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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The Nation's schools have and will coptinue to play 8 vital role in preventing substance abuse 

among children. The Office of National Drug Control Policy (O'NDCP) and the U.s. Department of 

Education have targeted schools and school~aged children for significant interventions designed to 

eliminate violence and drug use. In spite of the critical role played by the schools, comparatively 

little information exists about the availability of substances at schoo], the attitudes of students and 

their parents about adolescent substance use, or youth experience with crime and violence while at 

school. 

The socia) problems that exist outside' school walls almost always sweep into the schools. 

Drugs, crime, and violence are no exceptions. This report sheds 11ght on these problems as they 

exist in the educationaJ environment. The report presents findings from a secondary data analysis 

of the 1993 School Safety and Discipline (SS&D) component of the National Household Education 

Survey (NHES:199S), sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education. 

The focus of this report is to describe (1) parents' and students' perceptions of drug 

availability; (2) their attitudes toward drug use; (3) their awareness of school policies; (4) school drug 

education efforts; and (5) the extent of crime and violence occurring in the Nation's schools. AJJ 

questions asked on the survey were specifically related to school, school*related activities, or 

transport to and from school. The time period covered is the current school year (1992-93) only. 

Sixth to twelfth grade students and parents were asked independently about their attitudes toward 

drug use, availability of substances at school. school efforts regarding drug use and violence and 

perceptions of crime and violence in the schooL Each topic presented will first report the parental 

response, followed by the youths' report, and finally, for selected topics, the relationship between 

youth and parent responses using subsets of youth and parent data. 

The NHES is a unique data source, It reflects the experiences of students and their pa.rents 

in the context of a particular academic year, What crimes occurred at your school this year? What 

drugs are aoailable at your child's school this year? Is your child worried about being attacked While 

at school? Vvbile other national studies may report on the national incidence of crimes committed by 

CSR. Incorporated \Iii 
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adoleslnts or adolescents as victims. and on drug abuse among adolescents. the NHES:93 eollecled 

data aJout studentst and parents' experiences where they are tied to an educational contextuon the 

school kounds, in and outside of classrooms, traveling to and from s<:hool, and at 5<:0001 activities, 

Data wlere collected independent of the schoolj yet it is a nationally representative household survey 
I . 

using the child's school experience as the frame of reference, 

I .. 
This report presents attitude and perception data from the only nationally representative 

samPleiof youth and adults in existence. The Center for Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA) 

report (>1996), Monitoring the Future (MTF) study, and PRIDE study present similar infonnation 

regardi~g youth and parent attitudes and pereeptions about substance use, as well as reporting 

studen~ use of substances. The CASA data, however, are colle<::ted from a sample that is not 

statisti~aUy representative of youth and parents in the U.S. The Monitoring the Future Study 

(NIDA'i19961 presents nationally representative data regarding attitudes and substance use among 

midd)e~;and high s<:hool students, yet lacks data from parents. The PRrDE study presents attitude, 

perception and use data from students and parents, yet the data are not collected from a statistically 

reprcseAtativ~ sample of youth and parents in the United States, 

I 
The following statements briefly summarize the key findings of this report: 

• 

• 

• 

• 


The large majority of parents do not approve of their children using alcohol and tobacco, 

but students' peers are divided in their attitudes about using substances; 

Students generally know what their parents think about youth 8ubstancc,use and, fOT 

some, it makes a difference in their own attitudes; 

According to students. most substances are Widely available at school: yet parents 

p'erceive that availability differently. Parents and students agree that cigarettes are 

highly available; youth believe that alcohol is more available than parents perceive; and 

parents believe that marijuana and other drugs are more available than students 

perceive; 

There is a positive relationship between school-based drug education programs (especially 

the more intensive curriculums). and lower risk for substance abuse. Students with 
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characteristics that put them at higher risk of drug abuse do not always participate in 

these educational programs. For example, students who report the worst academic 

performance are the least likely to have participated in drug education programs. To the 

schools' credit, however. more intensive efforts have been directed toward educating 

youngfrr' students about the harmful effects of substance abuse, 

• 	 Both parents and students view cnme and violence at school as a serious issue, but their 

perceptions are different. Both parents' and students' fear of crime and violence far 

exceeds the student's actual experience of it at school. School and parent efforts to ensure 

the satety of students vary widely and are largely related to the community 

characteristics where the schools are located. 

The NHES:93 does not collect use information from youth or parents, thereby limiting its 

usefulness for completely modelling substance abuse attitude and behavior among our nation's 

youth. However, the data colJe<:ted by the NHES:93 is valuable in at least two ways: (1) it 

represents an important step in developing a more comprehensive picture about substance abuse 

among youth and (2) it contains information that can l:;e used to target specific prevention efforts 

and to assess the progress of current jn~sehool programs. Analysis of the NHES:93 data yielded a 

number of important findings regarding risk and protective factors related to substance abuse 

among school~ag!~ youth. In order to more completely model substance abuse among school-aged 

youth, we recommend additional analyses, survey development, and database development. 

• 	 Additional Analyses 

Closer examination of what students do to protect themselves, such as carrying 

weapons to school using the NHES:93; 

Multivariate analyses using the NHES:93 to build and test analyticnl models 

exa.mining risk !lnd protective factors; and 

Analysis of factors explaining shared youth and parent views regarding substance 

abuse and factors related to divergent youth and parent views. 
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Executive Summary 

I 
,. 


• 


Survey Development 

Repeat the SS&D, The NHES is an ongoing survey ofNCES, but the SS&D 

component conducted in 1993 is not currently scheduled to be repeated. If the survey 

were repeated over time a great deal more could be learned about the progress schools 

and communities are making in their fight against substance abuse, violence/crime, 

and delinquency in the Nation's schools. Without such data, the Department of 

Education will not be able to adequately assess progress on its goal: "By the year 

2000, every school in America will be free of drugs and violence and will offer a safe, 

disciplined environment conducive to Jearn-ing" (Goal 6 of the National Education 

Goals), In addition, ONDep win lose valuable information that could be used to 

assess progress toward Goals 1 and 2 of the 1996 National Drug Control Strategy: 

"Motivate America's youth to reject illegal drugs and substance abuse" and "increase 

the safety of America's citizens by substantially reducing drug~related crime and 

violence," 

Conduct broad~based interagency discussions about expanding the questions in the 

SS&D to include substance use information, more detailed questions about prevention 

education, and in~depth questions about parent-child interaction on the issue of 

substance abuse. 

Database D.evelopment 

Explore the methodological potential of merging MTF (1993) and NHES;93 data for 

the purposes of creating a database that contains substance use attitude and 

perception data for students a.nd their parents, information regarding what the 

Nation's schools are doing to prevent substance use among its students, and reported 

past-month, past-year substance use data. This effort would require collaboration 

a.mong the U,S. Departments of Education, Health and Humal"\ Services, and the 

University of Michigan. 
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A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF DRUGS AND VIOLENCE IN THE 
NATION'S SCHOOLS: SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS USING THE 
NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD EDUCATION SURVEY: 1993 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The education sector is a critical factor in the strategy to reduce the drug problem In the 

United States. The Office of National Drug Control Policy, in its 1996 National Drug Control 

Strategy. recogniz.ed the important role played by the Nation's schools. Specifically. schools were 

highlighted in the following three objectives: 

• 	 Increase the number of schools with comprehensive drug prevention and early 

intervention strategies with a focus on family involvement (Goal 1. Objective 2); 

• 	 Increase, through public education. the public's awareness of the consequences of illicit . 
drug use and the use of alcohol and tobacco by underage populations (Goal 1, Objective 4}; 

and 

• 	 Increase the number of schools that are free of drugs and violence (Goal 2. Objective 5). 

Social problems that exist outside school wails are likely to sweep into the schools. Drugs, 

crime. and violence are no exceptions. This report sheds light on these problems as they exist in the 

educational environment. Given the available data, it is not intended to examine causal 

relationships or show change over time. Nor will it suggest a neat solution to the problems 

identified. Rather, the report describes the availability (in the 1992~93 school year) of alcohol and 

other drugs (ATOD) on school property. the attitudes toward drugs of youth in the sixth through 

t.welfth grades and their parents, youth experiences with violence, and the measures that schOQls 

have taken to reduce drug abuse and to provide a safe environment that promotes learning, 

Schools do not exist in a societal vacuum, They are pivotal social institutions. yet relatively 

little national scientific research has been conducted to define the level of exposure to drugs and 

violence while children are in school. For example. the National Household Survey on Drug Abuse 

CSA, Incorporated 1 
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I ,
I ' 

(NHSDA) includes persons ages 12 to 17; however, there arc no questions about availability of drugs 

only at ~chooL The only other national survey with ability to make national population estimates . I 
for youth is the Monitoring the Future (MTF) survey. Although MTF draws its sample from the in-

school ptpulation, the MIT does not ask questions about the occurrence of drugs and violence at 
I 

schoo1. Further, neither NHSDA nor MTF ask questions directed to parents of school-age children. 

Because\parents are key in diminishing the demand side of the supply-demand equation for the 

Nation'srrug problem, they are a primary element in the fight against youth drug abuse, 

2, PURPOSE OF THE STUDY , 

n1e purpose of this study is to describe the attitudes and perceptions of parents and youth 

concerniJg drugs and violence in the Nation's schools. The report presents findings from a 

seconda~ data analysis of the 1993 School Safety and Discipline (SS&D) component 'of the National 

Household Education Survey (NHES:1993), sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education. The 

focus of tJiS report is to describe (1) parents' and students' perceptions of drug avaHability; (2) their 
I 

attitudes toward drug use; (3) their awareness of school policies; (4} school drug education efforts; 

and (5) thl extent of crime and v:iolence occurring in the Nation's schools, All questions asked on 

the surveYI were specifically related to school, school·related activities or transport to and from 

school. The time period covered is the current school year (l992~93) only, Responses were elicited 
l 

from both parents and students, Sixth to twelfth grade students and parents were asked 

independeJtly about the topics covered in this report. Each topic presented here ~'ill first report the 

parental re\ponse, foUowed by the youths' report, and finally, for selected topics, the relationship 

between yo~th and parent responses using subsets of youth and parent data. 

•I 3, REPORT ORGANIZATION ' 

sectiln 4 describes the data used and methodology, followed by a discussion of the strengths 

and limitati!ns of these data, 'Section 5 presents the results of the data analysis, divided into five 

main topics:l0) attitudes toward drug use, (2) availability of drugs, (3) drug education participation, 

(4) crime and vio1ence taking place at school, and (5) meaSures taken by the schools to curtail crime 

and violence.l The relationships between selected factors, such as the relationship between drug 

education an~ student attitudes toward drug use are also presented, Section 6 summarizes the 

report and SJction 7 presents recommendations . 
• 
I 

I 
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4. DATA AND METHODS 


The School Safety and DiscipHne (SS&D) questions are a component of the 1993 National 

Household Education Survey (NHES:93) sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics, 

U.S. Department of Education, The N'HES:93 was specifically designed to gather infonnation about 

Goal 6 of the National Education Goals: 14By the year 2000, every school in America will be free of 

drugs and violenc.e and will offer a safe, disciplined environment conducive to learning." 

The sampling method used for the SS&D was a form of random digit dialing using an 

October 1992 list of all telephone numbers in the United States. A three--stage cluster sampling 

design was used where groups of resi~entjal telephone number prefixes, and telephone numbers 

within each group were randomly sampled, After each household selected was enumerated, parents 

for the children '.vithin the household were subsampled, I Households of blacks and Hispanics were 

oversampJed with adjustments to the weighting for these households applied. In addition, 

adjustments were made for households without telephones.2 Given the sampling and weighting 

procedures. it is possible to make inferences for the entire civilian, noninstitutional population for 

the domains of interest. 

Interviews were conducted by telephone with 12,680 parents of students in grades 3 through 

12 and with 6,504 students in grades 6 through 12 in January through April 1993. All questions 

referred to the current school year, 1992~93, 

4.1 Strengths and Weaknesses of the SS&D 

The NHES is a national survey and, as a consequence, the data may serve as a benchmark 

against which one may generalize about the national school-age population and their parents. 

Questions about attitudes and prevention efforts were asked in the same school year as the data 

were collected, Findings from this survey will be useful to establish a baseline for further research 

1 The Electronic Code Book incloded With the data on the CD-ROM has a more detailed description of t.h£ sampling 
procedores. that were used, 

? For more information about the weight adJustments used to account f(lt' non-telephone hO\l.Seholds, see "Nationsl 
Household Survey of t993: Adjusting for Coverage Bias Using Telephone Service InlA'!rruption Datn,~ NeES Technical 
Report. 97 ....136, December 1996. 
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about Lhool interventions, attitudes about drugs and violence, and characteristics of the school age 

populJtion and their parents. Extensive questions were asked about the effects of violence on 

studeJts' social life and education. 


One limitation of the survey is the absence of questions about actual drug use, making it 


impossible to investigate relationships between use and other school, community or individual 
I . 

characteristics. 

5. DATA ANALYSIS 

Results of the data analysis are presented under five major categories: (1) attitudes toward 

drugs, ,(2) availability of drugs at school, (3) school drug education and prevention efforts, 

(4) violence and crime at sthool, and (5) measures taken by the schools to curtail crime: and vlolence. 

5.1 [Altitudes Toward Drugs 
I 
iThis section presents the findings about attitud~ toward drug use; first that of parents. 

followe:i.I by youths' attitudes and finally, the overlap between youth and their parents' attitudes. 
I 

The: SS&D included questions to both parents and youth about the parent's attitude toward the child 

smokin~ and drinking. The parent's questions were the following: 

I
* ITo parent respondent about smoking:) Do you think it is all right for [CHILD) to smoke 

[ cigarettes? 
I 

I
• 	 [To parent respondent about drinking:) Do you think it is all right for [CHILD) to drink 

I 	 alcoholic beverages. for example, beer, wine coolers, or liquor? A small amount on special 

family occasion.s or for religious purposes does not count. 

QuestiJns asked the youth were the following: 

I 
' 

* [To youth respondent about smoking:] Do your parents think it is all right [or you to! smoke cigarettes? 

I 
CSR. Incorporated 	 • 
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• 	 {To youth respondent about drinking;} Do your parents think it is all right for you to drink 

a.lcoholic beve.rages, for example, beer, wine coolers, or liquor? A small amount on special 

family c.ceasi(ms or for religious purposes does not count. 

• 	 ITo youth respondent about what their friends' attitudes:] Do your friends at school think 

it is all right to.. ,[(o.) smoke cigarettes or chew tobacco? (bj Drink alcoholic drinks like beer, 

wine coolers, or liquor? (cJ Smoke marijuana? (d) Use other drugs?] The possible 

responses were "yes'" or "no," 

5.1.1 Parental Attitudes Toward Drug Use 

Almost all parents of youth grades 6 to 12 (more than 95 percent) disapproved of their 

children smoking cigarettes and drinking alcoholic beverages. Since the overwhelming number of 

parents do not approve of their children smoking or drinking, this diSCUSSIon of findings will focus 

on the characteristics of the relatively few parents who approve (If these activities. 

A higher percentage of parents reported that it is all right for their children to drink alcoholiC; 

beverages (3,6 percent) than to smoke cigarettes (1.6 percent) (see Exhibit 1 following this page and 

Table 1 in Appendix A). 

Parents3 who did not participate in activities at their child's school were less likely to hold 

negative attitudes than parents who were more involved at their child's school (Exhibit 2). AB might 

be predicted, parents of older children-those in the tenth through the twelfth grades-believe it is 

more acceptable for their children to use tobacco products than those whose children are in ninth 

grade or below. Parents with a high school diploma were more likely to have positive attitudes 

toward smoking than those with more or fewer years of schooling. Near1y twice as many children 

whose parents approved of their using tobacco products lived with non~parent guardians compared 

to single and two parent families. In addition, the children of parents who have changed residences 

3 A category used in the SUl'\'ey was ~nonparent guardians or no parents in the household" which did not include 
adoptive, step or fM;lter parents and that we include under the traditional mother and father (utegones. Rather, it is 
assumed that these other adults are u6ually other relativea of the ;:.hiId. such aa aunt..&, uncles or grandparents. Unless 
noted otherwise, the term "pan:ml,~ refers to the adult with primary I"eSpGnsibility for the child. who was deemed 
appropriate to the telephone intef'\'iewer to respond to the SUf'\'ey as revealed from the screener questions. 
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! Exhibit 1 
" T,ype of Substance: Percent of parents who responded that "it is aU right" for 
~hild to smoke cigarettes, use tobacco, or drink alcoholic beverages: 1993 

10% -,---------------------------------------------, 

8% 

6%-..r:: 
~..u 

Il! 
-~"'--4% 

2% 

0% 

CigarettesrTobacco Alconolic beverages 

Type of Substance 

t 

I 



Exhibit 2 
Percent of parents responding "yes" to "it is all right" for child to smoke 

cigarettes, by school and family characteristics: 1993 
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frequJtly in the past five years are more likely to be permissive th~n parents of children who have 
ImOVedrSS frequently, 

-As with smoking, very few parents (3.6 percent) believe it is all right for their children to 

drink J1cOholic beverages, but the parents who are permissive about their child smoking exhibit 
I ,

some different characteristics from the ones who believe it is all right for their child to drink, With 

respect~ to their attitude about their children drinking, parents with incomes exceeding $75,000 and 

who ha\e a higher degree of participation in school acthtities (3 or more activities) have more 
1 

permissive attitudes than parents of other income 'evels (Exhibits 3 and 4). Children in a racial 

minQriJy at schoo1 and who attend the largest and the smallest schools tend to have more permissive 

attitudls than parents of children who attend middle sized schools that are more racially 

homogJneous. Like with smoking, nonparent guardians and parents of children who have moved 

multipl~ times in the last five years tend'to be more permissive about alcohol than other parents.

I 
5,1,2 Peer Artltudes Toward Drug Use 

I 
Students were asked about their friends f attitudes toward using cigarettes/tobacco, alcohohc 

beverag~, marijuana and other drugs. T:hjs is an indirect way of asking the students about their 

own attitudes toward illegal drug use. 

I 
€igarettes were by far the most popular substance among students. Almost half (45 percent) 

respondkd that their friends thought it was all right to smoke. Drinking alcoholic beverages was 
I 

slight1y~less acceptable (43.4 percent)~ but only 20 and 14 percent respectively thought that smoking 

marijua~a or using other drugs was all right (see Exhibit 5 and Table 2 in Appendix A). Private 
I 

school students were less receptive to using each category of drugs than public school stl..l:dents Lsee 

Exhibit~)' Students who attended larger schools were more likely to have positive attitudes toward 

drug usl th'an students' who attended schools with smaller student bodies (see Exhibit 7). At the 

schools l'ith student populations of 1,000 and more, permissive attitudes toward smoking marijuana
I 

were more than double what they were at sch()Qis of 300 or fewer students, Students who reported 

fightingfgang activity at their school were more likely to have friends with positive attitudes toward 

drug use (see Table 2 in Appendix A). 
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Exhibit 3 

Percent of parents responding "yes" to "it is all right" for child to drink 

alcoholic beverages, by school and family characteristics: 1993 
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Exhibit 4 
)-lousehold Income: Percent of parents who responded "yes" to "it is ali right" 
for child to smoke cigarettes, use tobacco, or drink alcoholic beverages: 1993 
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Exhibit 5 
Type of Substance: Percent of students who responded that friends 

think it is all right to use sUbstances: 1993 
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Exhibit 6 
Type of School: Percent of students who responded that friends 
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Exhibit 7 
Size of School: Percent of students who responded that friends 
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I 
IFavorable attitudes toward drug use among students cuts across aU income levels, Almost 

half oflstudents> f-rom households located'in areas of low poverty thought that use of cigarettes and 

tobacco was acceptable, but the percentage slightly decreased with increasing poverty. \Vith the 

exceptibn of tobacco products, attitudes toward drug use do not display very clear patterns, 

emphalizing their pervasiveness across the socicreconomic spedrum (Exhibits 8 and 9), 

1 . 
Smoking cigarettes is more acceptable among students from ou~sjde urbanized and rural 

areas, lompared with stud~mts from inside urban areus; however> the opposite is the case for student 

attitud~s about marijuana or other drugs which are more popular in urban areas (Exhibit 10).

I 
Exhibit 11 shows the increasing peer acceptability of aU types of drugs with each grude level. 

For cigArettes and alcoholic beverages, the percentage of students who thought their friends were 
I 

favorably disposed increased about seven~fold from the sixth to the twelfth grades. The increase by 

grade IJvel was even mOore for student attitudes toward marijuana use, increasing about 14 times 

from th~ sixth to the twelfth grades, 

I . 
A higher proportion of white students had friends with positive attitudes toward use of 

cigarettis and alcoholic beverages compared 00 other raciaVethnit: groups, as shown in Exhibit 12., 
Among minority students f a higher percentage had friends who were favorable toward marijuann. 

and othlr drugs, eompared to whites or other raciaVethnic groups (Exhibit 12tI . 
Friends of male students were perceived as slightly more diSpOsed toward smoking cigarettes 

and dridking alcoholic beverages than friends of females (see Table 2, Appendix A), a finding that is 

confirmJd by data for seniors from MTF (1996}.4 Females's friends hold slightly more positive 

attitudel toward rnanjuana and other drugs than males' friends. . 

I 
Differences by academic record are more pronounced than by many other student 

charactehstics presented here. As shown In Exhibit 13, there are only two exceptions to the 

increase~in approval of all four types of substances as academic perfonnance declines. About one~ 
third of ltudents in the highest academic category (as reported by their parents) had favorable 

I 
~ lnter.bniversity Consortium for- Political o.n<l Social Research, The University or Michigan, Institute for Social 

Resenrch, Ann .AJ:bnr, Ml, "Monitoring the Future: 1996 Data. and Tables," wwv..:httpJ/www.isf".umieh.edu.c.om. 19"96, 

I 
7 
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Exhibit 8 
Poverty Level: Percent of students who responded that friends 

think ~ is all right to use substances: 1993 

100% 

8011/0 ,~<-<,.", ." .... , ... ,...,." . 

- 60% 

CI> '" (.) 
~ "'" 

"" .....CI> "" Q. 
40% 

20% ­
,,... 

0% 

Cigarettes Alcohol Marijuana Other 

Type of Substance 

o less than 5% 0 5% to 9% rn 10% to 19% • 20% and above 

NOTE: Level of poverty is lhe percentage ot families with Children uMer age H3 in the subject's zipcode according 
to 1990 Bureau of Census data aM the 1989 poverty line, 



~. ' ,
' ..... ,~, -' 

• < ~" ...--_,....... ~. "t , .. ..:: 
" 


IlICIImU'. 

Exhibit 9 
Household Income, Percent of students who responded that friends 


think it is all right to use sUbstances: 1993 


>$75.000 

.,", 
S5{)·75,000 

I ...'"$40·50,000 

l $35-40.000 ,. 

g'" 530·35,000 
o 

'" 

$15·20,000 

510·15,000 

$5,'0,000 

j ...... r..~ 
,

•• ""I 

" ,... 

t """ ' 
I"' ....<$5,000 

0% 20(1/0 30% 40% 50% 60% 

Percent 

! 0 Cigarettes 0 Alcohol ~ Marijuana II Other 



••• 

, '::-'~"~.;:.~~~.t:·:...~:' .:T: 
.. - ..... ~:, ..".~.~~.. 

Exhibit 10 
Population Density: Percent of students who responded that friends 

think it is all right to use substances: 1993 
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Exhibit 11 
Grade Level: Percent of students who responded that friends 

think it is all right to use substances: 1993 
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Exhibit 12 
Race/Ethnicity: Percent of students who responded that friends 
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Exhibit 13 
Student Academic Record: Percent of students who responded that friends I think it is all right to use substances: 1993 
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attitudes toward smoking, but the percentage increases to over 60 percent for the below average 

students. Approval of consumption of alcoholic beverages exceeds that of smoking cigarettes for the 

top academic perfbnners. 

Exhibit 14 shows the patterns of student (friends') attitudes by parents' highest level of 

education and displays very few patterns. For example, 40 percent of students whose pa.rents 

attended graduate school (whether or not they earned a degree) approve of smoking cigarettes, 

compared to the students with parents having the fewest years of education. Forty~eight percent of 

parents who were high school graduates and 39 percent of parents with less than a high school 

diploma approved of smoking, 

5,1,3 Intersection of Student and Parent Perceptions and Attitudes Toward Drugs 

A subset of the sample of parents were matched to their child's data 00 examine the various 

combinations of parent attitude, youth's perception of parent attitude, and the youth's attitude. 

Looking at Exhibits 15 and 16, the vast majority of youth (over 95 percent) know that their parents 

do not approve of the youth's smoking cigarettes or dri.lking alcoholic beverages; however, youth do 

not always follow their parents in their attitudes. More thun two·fifths of the youth whose parents 

disapprove of smoking and drinking have friends with positive attitudes toward smoking and 

drinking, 

5,2 Drug Availability 

The SS&D asked questions about the availability of substances on school grounds, and these 

questions were asked of both parents and students. The questions are worded as follows: 

• 	 ITo parent:] If [she! he] wonted to, how difficult would it be for [child] to get the follOllltng 

things at school or on the school grounds? Would you say it is very easy, fairly easy, hard, 

or nearly impossible to get cigarettes or tobacco, beer or wine, liquor, marijuana, and other 

drugs? (Each substance elicited a separate response on a four point scale.) 

• 	 ITo student:] If you wanted to, how dif(tcult would it be for yo", to get the following things 

at school OJ" on the school grounds? Would you say it is very easy, fairly easy, hard, Or 

eSR, Incorporated 	 B 
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Exhibit 14 
Parent's Education: Percent of students who responded thai friends 

think it is all right to use substances: 1993 
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Exhlbh 15 

Youth perceptions of parental attitudes toward smoking cigarettes 
and drinking alcoholic beverages: 1993 

,,, You1.h perceives that , Youth perceives parent 
Parent Attitudes parent disapprQ~s of Total 

aeeroves of yOUlh••• youth••• 


Smoking cigarettes 


Parent approves of child 

0.9 (52) 0.7 (55) 1.6 (107)

smoking cigarettes (n) 


Parent disapproves of child 
 3.1 (160) 95.3 (6,140) 98.4 (6.320)
smoking cigarettes (n) 

,Total: 4.0 96.0 100.0 

Drinking alcoholic beverages 
,,Parent approves of child ,,drinking alcohohc: beverages 0.7 (47) 3.4 (211) ,2.7 (154) ,

(n) 

Parent disapproves of child 

drinkJng alcoholic -beverages 
 4.1 (274) , 92,5 (5,942) 9M (6,216) 

·(n) · · , · ,Total 100.04.6 I 95.2 ,, 

NOTE: Percentages are calculated using weigh1ed data. 

SOURCE: National Household Education Survey, 1993 

nearly impossible to get cigarettes or tobacco, beer or wine. liquor, marijuana, and other 

drugs? (Each substance elicited a separate response on a four point scale,) 

5,2.1 Parent's Report 

Parents believe that cigarettes are widely available at their child's school, as is, to a lesser 

degree, marijuana and other drugs, and alcoholic beverages. Two~thirds of all parents report that 

cigarettes or other tobacco products are "very easy" or «fairly easy" to obtain at their child's school; 

more than one third of parents believe that marijuana (39"2 percent) and other drugs (33.6 percent) 

were easy to obtain at school; and less than one-quarter (24.2 percent) reported alcohol as easy to 

get {see Exhibit 17). Some school characteristics were high)y related to the parental perceptions of 

drug availabjlity, including the child's attendance at a public or a large school, especially high 

schools {see Exhibits 17. 18, 19 and 20). Parents of black and Hispanic children believe that 
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Exhibit 16 
Intersection of parent and youth altitudes towards youth 
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Exhibit 17 
Type of Substance: Percent of parents who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 
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Exhibit 18 
Type of School: Percent of parents who responded that substance 
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Exhibit 19 
Size of School: Percent of parents who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or ''fairly easy" to gel at school: 1993 
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Exhibit 20 

School Organization: Percent of parents who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 
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Exhibit 21 
RacelEthnicity: Percent of parents who responded that substance 
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Exhibit 22 

I!.iving Arrangements: Percent of parents who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 
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substances are less available at their child's school than parents of white or other racial group 

children (see Exhibit 21), Parents (even if there is only one) who reside with their child are more 

likely to believe that the child has access to drugs of almost any type while at school than nonparent 

guardians (see Exhibit 22 and Table 1 in Appendix B). 

Parents report that most substances are slightly more available at schools without a written 

policy; however, the differences are generally less than five percent. There appears to be a weak 

relationship between availability of cigarettes and a written policy. Where schools make sure 

parents actually have a copy of the policy, this may act as more of a deterrent than those cases 

where parents merely know that the policy exists, There is a somewhat stronger negative 

relationship between receiving the policy and the availability of all types of substances. 

Confounding the issue, however, is the actual coverage of drugs in the written policy. (The lowest 

incidence of availability of drugs occu~ where the policy did not include drugs,) One might 

assume that school officials did not include drugs in their written policies where they also assumed 

(and perhaps correctly) that there is Jess of a drug problem. 

5.2.2 Youth Report 

As indicated in Exhibit 23, more than one half (60,6 percent) of the youth reported that 

Cigarettes or tobacco are "very easy" or '"fairly easy"' to obtain on school grounds. Beer or wine and 

marijuana are easier to obtain than liquor and other drugs. Over one-quarter of the students 

responded that both alcohol and marijuana aTe easy to obtain. (see also Table 2. Appendix B) 

It is difficult to compare these results with other national data because of differences in 

methodology. sampling design and question wording. One comparison is with the Monitoring the 

Future {MTF) survey. but it comes with 8 number of caveats. MTF is an in-school survey conducted 

since 1975 including high school seniors and with 8th and 10th graders since 1991. It utilizes a 

multi·stage cluster sample that yields data representative of the entire United States. 

