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Highlights 

This report summarizes the results 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 the program by school teachers 
and principals? and 4) how successful was the DARE 
curriculum in terms of increasing peer resistance skills, 
drun attitudes and attitudes 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 aO-hour DARE 
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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 agencies from 57 different counties. 

DARE Instruction: 

* The core curriculum 9f 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. 

* A total of 112 law enforcement officers taught the 
curriculum during the year. This figure is 
projected to be much higher In the 1989-90 
school year as the most recently trained officers 
deliver the program. 

Teacher /Principal Evaluation: 

* Among the over 400 teachers surveyed, 
overwhelming support 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. 

Impact on Students: 

The attitudes of students were very much against the 
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. 

The results of the two-year Longitudinal Study 
supported only the short-term effects of the DARE 
program. 

* Peer resistance, drug attitudes al)d attitudes 
toward the police improved significantly from 
before to immediately after the curriculum. 

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

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

11 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 students 
one year after the program showed very few significant 
long-term differences. 

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

* 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. 

* Results 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. 

Comparison of the short-term effects of DARE among 
lower-class inner-city students in a metropolitan school 
system showed no positive gains following DARE. 

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

1\? As reported elsewhere, drug attitudes and 
experiences among inner-city metropolitan 
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. 
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Introduction 

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 1987-89, the program has grown 
dramatically to now involve over 91 other law 
enforcement agencies and over 50 separate school 
systems during the'1988-89 school year. This 
dissemination of the DARE curriculum has been made 
possible through the Instructor training programs 
conducted by both the Lexington-Fayette Police and 
the Kentucky State Police 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 spresd 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 developed in 1983 by the Los 
Angeles Police Department and the Los Angeles Unified 
School District. 1 Since then the program has spread 
into Kentucky and a number of others states including 
neighboring Illinois, Tsnnessee, and Virginia. 

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

1 For a brief description of the program see William DeJong, "Project 
DARE: Teaching Kids to Say 'No' to Drugs and Alcohol." 
Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice Reports, March, 
1986; for detailed lesson 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 include 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 officer gives a 
brief overview 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. 
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. 

Session 3: Consequences. 
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. 

Session 4: Resisting Pressures to 
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 
pressure and indirer,t 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 
shouldel'; 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. 
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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 
balloon 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 others in everyday interaction are discussed and 
linked to self-esteem. Three styles of interaction 
are introduced: passive, demanding and confident. 

I 
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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 entitled "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 
ihe choices they have and how to 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 health, stressor 
control, risk management, media influence and 
resistive techniques in relation to saying no to 
drugs. 

Session 12: Role Modeling. 
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 in a 
"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 0 

describing what they would do if pressured to use 
drugs. Students vote on the best paper. 

Session 17: DARE Culmination (Assembly). 
Each student completing the DARE program is 
recognized in a.school/public assembly attended 
by DARE representatives, school officials, 
community leaders and parents. Each student 
individually receives a graduation certificate as well 
as numerous memorabilia (DARE T-shirts, 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 
Commonwealth 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 application 
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 curriculums, program evaluation and strategies 
to develop public support. The training culminates in a 
graduation ceremony and recognition of instructors. 

Figure 1 illustrates 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 trainers, program participation 
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 ot 184 Kentucky law 
enforcement officers had completed the DARE training 
program - 117 from the KSP program and 67 from the 
Lexington program. In addition to the Kentucky 
participants, a total of 59 out-ot-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. 
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Figure 2 shows the distribution ofthe 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 
Table 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, since KSP officers are distributed 
throughout the state. Table 1 also illustrates the 
cooperative effort shown by multiple 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 

Anderson Lawrenceburg Police Department 
Erlanger 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 Depart'llent 

Bourbon Paris Police Department Whitesburg Police Department 

Boyd Ashland Police Department Uvlngston Uvingston 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 Marlon 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 Carroffton Police Department Mason Mason County Sheriff Department 

Carter Grayson Police Department Maysville Police Department 
Washington Police Department 

Christian Hopkinsville Police Department 
McCracken McCracken County Sheriff Departmeilt 

Clark Clark County Sheriff Department Paducah Police Department 
Winchester Police Department 

Mercer Harrodsburg Police Department 
Clay Manchester Police Department Mercer County Sheriff Department 
Davless Daviess County Sheriff Department Montgomery Mt. Sterling Police Department 

Owensboro Police Department 
Muhlenberg Muhlenberg County Sheriff Department 

Edmonson Edmonson County Sheriff Department 
Nelson Nelson County Police 

Estill Irvine Police Depl!Artment 
Pendleton Falmouth Police Department 

Fayette LeXington-Fayette Urban County Police 
Perry Hazard Police Department 

Fleming Flemingsburg Police Department 
Pike Pikeville Police Department 

Franklin Frankfort Police Department 
Kentucky Vehicle Enforcement Powell Stanton Police Department 

Greenup Raceland Police Department Pulaski Somerset Police Department 

Hardin Hardin County Sheriff Department Rowan. Morehead Police Department 

Radcliff 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 Franklin Police Department 

Madisonville Police Department Trigg Cadiz Police Department 

JeHerson Anchorage Polica Department Union Morganfield 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. Number of Students Receiving "Core" DARE Curriculum By Grade Level, 
1988-89. 

DARE Core lesson Instruction 
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. 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 a large number of different 
law enforcement 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 school 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 

1738 

82 25 

7th 8th 9th 

students who had mceived 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 responsible '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 troopers in 10 of the counties. 
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Kentucky Counties and Law Enforcement Agencies Teaching DARE, 
1988-89 Academic Year. 

Agency County 'Agency 

Ballard County Sheriff Department Knott Knott County Sheriff Department 

Glasgow Police Department Lee Kentucky State Police 

Kentucky State Police letcher Jenkins Police Department 
Letcher County Sheriff Department 

Boone County Police Department Whitesburg Police Department 
Aorence Police Department 

Uvlngston Uvingston County Sheriff Dept. 
Paris Police Department 

Lyon Lyon County Police Department 
Ashland POlice Department 

Madison Berea Police Department Kentucky State Police 
Danville Police Department Richmond Police Department 

Brooksville Police Department Marshall Benton Police Department 
Calvert City Police Department 

Princeton Police Department Marshall County Sheriff Dept. 

Alexandria Police Department Mason Mason County Sheriff Department 
Cold Spring Police Department Maysville Police Department 
Newport Police Department Washington Police Department 
Kentucky State Police 

McCracken Paducah Police Department 
Grayson Police Department Kentucky State Polica 

Hopkinsville Police Department Mercer Harrodsburg Police Department 

Clark County Sheriff Department Muhlenberg Muhlenberg County Sheriff Dept. 

Manchester Police Department Nicholas Kentucky State Police 

Daviess County Sheriff Department Ohio Kentucky State Police 
Owensboro Police Department 

OWsley Kentucky State Police Kentucky State Police 

Irvine Police Department Pendleton Falmouth Police Department 

Lexington-Fayette Urban County Police Pike Pikeville Police Department 

Frankfort Police Department POW!!!! Stanton Police Department 

Raceland Police Department Pulaski Somerset Police Department 

Cynthiana Police Department 
Rowan Morehead Police Department 

Madisonville Police Department Scott Georgetown Police Department 
Hopkins County Sheriff Department Scott County Sheriff Department 

Anchorage Police Department Shelby Shelby County Sheriff Department 
Jefferson County Sheriff Dept. 

Simpson Franklin Police Department Jeffersontown Police Department 
Shelbyville Police Department Trigg Cadiz Police Department 
St. RegiS Park Police Department 

Union Morganfield Police Department 
Nicholasville Police Department Sturgis Police Department 

Edgewood Police Department !Jnlon County Sheriff Department 

Ft. Wright Police Department Warren Bowling Green Police Department 
Ft. Mitchell Police Department Kentucky State Police 
Kenton County Police Department 

Woodford 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-Fayette 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 SO-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 sample 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 wer,e marked as only partially complete. 

Overall, the responses of the teachers and 
principals 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 /P!'incipal Evaluation of the Effects of DARE on Students, 
1988·89 School Year. ___________________ ,u _______________________________________________________ _ 
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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 curriculum) 
appear to the right of the five response categories 
shown (the forward-slash and cross-hatch markings). 

Overwhelming support was shown for DARE in 
answer to the query 'Project 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 felt that 1) DARE 
skills carried over to other subject areas (76 percent); 
2) student self-esteem improved as a consequence of 
the program (66 percent); 3) students were more 
negative about drugs 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 
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 result of 
the DARE program. 
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Figure 6. Teacher/Principal Evaluation of DARE on the School Environment 
1988-89 School Year. ' 
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Figure 7 on the following page shows the teachers' 
own opinions of the DARE program and the extent 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 th,e 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 results 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. 
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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 0, Table 0.1. 
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 Middle School 77.0 (8) 
Average Teacher Rating 74.8 (428) Straub Elementary 72.4 (36) 

Ballard County Schools 80.4 (42) McCracken County Schools 73.8 (126) 
Ballard Middle School 88.0 (4) Concord Elementary 71.9 (18) 
Bandana Elementary 80.7 (7) Farley Elementary 77.8 (23) 
Barlow Elementary 68.2 (7) Heath Elementary 67.4 (17) 
Kevil Elementary 74.8 (8) Hendron Lone Oak Elementary 75.2 (19) 
LaCenter Elementary 87.6 (5) Lone Oak Elementary 78.5 (26) 
Wickliffe Elementary 86.1 (11) Reldland Elementary 69.6 (23) 

Barren County 77.2 (44) Ohio County Schools 72.0 (41) 
(Glasgow Independent Schools) 

Beaver Dam Elementary 69.8 (14) 
Bunch Sixth Grade 75.2 (8) Fordsville Elementary 80.3 (4) 
E. B. Terry Elementary 80.2 {i6) Southern Elementary 77.1 (10) 
Happy Valley Elementary 79.9 (12) Wayland Elementary 68.0 (13) 
South Green Elementary 69.3 (8) 

Bath County Schools 71.6 (24) 
Shelby County Schools 71.6 (21) 

Bethel Elementary 67.8 (12) 
Bagdad Elementary 58.2 (3) 

Owingsville Elementary 80.5 (8) Cropper Elementary 70.4 (1) 
Salt Lick Elementary 65.4 (4) North Side Elementary 66.6 (5) 

Simpsonville Elementary 77.2 (12) 
Boone County Schools 70.9 (25) 

Burlington Elementary 76.5 (6) Union County Schools 76.1 (31) 
Charles H. Kelly Elementary 65.8 (3) Morganfield Elementary 77.4 (23) 
Florence ElementalY 77.9 (5) Sturgis Elementary 83.2 (5) 
Goodridge Elementary 57.9 (5) Uniontown Elementary 54.0 (3) 
New Haven Elementary 90.8 (2) 
Ockerman Elementary 63.2 (3) 
Yealey Elementary 65.2 (1 ) Covington Diocese 78.2 (3) 

Clay County Schools 80.9 (24) Owensboro Diocese 76.5 (3) 
Laurel Creek Elementary 83.2 (9) 
Manchester Elementary 92.6 (6) 
Paces Creek Elementary 70.9 (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 
curriculum 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 consultation with 
school district representatives. The results 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 school, 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 school 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 

2John R. Faine and Edward Bohlander, Drug Abuse Resistanco 
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 
bcised 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 of these 
schools had a very low percentage of students eligible 
for the lunch subsidy program and each drew students 
predominantly from middle-income families living in 
suburban areas around the city. Each group received 
the pretest and posttest questionnaires. 

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. 

Results 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) self-esteem 
(2) knowledge 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 
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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 non-DARE students; 

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

* An increase 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 
curriculum. 

