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I. INTRODUCTION 

This report is part of a series of evaluations of drug abuse prevention pl'Ograms 

funded by the New York State Office of Drug Abuse Services (ODAS). The focus 

of this report, prePl!-red by the Division of Cost Effectiveness and Research, is the 

SPARK (School Prevention of Addiction through Rehabilitation and Knowledge) program. 

E~tablished in 1971, the SPARK program is administered by the New York City 

Boar-d of Education. SPARK currently operates programs in 88 city high schools. 

The SPARK budget for the 1977-78 fiscal year is $2,464,590. 

The principal mission of the SPARK pl'Ogram is to provide drug abuse intervention, 

prevention and educational services for high school students who have exhibited a 

variety of behavioral and academic problems. These focus on drug experimentation, 

but also include truancy and low academic achievement. The servic.es of the SP ARK 

program are provided by Drug Education Specialists (DES). ADES is assigned to 

each of the 88 participating high schools in New York City on a permanent basis. 

Students enter the SPARK program through a referral process. Referrals are typically 

made by deans, guidance counselors, teachers, parents or peers. Students may also 

refer themselves to SPARK. 
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In the spring of 1977, SPARK surveyed 3,893 students who participated in the program 
, * 

from Septembel' 1976 thl'ough January 1977 using a pre-post retrospective design.' These 

data, subsequently verified by ODAS, have been utilized in the development of this report. 

The SPARK program objectives, as stated by the Board of Education jnc1ude: 

providing young people with intellectual, social, cultural, 

and recreational alternatives to drug abuse; 

helping stUdents develop the necessary skills to mal<e decisions, 

solve problems, and :n the process, to grow; 

establishing a setting within each school where young people 

can go to learn to like themselves and cope with one another; and 

improving communication with the existing services within 

each school. 

* A pre-post retrospective design is not optimal for evaluating the effects of a program, 
but was the best possible design given the limited time and resources available at the 
time of this study. Future studies will include prospective designs. The most serious 
limitation of the retrospective design of this study was the inability to collect data from 
about 3596 of students who entered the SPARK program but then graduated, transferred 
or dropped out o.f school. These stUdents mayor may not have benefitted from pal'ticipating, 
but it was not feasible to collect data from them. 

A second serioLls limitation is the lack of a comparison or control group who did 
not receive the program services. It is generally found that urban high school students 
who have serious behavioral/academic problems do worse over a period of time. Thus, 
a study lacking a conti'ol group is likely to underestimate program effectiveness. 
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Thi,s report' i's presented in three major sections. The first section consists of 

survey findings based upon the original SPARK data for the study period September 

1976 through January 1977. These data were then analyzed by the ODAS Division 

of Cost Effectiveness and Research. * 

The analyses include:, 

- characteristics of SP ARK participants, 

- drug use and prevalence patterns of SPARK participants, and 

- behaviorat changes among SPARK participants. 

The second section presents qualitative data based upon the on-site observations 

of ODAS Division of Cost Effectiveness and Research personnel. 

The final section summarizes the major findings of the report. 

* A full description of the verification procedures and a more detailed statistical 
analysis 'NiH be presented in a technical report. The verification dat'a independently 
collected by ODAS personnel showed behavioral changes of the same magnitude as 
data collected by SPARK personnel. 
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II. SURVEY FINDINGS 

The data presented and analyzed in this section were collected by the SPARK 

staff during the spring of 1977. The data Vvei'e from 3,893 students enrolled in the 

SP ARK program from September 1976 to January 1977. The study used a retrospective 

pre--post design to compare student drug use, attitudes and behavior pattems before 

and after participating in the SPARK pl'ogram. The following vadables were considered: 

- Drug Use Pattems 

- Self Image 

- Family Relations 

- Teacher Relations 

- Peer Relations 

- Grade Pr;in t Average 

Deans' Reports 

- Attendance 

The section of the report which follows is devoted to the presentation and analysis 

of the SPARK survey data and: 

- describes characteristics of SP ARK program participants;' 

- depicts drug prevalence pattems of SP ARK participants; and 

- evaluates changes in attitude and behavior of SPARK participants over the 

course of the program. 
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A. Demographic Profile 

In order to describe the population served by the SPARK program, data were 

sought on the following characteristics: 

- Sex of respondent 

- Grade in school 

Borough of residence 
. ' 

These data were required in order to determine how representative 

SPARK participants were of the general high school population in New York City. 

