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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

i}
|
|

The Nation's schools have and will continue to play a vital role in preventing substance abuse
among children. The Office of National Drug Centrol Policy (ONDCP) and the U.S. Department of
Education have targeted schools and gchool-aged children for significant interventions designed to
eliminate violence and drug use. In spite of the ¢ritical role played by the schools, comparatively
Little information exisis about the availability of substances at school, the attitudes of students and
their parents about adolescent substance use, or youth experience with crime and viclence while at

school,

The social problems that exist cutside school walls almost always sweep into the schools,
Drugs, erime, and viclence are no exceptions. This report sheds light on these problems as they
exist in the educational environment. The report presents findings from a secondary data analysis
of the 1893 School Safety and Discipline (S5&D) component of the National Household Education
Survey (NHES:1283), spozxs’mred by the U.8. Department of Education.

The focus of this report is to describe (1} parents’ and students’ perceptions of drug
availability, (2} their a::_t:itudes toward drug use; (3) their awareness of school policies; (4) school drug
aducation efforts; and (5} the extent of crime and violence occurring in the Nation’s schools. All
quastions 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, schoo! efforts regarding drug use and violence and
perceptions of crime and violence in the school. Each topic presented will first report the parental
response, [ollowed by the youths' report, and finally, for selected tapics, the relationship batween

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

The NHES is a unigue data source, It raflacts the experiences of students and their parents
in the context of a particalar academic year. What crimes oceurred at your school this year? What
drugs are available at your child’s school this year? Is your child worried about being attacked while

at schooi? While other national studies may report on the national incidence of crimes committed by

CEH, Incorporated ¥ii



Execulive Summary

adolescents or adolescents as victims, and on drug abuse among adolescents, the NHES:93 collacted
data about students’ and parents’ experiences where they are tied to an educational context--on the
school grounds, in and putside of classrooms, traveling to and from school, and at school activities,

Data wieze collected independent of the school; yet it is a nationally representative household survey

using the child’s school experience as the frame of reference.

This report presents attitude and perception data from the only nationally representative
S&m;ﬁﬁ'e{ youth and azﬁzzii‘s in existence. The Center for Addiction and Substance Abuse (CABA)
report $1898), Monitoring the Future (MTF) study, and PRIDE study present similar information
regarding youth and parent attitudes and perceptions about substance use, as well as reporting
student use of substances. The CASA data, however, are collected from a sample that is not
statistically representative of youth and parents in the U.S. The Monitoring the Future Study
{NIDA, {1996} presents nationally representative data regarding attitudes and substance use among
mxééie-;and high school students, yef lacks data from parents. The PRIDE study presents attitude,
p%zz‘ceptz{m ami use data from students and parents, yet the data are not collected from a statistically
repmsegltaﬁve sample of youth and parents in the United States.

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 substance use and, for

some, it makes a difference in their own attitudes;

o| According to students, most substances are widely available at scﬁmi;‘yet parents
p‘erceiv& that availability differently. Parents and students agree that cigarettes are
highly available; vouth believe that aleohol is more available than parents perceive; and
parents believe that marijuana and other drugs are more available than students
perceive,;

.l ’}L’he;'e is a positive relationship between school-based drug education programs (especially

the more intensive curriculums), and lower risk for substance abuge. Students with

CSR, Incorporated wili




Executive Summary

characteristics that put them at higher risk of drug abuse d¢ 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

younger students about the harmful effects of substance abuse.

* Both parents and students view ¢rime and violence at school as g seriocus issue, but their
perceptions are different. Both parents” and students’ fear of crime and viclence far
exceeds the student’s actual experience of it at school. School and parent efforts to ensure
the safety 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 aititude and behavior among our nation’s
youth. However, the data collected by the NHES:93 is valuable in at least two ways: (1) it
represenis an important step in developing a more comprehensive picture about substance abuse
among youth and {2} if contains information that can be used to target specific prevention efforts
and to assess the progress of current in-school programs. Analysis of the NHES:93 data yielded a
number of important findings regarding risk and protective factors related to substance abuse
among school-aged youth. In arder to more completely model substance abuse among school-aged

youth, we recommend additiona] analyses, survey development, and database development.
*  Additional Analyses

- loger examination of what students do to protect themselves, such as carryving

weapons to schoo! using the NHES:93;

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

examining risk and protective factors; and

- Analysis of factors explaining shared youth and parent views regarding substance

abuse and factors related to divergent youth and parent views,

C5R, Incorpaorated



Executive Summary .

*  Survey Development

b — Repeat the S8&D. The NHES is an ongeing survey of NCES, but the SS&D
component conducted in 1993 is not currently scheduled to be repeated. If the survey
were repeated vver 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
Fducation will not be able to adequately assess progress on its goal; “By the year
20040, éva school in America will be free of drugs and vielence and will offer a safe,
disciplined environment conducive to learning” (Goal 6 of the National Education
Gaslsl In sddition, ONDOP will lose valuable information that could be used to
assess progress toward Goals 1 and 2 of the 1996 National Drug Control Strategy:
“Motivate Amerion’s youth to reject illegal drugs and substance abuse” and “increase
the safety of America’s citizens by substantially reducing drug-related crime and
violenes,”

- Conduct broad-based interagency discussions about expanding the questions in the
S3&D to include substance use information, more detailed questions about prevention
education, and in-depth questions about parent-child interaction on the issue of

substonce abuse.

*

Database Development

- Explore the methodological potential of merging MTF (1893) and NHES:93 data for
the purposes of creating a database that contains substance use attitude and
perception date for students and their parents, information regarding what the
Nation's schools are doing to prevent substance use among its students, and reported
past-manth, past-year substance use data. This effort would require collaboration
among the U8, Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, and the

University of Michigan.

1
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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: 1893

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 Prug Control Policy, in its 1998 National Drug Control
Strategy, recognized 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, Oblective 4},

and
* Increase the number of schools that are free of drugs and violence {(Goal 2, Objective 5.

Soctal problems that exist outside schaol walls are likely to swesp into the schools. Drugs,
crime, and violence are no exceptions. This report sheds light on thess 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 3 neat solution to the problems
identified, Hather, the report describes the availability (in the 1992-33 school year) of aleohol and
sther drugs {(ATOD) on school property, the aititudes toward drugs of youth in the gixth through
twelfth grades and their parents, youth experiences with violence, and the measures that schoals

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

L5H, Incorporated 1
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i

{NHSZ}?;} includes persons ages 12 to 17; however, there are no questions about availabili’ty of drugs
only at isc?wol‘, The only other national survey with ability to make national population estimates
for youth is the Monitoring the Future (MTF) survey. Although MTF draws its sample from the in.
schiool p;:puiation, the MTF does not ask questions about the occurrence of drugs and violence at
school. Further, neither NHEDA nor MTF ask questions directed to parents of school-age children.
Becauselparents are key in diminishing the demand side of the supply-demand equation for the

Nation's!drug problem, they are & primary element in the fight against youth drug abuse.

2. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to describe the attitudes and perceptions of parents and youth
concerning drugs and viclence in the Nation’s schools. The report presents findings from a
ser:ondar:% data analysis of the 1893 School Safety and Discipline (88&D) component of the National
Heousehold Edacation Survey (NHES:1993), sponsored by the U.S. Depariment of Education, The
focus of ti%ia report 15 to describe (1) parents’ and students’ perceptions of drug availability; i2} their
attitudes toward drug use; (3) their awareness of school policies; {4} school drug education efforts;
and (5) the extent of ¢crime and violence cccurring in the Natien's schools, All questions asked on
the survey, were specifically related to school, school-related sotivities or transport to and from
school. Thie tims peried covered is the current school year {1992-93} only. Responses were elicited
from both parents and students. Sixth fo twelfth grade students and parents were asked
inﬁepeﬁdeéﬁy about the topics covered in this report. Each fopic presented here ;vill first repori the
parental response, followed by the youths' report, and finally, for selected topics, the relationship

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

3. REPORT ORGANIZATION

Section 4 describes the data used and methodology, followed by a discussion of the strengths
and limitations of these data. Section § presents the results of the dats analysis, divided into five
main topics:l {1} attitudes toward drug use, {2} availability of drugs, (3) drug education participation,
{4) crime ané violence taking place at school, and (5) measures taken by the schools to curtatl crime
and violence! The relationships between selected factors, such as the relationship between drug
education and student attitudes toward drug use are also presented. Section 8 summarizes the

report and Section 7 presents recommendations.
}
|
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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Vislence tn the Nation’s Schaols:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the Nationa! Household Education Survey: 1893

4, DATA AND METHODS

The School Safety and Discipline (SS&D} questions are a component of the 1983 National
Household Education Survey (NHES:93) sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics,
U.8. Department of Education, The NHES:93 was specifically designed to gather information about
Goal 8 of the Naticnal Education Goals: “By the year 2000, every school in America will be free of

drugs and violence 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 Unifed States. A thres.stage cluster sampling
design was used where groups of residential telephone number prefixes, and telephone numbers
within esch group were randomly sampled. After each household selected was enumerated, parents
for the children within the househald were subsampled.! Hougeholds of blacks and Hispanics were
oversampled with adjustments to the weighting for these households applied. In addition,
adjustments were made for households without telephones.’ Given the sampling and weighting
procedures, it is possible to make inferences for the entire civilian, noninstitutional population for

the domains of intarest.

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 gquestions
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 aboul 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 basgeline for further research

UThe Electronic Code Book included with the dsta o the CD-ROM has & more detailed description of the sampling
procedures that were used.

? Far more information gbout the weight sdiusiments used 1o account for nontelephone houaeholds, see “National
Household Survey of 1983 Adjusting for Coverage Biss Using Telepbone Service Interruption Data,” NCES Technical
Heport, 37.338, December 1866,
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about school interventions, attitudes about drugs and viclence, and characteristics of the school age
population and their parents. Extensive questions were asked about the effects of violence on

students’ social life and education.

One Himitation 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

characteristics,

5. |DATA ANALYSIS

Results of the data analysis are presented under five major categonies: {1) attitudes toward
drugs, (2) availability of drugs at school, {3) school drug education and prevention efforts,

{4} violence and crirve at school, and (5) measures taken by the schools to curtail crime and violence.

51  Attitudes Toward Drugs

This section presents the findings about attitudes toward drug use; first that of parents,
followed by youths' attitudes and finally, the overlap béﬁweeﬁ youth and their parents’ attitedes.
The S8&D included questions to both parents and youth sbout the parent's attitude toward the child
smoking and drinking. The parent’s questions were the following;

ITo parent respondent about smoking:] Do vau think it is all right for [CHILD) to smoke

cigarettes?

{To parent respondent about drinking:] Do vou think it is oll right for fCHILD] to drink
alcoholic bevernges, for example, beer, wine coolers, or liguor? A small amount on special

Ffamily occasions or for religious purpeses does not cound.

prrcI——
A W, S— i S— -

Questions asked the youth were the fullowing:

g el i

{To youth respondent about smoking:] Do your parents think it is all right for you to

sroke cigareties?

l

CSR, Incorporated 4
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» [To ycutﬁ respondent about drinking:] Do your parente think it iz all right for you to drink
nlcoholic baverages, for example, beer, wine coolers, or liguor? A small amount on special
family cceasions or for religious purposes does nof count.

s [To youth respondent about what their friends’ attitudes:] Do your friends at school think
it is oll right to.. [{e) smoke cigarettes or chew tobueeo? (k) Drink alcoholic drinks like beer,
wine coolers, or liguor? {¢) Smoke m_argizxana? {d) Use other drugrs?! The possible

responses were “yes” or “no.”

51.1 Parental Aftitudes Toward Drug Use

Almost all parents of youth grades 6 to 12 {more than 85 percent} disappraved of their
chiidren smoking cigareties 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 of these activities.

A higher percentage of parents reported that it is all right for their children to drink alecholic
beverages (3.6 percent} than to smoke cigarettes (1.6 percent] {see Exhibit 1 following this page and
Table 1 in Appendix A)

Parents® who did not participate in activities at their child’s school were less likely to hold
negative attitudes than parents who were more invelved st their child’s school (Exhibit 2). As might
be predicted, parents of older children-—those in the tenth through the twelfth grades—believe it ig
more acceptable for their children to use tobacco products than those whose children are in ninth
grade or below. Parents with a high schos! diploma were more likely to have positive attitudes
toward smoking than those with more or fewer vears of schooling. Nearly 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

Y & category used in the Burvey was “nonparent guerdians or no parents in the household” which did not include
adaptive, step or foster parents and that we include under the traditional wmother and father sutegories. Rather, it is
amsumed thet these other aduits are usually other relatives of the child, such ns aunts, uncles or grandpoerents. Unless
noted otherwise, the term "parent,” refers to the adult with primary responsibiiity for the ehild, who was deemed
approgriate to the telephane interviewer o respond to the survey as revealed from the screener questions.
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ype of Substance: Percent of parents who responded that "it is all right” for
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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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A Descriptive Study of Druge and Violence in the Nation's Schoots:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Household Education Survey: 1393

frequently in the past five years are more likely to be permissive than parents of children who have

movediless frequently,

As with smoking, very few parents (3.6 percent) believe it is all right for their children to
drink alcoholic beverages, but the parents who are permissive about their child smoking exhibit
some different characteristics from the ones who believe it is all right for their chiid to drink. With
respect Lo their attitude about their children drinking, parents with incomes exceeding $75,000 and
who haive a higher degree of participation in school activities {3 or more activities) have more
permissive attitudes than parents of other income levels (Exhibits 3 and 4). Children in a racial
mingority at school angd who attend the largest and the smallest schools tend to have more permissive
attitudés than parents of children who attend middie sized schools that are more racially
homogeneous. Like with smoking, nonparent guardians and parents of children who have moved

mzzitz’pl‘ea times in the last five years tend te be more permissive about alcohol than other parents.

5.1.2 Peer Attitudes Toward Drug Use

Students were asked about their friends’ attitudes toward using cigarettes/tobaccs, alcohslic
bev&ragias, marijuana and other drugs. Thig is an indirect way of asking the students about their
own aititudes toward illegal drug vse.

Cigarettes were by far the most popular substance among students. Almost half (45 percent)
mspondied that their friends thought it was all right to smoke. Drinking alcobolic beverages was
slightlytless acceptable (43.4 percent), but only 20 and 14 percent respectively thought that smoking
marijzzai:a or using other drugs was all right {(see Exhibit 5 and Table 2 in Appendix A). Private
school students were less receptive to using each category of drugs than public school students {sge
Exhibit 6). Students who attended larger schools were mors likely to have positive attitudss toward
drug use than students who attended schools with smaller student bodies (see Exhibit 7). At the
schools Evith student populations of 1,000 and more, permissive attitudes toward arnoking marnjuana
were maore than double what they were at schools of 300 or fewer students. Students who reportied
fightingigang activity at their school were more likely to have friends with positive attitudes toward

F
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

Household Income: Percent of parents who responded "yes” to "it is alt right”
for child to smoke cigareties, use tobacco, or drink alcoholic heverages, 1893

v§76.000 |l L L IE

R T T A o -
ey, Jwg&%??w;ﬁéﬁm‘f@%mw{. e T
—— e -

———I‘ - w‘,..wi.»m.w«r.—n;-c .........._.:,.-‘:‘ ‘u ih s éw_. T Wiy om o
£50.75.000 [mrr—rmmieems : ‘ ,- :

3’% . E:m A = ‘I e ; - Z )
$40-50,000 ~mpmrorbmso———y |
Ayl S TN v

e
Bl z e : ~ :
$35-40.000 e a ; L

Househoid Income

L R I ; ; :
$30-35,000 ‘ | ! :
$25-30.,000 !
$20-25.000 i : ‘f ‘
$15-20.000 ! :

i ! é !

$10-15,000 ; ;

rew H t ' ’ E

$5:10.000 b ' :
s ] - -

: e 1 ) !

p «35.000

H
mpar
o — prea
i \-“:“‘::.mmgag‘:%«?i ‘,5‘2?@ ?m‘

0% 2% 4% &% 8% . 10
Percent

Smoking cigarettes or fobacco 3] Drinking alcoholic beverages




Exhibit §

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
think it is all right to use substances: 1993
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Exhibit 7

Size of School, Percent of students who responded that friends
think it is all right to use substances; 1993
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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence iy the Nation's Schools: -
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Household Education Survey: 1993

iFavorable attitudes toward drug use among students cufs across all income levels. Almost
half of students’ from households located in areas of low poverty thought that use of zigarettes and
tobacco was acceptable, but the percentage slightly decreased with increasing poverty. With the
exception of tobaces products, attitudes toward drug use do not display very clear patterns,

emphasizing their pervasiveness across the sociv-economic spectrum (Exhibits 8 and 9).

Smoking cigarettes is more acceptable among students from outside urbanized and rural
areas, compared with students from inside urban areas; however, the opposite is the casé for student

attitudes about marijuana or other drugs which are more popular in urban arsas (Exhibit 10},

Exhibit 11 shows the increasing peer acceptability of all types of drugs with each grade level.
For cigareties and alcoholic beverages, the percentage of students who thought their friends were
favorably disposed increased about seven-fold {rom the sixth to the twelfth grades. The increase by
grade level was even more for student attitudes toward marijuana use, increasing about 14 times

from the sixth to the twelfth grades.

A higher proportion of white students had friends with positive attitudes toward use of
cigamttf:s and alcoholic beverages compared to other raciaVethnic groups, as shown in Exhibit 12.
Among minority students, a higher percentage had friends who were favorable toward marijuana
and other drugs, compared to whites or other racial/ethnic groups {(Exhibit 123

Friends of male students were perceived as slighily more disposed toward smeking cigareties
and drir!king aleoholic beverapes than friends of females {see Table 2, Appendix A), a finding that is
confirmed by data for seniors from MTF (19861 Females's friends hold siigbtly more positive

attitudes toward marijuana and other drugs than males’ friends.

Differences by academic record are more proncunced than by many other student
characteristics presented here. As shown in Exhibit 13, there are only two exceptions o the
increaseiin approval of all four types of substances ag academic performance declines. About one-

third of students in the highest academic category {as reported by their parents) had favorable

* Inters Umversxt} Consortium for Political and Sozial Research, The University of Michigan, Institate for Social
Hasearch, Ann Arbor, M1, “Monitering the Future: 1886 Datn and Tables,” WWWihttpiiwww isr.umich. edu.com, 1996,
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Exhibit 8

Poverty Level: Percent of students who responded that friends
think 1t is all right to use substances: 1993
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Exhibit 10

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 alf right to use substances: 1933
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Exhibit 12

Race/Ethnicity. Percent of students whe responded that friends
think it is all right 10 use substances: 1993
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Exhibit 13

think it is all right to use substances: 1893

Student Academic Record: Percent of students who responded that friends
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A Degoriptive Study of Drugs and Violence in the Nation's Schools:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the Nationa! Household Education Survey: 1993

attitudes toward smoking, but the percentage increases to over 60 percent for the betow average

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

top academic performers.

Exhibit 14 shows the patierns of student {friends’) atlitudes by parents’ highest level of
education and displays very few patterns. For example, 40 percent of students whose parents
attended graduate school (whether or not they earned a degree) approve of smoking cigarettes,
compared to the students with parenis having the fewest vears of education. Forty-eight percent of
parents who wers 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 Lo examine the various
combinations of parent attitude, youtl’s percepticn of parent attitude, and the youth's attitude.
Looking at Exhihits 15 and 16, the vast majority of youth {over 85 percent) know that their parents
do not approve of the youth's smoking cigarettes or drisking alecholic beverages; however, youth do
not always follow their parents in their attitudes. More than two-fifths of the youth whose parents
disapprove of smoking and drinking have friends with positive attitudes toward smoking and

drinking.

52 Drug Availability

The 55&D asked questions about the availability of substances on school grounds, and these

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

s {Ta parent:] ¥ {she!/hel wanted o, how difficuit would i be for [ohild] to get the following
things at school or on the school grounds? Would you say it is very easy, fairly easy, hard,
or nearly impossible to get cigareties or tobacce, beer or wine, liguor, marijuana, and other

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

« [To student:] JF you wanted to, how difficult would it be for you to get the following things

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

CS8R, incorporated



Exhibit 14

Parent’s Education: Percent of students who responded that friends
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A Doescriptive Study of Drugs ond Violence in the Nation's Schools:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Household Education Survey: 1993

Exhibit 15

Youth perceptions of parents! attitudes toward smoking cigaretles
and drinking alcoholic beverages: 19803

Youth perceives parent

Parent Atthtudes parent disapproves of Teotal
approves of youth... youth...