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 detail 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 pha$o. of the evaluation plan, entitled The 
Longitudinal S~, . _, called for a second-year testing of 
the 1987 -88 D,~;:'~':: 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 subjects, 
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 currict.:lum 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 Nashville Metropolitan 
school 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 
entitled simply The Nashville Study. A total of six 
inner-city schools 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 school 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 boxes, representing 1987-88 County Band 
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 1988-89 school year, all of these had 
became D.~RE 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 1987-88 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 
o 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 hi 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 ·/t's hard for 
me to say 'no' to my 1: 
friends· and ./ usually ~ 
give in to my friends :. 
when they pressure 
me." Overall. the scale 
was slightly bimodal 
with a positive skew. 
The mean General 

D,'----...-....--
SCOI"II Dhrtrlbutlon 

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. 

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 1 
okay to drink a little ~ 
beer," ·Kids who use a. 
drugs have more 
friends· and 
7eenagers who drink 0 

alcohol are more SCOI"II Dl.trIbutlon 
grown up.· 



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 result 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 
understand a kid's 
problems.· Table C.3, 
Appendix C, lists all of 
the questions used in Score Dilltribution 
the scale. 

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 a 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 Peei' Resistance like the 
earlier 1987-88 short version scale. As shown in Table 
C.4, Appendix C, the scale contains a number of the 

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 
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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/Alcohol Peer ReSistance Scale 

The remaining 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 I should too;" "I should 
drink jf my friends do even if I don't want to;" and "If 
your best friend offers 
you a drug, you have 
to take it." The full list 
of questions and 
factor weights in the 
scale are shown in 
Table C.5, Appendix 
C. 

As shown in the 
accompanying figure, 
scores on the scale 
were extremely 

50 

111 
10 
II 

Score Di.trlbutlon 

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. 
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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 
not safe to use." 

The 25-question 
instrument formed a 
reasonably strong 
unidimensional scale 
based on factor 
analysis and scaling 
results. like the peer 
resistance scales, 
scores were strongly o .............................. sa..;------
skewed toward the Scar. Dl.trIbutlon 
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). 

Positive Attitude Toward Police (Revised) 

A revised scale measuring students' attitudes 
toward the police was included 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 
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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. 

Positive Cigarette 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 1: 

G 

developed in which ~ 
the highest score was n. 
awarded for answering 
"helps a lot" to any of 
the questions. The 
scale was found to Score DI.trlbutlon 

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 cigar~'ttes 
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 
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(e) getting in trouble with the law. 

Score Ol.trlbutlon 

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 = 6;.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 
person to ... ?" The eight questions were factored and 
scaled using the question weights shown in Table C.1 0, 
AppendixC. 

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 

the ''typical student" 
answered most of the 
questions with the 
response "does not 
help at alf' and a few 
of the questions with 
"helps a little." 

Negative Attitude 
Toward Alcohol Scale 
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Scoru Ol.trlbutlon 

This scale is a duplicate of the Negative Attitude 
Toward Cigarettes 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 
alcohol scale were 5 

skewed to the right 0"""'"-......... --
indicating "strong" Score Olatributlon 
negative attitudes as 
the norm. The scale had a mean of 76.7 and an overall 
reliability of .83. 

Positive Marijuana Perception Scale 

This scale is exactly the same as the previous two 
"perception" scales 
with the exception that 
the question posed 
was "How much does 
smoking marijuana 
(grass, pot, hash) help 1: 
a person to . .. ?" As e 
shown, the scale was ~ 
very skewed toward 
the "low" end of the 
scale, indicating a very 
weak positive Score Ol.trlbutlon 
perception (or • 
conversely. high negative perception) of the use of 
marijuana and its derivativ.e. 
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations and Reliabilities of Drug and Alcohol Scales. 

Mean Scale 
Scale Score 

General Peer Resistance (Short Version) 70.7 

Positive Attitude Toward Drugs 
(Short Version) 17.2 

Positive Attitude Toward Police 
(Short Version) 

General Peer Resistance 

Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance 

Positive Attitude Toward Drugs 

Positive Attitude Toward Police 

Positive Cigarette Perception 

Negative Cigarette Attitudes 

Positive Alcohol Perception 

Negative Alcohol Attitudes 

Positive Marijuana Perception 

Negative Marijuana Attitudes 

67.2 

62.4 

84.2 

13.7 

74.9 

14.0 

67.9 

14.6 

76.7 

11.9 

83.1 

o . 10 20 

Standard 
Deviation 

(21.8) 

(17.5) 

(21.1 ) 

(20.1) 

(15.2) 

(13.4) 

(19.4) 

(18.7) 

(23.2) 

(20.1) 

(22.7) 

(19.3) 

(21.3) 

Scales 

Number of 
Questions 

8 

10 

11 

10 

13 

25 

25 

8 

5 

8 

5 

8 

5 

Mean Score 
40 110 70 

Reliability 
(Cronbach's Alpha) 

.58 

.. 59 

.70 

.78 

.87 

.93 

.93 

.93 

.76 

.93 

.83 . 

.94 

.87 

eo 100 

G.neral P •• r R .. llltanci (Short) l::::::::::::::::mr---+--+--:--l Po.ltlYI Drug Attltud .. (Short) 

Po.ltly. Pollc. Attltud •• (Short) 

Glneral P.lr R •• llltanc.IEEE~:::::::::::::=~m Drug/Alcohol P.lr R .. llltCl'lc, 

Po.ltlYI Attltud •• Toward Drugll 

Po.ltly. Attltud •• Toward Polici 

Po.ltlYI Clgarett. P.rc.ptlon 

NlgatlYI Cigarette Attltudl' ~:::~~~~~~m~~~~~m 
Pc::ltlv. Alcohol P.rclptlon 1 

NlgatlYI Alcohol Attltudl' J::E:::::::::::::::~!I!I Po.ltly. Marijuana P.rc.ptlan 

Negatly. Marijuana Attltud •• 



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 
perceived unfavorable 
consequences as a 
result of marijuana use. 

~ • e • 11. 

Scor. Dhdrlbutlon 

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 foil for questions. The following general 
conclusions can also be seen regarding the overall 
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" cigarette, 
drug and alcohol scales, average 
scores are extremely high. All of this 
evidence suggests that drug education 
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efforts have had an effect by the end of 
elementary school. 

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

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, alcohol 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 be 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 pulled 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 6. 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 77.5 52.2 10.62 *** 
Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance 93.3 70.9 13.33 *** 
Positive Cigarette Perception 4.9 26.2 -9.52 *** 
Negative Cigarette Attitudes 80.9 52.3 10.43 *** 
Positive Alcohol Perception 5.4 27.9 -9.15 *** 
Negative Alcohol Attitudes 87.2 59.5 9.75 *** 
Positive Marijuana Perception 4.9 19.2 -5.96 *** 
Negative Marijuana Attitudes 92.6 73.4 7.52 *** 
Positive Attitude Toward Police 84.3 63.2 8.58 *** 
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 • *** 

Tried Smokeless Tobacco One or More Times 11% 35% 18.73 *** 
Tried Alcohol One or More Times 15% 48% 28.27 ** 

Tried Marijuana One or More Times 2% 10% 5.11 *** 
One or More Friends Smoke Cigarettes 36% 88% 68.74 *** 

One or More Friends Drink 13% 49% 35.78 *** 
One or More Friends Use Marijuana 2% 20% 16.64 *** 
I Think Cigarettes Are Bad 94% 51% 55.75 *** 
I Think Alcohol is Bad 94% 60% 38.39 *** 

I Think Marijuana is Bad 99% 94% 4.05 * 
I Know High Schoel Kids Who Smoke Marijuana 17% 37% 11.55 *** 

I Know Middle School Kids Who Smoke Marijuana 10% 25% 9.24 ** 

I Know Kids My Own Age Who Smoke Marijuana 6% 23% 13.36 *** 

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 on heterogeneity of variance formula. 
*p < 0.05 ** P < 0.Q1 *** 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 
measurements 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 about 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 YOllth who smoked 
marijuana. 

Table 5 also shows four important ways in which 
the two group did not differ. Males were no more 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 

I n 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 
following 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.4 

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 1988-89 questionnaire follow~ 
a different format with revised and expanded scales, It 
was possible to reconstruct three of the scales from the 
pre~ious 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 C?Onform 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) 
(T 1 ) (T 2) (T 3) 

It's hard for me to say "no· 
to my friends. 46% 

If you say "no" too often you won't 
have any friends. 51% 

It's better to keep your feelirY~s to yourself. 26% 

I usually give In to my friends when 
they pressure me. 25% 

When my friends are doing something wrong, 
its hard for me to walk away. 37% 

If my friends drank beer I probably 
would too. 

If I don't do what my friends want me to do, 
I'll be all alone. 

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

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, 
T 1, was recorded in 1987-88 just prior to the DARE 
program. The posttest percentage, T 2, was recorded 
shortly after completion of the 15 or 16-week 
curriculum. The follow-up period (T 3) was recorded 
during the May, 1989 testing approximately a year after 
the program.6 

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 incomplete 
or internally inconsistent responses. 

7% 

25% 

2% 

35% 34% (308) 

35% 2.6% (308) 

18% 22% (308) 

17% 26% (308) 

34% 45% (308) 

5% 16% (308) 

17% 15% (308) 

1% 5% (308) 

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 follow-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 .. I)ARE, Post .. DARE and One .. Year Follow-up, 
1987-89 Longitudinal Stud~r. ~ 

Positive Drug Attitudes (Percentage Agreeing) 

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up (N) 
(T 1 ) (T 2) (T 3) 

Its okay to drink a little beer. 14% 

There's nothing wrong with smoking cigarettes 
as long as you don't smoke too many. 22% 

Kids who take drugs seem more grown up. 19% 

Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly 
can quit anytime they want. 20% 

It is okay for kids to drink alcohol as long as 
they quit before it becomes a habit. 13% 

Teenagers who drink alcohol are more grown up. 7% 

Kids who use drugs have more friends. 6% 

If I smoked crack I v~'ould become addicted. 78% 

LSD can make people so crazy they think 
they can fly. 91 % 

People who smoke marijuana might have 
deformed children. 94% 

Positive Drug Attitudes: 1987-1989 

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 posttest on the 
first seven questions. The last 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. 

13% 25% (308) 

13% 18% (308) 

18% 10% (308) 

15% '12% (308) 

12% 13% (308) 

8% 5% (308) 

4% 18% (308) 

80% 74% (308) 

98% 92% (308) 

97% 89% (3.08) 
t'·, 

Attitude change between the posttest period and the 
follow-up are less consistent. By the May, 1989 follow
up, the percentage of students saying '/ts okay to drink 
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) 
(T 1 ) (T 2) (T 3) 

I would like to be a policeman. 37% 

Most policemen go out of their way 
to keep a kid out of trouble. 83% 

Most policemen like to help kids. 95% 

Most policemen are pretty nice guys. 89% 

Most policemen are honest. 94% 

I have a lot of respect for the police. 92% 

Policemen make me nervous. 40% 

Most policemen don't understand a kid's problems. 39% 

Police have no right to tell kids what to do. 37% 

Most policemen like to pick on kids. 8% 

Most policemen like to act tough. 41% 

Attitudes 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 pretest to the posttest. 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 beforl:f the DARE program, attitudes became 
cvnsi~tently more positive as a result of the program. 

