the
average scores of groups. Based on the hypotheses
previously stated, in general, we anticipate that scores
will be more favorable (either positive or negative
depending on the particular scale) among DARE
graduates. Females should have more "favorable"
scores than males. Differences according to type of
school are more difficult to predict, though in general
we would expect inner-city students to have the "least
favorable" scores because of their greater exposure to
alcohol and drug abuse.

However, differences in mean scores may be
misleading. Since the 600 youth in the analysis
represent a sample of all possible such youth, the
differences may be due to "sampling error” - error in
the estimation of the "true" score of each group that is
inevitable whenever samples are used to represent
entire populations.

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistics
presented in the bottom half of the table are intended to
protect us from such false findings based on sampling
error. Essentially the procedure invoives
“decomposing" the variability of individual scores into
various components. In this design, a total of seven
sources of variability are tested: DARE versus non-
DARE, sex, type of school, and the four combinations
of these variabies as previously discussed.

The ANOVA tables presented accomplish this
"decomposition” of the variability in individual scores.
Close examination will show that the first row lists each
of the seven individual and combined effects in two
groups: main effects and interaction effects. The
second column labelled "SS" stands for sum of
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squares; "df* means degrees of freedom; "MS" indicates
mean square (SS/df); “F" indicates F-ratio, the ratio of
the MS for the effect over the MS for the unexplained
variance.  For the casual reader, these first four
columns should be treated as documentary only.

The column that is of primary importance is the last
one labelled "(p)." This column indicates the probability
of the result happening by chance due to sampling
error. We, of course, hope that each of the DARE
versus non-DARE tests are significant or unlikely to be
due to simply sampling error.  Such significant results
are shown by one or more asterisks (*, **, ***} which
show that the mean differences are unlikely to be the
result of sampling error. Given the exploratory nature
of this research, this probability level has been set at
.05. Any resuit that is more likely to occur by chance
than this figure is marked with a "n.s." for not significant.

As discussed in the previous section, statistically
significant interaction effects will complicate the
interpretation of the resulits.

Results: General Peer Resistance

Table 22 shows the mean scores and statistical
tests of differences in scores for the General Peer
Resistance scale. The reader is reminded that although
mean scores are shown for parochial students in the
DARE group, these students were excluded from the
ANOVA tests since they lacked a control group.

The results in Table 22 do not suppori the
hypotheses that DARE, sex, or type of school cause
differences in general peer resistance acting alone.
This conclusion is based on the insignificant results
shown for the main effects for each of the three
variables.

However, Table 22 indicates that peer resistance
does vary when all three variables are considered
simultaneously. The two significant interaction effects,
particularly the three way interaction effect, shows that
peer resistance varies though not in a simple pattern.
In fact, peer resistance is best understood when
placement on ail three variables -- DARE versus non-
DARE, sex, and type of schodl -- are known. Stated
differently, peer resistance scores jump arcund with
significant differences overall among the 12 groups in
the table.
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Table 23.  Analysis of Variance Resulis of Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 870 87.2 89.4 - 87.8

Females 82.1 77.8 89.9 - 83.5
DARE STUDENTS

Males 88.2 82.1 83.0 86.7 85.1

Females 83.8 79.7 78.4 83.2 81.1
ANALYSIS OF VAFIIAN@:E2 S8 df MS F (P
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 1615.2 1 1615.2 7.8 *%

Type of School 1141.7 2 570.8 2.8 n.s.

Sex 2451.3 1 2451.3 11.8 hadaded
Two-Way Interaction

Dare X Type of School 2632.2 2 1316.1 6.3 **

Dare X Sex 25.2 i 25.2 0.1 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 356.7 2 178.4 0.9 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 892.7 2 446.4 22 n.s.
Explained SS 9311.3 11 846.5
Total SS 120116.7 590 2194

TScores based on 13 item Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance Scale.

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.
*p<.05

**pn<.,01

£33 P<-001



Comparison of the means shows that the biggest
difference in peer resistance was between DARE and
non-DARE rural females (71.0 versus 57.9) with greater
peer resistance shown by the DARE graduates. Rural
DARE male students also showed greater peer
resistance. However, other comparisons in the same
table show the opposite effect of DARE. For example,
the lowest mean peer resistance was found to be
among suburban male DARE graduates.

At the least, Table 22 suggests that DARE did not
have a uniform or consistent effect in increasing peer
resistance. Moreover, sex and type of school by
themselves appear to make no difference in mean peer
resistance scores.

Results: Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance

Resistance to peer pressure to use drugs and
alcohol is examined in Table 23. From the analysis of
variance it can be seen that three of the tests revealed
significant between group differences: DARE versus
non-DARE, sex, and the combined effect of DARE/non-
DARE and type of school. However, of the significant
main effects, none were in the predicted direction.

DARE students, in general, had lower peer
resistance on the scale than non-DARE students. This
is the opposite direction than hypothesized. Similarly,
males had consistently higher drug and alcohol peer
resistance than females. Boys, at least in their
attitudes, believe they are better able to resist peer
pressure to use drugs.

The significant interaction of DARE and type of
schoal is best understood by looking at the ceil means
in Table 23. The greatest differences in mean scores
between different types of schools was among DARE
graduates. As in the previous table, rural students
(Rowan County) showed higher peer resistance scores
than the other groups, particularly in comparison with
other suburban and inner-city DARE graduates. Also,
Table 23 shows that the suburban non-DARE students,
averaging both sexes, were very high in drug and
alcohol peer resistance in comparison with other
groups.

Results: Positive Attitude Toward Drugs

Table 24 (on the following page) shows the
examination of mean scores on the Positive Attitude
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Toward Drugs scale. No support is shown for long-
term drug attitude differences between DARE and non-
DARE students or according to type of school.

Drug attitudes did differ significantly according to
sex as shown in the analysis of variance resuits.
Looking at the cell means in the table, with only one
exception, boys had a more positive orientation toward
drugs and alcohol than girls. This difference was in the
direction predicted. However, none of the other
variable or combined effects through interaction were
significant. Neither the treatment program or type of
school had any influence on drug attittides.

pendix B contains further
breakdowns of the attitudes.
“inthe Fol!ow-up Study
accordmg to COUNTY and
, _ SCHOOL

SR “friends:

- Table B. 8 percnnt maruuana use by self and

-~ others: . v

S Table B.9— - cigarette self and: other wews -
Table B. 10 ‘alcohol self and other views:

- Table B.11 -- marijuana seif and others views:

Results: Positive Attitude Toward Police

Attitudes toward the police, an expected positive
influence following the DARE program, are examined in
Table 25. However, no support was found for the thesis
that DARE produced long-term gains in the attitudes of
youth toward the police. Type of school also was found
to not be related to police attitude.
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Table 24.  Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Attitudes Toward Drugs By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1288-89 Follow-up Study.

Positive Attitude Toward Drugs! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total
City -
NON-DARE STUDENTS
Maies 141 18.1 11.6 - 14.5
Females 15.3 12.3 10.1 -- 12.6
DARE STUDENTS
Males 14.4 17.1 17.8 12.8 15.7
Females 11.1 15.2 11.4 11.4 12.2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 SS df MS F 'fo))
Main Effact
Dare versus Non-Dare 144.1 i 144.1 0.9 n.s.
Type of Schoo! . 637.3, 2 318.6 2.0 n.s.
Sex 1264.2 1 1264.2 7.7 *%
Two-Way Interaction
Dare X Type of School 882.0 2 441.0 27 n.s.
Dare X Sex 171.2 1 171.2 1.0 n.s.
Type of School X Sex 222.6 2 111.3 0.7 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction
Sex X Dare X
Type of Schoal 541.7 2 270.8 1.7 n.s.
Explained SS 3969.4 11 360.8
Total SS 98554.2 590 167.0

TScores based on 25 item Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Scale.

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.
*p<.05

*k p< .01

ek p<.001
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Table 25.  Analysis of Variance Restiits of Positive Attitude Toward Police Scale By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Positive Attitudes Toward Police! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial . Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 711 73.7 75.9 - ) 73.6

Females 78.8 77.6 79.5 - 78.6
DARE STUDENTS

Males 78.6 70.0 70.3 752 73.4

Females 773 78.7 75.2 76.5 76.9
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE?2 SS df MS F P)
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 139.7 1 139.7 0.4 n.s.

Type of School 306.5 2 153.3 0.4 n.s.

Sex 3282.2 1 . 32822 9.5 **
Two-Way Interaction

Dare X Type of Schaool 1242.1 2 621.0 . 1.8 n.s.

Dare X Sex 90.8 1 90.8 0.3 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 352.5 2 176.2 05 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 1100.6 2 550.3 1.6 n.s.
Explained SS 6650.5 11 604.6
Total SS 204763.5 587 348.8

TScores based on 25 iten Positive Attitudes Toward Police Scale.

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.
*n<.05

**pn<.01

e p< 001
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Table 26.  Analysis of Variance Resulis of Positive Cigarette Perception Scale By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Paositive Cigarette Perception! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 13.8 16.5 14.0 - 14.7

Females 13.3 9.8 12.3 - 11.8
DARE STUDENTS

Males 20.2 16.2 21.5 175 189

Females 10.9 13.1 13.6 11.3 12.2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE? SS df MS F (P
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 1006.0 1 1006.0 2.8 n.s.

Type of School 238.8 2 119.4 0.3 n.s.

Sex 3456.8 1 3456.8 9.7 **
Two-Way Interaction

Dare X Type of School 185.6 2 92.8 c.3 n.s.

Dare X Sex 624.0 1 624.0 1.7 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 1.0 2 0.5 0.0 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 999.2 2 499.6 1.4 n.s.
Explained S8 6914.0 11 628.5
Total SS 213956.2 590 362.6

15cores based on 8 item Positive Cigarette Percaption Scale.
2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.

*p<.05
**p<.01
KRk p<.m1



Table 25 does show, however, that sex did have a
significant effect as shown in the analysis of variance.
Perusal of the cell means in the table demonstrates that
females were consistently more positive in their
attitudes. This finding is in the predicted direction.
None of the interaction effects were found to be
significant in Table 25.

Resuits: Cigarette Attitudes and Perceptions

Two scales or indexes were used to probe the
aftitudes of youth toward cigarettes. The first scale,
Positive Cigarette Perception, investigated the extent to
which youth perceived cigarettes as a useful drug in
dealing with high stress or difficult situations. The
second scale, Negative Cigarette Attitudes, focused on
negative behaviors and attitudes associated with
cigarette smoking.

Tables 26 and 27 show the ANOVA results when
both variables are analyzed for DARE/non-DARE, sex
and type of school differences. Table 26 shows that
positive cigarette attitudes varied only by sex. As
predicted, boys see more positive gains to smoking
than females. This conclusion is aiso shown by looking
at the table means across the 12 groups with the
exception of the rural control group youth from
McClean County.

Table 26 does not, however, support the
hypotheses that the treatment effect (DARE) or type of
school influence positive cigarette perception. With the
exception of the sex differences noted, none of the

other main effects or interaction effects were significant.

Table 27 show comparable results when the
Negative Cigarette Attitude scale is used. None of the
main effects or interactions were found to be
significant. Neither DARE versus non-DARE, sex, type
of s¢hool or any combination of these variables
significantly influenced cigarette attitudes.

Results: Alcchol Attitudes and Perceptions

The two scales on alcohol -- Positive Alcohol
Perception and Negative Alcohol Attitudes -- are
analyzed in Tables 28 and 29. Breakdowns of the scale
means according to DARE /non-DARE, sex and type of
school show rather discouraging results. No
differences in alcohol attitudes on either scale were
found between DARE and non-DARE students.
Moreover, no differences in attitudes toward alcohol
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were found across the three types of school {rural,
suburban and inner-city).

Drinking attitudes, both positive and negative, did
vary according to sex. As expected, males had a
stronger positive perception of alcohol and weaker
negative attitudes than females (see Tables 28 and 29).
Beyond this difference, however, none of the other
single or combined effects were significant.

Results: Marijuana Attitudes and Perceptions

Results similar to the preceding analyses are
shown in Tables 30 and 31 for scales measuring the
attitudes and perception of youth toward marijuana.
Both tables faii to support the hypothesis that DARE
had a significant long-term effect on the degree to
which youth rejict justifications for the use of marijuana
or have negative attitudes toward marijuana. The null
finding is alsc shown for differences according to type
of school.