Smoking cigarettes

Parent approves of child
smoking cigarettes {n}

Parent disapproves of child
smoking cigarettes (n) 3.1 {180) 95,3 (6,140) 98.4 (6.320)

0.9 {52} 0.7 (65) 1.6 {107)

Tatal 4.6 46.0 100.0
Drinking alcoholic beverages

Paraent approves of ohild

drinking alcoholic beverages $.7 473 2.7 (164) 3.4 {211)
{r)
Parery disapproves of ¢hild
drinking aicoholic beverages 4.1 {274} 92.8 (8,342 855 {8,218}
{r)

Total 4.8 8.2 100.0

NOTE: Percentages are calculated using weighted data.

SOURCE: Natipnal Mousehold Education Survey, 1993

nearly impossible to get cigarettes or tobacen, beer or wing, liquor, marifuanag, ond other

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

5.2.1 Parent's Report

Parents believe that cigarettes are widely available gt their ¢hild’s school, as is, to 2 lesser
degree, mariiuana and other drugs, and alecholic heverages. Two-thirds of &ll parents report that
cigarettes or other tehacco preducts are “very easy” or *fairly easy” {o obtain at their child’s school;
more than one third of parents belleve that marijuana {38.2 percent) and other drugs {33.6 percent)
were ensy to abtain at school; and Jess than one-guarter (24.2 percent} reported aleohol as easy to
get {see Exhibit 17). Bome school characteristics were highly related (o the parental perceptions of
drug availability, including the child’s attendance at a public or a large school, especially high
schools {see Exhubits 17, 18, 19 and 20). Parents of black and Hispanic children believe that

C8H, incormporated
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Intersection of parent and youth attitudes téwards youth
on smoking and drinking
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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: 1893
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Exhibit 18

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

Size of School: Percent of parents who responded that substance
is “very easy” or "fairly easy” to get at school: 1983
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?chooi Organization: Percent of parents who responded that substance
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Exhibit 21

Race/Ethnicity: Percent of parents who responded that substance
is "very easy” or "fairly easy” 1o get at school, 1993
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Exhibit 22

Living Arrangements: Percent of parents who responded that substance
is "very easy” or "fairly easy" to get at school, 1893
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A Deascriptive Study of Drugs and Violence in the Nation’s Schools:
$Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Hougehold Education Survey: 1553

substances are less available at their child’s scheol 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 geoerally less than five percent. There appears to be a weak
relationship between availability of cigareties and a written policy. Where schosols 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 pelicy exists. There is n somewhat stronger nepative
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 availahility of drogs oceurred where the policy did not include drugs.}) One might
assume that school officials did not include drugs in their written policies where they &lso assumed

fand 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 schoal grounds. Beer or wine and
marijuany are easier to obtain than liquor and other drugs. Over one-uarter of the students
responded that both alcohol and marijuana are eagy t0 obtain. {see also Table 2, Appendix B}

1t is difficult to compare these results with other nationsl data because of differences in
methodology, sampling design and question wording. One comparison is with the Monitoring the
Fature (MTF) survey, but it comes with a number of cavests. MTF is an in-school survey conducted
since 1973 including high school seniors and with 8th and 10th graders siﬂce 199:{: It utilizes a
multi-stape cluster sample that yields data representative of the entire United States.

In contrast, the NHES: 1983 data were collected in 1993 only and are designed fo represent
all szhool age youth {and/or their parenis). It is a household survey conducted by telephone; thus it

includes youth in home schooling or other alternatives to traditional sducation.

CER, Incorporated ! 14
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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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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Viclence in the Nation's Schools;
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Househotd Educstion Survey: 1933

Response options in the MTF include 5 categories: 1-probably impossible; 2.very difficult; 3-
fairly difficult; 4-fairly easy, §-very easy. Percentages reported include “fairly easy” and “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 thig option for any one guestion. )

Even if the 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 8 comparison for 1993 for 8th, 10th and 12 graders. The differences
batween the two survey results are considerable, but may only reflect the differences in guestion
wording. One might conelude that substances are less available at the nation’s schoola 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 x;mixiic school than at a private schaol and, for the categoery, “other,” drugs were
believed to be more than twice as available at public schools, compared to private, When school gize
s examined {(Exhibit 28 and Table 4 in Appendix B), there are differences between public and
private school studenis in how t;]:'iey perceive substances to be available (See table B4 in appendix).
Substances are consistently belisved to be more available at public schools compared with private.
For both public and private students, perceptions of availability of each type of substante increased

with the size of the school and with grade level.

Students attending more racially huomopgeneous schools reported that substances were slightly
less available than students at more racially mixed schools; however, for mast 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 svailability was reported for each racigl and
ethnie group when they are not in the majority. The highest availability was reported for eigareties

by white students in the minority in their schools {(70.9 percent).

€S8, Incorporated 11



A Deseriptive Stdy of Drugs and Vielence in the Nation's Schools:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Household Education Survey: 1983

Exhibit 24

Percent of youth who responded that substarices were “lairly easy” or “very easy”
to get at sehool; 1983

Ligarettes Alevhol Marijuany
Grade MTF NHES MTF NHES MTE NHES
{at sghagl) {at school) {al schonty

até grade | 75.8 53.8 739 20 43.8 18.4
16th grade 89.4 79.1 88.9 47 8.4 48.2

t i
12th grade | N B82 . NA 4 830 453

e . T— —— T S e — A

t
i ?hisiperwnz is an approximation. Actuaily, 21.% percent of eighth graders in the RHES report that bear or
wing if *very easy” or "airly easy” 1o gel and 18.3 percent report that Hquor is very or iaidy easy to get.

2 Approximation; between 44.7 and 41.3 percent,
)
¥ Approximation; between 42.0 and 38.2 percent.

NOTE; MTF used & categories {in reverse order from NHES) They are:  1-probably impossible; 2-vezy giftioult;
3- fazr%*,f difficult; 4-fairly easy; S-very easy, Fercentages reponed include fairy easy” and “very easy.” An
additional option of “can’t say, drg uniamitiac” was inciuded for 8th and 10th graders only. According to note
{D. 244) generaity less than 20% chose this option for any one guastion.

NHESused 4 categories: 1-'very gasy”, 2-"airly easy”, 3-"harg”, and 4-"neary impossitie”. The question was
worged, “H you wanted 1o, how ditficuit would it be for you 1o get the foliowing things &t schoot ar on the school
grounds?’

SCURCE: Inter-Uriversity Congortum for Political and Social Research, The University of Michigan, Insiiute for
Socigl Fesearch, Ann Arbor, MI, "Monitoring the Future: 1996 Data and Tables”,
WWW htip/Awww isr.umich.edu.com. 1886,

As noted above, perceived dmg availability increases with student grade level. Exhibit 28
shows subsiance availability by grade for the five different types of drugs. For each substance, the
diﬁfaren'ce for reported availability in the sixth and twelfth grades is substantial, at least three times
higher for twelfth graders. It follows then, that drugs are viewed as more available in high school

than in slementary, middle or junior high schools {see Exhibit 28}

As is shown in Exhibit 30, students who come from households with higher incomes report
more access o most substances while at school than students with lower incomes. White students
perceive that they have more access to some cigarettes while at school compared to other
racial/ethnic groups as digplayed in Exhibit 31. Hispanics indicated that cigareties and marijuana

b
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Exhibit 25

Type of School: Percent of students who responded that substance
is "very easy” or "fairly easy” to get st school, 1993
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Exhibit 26

Size of School: Percent of students who responded that substance
is "very easy” or "fairly easy” to get at school. 1293
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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Viclence in the Nation's Schools: _
Secondary Daie Analysis Using the Nationa) Household Education Survey: 1893

Percent of students, 6th through 123th grades, who responded that substance is “very casy”
or “fairly easy” to get ot schodl or on schodl grounds by student's and school's race/ethnicity; 1892

Exhibit 27

= " S
{n} | Cigarettes E;z;:r Liguor Marijuana
- o Percent o?;::wents of child’s race at school
More than 75% {2,874} 80.1 28.3 24.8 £24.3
25 to 78% {2,787} 1.1 29.6 254 a3.4
Less than 28% {768} 61.3 30.8 28.1 330
Race/ethnicity of respondent and race/ethisic composiiion of sehool
YWhite respongdent {4,368) 8386 285 258 27.0
School more than 75% white {2.314) 62,0 28.7 228 5.0
Behoot 25% W 75% white {1,815} 65.2 .0 3286 282
Schoo! less than 25% white (235} 7.9 34.8 328 319
Binck respongdernt {933) 53.3 0.0 26,6 38T
Schaol more than 75% blagk {2658) 483 28.7 38.3 437
Sehoot 25% o 75% biatk 471 53.2 s 374 28.3
Behoot tess than 25% black {187} 59.0 308 358 282
Hispanic respondant {321} 534 8.5 247 308
Schoul more than 75% Mispanic  (283) 459 28.1 7.2 22.8
School lass than 75% Hispanic {858} 55.6 26.7 324 285
Other {2053 54.1 257 28.5 28.1
T T—— ——

NOTE: Data are weighted.

SOURCGE: Nationzi Household Education Survey, 1993,

are more accessible than other substances, and Hispanics reported lower availability of beer/wine,

ligguor and other drugs.

i

5.23 Intersection of Youth and Their Parents on the Topic of Drug Availabiity

There is widespread agreement between parents and their children about the availghility 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 dissimilanty between

youth and their parents on this topic. (White sections represent the percentage of parents and youth

CSR, Incorporated
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Exhibit 28
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(Grade Level. Percent of students who responded that substance
is "very easy" or "fairly easy” to get at school: 1993
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School Organization: Percent of students who responded that substance
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Exhibit 29

is "very easy” or “fairly easy” to get at school; 1993
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. Household Income

E - Exhibit 30
Household Income: Percent of students who responded that substance
is "very easy” or "fairly easy"” to get at school. 1893
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Exhibit 31

Race/Ethnicity: Percent of students who responded that substance

is "very easy” or "fairly easy” to get at school: 1833
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Exhibit 32
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Perceptions of youth and parents of availability of drugs
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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence In the Nation's Schools:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Housshold Education Survey: 1983

who agree that the substance is easy to obtain at schodl; black sections indicate where youth and
their parents agree that the substance is'very hard to obtain st school.) With the exception of
eigarettes, 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 easy 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 parants are not aware that aleoholic beverages
are available at school. For heer and wine, 18 percent, and for liquor, 17 percent, of parents do not

believe that their children probably have access atl school

8.3  School Drug Education and Prevention Efforts

The 88&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 like
science, health or physical education, (2] a special course about aleohol or other drugs, {3} assemblies

or demenstrations ouiside of class, and {4} other schoo! activities or clubs.

5.3.1 Parents Report

As shown in Exhibit 33, the majority of parents (684.7 percent) report that their child had at
least one type of drug education in the current school year. Few (7.8 percent) reparted as four {ypes

of education.

5.3.2 Students’ Report

As indicated in Exhibit 34, the large majority of students {(more than 80 percent) had some
kind of drug prevention education in the current school year (1992.93).  About one fifth reported
having no drug education in the current school yeaf. Comparing students’ reports o 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 fo their parents. In any

* 1iniike other descriptions in this study concerning youth snd their parents. this annlysis did not use matched dats;
instead, the parents and youth data files were run independently.

CSR, Incarporated 4



A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Vielence in the Nation's Schools:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the Nationa! Househatd Education Survey: 1983

Exhibit 33

Percent of parents of youth, grades € to 12, reporting the number of types
of drug educstion experiences their child had in the current school year: 1883

Types of drug education experiences Percent
fone 383
ine 14.8
Twao 237

*Three 18.4
Faur 7.8
Total 100

e

Perceniages used weighted data, N=10,117

|

case, the parents are somewhat unaware of their child’s expesure to drug abuse prevention efforts

being:conducted in the schools.

{

Differences may also be observed in the kind of drug education offered by the schoal,
Exbibit 35 shows that the majority (55.2 percent} of students were exposed to the most brief, least

intensive, and probably least effective, type of experience. Typically, an assembly or demonstration

consists of the whole school gathering in the auditorium for a film or a speaker. Mass gatherings of

Exhibit 34

Percent of youth, gradss 6 to 12, reporting some kind of drug education
in the current gschoo! year: 1992

Used weighted data. N=6,504

Number of drug educaﬁ:? experiences f Percomnt
HNone 183
One 25.2 .
Two 27.4
Three 18.9
! Faur 8.2
Total | 100.0

CHA, Incorporated
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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence in the Nation’s Schools:
Secongsry Data Analysis Using the National Household Education Suarvey: 1993

Exhlibit 35

Substance abuse prevention programs offered at school: 19821993

T ————— o e o
 Format of drug education program at Percent receiving sicohol
school in the current school year or other drizg education program
Assemblies or dermonstrations outside of class 552
Part of one of the regular courses, ke 45,8
stience, health ot PE '
i
Other school activities or clubs 355
2 Special course about alcohol or other drugs 328 |
e ——— — T——

o one-iime nature are very unlikely to have lasting effects in attitudes or behavior. Most effective
are the experiences thut 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 prevention programs within the elementary schools
{See Exhibit 38). 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 were about twice (11.8 and 11.7 percent) as likely to have participated in 4 Kinds of
programs than eleventh and twelfth graders (6.0 and 8.8 percent). This is probably a gouod strategy
for reaching youth at an carlier age, before they have more opportunity to experiment when drugs
become more available, While ATOD use is rarely initiated before junior high school, attitudes
toward ATOD use are generally formed earlier. Therefore, if prevention efforts target attitude
formation, théy must be implemented early to be effective—before the eighth grade {see Grube and
Wallack, 1984; McGee and Stanton, 1983; Pfeffer, 1993; Towberman and McDonald, 1893;
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 receive 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 schoel year. Considering

C5R, incorporated ' 16



grade Level: Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, by the number of
types of drug education prevention experiences in their current school:

Grade Leve!

Exhibit 36
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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: 1983
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A Deseriptive Study of Drugs and Viclenca in the Nation's Sehoois:
Secondary Data Analysls Using the National Household Education Survey: 1383

that students with low academic achievement are also more likely to be subject to the influence of
peers who hold favorable attitudes toward drug use {see previous section on student attitudes), this
atvriskiportion of the population might be well worth targeting for incressed coneentration of drug

pravention programs.

53.3 Drug Education and its Relationship w Drug Avaiiability of Substances and
Attitudes Toward Use

Students who report the most types of drug education experiences (four} algo report that
drugs are less available at their schocls than students who report fewer types of drug education {see
Exhibit}38 and Table 2 in Appendix C). Higher percentages of drug aveailability appear to be
assoriated with the absence of drug prevention programs, although the differences are not very

lnrge.

%rug education also appears to hear some relationship with attitudes toward drug use as
indicated in Exhibit 39, Positive peer attitudes toward drug use generally decline with more drug
abuse prevention education programs. Students with the most favorable attitudes toward drug use

are those who did not have any drug education in the current school year.

’ﬂ;e majority of students understand that their schoal’s main message about drinking
alcoholic beverages is to refrain from drinking and driving (see Exhibit 40 and Table C3). The
maessage to abstain from all consumption increases with the number of types of drug prevention

education' they receive, from 21 percent for nu education to 31 percent with four types.

As|noted above, it was predicted that the type of educational experience also has a
reiation&s&gp with attitudes and availability of substances. In Exhibit 41, students who participated
in 8 Specifi.l course about alcohol or other drugs also had peers with the least tolerant attitudes and
reported the lowest percent of availability compared to studenis who participated in other kinds of
educational experiences.

This concludes the section examining drugs-—attitudes, gvailability and drug education in the
Nation's séhcels as viewed by students and parents. The next section describes the perception of

parents and students regarding erime and viglence.

Can, lncotp;arated ’ 17




Exhibit 38

Nurnber of Types of Drug Education™ Percent of students who responded that
substance ig "very easy” or "fairly easy” to get at school: 1893
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A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence in the Nation's Schouols:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Household Eduycation Survey: 1993

Exhibit 38

Number of types of drug education youth received in 1982-93 school year
by friends’ altitudes toward drug use

et s
Friends think it is “all right” to.., ll
Drug Education {n) Smoke Drink alcoholic ) Use other
cigareties beverages Use marjjuana drigs
Al } (6,427) 45.0 i34 1.7 135
No drug education (1,234} 50.2 477 238 17.0
i
One 1o three types of drug
edutation {4.590) 441 42.9 18.9 12.6
]
Four types of drug education
orodrams (603) a1.1 38.4 17.4 13.5
———" ———— m———_3

;
NOTE: Percentages are calculaled using weighted dala.

SOURCE: Nalional Househald Education Survey, 1983,

5.4 ]Vicaiarzce and Crime

Analysis of the NHES: 1983 provides & unique opportunity to explore the experience of crime
aceurring in the Nation’s schools (some of which may go unreported in crime statistics), as well as
the experience of “secondary violence.” Secondary violence is the exposure to and threat of viclence
and crime which results in behavioral change {avoidance activity) and an environment of fear.
Students and parents were asked about knowing, witnessing, and fearing criminal activity and

violence, as well as actually being a victim,

5.4.1 ‘Parent Reports

The survey asked parents about crime and violence at their child’s school. Parents reported
that their child knew about, had fear of, or witnessed a crime as a frequent occurrence. Over one-
haif of ’zhe parents reporied that the children knew sbout at least one incident of ¢rime including
theft, robbery, bullving and assault. One third reporied that their childran were afraid of crime and
had witnessed a crime. Over one fifth {(28.3 percent) reported that their child had been a victim of

one or rmom incidents of crizne {see Exhibits 42 and 43, and Table 1 in Appendix D).

CSR, Incorporated 18
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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

100%

B0% R

60%
40% oo
20%

0%

Do notdrink Do notdrink Do notdrink Do not drink Clher message
until you are and drive too much
legally old
enough
Messages

M...

D No drug education 1-3 types of drug educalion II 4 types of drug education




A Descriptive Study of Drugs and Violence in the Nation’s Schools:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the National Household Education Survey: 1993

Exhibit 41

Substance abuse prevention programs offered at school: 1992-93

Attltude: My trlends think it Is all right to...

Drink

ey ik | i || Sy by

Smoke . Use Use other
alcohollc
clgarettes beverages marljuana drugs
Al § 45.0 43.4 19.7 13.5

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

Asse:mblias or demonstrations outside of class

i Yes 44.9 441 19.2 13.1
. No 45.1 42.6 20.3 141
Partlof one of the regutar coursas, like science, health or PE .
Yes 41.1 39.0 17.3 12.2
i No 48.8 a7.8 22.0 14.9
Othér school activities or clubs -
Yes 458 45.8 20.4 13.7
No 44.6 42.1 19.2 13.5
Spedial course about alcohol or other drugs
Yes 36.2 34.5 14.7 10.4
No 49.3 47.8 22.1 15.1
| Availabllity: Substance is “very easy” or “fairty easy” to get...
. . Other
I Cigarettes Beeriwine Liquor Marijuana drugs
Al } 60.6 201 | 258 289 | 216
Format of drug education program at school in the current school year
Assemblies or demonstrations outside of class
yes 61.5 28.9 25.8 28.1 211
no 59.6 29.4 25.8 30.0 223
Part/of one of the regular courses, like science,
health or PE
yes 56.2 26.7 23.0 25.7 18.9
no 65.1 31.5 28.6 321 243
Other school activities or clubs
yes 62.7 31.0 277 30.0 226
no 58.5 28.1 248 28.4 211
Special course about alcehol or other drugs
yes 51.0 23.2 206 21.6 17.4
no 65.4 32.0 28.4 32.5 237
1
Although the survey asked parents to comprehensively report about their child's exposure to

or fear, of crime and violence while at school, this analysis will focus on parental reports of instances
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.
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Exhibit 42

Awareness: Percent of parents reporting awareness and response
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Exhibit 43

F’er:::ent of parents reporting knowledge of youth being a victim of one or more

incidents of crime at school, by scheol and community characteristics: 1993
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A Deseriptive Stusly of [irugs and Vielencs in the Natlon's Schools:
Secondary Data Analysis Using the Naetional Household Educetion Survey: 1893

Crimes against children (one or more times) occur less frequently at private, small and ¢lementary
schools than at public, large middle/junior high 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 & member of the
racial majority. Neighborhood racial/ethnic composition alse appears te have an effect on incidence
of crime. Parents in neighborhoods with high contentrations of racial and ethnic minorities report

higher rates of their children's victimization than parents of children in other areas {see Exhibit 43},

5.4.2 Student Reports

As shown in Exhibit 44, crime while at school is a frequenz occurrence in the lives of many of
the nation’s students. In only one school year (1992-1983), four-fifths (B3.1 percent) of all sixth to
twelfth graders reported that they knew about some kind of ¢rime. More than one fifth {Qé.ﬁ}
reported that they have been a victim of crime (theft, robbery, bullying or assault). Students
reported that they had been the victims of theft® more frequently than of other types of erime. Less
than four percent reported being a victim of physieal aftack, one percent were victims of robbery,

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

to witness bullying than other Rinds of crimes.