44% 36% (308) 

87% 76% (308) 

96% 92% (308) 

96% 90% (308) 

95% 86% (308) 

94% 89% (308) 

28% 43% (308) 

28% 42% (308) 

33% 47% (308) 

4% 16% (308) 

33% 56% (308) 

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 
honesf' dropped from 95 to 86 percent; 'Police have no 
right to tell 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 reversals of student opinion, it should 
be noted that the vast majority of the students still have 
high esteem for the police. For instance, 90 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 midLiia portion of the table 
shows the results of matched sample t-tests between 
the three time periods: pretest to posttest differences 
(T 1-T 2), pretest to follow-up differences (r 1-T 3), and 
posttest to follow-up differences (T 2-T 3)' 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 
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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 S(Jores 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 Positive 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 (T 1-

T 2); (b) attitudes would remain 
significantly lower one year later 
(T1-T3); and (c) the means 
attitude scores would remain 
unchanged from the posttest to 
the follow-up testings (T 2-T 3)' 

periods. In order to support the 
positive impact of DARE, the 
alternate hypotheses would 
suggest that (a) peer resistance 
will increase from pretest to 
posttest (T 1-T 2); (b) peer 
resistance will remain unchanged 
from the posttest to the follow-up 
(T 2-T 3); 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 (T 1-T 3)' 

'.' ': .. .. .:;<>< ":::-J .'.(~': ::':.,::;," >: . 

Table 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 on a 0 to 
100 scale), mean scores for boys 
decreased an average of 2.3 
points while girls declined 3.7 

. ...... ........•. See./\ .' 
TableA.1- peer resistance 
TableA.2- drugattHudes •. 
TableA;3~ police attitudes 

The tests of significance 
shown in Table 9 lend partial 
support to all three hypotheses. 
Peer resistance scores improved significantly from the 
pret~st 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 
TF'"IC3 9, the youth did remain significantly high in peer 
rt .ance after one year though the results 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 (T 2-T 3) 

paints. These Changes, while 
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 (T 2-T 3) 
brought more positive drug attitudes among both boys 
and girls. Boys went from a posttest mean of 11.3 to 
15.2. Girls increased from a mean of 9.6 to 14.2. Both 
of these changes were statisticaiiy significant. Changes 
between the pretest and the follow-up (T 1-T 3)' 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. 

Males 

Females 

Total 

Males 

Females 

Total 

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 Study. 

Peer Res!stance (Mean Scores) 

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up 
(T1) (T2) (T3) 

71.5 77.9 75.8 

73.5 81.8 76.7 

72.5 79.9 76.2 

T-Test of Significance Between Means 

-3.92*** -1.89 1.01 

-5.20*** -1.77 2.79** 

-6.45*** -2.58** 2.61** 

1 Scores based on 8-ltem Peer Resistance Scale (Short Version). 
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Table 10. 

Males 

Females 

Total 

Males 

Females 

Total 
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Test of Significance of Differences Between Mean Positive Attitude 
Toward Drugs Scores (Short Version) From Pre-DARE, Post-DARE 
and One-Year Follo~-up, 1987 .. 89 Longitudinal Study.1 

Positive Attitude Toward Dru[s (Mean Scores) 

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up 
(T1) (T2) (T3) 

13.6 11.3 15.2 

13.3 9.6 14.2 

13.5 10.5 14.7 

T-Test of Significance Between Means 

2.10* -.99 -2.58** 

3.15** -0.6 -3.72** 

3.75*** -1.7 -4.39*** 

(N) 

(157) 

(151 ) 

(308) 

1 Scores based on 10-item Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Scale (Short Version). 
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Table 11. 

Males 

Females 

Total 

Males 

Females 

Total 

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.1 

Positive Attitude Toward Police (Mean Scores) 

Pretest Posttest Follow-Up 
(T1) (T 2) (T3) 

73.8 81.8 69.5 

74.5 80.3 68.5 

74.2 81.0 69.1 

T-Test of Significance Between Means 

-6.07*** 1.99* 6.04*** 

-4.52*** 3.61*** 6.85*** 

-7.48*** 3.88*** 9.09*** 

1 Scores based on 11-item Positive Attitude Toward Police Scale (Short Version). 
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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 (T 2-T 3)' 

Table 11 shows support for only the first of these 
hypotheses. Mean scores increased significantly 
following the DARE program among both males and 
females (T i-T 2)' 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 (T 2-T 3), 
but the end result showed both male and female 
students significantly lower than they were even before 
the DARE program (T1-T3)' 

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 meai it 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 attempt 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 something 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 I do what my friends do even though I know it isn't right. 47% 50% 

Sometimes I do things because my friends do, even though I later regret it. 51% 52% 

I am afraid if I say "No" to drugs my friends won't like me. 16% 18% 

I usually give in to my friends when they pressure me. 23% 25% 

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

It is hard for me to say "No" to my friends. 38% 37% 

If I don't do what my friends want me to do I will be all alone. 13% 16% 

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

The remaining three County C schools were 
selected to match the suburban DARE schools 
previously tested from the County B school 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 Differences 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 

18% 15% 

counties.7 It should also be remembered that the 
DARE testing represents the results 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 complete 
or internally inconsistent. 
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Table 13. Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing With Drug/Alcohol 
Peer Resistance Scale Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance 

Percent Agreeing 

DARE 
Students 

Non-DARE 
Students 

If you attend a party where everyone else is drinking alcohol, you can have 
a good time without joining in. 72% 76% 

l.f my friends smoke I should too. 9% 7% 

I should walk away from those who try to make me use drugs. 

I should drink if my friends do even if I don't want to. 

79% 

7% 

83% 

7% 

If my friends were going to a party to drink beer I would go with them. 13% 11% 

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. 

88% 

11% 

91% 

10% 

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

If my friends drank beer, I probably would too. 

85% 

15% 

86% 

13% 

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. 

86% 

84% 

86% 

84% 

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

If drugs are pushed on me I 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 shews 
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 result 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 Scale Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Percent Agreeing 

Positive Attitude Toward Drugs 

It Is okay to drink a little beer. 

There is nothing wrong with smoking cigarettes as long as you don't 
smoke too many. 

Kids who take drugs seem more grown up. 

Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly can quit anytime they want. 

It is okay for kids to drink alcohol as long as they quit before it becomes a habit. 

Teenagers who drink alcohol are more grown up. 

If I smoked crack I would become addicted. 

LSD can make people so crazy they think they can fly. 

People who smoke marijuana might have deformed children. 

It is perfectly safe to take medicine that a doctor has given to someone else. 

Drugs bought on the street are not safe to use. 

It is okay for kids to try marijuana, just to satisfy their curiosity. 

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

Alcohol is a reward for hard work. 

Marijuana is okay as long as it is smoked 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 little 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. U 

DARE 
Students 

22% 

15% 

9% 

10% 

11% 

5% 

62% 

00% 

80% 

10% 

87% 

6% 

4% 

5% 

2% 

90% 

11% 

63% 

6% 

79% 

88% 

10% 

18% 

5% 

6% 

Non-DARE 
Students 

19% 

12% 

10% 

11% 

12% 

7% 

65% 

65% 

78% 

12% 

88% 

6% 

5% 

5% 

2% 

92% 

10% 

63% 

6% 

78% 

89% 

8% 

18% 

4% 

4% 
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Table 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 POlice 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 h.elp kids. 85% 85% 

Most police 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% 

I 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% 

I feel if I had a problem I could talk to a police officer about it. 47% 53% 

Police officers like to push people around. 15% 11% 

We can learn from police officels. 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. 60% 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% 79% 

Police 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 nDoes Not Help At AII" 
to Positive Cigarette Perception Scale Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Does Not Help At All 

Positive Cigarette Perception DARE Non-DARE 
Students Students 

How much does smoking cigarettes 
help a person to ••• 

stop feeling bored or lonely? 78% 81% 

have fun with friends? 71% 74% 

feel good? 74% 78% 

experience new things? 62% 64% 

get away from problems? 79% 86% 

face a difficult situation? 80% n% 

do things better or be more creative? 87% 89% 

become popular or one of the crowd? 63% 66% 

Table 17. Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Agreeing With Negative Cigarette 
Attitudes Scale Items, 1988'-89 follow-up Study. 

Percent Agreeing 

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 law. 40% 46% 
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Table 18. Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Students Answering "Does Not Help At Ann 
to Positive Alcohol Perception Scale Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Does Not Help At All 

Positive Alcohol Perception ; DARE Non-DARE 
Students Students 

How much does drinking alcohol (beerl 

winel liquor) help a person to ..• 

stop feeling bored or lonely? 76% 80% 

have fun with friends? 67% 70% 

feel good? 74% 75% 

experience new things? 65% 63% 

get away from problems? 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, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Percent Agreeing 

Negative Alcohol Attitudes DARE Non-DARE 
Students Students 

Drinking alcohol •.• 

makes a person 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 trouble 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 Items, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Does Not Help At All 

Positive Marijuana Perception 
.. 

DARE Non-DARE 
Students Students 

How much does smoking marijuana (grass, 
pot. hash) help a peDJon to ••• 

stop feeling bored or lonely? 82% 86% 

have fun with friends? 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% 

bec~Jme 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 health. 92% 93% 

makes a person do poorly in school. 81% 80% 

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

-I 



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 two 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 
because, 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. 

AnalY8is 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 al/ 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 test results about DARE must be 
quailfied simultaneously by sex and by type of school. 

Sampling Down the Samples 

The total follow-up sample of nearly 1000 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 aI/ 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 to be 
"statistically significant," Secondly, with a 2 X 3 X 2 
ANOVA 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, this is 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 
equally among all the treatment combinations. 
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Table 22. Analysis of Variance Results of General Peer Resistance By 
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

General Peer Resistance 1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial 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 VARIANCE2 SS df MS F (p) 

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 *** 
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 SS 229081.0 590 388.3 

1 Scores 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 
** p<.01 
*** p<.OO1 



Statistical Analysis 

Tables 21 thru 31 show the results of the 2 X 3 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 011 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, thpugh 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 (AN OVA) 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 involves 
"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 variables 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 (SSjdf); "F" Indicates F-ratlo, 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 result 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 results. 

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 support 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 school -- are known. Stated 
differently, peer resistance scores jump around with 
significant differences overall among the 12 groups in 
the table. 
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Table 23. Analysis of Variance Results of Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance By 
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance 1 (Mean Scores) 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 -

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

Rural 

87.0 
82.1 

88.2 

83.8 

SS 

1615.2 
1141.7 
2451.3 

2632.2 
25.2 

356.7 

892.7 

9311.3 

120116.7 

Inner
City 

87.2 
77.8 

82.1 

79.7 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

590 

Suburban 

89.4 
89.9 

83.0 

78.4 

MS 

1615.2 
570.8 

2451.3 

1316.1 
25.2 

178.4 

446.4 

846.5 

219.4 

- 1 Scores based on 13 item Drug/Alcohol Pear Resistance Scale. 
2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated. 
* p<.05 
** p<.01 
*** p<.OO1 

Parochial 

86.7 

83.2 

F 

7.8 
2.8 

11.8 

6.3 
0.1 
0.9 

2.2 

Total 

87.8 
83.5 

85.1 

81.1 

(p) 

** 
n.s. 
*** 

** 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 



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 
school is best understood by looking at the cell 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: Po~itive 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 results. 
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 attitudes. 

. AppenciixBcontai~s fllrlhe .. 
breakdowns of the attitudes 

iiI the Fo/low':LJPStudy. 
··accorc:lil1gto COUNTY and 

.... SCHOOL . 

...... ...•.•.. . .•.....•.......• $ee> ....... · .......... . 
.. ·.·Tabie B~1-positivedrug an~ policeattituCtes··· 
. .. TableB.2-generalaf1d drugjalcohorpeet .•.•• · •.• · 

> •••.•.......•.... '. .... ....... . resistance .. •.• •.•....••••. .... •. ......... .... ............. . 
... ·.·Table a:3-- cigarette attitudes andperceptioll. 
·· •. Table B~4.,;. marijuana attitudes and perception. 

Table B;5~ alcoholattitudtunindpercepUon . 
.... ·Table.B~6;,;" p&rcent tryir~gcigarettes and·.·· . 