As Table 1 indicates, a majority of the SPARK students were female (55%), 

enrolled in the 10th and 11th grades(62%) and attended schools in Brooklyn or' Queens 

(64%). In general, these figures ar'e consistent with the percentage brea.kdowns of 

the New York City high school population for sex, grade and borough. However, the 

fact that 55 percent of the SPARK population were female is surprising when compared 

to national estimates of women in drug abuse treatment programs. Indeed, national 

data from the Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process (CODAP) reporting system 

show that only 25 percent of the treatment population in federally-funded drug' programs 

are female. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Profiles of the SPARK Populatton and the 
New York City Hiqh School Populatton. 

, Percentage in 

Sex * Number Percentage 
N.Y.C. High School 

Population** 

Male 1747 45% 50% 

Female 2129 55 50 

Gl"ade * 

9th 785 20% 24% 

10th 1295 33 32 

11th 1111 29 25 

12th 685 18 19 

Borough 

Bronx 580 15% 19% 

Manhattan 640 16 16 

Staten Island 166 4 6 

Brooklyn 1285 34 34 

Queens 1222 31 25 

*Sex and grade were not recorded for 17 of the students surveyed. 

**Data supp1ied by the Board of Education. As of March 1977, population 
figures were 140,929 males and 139,500 females. 
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B. Prevalence of Dt'ug Use 

The SPARK stuff administered a modified "Pennsylvania State University Dl'Ug 

Use Scale" to program participants. Data from the SPARK sample were then compared 

to data from two statewide surveys on the prevalence of drug use in the general student 

population (non-program). Table 2 presents prevalence rates of SPARK students 

and prevalence rates of New York City high school respondents in the two statewide 

surveys. 

The prevalence rates remain consistent between the Periodic Assessment of 

Drug Abuse Among Youth (PADAY) and Statewide Epidemiological Audit of Substance 

Abuse (SEASA); the rates for the SPARK students are much higher. * More than twice 

as many of the SPARK respondents have used marijuana, stimulants, depressants, 

hallucinogens, cocaine, and heroin as either the respondents of P ADA Y ot' SEASA. 

The findings in Table 2 show that an overwhelming majority of the students enrolled 

in SPARK have used marijuana and/or alcohol. In addition, at least 20 percent have 

been exposed to a variety of other mood-altering drugs, including hashish, stimulants, 

depressants, cocaine and hallucinogens. As much as 6 percent report having used 

heroin at some time prior to entrance into the SPARK program. 

*1n order to permit comparisons among the three sets of data, the following factors 
must be considered: P ADAY data based on a school survey are provided for students 
in grades 9-12 in New York City, while the SEASA figures based on a household survey 
represent 14-19 year olds in New York City who indicated being students. 
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Table.2 

Comparison of Ever Use Rates of Vartous Drugs Among 
SPARK Students and ~nonq the General Student Population in New York City 

SPARK *PADAY **SEASA 

Alcohol 89% 81% (not asked) 

Marij uana 81 40 40% (incl. hashish) 

Hashish 45 (not asked) (not asked) 

Stimulants 26 8 (incl. cocaine) (not asked) 

Cocaine 25 (not asked) 2 

Depressants 24 8 8 (inc? analgesics) 

Ha 11 uci nogens 21 5 6 

Heroin 6 3 ( incl'. other narcotics) 0.5 

*Periodic Assessment of Drug Abuse Among Youth. This was a survey of sub
stance use among junior and senior high school students in New York State. 
A sample of 1,883 students, representative of all students in grades 9-12 

. in New York City public schools, was used in the analysis. The survey was 
administered during the 1974/75 school term. 