Sex continues to shape drug attitudes as shown in
both tables. Males overall were more likely to identify
situations in which they believed marijuana would have
a positive use. As shown in Table 31, their attitudes
toward marijuana were slightly less negative than for
girls.

Summary: The Follow-up Study

Resuits of the Follow-up Study show very little
support for the ability of DARE to produce long-term
positive effects. As shown in Tables 22 thru 31,

* DARE was related to lower general
peer resistance but only In
combination with sex and type of
school; peer resistance varied ina
compiex response to combinations of
all three variables;

* DARE students had lower rather than
higher peer resistance to drugs and
alcohal;

* Attitude toward drugs was not related
to DARE patticipation,;

* Attitudes toward the police were no
different than among non-DARE
students;
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Table 27.  Analysis of Variance Results of Negative Cigarette Attitudes Scale By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

»

Negative Cigarette Attitudes! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 65.2 61.5 70.1 - 65.8

Females 69.7 711 71.8 - 70.8
DARE STUDENTS

Males 68.0 67.4 64.0 67.4 66.6

Females 72.0 61.2 67.8 65.9 66.8
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE? SS df MS F (P
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 506.6 1 506.6 1.0 n.s.

Type of School 1016.5 2 508.2 1.0 n.s.

Sex 1088.7 1 1088.7 2.0 n.s.
Two-Way Interaction

Dare X Type of School 1484.0 2 742.0 1.4 n.s.

Dare X Sex 785.7 1 785.7 1.5 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 210.5 2 105.3 0.2 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 2014.8 2 1007.4 1.8 n.s.
Explained SS 7128.2 11 648.0
Total SS 315293.6 590 534.4

TScores based on 5 item Negative Cigarette Attitudes Scale.

2Analys.is of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.
*p<.05

**n<,01

*** 5 <,001



* Cigarette, alcohol and marijuana
perceptions and attitudes were not
- affected by DARE participation.

Type of school -- rural, inner-city and suburban --
failed consistently to shape drug and alcohol attitudes
or values. However, sex had a strong and consistent
effect:

* Boys showed more resistance to peer
pressure to use drugs than girls;

* The attitudes of boys toward drugs
was more positive;

* Girls were more positive toward the
police;

* Boys had a more positive perception of
cigarette, alcohol and marijuana use as
well as more positive attitlides toward
alcohol and marijuana;

* No sex differences were found in
general peer resistance.

Limitations of The Fallow-up Study

The failure of the Follow-up Study to support the
long-term effects of DARE is potentially a result of the
methodological limitations of the study. The following
five points address weaknesses in the study that were
beyond the control of the researchers:

Sample composition. The match of schools for the
control group may have been inadvertently flawed due
to unknown differences among the schools. For
example, County B’s independent and county school
systems, representing the inner-city and suburban
DARE students, may be unlike schools in the County C
system in a number of ways. The population of County
B, for example, is more that twice that of County C.
County B has a larger central city, and to the extent that
drug attitudes become more negative with city size,
pre-existing attitude differences may exist.

The length of the follow-up peried. Since the majority
of the DARE youth received the program in the Fall,
1987-88 semester, the length of the follow-up periocd
may be too great to expect lasting results. Inthe
absence of continued treatment, it may be unrealistic to
expect program resuits to be demonstrable after more
than a one-year period.
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The "negative" skewness of drug attitudes. All of the
ten scales used to test for results were heavily skewed.
This skewness may have attenuated the variability of
scores sufficiently to hide the statistical significance of
between group differences. Moreover, the attitudes of
youth were strongly against drugs and alcohol from the
start. Mean scores were either very low or very high on
each scale depending on the direction of the scale.
Such extreme values lessen the likelihood of finding
significant differences.

Differences in size of schools. All of the students in
the control group were selected from schools with
comparatively low enroliments compared to the
majority of DARE students. For example, County A and
County B students (all of the DARE students statistically
tested) were tested in middie schools (grades 6-8),
each with a student body of nearly 1000 students.
However, County C and County D students were in
small schools by comparison and each was classified
as an elementary school, usually with a K-6
composition. To the extent that drug attitudes become
more negative with the heterogeneity and anonymity of
larger schools, program effects have been diminished
by what Is an extraneous variable in the study.

Treatment effects in the control groups. With monies
granted by the Kentucky Department of Education, all
counties, including County C and County D, receive a
per pupil allocation of state appropriations explicitly for
drug education. However, how the monies are spent
within the county is decided by the locai school system.

County C, source of the inner-city and suburban
control groups, adopted a drug education program
entitled 'Just Say No’ in its elementary schools in the
1988-89 school year. The full scope and impact of this
curriculum is unknown. However, as chronicled ina
front page story in the local newspaper, the county
school system held a drug rally less than two weeks
prior to the testing of students for the study.

The rally included high school speakers, cheers,
skits, a 2-mile long bus caravan, poster, banner, best-
decorated bus and best essay competitions. Attended
by about 2000 fourth thru sixth grade students, the rally
constituted a full day of intense drug awareness. To the
extent that this contributed to short-term suppression of
drug attitudes among control group students,
DARE/non-DARE long-term differences may be
underestimated.
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Table 28. Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Alcohol Perception Scale By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Positive Alcohol Perception! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males ’ 17.2 20.1 16.3 - 17.4

Females 13.0 12.7 14.0 - 13.2
DARE STUDENTS

Males 21.3 16.2 19.9 156.7 18.3

Females 14.6 13.2 15.2 i2.6 13.8
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCEZ SS df MS F P
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 350.4 1 350.4 0.8 n.s.

Type of School 316.1 2 158.0 0.3 n.s.

Sex 3266.2 1 3266.2 71 *x
Two-Way Interaction

Dare X Type of School 357.7 2 178.8 0.4 n.s.

Dare X Sex 1.3 1 1.3 0.0 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 256.1 2 128.1 0.3 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 613.7 2 306.8 0.7 n.s.
Explained SS 5320.3 11 483.7
Total SS 270168.0 587 460.2

1Scores based on 8 item Positive Alcohol Perception Scale.

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eiiminated.
*p<.05

**n<.01

ke p< 001
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Table 29.  Analysis of Variance Results of Negative Alcohol Attitudes Scale By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Foilow-up Study.

Negative Alcohol Attitudes! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 711 70.6 79.8 - 74.0

Females 82.0 80.7 80.5 - 81.1
DARE STUDENTS

Males 73.3 72.4 72.8 73.6 73.0

Females 79.6 70.9 774 . 73.6 75.4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE? SS df MS F (s)]
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 1390.1 1 1390.1 27 n.s.

Type of School 1366.8 2 683.4 1.3 n.s.

Sex 4505.1 1 4505.1 8.7 *x
Two-Way Interaction

Dare X Type of School 719.3 2 359.6 0.7 © NS

Dare X Sex 877.9 1 877.9 1.7 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 912.2 2 456.1 0.9 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 1345.0 2 672.5 1.3 n.s.
Expiained SS 11341.7 11 1031.1
Total 8S 310217.6 587 528.5

1Scores based on 5 item Negative Alcoho! Attitudes Scale,

2Amalysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.
*p<.05

** <01

RN p< 001
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Table 30.  Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Marijuana Perception Scale By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Positive Marijuana Perception! (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial =  Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 10.9 16.1 11.3 - 12.6

Females 10.4 8.4 11.9 - 16.1
DARE STUDENTS

Males 13.2 139 223 92 15.0

Females 13.8 7.8 . 11.3 9.8 - 107
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE? SS df MS F )
Main Effect )

Dare versus Non-Dare 889.7 1 889.7 23 n.s.

Type of School 1236.7 2 618.4 1.6 . ns.

Sex 2164.2 1 2164.2 5.5 T*
Two-Way interaction

Dare X Type of School 745.7 2 372.8 - 1.0 n.s.

Dare X Sex 456.0 1 456.0 1.2 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 1070.2 2 535.1 1.4 n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 1278.4 2 639.2 1.6 n.s.
Explained S8 8138.1 11 739.8
Total SS 225513.2 576 391.5

1Scores based on 8 itemn Positive Marijuana Perception Scale.

2pnalysis of Variance basedon 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools sliminated.
*p<,05

**n<.01

*** p<.,001
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Table 31.  Analysis of Variance Results of Negative Marijuana Attitudes Scale By
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Negative Marijuana Attitudes' (Mean Scores)

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total
City

NON-DARE STUDENTS

Males 83.9 77.8 82.4 - 81.5

Females 86.0 85.5 85.6 - 85.7
DARE STUDENTS

Males 82.3 82.8 76.5 84.4 81.3

Females 84.0 79.4 84.6 . 819 82.5
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE?2 SS df MS F ()
Main Effect

Dare versus Non-Dare 515.4 1 5i5.4 1.2 n.s.

Type of School 692.6 2 346.3 0.8 n.s.

Sex 1853.2 1 1853.2 4.2 *
Two-Way interaction

Dare X Type of School 90.3 2 45,2 0.1 n.s.

Dara X Sex 2326 1 232.6 0.5 n.s.

Type of School X Sex 4485 2 2242 05 - n.s.
Three-Way Interaction

Sex X Dare X

Type of School 1388.7 2 £894.4 1.8 n.s.
Explained SS 5419.7 11 492.7
Total SS 256337.8 576 445.0

1Scores based on 5 item Negative Marijuana Attitudes Scale.

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated.
*p<.05

**p<.01

A% p< om
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Tabie 32.  Analysis of Variance Results of Generai Peer Resistance Scale Between
Nashville Inner-City DARE and Non-DARE Sixth Graders By Sex, 1988-89
Nashville Study.
General Peer Resistance! (Mean Scores)
Males Females All
NON-DARE STUDENTS 61.5 63.1 62.4
(©4) (112) (206)
DARE STUDENTS 59.4 62.6 61.8
(92) (90) (182)
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCEZ2 SS df MS F (p)
Main Effect
Dare versus Non-Dare 144.2 1 144.2 0.3 n.s.
Sex 429.1 1 429.1 1.0 n.s.
Two-Way Interaction
Dare X Sex 379 1 37.9 0.1 n.s.
Explained SS 635.6 3 211.9
Total SS 158861.8 384 413.7

TScores based on 10 item General Peer Resistance Scale.
2Analysi's. of Variance based on 2 X 2 design; * p<.05

£

The Nashville Study

The Nashville Study was undertaken to investigate
the effects of DARE among inner-city students in a
large, metropolitan school system.® As previously
reviewed, a total of six schools were selected. Three
schools received the DARE pregram in the Fail
semester from members of the Nashville Police
Department. Three matched schools served as the
control group. Testing took place the first two weeks of
the Spring semester, just after the DARE instruction for
the three fall DARE schools and Just prior to DARE in

8The full text of the Nashville Study is reposted in John R, Faine,
The Nashville DARE Project: An Evaluation of the 1988-89 Drug
Abuse Resistance Education Program, final report to the
Metropolitan Public Schools, September, 1989. This report contains
a number of findings and breakdowns that are not reported here.
The report also contains the resulis of the teacher/principal survey
conducted among Nashville educators associated with the 1988-89
DARE program.

p<.01 **p<.001 n.s, = not significant.

the three schools that served as the control group.

Schools were selected in consultation with Dr, Ed
Binkley, Director of Research and £valuation, of
Nashville Metropolitan Public Schools. Each school
was selected to represent the “inner-city” segment of
the city. All were extremely high on the percentage of
youth in the lunch subsidy program. Despite extensive
busing throughout the city, each was located and drew
students from predominantly lower socioeconomic
families.

A total of 187 DARE students were drawn from the
three schools in the experimental condition; 207
students were drawn from the three control group
schools. Students were tested in the classroom using a
shortened version of the instrument shown in Appendix
F, Survey Instruments. Three sets of 25 question Likert-
type attitude scales were administered. From this
instrument a total of four of the 1988-89 scales were
reconstructed: (1) General Peer Resistance; (2)
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance; (3) Positive Attitude
Toward Drugs; and {4) Positive Attitude Toward the
Police.



Table 33.

1988-89 DARE Evaluation/63

Analysis of Variance Resuits of Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance Scale

Between Nashvilie Inner-City DARE and Non-DARE Sixth Graders By Sex,

1988-89 Nashvilie Study.

Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance! (Mean Scores) ‘

Males Fémales All
NON-DARE STUDENTS 85.9 87.3 86.6
(s4) (112) (206)
DARE STUDENTS 85.8 86.8 86.5
(92) (00} (182)
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE?2 ss df MS F ®)
Main Effect
Dare versus Non-Dare 16.7 1 15.7 0.1 n.s.
Sex 141.2 1 141.2 0.7 n.s.
Two-Way Interaction
Dare X Sex 1.1 1 1.1 0.0 n.s.
Explained SS 162.8 3 54.3
Total S8 79241.2 384 206.4

TScores based on 13 item Drug/Alcohiol Peer Resistance Scala.
2Ana!ysis: of Variance based on 2 X 2 design; * p<.05

Each student received an anonymous
questionnaire and instructions from the primary
investigator or members of the research staff. Each
guestion was then read aloud by a researcher as the
students followed along with the open written
instrument. This combination of reading and verbal
comprehension was intended to mitigate known severe
reading deficiencies found in several of the classrooms.

Results: General and Drug Alcohol Peer Resistance

Tables 32 and 33 show the resultsofa2 X 2
analysis of variance testing the combined effects of
DARE and sex on the two peer resistance scales. Scale
means are shown for each group according to sex.
Since the tables contain dichotomous variables, the
main effect F-statistics are equivalent to t-tests of
between-group (DARE versus non-DARE) and between
sex differences.

"h

p<.01 ***p<.001 n.s. = not significant.

The null hypotheses to be are tested are (1) that
DARE will produce greater peer resistance in each
scale, and (2) that boys have less peer resistance than
girls. Also tested is whether or not significant combined
effects exist as shown by the two-way interaction term.

No support was found for any of the hypotheses.
DARE and non-DARE students had the same overall
peer resistance scores using both general and
drug/alcohol peer resistance. Male scores were no
different than those for females.

Comparisons of the general and drug/alcohol peer
resistance scores between Nashville inner-city and
Kentucky students (see Tables 22 and 23) appear to
show only small between group differences. However,
as shown in the full Nashville report, inner-city
metropolitan students were considerably unlike
students from non-metropolitan areas when individual
scale questions were compared. These significant
between group differences are hidden by the total scale
scores reported.
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Table 34.  Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Drug Attitude Scale Between
Nashville Inner-City DARE and Non-DARE Sixth Graders By Sex, 1988-89

Nashvilie Study.
Positive Drug Attitude! (Mean Scores)
Males Females All
NON-DARE STUDENTS 16.3 16.0 16.2
(94) (112) (206) .
DARE STUDENTS 19.5 17.3 184
(90) (89) (179)
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE? ' SS df MS F P
Main Effect
Dare versus Non-Dare 458.0 1 458.0 2.3 n.s.
Sex 138.2 1 138.2 0.7 n.s.
Two-Way Interaction
Dare X Sex 93.4 1 934 0.5 n.s.
Explained SS 714.2 3 238.1
Total SS 77878.2 384 202.8

TScores based on 25 item Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Scale.
2Analysiz; of Variance based on 2 X 2 design; * p<,05 falad

Resuits: Positive Drug Attitudes

Table 34 shows no support for the ability of DARE
to change drug attitudes. DARE students averaged
16.2 on the positive drug attitude scale compared with
18.4 for non-DARE students. Scores on the scale for
boys averaged 16.3 among DARE students and 19.5
among non-DARE students. Girls in the two programs
averaged 16.0 and 17.3 respectively on the scale.
These differences were not statistically significant.

Although it also appears that inner-city youth had
very negative drug and alcohol attitudes, the overall
scores reported hide important within group
differences. As reported elsewhere, 9 drug attitudes
varied strongly among schoals in the study. Moreover,
comparison of the individual scale questions between
Nashville and Kentucky schools showed strong
differences that are "averaged out” by the total scores

95ee footnote 8.

p<.01 ***p<.001 n.s, = not significant.

reported here and in Table 24 ahove. However,
DARE/non-DARE differences among Nashville students
were unaffected by these findings.

Results: Positive Attitude Toward Police

Police attitudes (Table 35) were significantly related
to both group and sex. Overall, males were less
positive toward the police than girls as expected (69.0
versus 73.6). Differences between the DARE and non-
DARE students were also significant, but in the
opposite direction predicted. DARE students,
averaging across both males and females, scored 69.2
on the positive police attitude scale compared with 73.5
for non-DARE students. The semester of DARE
instruction by a law enforcement officer is actually
associated with lower rather than higher police
attitudes. Scores in one Nashville DARE school also
appeared to be depressed due to disciplinary problems
that were encountered in the school.
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Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Attitude Toward Police Scale

Between Nashville Inner-City DARE and Non-DARE Sixth
Graders By Sex, 1988-89 Nashville Study.

Positive Attitude Toward Police! (Mean Scores)

Males Females All
NON-DARE STUDENTS 71.5 75.3 73.5
(94) (112) (206)
DARE STUDENTS 66.6 71.8 69.2
(92) (81) (183)
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE?2 SS df MS F {p)
Main Effect
Dare versus Non-Dare 1736.1 1 1736.1 7.0 ol
Sex 2171.8 1 2171.8 8.8 **
Two-Way Interaction
Dare X Sex 103.9 1 103.9 0.4 n.s.
Explained SS 4200.9 -3 1400.3
Total §S 98263.6 384 255.9

TScores based on 25 item Positive Attitude Toward Palice Scale.
2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 2 design; * p<.05

L3

Summary: The Nashville Study

Analysis of the post-DARE and pre-DARE test
scores of nearly 400 Nashville inner-city sixth graders
showed no support for the hypothesis that the program
was effective in changing peer resistance or positive
drug attitudes. The one significant difference between
the two groups -- positive police attitude -- was in the
opposite direction predicted. DARE students had
significantly more negative police attitudes than non-
DARE students.

The lack of significant differences between the
groups was unexpected. Several additional
comparisons were conducted to see if the experimental
and control groups differed significantly in ways other
than the treatment. If so, the null results might be the
result of pre-existing groups differences.

Comparison of the average age in each group
revealed no significant differences -- both groups were
"almost” 12 years old. Family composition was

p<.01 ***p<.001 n.s. = not significant.

examined by looking at the number of brothers and
sisters and older brother and sisters reported by the
subjects. DARE students averaged 3.13 siblings
compared to 2.83 for the control group. However, this
difference was not statistically significant (t=1.37,
p>.16). The number of older brother and sisters also
did not vary between the two groups (t=.56, p>.49).

Each student was asked whether he knew (a) high
school-aged, (b) middle sshool-aged, and (c) same
grade level youth who smoked marijuana. Not
surprising given the nature of the sample, the rates
were high. Among DARE students, 56 percent reported
knowing one or more high school-aged users. This
figure was 49 percent in the control group. Nine more
percent of DARE students knew one or more middle
school youth who smoked marijuana (49 versus 40
percent). DARE students were also more likely to know
same-aged youth who smoked (44 versus 36 percent).
However, none of these differences were significant at
the .05 level of probability, eliminating evidence of pre-
existing group differences.
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Appendix A

Supplementary Tables to the
Longitudinal Study
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Table A.1  Mean Generai Peer Resistance Scores by Type of School, 1987-89

Longitudinal Study.!
Peer Resistance
1987-88 School Pretest Posttest Follow-Up (N)
All Dare Students 73.2 79.9 73.9 (521)
All Rural 74.3 78.4 81.1 (126)
School #1 68.8 75.0 82.0 (41)
School #2 75.3 84.1 82.2 (25)
School #3 77.0 -+ 80.1 (60)
All Inner-City 69.5 79.6 725 (140)
Schoo! #4 72.1 81.5 77.5 (48)
School #5 64.4 77.9 71.7 (50)
School #6 73.1 -+ 67.9 (42)
All Middle Class 749 80.3 71.8 (123)
School #7 74.8 83.3 72.6 57
School #8 74.7 -t 65.5 (25)
School #9 75.2 76.8 74.6 (41)
All Parochial 74.4 81.1 20.5 (132)
School #10 73.6 -t 51.9 (20)
School #11 70.5 -t 70.5 (36)
School #12 69.8 79.8 68.5 (23)
School #13 80.6 81.8 81.0 (42)
School #14 74.0 -t 68.2 (11)

* No posttest given.
1Scores based on 10-item Peer Resistance Scale (Short Version).
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Table A.2 Mean Positive Drug Attitudes Scores by Type of School, 1987-89

Longitudinal Study."
Positive Drug Attitudes
1987-88 School Pretest Posttest Follow-Up N)
All Dare Students 14.2 10.2 16.3 (519)
All Rural 13.7 8.8 14.1 (126)
School #1 10.7 9.1 15.3 (41)
School #2 14.1 8.5 16.4 (25)
School #3 15.3 ~t 12.4 _ (e0)
All Inner-City 17.1 1.7 18.1 (140)
School #4 13.2 12.5 17.2 (48)
School #5 19.9 11.0 16.3 (50)
School #6 17.4 ~* 21.3 (42)
All Middle Class 12.3 9.3 15.8 (123)
School #7 11.4 6.3 14.5 (57)
School #8 12.6 -+ 19.6 (25)
School #9 13.0 12.4 15.4 (41)
All Parochial 13.7 10.6 16.8 (130)
School #10 11.7 -+ 25.3 (20)
School #11 14.8 -t 20.2 (36)
School #12 21.9 20.0 15.6 (23)
School #13 10.7 4.8 9.7 (40)
School #14 9.7 -t 18.2 (11)

*No posttest given. ;
1Scores based on 10-item Positive Drug Attitudes Scale (Short Version).
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Table A.3 Mean Positive Attitudes Toward Police Scores by Type of School, 1987-89
Longitudinal Study.!

Positive Attitude Toward Police

1987-88 School Pretest Posttest Foliow-Up (N)
Ali Dare Students 743 80.4 68.1 (511)
All Rural ' 75.56 83.8 . 734 (122)
School #1 77.6 82.9 76.3 (40)
School #2 74.8 85.2 713 (23)
School #3 74.7 -t 72.3 (89)
All Inner-City 71.0 75.1 64.5 (137)
School #4 67.0 74.1 - 657 (46)
School #5 69.9 75.9 62.8 (49)
School #6 76.1 -+ 65.1 (42)
All Middle Class ' 75.6 81.9 66.3 (121)
School #7 74.3 86.3 66.7 {55)
School #8 78.6 -+ 64.5 (25)
School #9 75.0 774 66.9 (a1)
All Parochial 75.6 82.8 68.5 (131)
School #10 72.4 -t 55.0 (20)
School #11 75.8 -t 68.6 (36)
School #12 72.8 84.4 68.2 (22)
School #13 - 78.7 81.8 73.2 (42)
School #14 75.1 -+ 76.0 (11)

*No posttest given. .
TScores based on 11-item Positive Attitudes Toward Police Scale (Short Version).
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Table A.4 Exposure to Marijuana Smokers Among Fifth Graders, 1987-89
Longitudinal Study.

| know kids who smoke marijuana
1987-88 School Elementary School  Middle School High Sehool (N)
All Dare Students 14% 18% 35% (685)
All Rural 9% 9% 14% (160)
School #1 9% 4% 13% (46)
School #2 13% 9% 9% (31)
School #3 7% 11% 15% (83)
All Inner-City 27% 32% 35% (184)
School #4 27% . 20% 36% (55)
School #5 32% 42% 38% (71)
School #6 19% 29% 31% (58)
All Middle Class 11% 18% 30% (187)
School #7 8% 18% 25% (72)
School #8 14% 13% 23% (44)
School #9 11% 21% 39% (71)
All Parochial 9% 11% 19% (154)
School #10 13% 13% 26% (23)
School #11 10% 0% 22% (40)
School #12 11% 19% 26% @7
School #13 . 8% 8% 14% (49)

School #14 0% 7% 7% (15)
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Appendix B

Supplementary Tables to the
Follow-up Study
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Table B.1 Mean Positive Attitude Toward Drugs and Positive Attitude Toward Police
Scores by Type of School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Positive Attitude Positive Attitude