In contrast, the NHES:1993 data were collected in 1993 on1y and are designed to represent 

all school age youth (and/or their parents). It is a household survey conducted by telephone; thus it 

includes youth in home schooling or other alternatives to traditional education, 
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Exhibit 23 
Type of Substance: Percent of students who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 
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Respon'se options in the MTF include 5 categories: 1~proba:bly impossible; 2~very difficult; 3· 

fairly difficult; 4-fairly easy; 5~very easy. Percentages reported include "fajrly easy" and l<very easy," 

An additional option of "'can't say. drug unfamiliar" was included for 8th and 10th graders only, 

{Generally less than 20 percent chose this option for anyone question,) 

Even if th(; methodological differences between the two surveys were corrected, the wording 

of questions about the availability of substances differs so substantially that it makes their direct 

comparison questionable, Monitoring the Future (MTF) asked questions about general availability; 

the NHES asked questions about availability on school property. If any comparison is to be made. it 

should be to examine for differences between students :reporting on the NHES about substances on 

school property and students in the MTF reporting about general availability of substances, 

Exhibit 24 displays such a comparison for 1993 for 8th. 10th and 12 graders, The differences 

between the two survey results are considerable, but may only reflect the differences in question 

wording. One might conclude that substances are less available at the nation's schools than in local 

communities (see also Table 3 in the appendix B for more MTF data), 

As indicated in Exhibit 25. each of the five types of substances are believed to be more 

available at a public school than at a private school and, for the category, "other,'" drugs were 

believed to be more than twice as available at public schools, compared to private. When school size 

is examined (Exhibit 26 and Table 4 in Appendix B). there are differences between public and 

private school students in how they perceive substances to be avaiiable (See table B4 in appendix}. 

Substances are consistently believed to be marc avaHable at public schools compared with private, 

For both public and private students, perceptions of availabilIty of each type of substance increased 

with the size of the school and with grade Jevet 

Students attending more racially homogeneous schools reported that substances were slightly 

less available than students at more racially mixed schools; however, for most types of substances, 

these differences were small but become more pronounced when race or ethnicity is added to the 

table. Exhibit 27 shows these differences. Greater avaJIability was reported for each racial and 

ethnic group wh~:n they are not in the majority, The highest availability was reported for cigarettes 

by white students in the minority in their schools (70,9 percent). 
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ExhlbH 24 

Percent of youth who responded that substances were "'alrlv easy" or "very easy" 
to get at school: 1993 

I Cigarettes Alcohol Marijuana 
,Grade, MTFMTF NHES NHES MTF NHES 

(at schoo!) (at school) (at school) , I I I, , , ,,, " 43,8 i 18,453.5 , 73,9 20'8t~ grade 75,5 
,• ,43''I 10th grade 79,1 I S8,g 68.4 48.289.4 

,,Ii 121!l
• 

grade i NA 852 NA I 40' 83.0 45.3 , I, 

1 
ThisLpercent is an approximation. ActuallY, 21,9 percent 01 eighth graders in the NHES report that beer or 


wine is "very easy~ or "fairly easy" to gel and 19.3 percent repon that liquor is very or fairly easy to get

I 

2 Approxima1ron; be1ween 44.7 and 41.3 percent. 

I 


~ ApproximatIon; between 42.0 and 38,2 percent. 

i 

NOTEi MTF used 5 categories (In reverse ordertrom NHES) They are: '·probably impossibfe; .2~very difflcu!t; 
3-1airly difficuf!; 4-fairly easy; 5·vety easy, Percentages reponed include "fairfy easy" and "very easy.~ An 

additro.nal option of ~can't say, drug unfamiliar" was included for 8th and 10th graders only. According 10 n01e 

(p, .244) generally less than 20% chOse this option lor any on\} question. 

I 
NHES~used.4 categories: 1-~very easy", 2·"1airly easy", 3·"hard~. and 4·"neany impossible", The question was 
worde~. "II you wanted 10, how difficult would il be for you to get the tOllowing things at school or on Ine schOol 
grounds?"

I 
SOUAyE: Inler·University Consortium for Political af'\d Social Research, The University of Michigan, InsUule for 
Social ResearCh, Ann Arbor, MI. "Monitoring the Future: 1996 Data. and Tab!es~, 
WWW'f"P:IIWWW';SLumlCh,edu.com. 1996, 

As noted above, perceived drug availability increases with student grade level. Exhibit 28 

shows Jubstance availability by grade for the five different types of drugs. FOT each substance, the 

differen1ce for reported availability in the sixth and twelfth grades is substantial. at least three times 
I 

higher for twelfth graders. It fonows then, that drugs are viewed as more available in high school 

than in\elementary, middle or junior high schools (see Exhibit 29), 

As is shown in Exhibit 30, students who eome from housebolds with higher incomes report 

more actess to most substances while at school than studentB with lower incomes. White studenbJ 

perceivJ that tbey have more access to some cigarettes while at school compared to other 
f 

racial/ethnic groups as displayed in Exhibit 31. Hispanics indicated that cigarettes and marijuana 

I 
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Exhibit 25 . 
Type of School: Percent of students who responded that substance 

IS "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 

100% 
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-
60% 
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Exhibit 26 
Size of School: Percent of students who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or '1airly easy" to get at school: 1993 

100% 

60% 
1:.. .. ~ "" ll! 

40% 

20% 

0% 

Less than 300 300 to 599 600 to 999 More than 1000 
Number of Students in School 

, . 
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Exhibit 27 

Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance is "very easy" 

or "fairly easy" to get at schoo' or on school grounds by student's and schoof's rac:eiethnicity: 1993 


(n) , Cigarettes i 
Beer or I 

Marijuana i Other · 
I 

Liquor , 
Wine 

, 
drugs

·, 
· Percent of students of child's race at schoql 

·~... 

I 
, 

· More than 75% (2,874) 60.1 28.3 24.8 24,3 18.0 I
i 

, , 
~. , 

25 to 75% (Z,787) 61.1 i 29.6 26,4 33.4 25,0
· 
I Less Ihan 250/0 (766) . 61,3 I 30,6 28.1 33.0 24,7I 
, RaceJethniclty ot respondent and race/ethnic composition of achooJ, 
White respondent (4,366) I 63,6 

, 
29,5 25.8 I 27.0 

,, 20,6 
· · !

School more than 75% white 62.0 
I 

28.7 I 22,8 25,0 171 · 
· 

(2.314) • 

School 25% \1) 75% while (1.815L 65.2 3{).0 3Z,6 · 26.2 25.4 

II School less than 25% white 
· I, 

· I(239) ! 709 34,6 32,6 31,9 23,4 , 
· · 

r: Black respondent (933)1 53,3 30,0 26.6 36,7 25.1 
· 

· School more Ihan 75% black (Z65) 49.3 26.7 36,3 
, 

23,7 23.8 
, 

I · , , , , 

SChool 25% to 75% b!acK (411) 53.2 31,5 37.4 28.3 I 25.5 ·, 
!M 

, ,Schoo! less than 25% blaCk: (197) 59.0 3{).8 35.6 26.2 26,0 

IHispanic respondent (921) 53,9 26,5 24.7 30.9 I 23.9 
· 

. School more than 75% Hispanic (263) 49.9 26,' · 27,2 I 22,8 21.0 

II School less than 75% Hispanic (658) 55,6 · 26.7 324 255 I 25.1 
. 
:: Other (205) 54.1 25,7 26,5 

, 
26,1 I '8,7 III 

NOTE: Data are weighted. 


SOURCE; National Household Education Survey, 1993, 


are more accessible than other substances, and HispaniCS reported lower availability ofbeer/wine, 

liquor and other dl'UgS. 

5.2,3 Intersection of Youth and Their Parents on the Topic of Drug Availability 

There is widespread agreement between parents and their children about the availability of 

substances at schooL In fact, about two-thirds of parents and students agree about the availability 

of all five types of substances. Exhibit 32 shows the overlaps, as well as the dissimilarity between 

youth and their parents on this topic. (White sections represent the percentage of parents and youth 
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Exhibit 28 
Grade Level: Percent of students who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 
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Exhibit 29 
SchoOl Organization: Percent of students who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 

100% 
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20% 

0% 

CIgarettes Beer liquor Marijuana Other 
Type of Substance 
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I Exhibit 30 
Household Income: Percent of students who responded that substance 

is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 

. ...... 
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Exhibit 31 
Race/Ethnicity: Percent of students who responded Ihat substance 
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Exhibit 32 
Perceptions of youth and parents of availability of drugs 

Bn,/wlno 

10,8% 

21.3% 
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• 
I 

117% 

I 
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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Viole~ce In ftl& Nation's Schools: 

Secondary Oala Analysis Using 1he Natlonat Household Eduen1ion Survey: 1993 


whO' agree that the substance is easy to O'btain at school; black sections indicate where youth and 

their parents agree that the substance is· very hard to obtain at schoolJ With the exception of 

cigarettes, at least one-half of youth and their parents agree that drugs. are difficult to obtain at 

schooL Parents and students have the highest degree of agreement about access to cigarettes, 

Almost one half of the parents and children agree that cigarettes are ~asy to' obtain. One fifth of 

parents believe that marijuana and other drugs are available at school when their children do not 

report availability, Moreover, substantial numbers of parents are not aware that alcoholic beverages 

are available at school. For beer and wine. IS percent, and for liquor, 17 percent, of parents do not 

believe that their children probably have access at schooL 

5.3 School Drug Education and Prevention Efforts 

The SS&D asked both students and parents about the types of drug education experiences at 

school. Possibilities of types of experiences included the following: (1) part of another course Uke 

science, health or physical education, (2) a special course about alcohol or other drugs, {3} assembJies 

or demonstrations outside of class, and (4) other school activities or clubs. 

5.3.1 Parents Report 

As shown in Exhibit 33, the majority of parents {64,7 percent) report that their child had at 

least one type of drug education in the current school year. Few (7.8 percent) reported as four types 

of education. 

5.3.2 Students' Report 

As indicated in Exhibit 34, the large mpjority of students (more than 80 percent) had some 

kind of drug prevention education jn the current school year (1992*93). About one fifth reported 

having no drug education in the current school year. Comparing students' reports to that of 

parents,::; the students report more experiences in drug education. It is possible that many of these 

experiences were brief. such as school·wide assemblies and went unreported to their parents, In any 

t Unlike other descriptions in this study concerning youth and tbl'ii. parenls, this IlnwYII11I did no, use matched data; 
instead, the paronlB und youth data files were nm independently. 

CSR, InCOrporated 14 



A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence In the Nation's Schools: 
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Exhibit 33 

Percent of parents of youth. grades 6 to 12. reporting the number of types. 

of drug education experiences their child had in the current school year: 1993 


Types of drug education experiences I Percent Ii 
I 

None I 35.3 I!, 

One 14.8 . 
Two I 23.7 I, 

, Three I 18.4 
, 

, 
Four 7.B, ,, 

I' To••1 ! 100,0 

Percentages used weighted data. N=1 0,'17 

i 
case, ~he parents are somewhat unaware of their child's exposure to drug abuse prevention efforts 

being:conducted in the schools, 

j 

, Differences may also be observed in the kind of drug education offered by the school. 

Exhib!t 35 shows that the majority (55.2 percent} of studf?nts were exposed to the most brief, least 

intenJive,. and probably ieast effective, type of experience. Typically, an assembly or demonstration , . 

consis~s of the whole school gathering in the auditorium for a film or a speaker. Mass gatherings of 

Exhibit 34 

Percent of youth, grades 6 to 12, reporting Boma kind of drug education 
in the current school year: 1993 

,, 

r of drug education experiences Percent 

Total: 100.0 

None 19,,3 

One 25.2 

Two . 27.4 

Three 18.9 

Four 9.2 

" " 

" 
i ,, 

I,,, 

Used weighted data. N:::::5,504 
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Ex~lblt 35 

Substance abuse prevenUon programs offered at school: 1992*1993 

, 

, Format of drug education program at Percent receiving alcohol 
Ii school in the current school year or other drug education program 

Assemblies or demonstrations outside 01 class 55.2 

Part of one 01 the regular courses, like 49.8
science. health or PE , 

, I 
Other schoof activities or dubs 35.5 

,
Ii Special course about alcohol or other drugs 32.8 

fi one-time nature ZIre very unlikely to have lasting effects in attitudes or behavior. Most effective 

are the experiences that are more intensive, in~depth and take place over a longer span of time. 

Only one third (32,8 percent) of students participated in the most intensive type of program. 

School systems do appear to be offering preventi3n programs within the elementary schools 

(See Exhibit 36). About 17 percent of sixth graders reported that they had no kind of drug 

education in the current school year, compared to 22 percent of twelfth graders. Further, sixth and 

seventh graders W(!fe about twice (11.5 and 11.7 percent) as likely to: have participated in 4 kinds of 

programs than eleventh and twelfth graders (6,0 and 6.8 percent), This is probably a good strategy 

for reaching youth at an earlier age, before they have more opportunity to experiment when drugs 

become more avaHable, While ATOD use is rarely initiated before junior high school, attitudes 

toward ATOD use are generally formed earlier, Therefore, if prevention efforu target attitude 

formation, they must be implemented early to be effective-before the eighth grade (see Grube and 

Wallack, 1994; McGee and Stanton, 1993; Pfeffer, 1993; Towberrnan and McDonald. 1993; 

Whittaker. 1993). 

When examining differences in exposure to drug education prevention by school. community. 

and student characteristics, there is very little that distinguishes students who reeeive drug 

prevention education from those who do not (see Table 1 in Appendix C), As indicated in Exhibit 37, 

the exception to this generalization is the large percentage of students whose academic record is the 

lowest and who did not have any drug prevention education in the current school year. Considering 

CSR, Incorpora1ed 16 



Exhibit 36 
Grade Level: Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, by the number of, 
types of drug education prevention experiences in their current school: 1993 
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Exhibit 37 
Student Academic Record: Percent of students by how many types of drug abuse 

prevention education experiences they had in the current schoot year: 1993 
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I A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence tn the Nation's Schools: 
'i• Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Household Education Survey: 1993 

that JUdents with low academic achievement are also more likely to be subject to the influence of 

peers lhO hold favorable attitudes toward drug use (see previous section on student attitudes), this 

at~riSklportion of the population might be well worth targeting for increased concentration of drug
I 	 . 

prevention programs. 

I 
5.3.3 	 Drug Education and lIs Relationship to Drug Availability of Substances and 

14ttitUdes Toward Use 

I 
Students who report the most types of drug education experiences (four) also report that 

drugs a\.e less available at their schools than students who report fewer types of drug education {see 

ElChibit\38 and Table 2 in Appendix C). Higher percentages of drug availability appear to be 

associated with the absence of drug prevention programs, although the differences are not very 

laTge. \ 	 . 

Drug education aiso appears to bear some relationship with attitudes toward drug use as 
I 

indicated in Exhibit 39. Positive peer attitudes toward drug use generally decline with more drug 

abuse pJevention education programs. Students with the most favorable attitudes toward drug use 

are thosJ who did not have any drug education in the current'sehool year. 

~e majority of students undeTstand that their school's main message about drinking 

alcoholic beverages is to refrain from drinking and driving (see Exhibit 40 and Table C3). The 
I 

message to abstain fr<lm all consumption increases with the number of types of drug prevention 

educatjon~they receive. from 21 percent for no education to 31 percent with four types. 

ru\noted above, it was predicted that the type of educ.tional experience also has a 

relationship With attitudes and availability of substances. In Exhibit 41, students who participated 
1 

in a sp€ciaJ course about alcohol or other drugs also hud peers with the least tolerant attitudes and 
I 

reported the lowest percent of availability compared to students who participated in other kinds of 
. 11 .educatlOna expenences. 

,TIll 	concludes the section examining drugs-attitudes, availability and drug education in the 
•Notion's schools as viewed by students and parents. The next section describes the perception of 

parents an~ students regarding crime and Vlolence. 

1 
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Exhibit 38 
Number of Types of Drug Education·: Percent of students who responded that 

substance IS "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school: 1993 

80% 

.­
- 60% 

..," '" 
0-'" 
~ 

40% 

20% 

0% 

, , ••• I 

I , 

Cigarettes Beer liquor Marijuana Other 

Type of Substance 

I 0 No druo educa!lon ~ 1~3 types of drug educahon • 4 types of drug education 

• Received In the curren( school year. 



A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence In the Nation's Schools! 

Secondary Data Analysis Using the National HCH,Isehold Education Survey: 1993 


Exhibit 39 


Number of types of drug education youth received in 1992..93 &chool year 


I by friends' attitudes toward drug use 

,, , 
Friends think It is "all right" to•.•" II 

" , Drug EducaUon (n) :" Diink alcoholicSmoke Use other ,Use marijuana (I ,beverages, dgarettes drugs, , 
I 

135 

17.0 

, , I45.0 43.4 , 19.7All i (6,427) , 
47.7 23.6No ~rug educalion (1,,234) , 50,,2 I 

, ,I
One to three types of drug , ,,44,,1 

I 
42,,9 I 18,,9 , 12,,6 ,, ,edusation {4,590) ; , ,, 

,Fou~ types of drug education ,, 4L1 38.4 17.4 13.5i, Iprograms (603) , 

I 

NOTE: Percentages are calculated using weighted data. 


I 
SOURCE: Nalional Household Education Survey, 1993. 

I 
5.4 rOlence and Crime . 

~alysis of the NHES:1993 provides a unique opportunity to explore the experience of crime 
1

occurring in the Nation's schools (some of which mny go unreported in crime statistics) .os well as 

the exJerience of "secondary violence." Secondary violence is the exposure to and threat of violence 
j 

and crime which results in behavioral change (avoidance activity) and an environment of fear. 

StudeJts nnd parents were asked about knowing, v,,;tnessing. nnd fearing criminal activity and 

violenct as well as actually b"eing a victim. 

'5.4" 1 Iparent Reports 

I 
tThe survey asked parents about crime and violence at their child's school. Parents reported 

that their child knev.' about, had fear of, or witnessed a crime as a frequent occurrence. Over one· 

half oftthe parents reported that. the children knew about at lea.st one incident of crime including 

theft, robbery, bullying and assault. One third reported that their chHdren were nfraid of crime and 
1

had witnessed a crime. Over one fifth (28.3 percent) reported that their child had been a victim of 

one or ,0..., incidents of crime (see Exhibits 42 and 43, and Table 1 in Appendix DJ. 
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Exhibit 40 
Youth report of main message about drinking alcoholic beverages 
that they hear in school education programs about alcohol: 1993 
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I Exhibit 41 

I Substance abuse prevention programs offered at school: 1992-93 

I AHltude: My friends think It Is aU right to ... 

! Smoke Drink 
Use Use other 

I clgsreHes alcoholic marijuana drugsbeverages 

All i 45.0 43.4 19.7 13.5 

Format of drug education program at school In the current school year 

Assemblies or demonstrations outside 01 class
• Ves 44.9 44.1 19.2I 13.1 

· No 45.1 42.6 20.3 14.1• 
Partlol one 01 the regular courses, like science, health or PE

I Ves 41.1 39.0 '17.3 12.2 
i No 48.8 47.8 22.0 14.9 

Other school activities or clubs . 

I Ves 45.8 45.8 20.4 13.7 
No 44.6 42.1 19.2 13.5 

Special course about alcohol or other drugs, Ves 36.2 34.5 14.7 10.4 
No 49.3 47.8 22.1 15.1 

I Availability: Substance Is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get ... 

I ClgareHea Beerlwine Liquor Marijuana Other 
drugs 

All t 60.6 29.1 25.8 28.9 21.6 

Format of drug education program at school In the current school year 
Assemblies or demonslralions outside 01 class 

I yes 61.5 28.9 25.8 28.1 21.1 
00 59.6 29.4 25.8 30.0 22.3 

Part:ol one 01 the regular courses, like science, 
health or PE 

I yes 56.2 26.7 23.0 25.7 18.9 
00 65.1 31.5 28.6 32.1 24.3 

Other school activities or clubs 

I yes 62.7 31.0 27.7 30.0 22.6 
00 59.5 28.1 24.8 28.4 21. 1 

Special course about alcohol or other drugs 

I yes 51.0 23.2 20.6 21.6 17.4 
00 65.4 32.0 28.4 32.5 23.7 

Although the survey asked parents to comprehensively report about their child's exposure to 

or fear of cnme and Vlolence while at school, this analYSIS Will focus on parental reports of mstances 
t

where ,the child had been a victim while on school property or on their way to or from school. 

Percentage differences in parental reports varied by school, community and parental characteristics. 

I 
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Exhibit 42 
Awareness: Percent of parents reporting awareness and response 

to one or more incidents of crime at school: 1993 
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Exhibit 43 

PAI·~""t of parents reporting knowledge of youth being a victim of one or more 

;nr.;rlAnt" of crime at school, by school and community characteristics: 1993 
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Crimes· against chHdren (one or more times) occur less frequently at private, small and elementary 

schools than at public, large middle/junic1r bigh schools. Parents reported that children who 

attended schools where they are in a racial minority experience more victimization than parents of 

students who attend schools that are more racially mixed or where their child is a member of the 

racial majority. Neighborhood racial/ethnic composition also appears to have an effect on incidence 

of crime. Parents in neighborhoods with high concentrations of racial and ethnic minorities report 

higher rates of their children's victimization than parents of children in other areas (see Exhihit 43), 

5.4.2 Student Reports 

As shown in Exhibit 44, crime while at school is a frequent occ!lrrence in the lives of many of 

the nation's students. In only one school year (1992-1993), four-fifths (83.1 percent) of all sixth to 
, 

twelfth graders reported that they knew about some kind of crime. More than one fifth (22.5} 

reported that they have been a victim of crime (theft. rohbery, bullying or assault). Students 

reported that they had been the victims of theftS more frequently than of other types of crime. Less 

than four percent reported being a victim of physical attack, one percent were victims of robbery, 

14 percent were victims of theft and 8 percent were vic~ims of bullying. Students were more likely 

to witness bullying than other kinds of crimes. 

Fear of theft {28.7 percent) and bullying ORO percent) were more pronounced than fear of 

robbery, bUllying or physical attack. Although many reported witnessing criminal acts, the 

frequency of being afraid of it occurring to them is small by comparison. For example, two fifths 

(41.6 percent) reported being a witness to bullying~ but only 18 percent stated that they were 

worried about being bullied, (See Exhibit 45.) 

As shown on Exhihits 45 and 46. where crimes did occur, more than half of each kind of 

crime measured in the surVey (excluding theft} w~s more likely to occur somewhere else on school 

property other than in the c1assrooms or on the way to or from schooL Over sixty percent of 

robheries, bullying. and attacks occurred somewhere on the school grounds, but not in the cJassroom. 

t Thefts are per60nnl property crimes where there ie no fon:e or threat of forre; tcbberies ate personal properly crimes 
when:: there is forte or Q Lhreat oflbrce, In this analysis, thelb are assumed tD be non-witnessed crimes including 
property taken from lockers, desks, etc. 
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Exhibit 44 

Type of Crime: Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, reporting crime 

at school, school activity, or on the way to school: 1992-93 academic year 
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Exhlbll45 

Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, reporting crime at school, school activity, or 
on the way to school1or the 1992·93 education year 

Percent of students 
Type of crime 

Knew about Witnessed Was a vicUm of 
crime Fear of crime crime crime 

All types 83.1 40.9 55.9 22.5 

TheU 61.1 26.7 NA 14.3 

Robbery . 11.5 5.9 5.6 1.2 

Bullying 56.5 160 41.6 6.3 

Physical at1ack 42.S 9.6 . 32.5 3.6 

Location of crime 
Type 01 crime Elsewhere al To or from I 

. 
In) Classroom school ""Mol 

Total 

· Robbery (61) 24.2 65.6 10.2 100.0 · · 
· Bullying (530) 24.5 60.6 14.7 100.0· · 
· Attack (220) • 12.7· 71.5 15.9 100.0, 

NA=Nol Available; question noi asked in NHES. 

NOTE: TheUs are persona! properly crimes where there Is no force or threat of force: robberies are persona! 
properly crimes where there is force or threat of force, ' 

Percentages are calculated using weighted data, N;;;6,427 

A substantial proportion of crimes did occur in the classrooms-one..quarter of the robberies and 

bullying (24.2 and 24.5 percent, respectively) and 13 percent of the attacks. 

5.4.3 Crime and Violence and Drug Availability at School 

To explore the interaction between criminal activity and drug availability at school. 

Exhibit 47 shows that students who have been victi~ized two or mOTe times also report that 

substances are more available at their schools than the average for all students. (N~te that other 

tables in this study reporting on drug availability used the combined categories of "very easy;; or 

«fairJy easy" to get. This table shows the percentages only for students who said it was "vety easy" 

in order to examine the more extremes of both categories.) 
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Exhibit 46 

Location of school-related crimes as reported by student victims 
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E.hlb~ 47 

Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, reporting 1hat they had been a victim of crime at 
school or on schooJ grounds., by the availabiti~ ot drugs at school: 1993 

,,, Subetance was "very easy" to get, , ,, ,, ,, Cigarettes , Beer or Liquor Marijuana Other , ,,, Wine drugs, , ,34,7 , , 122 10,9 12,1 7.4All s1udents (6,427) 

,Student has been a victim of ,15,9 , 17,0 19,0 12,939,6 ,crime two or more times (271) , 

5,4,4 Gang Activity Reported by Students 

One third (35 percent) of an students reported that there was at least one gang at their 

school; for 28 percent, there were at least two.1 Only one percent of all the students report that 
, . 

they were in a gang and 18 percent reported that there were gang related incidents at their school. 

School characteristics associated with more gang activity included large, pubiie schools located in 

urban neighborhoods with high levels of poverty and high c()ncentrations of racial and ethnic 

minorities (see Table 2 in Appendix D), As was noted previously. middle schools have serious 

problems with crime. This is evidenced by the fact that the percentages of youth reporting 

victimization and gang actiy;ty peaks in the ninth and tenth grades (end ofmiddJe school, beginning 

of most high scho(lls), Bla.cks and Hispanics report the most gang actIvity at their schools and males 

are more likely to be gang members than females, Students most susceptible to ga.ng activity are 

those whose parents have less than a high school education (25,3 percent} and whose academic 

record is the lowest (34.6 percent) compared with their peers (See Table 3 in Appendix D). 

~ The adjectiv", u~d wdescribe th", type of gang activity was of a moT'''! !mriouB natUT'e than simple cliques or groups of 
students that dress similarlY. The sun'>!)' referred tlI "fighting gangs.H 
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5.4,5 Violence Avoidance 

The survey asked specific questions about what parents recommended and students actually 

did to avoid crime and violence at school or school activities or on the way to and from schooL 
I 

Questions of parents were the following: 

• 	 Have you dorn: any orthe following things to help [child) avoid trouble: (a) Told (him! her) 

not to travel a certain route to sehoot? (b) Had (him I her) take a different kind of 

transporta.tion? (c). Told (him/her) not to wear certain clo(hing or jcwelr~y? (d) Set limits on 

the amount of money (he I sheJ. may take to school? (e) Talked about how to avoid trouble? 

(Responses were "yes" or «no."1 

Questions of youth were the following: 

• 	 Did you do any of the following thi~gs beoou.<'ie you were worried that someone might hurt 

or bother you? (a) Take a special route to get to school? (b) Stay away from certain places 

in the school? (c) Stay away from the school parking lots or other places on school gr:ounds? 

(d) Stay away from school·related events like dances Or sports ev'ents? (e) Try if) stcy in a 

group? ({) Stay home from school sometimes? [Responses were "yes" or "'no,"J 
, 	 ' 

5.4.5,1 Parent's Recommended Changes in Student Behavior Due to Violence 

IFrom the data reponed in this survey, parents are very concerned about their children's 

safety at school. They frequently recommend that their children limit the amount of money that 

they Jke to school, admonished them not to wear certain clothing,S: recommended that they change 

the waly that they travel to school or actually changed the form of transportation that the child uses. 

A1mos~ 90 percent of parents reported that they used at least One of these interventions to prevent 
I 

their child from harm. About two-thirds recommended two Or more changes. Exhibit 48 lists the 

types Jnd frequencies of interventions parents reported . 

• ThLe was no definition in the survey of what kind ofdothjng is implied. It is assumed that parents would 
understand that certain dothing identifie~ specific gang membership. 

I 
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Exhibit 48 


Parent's reported interventions to avoid vioJence or threal of violence: 1993 


Number and type of parent Inte~nUons Percent 

Number of Intervention 
.

2 Of more changes 65.2 

, or more change 24.3 

No changes 10.5 

Total 100.0 , , 
Type of Intervention 

,, ,,, Talked about how to avoid trouble ,, 86.2 ,, ,,Set limits on amount ot money , 56.B 
, 

, Told child not to wear certain clothes 
, 

32.2, •L 
Told child not to go a certain way 28.8 

Had chitd use diHerent 1ransportation 15.3 

NOTE: Data are weighted. 

SOURCE: National Household EducatiOn Survey, 1993. 

Parents of children attending public schools reported suggesting that their chiJd make 

changes more frequently than parents of children attending private schools (91.6 percent vs" 

78.5 percent), Parents of children who are in a racial minority at schoo! recommend more changes 

to their children than parents of children who are in the majority. Two or more changes were 

recommended by parents of minority children 70 percent of the time while 55 percent of parents of 

majority children recommended two or more changes (see Exhibits 49 and 50, and Table 4. in 

Appendix D). 

The size of the child's school also had an effect on the extent of parents' concerns. Over one~ 

half (54.9 percent) of parents of students attending smaller schools recommended two or more 

interventions compared to two-thirds (67.2 percent) of parents of the largest schools. 
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Exhibit 49 
Percent of parents who reported intervention to avoid 


violence or threat 01 violence. by school characteristics: 1993 
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Exhibit 50 

Percent of parents who reported intervention to avoid violence or threat 

of violence, by community characteristics: 1993 
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IschOOI grade and organization of the child's school appears to' be related to parent'. concerns 

for their child's safety. Parents of children attending elementary and middle/junior high schools 
. I 
were the most likely to give their children recommendations compared to parents of children who 

attend~d either high school or a school with some other grade organization ("combined"'). The 
I 

percentage reporting making two or more types of interventions is highest for parents with children 

in mid~1e/junior schools (75.5 percent) followed by elementary schools (68.9 percent) and lowest for 

parent~s with children in combined schools (52,6 percent). Clearly, parents are in touch with the, 
level of the problem as it is also perceived by students who report the most frequent incidence of 

I . 
victimization at elementary and middle/junior high schools, 

Families living in areas with high poverty levels also report more parental interventions than 

communities with lower concentrations of poverty, The percentage of parents who reported making 

no intJrvention or only one type of intervention increases as the degree of their neighborhood's
• 

pOverty decreases. More than 80 percent of parents in the most impoverished neighborhoods 

recomkended two or more behavioral changes. 
I 

lparents living in areas where there arehigh concentrations of racial and ethnic ~inor:ities 
also w!re more likely to report making two or more interventions compared to parents who Jive in 

other Jreas. The percentage of parents who reported making no intervention or oniy one type of 

interv~Jntjon to avoid violence or the threat of violence increased as the percentage of their 

neighbtrhood'S Hispanic or black population decreased. . 