**Statewide Epidemiology Audit of Substance Abuse. This was statewide 
household survey on non-medical drug use conducted by the New York State 
Office of Drug Abuse Services during winter, 1975-76. A total of 11,410 
interviews were conducted across the state among residents 14 years of 
age and older. 
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C. Rates and Frequency Patterns of Drug Use 

In Figure 1, studen~ substa~ce use is presented graphically for pre and post SP ARK 

participation periods. For all substances, a marked decrease in use was found among 

students after being in the SPARK program. Most notable is the fact that the use 

of hashish, cocaine, stimulants, depressants, hallucinogens and heroin declined by 

at least 40 perc~nt. Thus, it seems that the SPARK program is effective in reducing 

the current use of the more dangerous drugs. 

In addition to reducing the percentage of participants currently using the drugs ... 

noted above, there is the issue of whether the frequency of tlcurrent use" has also 

. changed. Table 3 presents changes in frequency of drug use patterns by SPARK 

participants for each sUbstance used. 

It is quite apbarent that students used drugs less frequently after participating 

in the SPARK progr'am. Daily use of each substance (except cigarettes) has decreased 

by at least 50 percent. For example, while one-third of the students used marijuana 

daily before entering SPARK, only 15 percent reported a pattern of daily usage after 

participating in the program. Similiarly,. the use of alcohol, which was a weekly activity 

for one-third of the students prior to program entry, declined by nine percentage 

points after participation in the program. From the data presented in both Figure 

1 and Table 3, it may be concluded that the students participating in SPARK showed 

a marked decrease in substance use. 
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Table 3 

frequency of Subs tunce Usc 1\00onC] SPI\RK St~~lcnts (Pcrc0.nta~cs) ,.. 

No 1 or 1 or 1 or 
Type of Never longer 2 times 2 times 2 times 
Substance used use , p~r yeilr n per month per v/eek Daily 

Ciqarettes 
Sepfeinber 1976 21% 8% 3% 3% . 7% 58% 

January 1977 
. 

20 15 3 2 7 53 

1\1cohol 

September 1976 11 4 13 26 . 33 13 

January 1977 11 13 16 31 24 5 

Marijuana 

September 1976 19 4 6 14 24 33 

January 1977 18 17 9 19 22 15 

Hashish 
' .. 

Septel)lber 1976 55 5 14 14 8 4 

January 1977 55 21 11 9 3 1 

Hallucinogens 

September 1976 79 4 8 6 2 1 

January 1977 79 14 4 2 0.8 0.2 

~timlJlants 

September 1976 74 5 8 8 4 1 

January 1977 74 16 5 3 1.5 0.5 

DeEressants 

September 1976 76 4 7 8 4 1 

January 1977 76 16 4 3 0.7 0,3 

Ileroin 

September 1976 94 3 2 0.3 0.4 0.3 

January 1977 94 4 1 0.8 0.1 0.1 
CoCu;nc 

September 1976 75 4 10 7 3 1 

January 1977 75 14 6 4 0.7 0,3 

1IEacli 1'0\~ adds to 100%""{"N=G,893 minu's the non-responses). 
**Includes respondents who said that they lIuse nov/. II 

• 

-----
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D. School Recot'ds Da ta 

The school records of the SPARK participants were considered as one SOUl'ce 

for measuring behavior change. Three indicators ?f behavior were examined: grades, 

deans' reports and absences. These specific variables proved to be especially valuable 

to this evaluation effort because they provided an objective measure of change. 

Table 4 reflects the changes that occurred for the period September 1976 through 

January 1977. 

In Table 4, marked improvement in these indicators of behavior can be seen. 

Whereas 24 percent of the students had grade point averages below 50 prior to entering 

SPARK, only 12 percent continued to have grade point averages below 50 after participating 

in SPARK - a 50 percent reduction. Similarly, 18 percent fewer students were reported 

to the dean for poor cOilduct and the percentage of students absent more than 20 

times declined from 31 percent to 15 percent. 