..•. . •. . •.•...•.... . sl11okelesstobacco .... . .. ' 
. Table· B~7-- percent alcohol use. by' self and.· 

friends· . 
Table B.8- pergentmarijuan8 use by self and 

. others . 
Table B.9- Cigarette se/fandother views 
Table B;. 1 0 - alcohol self and. other views 

Table B.11 - marijuana self 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. 



52/1988-89 DARE Evaluation 

Table 24. Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Attitudes Toward Drugs By 
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Positive Attitude Toward Drugs1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

14.1 
15.3 

14.4 

11.1 

SS 

144.1 
637.3 

1264.2 

882.0 
171.2 
222.6 

541.7 

3969.4 

98554.2 

"" 

City 

18.1 
12.3 

17.1 

15.2 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

590 

1 Scores based on 25 item Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Scale, 

11.6 
10.1 

17.8 

11.4 

MS 

144.1 
318.6 

1264.2 

441.0 
171.2 
111.3 

270.8 

360.8 

167.0 

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial SChools eliminated. 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
*** p<.OO1 

12.8 

11.4 

F 

0.9 
2.0 
7.7 

2.7 
1.0 
0.7 

1.7 

14.5 
12.6 

15.7 

12.2 

(p) 

n.s. 
n.s. 
** 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
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Table 25. Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Attitude Toward Police Scale By 
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, "i 988·89 Follow-up Study. 

Positive Attitudes Toward Police 1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OFVARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

71.1 
78.8 

78.6 

77.3 

SS 

139.7 
306.5 

3282.2 

1242.1 
90.8 

352.5 

1100.6 

6650.5 

204763.5 

City 

73.7 
77.6 

70.0 

78.7 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

587 

1 Scores based on 25 item Positive Attitudes Toward Police Scale. 

75.9 
79.5 

70.3 

75.2 

MS 

139.7 
153.3 

3282.2 

621.0 
90.8 

176.2 

550.3 

604.6 

348.8 

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated. 
* p<.05 
**p<.01 
*** p<.OO1 

75.2 

76.5 

F 

0.4 
0.4 
9.5 

1.8 
0.3 
0.5 

1.6 

73.6 
78.6 

73.4 

76.9 

(p) 

n.s. 
n.s. 
** 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
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Table 26. Analysis of Variance Results of Positive Cigarette Perception Scale By 
Type of School, Sex and DARE/Non-DARE, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Positive Cigarette Perception 1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

13.8 
13.3 

20.2 

10.9 

SS 

1006.0 
238.8 

3456.8 

185.6 
624.0 

1.0 

999.2 

6914.0 

213956.2 

City 

16.5 
9.8 

16.2 

13.1 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

590 

14.0 
12.3 

21.5 

13.6 

MS 

1006.0 
119.4 

3456.8 

92.8 
624.0 

0.5 

499.6 

628.5 

362.6 

1 Scores based on 8 item Positive Cigarette Perception Scale. 
2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated. 
*p<.05 
** p<.01 
***p<.OO1 

17.5 

11.3 

F 

2.8 
0.3 
9.7 

0.3 
1.7 
0.0 

1.4 

14.7 
11.8 

18.9 

12.2 

(p) 

n.s. 
n.s. 
** 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 



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 th~ 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. 

Results: Cigarette Attitudes and Perceptions 

Two scales or indexes were used to probe the 
attitudes 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 AN OVA 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 also 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 school or any combination of these variables 
significantly influenced cigarette attitudes. 

Results: Alcohol Attitudes and Perceptions 

The two scales on alcotlol -- Positive Alcohol 
Perception and Negative Alcl)hol 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 s!..:dents. 
Moreover, no differences in (1,ttitudes 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 faU to support the hypothesis that DARE 
had a significan~ long-term effect on the degree to 
which youth rejl:~ct justifications for the use of marijuana 
or have negative attitudes toward marijuana. The null 
finding is also 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 

Results 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 in a 
complex response to combinations of 
all three variables; 

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

* Attitude toward drugs was not related 
to DARE participation; 

* Attitudes toward the police were no 
different than among non-DARE 
students; 

--I 
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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 1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

65.2 
69.7 

68.0 

72.0 

SS 

506.6 
1016.5 
1088.7 

1484.0 
785.7 
210.5 

2014.8 

7128.2 

315293.6 

1 Scores based on 5 item Negative Cigarette Attitudes Scale. 

City 

61.5 
71.1 

67.4 

61.2 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

590 

70.1 
71.8 

64.0 

67.8 

MS 

506.6 
508.2 

1088.7 

742.0 
785.7 
105.3 

1007.4 

648.0 

534.4 

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated. 
*p<.05 
** p<.01 
***p<.OO1 

67.4 

65.9 

F 

1.0 
1.0 
2.0 

1.4 
1.5 
0.2 

1.9 

65.8 
70.8 

66.6 

66.8 

(p) 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 



* 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 attitudes toward 
alcohol and marijuana; 

* No sex differences were found in 
general peer resistance. 

Limitations of The Follow-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 period. Since the majority 
of the DARE youth received the program in the Fall, 
1987-88 semester, the length of the follow-up period 
may be too great to expect lasting results. In the 
absence of continued treatment, it may be unrealistic to 
expect program results 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. 
Suph 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 enrollments 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 middle schools (grades 6-8), 
each with a student body of nearly 1000 students. 
However, County C and County 0 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 attitude~ 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 0, 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 local 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 in a 
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 1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

17.2 
13.0 

21.3 

14.6 

SS 

350.4 
316.1 

3266.2 

357.7 
1.3 

256.1 

613.7 

5320.3 

270168.0 

1 Scores based on 8 item Positive Alcohol Perception Scale. 

City 

20.1 
12.7 

16.2 

13.2 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

587 

15.3 
14.0 

19.9 

15.2 

MS 

350.4 
158.0 

3266.2 

178.8 
1.3 

128.1 

306.8 

483.7 

460.2 

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eiiminated. 
*p<.05 
** p<.01 
*** p<.OO1 

15.7 

12.6 

F 

0.8 
0.3 
7.1 

0.4 
0.0 
0.3 

0.7 

17.4 
13.2 

18.3 

13.8 

(p) 

n.s. 
n.s. 
** 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
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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 Follow-up Study. 

Negative Alcohol Attitudes1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial Total 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OFVARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

TWO-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

71.1 
82.0 

73.3 

79.6 

SS 

1390.1 
1366.8 
4505.1 

719.3 
877.9 
912.2 

1345.0 

11341.7 

310217.6 

City 

70.6 
80.7 

72.4 

70.9 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

587 

19.8 
SO.5 

72.8' 

77.4 

MS 

1390.1 
683.4 

4505.1 

359.6 
877.9 
456.1 

672.5 

1031.1 

528.5 

1 Scores based on 5 item Negative Alcohol Attitudes Scale. 
2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated. 
*p<.05 
** p<.Ol 
*** p<.OOl 

73.6 

73.6 

F 

2.7 
1.3 
8.7 

0.7 
1.7 
0.9 

1.3 

74.0 
81.1 

73.0 

75.4 

(p) 

n.s. 
n.s. 
** 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
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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. 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total S5 

, Positive Marijuana Perceptlon1 (Mean Scores) 

Rural Inner- Suburban Parochial 

10.9 
10.4 

13.2 

13.8 

SS 

889.7 
1236.7 
2164.2 

745.7 
456.0 

1070.2 

1278.4 

8138.1 

225513.2 

City 

16.1 
8.4 

13.9 

7.8 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

576 

11.3 
11.9 

22.3 

11.3 

MS 

889.7 
618.4 

2164.2 

372.8 
456.0 
535.1 

639.2 

739.8 

391.5 

9.2 

9.8 

F 

2.3 
1.6 
5.5 

. 1.0 
1.2 
1.4 

1.6 

1 Scores based on 8 Item Positive Marijuana Perception Scale. 
2Analysls of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated. 
*p<.05 
** p<.01 
*** p<.OO1 

Total 

12.6 
16.1 

15.0 

10.7 

(p) 

n.s. 
n.s. 
* 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 

; 
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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 1 (Mean Scores) 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

Males 
Females 

DARE STUDENTS 

Males 

Females 

ANALYSIS OFVARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Type of School 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Type of School 
Dare X Sex 
Type of School X Sex 

Three-Way Interaction 
Sex X Dare X 
Type of School 

Explained SS 

Total SS 

Rural 

83.9 
86.0 

82.3 

84.0 

SS 

515.4 
692.6 

1853.2 

90.3 
232.6 
448.5 

1388.7 

5419.7 

256337.8 

1 Scores based on 5 item Negative Marijuana Attitudes Scale. 

Inner
City 

77.8 
85.5 

82.8 

79.4 

df 

1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 

11 

576 

Suburban 

82.4 
85.6 

76.5 

84.6 

MS 

515.4 
346.3 

1853.2 

45.2 
232.6 
224.2 

694.4 

492.7 

445.0 

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 3 X 2 design with parochial schools eliminated. 
*p<.05 
** p<.01 
*** p<.OO1 

Parochial 

84.4 

81.9 

F 

1.2 
0.8 
4.2 

0.1 
0.5 
0.5 

1.6 

Total 

81.5 
85.7 

81.3 

82.5 

(pJ 

n.s. 
n.s. 
* 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
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Table 32. 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. ' 

General Peer Resistance 1 (Mean Scores) 

Males Females All 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

DARE STUDENTS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Sex 

Explained SS 
Total SS 

SS 

144.2 
429.1 

37.9 

635.6 
158861.8 

61.5 
(94) 

59.4 
(92) 

df 

1 
1 

1 

3 
384 

63.1 62.4 
(112) (206) 

62.6 61.8 
(90) (182) 

, . 

MS F (p) 

144.2 0.3 n.s. 
429.1 1.0 n.s. 

37.9 0.1 n.s. 

211.9 
413.7 

1 Scores based on 10 item General Peer Resistance Scale. 
2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 2 design; * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** P < .001 n.s. = not significant. 

The Nashville Study 

The Nashville Study was undertaken to investigate 
the effects of DARE among inner-city students in a 
large, metropolitan school system.8 As previously 
reviewed, a total of six schools were selected. Three 
schools received the DARE program in the Fall 
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 reported in John R. Faine, 
T.he 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 corltains the results of the teacher/principal survey 
conducted among Nashville educators associated with the 1988-89 
DARE program. 

the three schools that served as the control group. 

Schools were selected in consultation with Dr. Ed 
Binkley, Director of Research and Evaluation, 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. 
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Table 33. Analysis of Variance Results of Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance Seale 
Between Nashville Inner-City DARE and Non-DARE Sixth Graders By Sex, 
1988-89 Nashville Study. 

Drug/Alcohol Peer Resistance 1 (Mean Scores) 

Males F&males All 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

DARE STUDENTS 

ANALYSIS OFVARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Sex 

Explained SS 
Total SS 

SS 

15.7 
141.2 

1.1 

162.8 
79241.2 

85.9 
(94) 

85.8 
(92) 

df 

1 
1 

3 
3~ 

87.3 86.6 
(112) (206) 

86.S 86.5 
(90) (182) 

MS F (p) 

15.7 0.1 n.s. 
141.2 0.7 n.s. 

1.1 0.0 n.s. 

54.3 
206.4 

1 Scores based on 13 Item Drug/A/(:ohol Peer Resistance Scala. 
2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 2 design; .. p <.05 • ** p < .01 *** P < .001 n.s. = not significant. 

Each student received an anonymous 
questionnaire and instructions from the primary 
investigator or members of the research staff. Each 
question 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 results of a 2 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-statisties are equivalent to t-tests of 
between-group (DARE versus non-DARE) and between 
sex differences. 

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 
Nashville Study. 