ISince crime rate, are generally higher for urban areas, compared with suburban and rural 

locatiobs, it is not surprising that parents of students living in urban areas also exhibit more 

concer~ about their child's welfare. Two~thirds (69.4 percent) of urban parents made two or more 

recom~endations to their Children while about half (5~.3 percent) of rural area parents did so, (See 

table tn Appendix D). 

fompared to black and Hispanic parents, white parents did not report making as many as 

two recommendations for their children's safety. Almost all black and Hispanic parents made at 

least ohe intervention {97 and 94.4 percent, respectively) with their child; two or more interventions 
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were recommended by black and Hispanic parents 82 percent and 76 percent of the time. 

respectively. 

Threats of violence were more evident for parents of low-income households, compared with 

high income households. In fact. the n umber of changes recommended by parents decreased as 

household income increased. 

5.4.5.2 Student Changes in Behavior Due to Violence 

Students report making far fewer changes than are recommended by their parents. One half 

of all students reported making no changes, compared to only 11 percent of parents who reported 

making no recommendations. 1Wo~thirds of parents (65.2 percent) reported recommending two or 

more changes, but only one quarter of students (25.3 percent) report actually making two or more 

changes, Exhibits 51 and 52 show categories of students by the percentages of changes they 

reported. (See also Table 5 in Appendix D). As shown Exhibit 53, student behavior changes include 

taking a special route to school, avoiding certain places at school. staying away from school~related 

events, trying to stay in a group, and ooin'g absent. 

Students who attend public schools ha.ve made more behavioral changes to avoid crime or 

violence than private school students. Other characteristics that are related to changes in behavior 

include being in the racial minority at school, living in a community with a high degree of poverty 

and with a high percentage of racial or ethnic minorities. 

There are inconsistencies between parent and student reports about crime and violence. 

Youth reported higher likelihood of knowing more about crime and violence. but having about the 

same degree of fear as parents. Youth witnessed crime and violence more than parents indicated. 

but youth report lower frequency of actually being victimized than parents. 

5.5 Measures Taken by Schools To Prevent Violence 

According to parents. almost all schools have made at least some effort to ensure the safety of 

their students. Exhibit 53 shows the types of measures parents were asked about their child's 

schooL 
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Exhibit 51 
IPElre.ant of youth, grade 6·12, reporting changes they have made to avoid 

crime or violence, by school and community characteristics: 1993 
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Exhibit 52 
Percent of youth, grade 6-12, reporting changes they have made to avoid 

crime or violence, by student and family characteristics: 1993 
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Exhibit 53 

Percenl of .parents reporting measures schoolS took to ensure safety of students: 1993 

Type 01 measure Percent 

Hall pass required 10 leave class 69.0 

Schoo! requires visitors sign in 76.8 , 

Teacher supervision in hallWays 70.2 

i Limil on restroom aCCeSS 
, 

48,2 ", 
" 

I II School has regular lockers checks 39.1 

~hOOI has security guards 32,4 

choc! has locked doors during the day 23,4 

001 has metal de1ectors 5,6 

SOURCE: National Household Education Survey, 1993. 

I 
The most common measures required students to have hall passes (89 percent), required 

visitors t~ sign'-in (78.B percent) and assigned teachers to supervise the hallways (70.2 percent). 

Addition!Uy, almost onc«half of the schools have :regular locker checks, about one~third have security 

guards aJ existing security measures: and nearly. one-quarter reported schools had locked doors 

during th~ day, The usc of metal detectors was reported as the least frequent measure taken by 
, I 

schools (5.6 percent), 

I . 
Table 6 in Appendix D shows greater detail about measures taken by schools. Larger schools 

n,ooo stu~~mts or more) are most likely to have five to eight safety measures in place. The . 

percentag! of parents reporting that their children attended schools that have from five to eight 

safety melsures in place increases as the number of students in the school increases-from 

20.2 perceht of schools with under 300 students to 44.8 percent of schools with more than 1.000 
I 

students. Elementary and combined grade schools were reported as taking fewer safety measures 
I 

than middle/junior and high schools (23.3 and 21.2 percent for elementary and combined; 37,7 and".'1'.,..,",.000", OM "''' "'00'.' 
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Parents living in neighborhoods with the highest concentrations of poverty and racial/ethnic 

minorities reported higher numbers of actions taken by their chH~n's schools (62.9 percent and 

61.9 percent) than higher income neighborhoods with fewer minorities (31.3 percent and 

22.4 percent). Parents in rural areas reported fewer measures taken by their child's school than 

parents in urban areas (23.1 percent vs, 42.9 percent). 

6. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT FINDINGS 

A great deal of research exists about risk and protective factors related to the onset of 

adolescent substance abuse. The concept of risk factors derives from medical epidemiology, defined 

as "factors in the environment, or chemical, psychological, physiological. or genetic elements. that 

predispose an individual to the development of a disease" (Thomas, 1985. p. 150). Adolescent 

sub.stan<:e abuse prevention research has been infonned by the findings of earlier research on the 

risk factor antecedents of mental disorders in generaL Kumpfer (1989) made two jmportant points 

that have shaped current intervention efforts. First, she stated that youth drug and akohol 

problems are not isolated phenomena; ruther, they tend to occur in conjunction with other 

difficulties, In addition, Lorion, Price. and Eaton (1989) posit that risk for disorder arises from a 

combination of the following; (1) individual characteristics that are causally linked to disorder or 

predispose their possessors to disorder, (2) environmental characteristics impinging on the 

individual, and (3) particular interactions of individual with environmental characteristics, These 

characteristics are seen as the determinants of ....sequences of events that precede and evolve into 

functional or dysfunctional behavior" (p, 57). Such sequences constitute the "etiological chains" of 

the disorders that are the focus of prevention efforts. The underlying premise is that phenomena 

that antedate adolescent problem behavior and that have been causnUy linked to such behavior are 

the proper target of prevention efforts. In particular. Dryfoos' (1990) exhaustive review of the 

adolescent epidemiological literature suggests that because common predictors of mUltiple problem 

behaviors have been clearly and consistently identified, interventions should attempt to change the 

predictors (risk and protective factors} of substance abuse and other problem behaviors. rather than 

trying to modify the behaviors directly, 

Kumpfer's second point was that youth drug and alcohol problems appear to be detennined 

by a variety of factors. Much has been ~earned over the years about the complex nature of risk and 

protective factors. For instance, substance abuse is associated with many different risk factors, 

Some risk factors are predictors of problem behavior only at certain developmental stages, whereas 
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otherslare predictors at all developmental stages. Interactions between many risk factors appear to 

greatly increase the level of risk, and different problems such as substance abuse and delinquency 

have ctmmon risk facrors (Coie et al., 1993), 

A great deal of what is reported was confirmed in the last year by the National Center on 

Addition and Substance Abuse (CASA) in their report "1996 Survey of Teens and Their Parents" 

(CAS~. 1995)' First, the large majority of parents do not approve of their children using alcohol and 

tobac-ct. but students' peers are extremely divided in their attitudes about using substances, Second, 

studeJts generally know what their parents think ahout youth substance use. and, for some it 

makes' a difference in their own attitudes, 


Third, according to students, substances are widely available' at school; yet parents view their 


availabihty differently, Parents and students agree that cigarettes are highly available; youth 

believJ that alcohol is more available than parents perceive and parents believe that marijuana and 
I 

other drugs are more available than students perceive. 

Fourth, there appears to be a positive relationship between school-based drug education 

progra,ms (especially the more intensive curriculums), and lower risk for substance abuse, Students 

with characteristics that put them at higher risk of drug abuse do not always participate in these 
I 

educational programs. For e,,-ample, students who report the worst academic performance are also 

the leJst Hkely to have been in drug education programs. To the schools' credit, however, more 
I 

intensive efforts have been directed toward educating younger students about the harmful effects of 
j 

substa'nee abuse. 

IFifth. both parents and students view crime and violence at school as a serious issue, but 

their p'erceptions are different, Both parents' and students' fear of crime and violence far exceed the 

studeJfs actual experience of it at schooL School and parent efforts to ensure the safety of students 

vary Jideiy and are largely related to the community characteristics where the schools are located, 

7. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This report presents attitude and perception data from the only nationally representative 

. sample of youth and adults in existence. Vvoile the CABA report (1996) presents similar information 

I 
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regarding youth and parent attitudes and perceptions about substance use, as well as reporting 

student use of substances, it is not a statistically representative sample of youth and parents in the 

United States. The Monitoring the Future Study (NIDA, 1996) presents nationally representative 

data regarding drug use among middlew and high school students, yet lacks data from parents. The 

PRIDE study presents attitude, perception and use data from students and parents, yet the data are 

not collected from a statistically representative sample of youth and parents in the United States. 

The NHES:93 also has limitations regarding its usefulness (or completely modelling substance abuse 

attitude and behavior among our nation's youth-it does not collect use information from youth or 

parents. However. the data collected by the NHES:93 may be viewed as a first step in developing a 

more comprehensive picture about substance abuse among youth. The NHES:93 makes another 

important contribution to substance abuse prevention research; it contains useful infor~ation that 

may be used to target specific prevention efforts and to asSess the progress of current programs. 

What is most important and unique about the SS&D is that it is the only national survey that can 

be used to examine relationships between parents and students in their attitudes, experiences with 

crime and vlolen(:e. and perceptions of substance availability at school. The school environment is a 

critical link in early intervention efforts, Further analYSIS of the SS&D could be used to identify 

and target the subpopulations in most critical need of intervention. 

Recommendations for further data analysis of NHES:93 include the following: 

• 	 Closer examination of what students do to protect themselves, such as carryi.ng weapons 

to schooL 

• 	 Multivariate analyses that simultaneously examine risk and protective factors in orner to 

build nnd test analytical models, 

• 	 Analysis of factors explaining shared youth and parent views regarding substance abuse 

and factors related to divergent youth and parent views. 

• 	 Repeat the SS&D, The NHES is an ongoing survey of NCES. but the SS&D component 

conducted in 1993 is not currently scheduJed to be repeated. If the survey were repeated 

over time, a great deal more could be learned about the progress schools and communities 
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I are malting in their fight against substance abuse, violence/crime, and delinquency in theI 
Nation's schools. Without such data, the Department 'of Education will not be able to 

adequately assess progress on its goaL "By the year 2000, every,school in America will he 

free of drugs and violence and will offer a safe, disciplined environment conducive to 

learning'" {Goal 6 of the National Education Goals), as well as ONDCP will lose valuable 

information that could be used to assess progress toward Goals 1 and 2 of the 1996 

National Drug Control Strategy: Motivate America's youth to reject illegal drugs and 

substance abuse and increase the safety of America's citizens by substantially reducing 

drug·related crime and \iolence. In addition. there should be broad-based interagency 

discussions about expanding the questions to ask use information (if permission issues 

may be dealt with). detailed questions about prevention education, in-depth questions 

about parent-child interaction on the issue of substance abuse, 

• 	 Explore the methodological potential of merging MTF (1993) and NHES:93 d.t. for the 

purposes of creating a database that contains substance use attitude and perception data 

for students and their parents, information regarding what the Nation's schools are doing 

to prevent substance use among its students. and past~month, past-year substance use 

data. This effort would require collaboration umong the U,S, Departments of Education, 

"Health and Human Services, and the Office of National Drug Control Policy. 

I 

I 
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LISTj OF TABLES 
! 

No. Title 

Awl Percentage of parents responding "yes" to "it is all right" for child to smoke 
cigarettes, use tobacco, or drink alcoholic beverages, by school, community, and 
family characteristics: 1993 

A·2 Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades. who reported that friends at 
school think it is "all right" to use substances, by school. community, and 
student characteristics: 1993 

I 
I 

Parent's and youth's attitudes toward smoking cigarettes and drinking alcoholic 
beverages: 1993 
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Percentage 0' parents responding "yes" to "It is all right" for child to smoke cigarettes, U$e tobacco, Of drink alcoholic beverages, 

by school. community, and 'amity characteristics: 1993 


h 
Sub$lancesCharacterlsties ,n, 

Clgarettea Of tobacco Alcoholic be\1erages 

TOlai (lO,Hf) 1 
,

SchoOl Chsrtlclttrims II 
Type of ~hool 

~ I --lI 
35Publ~ 

4.0PliWll$ 

Percent of Students 01 ChUd'!J Rl;lce .t School 


less than 25 p$reenl (U!70) I 

25 \015 PB1cenJ (4.J:3(i) I 


More than 75 percenl (4,5111 I 

Size of School 


Under 300 students 
 4.2 

300 . 599 slUdlents ,~,_~~, .~~~_~_-.JI 25 

33600· 999 $Iuooms 1"-, .... ­

4.7 


SdloollocaUon 


1.000 or more sludents 

It In n"gh"""''''''' (6,429) I 


~ N~ in neighborhood t3,6S8) ! 


oactivities 
.~ 3. II 

1 ltctivily 3.11 

2 actflrilieS (3,353) ! 


. ___~ .e~~ ...ltieS ____ (2,6;18) I 
 I 
L-~ 
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---- - - - - - - ----

- - - - - ----------------

- - ---

- - ---------------------

- - - - - - ---

----

------- -

---------- -

- - - - --

Cltatncterislics 

10) 

.. ---.---- .Q,'" 
Sixlh 11,6.15) .. 
Seventh (1,643) 

EJghlh (1,555) 

0,4231!<in" 
Ten'" {I,41S, 

EIeV(Jnth (1,261) 

lwelilh il,174J 

Commt1t'llty ChtJnn;'er/slks 

Po~rty (p9fCent below age Hlli\ling In poverty in zipcode, acx:on:Iiog to 1990 Census') 

len Umn 5% (3.752) 

5 II) 90/. (3,054) 

10 10 1~~ 12,334) 

~O'!~ or mom 1977) 

Kelghborhood Rtlc.wEthnlc Composition' lbv lip(:ode. iK'COIding II) 1990 Censos1
) 

less!han S% 13,600) 

G10 1~'. {2,012j 

IS to <l0'f" l2,33i9} 

41% or !'f!II'JttI 12JOOj 

PoputaUon Density {pen::ml in lipe:ode, aeeerdtog to 1990 Census) 

k1 Ul"ban area 
------- ­ - - - - - ­

(6,303) 

OUt (lor i,Jtban area ~1 ,4:311 

Rural area 
- - -- ­

12.383, 
---­

Appendix. A J T abfe I 

Substancn 

Cigarettes Or lobaeco 

•.1 

•.3 
-

• .5 

'" 
2.' 

2.2 

4.8 

1.6 

1.5 

2.' 

!.3 

1.7 

, 
1.7. 
1.3 

'.5 

1.9 

,., 

Ak;oholic bevel ages 
•" 

2.',. 
2.6 

3.5 

3.2 

, 
3..• 

4.2 

4.2 

2.2 


22 


39 

3.5 

3.3 


3.' 


3. 


3.' 


3.' 
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•• 

••• 

----

---- -----

••• 

.. 

Sub.laneesCharactermtic!. 
Inl Cig3rel1s!S Of !otlacro AlcotlO4c beverages 

Family ChsrllCterislie, 

Total HOVgehold Income 


$5,000 Of less {3e2:} 
 I.. 2.' 
- -~--

$5,Q01 10 $!O.OOO {535) 1.3 3'-
•. I$10,001\(1 $15,000 (656) 2.6 

~~-.il- --­ .
$15,001 10 m,ooo (633) 21 3.• 

$20,001 to $25,000 (731) 15 2.' 
2.0 3.0 

$30,001 10 $35.000 IS90} 

$25.001 to $30,000 (933) 

252.' 
-

1.3 3.1 

$40,001 10 S50,000 11.345} 

$35,001 to $40,000 (973) 

I .• 3.3 

$50,00110515,000 (1,830) 1.' 


Ovel $75,000 11,20 I) 
 .5 '.3 

Pflrenfs Highest Le~et cf E'liuc«tlfJn 


less man hi9h scho(Jl (862) 
 1.1I.' . 
High school diplerna Of equivalency P,I32) 2.3 2.' 

-
I..Some postsecondary edvcetiOn (3.~72) '.1 

--~-. 

College gllldul'lfe (2,851) ... 
living arrangements 


Both part!nts (inCil.Jdes fosh,r 11M slt'!P{lluellls) (7,266) 
 1.' 3.' -
Single parent (ZA43) I.. 3.1 i-
Non-par;:lnl gtJaldian$) (408) 29 5.1 -

Parent',lab« Force Stalus , 

AI teast one parent WOflli,'9 lor pay (9, U2) 31 

Pa1cfI!{s) no! WQfkirtg IOf Pi!I), , (915) I.. 2.' 
-
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11 Ch~rat:terlsliCili I' Sub,laflces - ~~~~. 
(11) CigaWl!e<; or tobacco Alcoholit beverages - ~----- .~, 

Famfly Characteristics (ctmt.J 

Numhet oj rimes thai the Child htl$ Moved Outing Ihe Ls.t!o Year" 


No lTIOVe$ 


1 rnOIiO 


~ , .•• " I ,~. 

J Of more l'MVell 


Choice of Cunent flome tnflutnC1!!d by Child's School 


Yo, 


~~ ;2~mo~,~~~;;;;===================-~~__================~~~============~=== 
No 


NUMbet of OIHerl'l1'!t TVpes of Drug Education ProgfaMs 


o progmms \"',"""-" I ".' 


1 to 3 programs 


L- /I j'lrogr3n'$ w~~, I ! 

NOTE: Perc::ellta9l'S are calctJlaled using weigtlled data.-.~~~~~~§

The Northuasl Region iocIudes 9 state$: Penm;yfv~nia, New YOlk, New Jersey, Connecticut, Rhode !stand, Massru;t1usetf$, VerlTlO!1!, New Hampshire, and Maine. 

The SouIMm Regloo inetudes 1M f)i$ldcl 01 CoIumbI3 end l!o slflleili~ Okratloma. r9:J(3S. MissiSSippi, Alabama. Tenl'\$ssee, Kentucky, WeM Virginia, Maryland, DRlaware. Virgin1a. 

North C3Jofin.l, SoUth Carolina, Georgia. Florida, Louisiana, end A/1II3MeS. 

The Mldwesfem RegiOO includes 12 states: North DakO~a, South Oakol8, Nebraska, Kansas. Mir1lleSOOI. iowa, Missouri, Wisconsin. illInOis. Michigan, Indiana, and OhIO. 

fhe WeSlefl'l roqioo IncllJ(fes 13 Slales: Washil1g1on, Dragon, Ca!itol1'lia. Navada, ArirOl'l8, Now MelitO. utah, Colofado, Wyoming, Idaho, MOfllllrm, Al.ilIska, and Hawaii. 

Perterna~ 01 popuIaloo wI'Io afe black (If Hispanic. 

'Non-parent g-uardlarn;" inclucll'l$ aunls, uncles, OOt./Sins, grandparents, or unraialed adulls who act as Ine child"s parents. 


SOURCE: Nalooai Household EdLiC31\1)r1 SUf'ley. 1993. 
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ApPEHOIX A / TABLE 2 


Percent 0' students. 6th through 12th grades. who reported that friends at school think ills -all righlM 10 use substances. 

by schoo', cornmunitY1 and student characteristics: 1993 


School and Stud~nt Chartlctetisllcs Svbstances II 
In! Cigarettes Of 1o!;H;l(:r;o AkohoIiC beverages Ma1luafta """"­Tel~1 {S,¢27j ! 45.0 434 is.7 13.5 

Settoe' Characttrrl,rlt:$ 
-----­

Type of School 

Public (5,8291 45.6 43.9 

Private (59B) 35.9 37.9 

II Percenl of Studenlt. 01 Chlld'a Jiac& at School 

Loss than 25 percent {756) 4"'.S 44.9 

{2,nm I 4S.1 U9 '<'''' 

________~.e!han 75 pelcanl ~~:~~I . 45.0 42.1 

25 to 75 perc.eOl 

Slu of School 
-----_. 

Under 300 students (671) 35.5 .... 
II 300 • 599 students 41.6 3S,P 

500 . 9H9 students (1,661) 45.1 43.0 

1,000 01' rrr.'MC S«Khmts (1.99~~_< 51.8 57.0 

School location 

In neighbOrhOOd (4,079J 44.1 43.' 

Not in neighbol'tlood (2,348) 46.5 44.0 

Chmg Actlll!ty at School 

12'32~t----;0 57.7 

(4,102) 3B.5 05.7 

Y"II 
No _____ , 

Appendi;.: A I Table 2 Page 1 of 4 




---- ---

-

-­ -­

School end Sltn:htnt Ctll1T8tleri1ltlcs S\lbs,ttwlces- ._--­ - -­ ----­
10) 

Cig3feU&S or lobateo Alcoho~c beverages Marijuan.1 Other drugs 
_. -

Cc)rttrttunity Charnel.fil!ics 

Poverty (~nl below 8\J& IBUYing'if' DOvert)' An liP«l(Je, 
according to 1990 C&f!$\,/sl 
--

LeSS Ihart 5% (2,359j 41.1 44.7 20.9 13.8 

5109% (1,91RI 43,9 43.0 16.5 ­ , 2, t -_. 
10 IQ 19% {1.4Gl~ <I·U 41.7 20.3 140 

----­

20'Y0 or mote (623) 40.2 4:l6 24.5 ,$2 
- ---­ ---­

Neighborhood RaeeJ'Ethnlc Composillon (by ltpcOOe, ~g 
to 1990 Censlrtl 

---­ ---­

lMll than 6% (2,314) 49.5 ...... 11.8 12.1 
---­

610 15% {t.261, 46S 43.3 18.5 ·13-4 
---­

16 to 40% (1,492) 42.3 42.3 ""9 14.4 

41% Of mOle (I ,360, 35.' 41.;) 23,] 14.1 

f>opulatioo Density lper~f\t In Vpc009:, 3CCOrdiog to 1990 Census) 

In urban alea (3.m) 42.6 42.5 22,4 14.0 
-­ ------

OUt 01 urbe" area (93') 46.9 4)4,9 11.2 13.1 
----­

'Rural area (1.551) 4', 44.6 15.0' 12.1 
---­

!'legion (by zipcooe 01 hOu!rehOld) 

NMtleasl (1.OG9) AIM 43.3 21.2 132 

Saultl (2,$94) 41.3 44.6 1tL8 1:).6 

MujlNest (1,449) 45.0 454 176 10.1 
-­

W"" (1.315) 360 39,4 22. , 16.9 - - ... ----­ -
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School and Student Chaf8cter19Ik:! Substances 

in; 
Cigarel1~s 01 fOOi:\cco Ak'.ohoIic bellerages Marirvana Olher drugs 

SliJdtrtt CMracterlstics 

Grade 
~~~ 

Si)(lh Il.052) lUJ ._. ,-, ,_.
.1--­ ~-~ ~~ ~~" - ~~~~--

Seventh (1.05n 25.9 21.5 '3 5a 

Eighth j994) 37.2 3.. 12.2 105 

Ninth (sse) 55,7 53_I 25,0 18,3 

Tenth (921) 63.5 62' 30.1 H.8 
~~ 

B<_1h F79) ... , 66_' 32_' 24,5 
-----­ ~~ -­ ~ ~ ~~ 

Twelfth 11'42) 6U 69.6 3U 19.1 

Racel'Elhnlcit'l 
-

While, non·Hjspanic: (4,368) "" 44.5 teA 13,' 

6ladl.. OOi'JO"Hispar'llc ~9:l3) "'_8 42.6 23,;'1 13.9 

HIsp.'1flic t9211 37J 39_0 22.9 16.7 

0,"" (205) 41.4 ~ 39_" 16,4 1O~ 
~~~ 

-~-~--

S" 

FefM.Ia (3,204) 42J. 42.6 "'-, 14.6 

"''' (J,223) -47,4 M_' 19.1 12.5 

Hou!Iltmold IflC'Om8 
,~~-. 

Up to $25,000 t I ,840) .". 40.4 19.7 14,1 
~~ ~~-. 