Thus, it can be seen from Table 4 that for the period September 1976 through 

January 1977, students who participated in the SPARK program showed academic 

improvement, indicated by grade point average, as well as improvement in conduct, 

indicated by a reduction in deans' reports and absenteeism. 
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Ta b 1 e 4 

School Record Oata Indicating Pre and Post Grade Point 
/\veranr., h!Ul'lrQr of f)er.lns' Renorts and the tlumhrr of 

Absences .r\fI~0n(f SP/\PY. Stud ents 

Spring Fall 
Semester 1976 Semester 1976 

Gra.de Point Average Pre (3,7611.* Post (3.77R)* 

Under 50 24% 12% 

51 - 65 25 24 

66 - 80 41 49 

Over 80 10 14 

Number of Deans' Reports Pre (3,596)* Post (3,593)* 

None 48% 66% 

One 9 12 

Two 11 9 

Three 9 .4 

Four or over 23 10 

Number of Absences Pre (3,827)* Post (3,850)* 

None 4% 7% 

1-10 38 53 ' 

11- 20 28 27 

Over 20 31 15 

*C~ses where data were ~~ss~ng are not included in these distributions. 
S11ghtly more data was mlss1ng fo~ the pre-SPARK instances, leading to a 
larger post-SPARK population for grade point averages and absences. 

DiffeY'cnce 

- 12% 

1°' 70 

+ 8% 

+ 4% 

Difference 

+18% 

+ 3% 

2% 

- 5% 

-13% 

Difference 

+ 3% 

.+ 15~~ 

- 1% 

-11:;% 
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E. DES-Rated Cha,nges In Bellaviol' and Self-Image 

Having noted significant changes in both school record d?-ta and student reported 

drug use activity, additional indicators of behavior were examined fOl' further evidence 

of change. The SPARK Drug Education Sp'ecialists were asked to rate the participants 

on the following variables: family relationships, teacher relationships, and peer relationships. 

A scale of unsatisfactory-satisfactory-excellent was utilized, and the participant 

was rated for the time prior to and after SPARK participation. Table 5 relects a 

pattern of positive change for the three DES-rated variables. 

Student self-image was measured retrospectively before and after participation 

in SPARK. The instrument selected was a self administered attitudinal rating scale 

entitled, HAs I See Myself. ll Responses were collapsed into categories ranging from 

~tvery goodll to llvery badll for each time period. The data in Table 5 show a strong 

trend towards improved self-images among SP ARK participants. 

The DES-rated behavior changes and the changes in student self image are consistent 

with the improvements noted from the school recor.ds and student reported drug use. 

These disparate sets of data all show marked improvements in the students after 

participating in the SPARK program. Because the different types of data yield consistent 

results, more confidence can be placed in the data taken as a whole. 
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Table 5 

Self Image and DES-Rated Behavior Changes* 
-"'--

Self Image Pre N= 3,877 Post N= 3.R76 Difference 

Very Good 10% 24% +14% 

Good 46 58 +12% 

Neutral 34 15 -19% 

Bad 9 2 - 7% 

,Very Bad 1 1 0% 

Fami1~ Relattons Pre N= 3,864 Post N= 3,865 Difference -----
Excellent .6% 12% + 6% 

Satisfactory 48 63 +15% 

Unsatisfactory 46 25 -21% 

Teacher Relations Pre N= 3,864 Post N= 3,867 Mf'ference 

Excellent 6% 14% + 8% 

Satisfactory 54 72 +18% , 
Unsatisfactory 40 14 -26% 

Peer Relations Pre N= 3,865 Post N= 3,867 Difference 

Excellent 10% 20% +10% 

Satisfactory 64 72 + mb 

Unsatisfactory 26 8 -18% 

*The DES ratings were verified by independent interviews conducted by ODAS 
staff with a sample of SPARK pa~ttcipants. ODAS collected data generally 
showed a slightly higher percentage of positive changes than the ratings 
given by the DES's. The variations in IIW' was due to non-responses to some 
quest~ons. Percentage figures were rounded to the nearest whole number. 
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. 
The rest of this section presents the survey data in terms of individual-level 

changes. For each variable the percentage o'f students whose pre vel'SUS post SPARK 

behavior improved, remained the same) or became less satisfactory is pt'esented . 
. 