Fear of thefl {2B.7 percent} and bullying {18.0 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 sccurring to them is small by comparison. For example, twe fifths
(41.6 percent) reported being a withess to bullying, but only 18 percent stated that they were
worried about being bullied, (See Exhibit 45.)

As shown on Exhibits 43 and 46, where crimes did ocenr, more than half of esch kind of
crime measured in the survey (excluding theft was more likely to oceur somewhere else on school
property other than in the classrooms or on the way to or from school. Over sixty percent of

robberies, bullying, and attacks occurred somewhere on the school grounds, but not in the classroom.

* Thefts are personnl property crimes where there is no force or threat of force; robberies sre personal property crimen
where there is foree or o threst of force. In this analysis, thefts are assumed to be non-witnessed erimes including
propesty taken from lockers, desks, ete.
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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: 1892-93 academic year
100% -

86%

80%

Percent

#

40% -

20%

th -

Knowlatige Wilness Fear Yigtim

Type of Crime

[]thett [] Robbery E& Bulying [l Physicat attack [ At types

NOTE: Percentage of students whio withessed a theft is eol available.
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Exhiblt 45

Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, reporting ¢rime at school, school activity, or
on the way 1o schogl for the 1992.93 education year

Percent of students
Type of crime T
Knes'{ ahoid Fear of crime Witnfasseu Was a‘vlctam of

gtime crime crime

Al types B33 40.8 5.9 Z22.5
Theft 61.1 287 NA 14,3
Robbary - 115 £8 &8 1.2
Bultying 8.5 18.0 4.8 8.3
Physicat aflack 42.8 88 325 3.8

Losation of orime

Typo of cztrfte i} Classroom &Szg?g; f at T‘;f;:gm Total
Robbery (81 24.2 &5.6 102 1060
Bullying 530) 24.5 60.8 ' 137 100.0
Attack {2203 2.7 71.8 159 100.0

NA=Nal Avaiiable; gquestion re! asked in NHES.

NOTE: Thalis are personal propery crimes whare there is ng foree or threat of ¥z>z=::e robberies are persona!
property crimes where there i5 force or ihreat of force,

Parcentages are calcuiated using weighted data, HN=6,427

A substantial proportion of ¢crimes did occur in the classrooms—aone-guarter 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 hetween criminal activity and drug availability at school,
Exhibit 47 shows that students who have been victimized two or more times alse report that
substances are more available at their schools than the average for all studenis. {Note that other
tables in this study reporting on drug availability used the combined categories of “very sasy” or
“fairly easy” to get. This table shows the percentages only for students who said it was “very easy”

in order 1o 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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Exhibit 47

Percent of students, 5th through 12th grades, reporting that they had been a victim of crime at
school or on school grounds, by the availability of drugs st school: 1993

Substange was “very easy” to get

Cigareties Beer or Liryuar Mariuana {Other
_ Wine drags |
Al studenis {6,427} 347 12.2 0.9 121 7.4
Student has been a victim of 36,8 15.0 17.0 19.0 12.9
crime two o7 more times 2741

5.4.4 Gang Activily Reported by Students

One third (35 percent} of all students reported that there was at least one gang atl their
school; for 28 percent, there were at least two.” Only one percent of gll ihet students report that
they were in a gang and 18 percent reporied that there were guang related incidents at their school,
School characteristics associated with more gang activivy included large, public schools located in
urban neighborhoods with high levele of poverty and high concentrations 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 activity peaks in the ninth and tenth grades {end of middie school, beginning

of most high schools). Blacks 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 gang activity are
those whose parents have less than a high school education (253 percent) and whose academic

record is the Jowest {34.6 percent) compared with their peers (See Table 3 in Appendix I},

" The diective used to describe the type of gang activity was of a more serious nature than simple chiquss or groups of

students ithat dress similarly. The survey referred to “fghting gangs.”
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5.4.5 |Viclence Avoidance

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

did to Iamid erime and viclence at school or school activities or on the way to and from school.

Questions of parents were the following:

Is Have yvou done any of the following things to help [child] avoid trouble: (o) Told (him /! her)
not o travel ¢ certain route to school? (b} Had (him { her) take a different kilnd of
transportation? (¢} Told {him/her) not to wear certain clothing or jewelry? (d) Set limits on
the amount of money (he/she) may tuke 20 school? (e) Talked abowt how to avoid trouble?

{Responses were “yes” or “no.”]
Questions of yputh were the following:

*  Did you do any of the following things because you were worried that someone might hurt
or Bother you? (a) Take a special rotite 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 grounds?

()} Stay away from school-related events Like dances or sports evenis? {g) T'rv to sty in o

group? (f) Stay hame from school sometimes? [Respunses were “yes” or “no.”]

5451 Parenmt's Recommended Changes in Student Bahavior Due o Violence

From the data reported 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 take to school, admanished them not to wear certain clothing.® recommendad that they change
the way that they travel to school or actoally changed the form of transporiation that the child uses.
&Imosé 90 percent of parents reported that they used at least one of thess interventions to prevent
their c‘”;iié from harm. About two-thirds recommended twe or more changes. Exhibit 48 lists tf;e
types and frequencies of interventions parents reported.

* 'Z‘hgm was no defirdtion in the survey of what kind of clothing is implied. It is assumed that parents would
understdng that certain clothing ideatifies specific gang membership. .
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Exhibit 48

Parent's reportedt interventions to avold viclence or threat of violence: 1983

Humber and type of parent Intervernitions Percemt

Number of intervention

2 or more changes 882
1 or more change ‘ 243
No changes 0s

Total .0

Type of intervention

Taked azboul how o avoid irouble . B6.2

Set imits on amount of money 56.8

Told ehild not 1o wear cerain clothes 322

Told child not t© go a cenain way 288

Had child use diferent ransporiation 158.3
s —

NOTE: Data are weighted,

SOURCE: National Mousehold Education Survey, 1883,

Parents of children attending public schools reported suggesting that their child make
changes more frequently than parents of children attending private schools (91.8 percent vs.
78.5 percent). Parents of children who are in a racial minority at school recommend more changes
to their children than parents of children who are in the majority. Tweo 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 alsc had an effect on the extent of parents’ concerns., Over one-
half (34.9 percent) of parents of students attending smaller schosls 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 aveid

viclence or threat of viclence, by school characteristics: 1992
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Exhibit 50

Percent of parents who reported intervention to avoid vioience or threat
of violence, by community characterigtics: 1883
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Schonl grade and organization of the child’s achool appears t;x be related to parent’s concerns
?'er their child's safety. Parents of childrén attending elementary and middlefjunior high scheols
were the most likely to give their children recommendations compared to parents of children who
attes}zile{i sither high school or & school with some other grade organization ("combined™). The
percentage reporting making two or more types of interventions is highest for parents with ¢hildren
in middle/junior schools (75.5 percent) followed by elementary schools (88.9 percent) and lowest for
parents with children in combined schools (52.6 percent). Clearly, parents are in touch with the
level {3}{ the preblem as it is aiso perceived by students who repert the most frequent incidence of

victimization at elementary and middle/junior high schools.

Families living in areas with high poverty levels also report more parental interventions than
comraunities with lower concentrations of poverty. The percentage of parents who reported making
no intervention or only one type of intervention increases as the degree of their neighborhoosd’s
poverty decresses. More than 80 percent of parents in the most impoverished neighborhoods

{ .
recozrzziaended two or more behavioral changes.

Parents living in argas where there are high concentrations of ragial and ethnic mingrities
also were more likely to report making two or more interventions compared to parents whao live in
other areas. The percentage of parents who reported making no intervention or only one type of
intervention to avoid violence or the threat of viclence increased as the percentage of their

neighborhood’s Hispanic or black population decreased.

Since crime rates are generally higher for orban areas, compared with suburban and rural
iucatiofm, it is not surprising that parents of students living in urban areas also exhibit more
concern about their child’s welfare. Two-thirds (69.4 percent) of urban parents made tws or more
recomiendations to their children while about half (58.3 percent) of rural area parents did so, (See

table 4{in Appendix D).

‘Compared to black and Hispanic parents, white parents did not report making 45 many as
two recommendations for their children’s safety. Almost all black and Hispanic parents made at

least one intervention (97 and 94.4 percent, respectively) with their child; twe or more interventions
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were recommended by black and Hispanic parents 82 percent and 76 percent of the time,

respectively,

Threats ¢f viclence were more evident for parents of low-income households, compared with
high income households. In fact, the number of changes recommended by parents decreased as

household income increased,

5452 Studsnt Changes in Behavior Dus 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 ne recommendations. Two-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 alse Table 5 in Appendix D}, As shown Exhibit 53, student behavior changes inciude
taking a special route to school, avoiding certain places at school, staying away from school-related
events, trying to stay in a group, and being a?:t;;enth

Students who attend public schools have made more behavioral changes to avoid crime or
violence than private school students. Other characteristics that are related to changes in behavier
include being in the racial minority at school, living in a community with & high degree of poverty

and with a high percentage of racia! or ethnic minorities.

There are inconsistencies between parent and student reports about crime and violence,
Youth reported higher likelihood of knowing more about orime and viclence, but having about the
same degree of fear as parents. Youth witnessed crime and vislence more than parents indicated,

but youth réport lpwer frequency of actually being victimized than parents.

5.5 Measures Taken by Schools Te Prevent Viclence

According to parents, almost all schools have made at Jeast seme effort to ensure the safety of

their students. Exhibit 53 shows the types of measures parents were asked aboutl their child’s

schoal.
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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: 1893
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A ﬁesari;z:iwﬁmﬁy of Drugs and Violence in the Nation's Schools:
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Exhibit §3

 Percent of parents reporting measures schools took 10 ensure safety of students: 1993

m;;;e of measure | Per:e:t
Mali pass required o leave class 89.0
School requires visitors sign in 78,8
Teacher supervision in hallways W02
| Lirmit on restroom access 482
; Sehool has regular lockers checks 38.1
lfé‘:z:hcoi has security guards 2.4
1&3%{}% tias locked doors duting the day 23.4
‘&ahwi has metai detectoss ~ 2.8

i
SOURCE: National Household Education Sutvey, 1993,

The moest common measures required students to have hall passes (89 percent), required
vigiters to sign;ixz {78.8 percent) and assigned teachers to supervise the hallways (70.2 percent).
Additionally, almost one-half of the schools have regular locker checks, about one-third have security
guards as existing security measures; and nearly one-quarter reported schools had Jocked doors
during the day. The use of metal detectors was reported as the least frequent measure taken by

schools (5.6 percent).

Table 6 in Appendix D shows greater detail aboutl measures taken by schools. Larger schools
{1,000 students or more} are maost likely to have five to eight safety measures in place. The
percentage of parents reporting that their children attended schools that have from five to eight
safety medasures in place increases as the number of students in the school increases—from
20.2 perca{;t of schools with under 300 students to 44.8 percent of schools with mere than 1,000
students. Elementary and combined grade schools were reported as taking fewer safely messures
than middle/junior and high schools (23.3 and 21.2 percent for elementary and combined; 37.7 and
385 peme}li of middisfiunior high and high schools).
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Parents Living in neighborhoods with the highest concentrations of poverty and racinl/ethnic
minaorities reported higher numbers of actions taken by their %:iiii::im?zz’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).

8. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT FINDINGS

A great deal of research exists about risk and protective factors related to the onget 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
substance abuse prevention research has been informed by the findings of earlier research on the
risk factor antecedents of mental disorders in general. Kumpfer (18989) made two important points
that have shaped current intervention efforts. First, she stated that youth drug and aleohuol
problems are not isclated phenomena; rather, they tend to occur in conjunction with other 5
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 “eticlogical chains” of
the disorders that are the focus of prevention efforts. The underlying premise is that phenomena
that antedate adclescent problem behavior and that have been ¢ausally linked to such behavior are
the proper target of prevention efforts. In particular, Dryfoos’ (1890 exhaustive review of the
adolescent epidemiological literature suggests that because common predictors of mulliple 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 determined
by a variety of factors. Much has been learned 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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others|are 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 delinguency

have c!:mmon risk factors (Coie et al., 1893),

4

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 “1998 Survey of Teens and Their Parents”
(CAS;%!, 18586), First, the large majority of parents do not approve of their children using alcohol and

tobaccn, but students’ peers are extremely divided in their attitudes about using substances, Second,
students generally know what their parents think about 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
availahility differently. Parents and students agree that cigarettes are highly available; youth
believe that aleohol is more available than parents perceive and parents believe that marijuana and

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
educational programs. For example, students who report the worst academic performance are also
the iea;sz likely to have been in drug education programs. To the schools’ credit, bowever, more
z’ntens;ve efforts have been directed toward educating younger students about the harmful effects of

substance abuse.

Fifth, both parents and students view crime and violence at school as a serious issue, but
their perceptions are different. Both parents’ and students’ fear of crime and vialence far exceed the
student’s actual experience of it at school. School and parent efforts to ensure the safety of studenis

vary widely and are largely related to the community characteristics where the schools are located.

7. HRECOMMENDATIONS

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

. sample of youth and adults in existence. While the CASA report (1596} presents similar information
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regarding youth gnd 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, 1896} presents nationally representative
data regarding drug use among middle- 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 represerz%ati% sample of youth and parents in the United States.
The NHES:93 also has limitations regarding its usefulness for completely modelling substance abuse
attitude and behavior among our nation's youth--it does not eollect 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
mmportant contribution to substance abuse prevention research; it contains useful information that
niay be used to target specific prevention efforts and to assess the progress of current programs.
What is most important and unique about the S8&D is thatl it is the only national survey that can
be used to examine relationships between parents and students in their attitudes, experiences with
crime and violence, and percepiions 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 carrying weapons

to sohoal,

* Multivariate analyses that simultanecusly examine risk and protective factors in order to

huild and 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 S8&D. The NHES is an ongeing survey of NCES, but the 55&D component
conducted in 1893 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
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are meking in their fight against substance abuse, violence/crime, and delinguency in the
Nation’s schools. Without such data, the Department of Education will not be able to
adeguately 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

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

information that could be used to assess progress toward Goals 1 and 2 of the 1996
National Drup 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. In addition, there should be broad-based interagency
dizcussions about expanding the questiaizs 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 data 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
te prevent substance use among its students, and past-month, past-year substance use

data. This effort would require coliaboration among the 1.8, Depariments of Education,

‘Health and Human Services, and the Office of National Drug Control Policy.
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Percentage of parents responding “yes” to “it is all right” for child to smecke
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school think it is “gll right” to use substances, by school, community, and
student characteristics: 1983

Parent’s and youth's attitudes toward smoking cigarsties and drinking aleoholic
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AsPENDIX A TaBre 1
Percentage of parents respordding "yes® to "itis all right” for child to smoke cigareties, use tobacco, or drink alcoholic beverages,
by sehool, communily, and amily tharacteristios: 1983

Charncteristics Substances
m Cigareties or vhacco Alcohnlc Gaverages
* (0000
Toiai {18,117} 1.5 %6 ’
Behqol Charscteristics a
Yypee of School [I
Putiity 19, 1286) 1.7 as
] Privaie {931} 1.2 4.0

Parcan! of Students of Chitd's Race at Sohool

L.ass than 25 percent (LR G 4.8
25 1 75 mowcary 4 358) 1.8 . a1
Maore than 75 paman) ’ (45113 1.7 A7
Size of Schoot
thder 300 students {1,117 1.7 42
ii 300 - 5548 students D290 1% 25
u €00 - H99 shudents 12,544} 15 3
ﬁ 1,208 or more ;lide:;m {3,166} 14 47

Szhool Loeation

ter ngighbysrid (5,429) 1.5 35

i Not in mighborhood £3.508) 1.8 az

Parenizl Participstion in Schoot Activities

0 pefivities {1,472) 28 X
1 activity {2,544} 2.1 34
2 actidates (A.58n 13 ’ 28
3 aclivities 12,630 ~ 0.8 &7 E

Appendix A/ Table { Page 1 of &



Charagteristics Substances ll
Cigareftas or lohadeo Alcoholc beweages
| —
Grade o o
Shah ‘ 11.845) 0.1 2.4 ll
Hoventh {1,643} 5.3 18 ’l
Eighaty {1,555} 55 25
Hinthy {1,423} 15 35
Fonth {4,418 28 3.2
Elpvanth {1,861 2.2 39
Twetith ' {1,174) a8 85

Cammunlty Characteristics

Poverty {potcert betow age 18 living In poverty in zipcode, according o 1990 Censis')

Less Ihan 5% {3.752) 1.6 , 4.2
5o D% (3,054 15 4.2
10 0 19% 12,234} 2.1 &2
0% or rRve . 371 1.2 2z

Naighborhood RacefBhnle Compoaftion® iy zipeada, accauding 1o 1950 Lensus’}

Less han §% {34606 1.7 3%
£ o 15% {20121 1.7 35
18 10 48% . @295 18 3.3
i 41% of mors L 1.3 3.1

Fopulation Density {peroent In 2ipoide, sccording o 18990 Census)

i wrbarn sres 6,303 15 36 :
it of rban area {1,431} 1.4 3.9
Rural args {2,393} . 1.8 3.4

Appendix A / Table 1 Page 2 ol 4



Charagterisiios

Family Chargstorisiiny

Substances "

Cigarelias or lobacco

Alcohab Gaverages

‘Fotal HMogeehold Incams

5,000 o less {383} 1.8 25
ll £5,001 o §15.000 535} 13 35
$15.001 10 845,000 {iska) 2% 4.t
$15.001 v $20.000 b {633} Z 36
320,001 to $25.000 7an 15 28 —E
$£25.001 1 530,000 B35 20 40 [l
$30,001 v $35.500 {9590} 24 25
$35.001 lo $40,008 {B73} 13 A
$40,001 1o 855,000 {1.345) 1.0 3.3 g
g 350001 10 $75,000 11,8101 1.9 4.5
Over $75,000 {1,201) 85 53 g
Parenl’'s Highest Level of Educetion
Less then high school {he2) .4 $.?
High sehoot diplurma or aquivalenty {3.132) 2.3 2.8
Soms postsboondary shucation _ {-3‘2?2; 1.8 41
Collage graduate {2,851} 0.9 4.4
Living arrangements
Both parents {inckades foster and steppasants) {7.286) 16 3.4
g Birnfle parent {2,443} 16 37
Son-parent guardians’ (408} 29 5.1
Parent's Labor Foroe Status
Al laa! one parent working lor pay {9.142) 1.6 2.7
E Parantis) nol working for pay {975} 1.6 28
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Chaeauteristics } Subgtances

{n}

Cigmnlles o tobatto o Algoholic beverages
- - WF;;‘!}{;;;&_#;;;:;N&:S {eorst }
Noumber of Yimes thad the Child has Moved Ouring the Last § Yeary

No migvaes {5,840) t.4 38
§ fwve - {2362} £3 3.0
2 moves {1.907) 2.4 25 E
q of more Iewves . {900} ¥t 43

E Chalee of Current Home Influpnced by Child's School i
vas " | 4,676) 16 35 g

If o {5,441} 1.7 36 ‘E

il Number of Dilgren! Types of Drug Education Programs

i; f) programs {3,583} 2.1 338 ﬁ
§ ¥ 3 progrems 5.7 14} 1.3 J4

i tprograme @20) 14 29 I

NOTE:  Pertentages ae calewinled using weighled dags,
t The Northeast Megion inchafes 9 atates: Pennuybvanias, New York, New Jersey, Conneetictt, Mhode Istand, Massachuseltts, Vermont, Maw Hampshine, and Maine,
The Zouthem SRegion inthadas the Distdet of Columisa and 18 siates: Ollahoma, Texas, Mississiopi, Mabama, Tenapgsee, Nentucky, Yest Virginia, Marylang, Dalaware, Yiginia,
North: Garoling, South Carclina, Gooegla, Florida, bouisiana, snd Arvanses.
The Midweslem Hegion includes 12 stales: North Dakala, Sculht Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Minnesols, lowa, Missour, Wisconsin, finols, Mickigan, indizna, and Ohig,
The Wasiem segion inclsdes 1] states: Washinglon, Ciragon, Califemia, Nevada, Arzong, Now Mesico, Utah, Coloratdo, Wyaring, ldabo, Montapa, Alaska, ang Hawai,
¥ Porpentane of popdation who are black ar Hispanizs,
Non-phrent guardizns” includes sunts, uncles, oousins, grandparents, o utrolated adulls who act s the child's parents,