Mora than $25,000 i'.5")~ 46,{) 45.3 19-1j 13,? 
-----­ -----­ --~---- ~ 

AJ-Jpendix A I Table 2 Page 3 of 4 



~~~~~~==;==================; 

SchQol and Siudent Charac1~rllttk't 
(0) 

. ­ .... '-"-
ShJfienf Chtt,act~l$tks (ermt.) 

Flereot'e ffighest u¥el of EduCetlon 

Iess: than high school 1550) 

," """" ,11 High school ~orna or equiva~ ,~,v.. ·, I 

Some poslUcondary education 

College dogree 

Gradvale $Cf1ool 

II Schi>Ol and o\ll-ol-sr:bool acllvilies' 

ChtId participalo"ln school aClivities 
(accofljing 10 parerlli 

Child does nol partidpato in:WlOOl activWa$ 
(according to paI~Jt) 

(?,(l52) 

1804) 

(i,OI4) 

(4,595) 

(1,819} 

$ubslances 

Cigarefws (l1' tobacco Alcoholic tle ......f3g~-- tAaniuana ~-'I-~--- Otl'ler drugs 

39A ::19.8 19,8 
----- ­ _+_-,1~'"- ~~~ ~---~-

4eLl '" 20' ~--ll ~----l,,. 44.9 20.2 14.1 

44.7 '.. 17.8 11.5 
~-----

40.3 41.7 18,;1 11.8 

42.6 42,7 17Jj 11.8 

------I-----+------~~f_I- ­ H 
5<>.6 45.3 24,6 17.5 

~-~ ~-----l--- ----~~-~ ~--~ II 

I 
CNId part>cq)als'Ji In Otll of-schoof acttvilies 

I {ruxordlng 10 parentI (3,823) I 40,7 1­ 39,5 1_, 16,4 ~-~~~---_t--~ 11.8 

Child doe$ fIOl participalE! iI. Otlt>of·school acllvilln 

If ­ ~ 
(accofl1!ng to parent) (2,004) 

ACfldelrlc record (acCOfding to parent 'Compared will'! other 
children in {child'S) class, how ~ you say Ict\ifdi Is doing in 
[hislher} &Choofwoflr. this yea,?") 

Near fN' lOp of tho dass i2.26g.~ 

Above the middIa of tho class (1.503) 

Al-ovnd lho mi~ of 1M <;la$.$ (2,058) 

Below the middle ct the dass (417) 
~ ~If-

Near me bonom olllle <;lass (HID) 
L=, ~ 

51_0 4B.7 

355 36:9 

45.::1 46J 

49,(; 44.7 
----- ­

62,2 57,5 

..,. ,.~, 

24.2 '" 

14.4 9~. 

18.9 130 
---- ­

22,S '.0 
2$.3 19.::1 

30.1 21.3 
== 

NOTE: 	 Pe{{:ootages Mil ealcut.'\tlRJ USUlg weigh1ed dala. 
EXClude! small nOO1Oer of stUdRnts 1'I¢l0se pilton!s respondod that Ihero were no activities avaRabie al their Wilds s.chool. 

SOURCF: National Hoos.mold Educalion SUlVDY, 1993. 
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APPENDIX A I TABL..E 3: 

Parent'a and youth's attitudes 10ward smoking clgarBttes Bnd drinking alcoholic beverages: 1993 


,i FrieQd. thlr;j( It.!! all rlghl to , .. Frier;d. think II IS!!2! all right 
10." I Total I, ,, 

Smokft clgarett., 
,, 

Parent appmves o! thild smoking 1,4 0,',, 
cignTetles 101 (87) (20),, 

, 

~I Pa'tlnt r:ilS<lPPXlvas of chHd 43.6 54.8 
I: smoking cigarettes (0) (2,770) (3,S5Dj, 

,, ,, 
TOTAL 

, 45,0' 55.0,, 

1,6 
PO?} 

ge4 
(6,32m 

100.0 

,, 
I,,,,,, 

, , 
Pernn! approves 01 chad drinking 

, ,. , 
1.6, ,aleohoUc beverages (01 

r::~=ve3 01 child 
alcoholic bavera~s in} 

TOTAL 

(11S} (93) 

41.6 55.0 
(2,664) (3552) 

43.4 S6.6 

3.4 
(211) 

96,6 
16,(16) 

too,O 

, 
, 

I,,,, ,, 

, 
Ii, 

,, 

Otink elcohohc beYllragu 

NOTE: Percentages ars Cslculated uliing weightad data. 

SOURCE' National Household Edueation SuI"lS;', 1993, 
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ApPENDIX BITABLE 1 


Percent of parents who responded that substance js "very easy" or "fairty easy" to get 

at school or on school grounds, by school, community. demographic, and school policy characteristics: 1993 


,. 
" " 

, 

",

I 
, " 

. ... - .- SubSlarteto$•ow - Charaeteris1ies . . tn",} ClQa'cllils Of Beer or wine liqum MlIr~ana 
Other 

tobacco dnJg~ 

T,"" flO,I17) 66.1 2-4.2 21.1 39.' ""S 
----- , , - -------", -------

School CII1tr8efer/stJC9 

Type 01 School 

Public {9,'~) 69.7 25.9 22.6 42.1 36.1 
------ ------- ------

Privale (gel} 2&,2 6,. 5B a,1 '.9 
------- -------

Percent of Student, ot Child'. Race 81 School 

___, __~-=-~_Ihso 25 percent (U70) 61U 22.:1 20.7 41,0 37.1 

25 10 75 pe;cgnt (4,3381 69,\ ,",,5 23,4 43.7 38.1 
-------

More than 75 pe«::fffit (4,511; 65' 22.6 19" 35,0 29.0 

Sin 01 School 

Under 300 sbXlonls (1.1 17) -45.7 13.7 12,3 22.2 16,0 
------- , --, - - ---- -_." , , 

300 599 stlJdenlJ. ~.290) 60.4 19.3 1ft? 33,7 2fU 
, ,,-, ,,, ,,, 

600, 999 $tudenls (2,544) 691 25,0 21.6 40.6 352 

1.000 or more s\udtMts (3, U';i;:l 77.2 32.S ?9.0 50.5 "., 

Scl1001 Location 
"" 

In neighborhood (6A?'J) 65.3 " 23,. 20) 39,1 332' 
"-,, , , 

Not in neig/lbol"hood (3J!i13S) 65,9 24.9 fl,9 395 34,' 
------- , ----- , ----- ,,, , '-, 

Grade O'gBniztllion of 5cl"l001 

Elementary School (1,170) '" 9,0 6.6 13' to.7 

Midd!c/Jurb H'gh Sctnol (3,19:l) 61.9 ISJ! 16.2 34,' 28,5 

Uigh School (4.6139) AIM 33.3 29,4 51.2 44.9 
, 

0 .. 

CQJm/Jined 11,065) 54,4 14,9 13.1 26.2 2l.8 
- ------ , 

, 
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----- "' ­

t Grade 

'IF============~======== 

Char&elerl!Jties 
(n=) 

Sdloo1 Ch.f8clerj:J!ic$ (cant.) 

CigareUell orlob,,,,,, ~I 01 wine 

Substances 

LiqucK Marljoafla 
ow.. 
""'0' 

Sixth 11,645) :JS2 102 8.5 18.4 14.8 

Eighth 

Sc"'cnth (1,643) 51.3 IS a 13" 291 23.9 I' 
(1,555, 62.2 20.1 11.5 3G,0 3M 

NiI1th (t,423) I 15,9 29.2 "" 46,5 42.1 

II ,"~ {l.41~q 19.0 ~.•. 32.1 29B 51.2 4!;j,1 

EI$YMIl 11,2f31) S09 33,3 Zt!A 49.1) 43.5

T._ 0,1741 ao,4 32.4 28.1 41.9 .cO.41 I 
communIty Chllrlrcteristi(;j 

Poverty {per(:cnl oetow age Ie Iivir'lQ 111 tlO...arty in zlpcode, 9COOrding to- 1990 Cfmsus} 

Less than 5% (3,752) l 66.0 22.5 19.6 31.7 31.9 

If---"S, 10 "" 
_______...!~,O~I I 61.11 ~~.e 21,S 39.3 32] II 

10 Ii> 19% (2,334) I 66,3 25.1 22.0 40,5 36.0 

2O"ifo or fflOfU (911t S"" 26.1 23,1 42,4 ,..• 
II tkighborhood AaeelEthnle Ccmj:ltl!lllltln' {by zipcode. aceorrllng to ~990 Census) I -, II 

leu than 6% (3,606) 619 "'., 19.2 359 29.1 

610 15% (2,0121 'S 0 '<5 ~2S 41.5 3Sj~ II 
II ,.10 .... (2.J39) ,,, 24,9 21,Q 40.8 "'.'
II 41% Of mol~ {2,160j 1 __ 6O.S ~~~~L- 26.6 22,7 42.4 "'.'
II Popul4liOrl Oenslty (percent in lipcode, accoHfing to 1990 CB.n$U$) 

In orb,ln area (1"303) 65.8 25.2 22.2 41.4 I 36. t 11-- r­
001 of urban area (1.431) 664 25.2 23.5 39 2 

A~~I aI~ ~. 12,383) 668 21.3 ;'.4 U~ 34~.;"·:i=u n~1.8 U 

33,9 
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~, , 

Substances 
CIH'tfncltristies --­ --­ -~ 

(n=1 Ci93II!II~S or 
Seel or WIne li~ Marijuana 

OUler 
tooacw <In.., 

Df!1tI(lgraphie CMan:reristics 
-
Race/Elhntchy 

wnlls. non-HIspanic (G,a 15) Mo 24.0 21.2 36.7 .32.8 
--­

Stack. non Hispanic (1,5(171 590 2!'.4 22.1 ". 31.S 

Hispanic {1.4361 6U, 23.6 19.6 4t.3 34J3 
----

Othel (3$1) 54.5 23. 20.7 36.6 29.' 

S" -
Female (4.975) 67.0 253 22.3 40J} 34$ 

"''' (5.142j 65.3 '3,1 20.0 ".5 32.• 

Tolal HOlJsehold fnc()me 
- ---­ ~~-.- -

~-
55,000 Of" leu {362i sa. 24' 19.8 39.1 32.1 

$5,001 10 $10,000 (S3St 65. 23~ 19.8 39.0 35.3 

Sm,(I{)! 10 $15,000 lese) 552 25.2 22.0 44.6 38.7 
-

115,001 to S20,ooo ,633} '" 23.S 20.8 3" 30.' 
-

$7.0,001 to 52$,000 173?) 51.7 '" 207 
f---­

4~to 37.0 

125.001 to $30,000 {93J) 67.0 22.9 21.1 39' 3$.0 
-

$20,001 to $35,000 ,890) 55.7 2<'.8 19,/' JH 33.9 
- ~~-

$35,001 to $45,000 (973] 68,4 24.1 20.5 37.1 32. t 

$40,001 10 550,«10 \1,345) 51. 24.9 21, ,... 31.0 

$50,001 to $15,000 (1,630] 66.1 24.3 21.7 "'. 32.4 

Over $15,000 (1,2011 .., 25.9 232 3$.6 30.2 
._.. ~~--. - ~~-
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------- -

!! u'l Ii 
Substances 

Chllrpclerist!c. 

!n::, I Cig3rel!~ Of I Bur Of wine I liquor '___~~~_Marifuana "I "'''''00 • 
-----I ~ Famiry ChIV"cter/~tics . . _. - -­

Household It'leome 

Up to $25,000 ~~I'i 65.1 24,0 1. 20.7 41.0 ml 35.8 II 

"'"''"More man $25.000 (7,H2; '4, 21.4 ,.'"' 
Parent's Highest bllel of Education -------,-------.--------.-------.--------i

II Le$$. \hlJo high school {B62) 00.0 22.3 t7J3 37.9 3.3.9 I 
High 5C1IDoI dipklma Of equivalency (3,132) 69.3 24'2 21.3 41.7 35.3 

Some poslsecoodaryedocalloo (3.272) 67.1 26,2.. 23.4 __ 41.7 37.0 I 

College grru1IJl'lte (2,851) 63,4 22.4 19,5 33.1 21.4 

HI.lvlng Arrangements~ 

1-__"_7 ___ I 208 37,9 31.8 II 

" 22.5 43"'II ~paTenl 

Non·paf~t 9Uf1rdi~n$ or no paleo! in haU!etdd (40S1 5aA 21.4 16.2 35.4 32.0 

II PlffllnrS labor Foree StatuI 

Al least one parentwolking far pay ~9.1(2) I 66.9 243 21,5 39".4 33.6 

II Parents: nOI wmking 101 pay _{9_~l I 60,4 n1 lIU 3M 33 8 II 
Number of TlrMS that Ih~~h~~_~.:'_~_Mo!ed During the llll~'C'~V:':"::;,'____~ 

I move 66.~ 24.4 21.0 3V 34.' 

2 moVIt$. (l,007) 68.2 ,u '" 4L1 3:1' 
R 3ormoremoves t90~LJ 69.? 2a.9 25,6 44"6 386 

Cholet! of Current Home Influenced' by ChUd'a School 

~ Y"\467~r·· 67. I 24., {" "'.. "".6 ". 1 
No (5,4411 6-U 24.2 21.4 39J5 34,4'-----'-- .._"" 
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Charactelistics 
!~) ClgiUeHes 01 

lohacco Beer Or wine 

Substances 

Uquo< MarIjUana 
Other 
drugs 

Schcol Po/icy Ch.;tracterisfics II 
Schooj Has Written Di$clplinary Policy 

---'II 
Ye, {9,6&l} ..., 23.9 211.9 _-+__3=9.~lm I 3:l. II 
No (437) uS 3 29,6 2.5,J 41.3_--". "".• 

Ret:ll!ivltd Copy 01 Poi!cy 

Yes (8,9SJ) I 65.1 23.5 21 '.' 32.1 

No (697; 72.0' 28.9 25.S 45.6 4t.J 

Schooj does not have written dlSCf9linary policy (431)­ 65~ 29.6 ?5~1 4Ll 38,9 

Spilflish Speaker Rec~ed Ccpy m spantsh' 
.... _-----_. ,. 

II y", (23tj I 6V 21.1 16.9 44.3 ", 
No (9" 58.6 24.1 '6< 41,9 40.9 

Respondents 10 English in!trUfl'lEmt i9,te1) 6" 24.2 213 39,0 33.6 

Policy Coven Drugs1---­ ----­ ------­
......0I Yes (9-,106) 51.:! 24.3 21,;2 _ 3!HI I .... 

No (572) 47.9 17.1 158 27.8 22'..­ _.. , -- ­
No worten policy (431} 

""" """' 
65,3 

------_ . . _-----_. 
",,,, 9.

, 
.29.6 ~.S:J • I. 41.3 II- .. 

NOTE: 	 P.rcetua-g~ Afj} tatrutal1lld using weigt1led da'•. 
Pen::enlflge of pof.\'IJfalion who are black 01' Hispanic,, 
This question only appeallhl in lhe Spoolsh ,nslmmeot, 
'Nor!·parem -gua/dlaos" ir;dlJde-s <tU1lls, uncfet;, cuo$ins. grandparenlS, at unrelated adUlls *1'10 act as the mId's p~rentr;, 

SOURCE: National Houtef'lokll Edueallon Survey. 199.'1, 
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Percent of students. 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance Is "very easy" or "'airly easy" to get 

at sctlool or on .school grounds, by .school. cotnmunity. and student characteristics: 1993 


, -
--,,-~-

, 
Subatanees*"SehCoITnd Studini"Chirad:jfr!~tics 

~, ---­ ----­ -­ ----­
In) Cigarettes 01 lobacco Beef Of wine LIquor Manjuana Other drugs 

total {6A27) tIO.6 29.1 25.B 28.9 21.S 

SchccJ Ch8rlJcle(i~tic!J 

Type 01 Sehool 
- --­ ~~- --­

Public (5,829) 62A "'2 2.' 30.2 22.6 
--­ -­ - - -­ -­ -

Prtvale (598) 39,8 16.6 14.7 14,4 •., 
---­ -

Percen1 01 Studentl 01 Child's Race at School 

less than 25 perc<llli (76&) 61,:,) :')0,6 2£U 32.5 24,7 

25 to' 75 percenl (2,787) 61.1 29.6 26,4 33.4 25,0 

More than 75 percent (2,874j 60' 211.3 24,8 24.3 18.0 

Sl:t:e of achool 
- ---_. 

Under 300 "fUdAn\s (S71) 43. , 19,5 IS.O 15,0 13.8 

300 ' 599 studenls (:I!'.097} .$4.2 24.7 2l.7 236 17,8 
---­

600 ' 999 students (1,661) 62. , 29.6 25.8 28.4 21,3 

t,OOO or more SluOenlS {I,m} 7>., 36.S 33,0 40.0 2B.7 

Grade OrganltaliCln 01 Sc:nool 
. 

-
F1ementary (737) 17.S 7.' 6.7 ,. '.7 
----

Mkktlo SchooVJ\.II'IIot High (2,070) 45,5 ,,. 14.9 15.6 15.0 

High s<::hool {2.966; S1.9 42.6 "'.7 45.0 31.4 

Combined r­ (654) 54.6 21.9 2M 20.0 ,3.1) 

SchOOl lOl:atlon 

In rmigt>bolhood (",07B) 59,2 J_._ ,.. I 25,3 I­ U 

• ::: ~~-. 20,7 
-

, Not in neighborl"tood (2,j46) 63,1 29.9 2fi.7 232 
- --­ , - ---­
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----

----

-----

----- -

--- -

---- -- -

----

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

SubstanCl!lSehoDland Student Charact.rlstllC& ~ ~ ~ 

(01 U9afeti(!S Of tobacco Bee. or wine Oll'ler drugsliquor Moarijuana 

GRng Activity 31 SdtOol 

Ye, (2,325) 15.7 42.2 ""~1 46.2 35~6 

No (4,102) 52.5 22. ! 18,9 19,1 

~ ~~ 

14.1 
~ 

Ct':mrnunity ChJJriIl:len's,ics 

Povnf'ty (percent ~ age 16 tMng in poverty illlipcOOe. 

act()fding to 1990 Census) 


~ .., 29.9 21.527JJless than 5% (2,3591 30~' 
~~~ ~--~ ,.s5109% (1,918) 602 25.2 25.8'88 

,<La 29~1 22:,959310 to 19% ( 1,467) '81 
29,252.6 22.S:l:J~'20%01' more (6:.?3) "6 

293 25$ 2·U 16.1 

6101S% (1,26lj 

645less than 6% {2.3t4) 

62.0 27.0 30< 23.3 

16 to 400/~ (1,492) 

""~, 

27.9 25.1SUi ZEL3:l:J' 
~ 

~~~ ---~ 

,,~,51.3 28.8 26~. 22.S41 % or melf€ (1,360)c- ~ 

,.. 
Urbar'l, In ulban area (3.945) 602 29.3 26.3 31.9 23.4 

-
timan, ol.Jl 01 lUbrul aUla (931 ) 62.8 3()~6 27.6 21.2 20.8 

~ 

Rwal area (t.551) 60.. ". ,,~, 23'< 18.1 

Region (by zlpcode: 01 housetlotd~ 

63,6 25.1 21.7NOtttleasl !1.069) 20' 

S001l> (2,594) 60,11 262 28.9 t!2.9 

Mtdwesl (1,449) 

"6 

31_S 21,9 25.05.' '.0 
", 

~-~ 

Wesl I1,J15} 60Ji 3J~1 30~' - --~ '" 

Neighborhood fla«JEtfllI/¢ Comptlo,lIIcn (bll ;t~e. 
aeeording to 1990 Ce~s) 

Population Oenslty (percanl if1 .ripcoda, ereouMg Ie 1990 
Censusl 

-~ 
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~'"~ r 
School and Student Chaf8cterislk:s 

'"I Cigarel1es Of totacco Seer OWwme 

Sub,lances II 
liquor Marijuana Other dlu!JS 

,~...... .. Shidenf Chal'scfl!tf!$lICS""'-

Gu"" III~"I Sidh (1,(152) I 21.7 16 56 7.0 ~~. -~t~-- 9.5 ---0 
I {1.0"}Seventh ,.0 15.7 11.6 n2 97 

f!igh!h (994) 52}jo 21.9 •• 3 1M 16.2 - (saa) 172 37.0 333 38.4 28.9 

Tenth (921j 79.1 44.7 41.3 4111.2 ,",.0 

Eleventh (779) 82.8 42,4 38. 42.5 29,6 

Twellth (742) I 85,2 42.0 38,2 45,3 27.9 II 
URncelElhnh;lty 

White, flO!'I·Hispani(: (4,368} 616 ".5 2" 27.0 20.6 

I
~_ Sm,'. """·HI,,,,,,,, _nn' "33) 53.3 '0.0 ... aIi.1 ,. • II 

Hiwanic: (921) 539 25.5 24.7 30,9 23.9 l~ 

OIMer 

II--$e. 

II r """,, ,. _nn . _ 
...,Ie 

(2tI5) 54.1 25.1 2<$•• 2&.$ lB.7 

(3,2041 

{3,223) 

~-'~~_'_,_n 

59.8 311 I II 
27.t 23.6 29.B 20.7 

28.1 25.1 

'15 

22.' 
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"r ... -------­--------

SehQol and Studt'nt Characteristics SlIbsUU'ICeS 

(oj J Cigi31etles Of loba<:«l I Dee! OJ WIllI'! 
u_ 

MaJijuana OIhel dtIJgs 

Srudenl Characleristic$ leont" 

Household lnllome 

II $5.000(l;~~$ -------­ (225) 496 23-6 ---;;_~-- H'l-­ ----~~;- 27.7" 

___ SS.()Qt!o $10,000 ___ (3331 51.2 25,1 22,9 i R1 1B.5 

$10,001 10 $15,000 (432) 55 \ 239 22,0 26.2 22.S 

I $ls.o01 10 $20,000 (376) f--­ 62.5 30.2 259 28.6 20.1 

$21).001 10 $25,000 (473) 60,S 25.2 21.7 2B,2 20, j 
-------­ -

_+-__'=26 21.3 21.1W $25,00' 10 "".000 ,'0" 57'6~ 25.4 

5311,000 to 5:35,000 _________ (545) 59,6 __ ___ 24.S 1___ 20.1 2~18 

(540) 63.3 33.1 29.2 

16.6 

295 23.3$35,001 to $40,000 

,....1 63.1 302 ,. 6 28.' 20.4 I 
$50.()Ol to $75,000 {1,163, tiSJl :3:t3 zg,e 32.1 23.3 

$40.00' 10 550,000 

Over $75,000 (155) 66,2 35.2 33. t 32,2 23,9 

School and Otll·of'IiIchoollletMtles' 

Child particfpBIM In sdW adM~es
II tatt~l!~~~E!IlI) (4,595; 

If---­

Child does not paflir;;fpR~e in ~ 9Clill'l\ies 

__(~c~ing to p.'~'~"'~I~I_______. 

Child p;!Irtk:~I<?$ln OIIJI-ol-schooi actMlias 
{according to parent} 

{1.SI9} 

(3_823) 

eMU does- not partlcipala in out-ol school 3CtivIlIQS 
(acconf!fl!l ttl pare<ll) 12,61)4) 

-------­

603 

6L5 

".j 
64.2 

_____u_ I II 
29,1 2(;,$ 21.3 "'.4 

"'.5 24.0 32,8 2'1.3 
~---- 1m ---­ I -­ II 

29.' 25.9 26.3 20.4 
~--~--;-~---\ ~---

291 25.1 32,6 2:14 
___--L~~ I ~ 
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-_.­ ~ 

~ ~~~ -----­

School and Stud$tU CharaclerisllC$: Subslanee's 

--1---- ~~er d£Ug$"I ClgalaHes 01 tobacco Sam or wine liquOl Marijuana 

5rudMt Ch8raclcrisrk:s (cent.) 
~~ 

Academic record \occO«ling 10 P;;HCtlt, 'Compa!'1!d '<'>1M Qlner 
ch~dren ill IChikfsj class, how ~dd i'QIl say (childl is 
doIng in (his/hGfl utu:lI;;lwork H~$ yell"?1 

NIt<U the lop 01: !he Ch~5S (2,2£9) 55<~ ,.~O 22.7 21.4 16.2 
----­ ~~ 

Above the fl'lIddle 01 the Class 11,5(3) 53.0 31.1 '65 285 2L9 

ArQImd \tie middle 01 \tI« class {2.(58) 6" "'~9 25,6 "'~Q 2Hi 
~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

Below the flliddfe 01 Ihe class {417} 69.1 32] 29.S 39,,5 28,1. 
Near the bottom ollhe Cl;'l5S 

i-~ 
(HIO) 700 39.0 35.S ,., 31.9 

Parent's Highe-sllellel 01 Educallon 
- - ----­ ~.. -----­ ~~- - ---­ ~ - - -----­

Less than high schoot {550} 54,4 233 2QS 32,5 2'''5 
~~~. ~~~~~ 

High $(flool d!ploma or eqllivalency 12,0(1) 59.7 21.6 2:"H 28.4 21,9 

Some poslsru:t'lndary educalioll "(2.0521 61.5 30.2 2L4 29.7 21.9 
------

CoIIa~ degree (804) 6>3 295 27.5 21.9 15S 
~ 

Graduate :s;chool (l.O14) ". 33.3 29.0 27.1 206 
~~. . ~ 

~ 
~~ 

NOTE: 	 Percentages ale ca!cutated using weighted dllia. 
E~ch.lI1$$ sman numOIH oi students whose pan!nls reSponded that there WOfe no 9CtivitiK available al theif chilo'$ sChool. 

souRCE~ Naliocla1 Huusehold Educalioo SISNey. 1993_ 
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APPENDiX B I TABU!: 3 

Data 'rom Monitoring the Future: Percent who rasponded "fairly easy" or "very easy"· 


to the question, "How difficult do you think It would be tor you to get•••ff you wanted some?" 


,, 
,,,, , 

, 

Clgarotto* AlcOhol Mariju.nll 

Sill Orador, 
, 

1992 
, 

"'8 76.2: 42.3, 
, 

1993 , 75.5 73.9 43.6 

,.... 76.1 74.5 49.9 

'995 76.4 74.9 52:.4 
, 

'996 76.9 7S~ , 54.8 

10th Of.Cera 
, 

'992 
, 

89' 8M 85.2, 
, 

'993 
, 

811.' ".9 68.4, 
, 

'994 
, 90.3 .... 75.0 

'995 90' 89.7 78.1 

1998 91.3 90A 61.1 

12tll Gradoro 

'992 NA NA 52:.7 

'99' NA NA 63,0 

19"94 NA NA 85.5 

'995 NA NA 88.5 

'998 NA NA 85.1 

,,, 
,, ,, 
,,, 

,,,,, 

MTF used 5 cale{;lor'es (in reverte order from NHe:S) i-probably impossiblo; 2-w,i' diffk:uH; J...fairty ,lifflC!JlI; 4·lai"y easy; S·very 
easy. Pflrcflntages reponed include 'falrly easy' ana ·".o'Y oasy'". An adddtOnai option 01 "can't say. dfUg vnfamJml was InCluded 
lor 6th and 1011'1 graders ¢nly. According to nOle (p. 244) geMrally laBS than 20% chose th.s option IOf sny one queSllOO, 

NOTE: 	 A major dltterallCO from NHES Is tI'lat MTF wa' conuucted In 1IChooI 8fld NHES was a MusehQlQ: survey, AI$.O, eM! QI,IiIstlon on the 
NHES was worde:.! so 11'101 al/aUablllty only applied to sehool property. the MTF queSbon WQrdlflg on availabl~ty was mora gerll)tlll.. 
implying, 'nQW (lS$'1' WQuld the $\.Ib$tance be to gel sl"I)/'WtI(Ira?" 

• 
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ApPENDIX B I TABLE 4 


Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance is "very easy" or "'fairly easy" to get 

at school Of on school grounds, by type of sehool and school, community and student characteristics: 1993...__ .... , ,..--",,- . 

... ... ~~~" ... 

Sub,fenee, 
~~--

SehoolllMd Slude"' ChMacteti.th::, Cigarettes or tobacco Beer or wine liquor Marijuana
(el 

- - ~-~--- .. . . Pub., PrivalSi Public Pri'ltlle Public Private P- Private Public 

Total 62.4 39.8 3<)' 16.6 26.' 14.7 3<).2 '4.4 22,. 

Size of ,chao! 

tJrxter 300 studel1t'!! 41US 28.0 21.5 13.1 20.2 10.6 15.9 ,22 15.4I .. ~~~~" - -~~-~--- - - ~-~--- . .. .. .. 

300 - 599 studenls 55,6 37.7 25.5 15.8 22,6 12.4 24.4 14,6 •••r·· .._ .. 
600 ' m tlbJdel1ls 62.6 53,8 30.2 111-1 26,0 211 2R4 12.1 22.0 

. 

1,000 or lOOfe slodenls 72,6 66,6 . 37.1 25,9 "'., 23.9 40,5 24.4 >9,' 

•Poverty ipelcenllJelow age 18 IMflg if1 poverty in tiJ)OOde, aooonjJng to 1990 COflSllS) 

Less: It1af1 5% 65.9 442 31.2 19.5 ,... 17.7 32.0 ,,, 22.a 
.. .. -~-~~--

5 to 9'l. '22 33.' 29.9 '4 ° 26.2 12.0 26.7 13,1 21.6 
-~~-~--- . .. 

10 to 19% 61.0 36,9 29,1 15.7 25.6 13.6 3<)' 16.3 23.' 
... 

20 to 24% 532 41.5 29.9 Hi1 26,5 6.7 33,6 25.1 23.3 
. 

Total ttousehold Income 
~~~~" --~~-~--- --~~ ... "-... --~~~~ .. ..- --~~~~~-

- -~~-~~--

0""', 
drug' 

Pm.., 

9.S 

'.1 

9,1 

•• . 
12.9 

10. J 

1.5 

11.6 

7.5 

- - --
55.000 or loss {3,5) 

50,0 "6 24.2 ° 23,2 0 30.4 ° (0) 
26,4 ° (120) 

" I 
(59) (56, ....~ (0) __{_77! ~~~_ (71 ) '0),OJ 

.._---- ...__..._---- ... - ..._. 

$5,OOl 10 $ 10,000 !S.2) 
51.5 39.1 25.1} 30.' 22.' "" 27.:3 39.7 lEt4 21.S 
1I]4} (') (78) (2) (72) (2) (S3) p) (61) (',

--~~-~--- .. ......~ 

$10,001 to $l5,000 (G,7) 
sse 20.' 24.1 13.5 222 13"5 26.5 6.7 '" °(1011(7~V) (2) (991 (' ) (94~ 11) (118) ") (0)

- -~~-~--

$'5,00110 $20,000 (5.9) 
(>3,9 2iU 31.4 0 21.0 0 29.:3 11.8 21.0 0 
(227) ") (lOS) '(0) (94) (0) (107) (1) (aO) 10) 

~-~--- - .. ..-~ .. ,.
$20.001 to $25,000 (7.4) 

6l.B 3~,5 27.0 10,0 22.7 , 29' 5.' 21.0 2.' 
(200) {10} 0 1 1 ) (3) (95) i'l ....~. iI~} (21 (94) ( ')... .. -~-- . .. 

525,001 to $JO,OOQ (9.3) 50' 30S n,o '.4 23,9 10,(} 2119 U,S 22. , lOA 
(3241 PS) 1157) 141 (138) 13) (158) (5) {tV) (4) 

- - ------- ~~~~ . ... - --~ --- - .. 
, 
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--

...~--

~;~:~~ 

10-2 
I') 

10.9 

i7l 

4.• 
(3) 

12.2 
(lS) 

H,8 
(17) 

""....--".", 

~~~'" ::::::::."' 

Schoof end $11,Idefl1 Characteristics 
(n) I Cigarl(!lIes or lobacco 

Pubtic 

" 530,001 10 $35"_000_"_'_)----fC 
61.2 
~303) 

$35,001 10: $40.000 (10.0, 

$40,001 to $50,000 {13A) 

$50<001 to $75,000 i UU) 

More. \tiS" $75,000 (1 t.7) 

65' 
(355) 

65.0 
(500) 

68.9 
(699) 

70.6 
(412) 

Private 

35.4 
114) 

35.1 
(22/ 

42.5 
,35) 

43.3 
(52) 

46_< 
(61) 

St.tbstl'll'1~S--,---= ---,~~-~~---I Seer or wine Liql.lOf i Marij~""" .olherruy-S 

. Public P~~~~~ ---~-~Iic~u Private -- Publ~---IPtlblic Private 

25,S I" 20.7 11,9 I24.4 14.1 17.0 
(128) )5) (105) (6) (1M, 17) )94) 

,<0 22.7 30.3 17.6 31.1 1\.9 24.4 
(1831 (14; {15i) 110) (18J) (5) (t39} 

- --

31.5 15.9 2$].1 9.9 30.1 8.. ?2,0 
(232) (13) (208) (8) (238) (6) (!aO) 

- ---

3$.1 1S.5 31.4 17.lJ 34.7 16.6 24,7 
(351) (29) (310) (26) (354) (24) (255) . 

3S.3 :?0.9 35.9 20.5 352 teA 26,5 
(22.2) ,~ (19B} (30) 1204) (29) (150) 

- -~~ -~~---- - - - ~~~-~~--

NOTE: Parcefl'ta!JCs are c3k:wated I.ISin9 weigtlted dala. 

SOURCE: NaliOl'l8l Hooset;Qid Etfucalion SUM!Y, 1003. 
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. Parentlyouth agreement on accessibility to substances on school property 
during current .sChool year 

. 

ApPENDIX B I TABLE 5 

I

I I yourtfs repon 
Param's tepe" , I Very O( !<lilly easy to get I Hald 0: nearly imposSibie to gel 

Cigarettes Of tobMCDI I
• I IIVery or fairly easy to g;ilt 48.6 I la.l

• 
I 

12,0 2;,3 IHard Of n;early impossible 10 got J • 

Beer Qt wi".I I I
• 

. 
• • 10.8 13.2I~::lf ;irlY easy 10 gel J 

IT8.3 57.7.~c or n.!'ian" it'rlpossib!e Co get 

II I Marijuana 
. ­,1------- . 

17.-3 

II Herd or n:mrty impoSsible'lo gel 11.7 

i~.lajrlj' easy to 1l9! 2:U 

r- . 

I,.."!.'l' '" I.L .IIS, '0,,, 9.1 

Liquor 

11.9 

I 

i Hard or nkny iMposSible to gal 16.7 62.3 I 
·I!Other dwg.I I!L Vety or tW~IY easy to get 

\L!::~~ Of imb$1ble 10 get 

11.4 
• 

21,5 

10.2 

• 

· "'.1 
Pe«:e'1tag9S ftfU' r;alcuiat&d USing weighl90 dSta. 

I 
N..(i.,504 (matched pairs 01 ,paml'll end th!w chJldren, grades 8 to i 2). 
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APPENDIX C 


DRUG EDUCATION 



I 

! 

LlSTIOF TABLES 

No. 

C~l 

C·2 

C·3 

Title 

Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades! and their school, community. and 
student characteristics, by the number of types of drug education prevention 
experiences in their current school year: 1993 

Percent of parents and students, 6th through 12th grades, who responded that 
substance is "very easy" or "fairly easy" to get at school or on school grounds, by 
number of different types of school·sponsored drug education programs 
attended by student in previous year: 1993 

l 	Youth report of main message about drinking alcoholic beverages that they 
hear in school education programs about alcohol: 1993 ' 

eSR, IncorPorated 

I 

C-I 



ApPENDIX C I TABLE 1 

Percent 01 students. 6th Ihrough 12th grades, and their school, community, and $tudent characterlsUc$. by the number of types of drug 

education prevention experiences in their current school year: 1993 


SChOOl and Siudenl Characteristics 
(0) 

Total (6,427) 

No drug abU$$ 

ptevention education 

19.3 

II 
Orug Edueatlon 

···············T·-~~~~~~-41 
OOjJ to thf$O Iyp~ 

of drU9 abuse pt9venliol'l 
e:.'iUCalion 

11-5 

FoUl' Iyp&s 01 
drug abuse prevenlion educntioo 

0.' 