Positive Drug Attitude 1 (Mean Scores) 

Mides Females All 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

DARE STUDENTS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Pare versus Non-Dare 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Sex 

Explained SS 
Total SS 

SS 

458.0 
138.2 

93.4 

714.2 
7787~.2 

16.3 
(94) 

19.5 
(90) 

df 

1 

3 
384 

1 Scores based on 25 item Positive Attitude Toward Drugs Scale. 

16.0 16.2 
(112) (206) _ 

17.3 18.4 
(89) (179) 

MS F (p) 

458.0 2.3 n.s. 
138.2 0.7 n.s. 

93.4 0.5 n.s. 

238.1 
202.8 

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 2 desig~; * p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.OO1 n.s. = not significant. 

Results: 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 schools 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 

9See footnote 8. 

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

ResuHs~ 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 expGcted (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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Table 35. 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 1 (Mean Scores) 

Males Females All 

NON-DARE STUDENTS 

DARE STUDENTS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE2 

Main Effect 
Dare versus Non-Dare 
Sex 

Two-Way Interaction 
Dare X Sex 

Explained SS 
Total SS 

SS 

1736.1 
2171.8 

103.9 

4200.9 
98263.6 

71.5 
(94) 

66.6 
(92) 

df 

1 
1 

1 

3 
384 

1 Scores based on 25 item Positive Attitude Toward Police Scale. 

75.3 
(112) 

71.8 
(91) 

MS 

1736.1 
2171.8 

103.9 

1400.3 
255.9 

73.5 
(206) 

69.2 
(183) 

F 

7.0 
8.8 

0.4 

(p) 

** 
** 

n.s. 

2Analysis of Variance based on 2 X 2 design;" p<.05 *'It p<.01 ** .. p<.OO1 n.s. = not significant. 

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 predi,cted. 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 

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 sGhool-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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Table A.1 Mean General Peer Resistance Scores by Type of School, 1987-89 
Longitudinal Study.1 

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 72.5 (140) 
School #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 74.9 80.3 71.8 (123) 
School #7 74.8 83.3 72.6 (57) 
School #8 74.7 --+ 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 --+ 51.9 (20) 
School #11 70.5 + 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 --+ 68.2 (11 ) 

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

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 -+ 12.4 (60) 

All Inner-City 17.1 11.7 18.1 (140) 
School #4 13.2 12.5 17.2 (48) 
School #5 19.9 11.0 16.3 (50) 
Schoo! #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 --+ 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 + 18.2 (11 ) 

+ No posttest given. 
1 Scores 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.1 

Positive Attitude Toward Police 

1987-88 School Pretest PosUest Follow-Up (N) 

All Dare Students 74.3 80.4 68.1 (5'11) 

All Rural 75.5 83.8 73.4 (122) 
School #1 77.6 82.9 76.3 (40) 
School #2 74.8 85.2 71.3 (23) 
School #3 74.7 --+ 72.3 (59) 

All Inner-City 71.0 75.1 64.5 (137) 
School #4 67.0 74.1 65.7 (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 77.4 66.9 (41) 

All Parochial 75.6 82.8 68.5 (131 ) 
School #10 72.4 --+ 55.0 (20) 
School #11 75.8 --+ 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. . 
1 Scores 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. 

I know __ kids who smoke marijuana 

1987-88 School Elementary School Middle School High School (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% (27) 
School #13 8% 8% 14% (49) 
School #14 0% 7% 7% (15) 
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Appendix B 

Supplementary Tables to the 
Followmup 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 n.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 75.5 97 

County B (Inner-CIty) Schools 15.6 71.7 310 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #4 12.1 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 

SchoQI #7 11.1 n.9 54 
School #8 15.6 71.6 26 
School #9 13.0 70.4 42 
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 11.9 74.7 174 

County B Parochial Schools 13.1 75.9 137 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #10 16.6 67.4 19 
Sc~ool #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 Parochial Schools 15.9 71.3 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

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

School #15 12.9 n.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 BO.4 53 
Sc;,ool #20 12.6 72.4 71 

County D Rural Schools 14.4 75.1 129 
1988-89 School 

School #21 17.2 73.0 62 
School #22 12.1 n.2 36 
School #23 10.7 n.7 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 71.9 84.9 41 
School #2 73.5 89.5 23' 
School #3 70.3 89.2 59 
Other County A Schools 61.0 82.2 97 

County B (Inner-City) Schools 62.0 82.5 311 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #4 69.6 86.2 40 
School #5 62.6 84.8 53 
School #6 63.7 81.9 44 
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 59.6 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 56.1 76.4 26 
School #9 63.0 83.1 42 
Other County B (Suburban) Schools ~.9 83.4 175 

County B Parochial Schools 61.9 84.7 140 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #10 47.8 SO.5 19 
School #11 62.0 83.5 34 
School #12 65.0 86.5 18 
School #13 68.6 87.8 37 
School #14 62.4 83.3 12 
Other County B Parochial Schools 59.4 82.2 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 62.4 83.1 129 
1988-89 School 

School #15 65.9 82.6 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 61.9 89.6 43 
School #19 61.1 86.0 53 
School #20 61.0 86.4 71 

County 0 Rural Schools 60.8 84.6 130 

1988-89 School 
School #21 60.3 SO.4 62 
School #22 55.2 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 Follow-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 74.7 59 
Other County A Schools 20.1 67.0 97 

County 8 (Inner-City) Schools 15.3 64.3 311 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #4 14.6 66.4 40 
School #5 15.2 60.9 53 
School #6 17.3 59.6 44 
Other County 8 (Inner-City) Schools 15.0 66.0 174 

County 8 (Suburban) Schools 14.2 68.4 297 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #7 16.0 70.4 54 
School #8 13.8 59.7 26 
School #9 12.8 69.3 42 
Other County 8 (Suburban) Schools 14.1 68.8 175 

County 8 Parochial Schools 13.6 67.3 140 
1987-88 Elflmentary School 

School #10 21.9 69.4 19 
School #11 8.6 72.7 34 
School #12 11.2 65.3 18 
School #13 14.4 69.4 37 
School #14 7.8 71.4 12 
Other County 8 Parochial Schools 18.7 51.4 20 

NON·DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 12.7 68.1 129 
1988-89 School 

School #15 10.6 67.0 28 
School #16 13.4 68.7 46 
School #17 13.3 68.1 55 

County C Suburban Schools 12.1 71.6 167 
1988-89 School 

School #18 14.8 72.0 43 
School #19 10.4 73.2 53 
School #20 11.8 70.1 71 

County 0 Rural Sc:hools 12.5 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 
School 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 SO. 1 96 

County B (Inner-City) Schools 11.8 SO.3 308 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #4 8.2 84.2 40 
School #5 11.5 SO.9 52 
School #6 14.0 83.2 43 
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 12.1 78.5 173 

County B (Suburban) Schools 12.7. 84.4 293 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #7 11.1 83.0 52 
School #8 15.9 87.6 26 
School #9 11.6 85.9 42 
Other 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 SO. 1 19 
School #11 3.9 87.1 33 
School #12 9.3 85.6 18 
School #13 9.2 82.8 37 
School #14 4.4 89.8 11 
Other County B Parochial Schools 14.8 79.5 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 12.6 82.8 127 

1988-89 School 
School #15 11.5 82.4 28 
School #16 11.4 83.8 44 

School #17 14.2 82.2 55 

County C Suburban Schools 10.5 83.5 166 
1988-89 School 

School #18 '0.7 83.8 43 

School #19 10.5 85.1 53 
School #20 10.4 82.2 70 

County 0 Rural Schools 9.8 85.6 130 

1988-89 School 
School #21 12.6 85.0 62 

School #22 6.9 83.3 37 

School #23 5.5 91.8 18 
School #24 10.7 86.8 13 
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Table 8.5 Mean Positive Alcohol Perception and Negative Alcohol Attitudes Scores by 
Type of School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

Positive Alcohol Negative Alcohol 
School Perception Attitudes (N) 

All Students 14.6 76.7 1391 

DARE SCHOOLS 

County A Middle School 16.9 77.7 220 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #1 12.9 75.1 41 
School #2 15.5 79.8 23 
School #3 13.1 78.2 59 
Other County A Schools 21.3 77.9 97 

County B (Inner-City) Schools 14.8 73.4 311 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #4 12.4 76.5 40 
School #5 16.0 69.2 53 
School #6 18.0 73.5 44 
Other County 8 (Inner-City) Schools 14.2 73.9 174 

County B (Suburban) Schools 14.2 77.8 296 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #7 15.4 78.3 54 
School #8 14.4 75.0 26 
School #9 16.1 79.8 42 
Other 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 19 
School #11 10.1 77.9 34 
School #12 8.8 71.8 18 
School #13 10.1 73.8 37 
School #14 5.8 75.7 12 
Other County B Parochial Schools 19.0 71.7 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 15.9 78.0 127 
1988-89 School 

School #15 10.0 SO.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 

School #18 14.6 SO.3 43 
School #19 11.4 SO.8 53 
School #20 13.6 78.6 71 

County 0 Rural Schools 13.7 77.5 130 
1988-89 School 

School #21 16.7 71.5 62 
School #22 12.5 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 1 or More Times Friends Smoke 1 or More Times (N) 

All Students 45% 60% 23% 1392 

DARE SCHOOLS 

County A Middle School 47% 50% 2.«1% 219 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #1 34% 41% 20% 41 
School #2 52% 30% 26% 23 
School #3 31% 42% 27% 59 
Other 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 Countt B (Inner-City) Schools 44% 60% 21% 174 

County B (Suburban) Schools 42% 61% 21% 296 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #7 37% 56% 17% 54 
School #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 
School #11 47% 64% 15% 34 
School #12 56% 39% 6% 18 
School #13 30% 3..,)% 19% 37 
School #14 42% 50% 33% 12 
Other County B Parochial Schools 65% 75% 20% 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 48% 67% 26% 130 
1988-89 School 

School #15 43% 61% 18% 28 
School #16 47% 59% 19% 47 
School #17 53% 78% 35% 55 

County C Suburban Schools 40% 57% 20% 167 
1988-89 School 

School #18 49% n% 21% 43 
School #19 43% 64% 25% 53 
School #20 31% 41% 17% 71 

County r) 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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Table B.7 Percent of DARE and Non-DARE Student Who Have Tried Alcohol 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) 

All 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% 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 #6 30% 37% 44 
Other County 6 (Inner-City) Schools 30% 24% 174 

County B (Suburban) Schtlol~ 28% 30% 296 
1987-88 Elementary Schoo1 

School #7 35% 33% 54 
School #8 35% 32% 26 
School #9 21% 23% 42 
Other 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% 11% 18 
School #13 16% 8% 37 
School #14 3,,% 8% 12 
Other County B Parochial Schools 40% 45% 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 33% 31% 129 
1988-89 School 

School #15 36% 18% 28 
School #16 23% 22% 47 
School #17 39% 45% 54 

County C Suburban Schools 22% 18% 166 
1988-89 School 

School #18 24% 12% 42 
School #19 21% 17% 53 
School #20 21% 23% 71 

County 0 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% 11% 220 
1987-88 Elementary School 

SchDol #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 (~uburban) Schools 5% 17% 296 
1987-38 Elementary School 

School #7 4% 8% 54 
School #8 0% 8% 26 
School #9 10% 17% 42 
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 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 Schools 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 
1988-89 School 

School #18 5% 7% 43 
School #19 0% 10% 53 
School #20 1% 10% 71 

County 0 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. 