School Toward Drugs  Toward the Police {N)
All Students 13.6 74.9 1389
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School * 13.3 77.6 220
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 13.6 80.1 41
School #2 8.4 79.7 23
School #3 10.4 78.6 59
Other County A Schools 16.2 785 » 97
County B (Inner-City) Schools 16.6 77 310
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 121 74.2 39
School #5 14.5 70.3 53
School #6 18.1 71.7 44
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 16.2 71.6 174
County B (Suburban) Schools 12.3 74.4 296
1987-88 Elementary School
School #7 11.1 77.9 54
Schoo! #8 15.6 71.6 26
School #3 13.0 70.4 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 11.9 747 174
County B Parochial Schools 13.1 75.9 137
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 16.6 67.4 19
School #11 15.4 76.2 34
School #12 9.6 78.7 17
School #13 8.7 78.6 35
School #14 13.8 : 83.9 12
Other County B Farochiai Schools 15.9 71.3 20

NON-DARE SCHOOLS

County C Inner-City Schools 15.0 75.2 130
1988-89 School

School #15 12.9 77.3 28

School #16 15.4 78.0 47

School #17 15.9 71.8 55
County C Suburban Schools 11.6 76.9 167
1988-89 School

School #18 12.0 80.2 43

School #19 9.9 80.4 53

School #20 12,6 724 71
County D Rural Schools 144 75.1 129
1988-89 School

School #21 17.2 73.0 62

School #22 ' 12.1 77.2 36

School #23 10.7 77 18

School #24 12.8 75.2 13
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Table B.2 Mean General Peer Resistance and Drug/Alcohol Resistance Scores by
Type of School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

General Drug/Alcohol
School Peer Resistance  Peer Resistance (N)
All Students 62.4 84.2 1394
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 66.8 85.3 220
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 719 84.9 41
School #2 735 89.5 23
School #3 70.3 89.2 59
Other County A Schools 61.0 822 97
County B (Inner-City) Schools 62.0 825 311
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 69.6 86.2 40
School #5 62.6 84.8 53
School #8& 63.7 81.9 44
Cther County B (Inner-City) Schools §9.6 81.0 174
County B (Suburban) Schools 61.1 83.0 297
1987-88 Elementary School
School #7 65.8 85.3 54
School #8 §6.1 76.4 26
School #9 63.0 83.1 - 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 5§2.9 834 175
County B Parochial Schools 61.9 84.7 140
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 47.8 80.5 19
School #11 62.0 83.5 34
School #12 65.0 88.5 18
School #13 68.6 878 37
School #14 62.4 83.3 12
Cther County B Parachial Schools 59.4 82.2 20
NON-DARE SCHQOOLS
County C Inner-City Schools 62.4 83.1 129
1988-89 School
School #15 65.9 826 28
School #16 63.1 84.5 46
School #17 60.1 82,2 55
County C Suburban Schools 61.3 87.7 167
1988-89 School
School #18 619 89.6 43
School #19 61.1 88.0 53
School #20 61.0 86.4 71
County D Rural Schools 60.8 84.6 130
1988-89 School
School #21 60.3 80.4 62
School #22 §5.2 87.6 37
School #23 70.1 89.0 18
School #24 66.3 90.0 13
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Table B.3 Mean Positive Cigarette Perception and Negative Cigarette Attitudes -
Scores by Type of School, 1988-89 Foilow-up Study.

Positive Cigarette  Negative Cigarette

School Perception Attitudes (N)
All Students 14.0 67.9 1394
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 15.3 70.7 220
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 11.8 71.2 41
School #2 11.8 75.3 23
School #3 11.2 747 59
Other County A Schools 20.1 67.0 97
County B (Inner-City) Schools 15.8 64.3 3an
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 14.6 66.4 40
School #5 16.2 60.9 53
School #6 17.3 §9.6 44
Other County B (Inner-City) Schoois 15.0 86.0 174
County B (Suburban) Schools 14.2 . 684 297
1987-88 Elementary School :
School #7 16.0 70.4 54
School #8 13.8 59.7 26
School #9 128 §9.3 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 14.1 68.8 175
County B'Parochial Schools 13.6 67.3 140
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 219 69.4 19
School #11 8.6 727 34
School #12 11.2 65.3 18
School #13 14.4 69.4 37
School #14 7.8 714 12
Other County B Parochial Schools 18.7 51.4 20
NON-DARE SCHOOLS
County C Inner-City Schools 127 68.1 129
1988-89 School .
School #15 10.6 67.0 28
School #1€ 13.4 68.7 456
School #17 133 68.1 55
County C Suburban Schools 12.1 716 167
1988-89 School
School #18 14.8 72.0 43
School #19 104 73.2 53
School #20 11.8 70.1 71
County D Rural Schools 125 66.8 130
1988-89 School
School #21 13.2 64.1 62
School #22 14.0 67.6 37
School #23 8.2 75.2 18

School #24 10.4 65.4 13
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Table B.4 Mean Positive Marijuana Perception and Negative Marijuana Attitudes

Scores by Type of School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Positive Marijuana Negative Marijuana

Schoal Perceptions Attitudes (N)
All Students 11.8 83.1 1381
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 14.0 83.0 219
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 10.5 86.1 41
School #2 14.2 86.0 23
School #3 10.4 84.2 59
Other County A Schools 17.7 80.1 96
County B (Inner-City) Schools 11.8 80.3 308
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 8.2 84,2 40
Schoul #5 11.5 809 52
School #6 14.0 83.2 43
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 12.1 78.5 173
County B (Suburban) Schools 127 . 84.4 293
1987-88 Elementary School
School #7 114 83.0 52
School #8 15.9 87.6 26
School #9 11.6 85.9 42
Cther County B {Suburban) Schools 13.0 84.0 173
County B Parochial Schools 9.6 83.9 138
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 18.0 80.1 19
School #11 39 87.1 33
School #12 9.3 85.6 18
School #13 9.2 828 37
School #14 4.4 89.8 11
Other County B Parochial Schools 14.8 79.5 20
NON-DARE SCHOOLS
County G Inner-City Schools 12.6 82.8 127
1988-89 School
School #15 11.5 824 28
School #16 11.4 83.8 44
School #17 14,2 822 55
County C Suburban Schools 10.5 83.5 166
1988-89 School
School #18 107 83.8 43
School #19 10.5 85.1 53
School #20 10.4 82,2 70
County D Rural Schools 9.8 85.6 130
1988-89 Schooi
School #21 12.6 85.0 62
School #22 6.9 83.3 37
School #23 65 91.8 18
School #24 10.7 86.8 13
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Table B.5 Mean Positive Alcohoi Perception and Negative Alcohol Attitudes Scores by
Type of School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Positive Aicohol = Negative Alcohol

School Perception Attitudes (N)
All Students 14.6 767 1391
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 16.9 7.7 220
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 129 75.1 41
Schoeol #2 15.5 79.8 23
School #3 13.1 78.2 59
Other County A Schools 21.3 779 97
County B (inner-City) Schools 148 73.4 311
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 i2.4 76.5 40
Scheol #5 16.0 69.2 53
School #6 18.0 73.5 44
Other County B {Inner-City) Schools 14.2 73.9 174
County B (Suburban) Schools : 4.2 77.8 296
1987-88 Elementary School
Schocel #7 15.4 78.3 54
School #8 14.4 750 26
School #9 16.1 79.8 42
Cther County B (Suburban) Schools 13.4 77.5 174
County B Parochial Schools 13.2 74.5 140
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 27.4 74.6 18
School #11 10.1 779 . 34
School #12 8.8 71.8 18
School #13 10.1 73.8 37
School #14 58 - 75.7 12
Other County B Parochial Schools 19.0 7.7 20

NON-DARE SCHOOLS

County C Inner-City Schools 15.9 78.0 127
1988-89 School
School #15 10.0 80.6 28
School #16 18.4 77.8 45
School #17 16.8 76.9 54
County C Suburban Schools 13.2 79.7 167
1988-89 School
Scheol #18 14.6 80.3 : 43
Schooi #19 11.4 80.8 53
Schoo! #20 13.6 78.6 71
County D Rural Schools 13.7 775 130
1988-89 School
' School #21 16.7 715 62
School #22 12,8 81.3 37
School #23 8.7 87.8 18

School #24 9.5 81.5 13
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Table B.6 Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Who Have Tried Cigarettes,

Smokeless Tobacco, or Report Friends Who Smoke By School, 1988-89

Follow-up Study.
Tried Cigarettes 1 or More Tried Smokeless
School 1or More Times  Friends Smoke 1 or More Times (N)
All Students 45% 60% 23% 1392
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 47% 50% 25% 219
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 34% 41% 20% 41
School #2 52% 30% 26% 23
School #3 31% 42% 27% 59
Cther County A Schools 60% 62% 35% 96
County B (Inner-City) Schools 44% 68% 20% 310
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 35% 79% 10% 40
School #5 57% 79% 26% 53
School #6 35% 80% 19% 43
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 44% 60% 21% 174
County B (Suburban) Scheols 42% 61% 21% 206
1987-88 Elementary Schoacl
School #7 37% 56% 17% 54
Schoo! #8 46% 65% 15% 26
School #9 45% 68% 33% 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 43% 61% 19% 174
County B Parochial Schools 48% 52% 19% 140
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 63% 53% 26% 19
Scheoi #11 47% 64% 15% 34
School #12 56% 39% 6% 18
School #13 30% 35% 19% 37
School #14 42% 50% 33% 12
Other County B Parochial Schools 65% 75% 20% 20
NON-DARE SCHGOOLS
County C Inner-City Schools 48% 67% 26% 130
1988-89 School
School #15 43% 61% 18% 28
School #16 47% 59% 18% 47
School #17 53% 78% 35% 85
County C Suburban Schools 40% 57% 20% 167
1988-89 School
School #18 49% 77% 21% 43
School #19 43% 64% 25% 53
School #20 31% 41% 17% 71
County D Rural Schools 50% 61% 32% 130
1988-89 School
School #21 52% 68% 37% 62
School| #22 54% 59% 32% 37
School #23 33% 44% 22% 18
School #24 54% 54% 15% 13
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Tabie B.7  Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Student Who Have Tried Aicohol or Who
Report Friends Who Drink By School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Tried Alcohol One or More
School 1 or More Times Friends Drink N)
Ali Students 29% 28% 1391
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 32% 24% 220
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 27% 20% 41
School #2 30% X 13% 23
School #3 27% 12% 59
Other County A Schools 38% 35% 97
County B (Inner-City) Schools 32% 31% 310
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 35% 40% 40
School #5 38% 42% 52
School #8 30% 37% 44
Other County & (Inner-City) Schools 30% 24% 174
County B (Suburban) Schools 28% 30% 298
1987-88 Elementary Schoc!
Scheol #7 35% 33% 54
School #8 35% 32% 26
School #9 21% 23% 42
Cther County B (Suburban) Schools 26% 31% 174
County B Parochial Schools 29% 17% 140
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 47% 28% 19
School #11 32% 12% 34
School #12 11% 1% 18
School #13 16% 8% 37
School #14 33% 8% 12
Other County B Parochial Schools 40% 45% 20
NON-DARE SCHOOLS
County C Inner-City Schocls 33% 31% 129
1988-89 School
School #15 36% 18% 28
School #16 23% 22% 47
School #17 39% 45% 54
County C Subuirban Schools 22% 18% 166
1988-89 School
School #18 24% 12% 42
School #19 21% 17% 53
School #20 21% 23% 71
County D Rural Schools 25% 40% 130
1988-89 School
School #21 32% 54% 62
School #22 14% 32% 37
School #23 17% 22% 18

School #24 31% 23% 13
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Table B.8 Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Student Who Have Tried Marijuana or Who
Report Friends Who Have By School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

Tried Marijuana 1 or more Friends

School 1 or more Use Marijuana (N)
All Students 6% 14% 1393
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 8% 1% 220
1987-88 Eiementary School
School #1 2% 2% 41
School #2 9% 4% 23
School #3 ’ 3% 8% 59
Other County A Schools 12% 19% 97
County B (Inner-City) Schools 7% 16% 311
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 2% 28% 40
School #5 13% 22% 53
School #6 7% 12% 44
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 7% 12% 174
County B (Suburban) Schools 5% 17% 296
1987-88 Elementary School
School #7 4% 8% 54
School #8 0% 8% 26
School #9 10% 17% 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schocls 5% 21% 174
County B Parochial Schools 1% 10% 140
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 0% 5% 19
School #11 0% 6% 34
School #12 0% 6% 18
School #13 : 0% 8% 37
School #14 0% 0% 12
Other County B Parochial Scheols 10% 35% 20