________:5:cCh:':'C':CCh:'C":C:':':":·,:"C·c:'_______------------------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~. 
Type 01 School 

Public {5,629) I 19.1 715 ~uuuuJm. 9.4 

Private (596) ". 7,. 6.6 

Percent of Students of Child's Race at School 

Less than 25 percenl (766) I 20.9 70.2: .. 
~~~~~~~ 251075 percent (2.161) 21.2 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~. 9.47 ............ 11 

More than 75 pJl!rcenl (2,8:74) 17.3 73.6 9.i 

Size of Sl;hool ~~~~~mTm II 
Under 300 students (671) 70.8 9.'11 

,i-~~~-------------. 

197) '" 10.<1 

600 " !)gry sludents (1,661) 19,2 71.A 0.0 

l,noo Of more students (1.99B) 20.2 72.0 70 

$ehom Location--­
fn neighborhood (4,079, 19 :3 71.2 95 

(2" 48) I 19:3 72.0 B.7 II 
Gang Aethrity at School 

y" (2,325) 20.7 69.7 9.6 

No (4,102) 18.6 72.5 ao 
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~ 

"1 

Drug Education 

School and SlI.Ider!t Characteristk;s 
No dm, ,b"", I ~ On"" "," I"". _l----F-o"u-r-~: ofinj 

_p!1lvcmion educatkm_j~ Q!Y!VIDUSf! prevenhon_ -drugabUse Prevenllon"ei:iu"C'a1ioo -
educa!km 

C<>mmu!1/ty CIMr9Cf/llris!;cs . 
Poverty (percen! below Bge HI living hi poveft)l ifllipctJde, according 
10 1990 Census)f­ ~-~-~ ~ 

les!; ltJan S% (2,359) ". ns 7.5 
- ~ 

5109% (1.918) 19.2 71.5 9" 
-~ .~-. 

10!Q 19% (1,467) 19)) 69.9 11.1 

10% or l'I'IOJe (523) 21.7 67.4 10.9 
t--~ -~ 

Neighborhood RaceJElhl'llc Composttkm (by lipcode, arxordil"l9lo 
1990 Census) 

LMKI than 6% (2,3'<1) 17.9 '" . 85 
-

61015% (1,261) 19,9 71.4 '.1 
.-­

16 to 40% (1,49~i "'~ 7Q.3 95 

More 1haJ'l40% jl.360) 2U) .. , '.9 

PQPulalion Density (pcrcenlln lipcode, acrotding to 1990 ~nSU$l - c-~ -
In urban mea {3,945) 20.1 70.6 91 . 
Out 01 Ufban area (931 i 17.2 '" 11.2-­
Rural area (1,551) la] 73.1 81 

r--­
~f!egion lby zipi.:OOe 01 household) 

NOrlhi:!flS! (1,059) 16.6 74.2 92 

Soolh (2,594) 19.5 69.a 10.6 . 
Midw~SI (\.4>19) 20.8 '" 1.6-­
West (1.3'5) '" 72:.1 8.3 

--~ 
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----

---- -- -----

•• 
---

--

Sehoal and Siudani Characterlstic$ 

Studenl Cfllmaeterisfics 

!,Grade 

Shdh 

Se~Elnlh 

Eighth 

Ninth 

Tenlh 


El1?lIenth 


Tweffth 

Raee:lElhnteUy 

White. nou-Hispanic 

Black, noo-Hlspllt1ic 

Hispanic ,-- -- ---­

""'" s., 

Drug Edtleaollon 
-~- -~-

One to Ihlee typeslnl No dtug abw56 
oi drug abuse prevention prevenlkm ei.M::ation 

educalion 

(1.0S2) Hl.8 71,7 
-

{i ,(51) 19.2' 69J 

(994) HU) 12_1 

WOOl 19.5 73.1 . - ---- ­

(921) 19.9 70.5 

(719) 21.5 72.5 
-

(742) 22,1 11.2 
-

(4,36iJ) 19.1 72.5 

{93J} 20.4 58.8 

(921j 19.1 69.5 
-~~---

(2'05) 20',0' nO' 

-~-

Fotlr types 01 
drug aim5e PleYenllon education 

, 

i 
I 

11-5 
-

! 
117 

'.3 

!8.1 

6.0 

,'6' 

.S 

1(19 

11.4 

9.0 

Female (3,204) 1S,a 70.8 10-4 

Male (3,22'3) i9,8 72.2 ,. 
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SehcOf and SllJdeot Cl1araeleristic5 
~. ____"'-cu9~E~dU~<=.=H~o0C_____~------ . _______________ 

(., No drug abl../SI;! One 10 three lypes F.", 
IKft.tcat drug 

$ttldenl

"._,­ I
II--. Up ro $5,000 ("01 I 22 7 .-.1 ... ." } ­ ----- ~ 10,9 

$5,000 to $'0,000 !33.1} I 192· r 69,S 1 U 

$10,001 to $15,000 (43?) ,199 61" . 11.5 

$15,001 to $20,000 i376) ! 23,0 69.1 19 

$20,OOi to Si25,OOO (4~1 19_' 12.1 !~__~_ aa II 
$:?5,OO 1 10 $30.000 {600} flU .70.6 11,0 

~~-~--

$30,001 to $35,000 (545) 2U Glt6 , 9,9 
--­ ~~--- -

$35,001 to s.10,000 . {640) 18<1 72:3.1 94 I 
s.10,0011o $50.000 (864) Ht:3 73,3 _1 85 

$50,00110 $75,000 (1,153) 

More than $75,000 

Parent'. Highest lev~1 01 

Less than high school 

n _~gtJ sc~ diploma m 

education 

(755) 

(55/J) 

(2,0<)7) 

(2,Q!O') 

le,o 

'61 

2?8 

19.2 

19.8 

135 

75,9 

&4,9 ... 
71,9 

as 
51 

"3 
1i.O 

8.3 

~II ,~ I~· .. I 
~_ G.<!dualeschool ~; 19.5 ,_ 731 7,4 
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ApPENDIX C J TASlE 2 


Percent of parents and students. 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance 1$ "very easy" or "fairly easy" 

to get at school or on school grounds, by number 01 dftterenl types of school-sponsored drug education programs 

___________________••,.__.;.;::l:::le::n"'d:,:,."d:.::by student In,p_re_vi~l.ts~year._1993______________________ 

_. 
. 

Substance. 
Number of Dlfferen1 Tps 01 Omg Education Progtam, - - - - . . - ­

{n, Cigarettes 01 Iobaexo Beer 01' Wine liq\Jor "'<juona 
Other 
drug> 

Parent ResPQOMls 
- -

TQ'lal PO,117) .. , 24.2 21.1 39.2 33.6 
- -_. 

No <11\19 edUCation {3,583} 1LO
1--­

267 23' 43,6 3Hi 

Ona to lhree types 01 drug education (5.714) 64.1 112.' 19.9 ,,6.6 31.(1 

FOUl" types 01 drug education programs 1820) "'" n.1 "" :36,3 35.• 

Student Responses. 
--- ­ _.. 

Tolal (9,427) .... 29,1 258 28.9 21.6 

No drug uducation !1 ,234} 83.7 32.1 2!l5 32.7 24.2 

One to three types oj drug ud..-;aiion (4,S90j .... 
c· ZitS 2:..4 2!l.7 21.4 

~.. rOOf types 01 <!rug I'KkIcatioll prQ9fSms 1(03) 59.1 ;:>".1 20.1 31l.J 35.0 

NOTE: PerCe11tagcs are calculal6d using weiqhted data. 

SOUACE: National Household Educ:alion S1Jrvey. 1993. 
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ApPENDIX C I TABLE 3 


Youth report of main message about drinking alcoholic beverages that they hear In school education programs about alcohot: 1993 


,~ 
~ 

Substances 
~ 11

Chat.meristic$I I, 00 not drink uom , 
00 no! tjriol!: and SOme otherDo not drink loe 1"1 !Xl not drink I you Are legally old much m<fflsat)e""",enough 

.' 
Tnt,,1 (6,4271 


No drug educAtion (1,234, 
 21.1 9.3 635 1.93.'f-" --
Ooe to three types 01 drug educaliQrl (4,590) 27.1 7.9 61.3 2.• " 
FOUr types 01 drug education progHlms i6(131 3O.S 5.4 599 1.3 1.1.1 

"'= 
NOTE: Percqmages are calculaled uSing welghled data. 


SOURCE.' N3~On;:a1 Ht.lIJsehOkl Educa!ion Survey, 1993. 
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VIOLENCE AND CRIME 



LIST OF TABLES 


No. Tille 

D-l Percent of parents reporting awareness of crime at schoo), by school, 
community, and school policy characteristics: 1993 

D-2 Percent of youth~ grades 6-12, reporting awareness of crime at school, by school. 
community, and parent characteristics: 1993 

D-3 Percent of youth, grades 6-12, reporting gang activity at their school. by school. 
community, and parent characteristics: 1993 

D-4 Percent of parents who reported intervention to avoid violence or threat of 
violence. by school, community, and demographic characteristics: 1993 

D-5 Percent of youth, grades 6-12. reporting changes that they made to avoid crime 
or violence, by school, community. and parent characteristics: 1993 

D~6 Percent of parents and selected school and community characteristics, by the 
number of measures their child's schools took to ensure safety: 1993 

CSR, Incorporated D-i 



ApPENDIX 0 I TABLE 1 

Percent of parents reporting awareness of crime at school, by school, community, and school policy characteristics! 1993 


~~ ~ , ~ 

~ 

-"""--"- -.- ­ ~ " . 
Knowledge Bod resp(lf'stt 10 crime at school' 

Charaete,i$lic$ . Know about crime Fear crime Witnessed crime VtCtim 0.1 crime, 
I'J ~- ~~-

On, Two. Of mora 
One blcident 

Two 0/11'\O(e 0», Two. or more On, Two Of mora 
Inct<.tenl Incidonls I~anl$ Incident Incidents ludden! Incidents. 

,...' (10,117) 29.9 31.0 21-:) 15,4 2S.5 13J> 20.' 7.' 
r-~ ---- ­

School ChMltt;krl$llC!t . 
1-­ -

Type 0.1 School 

Pu"', (9,126) 29.9 39.5 22.3 16.5 26.7 14,6 21.a 90 
~ 

1---
Ptillsle {99t) 29.2 10,7 10,6 3.' 12.6 3.2 10.5 1.5 

PerceIl1 of Students or Chikfs Race et School 

le:ss tnan 25 ~fCenl (1,210) 28.1 36.4 11;ts 19.3 Z,4 14.7 20' 9:9 
---- ­ ~~- '-C_~ 

~-- -~ ---- ­

25 to 75 percenl (4,336) 29.9 41.6 23,2 18,8 21.S 16,6 23.9 '.7 
-----­ ~- -
More lhan 7S pemmt (4.SJ1, 31.0 33.3 20.3 12.0 

" 4 
10.7 19.3 S7 

--- ­ ------ ­
$i:!* 01 S<:hool 

r~ ~-~ 

Under 300 st\Jdenls (1,1171 31." 23.4 20.7 '.3 ?3.4 7.3 176 54 

aoo • 599 ~Itldents (U90l 294 34.1 20.' 14,S 2S,1 12,0 20.9 7.7 
~ 

600 ·991) SUldanls (2,544) :lO.' 40~ 22,0 17,6 27,4 14.9 "'2 13 
---- ­ '-'--~ ~-~ 

1,000 or more sludl'lflts (3,166/ 29.1 42,4 21,4 17.5 2.<;.2 166 19.8 1." ---- ­ --~~ . ~ ,~~ ~---~ .. ~ ---- ­

S<:hooilocAtlon 
. 

II'I~ (6.429) 30.1 36.5 21.0 15,3 25.0 13.3 "'.5 70 
---~ 

Not in rleighbot:hood (3,6981 292 37,9 21,9 IS' 26,4 14,0 21,2 9.0 
~ 

Gr.llde organfzolion 01 Schoel 
-----

ElementalY School {1,170) 292 "" I1.S 10.7 26.3 9.4 1Hi 59 
~ --- ­ ~ 

Middle/Junior Hig!"l School (3.1'93) 29.1 46.<t 24.9 23.6 31-0 182 26.6 11.9 
,-- ­ ~ ~-

High SchOOl /4.6S!H 30.7 '59 20.5 12,1 22,6 13.0 13.4 55 

Combined t 1.065} 320 260 la.1 9.' 22.1 7~7 "" .. 
~ 
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K<towledg@ lind rnponu 10 ttlme at acheol' 

Characleti,tlc, ~_"~wa~cri~ Fear crime WitMsstMt Crime Vi(lim of crime 
t") -­ .~---

One Two Of t'fIOrll! 
Qnil lneldant 

Two or more One Two or lTl()fe 000 Two Of 1'T..m!!l 
Inddenl Il10denls Irddents tr'Icl;iero InCidents tncidenl lncidRl'lfs. .' 

SchODl Chlffllcterisl1u ~cont} I-

Q,m 

Si~lh (1,645) ze.n 346 ... 17,1 297 11.2­ ;n.a 9.6 
--

Se'it!flIh (1,643) 28,4 42.T 25-4· 20.3 "" 15.S 26,4 1(1,1- ~--

Eighlh {1.S55} 29.' 41.1 22' 19A 21,8 1Hi 21.7 '.7 

Ninth (1,423j 318 371 !--~u 15.9 '5,1 14.8 "'., 9.1 

Tenth fiAt6) 29.9 35.6 22.4 12,9 20.5 13.4 18.1 " 
Efflvanth (1,261i 31.8 31.9 t8.5 10.5 2U! 11.2 16.0 3.' 

Twelfth (l,114) 29,8 ,." 18.9 1,l-0 22.9 10.3 ' 16.5 ,. 
Community Cha/Ktern.tiu 

POYitrty (percenl below age 18 liIMIg in pt>'VCfty in tipca.1e, ~dIng ~.!...~ Ce~) 

La$$ than !?/.. (3,152) 30.3 "".0 20.1 140 24.1 13.2 20' 6.7 

f----.­ 5 to 9'%J (3,a54) 30.7 36.S 21.3 ". 26,4 136 22.0 7.7 

~.. 
10 to 19'r. (2..»4) 28.9 37A 24.5 16.5 ,., 14.2 "" 7.7 

2Q%O! mora 1917) ".0 330 18.1 lU 236 13,5 18.2 0" 

Nltighbcuhood AacefElhnk; Compo5itkml (by tlprodfl, accoHfing IU 1990 Cansus) 
.~ -

-tess \tIafl 8% (3,606) 31.3 "6 19.6 12.0 24.iJ l1.3 19.5 56 

G 10 15% (2,{H2} ~a.6 406 22.6 17.0 27.4 155 2ZA '.1 I 
16 to 40% i2,339) "".. 39.3 2:1' I7J, 26,4 1S.7 22.4 ., 

-­ ~. 

41% Of I"JlQI:e !2,lS0) 28.1 .::IS.! 21.7 " .. ". 13 t 19,5 90 

Poputltkln Density (par«fI! in ztpcode, accoromg 10 1900 Census) . 
In IJI"ban arca IS,3Q3} 29.8 ,,8.0 ". 16,9 ".. 14.S 21).7 77 

Ot.rt 01 I.uten area (1.431) 21.> 3S.4 20A 15.2 24.6 14.5 22.4 '5 

L_ RUla! area (2,383j 31.3 34.' 21.2 12.1 25,2 lOT 20,0 6.' i 
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__........=' ­-

, 

! 
-_...... 

Ch;,racferisUcs . ,n,. " .. 

~. 
Community Charlld:erislics (cont.) 

RegiOn thy :;ipoode of housnhold) 

N1)rthMSI (1,710) 

Sooth (4J)59) 

Midwesl {2,294) 

Wesl (2,OS4} 
... 

Schoof PIIIicy Character/sIMs 

School HH Wrillet\ O!selprinary Polley 

Ye, (!M60J 

No (437) 

Aec~ved Copy of Policy 

f--­
Yo, (B,96:11J 

No 1697) 

SChooJ does not hl'l"l! wrttllm policy (437; 

SpanIsh Speaker Ae«iY~ Copy In Spanlsht 

y" (2:31) 

No )9., 

!I--­
Aespoodel11s 10 English Inst>umenl (9.1811 

'. 
Knowjedglil and tesponse to (;fime at schoo'· 

~abuutt,;nm8 Feal crime j Witnessed crime VICtim oj crime
1---- . . . 

One IT~~~ mOle --'" .. ­ - .. 
One Two or more One Incident T~more One Two U< rrt':lfe 

Incident InciOen!$ 
" Ineidertl Incidents Incident lroc.idenfs 

. -~ 

29,0 34.3 20.7 12.9 25.6 I1.B IA.6 '.0 
.. 

296 3B.1 23.' '65 2M 14,1 21.5 .. 
302 35.1. _ • ." 13.0 74,0 17.9 liM 6.5 

.. 

30_0 397 21.6 18.7 24,9 15.0 "3 6.5 

.., 31.1 21.5 15.3 25.7 t3.4 208 ,., 
2e.o 34.' un 17,5 22.4 16' 19J~ 10,1 

. . 

. 

30.' 37.5 71.8 15.3 26,0 13.,* 20.9 7.' 
27.1 32.' 16.0 •• 3 21.9 14.3 19.1 ,., 
28.0 .... 16.7 17.5 224 165 19.9 10,1 

19.9 26.2 ". 20.1 . fB." 7.3 13.5 4.' 
~--~--. 

30.5 26.7 25.6 ,,]7 21.2 11.3 23.0 •••
30~~ ~;-;---.~ 21.3 15.3 25.7 13.7 "'~. 7.' 

Policy Cc.'vetS Orugll 
.~ 

v,$ {9.IOB) 30.0 37.7 21,8 15.5 26.0 1;1-4 21.0 7~2 
-

27.7 17,2No (512) 28.6 13.4 21.1 .0'37 

2ll.•No WfiHen PQfICY (437) 10.7
b.ooe 

Includes then. lohlJery, bul1yiOl). and ilssaul! el sctlool. sct1ooI: eclivilu, IX On U"le way 10 or 110m schooL 
This questIOn only 3ppeared in !h$ Spatlis.il im;!lurneo! 

Page 3 01 3 

NOTt: PefCel1tagrilS atel:alculated uSing weighted data 
Percentage of populatiQn who a!l:~ blacf.:. 01 H1spallic. 

SOURCE: Naliooal Hoosellold Educ<!lion SUlVey. 1993 
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ApPENDIX 0 I TABLE 2 


Percent of youth. grades 6-12. reporting awareness of crime a1 school, by school, community, and parent characleristics; 1993 


---- ­ -~ ~ 

Koowledg.e Bnd response to crime at school' 

Characteristics Know ~hout ctim6 ~ ___ Fear Cfttr~ Witnessed crime Viclim of crime - --,-, 

r~ 
- -

loi Two or ftIOf6 On, Two or mote . , TWo Of more Two or n'IOreOne incident 
inckl-enls incident inCidents One inCIdent "(fu , One Incident inci(foo!sn1a .n_~ 

laird (6,427} 27.0 56.1 25.6 15.1 345 I 21A 16,2 43 
~ --- ­ ---- ­ ~ ~ ~ 

$cheal Charatferfsfics 
r----~ ~-~ 

Type of School 
r~- ~ ~ 

Ptlbtic (5,829) 2(;,3 56.1 lila 15.9 3S~S 22.4 111.6 45 

Private (598) 34~2 325 20.0 S~S 23.2 '~9 1,. 1, 
Percent of Siudents of Child's Race al School 

--- ­ -~~ ~---~ ~- --~ - ­ ~ ~------

leS!l than 25- percent (756) 264 ,... 30A 1£.6 33~. 22,0 19.1 62 
~ 

~ ~ ~ -

25 to 75 percent (2.l6l} 2SJ} 57.9 24 , n.t ,,~O 22,6 lite 4.9 -
More than 75 percent (2,8l4) 2rH 54.4 2SA 13.1 34~' 2CW 17.6 3.3 

~ 

~ 

Size 01 School 
r--~-

Under 300 sludenls iS71 , 37,1 113,1 233 ." "'~. '" 11.3 3~ I 
c-~ ~ --- ­

300 - 599- students (Z,OS)l) 27,5 ""~6 25.1 17.0 33~O 20.3 16.2 5~5 
~----~~ 

SOO . 999 stUdents (1,661) ,",0 55.5 27.5 14,0 37.5 21.4 19.9 ,~O 
-- ­ - - ­ ~ 

1,000 or more stud«lls (1.99a, 23.1 6" ,.~O lSI 35.4 2·1,9 17.2 3.7 
--- ­

--~ --~ 

School lociHlcm 
~ - ­

In neighhomood (<1,079) 2S, 54~9 25.7 15.2 '" I :>05 t1.5 42- 1-;29No! in neighborhood j2,34e} 27.0 s-e 1 ,.~O 15.1 33~5 19.6 4.4 
~ ~ ~ ~- ------~ 
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-

~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ 

Knowiedge and response to trime at schoo" 
~~~ ~--- ~ ~~ 

Chlfflfc1eristics r-~ ~ 
Know MotJt crime real crime Witnessed crime VIctim of crime 

- ­ - ­. . - In)~ -Two Of rnom 
to 

One incident One Two Of fTlOfe 
One il1Cidenl 

Two or more 
One inddl!!flt 

Two Of more. 
incidool~ iocidenl incidents incidents incu:lM!s 

~ 

Comm(JI'I(ty Ch.racleristlcs 

Poverty !pelcen\ below ilgEf 181illing in pt)"erty in 7ipr:OOe, accorrnng to 1990 CensU:Sj 
~ ~ . 

Less tMn 5% (2,359) 274 sa,s 25' le.7 35.6 22' 17.4 39 
~ ----~~ ------~ 

5109% !1.!t78) 27E 54." 25.4 14.5 34 .• 19,9 18A;: .. 
----­ ~- --~ 

10 to 19"/0 {IA67} 24,3 55.5 26.3 'B4 329 22Jl 19.4 4~ 7 
_.. ~ ---~-.. l ­ . 

20% Of !'l1Qfe (/323) 284 530 28,0 19.4 34.' 20.5 17.S 4,:\ 
----­ _.. ----~ ~-- ----­

Nelghbotl1DOd ftacelEthnic Compo.ilion {by zipcodo, according to 1990 (',census) 
-~ 

Less than 6% {2,:l14) 29,1 55.0 Z'i.O 12_2 34." 19.6 18,0 33 . 

61016% (1.261) 25.8 59.B 26.3 14.2 36,S 22.5 \8.1 5~ I 
~ 

161040% p,492} 23A 59.6 25.7 lS.7 32.2 ". 18. " . . ----­ ~-- ~ --~ - ~ ---­

41% Of f1lOfE! (1,360) 27.4 51 a 27.1 Ht8 33.7 19.5 IAI 47 
---_. ~ - - ­ ~ --~- ~ ~--

Population Density (percent in tip.::OO~. according to 1990 CetlSU!;) 

In urban area 13,945} '''' 56.:? 26.6 15,3 34, 21.6 17.8 4~3 . 
OUI 01' urban area iS31j 2£.9 60.0 25.7 HL3 35.' 22.5 19.7 54 . 

Rura! sma (1,551) 28.7 531 24.1 14.0 34' 20.2 1A.4 31 
~ 

Regiol'! (by lipcoda of lm\Jsehold) 
~ 

---~- ~---~ ~. 

NOI1heasl (1,OO9) 26.9 5.' 24. , 14. 32.7 ;l:IA 152 4~3r· ~-~ ._-_. ~ - ~-- ~ 

So"", (2.5!J4) 24,!} !i!Ui 251 , 7,8 35,6 23.2 19.:? ..
----­ ~ 

~ 

Midwest {I,449j, "'~3 53,0 26,3 127 330 20.9 17,0 '.1 

WM' (l,315) 27,7 55.0 :n.T 13,9 357 16.9 20,6 46 
~ ~---~~ 
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· . 

Knewledge and response 10 crime at school' 

Characteristics 
Know aooul crime Fear Cl'ime Wllnesud crime _V~j~ol_~i_m~~_--­

(oi TwO Of more 0"" Two Of m::Ife Two or more Two Of moleOne Inci1:Ient 
i(lcideniS irtidenl ~"lS 

One ineidel'll 
Incicleo!5 

One inddenl 
incidents 

Student Chsrsc1ctistk.s 

Grade 

I, Sixth {Ui5f!) 29.7 495 254 21.6 336 16.8 2{).3 '.9- ---­ -

Sellenth (1,051; 2{).1 SS.5 21.9 18.a 39.3 20.6 21.8 6.' 
~~-. 

Eighlh i994) 23.2 50.' ,"-' 16.0 31.2 264 "'5 4.' 
---_.,-

Ninlh (ea6) 27.5 $7.1 21-8 1,4.4 37,6 20.3 19.3­ 5'> 
~. 

Tenll'l (!J211 "6 29.3 ,., !3.0 345 23.9 16.6 '.7 

fJcvenlh tn 9) ,.. 56.3 25.5 HL5 :\4.8 22.2 13-1j I.,
f----­ ~-

Twelf1h (742) - 27.6 50.6 21.6 ,4 "'.0 19.6 11.3 ,.. 
Re<;t"/Ethn!eity 

--~----

White, I'\OI'I·HI!ij)<1nic 14,3681 - 26.' S7.3 25.1 13.9 35.4 21.5 16.3 4.2 
---­

8lack. I'IOI"l-Hispanie (93."l) 2$-13 55,(; ZeAl ", 32.S Z:t4 16:.6 43 

Hispanic: \921 } ,., 51,2 '.5 21.0 :t3-2 16.6 17.5 4.1 

Othel (205) 300 48,1 24.6 1G,3 3"-4 17Ji 15,7 4-' 

-
S" - -~-- --­

Female i3,(!U4j 24.7 57,1 27' ... '''' 20.7 t'l'.1 ~O 

Male (3,223) ;:S.2 SSO 24A 13,6 35.B 22.1 19.4 5.6 
- - - ----'­ ---­

HOU$ehold Income 
-

IJp to $25,000 (1.640, 25.8 54.' 26,8 111,5 336 ;:1.4 lB.3 54 
-

Mote than $25,000 14,513'1') 27,'1' 56.B 25,1 13.0 35.1 21A 162 3. 
- ~~- -
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----011 

It ~c~ j' II 
,~~~~___ . Knowledgt end responso to crlm_ at sc,",oo" 

u Know ~bou! ~r1m~ _ Fear crime WlI~s~~~~:i~ __ ~~~ir.hm of crirll~~ =11---­
.• 11---- • iFl;~1 ~incidenl I-TwO-ormore"'" -on;e-- -TwoOrtr\(ll'fi 0 .. I ~ TWQormore On"(1 ,1 T~:"l'OClm 

Cherllcletisfics 

incidents inCident indd~l'll$ fie inCitIen I incidents e II"ICl en InciclAnls 

1~~~·~S~IU~d=.~n~I=Ch~.=rnc=cI=,,~n='=k='~~=O="~'~J_________________________________________________________________ 
Pe't"nf's Hlghetl level of EduclIlJon 

I est Ihan high sclloaf (550) 26,7 51.5 250 f 202 33.' 17.4 20.0 45 

High """'" .""""",••""."",,(2,0") ,.. 55,1 23,' ". "'.0 2\,' lB.' ..I 

II 


U 


II 

IIII 


II 


Sort'e pos!~ry edocalioo (2.052) 27.S 56.4 

Coil4?g!!l degr" l604U 25,4 599 

Graduato school (1,014) I 2?~3 SIlO 

School and out-of-echool llCtjvltiu" 

Child partiCipaI('s 11'\ !'lchool actlllilies 21,1 56'(accOfdlrlQ to palen!) 14,595) 
~. -~-----

1 u.. I1 
Child doc. not participalC in schoo
8ClM~!~. (a~~~ to parent! !1,819} 26.1,'1 54.9 

Child particfpales In OIJI--oI.~ 26.t 57.S 
ac!ivilies {accoldmg: !o parent) (3,823) 

·f--I­
Child <10M no! pOI'1£ipale in o~J1·ol, 
school actilllll8$ 21:1,2 ....0 
{according to parent; (2,004) 

~~. 27,7 14,9 35.0 22-6: 1B.9 4.7 

25.3 13.1 37.3 2L7 17.6 . V I 
26Jl: 10.3 33.5 20.0 14.9 3.B : 

------C,~-- - ,~~~--- ~~~. 

31.8 I 2L3 3.928.6 

I 
14,5 

1 .. 1.. .. +- 18.2 

16.1 21.6 1B.iI34.' 53"0 
---11·-­

._115.2 15,0 35.2 21.7 11,9 

---+--..·1-1-­

'" 15.3 18,9"5 20' '2 
-~.......~. - ~~. - --------1 _______.L____ 


Academic: n,cotd (according 10 palent, 'Compared with uhf ctIildren in Ichlkf'i class, how woukt you say [chll-d) f$ doing in {his/hEIII scl"trxliworli; Ihis year'!') 
I I I ! I I 

Near !he lop Oollhe class (2,259L 27,3 55.2 24,() 13,' 34.0 19.3 ___ tfi,S 3,1 _, 

i Above the middl0 01 the class (t,S03) __ 26,9 56.3 26.9 _1_~~__ 35,7 2U;, 172 3,2 I 
AfotA~themiddl('ollhel....(I$S (2.058) 2a~__ 53.9 __ 26:.4 17.5 32.2 22,4 19.5 5.6 __ 

Bclow the middle ollhe class (417J 22,4 8&5 28.7 16,6 43.2 22.2 21.4 4.11 

Ne~~!!:=~O~ olihe ~:ss (lRO) 21.3 64.9 23.3 157 37,7 307 25.0 9.3 II 
NOTE: Percentagcs are catclJlaled u$U1Q wetgh(ed ctala. 

locludes theft, robbery, bunying, nod nssatllt at schol:"A, schot:.A actMles-, or on tI>e way lour Irom school. 
Extiud&$ $m;lI1t fl\.I!I"Ibef 01 sludenls wilos(' parentS re!lpOnded that there were no activilia-s available altha!r child's schOOl, 

SOURCE: Nationallrou5ehold Edocnlion Survey, 1993. 
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ApPENDIX 0 I TABLE 3 


Percent of youth, grades ijwU. reporting gang activity 01 their school, by schoof, community. and parent char3lcterfstics! 1993 


.. . 
Reported ~)'e$· Number of 0<ln99 lit School_. - - --­ --­

I") SlUdenls are ill 'Thele are j'f'lCidenls al 
Two or righting my school r&laled to I am ill a gang on, 

98ngs at my school gang activity ""'" , 

! Total (6,427) 35.0 11.97 " 7.' >1.7 

$ehoof Charac1efi1itlcs I 

Type cf $;.';hcol . 