HOURGE: Natipnat Household Education Survey, 1893, .
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Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, who reported that friends at school think it is "all right” to use substances,
by school, communily, and student characteristics: 1993

Appengix A7 TaRLe 2

Behool and Student Characteriatics Substances ll
in} Cigarettes o baoro Alrpholic boversges Marfuana Othar graygs !
i Fosa} {8,477 458 334 187 135
Sedoot Tharscleristios
Type of Schoot
Pubdic {5,823} 458 419 20.2 14.0
Private {h98) 359 KYR) 135 8.1
Percent ot Students of Child's Race at Schoul
Lass thar 25 parcant {765] 448 443 222 158
25 Iy 7% parcend {2,780 45.% 433 21.7 4.3
n More than 7% paicent {¢ BF4 430 427 7.3 3
Sire of Schopt
© Under 200 shidents 671 35.5 349 12.1 100
300 - 599 students {2,000 41.6 3e.3 146 106
800 - 949 shudpnts (1,861} 451 £2.0 19.9 128
1,080 o e shwdenis {1.998) 51.8 529 274 178
Behoot Location ’
i in nsighborhoad LR 341 433 8.1 125
Nol in neighlaorhoo {2.348) 46.5 440 2.5 $4.6
Gang Astivity 8t Schoo)
Yas {2.:225) 57.0 57.7 g 235
higy 3, 102) 385 BI £3.1 §.t
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Schoot end Student Characipristics

e L F T g . - o

Compnity Characterighics

Sutsstenges

Clgareity or tobated

Alcoholic beverages

Other drats

Poverty {peresnt beow age 18 living in poverty i zipoode,
acconding {6 1988 Census)

Less than 5% {2,358 47.7 4.7 0.5 338 ’i
5io @ {1,978} 439 EnTy HE" 12 -
;i 100 19% {1,461 44,3 41.7 203 149
2% or more 1623} 40.2 4356 24.5 62
Helghborhood Race/Ethnic Campoaltion (by 2ipeode, aceonding
16 1990 Census} g
Lagy than 8% {2,318 49.5 449 174 $2.7
€ in 15% {1,261} 46.5 433 8.8 134
16 to 40% £1.492) 423 42.3 204 4.4 E
£1% of rogie {1.360% 54 ‘ 413 237 147
Pupulation Density {pereent in 2ipcrin, secording 9 1990 Censug)
8 In wiban asea {3,548} 428 425 22.4 14.58 E
a {hat of wrhan prea [EXEH 46.9 449 ¥ 13.4
Frat ares {1554 485 446 150 1214
Region {by 2ipcocte of orsahold) i
rovtheast {1,069) 48,8 433 212 132
Kaoath {2.504) 47.3 446 X 136
SAicwest x“‘“% 45.0 45 4 1th 07
f Wast (1.315) 380 39.4 221 16.9
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Sehoot srsd Student Characteristicy Substances Il
Cigareties o iohaceo Alcohofic beverages

Marisana Other drugs

Student Characteristics

Gragie u

Sixih {1,652} 1ua .5 25 A
Seventh {1,051} 25H 213 7.3 5.8
Eighih 994} 37.2 M4 12.2 10.5
Minth Bl 887 531 5.0 i)
Tenih {924} 83.5 £21 0.4 1V E
Elovants {77m) $43 B6.4 3o %5
Twaitih 42 §8.8 69.6 347 T
Aave/Eihnicty
|| Whita, non-Hispanic {4,368) 4B7 445 04 ) 133
Black, nonHispank: £33} 348 428 AR 13.9
Hispasnic: {881} It 380 295 L% 4
{hhepr {405} 4% 4 . w8 18.4 1853
Sex
1 Frumaie £3,204) 42 5 A26 . 2.2 148
I Mato #.223) a4 “2 19 1 25
Household iIncome
Up 1 $25.6068 1,840} A3 4 A0.4 L3 0 4 141
Mora thar $25,000 {4,587} 4840 453 14.6 1.7
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School and Shdent Characteristios

Substances

{n} Cigaratios or lobacsbd ! Alcoholic beverages Mariuana Cier drugs ﬂ
iW‘W - T =
Student Characteristivs foont.}
Parent's Highest Levet of Education §
Less an high schoot $250) 324 i X 1313 14.9
!I High schooc! diploma of equivaierncy §2.007) 8.4 424 203 V41
" Serne postsenondary education (2.0582; A58 449 2n.2 4.4
" Coitege dugree {804} 147 A4.5 17.8 1.5
" Graduate scheot £4,014) a3 417 8.3 1 ﬂ
Schoal and out-ol-schant actlvities’
Chidd participates in schoot activitieg "
{acconding lo parent} {4,595} 128 @r RE: 18
Chile does maol participate in schoct activitiay
{According to pasnl) {1819} 5 3.3 M5 175
Chikg participates in ot o} schodt activities
40.7 X E
{anocrding (o parent {3,023 %8 164 118
ll Ghild gtans wol pariicipale i ot-of-schook acfivifiss "
(accosting 1o parent) £2,604) 510 487 22 B9 }
Arademic record (accedding to parant, “Compared with other
ehidren is fohild's) class, how woudd you say [¢hilg is dolng in
[hisfher] schuokeo this yeas?}
i Near the iop of the dass {2 263 355 KR 44 96
Abave the miridia of the class {1,503} 4573 461 189 130
Arpuret the middie of the class {2,058y 48.6 447 229 16§ .4
I Peiow the middte of the cass (417) | 622 576 283 18.3
Near e boton of the class $180) 469 30,6 303 212 E
NOTE:  Pemonipges are caicdatat using weighied data,
. Exchates stnall namber of stiwianls whose prrents respondeat that fiera warg no peibdlies avalable o) thelr ehild's school,

SOURCE: Nationat Mousahold Fducation Surwy, 1993
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APPENDIX A/ TABLE 3
Parent'a and youth's altitudes toward smoking clgareties and drinking slcoholic beverages: 1983

Friendg think t g alt righit 1o .., | Friendsy think It {3 5ot 6li right l Total
o ..
Smoke cigaroties
i Paent approves of child smoking 1.4 0a LE
| cigaraties i} {87) {20} Rlerg)
. ©arent disapproves of child 43.6 548 98 4
siTRiking cigareties (n) {2.770; {3.858; AN
e,
TOTAL 450 550 00
Drink aicoholic beverages
Parsnt appraves of chid drnking 18 18 34
altohiolc beverages i 1118} (8% @11
Paeenyt dizapproves of chid : 41.8 £5.0 6.6
gdeinking sicohglic baverages i} {2.684) {3.552) 16,218)
——— ———
TOTAL 43.4 56.6 1064
o it o
MOTE:  Pacceniages are cefculated using waiphtad data,

SOURDE: Mational Housahold Edusation Survey, 1993,
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B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4

B-5

Title

Percent of parents who responded that substance is “very easy” or “fairly easy”
to get mt school or on school grounds, by school, commumty, demographic, and
school policy characteristics: 1983

Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance is
“very easy” or “fairly easy” to get at school or on schos! grounds, by school,
community, and student characteristics: 1993

Data from Menitoring the Future: Percent who responded “fairly eagy” or “very
easy” to the question, "How difficult to you think it would be for you to get ... if
you wantad some?”

Percent of students, 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance is
“very sasy’ or “fairly easy” to get at school or on school grounds, by type of
school and scheol, commaunity, and student characteristics: 1993

Parent/youth agreement on accessibility to substances on school property
during current school year
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Appenx B/ TaBiE §
Percent of parents who responded that substance is “very easy" or "fairly easy” 1o get
at school or on school grounds, by school, community, demographic, and school policy characteristics: 1993

——" o B Subsiantes
g Characteristics -
- e} G?:éf:;i o Bear ur wing Lo Manjuana
Tolai {10,147 #8.1 242 211 38.2 338
Schoot Characiecistics
g Type ot Sch,ooi
Fobiie {9,126} 58,7 R 28 421 381
Privage {991} a2 60 55 8% 8.9
Porcent of Stixdenty of Child's Aace 8t School
Less than 25 percent £1.270) 50.1 22.3 20.7 A0 : 37.%
25t 78 parcent {4,338} &1 8.5 2%.4 437 a8
soee than 75 peroent {4511} 640 228 183 3m0 280
Sive of Schow
Linder 300 shadents {111 457 137 123 g2z 16,0
300 - 548 snadenis {3 ron) 0.4 83 4.7 317 281
B0 - 98Y students {2 544} 8.7 RE.G 218 40.5 357
1.360 or more shadents {3168 77.2 328 290 508 450
i Schoo! |.ocation
In neightxtion 16,4249} 653 238 20.7 9.1 a3
Nutin neighborhood {3,888} 659 240 PAR: 05 34.4
Grade (rganization of Schoo!
Elementary Schoal {1,170} 285 2.0 44 1435 0.7
) Micice/duriar High School 3,18 €15 18,8 152 345 285
High Schaol {4 £68) #0.8 333 284 512 44.9
Combined {1,065} §id 4 14.8 3.7 282 298
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Characleristics

Crgarsitas or
whacon

Bowt i wineg

Substances "

Liguox

Schoot Characteristics foont.)
Grade
Sixthy * {1,645} a5z 182 as% 8.4 t48
Gpvpnth {1,643) 573 58 114 51 ki
i lgighih {1,555} g2 6.7 1.8 6.6 340
Minth {1,420 89 8.2 Vs 48.5 421
Tanth {1,486} 790 3z 298 s1.2 A57
Elpventh 11,2613 BOY s 284 - L3R 425
el {1,174) g4 22.4 6.1 475 4.4
Lommunity Cheracteristion
Povarty {percent betow age 18 fving In poveny in zlpeode, acoarding to 1990 Census}
1.e5% than $% 3,758 660 225 188 31T a9
%4y 9% (3 (54} 8674 . 248 258 383 37
ii 0 10 19% {2,304} 8.3 251 226 AL 5 284
20% or ot {977} 82,1 26.7 23.1 424 aea
Neighborhood HacefEihoie Composition’ by Zipeode, according to 19590 Census} ’
Less than 6% {38086} G154 Fo X 8.2 ke 25.1 ||
§w 15% (2,012} 68.0 24% e 415 383
16 1o 40% {2,339} 653 4.9 218 40.8 A
41% oF 1o {2,180 838 £6.6 27 42.4 ap 4
Populstion Bensily Ipercent in Zipoode, scoording 1 1990 Censust
e ehan ares {6,303} 5.8 25.2 b e 414 any
Out of whan arpe {1.421 66 4 252 5 W2 A19 g
Bural arpa £2.08 66 8 21.3 174 %42 218 g
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Chargeteristics

Comnrunity Characteriatics {cont.}

Substances

Cigarelies o
iobacon

Beer ar wing

Liguor Marijuang,

Other

g Reglan by zipcode of household)

Mortheast (4,710 854 19.7 thee 8.1 289 j
Bouth 4,050 64.9 231 0.3 KR 345
Migwest {2204y 6.3 F4 2 211 36.6 3B
West {2 p5ay v i ¥ 259 45,8 38.2 E
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Characindstics Substances

| Cig::;itg{s} o Beet or wine Licgr Marguana g:m

La—
Demograghis Charactaristics

Race/Emnicity i

i winite, non-Higpanic 6,815 830 240 21z 34,7 azs
Black, non-Hispanic {1,507} 594 244 22 106 3rs i

i Hispanic {1,438 BLS 238 9.6 413 346
[r Gthet (357) 54,5 2390 20.7 368 298 E

Sex
| Fermalp {4,975 670 252 22.3 $0.8 348
satp {5,142 £5.3 239 gad a5 328
g Teial Househoid (ncome

£5,000 or lesy {3821 586 254 198 et B 327

£5001 o $10.000 {535 65.0 233 19.8 390 . 353

$10.001 1o $15,000 1658] 552 8.2 2240 436 ’7

$15.501 10 $20.000 {52 86.2 235 20.8 185 330

370,001 to §25,000 {7an 87.7 215 207 420 we

$25.001 10 $30.000 £33 618 224 21.1 392 a5.0

$30,001 fo 535,000 £080; 857 28 19,7 378 LLE:]

$35.601 1o $45,000 273 684 221 205 37.4 a1

H $40.001 to £50,000 {1,945 82.6 249 213 384 ns

u $53,001 10 $75,000 {3,830] 56.1 243 217 189 ana

E Owver $75.000 (1,204 664 25.9 232 6.6 302
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{uarpcleristios

Substances

i} Cigs;z‘;i: “ Bowr or wing Liquor
) Famity Charscterislics
Household income
Up 10 $25,000 {2,845 5.1 260 20,7 ' at.0 35.8
HMore than $25.000 {r.1723 fi6.h 243 214 i 2.
g Parent’s Higheat Level of Education
Less than high school {962) 6.0 223 177 H Ay k-
Migh school dipfoma o equivalency 2,123 583 242 213 417 as.a ﬁ
Home posisacoatary sducation (3,272} B7.1 262 234 41 ary
Coligge graduate (2,851} #.4 22.4 185 3. 274
Living Arrangemenis’ '
Hoth parente #nziies inster and stepparenis) {75688 66.% 237 i3 g Ma I
Hingte parent (2,443} 67.5 57 s 433 345
Horn-parent guardiang of ne pareot in housebald {408) L5 Y 214 182 5.4 ann
fravent's Labor Forne Statua
Al least ons parent working for pay 18,141 668 243 2K a4 36 ﬁ
Parents nol working i pay {875 50.4 239 we aea R1Y?
Number of Tines that the Child hes Moved Duting the Last § Year
NG mioves {5,848 5.4 23.2 205 ar.r - :‘32,2
 move {2,363} 665 244 20 "y 347 u
2 e (1,007} 582 243 205 . 4Lt 18 II
3 ot more maves 1900) £9.1 26.9 256 445 8.6 "
Cioies of Current Home Influenced by Child'y School
Yasy {4,878} | 68 242 208 et 33 98 g
No {5,441} 647 242 214 e R Ji4 ||
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Characteistics Dubstances
{n<) Ci?ﬁ:;ﬁz o Heer or wing tiquos Mariuana g::;;
L
School Policy Lharacterizhics

Sathont Hay Wrinen Discipiinary Policy

Yes {9,680} 6.3 218 249 9.1 33

N {437} 4.3 238 253 41.3 389
Received Copy of Poiicy

Yes {8,983) 65.7 238 265 ass 7

No {847} e 282 ek 454 413

Hehool doss nol have wrnten diseipinary poficy {437} 852 285 #45.3 43,3 B3
Spanish Spenker Hepelved Copy in Bpanishy’

Yoy 231 g2y a7 169 443 A 32

Mo 29 566 . 24.1 18.4 479 40.9

Respondents 1 English insument {8.787) 68.3 242 " 214 39,0 116
Policy Cavers Drugs

Yos (%, 108) 672 243 212 325 k2R

Ny (5rg) EeE: $7.1 58 278 224

No writtant policy {437 - 853 298 253 413 33, —I

tiO}'E: Pereentages am cacutalod using welghied dala. .

Parcuniage of population who are biack of MHigpanic,
? THis guestion grdy appeared in the Spanish insirement,
* "o pargnt gusrdizng’ inchates aunts, uncles, cousing, grandparents, o varelaled adulls who act as the child's parents,

SOURCE: Mationat Housghold Education Survey, 1983,
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Percent of studants, 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance Is "very easy™ or “lairly easy” to get

Arpendix B/ Tapie 2

at school or on school grouncds, by school, community, and student characteristics: 1993

oot e

- ~Sehso! itd Sthdent Characteristics Substances
~ Cigaraties of lobacty Beor o wing Litwor {ithar drugs
Total {6427} §0.6 29.1 258 289 21g
Sehawd Characteristics
Type of S¢hant
g Public: {5,823} 624 362 268 462 228
Privale (588} 398 16.8 14.7 4.4 i B0
" Peroent of Studenta of Child's Race st School
Lass than 2% percent {765} 61.3 LN b i 247
" 25 ¥ 7% purcent §2.787) #41 24846 6.4 334 _25‘8
Mot thar 75 pertent {2874} 6.1 283 243 243 18.0
Size of schoot
& Under 300 studants T8} 433 95 H:EY 15.0 134
300 - 589 students (2,007} 542 2.7 217 28 7.8 u
i 500 - 494 studants {1661} 841 88 258 284 21.3
1,000 or more studlents {1,908} 125 368 330 400 287
Girade {kgm&atisn 9! Sehoot
Elgmentary 737} 17,8 16 6.7 $.9 5.7 f
stigddln Schoolshunine High {2,070} 455 106 14.5 155 150
High schoal {2,966} 819 425 m\z 450 Jta
Lombined {BE4} 54.6 219 048 260 138 g
Schoeu! Lucation
In neighbothood 14,978} 55.8 éBs &8.3 284 w07
e i neighborbiond {2,348) £2.1 209 267 79.9 232

Appendix B/ Table 2
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Schant sngd Student Characterigtics

Gang Activity st Schosl

Subslancey

i

Cigatetian of tobacco

Haer or wine

Licyoot

|| Yug 2 325} 5.7 A2.2 98.7 #8.2 3456
No ) 4 325 221 49 ta9.7 14.% 4!1
Community Characterislics
Povnrty [perterd betow age 1B iving i poverty in zipcoda,
aggonding to 1940 Census]
Lans than 5% (2,358} §3.8 288 2.5 3.2 215
5ip8% (B 2e.)] 80.2 288 252 25.8 208
10 fo 19% {1,467} 583 1 248 - R b8 i
20% or mora §627) 828 8.2 25 .6 a4 2.5 1
Neighbarhood RaceEthnie Composition by zipeode., g
aecarding fo 1990 Census}
Lss than 6% {214 $4.5 283 5.5 4.2 8.4
8 1o 15% 1.284 B24 G2 214 S04 23
i w0 41 {1,492} 9.5 218 LW ¥z 283
B’ 41% or more £1,360} 583 288 2.0 33 228
Fopulntion Denslly {percant in zipcoda, anurding to 1990
Censusi
Urbitns, it gsshan orpa {3.84%53 65.2 b5t RS 261 o "M
Lian, ok of whan araa (93%) 629 306 278 22.2 ans
ﬁ Fipgl area {1,551} 804 278 238 234 iB.§
Region (by zipcode of Rouseholdy |
Morfhuas ¢1.069) 38 261 n? 28.4 o
Sousth {2,504} &4 PE2 28 209 amg
Mitwest {1,449) 5889 38 278 258 .34
West 11,4151 §0.6 337 3086 33,8 248

Anpendin B 7/ Table 2
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Bempnl and Student Characteristics

Substances

) Cigateites ot baceo Begr ur wing Linuor arijuana Dher diugs
—— -
Shugdent Characteristics ) H
Grade ||
Sy {1,052 217 8 56 740 Bs “H
Saventh {1,051} i X 157 118 1.2 %7
Eighth {994; 525 218 193 8.4 16.2
Nirdh (Bas) 772 370 ani 38.4 222
Tenth 8213 761 24,7 4.3 48,2 340
Feventh (778} azd 424 s 455 e é
Fwrelith (742) #5.2 120 382 5.3 278 "
RoeefBiheicity II
While, norvHispanic (4,568} X 285 254 278 4 &
Sk, non-Hispanic {933) 33 360 &5 367 bs %
Migpanic H213 538 2.5 247 0.9 2338
Other {205} 54,1 257 261 265 187 g
Sex
famaln {3,204} 538 - A1 281 281 e
Male 3223 E1S 274 2386 PN 07

Agpendix B 7 Tahle 2
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Schoot and Student Charatieristics

Subsiances

Srudent Characteristics {tom)

Cigareltes o Jobacco Sent or wing Liggage

hhar g ‘ {rhnt drags ;