I Think Most Students 
Smoking Cigarettes is Bad That. .. Think That .,. (N) 

All Studenta 78% 61% 1385 

DARE SCHOOLS 

County A Middle School 84% 66% 220 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #1 93% 73% 41 
School #2 91% 52% 23 
School #3 90% 75% 59 
Other County A Schools 75% 61% 97 

County 8 (Inner-City) Schools n% 51% 307 
1987-88 Elementary School 

Schoo. #4 88% 48% 40 
School #5 67% 42% 52 _ 

School #6 73% 43% 44 
Other County 8 (Inner-City) Schools 78% 57% 171 

County 8 (Suburban) Schools 75% 59% 292 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #7 76% 64% 51 
School #8 65% 38% 26 
School #9 81% 73% 42 
Other County 8 (Suburban) Schools 75% 58% 173 

County B Parochial Schools 75% 62% 139 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #10 ~% 68% 19 
School #11 79% 48% 33 
School #12 100% 78% 18 
School #13 76% 81% 37 
School #14 75% 50% 12 
Other County 8 Paro,chial Schools 55% 35% 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City SchoolS 81% 71% 130 
1988-89 SchoQI 

School.;o:l5 89% 75% 28 
School #16 74% 72% 47 
School #17 82% 67% 55 

C~unty C Suburban Schools 82% 75% 167 
1988-89 School 

School #18 72% 60% 43 
School #19 87% 75% 53 
School #20 85% 83% 71 

County 0 Rural Schools n% 51% 130 
19B8-89 School 

School #21 73% 40% 62 
School #22 76% 51% 37 
School #23 100% 78% 18 
School #24 69% 62% 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% 13a8 

DARE SCHOOLS 

County A Middle School 82% 72% 220 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #1 90% 75% 41 
School #2 78% 78% 23 
School #3 85% 69% 59 
Other County A Schools 78% 70% 97 

County B (Inner-City) Schools SO% 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 SO% 64% 173 

County B (Suburban) Schools 83% 68% 294 
1987-88 Elementary School 

School #7 88% 69% 52 
School #8 77% 60% 26 
School #9 83% 69% 42 
Other County B (Suburban) Schools 83% 69% 174 

County B Parochial Schools SO% 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 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 82% 79% 130 
1988-89 School 

School #15 89% 86% 28 
School #18 81% 79% 47 
School #17 78% 76% 55 

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 0 Rural Schools 79% 61% 130 
1988-89 School 

School #21 73% 53% 62 
School #22 78% 57% 37 
School #23 100% 76% 18 
School #24 85% 92% 13 



1988-89 DARE Evaluation/85 

Table 8.11 Attitudes Toward Smoking Marijuana By School, 1988-89 Follow-up Study. 

I think Most students 
Smoking Mariju~na is Bad that ... think that ... (N) 

All 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 96% 90% 53 
School #6 93% 80% 44 
Other County B (Inner-City) Schools 96% 91% 173 

County 8 (Suburban) Schools 96% 88% 294 
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% 96% 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 Schools 95% 80% 20 

NON-DARE SCHOOLS 

County C Inner-City Schools 95% 91% 130 
1988-89 Schoo! 

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 

County 0 Rural Schools 95% 79% 130 

1988-89 School 
School #21 94% 76% 62 

School #22 95% 76% 37 

School #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). 

Question 

It's hard for me to say "no" to my friends.A 

If you say "no" too often you won't have any friends. A 

It's better to keep your feelings to yourself.A 

I usually give in to my friends when they pressure me,A 

When my friends are doing something wrong, its hard for me to walk awa.y.A 

If my friends drank beer I probably would toO.H 

If I don't do what my friends want me to do, I'll be all alone.A 

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

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

Item-Total 
Correlation" 

.81 

.73 

.68 

,84 

.79 

.84 

.84 

.70 

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

Question 
Item-Total 

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 I smoked crack I would become addicted.A .70 

LSD can make people so crazy they think they can fJy.A .71 

People who smoke marijuana might have deformed children.A .66 

* Yule'sQ 
AScoring 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 Correlatlon* 

I would like to be a policeman. 

Most policemen go out of their way to keep a kid out of trouble. 

Most policemen like to help kids. 

Most policemen are pretty nice guys. 

Most policemen are honest. 

I have a lot of respect for the police. 

Policemen make me nervous.R 

Most policemen don't understand a kid's problems.R 

Police have no right to tell kids what to do.R 

Most policemen like to pick on kids.R 

Most policemen like to act tough.R 

"Yule's a 
RScorlng on question was reve.rsed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale. 

.47 

.66 

.93 

.90 

.88 

.88 

.66 

.80 

.62 

.89 

.78 
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Table C.4 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions In the General 
Peer Resistance Scale. 

Question 

When my friends are doing something wrong it is hard 
for me to walk away. A 

If you say "no" too often you won't have any friends.R 

Sometimes I do what my friends do even though 
I know It isn't rlght.R 

Sometimes I do things because my friends do, even 
though I later regret it.R 

I am afraid if I say "No" to drugs my friends won't like me.R 

I usually give in to my friends when they pressure me.A 

If my friends drank beer, I probably would toO.R 

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

If I don't do what my friends want me to do I wi\! be 
all alone.R 

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 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.56 

.48 

.65 

.66 

.46 

.56 

.46 

.66 

.48 

.38 

RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale. 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.55 

.50 

.66 

.64 

.51 

.61 

.54 

.66 

.53 

.41 
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Table C.S Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the 
Drugl 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.R .47 .43 

If my friends smoke I should too. .65 .56 

I should walk away from those who try to make me 
usedrugs.R .53 .43 

I should drink if my friends do even if I don't want to. .70 .58 

If my friends were going to a party to drink beer I would 
go with them. .58 .62 

If someone pressures me to use drugs I should say 
"No thanks" and walk away.R .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 .53 

If my friends drank beer, I probably would too. .62 .57 

A true friend would never ask you to eat or drink 
something that wasn't really safe.R .71 .56 

Real friends don't push kids into trying drugs or alcohol.R .71 .59 

If your best friend offers you a drug, you have to take it. .72 .53 

If drugs are pushed on me I can say "No thanks, 
they make me throw Up."R .49 .46 

RScoring on question was reversed (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale. 
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Table C.S Factor Loadings and Item .. Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive 
Drug Attitudes Scale. 

Question 

It is okay to drink a little beer. 

There is nothing wrong with srnoking cigarettes as long 
as you don't smoke too many. 

Kids who take drugs seem more grown up. 

Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly can quit anytime 
they want. 

It is okay for kids to drink alcohol as long as they quit before 
it becomes a habit. 

Teenagers who drink alcohol are more grown up. 

If I smoked "crack"' would become addlcted.R 

LSD can make people so crazy they think they can 11y.R 

People who smoke marijuana might have deformed children.R 

It Is perlectly safe to take medicine that a doctor has given 
to someone else. 

Drugs bought on the street are not safe to use.R 

It is okay for kids to try mariJuana, just to satisfy their curiosity. 

It Is okay to sell drugs If you don't use them. 

Alcohol is a reward for hard work. 

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

Drugs change the way people act.R 

Drugs make you look coolin front of your friends. 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.54 

.64 

.67 

.61 

.69 

.76 

.41 

.46 

.53 

.51 

.61 

.78 

.79 

.78 

.86 

.61 

.66 

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

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

.45 

.76 

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

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

I can use drugs without anyone knowing it. 

Any kid who says that drinking aloohollsn'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 fror" feeling sad is to 
get "high." 

.54 

.65 

.67 

.41 

.81 

.79 

RScoring on question was reversad (reflected) in order to match the direction of the scale. 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.50 

.60 

.62 

.57 

.65 

.71 

.38 

.43 

.50 

.47 

.57 

.73 

.74 

.73 

.82 

.57 

.61 

.42 

.71 

.50 

.61 

.60 

.38 

.77 

.74 
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Table C.7 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive 
Attitudes Toward Police ScaiG. 

Factor Loading Item-Total 
Question (Weight) Correlation 

I have a lot of respect for the police. .72 .70 

Most police officers are honest. .76 .73 

Most police officers like to act tough.R .30 .28 

Most police officers are pretty 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.R .49 .46 

Most police officers go out of their way to keep 
a kid out of trouble. .67 .63 

Police officers make me nervous.R .27 .28 

I have ~ met a nice police officer.R .63 .58 

Police really care about kids my age. .74 .70 

Police officers like to scare kids.R .75 .71 

I feel if I had a problem I could talk to a police 
officer about it. .63 .60 

Police officers like to push people around.R .68 .65 

We can learn from police officers. .79 .75 

Police officers are there to help us. .82 .77 

If I 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. R .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 

Police 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.R .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.S Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive 
Cigarette Perception Scale. 

Question 

How much does smoking cigarettes 
help a person to ... 

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? 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.87 

.86 

.88 

.73 

.85 

.77 

.86 

.73 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.82 

.80 

.82 

.66 

.80 

.70 

.80 

.66 

Table C.g Factor Loadings and Itema Total Correlations for Questions in the Negative 
Attitudes Toward Cigarettes Scale. 

Question 

Smoking Cigarettes . .. 

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. 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.73 

.77 

.58 

.83 

.67 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.73 

.76 

.48 

.82 

.71 
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Table C.10 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the Positive 
Alcohol Perception Scale. 

Question 

How mhr.h does drinking alcohol (beer. 
wine. liquor) help a person to ••• 

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? 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.88 

.86 

.88 

.76 

.87 

.78 

.84 

.n 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.83 

.80 

.83 

.70 

.82 

.71 

.78 

.70 

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

Question 

Drinking alcohol •.• 

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. 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.71 

.78 

.79 

.84 

.76 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.74 

.78 

.73 

.81 

.70 
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Table C.12 Factor Loadings and ItemaTotal Correlations for Questions in the Positive 
Marijuana Perception Scale. 

Question' 

How much does smoking marijuana (grass, 
pot, hash) help a person to ... 

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? 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.90 

.89 

.89 

.81 

.89 

.78 

.88 

.78 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.85 

.85 

.85 

.75 

.85 

.72 

.83 

.71 

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

Question 

Smoking marijuana . .. 

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. 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.50 

.62 

.72 

.79 

.70 

Item~Total 

Correlation 

.70 

.77 

.79 

.86 

.78 
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Appendix 0 

Construction of Teacher/Principal 
Satisfaction Scale 
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Table 0.1 Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations for Questions in the 
Composition of the Overall Satisfaction Scale in the Teacher/Principal 
Survey 

Question 

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

Students have carried over knowledge and skills 
they learned in DARE to other subjects. 

The classroom learning environment in general 
has been enhanced. 

I believe the non-classroom activities by 
the DARE Officer are valuable additions to the program. 

Parents support DARE. 

DARE has helped improve student behavior 
at school. 

There are fewer disciplinary problems. 

There has been an increase in student 
self-esteem. 

Students have more negative attitudes about 
drug use. 

Students are better able to resist peer pressure. 

Students are better equipped to deal 
with drug-oriented situations. 

Students are more likely to say 'no' 
to negative behavior. 

Students are more aware of the 
consequences of their actions. 

Students have more positive attitudes toward 
police officers and authority. 

School Staff awareness of drug abuse problems 
and ways to deal with them have been increased. 

Students are more willing to openly 
discuss problems related to drugs. 

Students are taking more responsibility 
for their actions. 

Factor Loading 
(Weight) 

.60 

.69 

.72 

.51 

.59 

.69 

.68 

.76 

.64 

.75 

.78 

.n 

.74 

.59 

.65 

.73 

.76 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.55 

.65 

.67 

.49 

.54 

.66 

.64 

.72 

.5a 

.70 

.72 

.72 

.69 

.54 

.61 

.68 

.71 
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A~pendix E 

Written Teacher/Principal Comments 
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Written Teacher Comments 

The DARE program has been V8ty educational In our school. In a 
drug-saturated environment, I feel it is necessaty to teach drug 
education as early as possible. 

As a parent's viewpoint also: My child came home after evety 
session telling us something that Trooper Powell 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 
prevention. It will take years for the process to work but I'm confident 
it will workll Trooper Tom Powell is an asset to your program. 

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

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

The DARE program was a tremendous asset to our curriculum. 

I appreciate the officer's dedication and concem for our students. 