PUblic ~5,a29l 37.0 19,' 1.0 7.8 292 
, 

----. 
Private (598) 11.0 

, 
3' O.S 1.7 93 

--­ -------~. ---

PerUlll 01 StUMnI$ 01 Chilo's Raee at School 
, 

• 

Less lhan 25 pe.!'(:cnl (766) 43.6 22,6 O.S 7.S 35,1 

25 10 75 percent /2,1871 41.1 21.3 1.3 7. 343 - -

Mole than 75 parcent (2.574) 21.2 14.1 0.7 7.2 20.1 

Ske of School -
Under 300 students {fi7l) 1!}.3 6.7 1.5 5,1 13.7 

300 • 599 students (2,097} 29,4 15.1 07 7.3 21.1 
• 

600 • 999 students {1.661) 35.3 18,4 0, 7.4 28-9 

1,000 Of more stvdenlS (1,998) '" 24_5 1.1 7.8 'M , 

. 
$tlhoo! Locatioo 

In neighbod'lood (4.1)79:) 34.0 I 17.5 
I -­ .. 

0.' I e.l 

I 
26.7 

- ---_. .. 
No! in nelghibQrhoOO {2,346} 35.3 i 16.7 1.2 &.0 29<) 

---­
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.. 

e Rtoported ·yes" Number of Gangs at Sch!Xl1 I 
I I . ~ 

In) Sl;x!ent$ lIIe m There ate iocldents al , 
-Ofte- _T,!IO})f_1-., tighti'19 __ -U¥ sd100I relalao IO~J-t am m a gang­, • - gangs al my school gang aCIp/lli' -, 

Community Chil,2cferi.srics 

Poverty {percent below age t8 living In poverty in l!.ipcO\'1n, I!ccoro.ng to 1990 ~.;l}nsus} 
r -­

less !tJan 5% . (2.:159) 3.-1,8 .66 0.' 6.7 25.' 

Stog%. (1,978) 32' nUl ,,, ,.. 25.5 

1010 19"1.. (1,467) 3S.S .,. ... '3 29.5 . 
~ormom (523) 46,9 28.9 '.2 5.6 41.4 

Nelgtlbomood R~thnlc Composition (by zipcode, aa:tlrding to 1990 Cat'lS\.Is) 
-

less ttlan 6% (2.314) 23.7 11.1 U 7.3 .03 
---­

61015% (1,261) 38.6 16-2 '6 6,' 3•• 
~-

16tQ 40% (l,492} 42.4 2.. 0.' 7.• 35.4 
--­

More than 40% {1,360) '90 28.5 1.3 6.1 42,9 
-­

Population Density (percent in llpcode, 9I;cordlr;g!0 1990 Census) 
- - ----~~-

rn urban arWl f,l,945) '26 21.9 1.0 7.7 l4,9 
---

Oul oll.lrtmn area (93t) ,.2 17,7 •.7 " 23.5 
--­

Aural area: (l.SS!) 19.5­ 93 U 5,7 ".-
Regkm {by lip(;OOe 01 hollSehoW} 

, 

Northeas! (1,069} 24.9 10.7 1.2 ,.. 18.1 

SooIh {2,594) 32.1 17.0 11 5,' 26,5 
-

Midwest (1,4491 3J.3 11.0 '.7 77 <,5,6- -

W,O {l,315) '98 2tt6 0,' 10.1 39-7 
----

Appendi;( 0 I Table ,3 Page 2 of 4 



~ 
Numbet of Gangll at Sehoal I 

~~ 
_ ~__!'I!p0rled ·yeS· 

Oe TW~or l(n, SIUdtnts ar~ ill There are incitlen1s al 
iightn9 my school misled (0 lammagMg 

n "'" gangs al my SChool gang activit'! 

$rudel1! Chatlt£!erisfin i 
G,,,, ! 

~ ~-~ 

Sb:lh P,052) 19.;) • ~O 0.. 3 • 15.4 
~ 

Seventh (1,051) 35.r, 15,8 1~2 7~O 2' 5 I 

Eighth . (994) 37,6 19.4 1.1 93 28,;] 
.~-

"m" (B8B) 4.0 21.9 I.' 7.1 3:J5 

Tenth (921) 4CtJ 22~ 1~2 7~, 32.7 

EI1'I"'-'nll1 (779) 396 22~O O~. 9~1 3Ct,5 
~ ~ 

r_1h (742) 34~. 16,1 0~2 ., 76.7 
-~~~. 

Rl!eelEthnlcny 

wtaile, noo·Hi$p.arric (4,36S) 30~. 15.4 .~9 7~. ;:-:lCt 

Bladt, noo,H/sp.'lnic (933) 41,3 22~' I .• 4~' 36.9 
-

HispaniC (921) 51.5 26.7 M '~2 43.3 
- -

Olhllr (205) 392 L U.S 1.5 7.5 31.6 

S.. 
-~ -

famale iJ.2(4) 34.1 18.4 05 0.. 27.6 

Mru, (3.223) 35~9 11,5 1~. " "0 

Household Income 

Up to $25.000 (IJI40) I 36,9 I - 66.3 I-~ 14 

I 
07 

1 
3l)~3 

M<Me than $25,000 {4.SB7J I__ ~, 33.8 68.6 0~7 7.7 "'~ 1 
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d "'fiI'" __. _ Gangs al Sckool 
- ­ _.---, ---­ ._­

in) Sludll'nts a.a in j'Tf«!re are incidqnts al 
lighlinQ my schOOf Ie1aJ~JO-" 

my sctllxJl ­ gang acti'.li1y 
I am in a gang_I_Ooo_I-.--.! 

Student ClIsrscteristks (coni.) 

f-
Levet of Education 

L<= ,,""" (551)1 44,4 25.3 '.3 7.' 
High school diploma or j i2J)Q7~ 34. 11.5 1.5 '.7 ..~-

"""" e(/ucaOOn {'.05?1 34,4 11,9 05 '.0 

(804) I 33.9 16.1) '.• B 

Graduala set!ool (1,014) 31A 15.8 0.4 ••• 
rhO<>' ond 0"""'-, 6<1Ivll',,' 

Child IXlrticlpates In school activities 
(accOf<ll1l9 to parent) (4,S9!') 32.5 16.9 ... '-1­

0.6 7.3, .. 

"'. L7 7.5 

f 
Child does I'\Q1 partidpalil in school activities I 404 

.._ ~~?!ding to parent) (UU9)' .­ -+ ---1 ~-~'-I-- - ­ + 
Child IXlrticipales;n OUf·ohchooi acfivlties I 333 7 3 

~ _(ac:M1In9 to parent) {3.S23)· 1 , 0.' 

Child ~$ nul participate ill ool-ol·s;::hooj ocri'lli!!.! I 37,4 I t8.9 I ','
_iC-=·='=d'cn~gclo:":'P'='C,cn':!.)_~~~~~__~~~[c2=·""c..cc'J.~~___~~_..J.. ._~____ _ 

Academlc r«old iaceonli"9 10 parMI, "Compared v.ith ottler children In Ithikfs) class, ~w vroukf you say (childj is doing in thislher} ~ 

r-- --­ Near the top oIlhe class (2,26~;~__ 250 I ,.e,a, I 0,;) 

0.' 
1.3 

2.1 

5.• 

lhis Yilar?'j 

7.3 

7.' 

'.1 

'5 
7.2,. 

12.0 

,.. 

3M 

26.1 

26.4 

2M 

24.6 

25.4 

32.9 

26.0 

30.0 

22.5 

25.9 

3ltIJ 

36.9 

:18_9 

NOTE: 	 PercanlBg$S ate catclJlaled using weighU,id dala. 
Exdlllfes &mall number or sludenl$ wt\ose. parents tesponlfed IMI ItU.lfe WiHe no attMtles available alltleir d1iI(f$ School. 

SOURCE: Nabonal HoIJSahuJd Education Survey, 1993 
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ApPENDIX 0 I TABLE 4 

Percent of parents who reported intervention to avoid violence or threat 0' violence, 


by school, community, and demographic characteristics: 1993 


II ·C.c_ • 

. Number of P'm'mt 10teNantlonsCt1sta(lle-rl!lUcs 
(0=) No Changes arm Change- Two or More Olnnge<S 

Total 

II Total {lO,I") i 10.5 2,t3 ~~ 100% 

Sell",,! Chlf1'4cterildics 

Type .of School 

Priva!e 

PubliC (9,126) f 9.4 2:15 61.1 100'% n 
(OOl} 21.5 337 41ts 1000/0 

Peteen~ of Students of Child'. RaCft at School 

Less than 25 petcel'lt it ,2101 7.' 2'0 70' 100% 

25 to 15 percent (4,336) 7.0 21.6 71. IOO"'~ 

More Itlan 15 pereen1 (4,511) ' ­ 14,1 21,2 56.8 100"k II 
Size 01 School 

Uode-r 300 ltltll':le<1I!l {l,lH) 15.6 295 54.9 1000/" 

~, 300· 59htudents (3.290) I 10.0 24,4 65.7 10l:I0/.. If 

61.2 

6(1) - 999 students (2,544) 

1,000 Of mor. s!udenlS (3,tSS) 

95 1__ 23.3 61.1 1_ 100% II 
9.7 23.' '00" 

, $cboollocationt, ' fn nefghbomood (6,429) Ut5 244 SotS 100% 
II 

Not in neigtIDrutlOod (3,6eS) 9,5 24.2 66,0 100% 

UG"de Organization of $chool -- r'----------,-

Elememary School n,170) 9A 21.7 .... ,-
Middle/Juniof High- School {3,193) 55 19.0 15,5 100'l~ 

52.•29,9 100% 

If - School ('.""'1 I 12.3 27.' .... 'OO%~ 
Combinsd {1,OSS) 11.5 
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Number 0' Parent Inlerw9ntlon.CharacteriStlC1 
~~~ TOle! 

(~l No Chang!.'! One Qwnge ,>'Vv v' ,.,,,, 

---------.. ~;;un~;~~C~h~.~"'~'~~;';n~l~i'~'~·.~~~~::::::-==,==~==========::======~~~~~~::::~::::::::::::::~::~::::::::::-.'Ik::::::::::::~·;,~~~c~.... 
Poverty ~perr;;enl below age i 8 ';wIg in I"""uly in zipcod1;l, accOIding 10 1990 Cenwsi 

Less 'Mn 5% (3,152) 13.9 26.5 

5 10 9':;' {J,0541 10.6 2~L6 

\010 19,,{, (2,3341 220'A 
Z,O20% or more (977) l6A 


Neighborhood RaeeJEtht"l!c Composition' iby l~codn, according 10 1990 Cot"lsusl 


less lhan 6% 
 28,9 

,.A61Q15% 

~1.11610400/" 

15,0 


PopulatiQn Density {p8letmt in lipcode, att.oI"dJng to 199(1 CenW$} 


,~u<+.~'"' ..... " m "''''"'1 I 


111% Of mo<e 

21,4 ~I • 
21.6Oul of utban area 

Rural' area "2 
ReglQn {by llpCode of hou$etdd) 

Z54II NOIiheaSI -=----+-........::=--+---=:..':.-.--I ,~" 

>2,' 

Midwest 25.3 

,-0-_0, I ~ooL.. Wt'sl I~~~~~ 
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• 


Chtllaeh!trislk:s 

I ­ -~. 
DemogfJrphlc ChafOfcte:ristit:$ 

~eefElhniejly 

While, non-Hispanic 

Black, non-HlSpamc: 

Hispanic 

Other 

." 
Female 

....,. 
Ttllel Houuhold Income 

--­ -
'- ­

NOTE:, 

$5,001} Of teS5 

15,illn 10 $11),000 

S10.001 to $15,000 

S'S,OOllo 520,000 

$20,00 I 10 $:!S.OOO 

$2S,OOt 10 l3Q,000 

S30,00 1 10 $35,000 

$35,001 to $45,000 

$40,001 10 $50,000 

SSO,OO I to $75,000 

Oller $75,000 

In",) 

(6,81S! 

(1,5Q7) 

{1,43BI 

(357) 

. (4,975} 

(5,142} 

. 
(362) 

(535) 

(SS8) 

(633, 

(131) 

(933) 
-

''''''' 
i91Jj 

(1,:145) 

{1,8:..m1 

{i,lOn 

. . 

NlJmbClf 01 Parent Inler ... cmllon9 
! 

- Total 
No Ch91'lgeS One Olange Twu (If MOtIl Changes 

... -
12.9 273 5!1 a 100"", 

---­ ~ -

2.0 '52 81.8 '00% 

50 18,4 76' 100% 

to.2 ", 64.6 '00% 

10.9 23.1 66.' '00"4 

10,1 "5 64.' '00,," 

... 

;:U 'B2 IB.7 1~. 

5.' 22.1 72.7 tOO"J'~ 

'.7 20:9 75.<1 ,00% -.. 
9.5 19,9 70.6 '''''''. 
6.' 25.3 66.4 ,­

,I< 24,1 64.S ,­
••• 2lla 62,2 100% 

101 22.4 61.5 '00'l'. 
,.. 25.0 656 100'0/~ 

13,9 2'1.4 58.8 100% 

2<>.' 213.0 51.2 1000/", 

PeKentages are calcUlated usi!\g weigl1l<l!~ data. 
Pell;enlage of popularion who ale bladi 01' Hispanic. 

SOURCE: NaliooO:l HousehOld EdUCtlllOn Sur"e'f, .1993. 
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ApPENDIX 0 t TABLE 5 

PerCent of youthj grades 6~12, reporting changes Ihey have made to avoid crime or violence" 


by school. community. and parent characteristics: 1993 

, , -.. 

. 

~~ .. 
~~ . 

Charac:terlstlcs 
~ 

$llldel'lt BehavIoral Changu 

(n) Reported no changes MadEl {lO9 change Mads lwo or mme changes 

Tolal (6,427) 50.3 2~.4 25.3 

School Charat4efl,tics 

Type of School 

""'" (S,a29) 48,1 2~,B 26.6 

Private (59t1) 69.7 "'~, 10.2 

Percent of St~nl!l of Child's Raee at Sr;hool 

Less llWn 2S percent (l6S} 4SJl 22,6 32.5 

25 to 75 percent (2,767; . 47.2 2'tO '" ~ - ­ - ­
More than 7'.) pen::flflI (2,674) 04.2 25,2 20.6 

~----­

Size of School 
~ 

Una/!< 300 studsnts (671 i 53,1 24,1 72.J 
~.. .. 

300 • 599 sl\.ldenls {7..(197) 49.4 24.5 25.1 
~~~-

600 • 999 st'lldents (1,6&1) 50.1 23.B 2';'2 

1,000 or more stUdents i I .;198, 50.2 25.1 24,7 

~oolloeal'on 
- ---­ - ---­ --­

In neigflborhood {".0791, 507 24.<\ 24.9 
----

Noi in neighoorh(lO!;l (2,348) 49.5 24,5 . 26.0 
.. . 

.. 

Total 

,_ 

...,-
~ 

tOO% 

100% 

,""" 
100% 

100% 

'00% .' 
~ 

100% 

100'}'" 

100% 

100% 
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Characteristics Student Behavioral Changes 

["I 
10lal 

Reported no changes Made one change Made two or more changes 

Community Characteristics 
. 

Poverty (percent below age 1 B living in poverty in zipcode, according to 1990 Census) 

Less !han 5% (2,359) 55.5 24.7 19.6 1000/0 

5 to 9~o (1,97B) 51.0 25.1 24.0 100% 

101019"10 (1,467) 45.3 23.2 31.6 100% 

20% or more (623) 3B.B 24.1 37.2 100% 

Neighborhood RacelEthnlc Composition (by zipcode, according 101990 Census) 

Less Ihan 6"10 (2,314) 58.1 23.9 18.0 100"10 

6to 15% (1,261) 50.9 23.9 25.2 100% 

161040"10 (1,492) 44.7 26.6 26.6 l00"h 

41"10 or more (1,360) 37.7 23.9 3B.4 1000r. 

Populallon Density (percenl in zipcode, according to 1990 Census) 

In ufban area (3,945) 4B.7 24.4 26.9 100% 

Out 01 ufban area (931) 45.8 26.8 27.4 100% 

Rural area (1,551) 56.4 23.2 20.5 100% 

Region (by zipcode at household) 

Northeast (1,069) 53.4 24.9 21.B 100% 

Soulh (2,594) 46.1 25.5 28.5 100% 

Midwesl (1,449) 56.7 23.8 19.5 100% 

West (1,315) 47.5 23.1 29.5 100% 
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r ="'0= 

Characteri$\i(:s StlK$ent aeha~lo:ral Changes i 
- -~- (nj Total 

Repor1ed no changes Made one ch<1nge Made two ru mole changeS 

. - Student Characferislics , 

Grade . 
Sixth 11,(52) 37.9 25.4 26' 100% 

Seventh (1.051) 41.5 ,.. 29.1 100% 
--­ ~- -

E~h!h (994) 45-8 ,... 26.2 _ 100% 

Nin!h ([:laB) so 4 235 "" 
,_ 

-­ -t-
T enll) j92f) '42 23.6 22.0 100% 

Elevenlh (719) 587 "3 17, I 100% 
it- --­ -­

lwelhh (742) tI!P 17,1 1:).2 100% 
-

"acefEthnicity ,­
While, f1Of'\<Hlspsruc (<1.368) '" 245 :10.3 100% 

BInd!. n()fl-t-lispanit (9~l 3lU 23,7 37,4 1~.4 

Hispanic (9;>tj 3.' '" '04 
,_ 

Ottii'll 12<>5) ~4,6 24_3 3U 100% 
-

Sew: . 
,--­ -­

Female (3204) 49.5 25.2 2S<l 100% 

"'" P,223) 51.1 2:3-1 25.3 100% .. 
HQuseheld Income 

-

Up !o $25.000 (1,£1"101 . 44,6 '" 3U 100".4 

Mune than $25,000 (4.S87) 539 250 21.1 100% -

, 
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-
Chet8Clerl$tin Siudent Behavioral Changes 

(0) Toral 
Reported no Changes Made one cha~ Made tv.o or mme changes 

$ludent Chanu:rt'rlsliclJ (coot) 

Penni's Highest Level of Education . 
- ···r -­

laS!! than higtl schoo! (550) 37.0 22.1 <10.0 1_. 
- - - ------------

Higtl schOOf dipklma Oi eqtnVa!I!fl(;Y tUl(l7) "'." 22." 2£.3 100% 
---------- ­ ---

SOme poslsec!)f'(fary ~l!IllOn {UIS2) ••• 255 25.5 1000/. 

COIit'ge degteft (SI)41 SIll 2'UI 19.1 1000/~ 

Graduate ',lCtoool (1,01 41 55] 262 IS.1 100% 

. 
School and Otrt-of·sehool aelivJtft!s" 

Child p8ftictpates In scl'!oot act\vilkls (accORflng to parent) (4,595) 52.S 25,0 22.5 100% 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -------­

Child does not pm1i6pate in school actMties 
01:5,1 23,1 31.9 100%(according 10 pat811lj iUlt91 

----------- ­

Child participates in ool-ot-So:hooi ACtivitieS 502 25." 242 100%
(according to pall!llIl 13,823) .. 
Child does no!: part;cipale in oul:..of·sd1oooI aclMtles 

50.4 22,S 26.• '00l'.(acrotding to parenl) (2,604) 
---------­

Academic ffcord (accoroing to pelem, 'COtnpafOO 'lrilh Ol11er ch~kmn h1 [chiJd'sj class. hoW WOIM )"Ou say (d'llldj is doing in lhislhelj sct"1c<ltwott this year?", 

~ar ltIe !t:)p oi lilt dass ~2.269i 55' 23.7 21.1 100'% 
----------- ­

Above am middle oJ ltIe class {1.503) 52,) 26.2 21.1 1000/, 

A!OlIfId Ihe middle of Ihe crass (2,056) <16,3 7.l.6 , 30,1 .I_ 
6efow Ille mkJdte ot me ctass {a1I1) 411,9 24.4 30.7 )00':'~ 

N$ill lhe bQtl(lm ollhe class (l80) 37.1 ilB.S 34.' 1OQ"~ 

NOTE: Percentages are cafeui;tded using weighle<J data. 
Ifldudes t9tl.iflO a s~cial fouta to school. slaying away hom ceflain places in me school Of school parking tots nod grounds, s~aYlng away ftom schoot·related events like dances Of 
spofl!l ErVenls, !Iylng !o Slay in a 9fOUP, and slaying homEI Irom school. .. EJI;dlJdi!s small number or shidel'1ls whose parents responded lhal Ihere were no aelivdies available allheir ch~d's st:hool. 

SOURCE: National Household (<iucatiOfl SurveV. 1993. 
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ApPENDIX 0 I TABLE 6 


Percent of parents and selected school and communily characteristics, 

by the number of measures their child's schools took to ensure safety: 1993 


Number 01 School MeasuresCharacteristics 
(oj 

One to Four Five 10 Eight 

Tolal (10,1.17) 

School Characteristics 

Size 01 School 

Under 300 students (1,117) 72.6 20.2 

300 - 599 slUden's ·(3,290) 67.2 31.0 

.(2,544) 62.9 35.9600 • 999 slUden's 
. 

54.7, 1,000 or more students (3,166) 44.6 . 
School Grade 

Elementary School (1,170) 72.6 23.3 

Middle/Junior School (3,193) 61.3 37.7 

High School (4,669) 59.4 39.5 

Combined Grade (1,065) 72.9 21.2 
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Cho\Hacteti,lles ,n, 

Community ChllracttHisrJcs 
-~-

Poverty Ipelt:efll below <lga lallYing In povilrIY in ~$. 9\'XOrding to 1'990 Census! 

less Ih<1n 5% tJ,7til} 

5109% (3,054) 

1010 19% (2,334) 

200! more {917) 
!---~ 

Neighborhood Raee/Ethnlc Composition' thy l!p~, aeeo1dlng to 19SO Census, 

tess Ihan6% (J,606) 

G 10 15,),. 	 (2.012) 

151040% (2,339} 

41% 01 fOOI'e (2.160) 

Populal~ De'nllity (petcent in lipcodn, accofdirlg to 1990 Census) 

In urban ares i6,3/}3) 

Oul 01 ulban area {1,431J 

Rural arM (2.3B3} 

HOlE: 	 PEfumtages ale calctrla10ri using weighted data. 
Percent<lge 01 popufaliot1 wOO are WnCk or '~ispank_ 

SOURCE: National Housl'lhmd £.duca1iorl SW'i1rj'. 1993. 

•.. -~-

Number of School Me.sur" • 
One 10 Foor 

56,9 

69,3 

58.5 

36.2 
~- ­

'47 
67.1 

51,7 
~ 

37,1 

55.1 

73.0 

74.1 

~ 

Five to Eight 

31.3 

llt7 

39.S 

62' 

22' 

3LS 

41 3 _ 

61.9 

42.9 

25.1 
.~ 

23.1 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Recent research and arrest reports indicate that adolescent participation in drug trafficking has 

increased dramatically during the past 20 years. For many youth. selJing drugs is just one of a variety of 

episodic delinquent behaviors in which they engage during adolescence and is something that rarely lasts 
. 

more than a few months or extends beyond a limited number of transactions. Allhough there are no 

firm statistics 011 the actual prevalence of youth in drug sales. it is estimated that about 10 percent of all 

youth sell drugs during any given year. with the percentage being much greater in low~income. inner~city 

neighborhOods, Of particular concern is the fact that youth invoJvement in drug trafficking is occurring 

at increasingly younger ages. 

Some of the increase in adolescent drug trafficking is directly related to the rapid expansion of 

drug markets that followed the introduction of crack~cocaine in the mid-1980s:. The highly lucrative 

crack~cocaine market creates jobs and makes it possible for youth to move up the ranks of drug selling 

in a way not previously possible. Children as young as age 9 or 10 are recruited as Jook~outs and 

runners for drug dealers, thereby decreasing both the visibHHy and the risks of the adults involved. 

Thus, the crack: "explosion" has reversed the temporal sequencing of drug use and selling. which 

previously helped to explain much of youth involvement in drug sales. 

There are indications that the increased violence associated with drug lraffLcking can be linked to 

the increased participation of youth In the crack-cocaine market. The volume of cash generated by crack 

sales and the competition for [Urf it engenders have led to an increase in the number of weapons 

involved. These weapons often are used by youth who have nO experience with firearms and who have 

been desensitized to violence by the circumstances in which they live. The evidence also suggests thar 

violence is used to enforce discipline williin the ranks of the crack~cocaine distributional hierarchy. 

Despite a suhstantial number of studies that investigate adolescent drug use and other delinquent 

behaviors, little systematic research has been conducted specifically focused on adolescent drug 

lrafficking. The available dala do not provide an adequate profile of those youth involved in drug 
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Executive Summary I 
traffiClcilg because most research studies are focused on unrepresentative samples from high-risk urban 

areas, atd official statistics represent a demographic picture [hat may be more reflective of law 

enfQrceJnent activities than of the total Population involved in selling drugs. Nevertheless, there are 

indicatitns that drug trafficking frequently is the crime for which youth enter the juvenile justice system. 
I 	 . . 

Although only a small proportion of young deaI"rs (less than 2 percent of all adolescents) are heavily• • 

involvea in drug sales. self-reports and official crime statistics indicate that this group is responsible for 

"t committing mOre than 60 percent of all property and violent crimes commiued by youth.

I 
! 	

.
rhe risk factors identified for adolescent drug trafficking can be grouped into the following five 

~ broad categories: . 

I 
• 	 IndiviJuoJ risk !aclon.-These include drug use, alcohol and tobacco use, delinquent 

behavior. early participation in adult behaviors. lhrill~seeking or risk-taking personality, gun 

possession and weapon carryjng. low school att~hment and low attendance, poor schoo} 

achievement. and lack of self-control or external local of control; 

• 	 Family ciuJracteristics.-These inc;Jude family alcohol and drug use, low family attachment. 

lack of supervision. and low parental education level; 

.. 	 Ecological and neighbbrhood risk facton.-These include frequent exposure to drug 

activities. contact with drug-trafficlcing adults, community acceptance of drugs. few 

opportunities for personal success, and lack of aJternative activities; 

• 	 Economic risk factors.-These include weak labor market for low~sldll jobs. Jow wage 

potential of existing jobs, and a strong drug market; and 

.. 	 Other social risk /actors.-These include peer group influence and a low level C!f deterrence 

by the legal system. 
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Executive Summary 

It is important 10 note that none of the existing research documents a causal relationship between 

any of Lhe risk factors and adolescent involveme~t in drug trafficking. Severai risk factors, however. 

appear to be more closely related to youth involvement in drug dealing than are others. These factors 

include personal drug use, because many youth tum to selling drugs for increased acc:ess to the drugs 

and for income to support their own drug ~se; frequent exposure to drug activities either in the family. 

among peers, or in the neighborhood; and a risk-taking or thrill-seeKing personality. Although there is 

<-; 	 some evidence that youth from low~income families are attracted to drug selling as a means of 

overcoming their poverty, research indicates that youth spend most of their drug money earnings on 

luxury items rather than on basic necessities. 
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ADOLESCENT DRUG TRAFFICKING: INFLUENCES AND RISK 
FACTORS 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Adolescent drug trafficking and the violence often associated with it present a serious problem to 

many jurisdictions throughout the United States, Several studies. as well as arrest reports. indicate that 

the number of youth selling drugs or panicipating in activities that facilitate drug sales is increasing. 

Even more disturbing, youth are beginning to sell drugs at increasingly younger ages. Evidence shows 

that some of the .iDcrease in violence ass,oc:jated with drug trafficking may be related to the recruitment 

of youth into the drug business.) This repon has been compiled to exarrune the current research on 

adolescent drug trafficking. to summarize factors that increase an adoiescenCs risk of becoming 

involved in drug seBing, and to determine whether this information can be used to develop interventions 

[hat reduce or prevent adolescent drug dealing. 

The following sections examine the magnitude of the adolescent drug trafficking problem. 

demographic characteristics of young drug traffickers, and adolescents' involvement in the drug markeL 

Magnitude 01 the Problem 

Despite a substantial number of studies that investigate the associations between drug use, other 

drug offenses, and delinquent behavior, little systematic research on drug trafficking among adolescents 

js available. Likewise, official crime statistics provide only limited insight into the magnitude of 

adolescent drug trafficking, Growing interest in research on adolescent drug trafficking may result from 

reports of increasing involvement of youth in this activity, While national YOUlh surveys in [he early 

1970s reported the prevalence of drog trafficking among youth as less than 1 percent. more recent 

national studies estimate that during a gi ven year> about 10 percent of all youth engage in drug 

selling.Z.3,4 Furthermore. several poUce data sources indicate that an unidentified but considerable 

number of yooth continue to sell small quantities of drugs in settings where there is little risk of police 

apprehension. 
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!The percentage of young drug traffickers is especially high in low-income. inner-city 

neighbbrhoods. A stody of a sample of drug~involved youth in Miami revealed that the first crime 
I . 

committed by 67 percent of the youth interviewed was a drug sale or some other drug·related illegal 

activiJ.3$ Participation in drug trafficking also is relatively high among incarcerated youth.~ Drug 

traftic~ng often is the first criminal activity engag~ in by those convicted of a drug offense and 

inCre~inglY is the crime by which youth come to the juveniJe justice system. Nationwide jn 1993, 

approximately 89,100 drug offense cases were disposed of by juvenile courts, which represents a 
I . 