Household Income

5,000 o less {2263 496 238 8.7 b 27.7
500t 10 310000 {3394 512 261 bR a7y 8.5
£10.001 1v §15,000 1432) 54 29 a2 6.2 28
15,001 1 $20,000 £375) #2235 Jaa.e 259 286 20.%
$26.00¢ w $25.000 4T &0.5 282 257 282 a4
_ $25.00% 1o 3,000 1600} LY 254 brif b AN
IJ $30,000 o $25.008 {545) 536 A8 261 238 166
$3E5001 10 540,000 {540) 83.3 a3 29.2 ons 233
£40.001 1o $50,000 8543 83.1 30.2 266 28.9 204
$50.001 10 $75,000 {1,188 6864 338 ; Pt B At 253
Crear $75,600 {7553 66,2 5.8 3 b .9
Sehocd and oul-of achoo! gotivites’
Chitd panicipatas in schoo! activities
{socoring t parent) 14,595} 603 il g 2B5 273 304
Child do=s nol panicipate in schoot sclivities
{according 1o paren) {1,819 81.5 78 .0 32,8 243
Child paricipades in oul-ol-school gotiviisg
{acoomding $a parent) {3.629) 8.1 281 253 2.3 20.4
Uhilt dons nof partikipais in out-ol-school activiites
H {accuding to parent) £2.504) fa.2 293 as.7 328 224

Appendix B/ Table 2
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School and Studenmt Characterintics _ Substances
Cigasaitas o2 tbazen Bagr Or wine Liquor Qther deags

Studpnt {haractoristics {roent}

Acadernic ragord (aceording 1o pargnt, "Compared witty sther
children in fohikE's] class, how woult you say [child] is
gomy in (hisfee] sehoohwork this yewe?}

MNear the jop of ihe clans §2,28% 55 s 7F 227 1.4 6.2

Abova the middie of the riass 1,500 #3.0 ns 285 285 218 g
Arocndt the middle of the chass 12,058 519 . 239 25.6 330 248
Below tha middte of the class 817y 89.1 Ry . 298 29,5 26.7
Naar {he botices of the class {180 o8 O 358 484 e
Parent's Highest Level of Education

g Less than high schoot : {5501 544 233 4 1h:) 325 : 4.5
High schoot diplomy or eguivaiency 12,0671 587 2728 23z 28.4 214
Some postsacondary education {2,052} 615 302 274 2wy %59
(oliage degree {804) 823 295 275 e 188 "
Gradisate sohool {1014y 438 333 .0 27 .1 208 B

NOTE:  Poropntpges e coloutslad using weighisd data.
* Exthados small mumbpe of stiudenis whose parents responded that there were »o polivition auwailable at thels child's schpot,

SOURCE: Mational Houdehold Education Surviy, 1993
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APPERDIX B 7 TABLE 3
Data from Monitoring the Future: Parcent who rasponded “lairly easy” or “very easy™
to the question, "How difficult do you think It would be for you 10 get.. i you wanled some?”

wacivans |
Bih Giraders |
1802 KR ez 42.3
1803 5.5 738 438
1584 761 74.5 489
1985 6.4 74.9 524
1958 ¥i-2 75.3 54.8
otn Gradgsra
1582 a5.% B5.6 85.2
1383 854 B9 68.4
1954 803 B5.8 75.0
1885 ey 887 T8.1
1658 #1.3 G4 611
12t Graders
1842 NA MA 2.7
1595 MA B _ 3.0
1984 NA NA 853
1995 NA Ha 885
1396 NA NA 88.7

"t MTF used & calapones fin raverse order o NMES) 1.probably impessibia; 2-very difticull; 3-faidy ditouil; 4-lairty sasy; Svery
Basy. Peregntages reporled include "taitly easy® and “very sasy™. An addibongl opbon of "can't 63y, Grug unfamitiar was nciuted
for Bth and 10th graders only.  Actonding 1o now (p. 244} generaliy jass then 20% chose this ophon 1O By O7 UESHON,

NOTE: A rmajer tifference from NHES is that MTF was cordusted in sehogl and NHES was a housshold sumvey, ABG. tha quashon on g
NHES war worded 50 1hat avalability only applisd to sehool property. The MTF queshon: wording on gvatiability was more gengsab-
Hmplying, “how easy would the subsiince be 1 get arywhera?”

L
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APPENDIXN B f TanLe 4

Percent of students, 5th through 12th grades, who responded that substance is "very sasy” or *airly easy to get
at school or on schaol grounds, by lype of school and school, communily and student characleristics: 1993

Subétang:es
Sehoot and Btudent Charaeteristes o Cigwrattes o tobacco Baer o wine Liquor Mariuana E)f;f;
Putidio Private Pubilic Frivata Pubfic Privale Public Privaiy Public Private
i
Youst
Shre of schign!
tinder 300 studanty 488 28.0 2.5 13.1 mae . 10.8 150 122 15.4 8.7
300 - 598 students 558 arz 265 158 228 12.4 244 148 8.6 5.7
600 - 299 swidents 628 5.8 30.2 19.4 260 21 28,4 12.1 22.0 88 -
1,000 or more students 728 66.6- 371 25.9 332 23.9 405 24.4 252 123 ‘
Poverty {parcant helow age 18 Bving in povery in z?wode. aooording to 1930 Census) ﬁ
Lass han 5% 85.9 442 Mz 36.5 280 1.7 20 132 228 10.
510 9% §2.2 WY 299 4.9 26.2 2.0 287 133 216 1.5
10 16 19% §1.0 6.9 291 157 256 136 307 153 218 15
20 1o 24% 532 415 294 15.9 265 7 3.8 25,4 233 7.5
Totst Household Intome E
, 50.0 338 24.2 8 232 0 30.4 o 284 0
$5.000 or less {3.5) {120} ) 59) {0 58] () 77) {0 (71) o
51§ 3% .1 260 3.3 28 an.1 27.1 a7 8.4 218
$500% 10 310,000 15.2) {V74 ) 176 23 72 (2} %3 ) 61} (13
55.8 20.2 24.1 135 o33 135 26.5 51 234 0
1 H 7 vya
! $10001 1o S15,090 6.7 @n e #9) (1) 04 i1 ae LI .
63.9 >4 4 319 B 270 0 204 148 210 )
. 2
316001 1o $20.0005.8) (227) ) (1053 10) (94} (0} (107) in (80) 0
51.8 345 27.0 100 23.7 a9 294 58 21.0 28
t . 4 .
$20.001 to $25.000 (7.4) i266) (10) 0 | @ (951 () new | (54) 0
60 4 300 210 04 239 0.6 23.9 1.5 221 164
I3 :
$25.00% 10 $30.000 (8.3) {324} £15) 1157 i4) {138) 3 (158} i5) 127y “

Appendix ¥ / Table ¢

Pagelof 2



Bubsisnces

Bchaot and Student Charactaristics Gigaraites or lobacco feer of wine Liguor Mariuana Ohhgr
in} drugs
Pubilic Privila Pubiic Privaie Pubalies Private Public Private Public Private
81.2 354 2.8 8.4 20.7 1.8 24.4 14,1 17.0 w02
$30.001 fo $35.000 (8.5) (30 {14 (128 & {108) ) {138} 7 1) o)
i BT D 227 300 178 3 4.9 24 4 0.8
$35001 f0 340,000 (10.0} {365 {22} {183 {14} {1861 {101 {183} {53 {138} 7
E 650 428 315 158 24 9.9 301 8.4 230 40
340,001 1o $50,000 (124 {500} 35) 232) (1) {208} ® {238) e (80} 3
689 433 351 18.6 314 17.6 347 166 247 12.8
$50.,001 10 $75,000 {(18.4) {699) 62) {351) (29 (310} (26) (354) {24} {256) {18)
706 6.2 M3 209 35.9 708 a5.2 18.4 26.5 116
Mare than $75.000 (117} {432) 167 223) 301 {198} {36 {204) (293 {1501 {17}

MOTE: Parcentages arn calttiated using weighled dala.

BOLIRCE: Nationa! Householt Educntion Survey, 1593
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APPENIEX B / TaBLE §
. Parent/youth sgreement on accesalbility o subsiances on schoo! property
during current achool year

p———— —_— — w
Youm's rapart ,
Parent's rgpor '
t T Vary of faily ansy i gel Hard or nesrly impossibie to get
| ‘ Cigaraties o1 tobancd ]
Yeary or ?girb; easy 1o gat 486 . 1.1
Havd or r{aariy impassibie 10 get 2.0 2.3
| Beer of wine )
Vary of fatir}y wasy o get 104 3.2
| Harc or nfaatiy rpossibie © get 183 5.7
t Mariiuana
Very or !afiﬁ»,: sény 10 pei 17.3 21,7
#ard or a?gaﬁg impoasinle o gat 147 : 49.4
l Liguor
Veary or fai;r?y BASY It g8t 513 1.8
Hard o ne;ﬂy irmpossible 1 g8t 8.7 623
! Dther draqs
Yory or faéx!iy aREY 1 got 11.4 4 I
564
——l

H
Porcantages are caleuiatsd using weighten goie.

Na(, 504 (matched paits of parerst end theis chilGren, gradas 8 o 12).
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APPENDIX C

DRruG EDUCATION




!
LIST)OF TABLES

ll

No. Title

C-1 Percent of students, 8th through 12th grades, and their schopl, community, and
student ¢haracteristics, by the number of types of drug edueation prevention
experiences in their current school year: 1993 )

C-2 Percent of parents and students, 6ih through 12th grades, who responded that
substance is “very easy” or “lairly easy” to get at school or on schoeol grounds, by
number of different types of school-sponsored drug education programs
attended by student in previous year: 1993

c3 1 Youth report of main message about drinking aleoholic beverages that they
hear in school education programs about alechol: 1983

CSH, incorporated €




Arpenpix €/ Tasie 1
Percent of students, 8th through 12th grades, and their school, community, and student characteristivs, by the number of types of drug
aducation prevention experiences in their current school year; 1993

Urug Educatinn

Sehool and Sivdent Characteristics Ons 1 Thrpa types

. Fourr types of
of drug abuss pravention N ;
- drug sbuse proveniion aducntion
0000000000000t

Totst {6,427} 18.3 8 82

in} Mgty abuse
pravention sducation

Schoo! Characleristics

Type ol School

Public {5,829 5.9 15 4.4

Private {59 FAR kAR 6.8
Percent of Students of Chiid's Race at School

Less than 25 percent {7686) 209 0.2 - AE

25 lo 75 percent {2,787} 212 €54 .47

More than 75 parcent (o874 L3 The 4.4
Size of School

Under 300 students {671} 198 70.8 g.41

300 - 599 students (2,087) 18,8 AR 10.4

B00 - 999 siudents {1,661) 19.2 71.8 a0

1000 or roore students {1.598) 20.2 740 7.9
Schost Locadion

in eighborhoog {8,879} 103 7.2 95

Not in meighborood {2,348} 19.3 CooT2n av
Gang Activity at Schoot

Yeou {2,225} 27 £9.7 a6

Ny {4,102} 18.6 72.5 _ 89

Anpendix (&  Table 1 Page 1 ol §



fSchoot and Student Characteristics

Brug Eduention

One o thred lypes

iﬁ} gm?;?jﬁ?gsgzﬁm .. W=££:{g?%mim“w i m""g}”ébus?:{;?;}:ﬁ%;%ducaﬁm
L Commumity Characteristios
* ﬂ Poverty {parceni Below age 1# living In povedy in zipcode, according
o 1990 Census) ;
{{ Lpas than &% {2,955 130 735 75 “
5 8% ﬁ {1478} 9.2 715 2.4 ﬁ
i 1010 19% (1,467) 19.0 899 1.1
0% or more {6273 27 674 s
Nelghborhood Rrce/Elrnte Composition {by ziprade, stcarding to “
1990 Cansus)
Lavd than B% {2,341 17.9 Fi4h ‘85 f
& b ¥5% (1.261) RIY 714 87 i
f 15 10 40% ‘ {1,492 203 703 95 ]]
More than A0% {1,366 2.0 £8.1 i:3]
Populstion Denslty {percent in zipoode, avcording 10 1980 Censot)
ﬁ iy urban a3 {3,945} 0.t o8 2.1 .
!! N pf urban area (921§ 7.2 718 $1.2 ;
% - Rusisi arey {1850 187 R | 21
l Pegion {by zipcode of fousehokd)
I Moriheant {1,068; WE 742 8.3
l Gouth {2,584} 9.5 89.8 108 ﬁ
l sidwos! 11.449) 208 77 78 4
Wast {1,315 197 721 3

Appendix C 7 Tabie 1
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Brug Educalfnn
Sehont and Student Characteristics
i bo tray sbuse Orie f0 #woe ypes Four types of
: " of drug abuse pravention :
greverdion sducation edunalions g abuse prevenkion sducation
(]
Student Charactesistics
" Grade
EEl
i Sivih {1,082 15.8 187 115
“ Seventh {1,084 1932 £8.1 17
Fighth {4y $8.0 2.7 23
Ninth {58) 188 7a.1 8.1
Terth {321 139 105 8.6 i
Frpennth {73y 2315 725 &4
|E Twedith {742} 221 .2 68
" Race/Edhnicity
White, non-Hispanic {4,368} 12,9 125 8.5
Btack, non-Hispanic 0 20.4 £8.8 169
Hispanic (5 Va4 H: R £3.5 14 §
% {Other {205} 200 Fa bt 8.4
| Bex B .
Fermale 13,2543 848 4.8 104 i
Male 13,200 3R 7.2 BO E

Appendix C / Tahis 1
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School snd Sludent Characleistics

L

Orug Education

Student Charactecistios feont)

Mo deag abuse
prowstilion Goiacalion smwes—

Oy 1o thre lypes

ovimmimin, O LT BEMISEE PRGN i | s

stducation

Frur typeas ol E

< i — it -
drug abuse peavention stacation

Household Income

Up to 35,000 {8240} 227 6F 4 109
$5.000 ko $19,000 {333} 2 68.5 11.2 E
10,001 in $15.000 {432} Jas A7 - 5
£45.001 fo $24,000 £376) &34 69.1 P
$20,001 10 $25.000 (473} 191 723 88

il $25.801 lo $3.000 B0} 152 AR 1.0
$30.001 1 535,000 {545} 25 13K - 9.8
$35,001 to $40,800 &4 18.3 723 9.4
$44.001 1o $50.000 {864} 183 Fach 8.5 )
$50,001 o $75,000 {1,1838 8.0 735 85
fAora than $75,000 {755) B3 9 a1

Parent’s Highest Level of Education !

Less than high school {5504 g 64.9 123
shigh sehoct diplama of eyguivaienty {2807 %2 8.8 118
Some postsecondary educafion (2,052 19.8 1y B2
{iottege degres {804) 15.4 e 6.0
Graduata sthoot {10143 9.5 73 T4

Appandix G ¢ Table |
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Schaot and Student Characteristics

{n]

Sludeni Charaeteristics (vont.}

Drug Education

Mo drg abuse
oravention educoion

o drug abuss prevention

e to Yuee types

arduchtion

Four ypes of

deug abtise proventon education

H Sechoot and out-ol-achoot actlvities’

Ot participates in schowd activities

i taccording to parent) {4,585} 15 730 2.6
Child does not participate in schoot activities
tacrording to parent) (1 BIS 228 gel 82
Child participaies in oi-ohschoal aotivities
faocarding o parerdt {4,595} 177 708 87 i
Chig does nol paddicipata i out-of-sohool activities i
facconsng to parent) 2604 R S .
Acadumic record avconfing io parent, "Compared with other
cadren it fehild's] chass, how would yous say [chifd] is doing i
Thisiar) sehooiwerk thig year?")
“ N2ar tha (op of the class {2.26%) 17.4 745 8.1
“ Above e mitidle of the class {1,507 15.9 EE X4 83
Around the mickfe ol the chass {&.658) a1 59 4 0nE §
Beiow fhe middle of ths class (417) 234 67.7 g u
|| Mear the botiom of the class {1603 %6 506 8.0 ﬂ

NOTE:  Percentages ate calcuitad using waighted data,  Totals may not sum o H0% due to munding.

- Excixion smal number of students whose parents raspendad tha here were no activities avatable at tel ehild's sohool,

SOURCE: National Household Educalion Survey, 1383,
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to got at school ur on schooi grounds, by number of dilterent types of school-sponsorad drug education programs
attended by student in previous year: _1993

APPENDIX €/ Tanig 2
Percent of parents and siudents, 6th through 12th grades, who responded that substance Is “very easy® or “fairly easy”

Numbey of Ditterant Types of Drug Education Programa

i

Substances

Clgaroiiey of phacto

Becr or wing

Liggor

Pargnt Responsey

Maduara

Oithet
rrgs

Tetai {315,117 8.1 24.2 21.% 382 s
N drugy edusation {3,583 714 o7 223 435 376
One to theee types of drog edocation {5.714) 643 £29 19.8 358 310

Four lypes of diug sdugation programs (920}
Studant Hesponses
Total {6,427} G 8 ani 258 238 21.6
Ko deug education E1,234} . BAZ 2z 5 a7 248 LI
{ine to theae types of dilg aducalion (4 5801 0.8 85 254 287 214
Mrtrrz:w D — ) iy 2 s &M ®0

NOTE:  Pewentages are calcuiatad using weighted data.

SOURACE: Nationsl Household Education Survey, 1883,
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Arpenmx ©F TasLg 3
Youth report of main message about drinking alcohokis beverages that they hear in school education programs sbout alcohol: 18933

£ haracteristics

tnj

Sulstances
B3 nod dink it . .
; 35 vot ghink and Do not drink o Same ythar
Do not drink you are lagally ofd .
—— thive much message

Totnt {6.4573 i
No g aducation {1,234 21.1 8.3 #38 39 {8 I
Cine 1o thiee types o druyg aducation (4,580 27.% 78 1.3 28 i1
Four types of drsg educalion progems M 30.% 6.4 849 3 1.9

NOTE: Percartapes ars caloutsisd using weighled data,

SOURCE: Mational Hoosehotd Eduwalion Survey, 15881,
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APPENDIX D

- VIOLENCE AND CRIME




LIST OF TABLES

NG,

D-2

D-3

D-4

0-%

D8

Title

Percent of parents reporting awareness of erime at school, by school,
community, and school policy characteristies: 1983

Percent of youth, grades 6-12, reporting awareness of crime at schousl, by school,
community, and parent characteristics: 1993

Percent of youth, grades 6-12, reporting gang activity at their school, by school,
community, and parent characteristics: 1993

Percent of parents who reported intervention to avoid violence or threat of
vinlence, by school, community, and demographic characteristics; 1993

Percent of youth, grades 6-12, reporting changes that they made {0 avoid erime
or viclence, by school, communitly, and parent characteristies: 1893

Percent of parents and selected school and community characteristics, by the
number of measures their child's schools took to ensure safety, 1883

CSR, Incorporated



Appenpix D/ Tamie ¥
Percent p! parents reporiing awareness of crime at schoo!l, by school, community, and school poficy characteristics: 1883

- o T T Knowledge and fesri-t_ll'lﬁe o vcrim 81 school*
Charasteristics . Know about cdme Fear chmnp Witnessed crime Wighirn of crima
o Qns Two OF KB | cident Two f:»'mom Ontg Two oF e Qna Yo of mare
. Incigent incidonts imkianis Incitdipem Incidanis inwitdent ncilards
Tom (10,117} § 208 378 2 15,4 5.5 138 0.8 1.5
Sehoof Characheristics . l
Type of Schud
b {8,926 § 298 385 223 16.5 267 148 218 D
Privale {991} | 282 0.7 106 A6 126 a2 19,5 1.5 i
Percem of Students of Chitd's Race gt Sehool
i Less than 25 percant (1,270} | an.t 3.4 158 16.3 22.4 14.7 20.3 8.9
25 1o 75 percens {4.336) | 268 416 23.2 84 275 166 &35 8 H
Hore than 75 percent W51 M9 333 263 126 4.4 0.7 183 57
Birg of Schoot
Lrdder 300 studanis (L1 N7 234 207 B 234 7.3 176 5.4 i
260 - 55% studerts {32001 | 294 341 208 45 25.1 120 2049 7.7 “
600 . B98 sitdans {Z.544; 1 38 408 220 12,6 274 4.8 3.2 T "
1,000 o mare stiadonts {3.166} .2&? 42.4 Mna 175 ° 282 166 198 g g
Schopt Lacation i
It peighborhoid {6423 {1 30 385 2i8 15.3 25.0 2.3 bt X3 70
Hot in neighbodhoad {3,6HB} | 2832 ars 4.8 150 264 _w\a 2.2 80
(iragde Organfzation of Schowd ﬁ
Etgmarntary Schaot {1.178} | 282 273 178 0.7 26.2 24 176 55
Middle/sninr High School {3193 | 284 462 24% 23.6 310 8.2 e 11.9
High Sohonl {4863} | 307 358 5 127 p2ig 120 18.4 %5 h
Comimed {1,065 1 320 %90 7 95 e 1.7 7.5 48 “
Appendix [0/ Table 1 Page t o 3