The trooper's rapport with the students was vety good. They were 
responsive and looked. forward to his classes. I 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 

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

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

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

I have seen vety positive effects from the DARE program and thank 
al/ those involved with the program for contributing to the 
'bettermenr of our community. 

I wish it were not necessaty to add drug awareness to the 
culTiculum, but since drugs have become such a problem in our 
society I'm glad we have the DARE program. 

I would lava to see DARE continue next year. Hopefully our 
county Icity law enforcers will pick up the program. 

I think the DARE program should continue, and be presented by a 
law enforcement officer in uniform, ff at all possible. 

The program is excellent as far as teaching drug resistance and 
awareness. I was glad that no actual pictures or examples of drugs 
were used to make a point. Resistance skills were taught well and 
received well by students. 
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3rd grade had only the one program. It seems, however, to be a 
wonderful program. I know that its not possible (due to personnel 
involved) to do extensive programs for eve/}'One. 5th grade is the 
best place to concentrate. 

Officer Curtsinger was IitII}f wann and understanding, yet was well 
respected by students. 

Please continue the program. I believe the community will reap the 
benefits. 

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 deVflloped 
and rapport to be established. There should be 8 sessions of 30 
minutes each In the fourth grade at a minimum. 

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

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

Great - add visuals for primaty grades. 

The DARE program was the most exciting, educational program that I 
have been involved with in recent years. I 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. I look forward to having the program in 
my classroom again next year. 

I felt that the police officer did a nice job of tl}fing to know the 
students by seeing them In the halls, at lunch, and at other functions. 

Good program which needs to be continUed and supporled. 

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

Setting a schedule and sticking to it, no cancellations, postponing, 
etc., would be better. 

Sixth grade Is an excellent age to present this mafarial 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 I 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. I feel this is a 
valuable program. 

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

Overa/II feel that the DARE program is a good program. The 
responses from the students have been vel}f positive. The 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. 
I think that what they have leamed will always be in the back of their 
mind when approached with drufJs. 

This program seems vel}f worthwhile, keep it In our schoolsl 

I wol..'1d 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 leamed much 
and were required to think about their responses to certain 
situations. They leamed that it Is okay to say 'no' and practiced 
various ways of refusing. 

This has been a excellent program. 

Not evel}f officer can relate to the children as Trooper Meadows did. 
He is Indeed a credit to lawenforcement. 

This is a great program and I 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. 

I am really grateful to have had the program in my classroom. It was 
greatl 

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

It'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. 

I bel/eve 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. 

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

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

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

The DARE program helped to Improve the students self-esteem and 
gave them a better understanding of the problems our community 
faces with drug use. 

I 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 schoof did as well. The enthusiasm of the students 
and their positMt attitudes toward the police officers has been 
evident evelYWhere. The fifth graders have shared their experiences 
with the other students in the school and generated a vel}f positive 
attitude. 

An excellent programl 

This is an excellent program. It has great ideas that keep the 
children's Interest. It gives students, that are normally introverled 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 should be continued. 

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

We need the DARE program in other grades. The Stata 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. 

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

Excel/ent program! Takes the wony off of curriculum coordinators 
and principals about Drug Abuse Education if a responsible police 
officer Is involvedl 

An excel/ent programl 

I enjoyed helping with the program. 

Children also leam to have positive feeling about a unifcrmed officer. 

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

My commsnts are based on what! have seen the officers do in the 
1st and 5th grades. The ohildren's comments are ve,,! favorable 
also. 

Trooper Powell was \WJ/I liked by the students in my classroom. He 
did a vel}' good job. 

We want to continue the program. It is an apr. '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 greatl 

Exoellentl Great! This has been one of the best extra olasses we 
have had slnoe I have been teaohing. 

I appreciate how well organized and willing to carry out his job he 
was. . 

Getting to know a police officer was good for the students. 

Enjoyed Trooper Powell coming to the room. 

Trooper Powell did an excellent job. He certainly seemed to enjoy 
working. 

A worthwhile projectl 

I hope to see the DARE curriculum continued for years to come. It is 
a vel}' beneficial program. 

We enjoyed Trooper Powell's lessons vel}' much. The children were 
excited when it was 'ou'" tIme. 

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

I was pleased 10 have my classes involved in the program. I had 
positive parent comments. My children really enjoyed each lesson. 

The whole class benefded from the program. 

I am also the parent of a 6th grade girl, and I think she has developed 
a greater awareness of the problem of drug abuse. She'll apply what 
she leamed from this program more readily than if I had tried to teach 
her. Thanksl 

Trooper Powell was sincere and concemed. He had a wonderful 
sense of humor, but let the children know that this was no laughing 
matter. 

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

Good, positive program - step in the right direction - needs to . 
continue -long period Qf time might be more beneficial to students. 
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I 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 Powell worked vel}' hard and had a great Influence on my 
students. I feel he helped the children to become more aware of 
drug abuse as well as helping them have a better attitude towarri all 
police officers. It Is a good program. 

Vel}' good program, timely - we would like to feel our children do not 
have sucll choices to make, but reality has too often proved us 
wrong. 

Thank you for this program! It Is a good Idea. 

This was a vel}' positive experience for fifth grade studonts. 

Hope DARE continuest 

Good program. Should be continued. 

Fantastic Program! 

Excelient program. 

I think this is a vel}' worthwhile program. I hope it Is continued. 

Vel}' good program! 

Commendable program! 

We still need more community support. 

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

I recommend having the DARE programs evel}' year In each 
individual classroom presented by a police officer. I 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 like to see this program in tower grades for longer than one 
visit. 

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

I think DARE is just the beginning. We need such programs at evel}' 
level of education (a/l 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. llika the fact that the DARE program will expel those 
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. I strongly feel that it 
needs to be taught to each grade in the elemental}' and Jr. high 
schools to be truly worthwhile. 

I 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 ot' P.R. could do to build a positive 
image of all policemen. 

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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I am WI}' proud of our DARE officer. It takes a lot of time and it Is 
quite special, since the offICer receives no pay. He was vel}' devoted 
to his cause. 

I think the officers did an excellent jobl 

Greatl I hope the program continues and expandsl 

The more we address the drug problem in young students the greater 
the problem becomes. If we are going to correct the drug problem 
of this nation, we must 1} convince the public that the cure tor al/ 
human lIIness, real or unreal cannot be found in a pill or shot. 2) 
Children use of drugs Is due to the lack of supeNislon by parents In 
the home. 3} If we ever correct this problem, it must come from the 
home not the school or law enforcement. 

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

Our "DARE" Instructor was terrific. I feel the success of the program 
at our school was vel}' much to his credit. My students won't forget 
what they've leamed through DARE, Fror will they soon forget the 
instructor I 

It is 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, I am not sure that I 
would recognize "drug paraphernalia" if brought to school. We are 
hearing about this In the news, 

I think it was worth the time and effort. 

I feel the effect and retention of learning 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. 

Ve!)' good program. I wish we could have tile lessons all yearl 

I would like to see the DARE program continued. 

Good program. 

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

Great programl 

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

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

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

I would like to see the DARE program expanded to include more 
grades and a.lso more time during each session. 

Captain Pickl~tt mixed socially with the students, ate with them and 
talked with them. DARE helped all of us. 

I enjoyed the program as much as the children didl 

I feel the p.rogram was a good one. I think it was good that the 
classroom teacher was in the room while the curriculum was taught. 

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

, 
This has been an excellent experience for our school and I hope that 
it will continue. 

I feel that DARE helps to enhance what Is already being taught In the 
classroom. It also helps to haw another authority figure In the 
classroom. It Is wI}' positlw to have the students relate to an officer. 
He relates well to the s.tudents; they all looked forward to his visits. 

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

Thank you for allowing my classroom the opportunity to pattlcipate 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 tl}' 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 I teach a split 4th and 5th grade, I could haw been more 
Involved with the program had I been allowed to haw my whole class 
participate. 

I haw enjoyed the program. 

I 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.) 

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

AJthough I was not involved becau,se I am a third grade teacher, I 
have heard positive things about the program. As a police officer'S 
wife I know how important it is to establish a good relationship with 
young adults and children. 

The only bad point of the program was the inability of the instructor to 
upgrade the lessons so the eight graders were not bored or 
intellectually insulted. I know the "teddybear' part bored them. 

I am impressed that the police department of Boone County cares 
enough about the young citizens of this area to take the time and 
effort n8eded to present the DARE program. 

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

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

I wish evel}' school In the county could haw a DARE officer to teach 
in their schools for the entire semester. I feel vel}' fortunatG by 
having the DARE program offered to my class. We haw really loved 
this program. 

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

Vel}' informative. Our 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 supportl I think the DARE 
program is great! 



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

WOIth every dlmell 

I am stilllM:lndering if some kids will experiment ewn though they've 
been through the program. Parents need to be Involved. 

Questions led me to bellew that DARE Is a cure-all. I confirm that it 
Is not. Though the program Is Important, not enough Is being done 
to sway the philosophies of children In the right direction. 

I would like to see DARE not completely dIsappear flom our middle 
school. Would it be possible to have a DARE club or DARE assembly 
or haw an officer be "around". I hate to lose the rapport we'w 
gained with these kids. 

Hope the program continuesl 

It Is essential that this be part of our against-drug battle. 

Gaw students mom confidence and will help to say NO. 

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

I be/iew tho DARE program and Mr. Caplen, our 1r.'1tructor, made a 
1191)' worthwhile Impression on my class. I 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 will be held as 
strictly confidential. Results will not be presented in an identifiable form. 

I. Background of Evaluator. Before answering the questions below, please provide the following personal information: 

1. What is your primary responsibility? teaching administration _other (e.g., LD, EMH, Ubrary, PE, music, etc.) 

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? _1-3 years _4-6 years _7-9 years 10+ 

4. What is your gender? _male female 

II. 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). . 

2. I support the DARE Project. 

3. I would like to 'see DARE taught In this school in the future. 

4. I believe that DARE should be taught statewide at additional grade levels. 

5. Students have carried over knowledge and skills they learned in DARE 
to other subjects. 

6. The classroom learning environment In general has been enhanced. 

7. I believe the non-classroom activities by the DARE Officer (pan~nt involvement, 
presentations in other classes, recess and lunch with the stude/lIs) are valuable 
additions to the program. 

8. Parents support DARE. 

9. DARE has helped improve stlldent behavior at school. 

10. There are fewer diSCiplinary problems. 

11. There has been an increase in students' self-esteem. 

12. Students have more negative attitudes about drug use. 

13. Students are better able to resist peer pressure. 

14. Students are better equipped to deal with drug-oriented situations. 

15. Students are more likely to say "no" to negative behavior. 

16. Students are more aware of the consequences of their actions. 

17. Students have more positive attitudes toward police officers and authority. 

18. School staff awareness of drug abuse problems and ways to deal with 
with them have been increasei.:i. 

19. Students are more willing to openly discuss problems related to drugs. 

20. StUdents are taking more responsibility for their actions. 
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/II. 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 knowledge of how DARE has operated in your community, do you think that classroom teachers 
would have obtained the same results with the DARE curriculum as police officers? Why or 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-I'rinting poid from ..... fundi, KRS 57,375. 



Western Kentucky University 

STUDENTOPINION 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 'tou 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 r-:ame. 
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. 

Example Question: 

I like my school. 

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. 
* If you agree a little, then you would MARK letter a. 

* If 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 

2. How old are you? _____ (please fill in) 

3. How do you describe yourself? 

] White 

] Black 

] Indian 

[ ] Mexican or Chicano 

[ ] Female 

[ ] Puerto Rican/Latin American 

] Oriental or Asian 

] White and Black 

4. Which of the following people UVE WITH YOU? (Mark aI/ that apply) 

] Mother 

r ] Father 

] Stepmother 

] Stepfather 

] Guardian or Guardians 

] Grandparent or Grandparents 

] Other relatives (such as brothers, 

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 ] Not too well 

] Pretty well ] Not well at all 



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

7. 