24-pereent increase over the number of drug offense cases reported for 1989, For jurisdictions that 

made ~ distinction between drug trafficking and drug possession. trafficking wa/i; the more serious charge 

in slig!)tly less than one-half of all drug cases.'" 

Wh~le the increases in officially recorded numbers of adolescent drug traffickers reported in the 

late J9~0s and earJy i9905 may have resulted from changing law enforcement policies. they also reflect 

major !hanges that have taken place within the illegal drug market. Before the mid-1980s. adolescent, 
drug dealing consisted primarily of small amount~ of marijuana and other drugs sold to friends, family 

membe
l",. or others referred by friends or family members. Although a wide range of illicit drugs was 
I 

available. the price and distribution structure made it difficult for most youth to obtain the volume 
I . 

necessary for large.scale drug trafficking. . 
I 
I 
)Following the introduction of easily producible crack-cocajne in the midw 1980s, tne drug market 

expan&d rapidly. and youth increasi~gly became involved in seHing illicit drugs. Because crack~cocaine 
is sold Iprimarily in small, inexpensive packages, it became more accessible, and demand literally 

skyroc~eted, especially in inner-city areas. The lure of easy cash. status. and excitement for those 

willing\tO take the risks that go along with selling illicit drugs at,,"cted growing numbers of adolescents. 

As drug markets expanded and law enforcement efforts to control drug offenses increased. drug dealers , 
increasingly began using juveniles fo serve as lookouts and to sell drugs because they could pay them 

less thJn they would have to pay another adult and because the juvenile justice system returned juveniles 
I 

arrested for drug crimes to return to the streets in a very short time where they became and become 

involve~ in drug dealing again. Children as young as age 9 or 10 may bC recruited to entry-level 

positioJs as lookouts. by which they can make $100 per day warning dealers of police in the vicinity. 

I 
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Adolescent Drug Trafficking: Influences and Risk Factors 

Young drug runners often make more than $300 per day, and depending on their level of involvement, 

teenagers reportedly can make between S300 and $1,200 per day or more selling drugs. 

For most youth, selling drugs is just one of (1' wide variety of episodic deHnquent behaviors, 

something that rarely lasts more than a few months or extends beyond a limited number of transactions 

conducted among acquaintances. While both drug use and drug selling are part of their transition into 

adulthood, the5e occasional sellers do not have flagrantly delinquent lifestyles, and they rarely come 10 

the attention of the authorities. Even frequent sellers who operate more in the open seJ1 primarily to 

their peers and do not otherwise have seriously delinquent lifestyles. However, youth who are heavy 

users of ,multiple drugs often sell in the adult market for varying lengths of time as a means of 

supporting thetr drug habit 

Only a small proportion of young dealers (less than 2 percent of all adolescents) are heavity 

involved in drug sales and other forms of serious crime. According to both self-reports and official 

crime statistics. this group is responsible for committing more than 60 percent of all property and violent 

crimes committed by YOUlh.9 This group also is more likeJy than other young offenders [0 continue 

committing crimes when they reach adulthood;5 

Demographics of Youthful Drug Traffickers 

The data currently available on juvenile drug traffickers provides only iimited information on 

their personal characteristics. Most studies are based on unrepresentative samples of urban drug dealers. 

and the few larger representative surveys that are available include only a few drug traffickers. Official 

statistics likewise include only limited demographic information that could be used to gain more insight 

on the drug-trafficking population. 

[n general. research often has relied on the biological or social modeling explanatiOns applied 10 

overall delinquent behavior to undersfand the specific factors that may increase a youth's risk for 

engaging in drug dealing. For exampie. age is so fundamentally linked t? most criminal behavior that 

researchers have developed age-crime curves for various offense categories. I Regardless of any 

individual variable (e,g .• race, sex, social class. or intelligence). people commit fewer crimes as they age. 
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This Jppears to be true among young drug trafficke",; arrest rates for juveniles and young adults who 

sell dJugs are higher than those for older drug dealers. In addition, information on incarcerated 
I 

individuals suggests that drug offenders' begin their criminal careers at much younger ages than do those 

arresJd for other crimes. I
,6 However. other research indicates that the age-crime connection is less 

strong~ among drug traffickers. Data from these studies suggest that individuals are involved in drug 

scllinJ and drug use for longer periods of time than they are with other criminal activities and that drug 

semnJ and drug use may be more an epidemic phenomenon, involving co~orts. not just age groups, at 

differJnt levels-.w 

A number of data sources point to a disproportionately high level of African-Americans involved 

in drug trafficking, Some of these data may be corroborated by the fact that most studies on adolescent 

drug Jafficking focus on high·risk urban areas, Even though whites constitute the majority of drug 

users kd ~robablY a large proportion of drug sellers, minorities dominate the expose<! drug selling areas 
I 

in the,:inner city, making them easier targets for arrest. Therefore. most data currently available 

repre4nt a demographic picture of adolescent drug dealers that may be more reflective of law 

enforc~menl activities [han of the population involved in selling drugs,H.!2 With' regard to gender 

distribLtion. arrest data indicate that males represent the largest group of adolescent drug traffickers; 

howev~r. some srudies jndicate that young women are more likely to be involved in seUing drugs than 

was pkViousty beHeved. llJ>4.u Other data indicate that women are nOl as involved in drug trafficking as 

they ~e in other criminal activities. 

Descriptions of psychological and behavioral traits of entrepreneurial drug traffickers show that 

,. they are similar to their noncriminal counterparts. 14 Most adolescent drug dealers. however. do not have 
I 

the skills necessary to succeed at drug dealing and either stop deaJing or, become so dependent on drugs 

that thtr involvement with law enforcement authorities increases. 

Isome evidence exists that adolescent drug dealers have a profile similar to that of chronic 

offenders. That is. they are mote likely to be nonwhite. from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, have . I 
lower IQs. spend fewer years in school, and have lower school achieven1ent levels. lo Studies indicate 

that ad~lescent drug dealers stm attending school frequently have problems there",!6.17 and studies ofI ' 
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incarcerated adult drug dealers show that they are less likely to have completed high school than are 

adults incarcerated for other crimes, are less likely to be married or to be the bead of a household, are 

more likely to have grown up in povertY. and are likely to have a history of involvement in a variety of 

criminal activities. Similar)y, drug*dealing youth are more likely [han non~drug-dealing youth to engage 

in a variety of delinquent behaviors: to be more involved in adult behaviors, such as early sexual 

activity; and to consume alcohol and tobacco more frequently. The data a.lso suggest that the more 

involved youth are in drug trafficking. the more likely they are to be regular users of multiple drugs,IO.IS 

Involvement of Adolescents In the Drug Merket 

Drug markets vary considerably with respect to level of organization, centralization. presence of 

social controls, and stability. lnformation abom social distribution and volume of dealing. however. 

reveals little' about adolescent drug dealers. their clients. patterns of drug selling. or the social structure 

of drug sales by ado1escents:. The limited information available indicates that adolescent drug dealing 

generally is concentrated in marijuana sales and crack-cocaine distribution and that high-frequency drug 

selling is concentrated in a small proponion of young dealers. 

Distribution of marijuana among you~-.!!!ost often is conducted by smal1~sca1e dealers for small 

profits. Selling lakes place primarily in private locations where there is little risk of arrest or violent 

confrontation. Because marijuana is quite accessibJe and relatively inexpensive, it always has atrracted a 

large number of part-time sellers who work in a wide array of socioeconomic settings. 

With regard to cocaine. researchers have found a strong reciprocal relalionship between using it 

and selling it. Because (he rate of cocaine use among adolescents is increasing. the strong reJationship 

between using and selling cocaine suggests that adolescent cocaine dealing also is probably on the 

rise. 19.:liJ 

Heroin distribution generaJJy is controlled by stabJe, organized crime groups, and selUng is 

conducted by widely dispersed, small~scale street dealers; thus. heroin dealers generally are older than 

those selling other drugs. As a result. youth involvement in uSoing and selling heroin has always been 
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low, Len though current data suggest heroin consumption by adolescent, is increasing, which also may , 
impaJt their level of involvement in heroin selling.~

IThe introduction of crack-cocaine into the drug market considerably altered the structure of drug­

dealing networks. The expanded distribution system tbat developed with the introduction of crack~ 

cocwke made it possible for youth to move up in the ranks of drug selling in a way that was not 
1 

possible before. Drug seiling quicldy came to dominate the activity of young criminals and continues to 
I 

attract increasingly younger cohorts to its ranks. 

I 
* Violence a<isociated with drug" trafficking is a phenomenon specifically related to the sale of 

Craek~OCaine and often is directly rel.ted to the increased involvement of youth.''''''''' The volume of 

cash generated by crack ..cocaine sales and the competition for turf it engenders have led to an increase in 

the n~moo'r of weapons involved; lOOse weapons often are used by youth who have no experience with 

firearbs and who have been desensitized to violence by the circumstances in which they live. There are 

indicltions that the hierarchical nature of crack-cocaine distribution encourages th'e use of violence to 

enforle discipHne in the ranks and that crack--cocaine markets encourage and reward vioJence and attract 

violeJt individuals to serve as ~g sellers, In addition. the increase in murder arrest rates between 1985 
•and 	1992 for youth ages 15 to 24 is related to the increased participation of youth in crack-cocaine 

' I ,
deillmg. 	 , 

RISK· FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ADOLESCENT DRUG TRAFFICKING 

To create effective interventions. we must develop a better understanding of what attracts youth 

to (~ei illicit business of selling drugs and of the risk factors for adolesce'nt drug trafficking" Because 

most data confirm an jncrease in the involvement of youth in drug trafficking, along with a high 
I 

potential for those involved in the drug business to commit crimes and engage in violent behavior, more 
I 

intensive intervention efforts also are needed, Developing effective intervention strategies is made more 

diffic~lt because adolescent drug dealers and their reasons for entering into drug trafficking differ 

depen~ing on a broad range of individual. socia1. and economic circumstances, 
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The risk factors identified here as specific to adolescent drug dealing are summarized in Table 1. 

which includes a wide variety of studies with disparate target populations, sampJe characteristics. and 

theoretical frameworks. Most research is focused not on adolescent drug trafficking but rather on drug 

use and a broad range of other delinquent behavior. While this does not invalidate the importance of 

any of the findings. it makes it difficult to determine the importance or interrelationships among 

particular risk factors with regard to drug trafficking. Although severaJ variabjes listed in the table are 

the focus of a number of studies, the frequency with which they were studied and referenced does not 

necessarily refleel their importance as risk factors" Frequent reference may more accurately reflect 

current research priorities or easier access to specific background information or sample populations. 

Table I indicates the type of relationship identified between individual risk factors and drug 

trafficking. II is imponant to note that none of the studies established a causal relationship between 

adolescent drug trafficking and any of the risk factors identified. While some studies identified a 

sequential progression toward drug traffickjng in reJadon to specific risk factors. most studies showed 

only associations between drug trafficking and the identified risk factors. 

For this report, the risk factors identified were grouped into five broad categories-individual risk 

factors. family characteristics. ecological and neighborhood risk factors, economic risk factors, and other 

social nsk factors. These categories were chosen to distinguish different types of risk factors that would 

lend themseJves to the development of intervention strategies. Each category contains a number of 

specific risk factors, which are addressed in more detail below. 

Individual Risk Factors 

Research identified several factors rooted in the individual that place youth at increased risk of 

seUing drugs. These include drug and alcohol use, delinquency. early involvement in adult behavior, 

gun possession. schooJ attachment and achievement,. and locus of control. Among these ris.k factors, 

drug use seems to have an especially high correlation to drug trafficking. Studies indicate thal a high 

proportion of drug traffickers report using drugs, but only half of all dru~ users report selling. which 
, 

points to a more complex relationship between drug use and seUing. 

CSR. Incorporated 7 
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Table 1 


Risk Factors Associated With 

Adolescent Drug Trafficking 


Risk Factor Link Sample Characteri8liclEI 
to Drug OaaJJng 

Iridl~::~·:~~F.ict~:~~;:;;.~~~;~i~;~~:~~"~"'!2?f":~a;;;~~~~';i~'F.~lt~;l'~~;~~:'~~¥];j 
Drugu.. Association 387 

Sequence H10 

Sequence :lO5 

Assoeialion 1,003 

Association 50 
509 

Associalion 91 

Association 101 

Sequence 611 

Association 1,725 

Association 455 

Associalion 802 

AS$ociaHon 5,794 

Sequence 503 

Associalion 300 

Ak::ohcl and lobacco Associalion 387 .." Association 91 

se~ueoce 611 

MinOfity 9th- and lOlh-grade males 

MedJum·slzed-city youth 

Detained youth 

Innar-city rasidenls 

Inner-city youlh 
Inner-city adults 

------

Incarceraled youth 

Gang members 

Delinquent youth 

Youth 

African-American youlh 

Incarcerated drug IraHickers 

High school youth 

Urban males 

Gang members 

Minority 9th· and lOth=grada males 

Incarcerated youth 

Delinquent youth 

Braunstain al at, 1990 

12-20 Carpenter al a1., 1988 

10-18 Dembo el at, 1990 

19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 

18 and under Fagan and Chln, 1990 
Over 18 

14,8 (mean) Farrow and French, 1986 

26 (median) Hagedorn. 1994 

12-17 Inciardi. Horowitz, and Potlieger. 1993 
11-17 Johnson al aI., 1991 

9-15 l..i el aI., 1994b 

Pelfrey, 1992 
15--20 Smart, Adlai, and Walsh, 1992 

13-15 van Kamlnen and Loeber, 1994 

1+-40 Waldorf,I993 

-- Brounstein al ai., 1990 

14.8 (mean) Farrow and French, 19a6 

12 17 Indardl, Horowlt1, and 1993 

• SoquWlctl n'Iooill\5 Itm 11$1( factor ls a precodElnl Of anlec&der'rt of drug dealing. 
l A$$Odalloo mee.ns tho prc!t;eflC8 01 8 risk factor >M!J1 drug dealing. 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Risk Factor link Sample Che.fl!Icterl$tJcs 
to Drug Dealing 

Ftisk Factora (as.OClatiOn1 or sequenee~) Size (:tllillraC'tc:rh.tlc$ Age. Author(s) and Date 

Sequence 1,725 YOUlh 11-17 Johnson al at, 1991 
Ak:ohol and looaC(o 

Association 802 Incarcerated drug Uafllcker$ - Pelfrey, 1992 
use (continued) 

Association 5.794 High school youth 15-20 Smal1, Adlaf, and Walsh. 1992 

Association 300 Gang member$ 14-40 Waldorf,1993 

Dclinquenl behavior Association 192 Mliean-AfI'Ierlcan youth 9-15 Btad< and Ricardo, 1994 

Association 367 Slh- and 10th-grade youth Brounsteln al at, 1990 

Association 100 Medium-$fzed-clly youth 12-20 . Carpenter el at, 198e 

As5ocialion 305 Detained youth 10-18 Oembo at at, 1990 
" 

Association 305 Delalnees 15 (mean) Oembo at at, 1992 

Sequence 1,527 Hlgh·risk !'Out!> 7-15 EsbejlSen and Hulzlnga, 1993 

Association 151 Male gang memben5i 13-20 Fagan, 19B9 

A$$ocialiQn 4,SOO Inner-city y001h 7-15 HuizInga. Loeber. and Thornberry. 
1995 

Sequence 611 Delinquent youlh 12-17 Inciatd~ Horowitz, and Poltieger, 1993 

Association 1,725 YOUlh 11-17 Johnson &1 aI., 1991 

Association 351 African~American youth 9-15 (j and Feigelman, 1994 

Association 002 Incarceratoo drug Imlfleken: Pelfrey, 1992 

Associalion 186 Mate drug dealel'$ 18-40 Reuter. MacCoun, aoo Murphy, 1990 

Asscc.ialion 1)35 Incarcoratad males 11 (meanj Sheley, 1994 

Association 12,686 Youth 14-21 SImpSOn, unpublished. 

Association 5.194 High school youth 15-20 Smart, Adlaf, and Walsh, 1992 

Association 503 Urban males 13-15 van Kamman and Loeber, 1994 

Early pal1lcipation in Associalioo 192 Alrlcan·Ameriean youth 9-15 Black and Ricardo. 1994 
adutl behavior$ (a.g.• Association 50 Youth lhat live in public housing 22 and under Oembo ot aI., 1993
ssxual aClivily, 
marriage, parenting) Assodalion 300 Low-income youth 9-15 U 91 aI., 19948 

Associalion 351 AfltanwAmerican youth 9-15 U and Feigelman. 1994 

CSRt Incorporated 
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1_
[U _ -Table-1-(continuedj--' __0' 0 , 

Risk Factor Link 
to Orug Dealing 

Risk Fsctof1l (assoelatlon1 
Of sequenee~ SIze 

Thrill-seeking or rlskw A$SOCi:ation 387 
taking personality Association :lO5 

Association 50 

Association 6" 
A$Socialion :lOG 

Gun possoSSion and 1 Sequence 192 
weapon cartying I AssocIation 387 

Assodalion 

Association 4,500 

-~~. 

Association S35 
Association 758 

Associallon 37 

low school attachment T Association 387 
and low attendance Association 50 

As$ociation 9$7 

Association 6" 
Association 12,685 

Association 351 

Asoociaoon 802 

Poor schOol T Assoc:ialfon 192 
achievement AssociaUon 387 

Association SO 

Sequence 1,003 

Sample Charactertatles 

Characteristics 

9th· and 10th-grade youth 

Detained youth 

Youlh that live in public housing 

OeUnqlJent youth 

Low-inrome youth 

Alrican·American youth 

9th- and 10th-grade youth 

FSJ SuPPlemental Homicide Reports 

tnner-city yout~ 

Incarcerated males 

Male students 

S1udents trom crack-eocalne 
nefghbOfhoods 

9th· and lOth-gfade youth 

You!h thai live in public hOuSing 

10th- thtQugh 12th-grade youth 

Oe!!nquent youth 

Youl~ 

Alrican-Amarican youth 

Incarcerated drug traffkker$ 

African-Ameriean youth 

9Ih· and 10th-grade youth 

Youth that lNe In pubJic housing 

Inner-elty residents 

~ 

10-18 

22 and under 

12-11 

9-15 

9-15 

1-15 

11 {moan) 

16 (mean) 

22 and under 

Autt10r(8) and Date 

Brounsleln et at. 1990 

Dembo et at, 1990 

Oembo el at, 1993 

Inclatdi,. Horowitz, and POltioger. 1993 

U et aI., 1994a 

Black and Ricardo, 1994 

BrOUI'1SWin el al., 1990 

Bhlmsteln, 1995 

Huizinga. loeber, and ThotrdJeny, 
1995 

Sheley, 1994 

"""ley, 1994 
Weisman, 1993 

Braunstein el 911., 1990 

Oembo et at, 1993 

Fagan, Piper, and Moore. 1986 

12-11 Iinciami, Horowitz, and Pottieger. 1993 

14-21 I Jarjoura, 1993 

9-1 5 I U and FEtigeJman, 1994 

Pelfrey, 199~ 

9-15 Black and Ricardo, 1994 

Brounslein e1 ai" 1990 

22 and under Oembo el a!.. 1993 

'9-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 

CSR. Incorporated 
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Table 1 (continued) 

, Risk Factor link Sample Characteristlc9 
I to Drug Dealing 

. 
Rlak Fsetort> (es$OCialion1 ()l sequence') $"" C!Uu1tc1:e!i!tlC'8 Ages Author(s) and Date 

Poor scttool AssociatiOn 12,686 Youth 14-21 JaJjoura. 1993 
achievement (continued) Association 73 Asian gang members 19.7 (mean) Joe,1994 

Association. 802 Incarceraled drug trafilckers - Pelfrey, 1992 

Lack of seU'c<lnlrol and Association 387 9th- and 10th-grade yOUlh - Altschuler and Brounstein. 1991 
eXlemallOCtrs of conlrot Association 298 Youth 9-20 Foglia. 1995 

Association 140 Incarceraled young adults - Haberfeld, 1992 

Family Cha~rlstics ' .." ..' '.,~~::~~;- ~ ~.'t;':.~""::*~~ !.,~,'- <i: ~ " '~~";'..c ~;'i!~~'.t.·-3';'-/ ::~r~i;:t: -'~::;:~':'~' ....,~f.Jij;. -.,y"': '<-I--':;~>,' . .... :.>_.~~ -~.,. ~.,.~ •._J~{ ~ .{-..;,. •. ~ ...~., •. ~.''"' " ~- ,>-",.':::'" 

Family alcohol and drug AssociatiOn 192 African-American youth 9-15 Black and Ricardo, 1994 
use A$:SOCialion 387 9th. and 10ttl-grade youth - Braunstein et at. 1990 

AS$oclaliOn 140 Incarcerated young adull$ - Haborield, 1992 

Associallon S02 Incarcerated drug IraHickors - Pelfrey, 1992 

low family attachment Association 192 African-American males 9·15 Blacl( and Ricardo, 1994 

AMociation 140 Incarcerated young adultS - Haborlold, 1992 

Association 802 Incarcerated drug battic.kers - Pelfrey, 1992 

A$SOCialion 18. Male drug dealelS 18-40 Reuter, MacCoun, and Murphy, 1990 

Lack or $upervision Associallon 50 Youth Ihal rIVe in pubHe housing 22 and under Dembo et ai., 1993 
(e.g.. Single parent) , A$$ociallon 140 Incarcerated young adu!l~ - Haoorleld, 1992 

As$ociatlon 31)0 low-Income youth 9-15­ U et at, 1994a 

Association 503 Urban males 13-15 van Kammen and loeber, 1994 

Parental educational Associalion 387 9tI'l- and 1Oth-grade youth - Brounstein el aI., 1990 ,­ Association 802 Incarcerated drug traHic.kers - Pelfrey, 1992 

Association 503 Utban males 13-15 van Kammen and Loeber. 1994 
- ---------­

CSR. Incorporated 
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-f. .. Table'1~(continued) -- -. 1­

Risk Faetom 

Riak Factor J.lnk 
to Drug Dealing 

(nsoclatlon t or sequence') Size I 
Sample Ch.racterlstle8 

Chsrl:cteriallea Au" Author(s) and 04de 

Ecologiesl and HeigtiboFho'od:Risk FaCtor8'':;:':;:.;:~ :A;'-::-:'_~::. ~..:~."e~7~;:~t-~i·~~-,~1:,,~ ii~::.~..7~~1t ·~~~;<'f.~fS'~~d;:,?~:t..,;~-~,-r~i\t-;5~ ~;:. Z.~";.~~~ ,~:.~:"'"'-:~ 
_,~ ...• _.. , •• _",.,<_,"~~",~.. -"""",h"".•"", ,,--,._~ ,.,.",,,,,,.~._}:''':......,,,,,~~,~'::(f,~, ,.",,,,,,,,,~~, ,."..."...."", .... ii\" ...........".. _'.. "'~. 

Frequent exposure to J ,Association "92 African-American youth 9-15 Black and Ricardo, 1994 
-'_._ ~...<J••":_ 

Contact with dIU!}­
tramddng adutls 

Community acceptance 
01 drugs 

Few opportunities for 
personal success' 

Lack of altematlVe 
adMlies 

Assodalion 

Association 

AS$ociation 

AS$odmior'! 

Assoctahon 

Assodatioo 

Sequence 

AssocJalion 

Sequence 

Association 

Associalion 

Sequence 

Sequence 

Associalion 

Associalton 

Association 

Associalion 

I '\A'1 9th· and lOth·grade youth - StQUnstaio et at, 1990 

64 
. ,-. .. ..
ntgfNqil\ YOUlI! 10-14 I reiglllman. Glanton, IIn(f Ricardo, 1993 

611 Delinquent youth 12-17 Ilnclardi, Horowitz, and Poltioger, 1993 

455 Low-income youth 9-15 I Li el at, 1994b 

:=--J_AfriCan-Ameriean YQUth 9-15 ILi_~~~_Feigelman; 1994 
. ­ Students from crack-cocaine Weisman, 1993 

nefghborhoode; 

3"'., 
50 Youlh thaI [tve In publIC hoUSing 22 and under DemtJo at aL, 1993 

64 High-risk youth 10-\4 Feigetman, Sianton, and Ricardo, 1993 

\40 Incaroerated young aduftS Haberield, 1992 

1,003 fnner-city residents 19-26 (40%) Fagan. 1992 

140 lnearc:erated young adults Haberleld. 1992 

73 Asian gang members 19.6 (mean) Joe, 1994 

38 Inner-city males 16-23 Sullivan. 19S9 

1,003 Inncr-city residents 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 

SO{) Primarily inner-aty males 14-29 Whitehead, Peterson, and KaJiee, 1994 

33 Parents and community agency $ta8 Oembo eI aL, 1993 

351 African-American youth 9-15 U end Feigelman, 1994 
. ", .' ., ,-"' .•­ .. ,;:;i;:¥;;;~~ ~-""~,~",,",,, ,":"t. " ...~~~;<~';~~~~~i.•,:.:"",·-Jj;_.. =·~1:I.?~"~s"'ti~;,.;:{,,"••- ~;;;;;;;"~'l'1~'ip.- ?:l'\!!I'!::;;"",.~:~ '-"j;;;': j

otherSocial' RlslC: Factors~.;.:. >~'~it,:.r~~;" ;:::,~r~7;:F>!-~" ",-,,,,:;' :'''~h:~;S''M~~:~;e~ ),$."::.-.1J,$\,.,'t.:iQ'!j;,P.i.:e~"'~·!.,..'i'Z;:::~. "'"'=.-:'t:t::i.i;.:r~~*,"'" ;_£1.,..,,",,*<,~, " 
.',,",n ",_n __ ,n'_ -"" -1-" -,. _. 'I , .. _",.. i i 
Peel group influence I Association 387 9th· ano.ILIln-graae youm - t:lrounsteln et at, 1990 

Sequence 1,527 High-risk youth 1-15 Esbensen and Huizinga, 1993 

Association 151 Male gang members 13-20 Fagan. 19S9 

AssOCiation 611 Delinquent youth 12-17 fncie.rdi, Horowitz-' and PoUleger, 1993 

CSR. Incorporated 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Risk Factor Uok s.tmpte Chtdlcteristlc. 
10 Drug Dealing 

Rl$k Factors (association1 or sequence') Size Characteristics Agee At..thot(s) and Date 

Peer group influence Association 455 African·Amenc.an youth 9-15 lJ 81 aI., 1994b 
(COnlinued) Sequence 351 African-American youth 9-1S Li end FalgelmaM, 1994 

A$$ociallon 23 Female drug dealEtlS 2.-5<l MieczkOwski, 1994 

Association 499 Sibling pairs 9-.7 Rowe atld Gulley. 1992 

seque""" 987 7th- and 81h-grade youth - Thornberry at al•• 1993 

low levet 01 deterrence Association 367 9th· and 10fu..grade youlh Brounstein at at, 1990 
by legal syslem A$$ocialion 305 Detained youth 10-18 Oambo el at. 1990 

Associalion 50 Youth l!latliva In public housing 22 and under Dembo at at. t 993 

EconomiC"'Rlsk"FactOrs ,-' .... : .,'l"'..:\ ,t' ~ ,'";"«"";,<£"=:.,,,'~~~ ;i;:::Jllt;<~~~ v <f ,~;y-,.i;::t1<'~':":,;' -:Jft4"". ....':'0""'". 'k: _.~-::' :"')P' iI.it ~"";'1 ~.~:::. 10, 
'f:__ 

.•• ' _, "'. ,.,_ .•,.' ~ • ~ ~.,'.i"'1:"" •• .',·r~~~ ,.....,.J>~ r.,]\;:<"~:-.#"'?',.f:;r~;;.;o:tL~;P""'!-:r..'f,~,.,,,.- .J' ~ .. :-,_ ~....:.-..."":::':'-',.::'::_- "-'­ ,~~" .. "'.~,"'. 
Wealo;: tabor m8J1(ellor Sequence 1,003 inner-(:ity residents 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 
iow-skill lobs Association 50 lnner-c1ty youth 18 and under Fagan and Chin, 1990 

50G Innet-city adults Over 18 

Sequence 101 Gang members 2-6 (median) Hagedom, 1994 

Association 73 Gang members 19.6 (mean) Joe, 1994 .. , -------­

Association 65 Female gang members loh'!2 laudelbac1t. Hansen, and Waldorf. 
1992 

Association 600 Primarlly InIleH;tty males 14-29 Whilehead, Peterson, and Kaljna, 1994 

Low wage polenlial 01 Association 387 9th· and 10th-grade youlh - Brounstoin et at, 1990 
existing jObs 

.... 
Association 50 YO\J1h that live in public housing 22 and under . Oernbo el aI., 1993 

33 Parents and agency staff . 
Sequonce 1,003 Inner-city residents. 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 

Association 186 Male drug dealars 18-40 Reuter. MacCoun, and Murphy, 1990 

Strong drug mati<el 99 Gang membors 13---29 Oeckar and Van Winkle, 1994 

Sequence 1,003 Innor-city residents 19-26 (40%) Fagan, 1992 

Association 50 inner-city youth 18 and undOr Fagan and Chin, 1990 
509 Inne-r-city adults Over 18 

Association 741 
-----­

Cocaine arrest incidents Klein, Maxson. and Cunningham, 1991 

CSR. Incorporated 
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Adolescent Drug Trafficking: Intluances and Risk Factors 

j
Drug Use IMuch of the research concludes'that entry into drug dealing resultS primarily from using drugs. 

Youth frequently get involved in selling drugs in order to have easy access to a supply of drugs for 

pers+a1 	use,""·"'''' although young crack-cocaine dealers often are not drug users when they start 

drug trafficking activities. Drug users' knowledge of Ihe market and of other users and their status as 

stead~ customers may contribute to their recruitment as dealers. 'U.l4 Drug dealers frequently are users of 

~ 	 mUlti~le drugs, and the drugs they use moS! are often the drugs they are selling." Only cocaine and 

herojt sellers appear to initiaUy avoid using the drug they are selHng, When young drug dealers do not 
I 

use drugs, it is often because they have made a conscious decision that using drugs is too 

danglrous,l9,lO,)1 perhaps because of family problems related to drug use31 or because the youth's gang or 

selliJg group has rules against using drugs,16 

Crack-cocaine has reversed the temporal sequencing of drug use and selling. In many cases, 

youtH who do not use drugs are recruited into the lower ranks of crack-cocaine distribution, and many 
I 

initially avoid using crack-cocaine because they are acquainted with its disastrous impact Despite their 
I 

initial abstinence, however. most youth who Stay involved in the crack-cocaine trade eventually become 

users!of multiple drugs, including crack-cocaine. 