Characteristics . Enow about ctime Fear crime Witnessed trime Yigtim of crime
rettest | e | On inokont M | ke | ko |
S T
Sehosi Charncteristics feont)
{irads
! Sixth {1,645 | 28D ME 58 12,4 g8y 11.2 £%8 9.6
Heventh t1.840) | 289 427 FER 204 02 158 28.4 (N
i £ighth (1,556 3 205 47 22.2 194 218 1775 1.7 5.7
Hinth (1,423: | v 37 211 158 M 148 2z A
Tent: f1.418) | 249 KN 224 128 205 134 18.% 5%
Etsypnth 1,263 | 318 KEE:) 85 985 1.8 11.2 180 as
Tweliih 11743 1 298 344 8.9 0 2% 6.3 65 4.8 “
Community Characteriatics
{ Poverty (pescenl below age 18 Fung in poverty n zipoode, mzﬁng s 1890 Census}
Less than 5% 3,452 1 383 36.0 201 149 247 132 M4 87
i 510 9% {3,084} | 307 me 219 155 264 136 prreds] 17
10 16 19% (2334 | 289 s #4.5 16.5 e 2] 142 287 7.7
R O moss | g 308 18.7 183 238 135 18.2 83 i
Maighbotsood Race/fihnic Compasition’ (by zipoade, sccording w 1950 Cansus)
L.ass tian 8% (608 {310 G346 185 190 248 13 145 56
6o 15% (2012 | 288 A0 6 228 114 274 155 ol B7 g
1o A40% {2239 | 2958 ol ¥a2 175 264 18.7 A4 85
F1% or oore RA6H) F 28 6.3 217 5% :1 26 & 31 125 g
Poputation Dengity (prreent in zipoode, atcording 1o 1980 Gensug)
i wrban ares {6,309 | 23.8 B0 218 169 258 14.6 20.7 77
it of urban area {1,431} § 27T a8.4 0.4 15.2 P48 §45 224 Bs
Aural srea {2383 1 M3 M1 2.2 2. 252 Y 20,0 5.1 g
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q
‘ Knowisdge and response 1o trime at school* u

T
Charactesistics | Koow abuout ghme Fear crime i Witnessed crime Victim of trime ||
- — ey gy
Two or more . Fwo of there P Two o e
Ingicdent Inckignis Do Incident Incidanis Ingidess incidents

Community Chargeteristics foont.)

i Hegion ihy ipcode of housshold) ﬂ
u Moreast {5,788 | 200 349 207 129 256 118 8.6 6.0
South 4.059) | 296 38.1 | s 165 .9 14,1 08 81
Midwest 12,294 § 392 3%5.1 188 13.0 240 12.9 1825 85
" Wirat (2,0845 { 300 307 218 187 243 150 733 6.5
Schoof Policy Cheracteristics
Sehaol Has ¥Written Dlaciplinary Policy
Yes (3.680) | 299 37.4 1% 153 257 1.4 W08 7.3
Ho wan | 200 348 195.7 17.5 224 165 129 H.? ﬂ
Reoeived Copy of Policy
van (8.983) § 301 ar.5 718 15.3 260 1.4 20.4 7.3
Mo 697} 1 27.1 e 1150 6.9 213 14.3 Wy 7.3
Schost does not have wiitien policy {4373 | 288 3.3 07 175 22.4 164 139 10.7

Spanish Speaker Feceived Copy in Spanish’

Yes (231} 1 199 8.2 196 1 10 B a4 7.2 13% 4.9
ko {48 1 305 287 256 2y Hz 112 230 8.5 ﬁ
Respoadanis o English issteunani (9787 | M b2 g 213 15.3 257 3.7 209 5

Pollcy Covers Drugs

vge §2,108) 1 M0 3.7 2t.8 155 26.0 134 218 1.2

N ) C5r 277 288 172 134 213 337 PR ag

No writtan poficy taa7y | 280 34.8 157 17.5 224 165 19.9 10.7
HOTE:  Percerdages are saloulatad using weighted dats. . irrludes thelt, rohbery, bulhdng, and assaull eI schovl, schoot setivites, of on the way 1o of rom sehoot.,

Parcentags of population wha sre blagk o Hispanic, Thie quesion only appearmd in the Spanish instrment.

SCUACE: Navona! Bousehold Edugation Survey, 1993
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AppenDix D / TasLg 2
Percent of youth, grades 8-12, reporting awareness of crime at schouol, by school, communily, and parent characleristics: 1993 .

Knowledge and respoase 1o orime at schaol

Characteristics Kriow ahout erime Faar cilme Witneseed crimeg Vichm of crdme
" | oot | TRm" | e | e | it | TR | oneiem | TR |
Totw (B.A87 7o 56.1 258 184 345 214 6.2 43
Sehoed Characterislics
Type of School i
i $usiic (5,828} 26.3 56,1 7843 154 3 22.4 18.6 45
Private {508) 4.2 3es 204 8.5 232 8.8 3¢ 1.3
Peroerd of Siuderta of Shitld's Race ot Schoo!
Loss than 26 percent (766) 26.4 5.4 2.4 166 ey 22.0 19.1 82
25 10 75 permend 2,787} 258 57.8 243 7.1 35.0 228 08 Y
Mora than 75 pescant (2,874} 207 54.4 25.4 3.1 3.3 208 17.6 a3
Size of Schoel
Under 300 shadesds ®71} 32.1 43.1 2.3 122 738 08 173 a1
200 - 598 studenls (2,087} 1.5 5.8 5. 174 330 20.3 182 L
600 - 569 students {1,661) P8O 585 275 14,0 a7.5 214 1.9 40
1,000 of more stxfenis {11.5458; 23.7 61 .4. 26.0 15t 354 p4.g 17.2 3.7
Suhool Location
tn tsighhodond {4,079} 269 549 25.7 15.8 35.1 265 17.5 4y
Mot in neighborhoed {2348} ao 561 28.0 5.1 335 228 108 4.4

Appendix [/ Table 2
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Knowledge and response to crime at schoal”
Charactoristics Know about crime Faar cﬁme I Wilgs_ed g victim of ¢rime -
One incident ‘{wxm mz:m T":{?&iﬁi’a One incider T"g’d‘;;:g* One incident T‘;’g;;}"‘;w
}
Community Characteristica
Poverty {peicen below age 18 Being in poverly in zipoode, acconding 16 1980 Census} i
{.eas than 5% {2,359} 1.4 545 ’ 282 127 356 21 17.4 34
] 5 to 9% 1,878} 274 4.6 a5.4 145 34.4 5.9 pEx 4.4
- i 9% {1,487 4.3 55.5 26.3 B4 324 b B3 194 4.7
2% o mure {623} Z;.E!A 53¢ aa 124 3B 2.5 175 4.0
Heighborhinod Face/fthaic Compasition by zipoade, acconding to 1990 Gensus}
Less than 6% {234 31 55.0 250 22 343 196 19,0 33
i 8 0 15% (1261 259 sa8 262 42 | 268 228 18.1 5.1
18 io 40% {1,493 73.4 535 25.7 18.7 32.2 %8 189 5.2
4% ot more {1,360} 274 S1R | HE 337 19.5 181 4.7
Population Densily (percent in ripoode, accnrding B 1388 Cengus)
Iy urtian area [3.545) My 582 68 153 M3 718 1ra 43
L of urban ares {331} 268 0.0 25.7 1#Ha 364 235 18.7 54
Pural arma {1,551) 28.7 53.7 749 14.0 340 an.2 18,4 37
Regian {hy ripcote of household)
Noritvwant {1,068 R6g 56.5 241 4§ e FAR 152 43
South {3,604} 248 25 251 17.6 358 3.2 182 4.8
Miéiwes! £5.44% . 223 510 o83 127 330 258 170 g
YWaat ($.31%) 27.7 55.0 2y 3.3 B7 18.9 206 A8
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Krnuwiedne and response 10 crime at schoaf
Eharscteristics Krigw ahoyl crime f-’ea_r trime _v%!ﬂessﬁd £fime Victim ol crimg i
Tw;c;ﬁ {;rp;gm O incident Ty OF et
Leudent Characinristics
Geade
Sinth {1,952 a7 445 254 2.6 338 168 203 R
| Bevenlt £1,0513 28,1 58.5 218 8.8 9.3 2.8 21.8 £4
Eighits {934} 232 609 247 19.0 M3 264 Ptk 49
Ninth {886 7.5 57.% 218 144 376 2.3 1.3 5.2
Terah {82t} 2546 283 26 8 $2.0 345 gaS 18.6 2.7
Eteventh 79 Hs 56.3 285 0.8 O 222 138 1.4
Twelith (742} 278 50.8 218 64 300 19.6 113 1.0
i RuceEihnicity .
White, nor-Hispardc £4,368} 8 5.3 251 139 5.4 215 %3 4.2
Black, non-Hispanie B35} 258 554 8.5 e 325 A 8.8 43 8
Fispanic . 1921} piz: R 51.2 265 a8 132 4.6 17.5 4.3
Oiher (205} 30.0 487 Ak 1.0 0.4 175 5.7 'R
Sex i
i Farnate 13,2045 24.7 57,4 272 65 132 20.7 £7.1 16
Mzin {3223 242 350 4.4 136 358 221 194 56
Hougehold income
tip to $25.000 (1540 258 549 268 8.5 138 214 18.3 54 g
More than $35.000 14,587) 277 560 251 125 3%.1 214 182 as |
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Kronvledge and response 1 orime st schoof®

{haracterisiics Knaw about crime Fear crime Wilnessed crime Vigtinn of cime
e -~ YW Thore One = e
R e 18 Twe of mies . Two gr mare - Twety Of fraore
O aesdant il ’ ; o
inciderits ingigent ncidents | e ngigeot 1 P2 B | Onedncident |

Student Characteristics fcont)

Parent's Bighast Leve! of Education

i Less han high schoot (5563 267 815 24 262 a3y 17.4 20.0 45
High school dplomaleguivaiency (2,007) 268 5.1 Lk 168 10 219 BB 45
" Bome postseconidary education {2.052) 78 56.4 277 149 n5 6 226 183 47
Collega defros | 1804} KR LR 283 £3.1 373 a8y 12.8 - ar n
Grasuate school (1.0¢4) o3 58.0 26.8 10.3 335 20.0 14.8 38

g School and pul-of-achool potivities™

CHild pariisipatey In school atlivities - 565

. 4, ’ .
(accorging o parn() (4,585) 28.6 4.5 343 203 8.2 38

Child does mot participana in schodl 26,8 549

: 24 16.4 343 1, ) %
aciiviting {according io parent] (1,819} 0 28 16.4 &

Chind panicipales in ast-ohschool

i activiies {according 0 parenty  (3,820) 25.% 375 13.2 150 5.2 21.7 17.8 4.3

Child does it perticipate in out-ob i
sohotl agtivitiey M2 54.0) 2646 53 335 208 B0 a2
faceording to pereat} 12,6848}

Academic mecord (according i patent, "Compared with gther children in fohiid's] ciass, how wosld you say [child) i duing in [histher] schoodaork this year?'}

Mear the top of the class (2,259) 273 552 MO 19,1 a4.0 193 8.5 3.1
Above the micksie of the class {3,503 | p 8 56.% 26.3 13.4 sy PLE 17 ag ﬁ
Arowind the migdie of the dlass {2058} 280 839 26.4 178 322 wea 195 86
Bafow the middle of the class {417) 224 B8RS b 4 B8 43.2 222 214 48
Niar the botiom of the class (100) | 22 543 - 233 15.7 Ay 307 755 a1

i e T S——

HOTE:  Percentages are caloolated using waighted dala.
v inchades thett, robbery, bullying, aod assaull at schoal, schodt activifes, of on the way 1o or from schech,
i Exciudes senalt number of students whose paranty resporded that therp werg nu aclivlies gvallabte af thelr ohid's schogi,

SOURACE: MNatianat Household Edusation Survey, 1893
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APpPeNDIX D/ TaBLE 3
Percent of youth, grades 6-12, reporting gang activity at their school, by school, community, and parent characteristics: 1993

{r)

Aeparied "yes*

Number of Garnga at Sehoot ﬁ

Bhudents am in
lighling

g Al ey sehoot

Thete are incidents at
my sthaol rplated i
gang atlivity

lamin & gang

T
Orie WG D

Tetal {8420 = 1787 0 T b
Sehoof Characteristivs §
Type ol School B
| Public (5,800} Ao 182 10 78 292 a
Privata 1590} 1.0 3.4 05 17 93 ﬂ
!!’ Percent o Students of Chitd's Rave at School * ;l
Luss han 25 pargent {756) 438 22.6 &8 15 : KN u
25 1o 75 percend {2.767 417 21.3 i3 T4 343
More than 75 parcent £2.874) 272 144 a.7 12 0.1
Shre of School
Under 30T stidants {671) 143 6.7 8 5F 137
300 « 559 studenis {2,087} 208.4 15.1 0.7 33 218 il
600 - 999 students £4.661) 8.3 18,4 o8 74 289 u
i 1,000 o1 more s%wdeats {1,988} 464 2456 11 78 e
Hehoo! Lovation
in neighbortiood {4,078 344 17.5 0.8 8.1 26.7
Rot in neighbarinod {2,348} . 353 18,7 1.2 &0 293 g
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Reported “yos™

Hurmber of Gangs st Schoot

Sisdenis me n

Comrnonity Characteristics

gangs at my schook

Thers arg lngidents at {

gany achvily

v L — T N LT B T

Poverty (parcent below age 18 living i poverty in 2incode, sccording o £990 Cansus) i
Less han 5% T 2350 KR 166 i3 a7 25.%
S 8% {4,978} 324 168 11 6.8 5%
10 10 8% {1, 467) ase H1: 8. 4.8 £3 285
2% o moTe {#23) AB% 289 1.2 4.8 414
u Heighborhood Race/Ethnic Compoesition {by zipcode, aocording to 1890 Censsy
g Liss an 6% {3.314) 233 1t %3 2.4 163
$10 15% {1,264} 336 182 0.8 G . MG
16 W 40% {3,432 424 226 08 1.8 354
© More than 40% {1,360} 490 285 1.4 6.1 429
Popstation Dengity (percent in ripcods, according lo 1880 Census)
It urban arga £3.945) 42 8 AR 10 7.7 349
£3ut of yeban arpa A 3R 17 0.7 B8 295
Rurat area {1551 156> 53 1.4 37 134 ;!
Regipn {by 2ipcode of rousehoid
Northeast {1,068 24.9 107 1.2 58 18,1 i
Souih {2.504) a8 70 1.4 56 265 i
Mitwe st {1,448 a3 7.8 o7 17 256
ll Vst {1.315) a9 & #68 ¥ ] ot 387
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Btudent Charaleristics

Repurted "yos”

tunher of Gangs & Schogl

| -

Stadents are in
fighting
gangs al my sehool

Thare s incidanis a8t
miy sohool setgiad o
gang antvily

I am it & gang

Grede
Sixth {1052 19.2 a8 0.4 a9 16,4
Saventh (1,051} 354 6.9 12 780 285 i
Eighth . 1894) 378 194 1.1 $.3 782 i
ranh {883} 08 289 19 7.4 3.8
Tanth 821} ag.1 %3 1.2 7.4 32.7
Elgvanth £778) 368 20 0B 2.1 205
Fwalith {742} s 6.1 &2 6.1 26.7 H
facefEthnitily
White, rion-Hispanic {4.3468) 300 154 0% 7B 230
Biack, sion- Mispanic {933) 413 224 1.6 4.4 e
I Hispanic (921) 515 28.7 9.9 a2 433
Othar {205 35 2 148 15 75 are
Sex |
Fermate 13.204) 34.1 16.4 a5 5.4 228 ﬂ
i PR 3,223 5.9 1.8 4 a2 276
Household Income
Up i 325,000 {1.840) 368 56.3 14 6.7 30
sara fhan $25,000 {4.587) 333 66.6 07 7.7 261 i
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i

Hoported "yey"

Numbrer pf Gangs at Sehop

e

Studlent (Charpcteristics {cont}

Sfudents are in
fighting
- S ot my schoid ™™

"Thare are incidents at
my schoot relstsd o, |1 888 0 5 G000 we

gang activity

T Oy

g

" “Parent’s Highest Leve! of Education

£.ess thar high schoot {550 44,4 25.3 1.3 7.8 g
High sehvout diploma or equivalisnty foun 328 128 15 8.7 28.% I
Some posisacondary sducation {2,052 34.4 e 0% 80 264
{iolinge degree (B804} a8 16.0 18 15 264
i
Graduals sthood {1,014 34 15.8 04 8.6 248
Schiost and gut-of-schao! sctivities’ g
Chit panicipates In schoot activiliey A28 16.8 7
{avonsding to parent) 4, 595) : . [eE 3 3 5.4
Child does ot participata in sehoot activities
aceording ka parant; (.83 404 268 1.7 75 228
Chilt participates inn ovd-of 5choot Bctivitigs
{areontiag to pareni} {3823 a3 173 0.8 3 %60
Ghild does not papticipate in oul-of-sehool aclivitiey 74
tacenrding lo parnt) (2,608 a7, 183 i .4 30.0
Acaderric record lacoonding io parant, "Compared with othar children in jchiid's] class, how woukd you say (child] is Soing in [hisfher] schoohaml this yeat?”}
i
Near the iop o the class {&. 285 258 4.8 03 &.1 228
43
Apove e mididte of e dass {1503} 343 1.8 04 85 %49
Arpeangt the middie of e clasy {2.05%) 38.4 8.8 1.3 7.0 304
Below ®e middle of the class “n 455 235 2.1 80 " agn
Hear the bulom of the clasy {1803 50.8 LLE 58 12.0 By
HOTE:  Percenisges are caloidated using weighted data,

El

SOURCE: National Hossehukt Education Survey, 1953,
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Appenimx )/ Tapie 4
Pergent of parents who reported intervention to avoid violence or threat of vioience,
by school, community, and demograghic characteristics: 1993

_— i T

Choraieristics Hamber of Parent interventions
Oneg Change Tty of More Changey
Takat £10,3973
Bohool Characteristics
£ Type of School
. Pubiic 9,126) 24 215 67.1 180% "
Private BN 215 a3 44 8 100% u
Pateent of Students of Child's Race 6t Schoul H
Less than 25 pergant {1,2704 7E 224 704 %, |!
25w 75 peraant {4,335} 1.0 218 7ia 100%
e thar 75 pergent {4.511) 14.% 27.2 88 1005
Size of Schon!
" Lirwder 300 stadents {1,137} 15.6 255 543 1K
“ 380 - 595 sdents {3.490 1.0 244 - 887 1O B
9 £00 - 593 studeris {2 544 5 232 67.1 0% “
1,063 or mipie studeniis (3,165} 4.7 ru 67.% 0%
u School Location
in neigghbiothood 5.428) 108 PLE: 548 %
Haotin neighborhond {4.588; 28 2a2 660 10
Grade Crganization of $chioot
I Elementary School a0y | sa 217 §0.9 s |
Middiedhinior Figh SChoot {3,198 55 kiR %5 0% g
High Sohook {4,583} 12.3 #7 605 100%% g
Combinpd {1,085) 17.5 209 526 160%% “
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Characteristios

Nusnber of Parent Intervgntions

{3} No & H - Totat
I hanges Ore Change I Two or Move Changes
Cammunity Characteristics - ) T
Poverty ipercen! balow age 18 living in povpsty in zipeods, aceording (o 1390 Census)
L.ows than 5% {3,758 134 65 %88 1. 08
5w 5% {3.054) (0.6 256 837 1080% i
10 ka 19% (2,304 7.4 228 708 100%
2G% of more {877) 2.4 4 BO.7 00%
Reighborhood HaceEthale Composition’ {by ziprade, according to 1980 Census) i
Less than 6% {3,606) 152 2848 56.¢ 100%
610 15% {201 6.1 26.4 63.4 0% i
15 to 40% {2,333 6.8 AR 1286 L1654
i 1% o more {2,160) 4.0 5.0 A1t 103% H
Poputation Density {percent in zipoode, according Ip 1930 Census}
in uthan aga £.30.0) 8.2 214 544 100%
i Out of udian area (1431} 119 276 0.5 100%
Rural preg {2,303} 12.5 282 533 $50% ﬂ
Heglon {by ripcods of housenold) “
Norheast {3,714 126 254 2.8 e ‘
Bowsth 4. 050) 75 A 74 1
Midwizs! {2,294} 138 e H0.8 100%
Wl {2.0%4) 4.6 6.0 644 6, - ‘{l