8. 

9. 

When my friends are doing 
something wrong it is hard 
for me to walk away. 

If you say "no" too often 
you won't have any friends. 

Sometimes I do what 
my friends do even though 
I know it isn't right. 

10. if you attend a party 
where everyone else is 
drinking alcohol, you can have 
a good time without joining in. 

11. If my friends smoke 
I should too. 

12. I should walk away from those 
who try to make me use drugs. 

13. Sometimes I do things because 
my friends do, even though 
I later regret it. 

14. I should drink if my friends do 
even if I don't want to. 

15. I feel I can say anything to 
my friends without being teased. 

16. I am afraid if I say "No" to drugs 
my friends won't like me. 

17. Most kids my age use alcohol 
or drugs like marijuana. 
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18. If my friends were going to a party 
to drink beer I would go with them. [d] [u] [a] [AI 

19. If someone pressures me to use drugs 
I should say "No thanks" and walk away. [0] [d] [U] [a] [A] 

20. Kids who use drugs have more friends 
than those who don't. [0] [d] [U] [ a] [A] 

21. The best way to say "No" to drugs 
is to stay away from them. [0] [d] [U] [ a] [A] 

22. It is better to keep 
your feelings to yourself. [0] (d] [u] [a] [A1 

23. I usually give in to my friends 
when they pressure me. [0] [ d ] [ u] [ a] [A] 

24. If my friends drank beer, 
I probably would too. [0] [d] [UJ [ a] [A1 

25. It is hard for me to say "No" 
to my frionds. [01 [d) [u] [a 1 [AJ 

26. A true friend would never 
ask you to eat or drink something 
that wasn't really safe. [0] [d] [u] [a] [A1 

27. Real friends don't push kids 
into trying drugs or alcohol. [0] [d] [U] [a] [A] 

28. If I don't do what my friends want me to do 
I will be all alone. [0] [d] [u] [ a] [A] 

29. If your best friend offers you a drug, 
you have to take it. [D] [d] [U] [ a] [A] 

30. 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. [d) [U] [a] [A] 

31. If drugs are pushed on me 0(1 

I can say "No thanks, they make 
me throw up." [d] [U] [a] 



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

32. It is okay to drink a little beer. 

33. There is nothing wrong with smoking 
cigarettes as long as you don't 
smoke too many. 

34. Kids who take drugs seem more 
grown up. 

35. Kids who smoke cigarettes regularly 
Cdn quit anytime they want. 

36. It is okay for kids to drink 
alcohol as long as they quit 
before it becomes a habit. 

37. Teenagers who drink alcohol 
are more grown up. 

38. If I smoked "crack" I would 
become addicted. 

39. LSD can make people so crazy 
they think they can fly. 

40. People who smoke marijuana 
might have deformed children. 

41. It is perfectly safe to take 
medicine that a doctor has 
given to someone else. 

42. Drugs bought on the street 
are not safe to use. 
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43. It IS okay for kids to try marijuana 
just to satisfy their curiosHy. [0] [d] [ u] [a] [AJ 

44. It Is okay to sell drugs if 
you don't use them. [0] [d] [u] [a] [A] 

45. Alcohol is reward for hard work. [[j l, [d) [U] [a] [A] 

46. Marijuana is okay as long as 
It is smoked with friends. [0] [d1 [U] [a1 [Al 

II ; 

47. Drugs change the way people act. [0] [d} [u] [a] [AJ 

48. Drugs make you look cool 
in front of your friends. [D) [d] [U] [aJ [A1 

49. Using drugs will cause you to dislike 
yourself because they are wrong. 10'] Cd] [u] [aJ [A] 

50. Kids who drink alcohol are more 
grown up than those who don't. [0] [d] [u] [a] [A] 

51. If you are under stress, drinking alcohol 
or taking drugs won't really help. [0] [d) [ u1 [ a ] [A] 

52. Using street drugs is wrong, 
no matter how little you use them. [OJ [dI [Ul [a} [A] 

53. I can use drugs without anyone 
knowing it. [D] [d] [u] [ a J [A] 

54. Any kid who says that drinking alcohol 
isn't fun is really out of it. [0] [d] [u] [a1 [A1 

55. Taking drugs can help you have 
more fun when you're bored. [0] [ d ] [u 1 [ a ] [A] 

56. Sometimes the only way to keep 
from feeling sad is to get "high." '[ 0] [d J [U] [aJ [A] 



57. How many cigarettes have you smoked In YOUR WHOLE LIFE? 

] None 

] Less than one cigarette 

[ ] 1-5 cigarettes 

[ ] 6-10 cigarettes 

] 11-20 cigarettes (1/2 pack to 1 pack) 

] 21-30 cigarettes (1 to 1 1/2 packs) 

1 31 or more cigarettes (over 1 1/2 packs) 

58. How many cigarettes have you smoked in THE PAST YEAR? 

] None 

] Less than one cigarette 

] 1-5 cigarettes 

] 6-10 cigarettes 

] 11-20 cigarettes (1/2 pack to 1 pack) 

] 21-30 cigarettes (1 to 1 1/2 packs) 

] 31 or more cigarettes (over 1 1/2 packs) 

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

] 0 times 

[ ] 1-2 

] 3-5 

] 6-9 

[ ] 10-19 

] 20-39 

] 40 or more 

60. IN THE PAST YEAR, how many times have you used smokeless tobacco or snuff? 

] Otimes 

[ ] 1-2 

] 3-5 

] 6-9 

[ ] 10-19 

] 20-39 

] 40 or more 

61. IN YOUR WHOLE LIFE, how many times have you drunk a FULL GLASS of 
alcohol (beer, wine, liquor)? 

] 0 times 

[ 1 1-2 

] 3-5 

] 6-9 

[ ] 10-19 

] 20-39 

] 40 or more 



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

[ J 0 times 

[ ] 1-2 

I 3-5 

[ ] 6-9 

] 10-19 

] 20-39 

I 40 or more 

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

[ ] Otimes 

I ] 1-2 

] 3-5 

] 6-9 

] 10-19 

) 20-39 

] 40 or more 

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

] Otlmes I J 10-19 

[ J 1-2 [ ] 20-39 

] 3-5 ] 40 or more 

] 6-9 

65. About how many kids in your class level smoke cigarettes? 

] None 

] Just a few 

I Several 

] Alot 

] Most 

1 I don't know 

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

] None ] Alot 

] Just a few ] Most 

] Several ] I don't know 

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

I ] None 

1 Just a few 

] Several 

r ] A lot 

] Most 

] I don't know 



How much does smoking cigarettes 
help a person to ... 

68. stop feeling bored or lonely? 

69. have fun with friends? 

70. feel good? 

71. experience new things? 

72. get away from problems? 

73. face a difficult situation? 

74. do things better or be more creative? 

75. 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. 
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How much does drinking alcohol (beer. 
wine, liquor) help a person to ... 

81. slop feeling bored or lonely? 

82. have fun with friends? 

83. feel good? 

84. experience new things? 

85. get away from problems? 

86. face a difficult situation? 

87. do things better or be more creative? 

88. become popular or one of the crowd? 

[ I 
I ' I 
I [J I 

[] ! 

I
I [ I 

1 

: :1\ 
[ ] 

J 
" 1 

[1 I L _______ J 

[---_ . ...., 
/, / I ' 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ I 

[ 1 

[ ] 

I [] I 
I 11 I []' 
I 1 

! I I [] I 
I I 
j [1 ' 
I I 

I °1 I ' , I I [] I 
I I 
I t 
I ! 

i [] I 
In' 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ I 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 1 i [] [ ] 

I 
[ ] I [] I 

f' I 
L~, __ ._.~ ______ >; 

[ ] 

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

Drinking alcohol ... 

89. makes a person Jose their 
friends. 

90. makes a person feel bad. 

91. is bad ~or a person's 
heal~h. 

92. makes a person do poorly 
in school. 

93. gets a person in trouble 
with the law. 
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How much does smoking marijuana (grass, 
pot, hash) help a person to ... 

94. stop feeling bored or lonely? 

95. 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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I TELL US IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE AND, HOW STRONGLY WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. 

Smoking marijuana ... 

102. makes a person lose their 
friends. 

103. makes a person feel oad. 

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 
think that ••• 

107. smoking cigarettes is ••• 

108. drinking alcohol (beer, 
wine, liquor) is ••• 

109. smoking marijuana (grass, 
pot, hash) is ••• 

I THINK THAT ... 

110. smoking cigarettes is ••• 

111. drinking alcohol (beer, 
wine, liquor) is ••. 

112. smoking marijuana (grass, 
pot, hash) is ••• 
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113. About how many of your friends smoke cigarettes? 

] None 

[ ) 1 or 2 

] Some 

] Most 

I ] All 

[b] 

[ b ] 

[b] 

[b] 

[b] 

[b] 

114. About how many of your friends get drunk at least once a W~i')k? 

[ 1 None 

[ 1 1 or 2 

[ ] Some 

115. About how many of your friends smoke marijuana? 

[ ] None 

1 1 or2 

1 Some 

] Most 

] All 

] Most 

[ ] All 
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TELL US IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE AND HOW STRONGLY WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. 

116. I have a lot of respect for the police. 

117. Most police officers are honest. 

118. Most police officers like to act tough. 

119. Most police officers are pretty nice guys. 

120. Most police officers like to help kids. 

121. Most police officers like to pick on kids. 

122. Police officers have a right to tell kids 
what to do. 

123. Most police officers don't understand 
a kid's problems. 

124. Most police officers go out of their way 
to keep a kid out of trouble. 

125. Police officers make me nervous. 

126. I would like to be a police officer. 

127. I have never met a nice pOlice officer. 

128. Police really care about kids my age. 

129. Police officers like to scare kids. 

/':~7 i;; /r;-. / s ~ /--;1 
III >- !II !i i " I IlJ i f >-
§it / lio /' ,J.. I ~o I 1iI,,''!OI, 

I ~ I' e fJ: 0 / Ii I! I §I I II/If / Ii gj! :!I/ 
I [D) I [d] ! [Ull [a] f [A] j 

11 11: 1 lj 1 
[D) [d] [ul j [a] [A] f 

I i I I I 
[0] 

(" 

[0] 

! I ' 1(',"; 
I I 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[d] 

[U] 

! [~] 
I 
! ' 

) [U] 

(,,[ UJ 

I 
1 
I 

[ UI] 

rUt,] 

jT U] 

I [UI 

I 
I 
I [U] 

f 
1 

11tJ01 

I", 
! [u I ! 

I 1 

l~~_J 

[a] f [A] I 

t I 
[a] ! [A] I 

[a] 

[a] 

[ a] 

[a] 

[a] 

[a] 

[a] 

[a] 

[a] 

[a] 

I! 
I j 
! \ I [A] 

I " 
I [A] 

I 
[A] 

i 
'r. ! 

[A] i 

I 
[A] I 
[AI I 

[AI] 
I 

[A] I 
I 

! [A] 1 

I I 
I [AI 1 L ____ . __ ~ 



130. I feel if I had a problem I could talk to 
a pOlice officer about it. 

131. Police officers like to push people around. 

132. We can learn from police officers. 

133. Police officers are there to help us. 

134. If I got into trouble the police would 
listen to my side of the story. 

135. Police officers like to hassle kids 
for no reason at all. 

136. If you give a pOlice officer a chance, he 
will be your friend. 

137. Police officers do good things in 
my community. 

138. Police officers try to help kids who 
use drugs. 

139. Police officers would rather 
catch you doing something wrong 
than try to help you. 

140. You only see the pOlice 
when there is trouble. 

141. Kids should listen to what 
police officers have to say. 
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