Alcohol and Tobacco Use 	 .

If-lcohol and tObacco use generally are higher among drug-dealing adolescents than among 

adQI~cents who do not sell drugs, j',J2.3J,JUS Youth who become regular drug users and drug traffickers 

oftent begin experimenting with alcohol and tobacco as early as age 6 Or 7. and then they begin 

expehmenting with a variety of drugs,j,16 While some studies, have identified a sequential relationship' 

betwlen alcohol and tobacco use and illicit drug use and drug trafficking. there is Htlle reliable evidence , 
[hat !lcohol and tobacco use definitively leads to drug use and eventually to drug trafficking, Even

I 	 . 
though young drug dealers reveal that they often progress from early a1cohol use to other drugs, alcohol 

use JsuaHy is nOl replaced ~ntirely but remains high. Among some drug- trafficking populations, such 

as d~g-deaJing gangs. alcohol use can be SUbstantially higher than use of other drugs because the group .<1"' ,. "" "' ,m", -"" 

CSR'j"",orporaled 
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Adoleseent Drug Trafficking: Influences and Risk Factors 

Delinquent Behavior 

Delinquency and a pattern of early antisocial and delinquent behavior are among the most 

consistent predictors for drug trafficking and other. subsequent delinquency. Youth who engage in 

multiple problem behaviors, including risk~taking. antisocial behavior, and criminal activity. are 

significanlJy more likely to engage in drug use and drug selling than those who do not..u··31 Research 

also suggests [hat those who continue selling drugs beyond a period of a few months generaUy have 

higher rates of overall delinquency and longer criminal careers than those who discontinue their 

involvement in drugs. 

Although ~ clear connection exists between adolescent drug dealing and other kinds of crime and 

vioJence. the Jink still is poorly understood. The types of crimes and the extent of vioJence vary 

depending on the level of drug invoJvemem and the degree to which the selling is organized,18 For 

example. those selling marijuana only are less likely than those selling marijuana and other drugs to 

have alcohol and drug use problems and generally are less delinquent The most problematic drug 
26seUers are those who use and sell drugs frequently)4 and those who sell muJtiple drugS. 5. Young 

dealers who sell crack-cocaine or participate in groups that seJl multiple drugs, such as gangs or 

syndicates. are especialJy likely to be associated with violence and other kinds of crime, Crack-cocaine 

dealing. in particular, seems to represent an intensified version of the drug-crime relationship. In 

addition to increasing the violence associated with selling drugs on the street, crack-cocaine also has 

been identified as a criminogenic factor. meaning that it leads delinquent youth to become more involved 

in criminal activities in generaLS 

Early Partlcipatlon in Adult Behaviors 

The profile of adolescent drug traffickers suggests that many are invoived prematurely in adult 

behaviors such as high-risk sexual activity, early marriage, early parenting. and assumption of 

responsibilities beyond their years.JlJ•40 Youth who live in crack~ocaine·ridden neighborhoods often 

experience ftrst hand the loss of someone close to them due to drugs, or (hey have witnessed shootings 

and other street violence. These experiences and demands place them in' a role for which they are not 

emotionally. mentally, or physically prepared. Especially for young males, drug trafficking may 

represent an attempt to participate in the two core constructs of masculine identity in American society-

CSR. Incorporated 9 
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Adolescent Drug Trafficking: Influences and Risk Factors 

1. ' f 'f'{ dh" ' d' ,proVlutng econorruc support or one s aml y an ac levmg starns. respect, an reputauon among one s 

peers~:UAI Although many adolescent dealers use me;r ellrnings to support others, including their parents. 

they ~e still adolescents who seek: thrills and excitement and cling to immature symbols of material 

suocJss. Research indicates that most drug money earned by y~Uth is spent on lUxury items rather than 

on dcessities.5.2U3 , 
I 
1 . 

Thrlll-5eeklng or Risk-Taking Personality 

IFor many youth, drug dealing is not just another business but one filled with the seductions of a 

crirnfual Hfestyle. the potential for high profits, teenage camaraderie, and high-stakes adventure. For 

youn~ men, it also includes the potential for attracting young women. Drug dealing generally attracts 

you, who are hea~i1y involved in other risky behaviors. including high-risk sex and weapons 

possession, 

The fact that young drug dealers often have different perceptions about the risks involved in drug 

dealing than do nondealers may contribute to adolescents' involvement in drug dealing. Studies have 
I 

found that frequent seUers tend to overestimate the profits that can be made from selling drugs and [0 

1unde~stimate the risk of arrest or tmpnsonment. Il 
,4 Young dealers also are less likely to fear violence 

than ~ondeaHng youth. and nonsellers are more averse to risk and expre..~s greater apprehenSion about the 
1 

possibility of time spent in jail than do youth who sen drugs, ll,11,42 

r 
r 

Gun' Possession and Weapon Carrying 

Data sources indicate that adolescent drug traffickers are more likely than other youth to carry 

weap'ons, Youth surveys aiso suggest that those who already carry guns antIcipate becoming involved in 

drug~trafficking more often than those who do not carry guns,"'" In an attempt to explain the high 

reliice on weapons, some studies suggest that guns are a status sym~l and supply youth with a feeling 

of power and ability to control others. 


Youth who carry weapons have been found to be influenced more by their peers than are youth 


who do not carry weapons. Weapon-carrying youth report slightly higher levels of thrill-seelting 

CSRj'nCOrpo" .... d 10 
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behavior than youth who do not carry weapons, which corresponds to their expressed intent to participate 

in future drug~relaled behaviors}~')J 

The element that puts youth at risk for future drug trafficking. however, appears to be related to 

the legality or illegality of their guns. Those who have access to legally owned guns appear to be less 

involved in drug lrafficking than those who carry illegal gllns.~ii 

Low School Attachment and Low Attendance 

Drug dealing and low attachment to the school environment seem 10 be linked in a mutually 

reinforcing relationship. Studies of drug offenders reveal that young drug dealers are significantly less 

likely to be tn school or to have completed high school than are, nondealers non-drug~deaJing youth. lUI 

Other studies have showed that youth not attending school are more likely to be selling drugs ,than are 

those who remain in schootS~lR Recent studies of drug trafficking corroborate the findings of older. 

longitudinal cohort studies, which revealed that dropping out of school was positively associated with 

later criminal activity. 

Although drug dealing provides an attractive and potentially profitable alternative to Slaying in 

school. especially for those with low prospects in the labor market. none of the research presumes a 

causal relationship between not attending school and drug~related activity. Low school attachment and 

lack of interest in attending school most probably arc proxies for other individual-level variables closely 

linked to a youth'S propensity to engage in delinquent behavior. Data show that those who drop Out 

because they dislike school or who are expelled from school are more likely to' sell drugs than those who 

drop out to get married or because of pregnancy, poor grades, or problems at home.4
) 

Poor School Achievement 

Research conducted on inmate populations reveals that the majority of adult drug offenders have 

achievement ratings much lower than their academic grade attained,14 This finding is supported by 

severa) longitudinal studies that support the llnk between poor school performance and general youth , 
delinquency .1~.16 

CSR. Incorporsted 11 



Adoleseent Drug Trafficking: Influenees and Risk Factors 

l . 
LaCK of Self-Control and External Locus of Control 

Psychological research suggests that youth's propensity for delinquent beha\'ior, including drug 

trafficking. may differ based on their perception of who controls their lifc. Youth who believe they have 

little Lr no control over their own lives and actions are less likely to perceive a connection between their 
I 

own behavior and consequences that follow and, presumably, are more likely to be attracted to drug use 
I 

and drug trafficking, Other studies. however. show that the psychological profiles of drug traffickers are 

-; similL to noncriminal entrepreneurs, who tend [0 exhibit an internal locus of control.(i.,.ll29,44 

i 
1 

Family Characteristics 

1Because so many variations in individual traits can be traced to social conditions. it is important 

to consider how social and mdividual factors may influence each other. Family characteristics is one 
i 

area in which it is especially difficult to make a distinction between individual traits and social 

influJnces. Expects on dclinquency agree that family characteristics influence youth's individual 

behaJior and that a negative family environment contributes to youth's propensity toward delinquency 

becaJse the famiiy is the primary unit in which youth le~ the values, attitudes. and processes that 

gUide: them tbrougbout their lives, For example, participation in deviant behavior is often associated 

with the presence of oider role models in the family who themselves were involved in crime. Although 

this !sociation is not determinarive and sometimes works against participation, a considerable body of 

doculentation supports the association between a father's or older brother's criminality and a boy's 

partiJipation in similar activities. 

IThe family characteristics identified as risk factorS for drug trafficking include alcohol and drug 

use within the family, low family attachment. lack of supervision, and parental educational level. 
I 
,I 

Family Alcohol and Drug Use ,IA family's influence on a youth"s decision to engage in drug u-afficking becomes evident when 

family alcohol and drug activity are considered. Y cuth who come from drug~abusing and/or drug~ 

deali~g famHies are much more likely to use drugs and engage in selling' drugs than those who come 

from 
IfamilieS who are not involved in drugs."'" Not only are alcohol and drugs more available to youth 

_____CS_R-"rCO'po'a�ed 
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when they are consumed or sold by family members but the techniques and the attitudes to support a 

drug habit also are learned at an early age. Youth grow up believing that alcohol and drug use and drug 

dealing are acceptable. Surveys revea!'that adolescent drug dealers often do not think: that their parents 

are concerned about their drug dealing as long as they are making money. J,6,1'1,46 

Low Family Attachment 

Research provides 'evidence that low family attachment puts youth at increased risk of drug 
, 

dealing. Because families tend to reinforce traditional values and norms, as well as demand some degree 

of accountability from members. a lack of family attachment weakens youth's connections to protective 

influences that belp them resist delinquent activities. Youth living in high-risk circumstances who have 

been able to resist participating in drug activities report that their families protected them, sometimes by 

using scarce family resources to keep them away from drugs. Youth wbo do nol seJl drugs also cited 

parental wrath as their reason for not selling. and they expressed concern about the effect that drug 

activities might have on their families and. in particular, their motherS. This is supported by the fact that 

drug users and sellers have been found to spend more of their time with friends than with family .1~.19 

Lack of Supervision 

Some older studies have cited single parenting as a risk factor in delinquency and other negative 

child developmental outcomes. Yet. recent research on al~risk youth reveals that being raised by a 

mother alone was not a significant factor for either using or selling drugs. 14,1; Single parenthood 

emerges more as a proxy for,decreased supervision which, in tum, increases the risk of drug 

involvement of youth, This is supported by other data thaI suggest that parents of young drug dealers 

are more likely to be employed ful) time than are parents of nondcaiers?! Interviews with adolescent 

dealers revealed an increased likelihood of engaging in drug activities when an overaH lack of parental 

time and guidance waS reported, Good parent-c:hUd communication and adequate supervision frequently 

are mentioned as buffers to many of the risk factors associated with drog trafficking.U I.l'J.46.47 

CSR. Incorporated 13 

http:I.l'J.46.47


, I 

Adolescent Drug Trafflcktng: Influenc.s and Risk Factors 

I
Parental Educational Level IA number of studies show that low parental educational level may be an indicator for identifying 

juveniles at risk for drug trafficking. Data show that youth who use and sell drugs are significantly 

morellikelY 10 come from a home in which the head of tbe household did not graduate from high school 

than are youth who have neither used nor sold arugs. I
4.2S Other studies have found that mothers of drug

" 
usersland drug dealers received a lower level of education than did mothers of nonusers and 

non<iealers,4l! None of these studies, however, explain in which way these factors are linked. Low 

pareJtal educational level may well be an indication of the parents' Own early involvement in delinquent 

beha!ior andior drug use or may point to other social inadequacies. I . 
Ecological and Neighborhood Risk Factors IStudies dating back to the early 1920s support the notion that the neighborhood and community 

contextS in which a child is raised increase the potential for specific outcomes, but we are just beginning 

to un~erstand what mechanisms are at work and how the transmission of influences occurs. Current 

reseJch continues to link neighborhood conditions, such as physically deteriorated housing. high 
I ,

popuJation density, and transient populations. with high incidence rates of delinquent behavior, These 

Studi~s have found evidence that some neighborhoods maintain a stale of social disorder that weakens 

youtJ,s ties to family. peers, and community. Lack of social support and neighborhood well~being
1 

inhibit a youth's development of social competence and involvement with traditional social institutions. 

sUchJas school, church. and family, which makes it easier for them to participate in criminal activities. 

ConJnunities also impact youth by operating as socialization agents. transmitting social norms that soon 

becolne internalized. Despite the increasing recognition among researchers that ';community matters.""? 

empi~ical measures of the impact of neighborhood organization and culture remain underdeveloped, 

espeJiany with regard to studies thal address the effects of neighbOrhOOds on individuals.50 

Community-based factors such as frequent exposure to drug activity. contact with adult drug 

trambkers. community acceptance of drugs. lack of opportunities for personal succes.s, and Jack of 

, alterJative activities have been highlighted by current research as putting youth at risk for drug 

't."g=,==,--------------------------;c;
CSR, Im:orporated 14 

http:individuals.50
http:arugs.I4.2S


Adolocent Drug Trafficking: Infll,H!nces and Risk Fscto:;.,,8'-___ _ ___ 

. Frequent Exposure to Drug Activity 

Adolescents who frequently are exposed to drug users and know neighborhood adults and people 

at school who sell drugs tend to view drug deaHng as normal behavior because it is an intrinsic aspect of 

their social world. Research suggests that approximately 55 percent of young adults convicted of drug 

offenses were introouced to criminal activity on streets, and approximately 44 percent were introduced to 

criminal activity at home or at the homes of friends. 

Contact With Adult Drug Traffickers 

Strong evidence indicates that large numbers of adolescent drug dealers are introduced to selling 

drugs by neighborhood adults or others in close proximity to them.6
.24,5! Before the 19805, using children 

in criminal activitks was against the moral code of most criminal offenders. Drug kingpins especiaUy 

viewed themselves as business people. and they sought to advance their business interests by cultivating 

community support. oflen through financial contributions. and by maintaining some level of morality and 

a code of professionalism. As drug markets expanded and law enforcement increased its efforts to 

control the situation, drug dealers began to realize the benefits of using juveniles in drug 

trafficking,lI,4S.,! A recent survey conducted in public housing projects found that more than 82 percent 

of drug dealers usc: children to sell drugs because they are not subject to the harsher criminal penalties 

given to adults.2l Young children are especially lucrative targets for drug dealers. not only because they 

are naive and undf::restirnate the risks involved but also because they are potential dients, 

Community Acceptance of Drugs 

Although juvenile drug trafficking is common among all strata of young peopJe, it is most visihle 

and perhaps most prevalent in low-income urhan areas. where, to some extent. it also has become more 

aceeptable.ti
•
28

.314' General conditions in inner~city environments, overcrowded and inadequate schools. 

Jack of recreational facillties, deteriorated and boarded~up buildings, and lack of job opportunities present 

depressing atmospheres for developing a promising future, Drugs frequently are sold in abandoned, 

cily~owned buildings. Jeading many residents to believe that the government and law enforcement 

agencies ignore drug activity, which decreases their trust in law and order. Living in these conditions 

can foster frustralion ond anger that filler down even 10 the children. 
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. I Many of these communities lack social controls; this contributes to a shift in community nonns 

toward toleration of drug activity, which is reflected in adolescent behaviors. As more successful 

reSlde~ts move out, tradlti~nal social networks decline, and the social authority of the ':old Jeadersrup"­

middl~~aged. stable, employed mentors of youth-diminishes. The coHective s~pervision of youth
I 

diminishes in these communities. while expanding drug markets make new, enticing. opportunities 

I 
I 

available. 

Research indicates that youth who live in high-risk communities often disdain drug ~se and view 

drug users as being weak and out of control. as well as having deslructive lifestyles, but they view drug 

dealiJg mOre posltlvely?1.29.,2 Although drug dealers are not admired by youth who do not'seH drugs 

and y~utb express' skepticism about the benefits of drug dealing, almOst fWQ·thirds of a sample of youth 

ages lo to 14 indica'ted they would fed neither good nor bad about selling drugs.52 Youth perceive 

som~IOf th~ risks involved in drog dealing, such as g~tting caught and spending time in jailor getting 

injored or killed; however, they also are able to identify the rewards of selling drugs, including 

admilation and material wealth. Drug dealers are viewed as being rational and in 'control of their lives, 

and l~ many cases, they are viewed as local heroes and successful role models. ~z 

I 
LackIof 

The lack 

Opportunities for Personal Success 

of o;portunities in disadvantaged neighborhoods makes it difficult for young. inner-city 

residents to envision themseJves as successful in conventional settings. Youth see local drug dealers 
I . 

who have power and celebrity status~ as they begin to see this as their world and this type ·of success as 

whatliS available to them. Furthermore. drug dealing provides an opportunity for youth to assume an 

aduJt{ol~ and to fee! independent lJ
,3J In addition. the drug business has become a risky but profitable 

way for underprivileged youth to meet their material and Status needs without having to compete on the 

basis~of fonnal education and skills, which they generally lack. 

1 . 
LackIof 

so';'" 
Alternative Activities 

studies suppon the hypothesis that youth participate in drug ttafficking and .other 

delinquent activities because there is a lack of otner activities 10 engage their time and energy. Youth 

Who/are not involved in drug dealing generally repon access to and participation in more diverse 

_'___c_s_R....Ic.lncorporated 
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aUernative activities.; particularly those with parents and other adults who work. in community agencies 

report considerably more suppon for afterschool activities and homework.21 Research on gangs also 

suggests that many youth join gangs beCause of their need to betong and to have a group to hang out 

with. However, while members of gangs are more likely 10 be delinquent than are nonmembers, 

members of gangs generally are not more ljkely to be involved in drug ltafficking than are 

nonmembers. !5:n 

Economic Risk Factors 

Economic forces seem to be impol1atlt antecedents to the increasing involvement of youth in drug 

trafficking. especially in innerwcity areas. The economic restructuring of American inner cities left many 

minority residents without ready access to jobs. Funhermore. the labor market was transforming from 

manufacturing to service industries, and it shifted geographically from the inner city to the suburbs. The 

inner cities were left with large numbers of unemployed and unskilled workers who had little chance of 

moving out or of panicipaling in the legitimate labor market. Youth were no longer able to aspire to 

blue~collar jobs because these jobs no longer existed in their communities. 

The expanding drug markets caused by the inltoduClion of crack-cocaine filled this gap in fhese 

communities, Regardless of the dangers involved. many juveniles were eager lO engage in drug selling 

as a way of fulfilling their desire to "be somebody" in their community. In communities offering few 

rewards or positive recognition. successful drug dealing became a shortcut to status. prestige, and 

financial gain, 

Research shows that adolescents who are successful at drug dealing often are the brightest. most 

ambitious. and most articulate in the community.IU3.4j.'4,S',~6 They understand how to work the system 

and how to run a business, and they exhjbit a corporate mentality about their selling. Recent dam 

suggest that only half the inner~city youth starting to sell drugs also use them. making it clear that many 

youth view selling drugs as an economic opponunity rather than as a means of financing their own drug 

2Suse.
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Drug trafficking in the inner city also may effect a redislribution of funds by bringing money into 

poor neighborhoods. Because drug markets in inner cities are thought to be fueled by middle-income 

,subui'ban buyers in addition 10 inner-city users, there is reason to believe that local drug markets provide 

finJciaJ gains to their own community. 12,51 The economic risk factor for adolescent drug trafficking 
1 ' 


involves a lack of low~skill jobs, a lack of jobs with reasonable wages, and the existence of a strong 


drug market, 

Weak Labo, Ma,ket fa, Low-Skill Jobs 

IDrug trafficking can be a career choice and major economic activity for many disadvantaged 

youth living in inner cities. When entry-level. low-skill jobs are lacking, drug trafficking can replace the 

indultrial sector ~ the major employer. Even on a part~time basis. selling drugs pays more per hour 

than 'most legitimate jobs. The drug market represents a lahor market with many opportunities to young 
I . 

people with limited skills~ involvement introduces them to business activities such as buying Wholesale, 

selliJg retail. taking inventory, maintaining profit margins, and paying bills on time. The drug market 
I 

may be the only arena in which they can learn these skills. 


Cocaine and crack-cocaine in particular have provided goals, jobs, and economic benefits that 


people Hving in inner cities have never before experienced. Although many convicted drug dealers hold 
I 

legitimate jobs (approximately two-thirds are employed at the time of arrest), many of them have only 

semi!skilled jobs and have changed jobs frequenUy.","A5 Crack-cocaine-de.ling minority youth often do 

nol see themselves as different from other entrepreneurs or hustlers. They describe their drug activities 

as "Justness" and call themselves "small businessmen,'" and they view drug trafficking as a means of 

suppbl1ing themselves," 

I
Low Wage Potential of Existing Jobs ISome studies indicate that lack of jobs is not tbe sole economic faCtor contributing to increased 

drug~traffiCking, The drug economy frequently undennines the willingness of inner-city youth to work 

at legitimate, low-wage jobs. Researchers have found thal adolescents are aware of other available jobs 

but ~ave little reason to work for minimum wage in an unrewarding job when seHing drugs offers them 

the Jotential for earning a higher income.21
,2Hl,S4

j 
8 Other data suggest that a considerable proportion of 

I 
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teenage and young adult drug dealers work m legitimate jobs in addition to their drug business. Many 

drug dealers view their selling as a form of moonlighting to suppJement the income from their regular 

jobs. Few of these moonlighting dea~ers sell for many hours or report high incomes from their drug­

selling activity. By selling only during peak trafficking hours, they are able to maximize their income 

while reducing the amount of time devoted to drug dealing, thereby also lowering the risk of being 

caught. 

Strong Drug Market 

While drug selling is not unique to inner cities, urban street markets are the most visible, giving 

them an impact that goes beyond that of drug use. Urban street markets attract attention and increase 

peoples' awareness of their presence. The potential profits they offer provide inner-dry youth with an 

alluring alternative to slaying in school and finding a legitimate job. The visibility and income potential 

of street markets also help drug seHlng become institutionalized economically and socially ,within a 

neighborhood~ drug dealers talk about their selling activities as "going to work and getting paid," This 

use of workplace terminology signals an ideological shift in the social definition of work in these 

communities and Ihe confounding of legal and illegal means of making money. Changes in the illegal 

drug market brought about by crack~cocaine were so dramatic that when ,t first hit the streets, the New 

York City police characterized the crack-cocaine indusU)' as "capitalism gone mad."U, Very few legal, 

economic, or informal social controls existed to impede its spread, In many areas, illicit drugs are easUy 

accessible and oftt~n so inexpensive that teenagers can buy them with allowance money:5 Without the 

availability of job~. or job networks, the economic and soCial significance of drug ,markets increases, 

putting youth at increased fisk for becoming involved in selling drugs, 

Other Social Risk Factors 

A number of studies and theories indicate that attitudes, morals, skills, and behaviors, including 

drug use and trafficking, result from social influences, Living in a drug~infested neighborhood is not 

enough to engage yomh in drug-related behaviors. Youth will model their behavior according to what 

they see and according to other people's positive or negative reactions to their behavior; they will be 

influenced to some extent by the mechanisms 1hat are in place for controlling the behavior of 

individuals, Other social risk factors. in addition (0 family and neighborhood influences, that impact a 
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I 
youth's likeJihood to engage in drug trafficking are peer group activities and the low level of deterrence 

f hI. ·1··o l Juvem e Jusuee system.1 
Feet] Group Influence 

A number of studies conclude that friends and other peers considerably influence youth's 

behavior,M,*,3B.4iI.46.l9,t{} Youth frequently use their peers for social referencing-that is, to help them 

deter!rune appropriate behavior and attitudeS-and the drug culture provides them with a sense of 

beloJging to something speciaL Peer influence is especially powexful in the case of group associations 

(e<g·'lgangs). 

I A number' of studies conclude that the relationship between delinquency and peer networks is 

recip~ocal, that increases in drug dealing usually lead to increased association with drug-dealing peers 

and tice versa. Oth~r studies, however. indicate that peer influence on youth who sell drugs is less 

prontunced. Peer influence can have a mediating influence as well. In recent surveys. youth reported 
I . 

that ~hejr ability to withstand incentives to engage in drug trafficking and other delinquent actS would be 

strengthened by having close friends who also resisted.jl The presence or absence of mediating factors 
I . 

and the intensity of (heir influence are important for understanding youth recruitment into drug dealing. 

I
Low Level of Deterrence by Legal System ISurveys conducted with a broad range of youth suggest that those most heavily involved in drug 

trafficking and other delinquent behaviors underestimate the risk of arrest and of serious consequences 

froJ the juvenile justjce system. J2,19,l1U2 Many youth recognize thaI friends who have been arrested often 
• 

retu~ to the community very quickly. In addition, oftentimes intervention provided by the juvenile 

jusli!e system comes so long after the initialing event that youth may no! effectively make the 

cOflli1ection between their illicit behavior and its consequences, or lhey may conclude that there are few. 

if an~y, consequences for their behavior. 

!I As mentioned before. there is also strong evidence that the short intervention spans of lhe 

juvenile justice system encourage drug trafficking adults 10 use these kids for the most ,"'lsible street 
• 

i 
• <transacllons. 
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CONCLUSION 

Numerous studies have been undenaken to identify risk faclors related to adolescent drug 

trafficking. ranging from individual factors and family background to neighborhood influences and 

broader societal conditions. A closer investigation of the current literature shows, however, that what 

appears to be a vast source of information to gUide the development of intervention mechanisms is 

actually qUite limited. First, there is a surprising void in the research on the characteristics of adolescent 

drug traffickers. Few aUempts have been made to develop a profile of the range of youth who sell drugs 

or are at risk for becoming drug dealers. Large representative samples o~ the total youth population 

general1y include 100 few drug traffickers for detailed analysis. and official statistics on offenders incfude 

only limited demographic infonnation and are unrepresentative of the adolescent population. 

Most research on youth drug dealing has been conducted on relatively small samples of 

subpopulations known to engage in high levels of drug selHng. such as gang members. arrestees, or 

institutionalized drug offenders, As a result. the information available is not representative of the entire 

drug~sel1ing adolescent population. The current research provides only limited infonnation about the 

extent of drug trafficking among young people; the predominant factorS that attrac[ them to traffICking; 

what keeps them involved; and which factors. if any, provide incentives to stop selling. 

The lack of more comprehensive information IS io some extent related to the fact that drug 

problems and peopk involved in trafficking have many facets and no single predictable pattern for drug 

trafficking behavior exists.. As a result, identifying the factors that most strongly influence youth is 

difficull, and no ~ingle solution has been established for halting the increa<;e in the number of young 

people participating in drug dealing, The current research is too limited to identify what most of[en 

aHracts young people to drug trafficking or to distinguish youth who remain marginalJy involved in drug 

trafficking for a relatively short period of lime from those who become heavily involved. 

A large number of slUdies concentrate primarily on caUses and ri~ks for drug use and not 

specifically on drug trafficking, While it is like}y that s.ome factors contribute to involVing adolescents 
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in dig ~se as well as in drug selling, few studies distinguish specific results related to drug dealing; this 

meJs that some of the findings may be confounded, 

Despite the scarcity of comprehensive information. a number of specific intervention efforts have 

been developed to address adolescent drug trafficking, One technique common to a number of programs 

is to:try to affect offenders' reasoning skills, to help them develop alternative interpretations of social 

rules,and obligations. and to help them comprehend the thoughts and feelings of others. Although 

changing cognition is not easy. it appears to be a less daunting task: than influencing biological 
I 

predisposition. modifying the environment, or overhauling the economic structure to provide better , 
acce;s to opporrunities,44 

Based on the research reviewed in this report. strategic intervention should begin before youth 

heeo,me users because drug use has consIstently been identified as a high-risk: factor for engaging in drug 

selli~g. Other deviant and delinquent behaviorS also are considered to be closely related to juvenile 
• • 

involvement in drug trafficking and may be used as early identifiers for youth who may require 

inte+ention. The schoot family, and neighborhood environments have been shown to be influenuaJ in a 
•

youth's development and may provide natural settings for targeted programs to counter adotescent drug 
\ 

selli~g. Research findings also point to the need to construct more certain and meaningful juvenile 

juslJe interventions to counter adolescents' perception that drug seHing has few, if any. consequences. 

ChaJging economic reaJities for yourh at risk of drug trafficking may be more difficult: however. 

progkms that facilitate youth access to and knowledge of the labor markel. in combination with other 

effoAs that develop more realistic perceptions of risks and benefits, may be quite feasible, 

It is likely that strengthening factors that buffer the risk of becoming involved in drug trafficking. 

such as parental supervision, attachment to parents. consistenl discipline, commitment to school. and 

avoiaance of delinquent or drug-usjng peers, is another promising strategy.> 


Considering that the numbers of juvenile drug traffickers and adolescents at risk for drug use and 


selling are growing. a beuer understanding of the circumstances that lead young people to participate in 

selli~g drugs and development of more targeted interventions become more vita) than ever. Interviews 
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and surveys of specific drug-dealing populations have shown that many youth have a desire to slop 

selling drugs, Youth surveyed recognize that people are becoming desensitized to violence, rhey know 

that they may be killed if they continue 5treet~level setling. they fed "messed up," and they want to 

leave the world of drug dealing. 

~'- The growing need for effective targeted interventions requires ~evelopment of bener infonnation 

on the range of factors that lead youth to begin drug dealing, A number of large-scale studies of 

juvenile delinquency that will provide more and better infonnation are currently being compieted,5O but· 

these studies will not be able to identify changes in risk factors and potential intervention strategies as 

they apply to the various stages of youth's involvement in drug selling. We need more infonnation on 

the characteristics of young drug sellers; the paths they tak:e~ and changes in risk factors over a period of 

time that lead youth to entering. remalning in, or leaving the drug business. 
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