Appendix 3 7 Yable 4
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Charseteristics Hymber of Parent interventiona
in=} No Changes Ong Change Two or Motg Shanges
Deerpgraphiv Characteristics
Hacw/Cihnicity i
Whita, npn-Hispanic {6,815} 124 27.3 308 10
Biack, nooe Higpanc {1.587} 29 "2 818 iz "_g
Hispanic {1.438) $5 184 760 160%,
Other {3573 10.2 252 64.5 0% )
Haox
Femaie . {4,275} 3 raX 66.0 100% “
Mals {5,142 0. 255 64,5 0%
Total Heusshold inegme
i $5.000 ¢ toss ) {368 3 182 78.7 e
$5.00% to $10.000 {535) 53 221 727 S0 g
h £10.001 1o $15,000 ' (658) 37 . 208 75.4 §00% n
£15.001 to $HLO00 {633 4.5 184 HE 16 |
$20.001 ks $35.000 an f.4 253 £6.4 0% |
$25,001 10 830,000 {833 114 241 64.5 0% I
$30.001 fo $35,000 (840} 6.9 &0 62.2 £00%
535,001 10 S45,000 ke 101 22.4 875 00
$45.001 10 £50.000 {1,345 100 8.0 . 650 00 |
550,001 o $75.000 AN LR 274 588 100%:
Cver $75,500 {1,201 20.9 2.0 512 100% j

KOTE: '?erceniagas are ¢afculaded uging weighted data.
! Parcanizyge of popuiation who are black or Hispanic,

SQURTCE: Natienst Mousehold Education Survey, 1853
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Arpennix O/ Tanie 8

Percent of youth, grades 6-12, reporting changes [hey have made 1o avoeid crime or violenee®,
hy school, community, and parent characteristics: 1493

Characterisling

——

Student Bahavicoral Changes

Haported no changes

Made one changs

Rade by of more changas

I Toal {6,427} 503 244 253 100%
Sehool Charseteriztics
Typa ;;% Schoo!
Pashiic §5.800) 487 #4.8 B8 1%
Privite (5343 69.7 0.1 10.2 1065
Prareent of Students of Child's Aace 21 Schogl
Less than 25 percent {758} 450 2.6 325 100
;{ <5 ke 75 partent (A 77 A7.2 P K " w8 1654 ﬂ
Mora than 75 parcocd {2,874) 54,2 b R 2386 100°%
Shee 0f Schoct
Unde 308 statsnly 871} 53.7 24 2.3 100% ﬁ
Ha - 589 shulents {2097} 434 4.5 281 100%
HO6 - 999 stuenks {1,560 LIER 238 26.2 1504
1.000 & mue students {1,598} 50.2 25.1 247 100%
Hehoo! Location
in aeighborhood LR 5p.7 24,4 248 %
§ Nt in naighborbond {2,348} 44,5 248 . 6.0 4450 |

Appendix I3/ Table 5 ¢
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Characteristics ) Student Behavioral Changes Total
() Reported no changes Made one change Made two or more changes
N
Community Characleristics - ’
Poverly (perceni below age 18 living in poverty in zipcode, according lo 1990 Census)
Less than 5% {2,359} 55.5 247 19.6 100%
5to 9% {1.978) 51.0 25.1 240 100%
10 to 19% {1,467} 45.3 23.2 3.6 100%
20% or more (623) 8.8 24.1 az.2 100%
Neighborhood Race/Ethnic Composition (by zipcode, according to 1990 Census)
Less than 6% {2,314) 58.1 239 18.0 100°%
610 15% {1.261) 50.9 23.9 25.2 1009,
16 to 40% {1,492) 447 26.6 26.6 . 100%
41% or more {1,360) 7.7 239 3084 100%
Populalion Density (percent in zipcode, according lo 1930 Census)
in urban area {3.945) 48.7 24.4 269 100%
Oul ol urban area (931} 45.8 26.8 27.4 100%
Aural area . {1,551} 56.4 232 20.5 100%
Region (by zipcode ol household)
Northeasl (1,069} 534 24.9 21.8 100%
Soulh {2,594} 46.1 255 28.5 100%
Midwest {1,449) 56.7 238 19.5 1009,
Wesl (1,315) 475 - 231 29,5 100%
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Characteristics

Student Rehavioral Changes

o Reponet no changes sade ona change Magie twp OF more changes fout
§
Student Characteristivs —————————
}3:3&
Sixthy {1.052) e %4 26.7 100%
Sovanih £1.051) 415 e 2%t 100%;
Fightt {904} 458 B 82 109
Ninth [543 50.4 &35 252 100
Tenth {#21: LT 3.8 280 0%
Fieveath {770} 58.7 2413 171 %
Twsthh {742) 687 174 13.2 1005 -
Race/Ethnicity
White, apreispanic {4 68 55 245 2.3 100%
Black, son-Hispanic {933} ;1 % 2 237 37.4 106%
Hispanie (g1} I6H 24K 384 %
Ottrer (265 446 243 314 100%
Sex -
Femaie {3.204) 445 252 759 100%
Mala 3,479 5.1 237 25.3 100%
Hensehold Income )
Lp o $25 000 Lt Bab 446 238 319 1005,
Maore than $25 800 {45873 539 250 et TO0%
Apperidix ) 7 Table 6 Page 3 of 4



£haracierisgicn

Student Charscteristivs feont)

Student Behavioral Changes

Madde ong changs

Made two or more changes

|
|
|

Parert's Higheat Levei of Education
Lasy than high sehoot i) e 224 400
High sehaof diploma oF eduvaiency {2000 bR 728 263
Some posisecondany edunalion {2053 438 255 255 1D0%
Coflege dagtes {804} L 48 9.1 160
Graduatae schoot §1.014; 8.7 52 W1 100%
School and cut-of-schoot activities™ i
Child participates in schont activiies {according lo parent) {4,585} 528 %0 X3 100%
f;z?;zf; Mol schoot acthities 1 6191 451 211 31.9 100%
?m&s "?‘*’cgaz;;;"‘w"“m actrites 823 50.2 258 242 100%
fﬁ?;?’,;; ;"*;z‘e‘:gme ifs out-of-schook sciviies (2,664 50.4 228 268 5007,
Academic retord {80conrding 1o perent, “Comparsd with ofer children i [chikd's) class, Iow woutd yoo say fohitd] i doineg in [Misihed schoodwork This year?™}
Hear hp lop of the class {2,269} 552 3.7 211 10%%
Abgve the micdis of the ciass {1,503 LR 282 a P 1009,
Agoured the middie of the class {2,058} 46,3 236 ¢ Ao L OI00%
Satow the middie of the class 7 449 R44 0.7 005,
Maar ihe boliom of the clagy {180 37 2B.5 4.5 1004%

HOTE:  Percentapes ane caltidated gting weighled data.

inchadey teking a special routs 1o sChool, staying away from cerlain places in the school of school parking lotg and graunds, staying away rom school-telated events like dances o
sporis events, liying 1o stay in 2 group, and staying home lrom school.
+* Exciudes semall nuenber of studemts whosa parents responded thal there ware no aclivities availabla g1 (heir chitd's schoal,

SOURCE: National Household £ducation Survey, 1893,
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APPENDIX D / TABLE 6

- Percent of parents and selected school and community characteristics,
by the number of measures their child’'s schools took to ensure safety: 1993

Characteristics -

Total

Humber of School Measures

(n)

(10,117)

One to Four

Five lo Eight

School Characteristics

Size of School

Under 300 siudents (1.117) 728 20.2
300 - 599 swdenis {3,290} 87.2 310
600 - 999 studenis (2,544) 629 - 359
* 1,000 or more students (3,166) - 54.7 448
Schaol Grade )
Elamentary School {1,170} 728 233
Middle/Junior Schoot {3.193) 61.3 .z
High School {4,689) 59.4 39.5
Combined Grade {1,065) 72.9 21.2

Appendix D / Table 6 .
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Characterialicy

Communily Characteristivs

Number of School Messurey

Five tor Eighl

Powerty {(pescant befow age 18 Iving in povasty in zi;;'codaa. aceording to 1590 Census)

NOTE:  Percanlages ate calniated using weighted data.
’ Porcentage of population whe e biack o Hispanic,

SOUBCE: National Househoi Education Burvey, 1993,

Appendix O / Table 6

ll

fess than 5% .75 56,0 3132
&0 0% {3,054; 6.3 87
o 1§% (2,304} 58.5 38.5
20 ot morp BT} 2 629
Heigiiorhood Rece/Einntc Composition’ thy tipcode. accoding to 1980 Gensus)
Leay than 8% £3.606) FAY 2e4
& 15% £2.042) B/7.1 15
16 o 40% (2.33% 577 413
Ff A41% or onte (236403 37,1 819
Popuiation Densily (percent in zipooda, according o €883 Census)
In usrhan area 5,203) 5.7 425
Chust of urlsan area {14071 730 25.1
Hagral aren 42,383} bZR 231
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

!I

Recent rescarch and arrest reports indicate that adolescent participation in drug trafficking has
increased dramatically during the past 20 years. For many youth, seliing drugs s just one of a variety of
episadic delinguent behaviors in which. they engage during adolescence and is something that rarely lasts
more than a few months or extends beyond a Hmited number of transactions.  Although there are no
firm statistics on the actual prevalence of youth in drug sales, it is estimated that about 1D percent of all
youth seil drugs during any given year, with the percentage being much greater in low-income, inner-city
neighborhoods. Of particular concemn is the fact that youth invelvement in drug trafficking is occuming

at increasingly younger ages.

Some of the increase in adolescent drug irafficking is directiy 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 ¢reates jobs and makes it possible for youth 10 move up the ranks of drug selling
in 2 way not previcusly possible. Children as young as age 9 or 10 are recruited as look-outs and
runners for drug dealers, thereby decreasing both the visibility and the risks of the adults involved.
Thus, the crack “explosion” has reversed the temporal sequencing of drug use and selling, which

previcusly heiped to explain much of youth involvement in drug sales.

There are indications thai the increased violence associated with drug trafficking 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 wrf it engenders have led to an increase in the pumber 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 circunistances in which they live, The evidence also suggests that

violence is used to enforce discipling within the ranks of the crack-cocaine distributional hierarchy,

Despite a substantial number of studies that investigate adolescent drug use and other delinquent
behaviors, little systematic research has been conducied specifically focused on adolescent drug

trafficking. The available data do not provide an adequate profile of those youth involved in drug

LER, Incorporated iH



Exnoutive Summary

trafficking because most research studies are focused on unrepresentative samples from high-risk urban
areas, and official staristics represent a demographic picture that may be more reflective of law
enforcement activities than of the total population involved in selling drugs. Nevertheless, there are
indications that drug trafficking frequently 1s the cnime for which youth enter the juvenile justice system.
Although only a small proportion of young éeaiers' (less than 2 percent of ail adolt:.scents} are heavily
invofveigi in drug sales, self-reports and official crime statistics indicate that this group is responsible for

committing more than 60 percent of all property and violent crimes committed by youth.

The risk factors identified for adolescent drug trafficking can be grouped into the following five

* broad categories:

{e  Individual risk factors—These include drug use, alcobol and tobacco use, delinguent
behavior, early participation in adult behaviors, thrill-seeking or risk-taking personality, gun
possession and weapon carrying, low school attachment and low attendance, poor school

achievement, and lack of self-control or external local of control;

»  Family characteristics.—These include family alcohol and drug use, low family attachment,

lack of supervision, and low parental education level;

s Ecological and neighborhood risk factors.—These include frequent exposure to drug
activities, contact with drug-wrafficking adults, community acceptance of drugs, few

opportunities for personal success, and lack of alterative activities;

»  Economic risk factors.~These include weak labor market for low-skill jobs, low wage

potential of existing jobs, and a strong drug market; and

s (Mher social risk factors.—These include peer group influence and a low level of deterrence

by the legal system.

CS8H lincorporated . W




Exacutive Summary

It is impostamt 10 note that none of the existing research documenis a causal relationship between
any of the risk factors and adolescent involvement in drug trafficking. Several 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 wirn to selling drugs for increased access to the drugs
and for income to support their own drug use; freq;mni exposure (o drug aCtiVities‘eiihé‘:f in the family,
among peers, or in the neighborhood; and a risk-taking or thrill-seeking personality. Although thers is
some evidence that youth from jow-income families are attracted to drug selling as a means of
overcoming their poverty, research indicates that youih spend most of their drug money earnings oo

huxury 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 repors, indicate that
the number of youth selling drugs or participating 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 increase in violence associated with drug tafficking may be related 1o the recruitment
of youth into the drug business.” This report has been compiled to examine the current research on
atiolescent drug trafticking, to summarize factors that increase an adolescent’s risk of becoming
involved in drug selling, and to determine whether this information can be used to develop interventions

that reduce or prevent adolescent drug dealing.

The following sections examine the magnitude of the adolescent drug trafficking problem,

demographic characteristics of young drug waffickers, and adolescents’ involvement in the drug market.

Magnitude of the Problem

Despite a substantial number of studies that investigate the associations between drug use, other
drug offenses, and delinguent behavior, little systematic research on drug grafficking among adolescents
is available. Likewise, official crime stalistics provide only limited insight into the magnitude of
adolescent drup trafficking. Growing interest in research on adolescent drug trafficking may result from
reports of increasing involvement of youth in this activity. While national vouth surveys in the early
1970s reported the prevalence of drog trafficking among youth a5 less than 1 percent, more recent
national studies estimate that during a given year, about 10 percent of all youth engage in drug
sefling.*** Furthermore, several police data sources indicate that an unidentified but considerable
number of youth continue 1o sell small quantities of drugs in settings where there is little risk of police

apprebension.

CSH, Incorporated . 1
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Adolescent Drug Trafficking: influences arxd Risk Factirs

 The percentage of young drug traffickers is especially high in low-income, inner-city
neigh‘z:‘whcods. A stedy of a sample of drug-involved youth in Miami revealed that the first crime
committed by 67 percent of the youth interviewed was a drug sale or some other drug-related illegal
activity.*® Participation in drug trafficking also is relatively high among incarcerated youth.® Drug
trafficéiag often is the first criminal activity engag&i in by those convicted of a drug offense and
incwas.’ingly is the crime by which youth come to the juvenile justice system. Nationwide in 1993,
approx‘imazay 89,100 {imxg offense cases were disposed of by juvenile courts, which represents a
24~peréenl increase over the number of drug offense cases reported for 1989, For jurisdictions that
made a distinction between drug trafficking and drug possession, trafficking was the more serious charge

in slightly less than one-half of all drug cases.”

While the increases in officially recorded numbers of adolescent drug traffickers reported in the
late 1980s and early 1990s may have resulted from changing law enforcement policies. they also reflect
major éhanges that have taken place within the illegal drug market. Before the mid-1980s, adolescent
drug déajing consisted primanly of small amounts of manjuana and other drugs sc')id‘ to friends, family
members, or others referred by friends or family members. Although a wide range of illicit drugs was
available, the price and distribution structure made it difficult for most youth {0 obiain the volume
rRoessary for farge-scale drug teafficking.

;

‘Following the introduction of easily producible crack-cocaine in the mid-1980s, the drug market
expanded rapidly, and youth increasingly became involved in selling illicit drugs. Because crack-cocaine
is sold primarily in small, inexpensive packages, it became more accessible, and demand literally
skyz‘i}cigeted‘ 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 atiracted growing numbers of adolescents.
As drug markets expanded and law enforcement efforts © control drug offenses increased, drug dealers
incmas;ngly began using juveniles to serve as lookouts and to sell drugs because they could pay them
less than they would have to pay another adult and because the juvenile justice system returned juveniles
am:szeé for drug crimes 1o return 1o the streets in a very short time where they became and become
involved In drug dealing again. Children as young as age 9 or 10 may be recruited to entry-level

pcsitie:;is as lookouts, by which they can make $100 per day warning dealers of police in the vicinity.

CSR, Incorporated ‘ 1 . 2




Adolescant Dingg Tratticking: 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 $3(8} and $1,200 per day or more selling drugs.

For most youth, selling drugs is just one of a wide vanety of episodic delinquent behaviors,
something that rarely lasts more than a few mofz%hs‘ or extends beyond a limited nu;mi}ar of transactions
conducted among acquaintances. While both drug use and drug selling are part of their transition into
adulthood, these occasional sellers do n;:x have flagranty delinguent lifestyles, and they rarely come (o
the attention of the authorities. Even frequent sellers who operate more in the open sell primanly to
their peers and do not otherwise have seriously delinguent lifestyles. However, youth who are heavy
users of multiple drugs often sell in the adult market for varying lengths of time as 2 means of

suppotting their drug habit.

QOnly a small proportion of young dealers {less than 2 percent of all adolescents) are heavily
involved in drug sales and other forms of sericus crime.  According 1o both self-xeports and official
crime statistics, this group is responsible for committing more than é{} percent of ;111 property and violent
crimes committed by youth.” This group also is more likely than other young offenders to continue

comnmitting crimes when they reach adulthood.®

Demographics of Youthful Drug Traffickers

The data currently availabie on juvenile drug traffickers provides only limited information on
their personal characteristics. Most studies are based on unrepresemative samples of urban drug dealers,
and the few larger representative surveys that are available include only a few drug rraffickers, Official
statistics likewise include only limited demographic information that could be used to gain more insight

on the drug-trafficking population.

In general, research often has relied on the biological or sociai‘modeiing explanations applied o
overall delinguent behavior 1o understand the specific factors that may increase a youth's risk for
engaging in drug dealing. For exampie, age is so fundamentally linked 1o most criminal behavior that
researchers have developed age-crime curves for various offense categories.! Regardless of any

individual variable (¢.g., race, sex, social class, or intelligence), people commit fewer crimes as they age.

CSR, Incorporated ) 3
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This appears to be true among young drug traffickers; arrest rates for juveniles and young adults whe
sell dz‘zzgs are higher than those for older drug dealers. In addition, information on incarcerated
individuals suggests that drug offenders begin their criminal careers at much younger ages than do those
arrested for other crimes.® However, other rcscarc}z indicates that the age-crime wnntcﬁan is less
strong: among drug traffickers. Data from these swdws suggest that individuals are involved in drug
selling and drug use for longer periods of time than they are with other criminal activities and that drug
seiling and drug use may be more an e%ﬁdemjc pheromenon, involving cohorts, not just age groups, a1

iiiffere!nt levels .

{ A number of data sources point to a disproportionately high level of African-Americans involved
in drug wafficking, Some of these data may be corroborated by the fact that most studies on adolescent
drug ézfﬁc;king focus on higherisk urban areas. Even though whites constitute the majority of drug
users and probably a large proportion of drug sellers, minorities dominate the exposed drug selling areas
in the Siizmer city, making them easier targets for arrest. Therefore, most data currently available
represent a desnographic picture of adolescent drug dealers that may be more reflective of law
enforcement activities than of the population involved in selling drugs.""’* With' regard to gender
distribution, arrest data indicate that males represent the largest group of adolescent drug maffickers;
however, some studies indicate that young women are more likely to be involved in selling drugs than
was previously believed. " (Other data indicate that women are not as involved in drug trafficking as

they are in other criminal activities.

Descriptions of psychological and behavioral traits of entrepreneurial drug traffickers show that
they atie sirnilar to their noncriminal counterparts. Most adolescent drug dealers, however, do not have
the skills necessary to succeed at drug dealing and either stop dealing or become se dependent on drugs

that their involvement with law enforcement auvthorities increases.

Some evidence exists that adolescent drug dealers have a profile similar 1o that of chronic
offenders. That is, they are more likely to be nonwhite, from lower sociceconomic backgrounds, have
lower [(Js, spend fewer years in school, and have fower school achievement levels.® Studies indicate

that adolescent drug dealers still attending school frequently have problems there,'* and studies of

CSR, Incorporated : 4
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incarcerated adult drug dealers show that they are fess likely to have completed high schoo! than are
adults incarcerated for other crimes, are less likely to be marmied or to be the head of & household, arg
move likely to have grown up pgvcﬂj', and are likely 1o have a history of involvement in a variety of
' criminal activities, Similarly, drug-dealing youth are more likely than son-drug-dealing vouth to engage
in a variety of delinquent behaviors; to be more im;alved in aduit behaviors, such as early sexual
activity; and to consume alcohol and tobacco more frequently. The data also suggest that the more

involved youth are in drug trafficking, the more fikely they are to be regular users of multiple drugs,'%"*

Invoivement of Adolescents in the Drug Market

Drug markets vary considerably with respect to level of organization, centralization, presence of
social controls, and stability. Information about social distribution and volume of dealing, however,
reveals little  about adolescent drug dealers, their clieats, patterns of drug selling, or the social structure
of drug sales by adolescents. The limited information available indicates that adolescent drug dealing
generally is concentrated in marnijnana sales and crack-cocaine distribution and that high-frequency drug

selling is concentrated in a small proportion of young dealers,

Distribution of marijuana among youth most often is conducted by small-scale dealers for small
profits. Selling takes place primarily in privae locations where there is little risk of amest or violent
confrontation. Because marjuana is quite accessible and relatively inexpensive, it always has atiracted a

large number of part-time sellers who work in a wide array of sociceconomic settings.