This manner of presenting the data gives an indication of the many individual level 

changes that are partially obscured in the group level data presented earlier. For 

each of the three summary tables presented in this section, the percentages are computed 

on the base figures in the column entitled IINumber of Subjects. II the column marked 

IIExcluded ll represent those students who were specifically not included in the calculations 

because their performance was at an optimal level both befot'e and after SPARK 

participation. These students could not improve and did not get. wot'se. 
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F. Individual Level Changes in Behavior' 

Table 6 presents the individual level changes that occurred in student behavior 

for ,grades, attendance and deans' reports. It reveals a considerable degree of positive 

individual level change as measured by school records. A net improvement of 57 

percent is noted as in the number of deans' reports. Net improvement for attendapce 

was 40 percent ~nd for grade point average, 31 p.erceqt. 

Table r; 

Individual Level Chanqes in Grades, Attendance and f)p(ln~ , Re00"'t::; 

S(:hool. Numbet % 0/ % to 

R~cord of No Positive Negative Net 
Variables ?ubje.cts* C.~a_~9_e Chanqe Chanqe Improvemen.t Excluded** . ,. _ . 

Gr~de ~7~O Z7% 52% ,21% +31% 163 
Average 
(At 1e~?t 
p pt. 
change) 

Atteng~nce 3747 (5 67 27 +40% 146 

Deans' 
R~ports 2045 9 74 17 +57% 1848 

*This column presents the total number of subjects less those who both could 
not improve and did not get worse in each of these school record areas. 

**These figures include students for whom data were missing at either the 
before Qt" the after measurement points. 
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G.' Individual Level Changes in Substance Use 

. 
Table 7 indicates that SPARK students substantially decreased their use of 

. all substances. (In this table, "Excluded" means those students who nevel' used the 

substance either before or after participation in SPARK.) The most impressive net 

decreases were found for the categories of hallucinogens, stimUlants and depressants, . . 

The net reduction in use of these substances exceeded 50 percent, Simil~u'ily, a 40 

percent net decline was found in the use of marijuana, hashish and cocaine. Finally, 

SPARK students revealed an overall decrease of 30 percent in the use of alcohol 

and heroin. 

Table 7 

Individual Level Changes in Substance Use 

Non-
% % % Substance 

Substance No Decreased Increased Users 
Substance Users Change Use Use Difference Excluded* 

Cigarettes 3143 .66% 25% 9% -16% 750 

A 1 coho.l 3502 50 40 10 -30% 391 

Marijuana 3207 35 54 11 -43% 686 

Hashish 1832 34 57 9 -48% 2061 

Hallucinogens 877 31 60 9 -51% 3016 

Stimulants 1054 30 61 9 -52% 2839 
I 

Depressants 985 27 65 8 -57% 2908 

Heroin 247 43 44 13 -31% 3646 

Cocaine 1027 35 55 10 -45% 2866 

*These figures include students for whom data were missing at either the 
before or the after measurement points. 
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H. Individual L~vel Changes in Self-Image and DES- Rated Relationships 

Table 8 demonstrates that SPARK students achieved major gains in self-image. 

Here SPARK students revealed a net improvement in self-image of 43 percent. Concomitantly. 

SPARK counselors noted a net improvement of 32 percent in the area of teacher 

relations and 27 percent in peer and family relations. 

The analysis of individual level changes among students enrolled in the SPARK 

program from Septembel' 1976 through January 1977 clcat'ly points to dramatie positive 

changes in virtually every variable under consideration, though clearly all participants 

do not improve in all areas. 

Table 8 

Individual Level Chanqes in Self Image and DES-Rated Behavior 

% % C' 
70 

No. of No Posit; ve Negative Net 
Subjects* Change Chanqes 

> 
Changes Improvement _Exc 1 udedH ' 

Self-Image 3546 47% 48% 5°/ /0 +43% 347 

Family 
Relations 3677 65 31 4 +27% 216 

Teacher 
Relations 3673 60 36 4 +32% 220 

Peer 
Relations 3524 67 30 3 +27% 359 

*T111s column presents the total number of subjects less those \,Iho both could 
not illlrrove and did not get \I{orse ;n each of, these areas. 