NON-DARE SCHOOLS

County C Inner-City Schools 9% 17% 129
1988-89 School

School #15 4% 11% 28

School #16 2% 7% 47

School #17 19% 29% 54
County C Suburban Schools 2% 9% 167
1988-83 School

School #18 5% 7% 43

Schoot #19 0% 10% 53

School #20 1% 10% 71
County D Rural Schools 9% 21% 130
1988-89 School

School #21 16% 33% 62

School #22 3% 14% 37

School #23 0% 6% 18

School #24 8% 8% 13
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Table B.9  Attitudes Toward Cigarette Smoking By School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

| Think Most Students
Smoking Cigarettes is Bad That... Think That . . . (N)
All Students 78% 61% 1385
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 84% 66% 220
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 93% 73% 41
Scheol #2 91% 52% 23
School #3 90% 75% §9
Other County A Schools 75% 61% 97
County B (Inner-City) Schools 77% 51% 307
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 88% 48% 40
School #5 67% 42% 52 .
School #6 73% 43% 44
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 78% 87% 171
County B (Suburban) Schaols 75% 59% 202
1987-88 Elementary School
School #7 76% 64% 51
School #8 65% 38% 26
School #9 81% 73% 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 75% 58% 173
County B Parochial Schools 75% 62% 139
1987-88 Elementary Schouol
School #10 83% 68% 19
School #11 79% 48% 33
School #12 100% 78% 18
School #13 . 76% 81% 37
School #14 75% 50% 12
Cther County B Parochial Schools 55% 35% 20
NON-DARE SCHOOLS
County C Inner-City Schools 81% 71% 130
1988-89 Schoxl
' Sehool 15 89%. . 75% 28
School #16 74% - 72% 47
School #17 82% 67% 58
County C Suburban Schools 82% 75% 167
1988-89 School
School #18 72% 60% 43
Schaol #19 . 4 75% 53
School #20 85% 83% 71
County D Rural Schoofs 77% 51% 130
1988-89 School
School #21 73% - 40% 62
School #22 76% 51% 37
School #23 100% 78% 18

School #24 69% £52% 13
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Table B.10 Attitudes Toward Drinking Alcohol By School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

I think Most Students
Drinking Alcohol is Bad that. .. think that . . . (N)
All Students 82% 70% 1338
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 82% 72% 220
1987-88 Elermentary School
School #1 a90% 75% 41
Schouol #2 78% 78% 23
School #3 85% 69% 59
Other County A Schools 78% 70% 97
County B (Inner-City) Schools 80% 63% 309
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 82% 55% 40
School #5 69% 65% 52
School #6 86% 64% - 44
Other County B (Inner-City} Schools 80% 64% 173
County B (Suburban) Schools 83% 68% 264
1987-83 Elementary School "
School #7 88% 69% 52
School #8 77% 60% 26
Schocol #9 83% 69% 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 83% 69% 174
County B Parochial Schools 80% 68% 138
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 68% 53% 19
School #11 88% 70% 32
School #12 94% 94% 18
School #13 86% 78% 37
School #14 ) 67% 58% 12
Other County B Parochial Schools 65% 40% 20
NCN-DARE SCHOOLS
County C Inner-City Schools 82% 79% 130
1988-89 School
School #15 89% 86% 28
School #186 ° 81% 79% a7
School #17 78% 76% 85
County C Suburban Schools 90% 84% 167
1988-89 School
School #18 84% 77% 43
School #19 ) 96% 88% 53
School #20 . 90% 86% 71
County D Rural Schools 79% 61% 130
1688-82 School
School #21 73% 53% 62
School #22 78% 57% 37
School #23 100% 76% 18

School #24 85% 92% 13
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Table B.11 Attitudes Toward Smoking Marijuana By School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study.

1 think Most students
Smoking Marijuana is Bad that. .. think that . . . (N}
Ali Students 96% 90% 1388
DARE SCHOOLS
County A Middle School 94% 89% 219
1987-88 Elementary School
School #1 100% 95% 41
School #2 100% 96% 23
School #3 98% 88% 59
Other County A Schools 89% 86% 96
County B (Inner-City) Schools 96% 88% 310
1987-88 Elementary School
School #4 100% 85% 40
School #5 26% 90% 53
School #6 93% 80% 44
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 96% 91% 173
County B (Suburban) Schools 96% 88% 204
1987-88 Elementary School
School #7 98% 94% 52
School #8 88% 81% 26
School #9 98% 93% 42
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 95% 86% 174
County B Parochial Schools 99% . - 98% 138
1987-88 Elementary School
School #10 100% 95% 18
School #11 100% 100% 33
School #12 100% 100% 18
School #13 100% 100% 37
School #14 100% 100% 12
Other County B Parochial Schaols 95% 80% 20
NON-DARE SCHOOLS
County C Inner-City Schools 95% 91% 130
1988-89 School !
School #15 96% 100% 28
School #16 100% 98% 47
School #17 89% 82% 55
County C Suburban Schools 98% 96% 167
1988-89 School
School #18 98% 93% 43
School #19 100% 98% 53
School #20 96% 97% 71
Caunty D Rural Schools 95% 79% 130
1988-89 School
School #21 94% 76% 62
School #22 95% 76% 37
Schoo! #23 100% 89% 18

School #24 ' 92% 92% 13
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Appendix C

Construction of Attitude Scales
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Table C.1  Item-Total Correlations for Peer Resistance Scale (Short Version).

ltem-Total
Question Correlation”
It's hard for me to say "no" to my friends.? .81
If you say "no" too often you won't have any friends.? 73
It's better to keep your feelings to yourself.R .68
1 usually give in to my friends when they pressure me.? .84
When my friends are doing something wrong, its hard for me to walk away.? .79
If my friends drank beer | probably would too.P .84
If | don't do what my friends want me to do, I'll be all alone.R .84
If your best friend offers you a drug, you have to take it.R .70

x,
Yule's Q
RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale.

Table C.2 Item-Total Correlation for Positive Attitudes Toward Drugs (Short Version).

item-Total
Question Correlation™
its okay to drink a little beer. 82
There’s nothing wrong with smoking cigarettes as long as you don't smoke too many. .84
Kids who take drugs seem more grown up. .83
Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly can quit anytime they want. .82
It is okay for kids to drink alcohol as long as they quit before it becomes a habit. .87
Teenagers who drink alcohol are more grown up. .86
Kids who use drugs have more friends. 74
If | smoked crack | would become addicted.? .70
LSD can make people so crazy they think they can fly.B ’ .71
People who smoke marijuana might have deformed children.? .66

*,
Yule's Q
RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale.
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Table C.3 Item-Total Correlations for Positive Attitudes Toward Police (Short Version).

Item-Total
Question Correlation”
| would like to be a policeman. A7
Maost policemen go out of their way to keep a kid out of trouble. .66
Most policemen like to help kids. .93
Most policemen are pretty nice guys. .90
Most policemen are honest. .88
| have a lot of respect for the police. .88
Policemen make me nervous.? .66
Most policemen don't understand a kid's problems.? .80
Police have no right to tell kids what to do.? .62
Most policemen like to pick on kids.? .89
Most policemnen like to act tough.? .78

"Yule's Q
RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale.
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Tabie C.4 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the General
Peer Resistance Scale.

Factor Loading Item-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
When my friends are doing something wrong it is hard
for me to walk away.? .56 .55
If you say "no" toc often you won't have any friends.R .48 .50
Sometimes | do what my friends do even though
I know it isn’t right.? .65 .66
Sometimes | do things because my friends do, even
though I later regret it.R .66 .64
I am afraid if | say "No" to drugs my friends won't like me.R 46 51
| usually give in to my friends when they pressure me.? .56 61
If my friends drank beer, | probably would too.R .46 .54
It is hard for me to say "No" to my friends.? .66 .66
if | don’t do what my friends want me to do | will be
all alone.R .48 - .53

If someone you like wants you to do something you think
is wrong, there is no way you can say "No" and still
be friends.R .38 41

RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale.
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Table C.5 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance Scale.

Factor Loading item-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
If you attend a party where everyone else is drinking
alcohol, you can have a good time without joining in.® A7 43
If my friends smoke | should too. .65 .56
| should walk away from those who try to make me
use drugs.? 53 43
| should drink if my friends do even if | don’t want to. .70 .58
If my friends were going to a party to drink beer | would
go with them, .58 .62
If someone pressures me to use drugs | should say
"No thanks" and walk away.? 73 .61
Kids who use drugs have more friends than those
who don't. 49 .40
The best way to say "No" to drugs is to stay away
from them.R .65 83
If my friends drank beer, | probably would too. £2 57
A true friend would never ask you to eat or drink '
something that wasn't really safe.R 7 .55
Real friends don’t push kids into trying drugs or alcohol.? .7 .59
If your best friend offers you a drug, you have to take it. 72 53
if drugs are pushed on me | can say "No thanks,
they make me throw up."® 49 46

RAScoring on question was reversed (refliected) in order to match the direction of the scale.
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Table C.6 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive

Drug Attitudes Scale.
Factor Loading item-Total

Question (Weightj Correlation
It is okay to drink a little beer. 54 50
There is nothing wrong with srnoking cigarettes as long
as you don't smoke too many. 64 80
Kids who take drugs seem more grown up. 67 .62
Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly can quit anytime
they want. 61 57
It is okay for kids to drink alcchol as long as they quit befors
it becomes a habit. .69 .65
Teenagers who drink alcohol are more grown up. .76 71
1f 1 smoked “crack” | would become addicted.B 41 .38
LSD can make people 5o crazy they think they can fiy.? 46 A3
People who smoke marijuana right have deformed children.? 53 .80
It is pertectly safe to take medicine that a doctor has given
to someone else. 51 47
Drugs bought on the street are not safe to use.R 61 57
It is okay for kids to try marijuana, just to satisfy their curiosity. 78 73
it1s okay to sell drugs if you don't use them. 79 74
Alcohol is a reward for hard work. .78 73
Marijuana is okay as long as it is smoked with friends. .86 82
Drugs change the way people act.R 61 57
Drugs make you look cool in front of your friends. .66 61
Using drugs will cause you to dislike yourself because they are wrong,? 45 42
Kids who drink alcohol are more grown up than those who don’t. .76 71
if you are under stress, drinking aicohol or taking drugs won't
really help.? 54 50
Using street drugs is wrong, no matter how little you use them R 65 61
I can use drugs without anyone knowing it. .67 .60
Any kid who says that drinking alcohol isn’t fun is really
out of it. 41 .38
Taking drugs can help you have more fun when you're bored. .81 a7
Sometimes the only way to keep frorv feeling sad is to
get "high." 79 74

RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in arder to match the direction of the scale.
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Table C.7 Factor Loa'dings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive
Attitudes Toward Police Scale.

., Factor Loading Item-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
| have a lot of respect for the police. 72 .70
Most police officers are honest. .76 73
Most police officers like to act tough.? .30 .28
Most palice officers are prefty nice guys. .78 74
Most police officers like to help kids. .80 75
Most police officers like to pick on kids.R .74 .70
Police officers have a right to tell kids what to do. 42 .39
Most police officers don't understand a kid’s problems.? 49 46
Most pblice officers go out of their way to keep
a kid out of trouble. .67 .63
Palice officers make me nervous.? 27 .28
I have never met a nice police officer.R .63 .58
Palice really care about kids my age. 74 » .70
Palice officers like to scare kids.R 75 71
| feel if | had a problem | could talk to a police
officer about it. .63 .60
Police officers like to push people around.? .68 .65
We can learn from police officers. .79 75
Paolice officers are there to help us. .82 77
If | got into trouble the police would listen to
my side of the story. 66 .62
Police officers like to hassle kids for no reason at all.? 72 .68
If you give a police officer a chance, he will be
your friend. 75 71
Police officers do good things in my community. .76 72
Police officers try to help kids who use drugs. 71 .66
Palice officers would rather catch you doing
something wrong than try to help you.R .64 .60
You only see the police when there is trouble.? 49 .39
Kids should listen to what police officers have to say. .80 .76

RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scaie.
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Table C.8 Factor Loadings and Iltem-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive
Cigarette Perception Scale.

Factor Loading ltem-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
How much does smoking cigarettes
help a personto...
stop feeling bored or lonely? .87 .82
have fun with friends? .86 .80
feel good? .88 .82
experience new things? 73 .66
get away from problems? .85 .80
face a difficuit situation? 77 .70
do things better or be more creative? .86 .80
become popular or one of the crowd? 73 ) .66

Table C.9 Factor Loadings and ltem-Total Correlations for Questions in the Negative
Attitudes Toward Cigarettes Scale.