**In addition to those noted 'in the footnote above, these figures include stu·· 
dents for whom data were missing at either the before or the after measurement 
points. 
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In summary, the SPARK survey data rcpOl'ted in this scction show: 

SignifIcantly higher substance use among SPARK students, indicating 

a need for service. 

Significant improvements in attendance, grade point average and deans' 

reports, as indicated by school records. 

Significant decreases in substance use and impl'Ovements in self-image, 

as reported by the students. 

Sign~fic~nt improvements in relationships with peers, teachers and family, 

as rated by the Drug Education Specialists. 

The following section of the report is devoted to the presentation of qualitative 

data, gathered by the staff of the ODAS Division of Cost Effectiveness and Research. 

It has been included to provide additional insights into the SPARK program. 
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III. QUALITATIVE FINDINGS 

Staff members of the Division of Cost Effectiveness and Research visited 12 

randomly selected high schools having SPARK prog'rams. These staff members interviewed 

randomly selected SPARK students and also observed group sessions led by Drug Education 

Specialists. 

From thcse observations, it appeared that the SPARK counselol's have succeeded 

in establishing a non-authoritarian, non-threatening environment in the high schools, 

one in which meaningful communication between adults' and students occurred. This 

type of rapport between adolescent and adult is unusual in the traditional school classroom 

envil'Onment, especially for youths having behavior' problems. Clearly, the quality 

of communication is a cl'itical element in the success or failure of any program designed 

to change attitudes and/or behavior. 

Observers found SP ARK counselors to be concerned, knowledgeable and skilled 

in dealing with stUdent problems. The interaction between counselor and stUdent 

was characterized by warmth and trust. Observers found counselors to be actively 

developing meaningful relationships with students. 

Another factol' contributing to the success of the counselor-student relationship 

was that of accessibility. Students felt free to go to the SPARK office t.o talk to 

the counselor about personal as well as school-related problems. Students expressed 

great confidence in the SPARK program as "a place you could go, where you are accepted 

and understood, where you could get help if you needed it." 

Perhaps the most critical factor contributing to the success of the SPARK program 

is the atmosphere of trust that existed between counselor and student. Students ' 

felt that they could be open with the counselor who was seen as an adult who Cal'es 

and understands. In fact, one student stated that he trusts his counselor more than 

he does his parents. 
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The trusting relationships between SPARK students and the! Drug Education 

Specialists contrasts with the relationships many of these students have with other 

school personnel. In the words of one student, "They don't understand liS ••• they can't 

relate to us ... they are hypocritical. .. they do things they don't want us to do, like 

smoke pot." 

A. Interviews with students 

The following selected quotations from SPARK students provide additional 

insights into thE;! efforts of the SPARK pl'ogram in influencing students to change 

their attitudes and behavior in a number of major l?roblem areas. Also revealed is 

the critical function which the DES plays in attempting to close severe communication 

g'aps 'between the student and other significant adults. 

1. Relationships with family 
--------~----~--~ 

liThe DES helped me learn how to deal with my family. My mother and 

I had been getting along great. Then last year she remarried. After that, every 

time I came home there was a fight. If I spoke up I would be punished. I wasn't 

allowed to go out. I was an honors student up to then. My grades dropped from 

a 90 to a 50 average. I cut classes a lot, too. I got in trouble with the Dean 

and was put on probation. The DES helped me to adjust to my new family situation. 

He helped me understand what problems they were having and made me realize 

that I was only hurting myself when I acted this way. I learned to keep out 

of their way when they fight, and not to resent my stepfather so much. Now 

they discuss things with me, and I am more open with them. Also, I'm attending 

school again, and they're pleased about that. l'mgetting my grades back' up, 

too." 
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2. Relationships with teachers 

a. liThe DES told me how to deal with a teacher I was having a pl'Oblem 

with. I was failing and the teacheL' often said things to humiliate me. I would 

sit in class and not work to get eve!1' The DES told me to ignore the teacher's 

remarl(s. The DES said I was there to lea1'l1, not. to like the teachers. This way 

I would pass and get out of the class. 1I 

b. "I was truant a lot. I was shy and lacked courage and self confidence 

to speak in class. I was afraid of teachers. There were a lot of smart aleck 

teachers in school. If they think you're an idiot, they say it. SPARK taught 

me how to relate to teachers. Now I can have a good conversation with teachers 

about subjects and things in general. I got motivated to achieve in school, and 

my truancy stopped. 11 

c. "I failed English and didn't know why. I couldn't talk this over with 

my English teacher. The teacher wouldn't listen to me. The DES helped straighten 

out the situation by speaking with the teacher and getting her to agree to let 

me take two English courses. I did well, and got a passing grade. If 

3. Relationship with peers 

"I was a bad truant and a follower. I followed the wrong kids who 

were truant themselves. I wantel~ to be accepted by kids in this new school. 

Because of what I learned in SPARK, I now do what I think is right for me. 

If I don't want to go along with what the other ldds want, I come right out and 

say so, and I'm not afraid of losing their friendship.1f 

, . 
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4. Drug use 

a. "I used to be into drugs. Then the DES asl<ed me if I really wanted to 

be involved with drugs. Actually, I only did it because my friends did. The DES made 

me see that drugs were bad and would get me into trouble, and prevent me from getting 

in to college." 

b. "I used to get high a lot. I was once booked for possession of pot. Because 

of my experience at SPARK, I am more mature than bofot'e. I have more feeling 

for people and now understand and respect myself. Instead of going out and getting .. 
high, I play basketball. If 

B. Observations of group sessions 

ODAS evaluators observed group sessions in twelve different randomly selected 

high schools. In these sessions the atmosphere was generally relaxed. Virtually all 

students appeared to be sincerely interested in group discussions, and most were active 

participants. A DES was present at all group sessions, and llsed a variety of role

playing and problem-solving techniques to engage students. From the quality of student 

participation in the sessions, it was evident that the DES had created an environment 

within which students felt free to reveal deeply personal information without fear 

of recrimination. There was much sharing of problems and feelings, and actively 

supportive behavior between the DES and the students, and among students themselves. 

It was obvious to the ODAS observer~ that SPARK students held these group 

sessions in high regard. Indeed, participants often remained beyond session time. 

One student refused to formally join SPARK because he was not using drugs, and 
, 

did not want to be labelled as a drug abuser. Nevertheless, he attended all the group 

sessions because he was able to talk openly with the DES and obtain help in solving 

his problems. 



, ,. 
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The findings presented in this repol't provide strong evidence of the overall 

effectiveness of the SPARK program. The statistical analysis indicates thnt thc 

SPARK program has had a positive impact on participants in the following areas; 

The amount and frequency of drug use by students decl'eased. 

Overall school pet'formance, including grade point averages improved. 

Anti-social behavior in school and number of absences declined significantly. 

Self-image and interpersonal relationships improved. 

Observations of the groups sessions and interviews with SPARK students further, 

attest to the efficacy of the SPARK program. The observations and interviews strongly 

suggest that the SPARK program has been successful in intervening with many of 

the students who are using drugs and experiencing a wide variety'of other problems. 

The activity of the Drug Education Specialist appears to be the strongest aspect of 

and is crucial to the suC'.cess of the SPARK program. In addition, the strong central 

management of the progr'am and the training given the Drug Education Specialists 

appear to contribute greatly to the favorable outcomes. 

Critical factors contributing to the success of the SPARK program include: 

rapport between the DES and students based upon mutual trust; 

av~ilability of the DES to students for open communication; 

commitment of the DES, and his or her belief that the students can change 

negative attitud,~s and behavior patterns; and, 

training and supervision provided by the central administrative staff. 

Finally, the success of the SPARK program points to the Ct'itical need of the 

adolescent for positive interaction with a supportive and non-threatening adult figure. 

The SPARK program, through the DES, seems to perform the vital function of helping 

the student cope with the many problems of growing up. 