Factor Loading item-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
Smoking Cigarettes . . .
makes a person lose their friends. .73 .73
makes a person feel bad. 77 .76
is bad for a person’s health. .58 .48
makes a person do poorly in school. .83 .82

gets a person in trouble with the iaw. .67 71
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Table C.10 Factor Loadings and Iltem-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive
Alcohol Perception Scale.

Factor Loading ltem-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
How mush does drinking alcohol (beer,
wine, liquor) help a personte. ..
stop feeling bored or lonely? .88 .83
have fun with friends? .86 80
feel good? .88 .83
experience new things? .76 .70
get away from problems? .87 .82
face a difficult situation? .78 71
do things better or be more creative? .84 .78
become popular or one of the crowd? a7 .70

Table C.11 Factor Loadings and ltem-Total Correlations for Questions in the Negative
Attitudes Toward Alcohol Scale.

Factor Loading ltem-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
Drinking aleohol. . .
makes a person lose their friends. .M 74
makes a person feel bad. .78 .78
is bad for a person’s healith. .79 73
makes a persan do poorly in school. 84 81

gets a person in trouble with the law. .76 .70
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Table C.12 Factor Loadings and item-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive
Marijuana Perception Scale.

Factor Loading ltem-Total
Question. (Weight) Correlation
How much does smoking marijuana (grass,
pot, hash) help a personto...
stop feeling bored or lonely? .90 .85
have fun with friends? .89 .85
feel good? .89 .85
experience new things? .81 .75
get away from problems? .89 .85
face a difficult situation? .78 .72
do things better or be more creative? .88 .83
become popular or one of the crowd? .78 71

Table C.13 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive
Attitude Toward Marijuana Scale.

Factor Loading Item-Total
Question (Weight) Correlation
Smoking marijuana . . .
makes a person lose their friends. .50 .70
makes a person feel bad. .62 77
is bad for a person’s health. 72 .79
makes a person do poorly in school. .79 .86

gets a person in trouble with the law. .70 .78




1988-89 DARE Evaluation/99

Appendix D

Construction of Teacher/Principal
Satisfaction Scale
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Table D.1  Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the
Composition of the Overall Satisfaction Scale in the Teacher/Principal

Survey
Factor Loading ltem-Total

Question (Weight) Correlation
Project DARE has made a positive impression
on the children in my class. .60 .55
Students have carried over knowledge and skills
they learned in DARE to other subjects. .69 .65
The classroom learning environment in general
has been enhanced. 72 87
| believe the non-classroom activities by
the DARE Officer are valuable additions to the program. .51 49
Parents support DARE. .59 .54
DARE has helped improve student behavior
at school. .69 .66
There are fewer disciplinary problems. .68 .64
There has been an increase in student
self-esteem. .76 .72
Students have more negative attitudes about
drug use. .64 58
Students are better able to resist peer pressure. .75 .70
Students are better equipped to deal
with drug-oriented situations. .78 72
Students are more likely to say 'no’
to negative behavior. 77 72
Students are more aware of the
consequences of their actions. 74 .69
Students have mare positive attitudes toward
police officers and authority. .59 .54
School Staff awareness of drug abuse problems
and ways to deal with them have been increased. .65 61
Students are more willing to openly
discuss problems related to drugs. 73 .68

Students are taking more responsibili
for their actions. ‘ 76 |
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Appendix E

Written Teacher/Principal Comments
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Writien Teacher Comments

The DARE program has been very educational in our school. Ina
drug-saturated environment, | feel it is necessary to teach drug
education as early as possible.

As a parent's viewpoint also: My child came home after every
session telling us something that Trooper Powel! told them. He
makes a good impression and the children love him.

Keep up the good work.

This is the best thing to be done against drugs. Prevention is the
only answer. Not punishment. Education is the only way to
prevertion. k will take years for the process to work but I'm confident
it will worki! Trooper Tom Powell is an asset to your program.

Educating our youth is the key to prevention of drug usage.

Our officer want above and beyond the call of duty both with students
and faculty.

The DARE program was a tremendous asset to our curriculum.
| appreciate the officer’s dedication and concem for our students.

The trooper’s rapport with the students was very good. They were
responsive and looked forward to his classes. would like to see it
continue.

We need more visual presentations such as films.
Keep DARE in public schools. Put DARE in Middle Schools as wellll

! feel that the program should have been extended longser and more
in depth in the fourth grade. The students need to be aware of drugs
and alcohel before middle school.

1 feel this is a great way fo make children aware of the problems
involved with drugs.

DARE is a unique approach to enforcing negative opinions of non-
prescription drugs.

! have seen very positive effects from the DARE program and thank
all those involved with the program for contributing to the
“betterment” of our community.

| wish it ware not necessary to add drug awareness to the
curriculum, but since drugs have become such a problem in our
socisty I'm glad we have the DARE program.

I would love to see DARE continue next year. Hopefully our
county/city law enforcers will pick up the program.

1 think the DARE program should continue, and be presented by a
law enforcemaent officer in uniform, if at all possible.

The program is excellent as far as teaching drug resistance and
awareness. | was glad that no actual pictures or examples of drugs
were used fo make a point. Resistance skills were taught well and
received well by students.



106/7988-89 DARE Evaluation

3rd grade had only the one program. It seems, however, to be a
wonderful program. | know that its not possible (due to perscnnel
involved) to do extensive programs for everyone. 5th grade is the
best place to concentrate.

Officer Curtsinger was very warm and understanding, yet was well
respected by students.

Please continue the program. | believe the community will reap the
benafits.

Excellent program, needs to be continued.
It is a good program. We should use it next year.
Project DARE worked well with our school’s Project Self Esteem.

Twenty minutes was not enough time for the lesson to be developed
and rapport to be established. There should be 8 sessions of 30
minutes each in the fourth grade at a minimum.

1 feel this program Is essential in schools today. | hope it will
continue in the future.

I'm pleased that the KY State Police are willing to commit themselves
to this tyne of educational program.

Great - add visuals for primary grades.

The DARE program was the most exciting, educational program that |
have been involved with in recent years. | hope the funding
continues. Sixth graders especially need to be made aware of these
problems before entering middle school.

The kids loved the DARE program and Mr. Coplen.

DARE has a good message. | look forward to having the program in
my classroom again next year.

1 falt that the police officer did a nice job of trying to know the
students by seeing them in the halls, at lunch, and at other functions.

Good program which needs to be continued and supporfed.

Students will often mere readily confide in and seek information from
someone other than the regular classroom teacher.

Setting a schedule and sticking to it, no cancellations, posiponing,
ele., would be better.

Sixth grade is an excellent age to present this mafterial tol

Our instructor was good. He related to the students outside of the
classroom.

I'm glad and excited that the community is working to help avert
potential problems. As a teacher | feel any assistance with this
enormous and difficult problem is most appreciated.

Captain Pickett worked well with the students and had a good
response from them. They really like and trust him. | feel this is a
valuable program.

Trooper Meadows who came to our school was very friendly,
energetic, and very nice to students. He was very cooperative and
helpful to all teachers at the school.

Qverall | feel that the DARE program is a good program. The
responses from the students have been very positive. Tha attitude
toward law enforcing agencies can also be a worthwhile factor in this
program.

I think it is an excellent program and should definitely be continued.
| think that what they have leamned will always be in the back of their
mind when approached with drugs.

This program seems very worthwhile, keep it in our schools!

| would like to see the program spread to other levels, other than just
the fifth and sixth grades.

My class thoroughly enjoyed the DARE program. They learned much
and were required to think about their rosponses to certain
situations. They leamed that it is ckay to say "no” and practiced
various ways of refusing.

-

This has besn a excellent program.

Not every officer can relate to the children as Trooper Meadows did.
He is indeed a credit to law enforcement.

This is a great program and | hope it will continue to be a part of our
school’s curriculum in the future.

We were lucky to have someone with as much insight and concem
as Trooper Meadows, a less caring officer would not have been as
successful in the classroom.

| am really grateful to have had the program in my classroom. It was
great/

While we may never see the direct results of this program because
once they leave us they’re out of our care, | think that this will leave
an impression on them. And if one person has been helped, then it's
a success.

I's hard to evaluate how each student will respond when confronted
with drugs or whatever. We don‘t know what they will do. They don't
even know. The students know what they *should” do and how, but
until it happens, you just don't know.

| belisve the DARE program was excellent for building good positive
attitudes about "self” and about the police force in our community
while at the same time giving the students knowledge of drugs.

1 really liked this program. It gave the students positive attitudes
about themselves, how to approach making decision, ways of
actually saying ‘no".

| feel that this has been a very rewarding program for all.of us. | hope
to have a DARE program next year in our school, for | feel that the
program has been very beneficial to all of us. The students really
enjoyed the awards they received from the DARE program.

1 think this Is a great program. | believe that the program should start
at the kindergarten level as well as the middle and upper grades.

The DARE program helpsd to improve the students self-asteem and
gave them a better understanding of the problems our community
faces with drug use.

1 am also a parent of a fourth grader that is in a classroom with fifth
graders. Not only did the fifth grade gain from this program, but the
remainder of the school did as well. The enthusiasm of the students
and their positiv: attitudes toward the police officers has been
evident everywhere. The fifth graders have shared their experiences
with the other students in the school and generated a very positive
attitude.

An excellent program!

This is an excellent program. It has great ideas that kesp the
children’s interest. It gives students, that are normally introverted in
the classroom, a chance to speak out and be actively involved.

The graduation program where students received certificates, acted
out skits, and teacher and students received special recognition was
quite impressive.

It is a great program.
The program sheuld be continued.

1 think the program should continue and be in each school in the
county.

We need the DARE program in other grades. The State of Kentucky
needs to support it.



As a parent also my own children came home and discussed with us
the DARE program. They really liked meeting and knowing a police
officer by name.

1 think the DARE officers In this building have affected students in
many ways that cannot be measursed. | have seen subtle shifts in
attitudes about themselves, and the police and drugs.

Excellent programl Takes the wory off of curriculum coordinators
and principals about Drug Abuse Education if a responsible police
officer is involved!

An excsllent program!
1 enjoyed helping with the program.
Children aiso leamn to have positive feeling about a unifermed officer.

| have seen the interest and positive response my students have had
for tha program. | have been pleased with the carry over into their
own lives at home and the remarks they have made about what they
have leamed.

My comments are based on what | have seen the officers do in the
1st and 5th grades. The children’s comments are very favorable
also.

Trooper Powell was wall liked by the students in my classroom. He
did a very good job.

We want to continue the program. ltijs an opt ‘unity to reach
students in a special and lasting way

The DARE program and Mr. Powell have been an enrichment to our
school program plus hopefully paving the way to a drug free America.

Trooper Powell was great!

Excellent! Great! This has been one of the best axtra classes we
have had since | have been teaching.

1 appreciate how well organized and willing to camry out his job he
was. '

Getting to know a police officer was good for the students.
Enjoyed Trooper Powell coming to the room.

Trooper Powel! did an excsllent job, - He certainly seemed to enjoy
working.

A worthwhile project!

! hope ta see the DARE curriculum continued for years fo come. Itis
a very beneficial program.

We enjoyed Trooper Powell’s lessons very much. The children were
excited when it was ‘our’ time,

Thanks to all responsible for including the first grade in this project.

1 was pleased to have my classes involved in the program. | had
positive parent comments. My children really enjoyed sach lesson.

The whole class benefited from the program.

{ am also the parent of a 6th grade girl, and } think she has develcpsd
a greater awareness of the problem of drug abuse. She’ll apply what
she leamed from this program more readily than if | had tried to teach
her. Thanks!

Trooper Powslf was sincere and concamed, He had a wonderful
sense of humor, but let the children know that this was no faughing
matter.

I think having a police officer in uniform made more of an impression
than a classroom teacher would.

Goced, positive program - step in the right direction - needs to
continue - long period of time might be more beneficial to students.
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1 hope that we can continue this program next year. Maybe with
handouts, coloring books, and parents could be invited in to hear the
program.

Trooper Powsll worked very hard and had a great influence onmy -
students. | fael he helped the children to become inore aware of
drug abuse as well as helping them have a bettar attitude toward all
police officers. It is a good program.

Vary good program, timely - we would like fo feel our children da nat
have such choices to make, but reality has too often proved us
wrong.

Thank you for this program! It is a good idea.

This was a very positive experience for fifth grade students,
Hope DARE continues!

Good program. Should be continued.

Fantastic. Program!

Excelient program.

{ think this is a very worthwhile program. | hope it is continued.
Very good program!

Commendable program!

We still need more community suppont.

I would like to sge the officer do more with the younger children
dealing with drugs as well as safety.

1 recommend having the DARE programs every year in each
individual classroom presented by a police officer. | also highly
recommend Trooper Wendy. He let the children know that he knew
what he was talking about,

The program has much promise, but needs a different instructor.

Would liks to see this program in lower grades for longer than one
visit,

1 hope the program DARE will be continued on a yearly basis and
expanded if possible.

i think DARE s fust the beginning. We need such programs at evary
level of education (all grades 1-12). It must not be used as a way to
get out of class, those who enter these programs must be held
accountable. | like the fact that the DARE program will expel thosa
from the program who will not participate, but instead seek to destroy
it.

The total discipline aspect of this program is an added bonus.

This program was wonderful for the students. | strongly feel that it
needs to be taught to each grade in the elementary and Jr. high
schools to be truly worthwhile.

| have taught since 1966 and have seen a lot of drug and alcohol
programs make the circuit, but this one is the best I've seen. The
students really got into it and the policeman we were in contact with
did more than any vast amount of P.R. could do to build a positive
image of all policamen.

I think the program should continue and reach into the higher grades.

In fourth grade we were only exposed a small amount to the DARE
program.

The officer needs a payment for the amount of time put into DARE
program.

I would like to commend the officers involved with this project to
keep kids off drugs.
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1 am very proud of our DARE officer. It takes a lot of time and it Is
quite special, since the officer recaives no pay. He was very devoted
to his cause.

1 think the officers did an excellent jobl
Great! | hope the program continues and expands!

The more wa address the drug problem in young students the greater
the problem becomes. If we are going to comect the drug problem
of this nation, we must 1) convince the public that the cure for all
human illness, real or unreal cannot be found in a pill or shot, 2}
Children use of drugs Is due to the lack of supervision by parants in
the home. 3) If we ever conrect this problem, it must come from the
home not the school or law enforcement,

1 give credit to our police officer, Dwayne Raneir, for the success of
the program. He was so dedicated and sincere about the program.

Our "DARE” instructor was terrific. |feel the success of the program
at our school was very much to his credit. My students won't forget
what they've leamed through DARE, ror will they soon forget the
instructor!

Itis hard to evaluate this program’s long term results. Some attitudes
cannot be evaluated. Our ‘DARE MAN' has been good for our
school. He is a fine and caring person.

The lessons fit into the chapter on drugs in our health book, so we
could reinforce what the officer and booklet said. This helped us
expand and extend our lesson plans.

I would like to go to a class for teachers /parents to help them be
aware and to look for signs of drug use. Also, | am not sure that!
would recognize "drug paraphemalia’ if brought to school, We are
hearing about this in the news.

1 think it was worth the time and effort.

1feal the effect and retention of leamning would be greatly enhanced if
the program could be taught on consecutive days rather than once a
week as in our case.

Excellent program and DARE instructor.

Very good program. | wish we could have the lessons all year!
I would like to see the DARE program continued.

Good program.

Our DARE instructor participated in P.E., ate lunch with our class,
and became friends with some children who had developad negative
feelings about police officers in general. Our children laamed to love
and trust police officers.

Great program!

| belisve if this program continues and the children are exposed to
tha negative side of drugs and alcohol on a continuing on-going
basis with an authority figure, who is their friend as well as somecne
who has actually seen and been around people who have abused
these drugs, the lesson will go deepar than if a classroom teacher,
who probably never saw an abuser first hand tries to relay the same
message. Hero-fixation.

The 5th grades were not included in this program. It seems that it
would be worthwhile for them to have this experience in 5th grade
rather than waiting until 6th grade.

1 feel that 5th graders should also participate in the program.

I'would like o see the DARE program expanded to include more
grades and also more time during each session.

Captain Pickett mixed sociaily with the students, ate with them and
talked with them. DARE helped all of us.

| enjoyed the program as much as the childrén didl!

! feel the program wés a good one. | think it was goed that the
classroom teacher was in the room while the cumiculum was taught.

Thank you for providing such a great program. As a teacher and
parent | appreciate it.

This has been an excellent exparience for our school and | hope that
it will continue.

1 feel that DARE helps to enhance what Is already baeing taught in the
classroom. It also helps to have another authority figure in the
classroom. It is very positive to have the students relate to an officer.
He relates well to the students; they all looked forward to his visits.

Personally | feel the program should even start with younger
students, i.e. fourth grade, This program is not a panacea. But itis
one more excellent program'to enhance our curriculum.

Thank you for allowing my classroom the opportunity to paiticipate in
this project.

Those in my class who are discipline problems listened. Their
actions and attitudes haven’t changed. Hopefully when they can
change without classmate back-lash they will try another way.

Good program, we are lucky to have so many programs available; we
have to select one and stay with this for curriculum purposes.

It was a significant opportunity for students to be involved in a
program to salvage them from the tragedy of drug abuse. It is
needed.

Since | teach a split 4th and 5th grade, | could have besn more
involved with the program had | been allowed to have my whole class
participate.

| have enjoyed the program.

1 like the idea of having a policeman in the building. It gives the
children a different view of law officers, (Teachers should stay In the
classroom. We also need to know what is going on.)

! hope we are more directly involved. Possibly for the lower grades a
coloring book or comic book would be nice about the same
concepts.

Although | was not involved because | am a third grade teacher, |
have heard positive things about the program. As a police officer’s
wife | know how important it is to astablish a good relationship with
young adults and children,

Tha only bad point of the program was the inability of the instructor to
upgrade the lassons so the eight graders were not bored or
intellectually insulted, | know the “teddybear” part bored them,

| am impressed that the police department of Boone County cares
enough about the young ¢itizens of this area to take the time and
effort needed to present the DARE program.

{ would have liked to know mors about what was going to be
presented to the children. (Such as a topic list; literature for my
grade level, etc.)

1 would like to see DARE taught in more schools and grade levels
throughout our school system.

1 wish every school in the county could have a DARE officer to teach
in their schools for the entire semester. | feel very fortunate by
having the DARE program offerad fo my class. We have really loved
this program.

We only had the DARE program one day but the children really
enjoyed it and have brought out many pints the officer made.

Very informative. Qur follow-up was a classroom unit we did.

We need these programs. The children today are exposed to more.
They need our help. Thank you for your support! | think the DARE
program is great!



Thanks to: Mr. Tony Cambron of the Kentucky State Police and Mr.
Dennis Rice of the Manchester Police Depaniment.

Worth every dimell

1 am still wondering if some kids will experiment even though they've
been through the program. Parents need to be involved.

Questions led me to believe that DARE Is a cure-all. | confirm that it
is not. Though the program is important, not enough Is being done
to sway the philosophies of children in the right dirsction.

*

1 would like to see DARE not completely disappear fiom our midd/e
school, Wouid it be possible to have a DARE club or DARE assembly
or have an officer be ‘around". | hate to lose the rapport we've
gained with thess kids,

Hope the program continues!
It is essential that this be part of our against-drug battle.
Gave students more confidence and will help to say NO.

Increase 2nd grade coverage to include saying no to what they may
see older children using or offering them,

1 believe the DARE program and Mr. Coplen, our instructor, made a
very worthwhile impression on my class. | hope the program is
repeated.
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Appendix F

Survey Instruments



Teacher/Principal D.A.R.E. Evaluation

Western Kentucky University is assisting the Kentucky State Police in an evaluation of the DARE Program. As part of this
evaluation, faculty and principals are being asked to respond to a series of questions regarding their opinions of the
program’s content, effect, and delivery. Please DO NOT put your name on this questionnaire. All responses wili be held as
strictly confidential. Resuits will not be presented in an identifiable form.
|. Background of Evaluator. Before answering the questions below, please provide the following personal information:

1. What is your primary responsibility? ___teaching __adminisiration ___other (ag, Lo, EMH, Library, PE, music, ete.)

2. If you are primarily a teacher, what grade(s) have you taught this year?

3. How long have you been a full-time elementary school teacher? __ 1-3years ___ 4-6years __7-9years __ 10+

4. Whatisyourgender? ___male ___ female

Il. DARE Opinions. Please answer the following attitude questions by circling the response that best summarizes your
opinion; SD (Strongly Disagree); D (Disagree); U (Undecided or No Opinion); A (Agree); SA (Strongly Agree).

1. Project DARE has made a positive impression on the children in my class

{or school for principals}. SD D U A SA
2. |support the DARE Project, SD D U A SA
3. lwould like to see DARE taught in this schoof in the future. sb D u A SA
4. |believe that DARE should be taught statewide at additional grade levels. SD D u A SA
5. tsot%ct’l?er:‘rtss ng)gec;:sa}rried over knowledge and skills they learned in DARE D u A s
6. The classroom learning environment in general has been enhanced. SD D U A SA
7.. |believe the non-classroom activities by the DARE Officer (parant involvement,
gé%s%ggzagig)ntsh? :rtgge'[aciLa‘sses. recess and lunch with the studerls) are valuable D b U A SA
8. Parents support DARE. sD D u A SA
9. DARE has helped improve stiident behavior at school, SD D U A SA
10. There are fewer disciplinary problems. SD D U A SA
11.  There has been an increase in students' self-esteem. SD D u A SA
12,  Students have more negative attitudes abouf drug use. SD D u A SA
13. Students are better able to resist peer pressure. sD D U A SA
14.  Students are better equipped to deal with drug-oriented situations. SD D U A SA
15. Students are more likely to say "'no" to negative behavior. sD D U A SA
16.  Students are more aware of the consequences of their actions. SD D u A SA
17.  Students have more positive attitudes toward police officers and authority. sD D U A SA
18. ' School staff awareness of drug abuse problems and ways to deal with
with them have been increased. 8D D u A SA
19, Students are more willing to openly discuss problems related to drugs. SD D U A SA
20, Students are taking more responsibility for their actions. SD D u A SA

(Please Complete Backside)



lIl. Personal Evaluation. All responses will be reported anonymously.

1. Do you think it is appropriate for a police officer to teach the DARE curriculum in the classroom? Why or why not?

2. Were you satisfied with the quality of the teaching performance of the DARE instructor? Why or why not?

3. Based on your knowiedge of how DARE has operated in your community, do you think that classroom teachers
would have obtained the same results with the DARE curricuium as police officers? Why ar why not?

4. Would you recommend DARE to your fellow (principals/teachers)?

5. Other comments:

Thank you for you cooperation in completing this survey. Please place your completed questionnaire in the return
envelope in the office and check your name off on the list of faculty on the envelope to indicate that your questionnaire has
been returned.

WKU-—Printing paid from state funds, KRS §7.376.



Waestern Kentucky University

STUDENT OPINION SURVEY

Instructions:

The sentences that you will read and respond to today are different. This is NOT a test.
Instead, we are going to ask you to tell us how you feel about things. The best answer is the
one that fits how you feel.

This study is being conducted by Western Kentucky University with the help of your school.
The results will be used to better understand the feelings and experiences of people your age.

All answers will be kept totally secret. You will be identified by code number and not by name.
Your name will be physically separated from the questionnaire by you in a moment. The
answers you give will never be released, and only general answers for large groups of students
will ever be reported. Neither you, your teachers, your parents, nor anyone else will be able to
see the results of your questionnaire after you turn it in. We are not allowed to give out your
name or anything else that would identify you to anyone. We cannot be forced to do so by the
schools, the police, or even the courts. Even if you told us something that is illegal, we would
have to keep it secret.

You do not have to complete the questionnaire if you do not want to, and you can skip any
question if you feel you cannot answer it. Please remember that the more honest your answers
are, the more accurately we can summarize the feelings and experiences of kids your age.
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I like my school. | ID] [ [d]

Do you agree or disagree with the sentence?

* If you disagree a lot, then you would MARK letter D.
* If you disagree a little, then you would MARK letter d.
* If you aren’t sure, then you would MARK letter U.

* |f you agree a little, then you would MARK letter a.

* |f you agree a lot, then you would MARK letter A.

REMEMBER:

1. Only ONE answer is marked with a check or an "X".
2. BE HONEST.
3. KEEP YOUR EYES ON YOUR OWN PAPER.




PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ABOUT YOURSELF.

1.  What is your sex? [ ] Male [ ] Female

2. Howold are you? (please fill in)

3. Howdo you describe yourseif?

[ ] White [ ] Puerto Rican/Latin American
[ ] Black [ 1 Oriental or Asian
[ 1 Indian [ ] White and Black

[ ] Mexican or Chicano

4. Which of the following people LIVE WITH YOU? (Mark all that apply)

[ ] Mother [ ]Guardian or Guardians
[ ] Father [ ] Grandparent or Grandparents
[ ] Stepmother [ 1 Other relatives (such as brothers,
[ 1 Stepfather sisters, aunts, uncles, etc.)
5. How many OLDER brothers and sisters live with you? (please fill in)

6. Taking ali of your classes together, how well are you doing in school so far this year?

[ 1 Verywell [ 1 Nottoo well

[ 1 Pretty well [ ] Notwell atall



TELL US IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE AND HOW STRONGLY WITH THE STATEMENTS ON

THE FOLLOWING PAGES.
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13. Sometimes | do things because
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14.  1should drink if my friends do P
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17. Most kids my age use alcohol B SR ‘l _
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

31.

If my friends were going to a party
to drink beer | would go with them.

If someone pressures me to use drugs

I should say "No thanks" and walk away.

Kids who use drugs have more friends
than those who don't.

The best way to say "No" ic drugs
is to stay away from them.

It is better to keep
your feelings to yourself.

| usually give in to my friends
when they pressure me.

It my friends drank beer,
| probably would too.

It is hard for me to say "No"
to my friends.

A true friend would never
ask you to eat or drink something
that wasn't really safe.

Real friends don’t push kids
into trying drugs or alcohol.

If | don’t do what my friends want me to do

I will be all alone.

If your best friend offers you a drug,
you have to take it.

If someone you like wants you to do
something you think is wrong,
there is no way you can say "No"
and still be friends.

If drugs are pushed on me
| can say "No thanks, they make
me throw up."
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TELL US IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE AND HOW STRONGLY WITH THE STATEMENTS ON

THE FOLLOWING PAGES.
P e— e —— - e
Jo . / # R
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32. Itis okay to drink a little beer. in] } [d] 1 el 1Al
33. There is nothing wrong with smoking g 2 ;
cigarettes as long as you don'’t ' j o
smoke too many. [p] | [d] [ul [a]l | [A]
34. Kids who take drugs seem more L % L | '
grown up. Iol | [d1 | [ul [a] | [A] |
- , |
35. Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly '
can quit anytime they want. [p] | [d] | [ul [a] Al
36. Iltis okay for kids to drink k
alcohol as long as they quit i ! P
before it becomes a habit. ol 141 v ful [a} [a]l
| t b f f
2 | |
37. Teenagers who drink alcohol P | L , D ‘
are more grown up. [pl  [d]  [ul | [al i (Al
38. Ifl smoked "crack’ | would ! e
become addicted. [D] [¢] | [ul  [al | [Al
| | '_ L
39. © LSD can make people so crazy :
they think they can fly. - [p] [d1 | [ul © [al | [A]
40. People who smoke marijuana TR | ‘
might have deformed children. [0} . [d] vl [al Al
AR S R
a1.  Itis perfectly safe to take ! : | |
medicine that a doctor has , o L § { :
given to someone else. ol | [d1 | [ul . [al | Al
42. Drugs bought on the street o : L
are not safe to use. ~Io}l | [a1 | ful | [lal l [Al 4
SR i.;;“ﬂ,,w.,,,..;_‘ i koo d




43.

44,

45.

46.

4a7.

48.

50.

51.

§2.

53.

54.

§5.

56.

it is okay for kids to try marijuana
just to satisty their curiosity.

It is okay to sell drugs if
you don't use them.

Alcohol is reward for hard work.

Marijuana is okay as long as
it is smokead with friends.

Drugs change the way people act.

Drugs make you look cool
in front of your friends.

Using drugs will cause you to dislike
yourself because they are wrong.

Kids who drink alcohol are more
grown up than those who don’t.

If you are under stress, drinking alcohol
or taking drugs won't really help.

Using street drugs is wrong,
no matter how littie you use them.

I can use drugs without anyone
knowing it.

Any kid who says that drinking alcohol
isn't fun is really out of it.

Taking drugs can help you have
more fun when you're bored.

Sometimes the only way to keep
from feeling sad is to get "high."
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§7.

58.

59.

60.

61.

How many cigareites have you smoked in YOUR WHOLE LIFE?

[ ] None [ 1 11-20 cigarettes (1/2 pack to 1 pack)
[ ] Less than one cigarette [ ] 21-30 cigarettes (1to 1 1/2 packs)
[ 1 1-5 cigarettes [ 1 31 ormore cigarettes (over 1 1/2 packs)

[ 1 6-10 cigarettes

How many cigarettes have you smoked in THE PAST YEAR?

[ 1 None [ 1 11-20 cigarettes (1/2 pack to 1 pack)
[ ] Less than one cigarette [ ] 21-30 cigarettes (1 to 1 1/2 packs)
[ ] 1-5 cigarettes [ 1 31 or more cigarettes (over 1 1/2 packs)

[ ] 6-10 cigarettes

IN YOUR WHOLE LIFE, how many times have you used smokeless tobacco or snuff (Examples: Dip,
Skoal, Happy Days, Red Man)?

[ ] Otimes [ ]10-19

[ 112 [ ] 20-39

[ 135 [ 1 40 or more
[]69

IN THE PAST YEAR, how rnany times have you used smokeless tobacco or snuff?

[ ] Otimes [ ] 10-19

[ ]12 [ ] 20-39

[ 135 [ ] 40 or more
[ 169

IN YOUR WHOLE LIFE, how many times have you drunk & FULL GLASS of
alcohol {beer, wine, liquor)?

[ ] Otimes [ ]1019
[ 112 [ 120-39
[ 185 [ ] 40 or more

[ 169



62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

IN THE PAST YEAR, how many times have you drunk a FULL GLASS of
alcohol (beer, wine, liquor)?

[ ] Otimes [ ] 10-19
[]12 [ ] 2039
{135 [ 1 40 or more
[ 168

IN YOUR WHOLE LIFE, how many times have you smoked marijuana
(grass, pot, hash)?

[ 1 Otimes [ 110-19
[]12 [ ] 2039
[]35 [ ] 40 or more
[ 169

IN THE PAST YEAR, how many times have you smoked marijuana
(grass, pot, hash)?

[ 1 Otimes [ ]10-19

[ ]1-2 [ ] 20-39

[ 135 [ ] 40 ormore
[ 169

About how many kids in your class level smoke cigarefttes?

[ ] None [ ]1Alot
[ ] Justafew [ ] Most
[ 1 Several [ 1 tdon't know

About how many kids in your class level drink alcohol (beer, wine, liquor)?

[ 1 None [ 1Al
[ 1 Justafew [ ] Most
[ 1 Several [ ] idon't know

About how many kids in your class level smoke marijuana (grass, pot, hash)?

[ 1 None [ 1Alot
[ ] Justafew [ ] Most

[ ] Several [ ] Idon’t know
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How much does smoking cigarettes / 8 z / ;‘,‘_.' § / -% 17 / -'c‘%,
help a personto. .. i ' < / , >
68. stop feeling bored or lonely? '[ 1 [1 [1 i1
69. have fun with friends? [1 [ ] [1] [1
70. feel good? (1 11 oIl []
| ‘
71. experience new things? (1 [1] J [ | {1
72. get away from problems? N [1] [1 [1
73. face a difficult situation? (r 11 or1 oo
74. do things better or be more creative? 11 [1 . [1
75. become popular or one of the crowd? 1 [ 1] [1 [1
i : 1
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Smoking cigarettes . . . / S8 EF & / & g / 3 5
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76. makes a person lose their : i
friends. (ol | [d] [ul  [al [A]
o . R
77. makes a person feel bad. [D] [dl [u} { [a] [A]
78. is bad for a person’s : ‘
health. [D] [d] ful [a] | [A]

79. makes a person do poorly
in school. [n]

AR T TN NS 71 N N €% [ €98

80. gets a person in trouble . ! ' o
with the law. [D] [d] [ul | [al [A]-




How much does drinking alcohol (beer,
wine, liquor) help a personto.. ..

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

stop feeling bored or lonely?

have fun with friends?

feel good?

experience new things?

get away from problems?

face a difficult situation?

do things better or be more creative?

become popular or one of the crowd?
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TELL US IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE AND HOW STRONGLY WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

Drinking alcohol. ..

89.

90.

91.

92,

93.

makes a person lose their
friends.

makes a person feel bad.

is bad for a person’s
health.

makes a person do poorly
in school.

gets a person in trouble
with the law.
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How much does smoking marijuana (grass,
pot, hash) help a personto...

94. stop feeling bored or lonely?

85. have fun with friends?

96. feel good?

97. experience new things?

98. get away from problems?

99. face a difficult situation?

100. do things better or be more creative?

101. become popular or one of the crowd?
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Smoking marijuana. . .

102. makes a person lose their
friends.

103. makes a person feel nad.

104. is bad for a person’s
health.

105. makes a person do poorly
in school.

106. gets a person in trouble
with the law.
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MOST STUDENTS in my class ; g
think that. .. g o
107. smoking cigarettesis. .. f ‘I»p@_} 3 [b] | IU] 0 Tal
108. drinking alcohol (beer, It o

wine, liquor) is. .. : [B] ; [b] - ful [g]
109. smoking marijuana (grass, N I

pot, hash)is... 81 | [b] - ful [g]
I THINK THAT . ..
110. smoking cigarettes is . . . - IB] ol vl [9]
111. drinking alcohol (beer, TR —

wine, liquor) is . . . . [8] [b] [u] [g]
112, smoking marijuana (grass, T o

pot, hash) is . . . o181 | Iel | [ul | [e]
113. About how many of your friends smoke cigareties?

[ ] None [ ] Most

[ T1or2 [ 1Al

[ 1 Some
114, About how many of your friends get drunk at least once a wick?

[ ] None [ 1 Most

[ J1or2 [ 1Al

[ ] Some
115. About how many of your friends smoke marijuana?

[ ] None [ ] Most
[ J1or2 [ 1A
[ ] Some
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TELL US IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE AND HOW STRONGLY WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

N
JAN ) kS
g | 55/
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g 55 | 7
| B = /.
116. 1have a lot of respect for the police. : [p] 7 [d] [,‘U | ia] : ‘ [A]
117. Most police officers are honest. - [p] [d] ful [a] ! Al
118. Most police officers like to act tough. | D:‘] [d] : [u] [a] [a] -
119. Most police officers are pretty nice guys. I Di] [d] [ LL] [al - IAl
120. Most police officers like to help kids. k [D] . {d] - [ul ' [al [A]
121. Most police officers like to pick on kids. [p] [d] - Jdul [a] [A]
122. Police officers have a right to tell kids i Lo o
what to do. - [p} - [d] - fud. [a] ial |
123. Most police officers don’t understand o ’ L
a kid’s problems. ~fp] [d] Ful [a] [A]
124. Most police officers go out of their way o » S
to keep a kid out of trouble. - [p} [d] Tul [a] [A]
125. Police officers make me nervous. [pl- [d] “Tul | [a] [A]
126. | would like to be a police officer. = inl [d] [ul - [a] - [A]
127. 1have never met a nice police officer. - [y'p&] [d] E‘J] I [a] [A]
128. Police really care about kids my age. I DJ‘ , _ [d] - ful : [a] & [ A} N
129. Police officers like to scare kids. ‘ [ D} [d] : "["u | [a] - [al




130.

131.

i32.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

138.

140.

141.

1 feel if | had a problem | could taik to
a police officer about it.

Police officers like to push people around.

We can learn from police officers.

Police officers are there to help us.

1t I got into trouble the poiice would
listen to my side of the story.

Police officers like to hassle kids
for no reason at all.

If you give a police officer a chance, he
will be your friend.

Police officers do good things in
my community.

Police officers try to help kids who
use drugs.

Police officers would rather
catch you doing something wrong
than try to help you.

You only see the police
when there is trouble.

Kids should listen to what
police officers have to say.
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