With regard to cocaine, researchers have found a strong reciprocal relationship between using it
and selling it, Because the rate of cocaine use among adolescents is increasing, the strong relationship
between using and selling cocaine suggests that adolescent cocaine dealing also is probably on the
{ise‘w.zo

Heroin distribution generally is controlled by stable, organized crime groups, and selling is
conducted by widely dispersed, smadl-scale street dealers; thus, heroin dealers generally are older than

those selling other drugs. As a result, youth isvolvement in using and selling heroin has always been

CSH, Incorporated . 8
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low, gven though current data suggest heroin consumption by adolescents is increasing, which also may

N : , : .
impact their level of involvement in heroin selling.”

The introduction of crack-cocaine into the drug market considerably altered the structure of drug-

dealing networks. The expanded distribution systern that developed with the introduction of crack-
cocaine made it possible for youth to mwove up in the ranks of drug selling in a way that was pot
possible before. Drug selling quickly came 1o dominate the activity of young crimingls ard continues 10

attract increasingly younger cohorts to its ranks.

+ Vialence associated with drug trafficking is a phenomenon specifically related to the sale of
crack-cocaine and often is directly related 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 mlxmber of weapons involved, those weapons often are used b}; youth who have no experience with
firearms and who have been desensitized to violence by the circumstances in which they live, There are
indications that the hierarchical pature of crack-cocaine distribution encourages tﬁe use of violence to
enforce discipline in the ranks and that crack-cocaine muarkets encourage and reward violence and attract
violent individuals to serve as drug sellers, In addition, the increase in murder arrest rates between [985
and I_§92 for youth ages 15 to 24 is related to the increased participation of youth in crack-cocaine
dealing.’

RISK FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ADOLESCENT DRUG TRAFFICKING

To create effective interventions, we must develop a better understanding of what attracts youth

to the illicnt business of selling drugs and of the risk factors for adolescent drug trafficking. Because
most data confirm an increase in the involvement of youth in drug trafficking, along with a high
pmengiai for those involved in the drug business to commit crimes and engage in violent behavior, more
izz!ens’iivc intervention efforts also are needed. Developing effective intervention strategies is made more
difficult because adolescent drug dealers and their reasons for entering into drug trafficking differ

depending on a broad range of individual, social, ard economic ¢ircumstances.

CSR, ]chorporsted , 6




Adolescent Drug Trefficking: Influonces and Rlak Factors

The risk factors identified here as specific to adolescent drug dealing are summarized in Table §,
which includes a wide variety of studies with disparate target populations. sample characteristics, and
theoretical frameworks. Most research is focused not on adolescent drug trafficking but rather on drug
use and 2 broad range of other delinquent behavior. While this does not invalidate the importance of
any of the findings, it makes @ difficult (0 determine thie importance of inicrreiaiiaﬁships among
particular risk factors with regard to drug wafficking. Although several variables listed in the table are
the focus of a nuinber of studies, the fz:aqucncy with which they were studied and referenced does not
necessarily reflect 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 | indicates the type of relationship identified between individual risk factors and drug
trafficking. It is important 1o nole that none of the studies established a causal relationship between
adolescent drug trafficking and any of the risk factors identihed. While some studies identified a
sequential progression toward drug trafficking in relation 1o specific risk factors, most studies showed

anly associations between drug trafficking and the identified nsk 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 risk factors. These categories were chosen to distinguish different types of risk factors that would
lend themselves 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 rovted in the individual that place youth at increased risk of
selling drugs. These include drug and alcohol uge, delinquency, early involvement in adult behavior,
gun possession, school attachment and acﬁicvemept, and locus of control.  Among these risk factors,
drug use seems to have an especially high correlation to drug trafficking.  Studies indicate that a high
proportion of drug traffickers report using drugs, but orly half of all drug users report selling, which

a x - & x
points to a more complex relationship betweea drug use and selling.
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Table 1

Risk Factors Associated With
Adolescent Drug Trafficking

Risk Factor Link

Sample Chamcieristica
to Drueg Deating
Risk Fagtors {mssociation’ ar sequence’) Size Characteristics Ages -

Individual RisK Factors i &4 7 0 IS S ar i m e s o L e =¥.:§1;§fz'{wm L

Prugy use Association 38 Minosity 9th- and 10th-grads males . Broa.ms!eia el af. 1996
Sequence 100 Medium-sized-city youth 240 Carpanter ol 4., 1588
Sequencs 305 Detained youth #-18 Cemba et ai, 1950
Associalion 1,009 inner-city rasidents 1926 (A%} Fagan, 1882
Associalion 50 inner-city youth 18 and undar Fagan and Chin, 1830

509 Innar-city adults Over 18

Association 121 Incarcerated youth 14.8 (mean) Farrpwe andd Franch, 1986
Association 101 Gang members 26 {mexdian) Hagedom, 1994
Sequence 611 Delinquent youth 3217 Inciarci, Horowitz, and Pollieger, 1993
Association 1,725 Youth 147 Johsgorn at al, 1891
Associalion 455 Alrican-American youth 815 Li el al., 1894b
Association 802 Incarcerated drug traflickers e Peitray, 1992
Association 5,794 High school youth 1520 Smad, Adlaf, and Walsh, 1892
Sequence 503 Urban males 13-15 van Kamnan and Loeber, 1994
Azsociation 300 Gang members 14-40 Waldort, 1999

Aleohiot and tobaceo Asgociation 387 Minority 9ih- and 10th-grade malss - Hrounstein et al., 1990

Jrse Association g1 incarcerated youth 14.8 (imean} Farow and Franch, 1936

Sequsnce 611 Delinquent youth 12-47 bnciardi, Horowitz, and Poltieger, 1993

* Somaenion mpans o dsk factor s a pracedant i antecedent of diug dealing,
¥ pssociation means tho proseaca of a o faclor wih dnsg dealng.

C8R, Incorporated




Table 1 (continued)

Page 2 of &

HRisk Factor Link Sample Characteristics
to Drug Desling
Bisk Factora {association’ or sequence’} Size Characizristics Agoes Author(s) and Date
Sequence 1,726 Youth 1117 Johnson ef e, 199
gi"?f‘;:am“m Association 802 | incarcerated drug traflickers — Petlray, 1992
Association 5,794 High school youth 1820 Smant, Adlat, and Walsh, 1992
Association 300 Gang members 1440 Waidort, 1993
Delinguent behavior Association 192 Alrican-American youth 15 Black and Ricardo, 18994
Associaltion 387 Sih- and 1(ih-grade youlh - Brounstein et al, 15990
Associalion 100 tedium-sized-eity youth 1820 | Garpenter et al., 1988
Associalion 3065 Betained youth 1018 Dembo et al, 1980
Assozigtion 305 Delaineas 15 {mean) Dembo et ai, 1982
Sequence 1,527 High-sisk youth FE 1 Esbeansen ang Muizinga, 1983
Association 15% Male gang membess 1320 Fagan, 1859
Association 4,300 Innerity youlh Tt Huizinga, Loeber, and Thomberry,
19485
Sequence 814 Gelinguent youlh 1237 inciandi, Morowilz, and Poltieger, 1983
Association 1,728 Youlh 1417 Johnison e al, 1881
Agsociation 351 African-American youth B-1% {i and Feigelman, 1934
Association Bo2 meachraied drug alickers o Polfrgy, 1082
Association 156 Mate drug dealers 1844 Hewer, MarCoun, ang Murphy, 1980
Association 835 incarperaied males 37 imean Sheloy, 1994
Association 17,886 Yinsth 1424 Simpson, unpublished.
Asgsociation 5,704 High sohoot youth 1H-20 Smad, Adlaf and Walsh, 1892
Aswociation ] Urban males 13-15 van Kammen ang Loeber, 19584
Easly paficipation in Angocition 192 Adrican-Amsrican youth - % 3. Black and Ricardo, 1984
_ 22;1 ﬁm“ 8. Association 5 | Youth that live in public housing 22 antunder | Dembo st al, 1993
marriage, parenting) Associalion K1 8 Lowinoome youth 515 Liatal, 1884a
Associalion it Alrdcan-Armeriven youth 5315 Li and Feigeiman, 1954
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Table-1-(confinued)-

Aisk Factor Link Sample Characteristics
o Drug Dealing
Risk Fgctors {asgocistlon' or sequence’) Size Characteristics Ages Authoris} and Date
Thill-geeking of fisk- Asgsociation 347 Qihm j0th-grade youth —ww Brounstein gt al., 1980
taking personality Association 308 | Detained youth 1018 Dembe &t al., 1990
Agsoviatioh 50 Youth thal fve in public housing 22 and under Dembo ef al., 1983
Association Gt Dalincuent youlh 1217 inciacdi, Horowitz, and Potlieger, 1983
Agsociation 300 {owincome youth G-1% Lielal, 1094
Gun possossion and Beguence 182 Alncan-Amedcan youlh 515 Black and Ricardo, 1934
waapon Garrying Assoclation 387 Oth- and 10-grade youth — Brounsicin at al, 1990
Association Ffi Supplemental Homicide Fepors — Blumstein, 1605
Association 4,500 ner-city youth 715 H;;zsinga. {.oeber, and Thomberry,
1
ARsociBtion #35 incarcaratud males 17 {muoan) Sheley, 1984
Association 758 Male students 18 {mean) Bhelay, 1994
Asseciation ar Studanls from crack-cocaine — Waisman, 1883
nokihborhoods
Low schoo! attaphment Agsociation 387 gih- angd 10th-grate youth s Brounsiein of al., 1980
and low 4ttendance Association 5 | Youth that tive in public heusing 22 and under | Dembo et al., 1983
Agsociation a5y 1B through 12th-grade youth —_ Fagan, Piper, and Moore, 1988
Agsociption 611 Datinguent youth 12-17 tnciardi, Herowits, and Polieger, 1603
Association 12,586 ¥oulh 1421 Jaroua, 1993
Association A% Alrcan-Armserican youth &-18 Li and Feigelman, 1554
Agsociation 802 I srcenated drug tralfickers p—- Ealfray, 1092
Poor schodl Assocition 192 Arcan-Amencan youlh 15 Black arwd Ficardo, 1994
achievement Associntion 387 | 9th- and 10th-grade youth . Brounstein et al,, 1980
Association 5 Youth that five in public housing 22 and under fembo et al, 1293
Segquence 1,003 Innercity residents 1826 (40%;} Fagan, 1982
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Table 1 (continued)

Page 4 of 8

| Risk Factor Link Sampie Characteristics
| o Druy Bealing
fink Factors {associaton’ of sequence’) Size Churateriaticn Agos Authorfs) and Date

Poar school Association 12,686 Youth 1421 Jarjoura, 1893
achisvement (Confimed) Agsociation 73 | Asian gang membess 107 fmean) | Joe, 1994

Asgociation 802 Incarcerated dnug hatfickers e Palfray, 1992
Lack of sell-conirc! and Agsacialion a7 gth- and 10th-grade youth . Altsehudier amd Brounstein, 1981
extemal locus of conlro! Association 208 | Youth 9-20 Foglia, 1995

Ansociation 40 - incarcemted younyg adulls - Habarfeld, 1992 -
Family Characteristics .~ 'y~ - 4o v TS0 5h Kl n B BEE T ol 8 Y T A T e AR e T g
Farnily alvohot and drug Assuciation 182 Alncan-Amerian ymé; §-15 Biack and Faardo, 1994
wee Association 387 ] Sth- and 10ih-grads youth — Srounstein ot al., 1980

Association 40 Incarcarated young aduits — Hahedeid, 1952

Association f02 Incarceraled dnigy tralfickers — Polfrey, 1992 ]
Low family altachment Association 192 Alrican-Ametican malas 5-15 Black and Rigardo, 1994

Associztion 140 incarcensied young aduls — Haberlekd, 1982

 Association 802 incarcerated doy traflickers — Paltray, 1992

Association 186 Male drug deslers 1840 Bouter, MacCoun, and Murphy, 1990
Lack ol supervision Agsonciation 50 Youth that five In publie housing &2 and undet Dambe ol 8b, 1903
{8.g.. single paront) . Association 140 incarcetaled young adults — Habedehi, 1992

‘ Association 300 Low-incame youth 9-15- Liotal, 1594a

Associalign 803 Uthan males 1215 van Kammen and Loeber, 1994
Parental educational Associalign 387 gib- and 1¢th-grade youth — Brounstein et al., 1990
level Associgtion 802 Intarnorated drug yratlickers — Felrey, 1992

Association 203 Lirban males 1315 win Karavon and Loohyr, 10904
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Table 1~ (continuead) =
Risk Factar Link Sample Cheracteristics
te Drug Desling
Hisk Factors (association’ or sequence’) Slze Characterlalice hges éuthor(s) and Date
Egological and Neéighborhood: Risk Fatlorg ® 5 8 =5 o ; P ﬁgﬂ i F AN SR
Frequen exposure 1o . Association 192 ;‘;man-hmencan youth 918 Biack ari Ricardo, 1994
drug acthities Association 387 | Sth- and 10th-grade youth — Brgunstain ot al., 1990
Agsociation 84 High-risk youth i0-14 Feigoiman, Slanton, and Ricardo, 1983
Asgsociation 811 Delinquernt youth 12-17 Inciardi, Horowitz, and Poltieger, 1993
Aszocintion 455 Lowe-ingome youth &-15 Lielal, 1994b
Assoctation 351 African-American youlh 918 Li and Feigeiman, 1594
Agsociation 37 Students from srack-cocsine — Weisman, 1983
neighborhoscts
{Gontagt with drog- Saguence . 50 Youth that live In public housing 22 and undes Dembe e al, 1893
tralficking adutts Association 64 | High-risk youth 1014 Feigelman, Sianton, and Ricardo, 1993
Beguencs 40 incarcerated young sdlis e Haberleld, 1822
Community acceptance Association 1,003 fnner-cily rosidents 19-26 {40%;) Fagan, 1882
of drigs Assocition 340 | Incarcerated young adults _ Haberleld, 1992
Buaguence 73 Asian gang mombers 19.6 {mean} Joe, 1904
Sequence 38 inner-city males w23 Sullivan, 1889
Fow cpportunities for Association 1,403 fnner-city rasidanis 1928 {(40%) Fagan, 1942
personal success - Associaion 800 | Primarlly innar-city mates 14-29 Whitehead, Peterson, and Kalies, 1994
Lack of altemalive Agsociation 33 Parenis and community agency staff — Dembo el al, 1993
aclvitiey Assaciation 351 Alrcan-American youth sws Li end Feigeiman, 1994
Other Soclal RisK FACIOSH, = 8, s 6 s By 2 i e e Sp o 9 T 95 Bl w8 iy, g 3 P L Fe T Bt
Peer group influence Association a7 Sih- and th-grade youth o Brounstein vt ak, 1890
Sequence 1.527 Highwrisk youth =15 Eshensen and Huizings, 1993
Assogiation 151 Mzle gang members 1320 Fagan, 1988
Association 611 Definquent youth 1017 Imeiardi, Horowitz, and Potlieger, 1993
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Table 1 {continued)

Risk Factor Link Sample Charatteristics
) to Drug Dealing
Fisk Factors {ngsociation’ or seauence’) Size Characteristics Ages Authior(s} and Date

Peer group influsnce Axsociation 455 Alcan-Ametican youth ) 915 Ligtoal., 19840
{eontinued) Sequence 351 | Afrcen-American youth T Li and Feigeiman, 1594

Association 23 Female drup dealers 2150 Mioczkowski, 1994

Associalion 498 Sibling pairs 417 Rowe and Gullay, 18482

Sequence 887 | Nih- and Bth-grade youth - Thomberry el al., 1983
Low lewed ol deterrence Assnciation 387 gth- ang 10th-grade youth - Brounstein a1 al., 198D
by legal system © Agsociation 305 | Dstained youth 10-18 Dambo et af., 1990

Agsociation &0 ¥outh thal Iiw.re in ;:wziic hausmg 22 ang under femba st a1, 1993
ECONOMIC RISKFACONa o G4 .., ¢ oo (500 b AVE Sl e b eis Bt Eh s o AR o Lo S b g bk T gy
Weak tabor market for Sequence 1,003 Inner-city rasidenls 1926 {(40%) Fagan, 1962 T
low-shill jubs Association 50 Inner-city youth 18 and undor | Fagan end Chin, 1880

508 Innes-city adults Orear 18

Seguenco 101 3ang membders ) 25 (median} Hagedorm, 1834

Association 73 {ang members 19.6 {mean} Joe, 1584

&ssociation 65 Famale gang members 3432 Lauderback, Mansen, and Waldord,

' 19882

Association 800 Primarily inner-city males 14-2% Whitchaad, Peterson, and Kaljes, 1994
Low wage polential o Association 387 9th- and t0th-gradn youlh ) — Brounstoin of al, 1990
existing jobs Association . 50 Yeasth that live in public housing 22 and under  -§ Demnbio ef el, 1593

33 Parents and agency giaf .

Sequance 1,003 inner-City residenis 19-26 {40%) Fagan, 1957

Association 188 Male drog doslers 1840 Rauter, MacCoun, and Mumphy, 1890
Strong drug market 9 Gang membors 13-28 Oeckar and Van Winkls, 1694

Sequence 1,003 Inner-city residents 18-26 (40%) Fagan, 1982

Association 50 Inner-city youth 18 and under Fagan amd Chin, 1990

509 inner-cily adulls Orver 18
Association 741 Cocaine arrest ingidents — Kiein, Maxson, and Cunningham, 1991
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J ' Adolescent Drug Trafficking: Influences and Risk Factors

]
Drug Use

Much of the research concludes that entry into drug dealing results primarily from using drugs.

Youth frequently get invoived in selling drugs in order to have easy access to a supply of drugs for
personal use,*****32% aithquph young crack-cocaine dealers often are not drug users when they start
drug trafficking activities. Drug users’ knowledge of the market and of other users and their status as
steady customers may contribute to their recruitment as dealers.“#* Drug dealers frequently are users of
mzzizgpic drugs, and the drugs they use most are often the drugs they are selling.”®* Only cocaine and
heroi%; sellers appear to initially avoid using the drug they are selling. When young drug dealers do not
use dlmgs, i1 18 often because they have made a conscious decision that using drugs is too

Pl R

dangerous, perhaps because of family problems related to drug use™ or because the youth's pang or

selling group has rules against using drugs.*

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 distnbution, and many
initially avoid using crack-cocaine because they are acquainted with its disastrous impact. Despite their
initial abstinence, however, most youth wha stay involved in the crack-cocaine trade eventually become

users!of multiple drugs, including crack-cocaine.

Alcohof and Tg:bacco Use

Alcohol and wbacco use generally are higher among drug-dealing adolescents than among
adolescents who do not sell drugs. #9433 yauth who become regular drug users and drug traffickers
often'begin experimenting with alcohol and tobacco as early as age 6 or 7, and then they begin
experimenting with a variety of drugs.>*® While some studics have identified a sequential relationship
between aleshol and tobacco use and illicit drug use and drug trafﬁckiné, there 15 hitle reliahie evidence
that afiw?z{}% and tobacco use definitively leads to drug use and eventually to drug trafficking. Even
though young drug dealers reveal that they often progress from early alcohol use 10 other drugs, alcohol
use usually is not replaced émireiy but remains high. Among some drug- trafficking populations, such
as drug-dedling gangs, alcohol use can be substantially higher than use of other drugs because the group

discourages the use of illicit drugs.”"
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Adolegcent Drug Trafficking: influences and Rigk Factors

Delinquent Behavior

Definquency and a patern 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
significantly more likely to engage in drug use and drug selling than those who do not.™*** Regearch
also suggests that those who continue selling drugs beyond a period of a few months generally have
higher rates of overall delinquency and longer criminal careers than those who discontinue their

involvement in drogs.

Although g clear connection exists between adolescent deug dealing and other kinds of crime and
violence, the link stil] is poorly understood. The types of comes and the extent of violence vary
depending on the level of drug involvement and the degree to which the selling is organized.”® For
example, those selling marijuana only are less likely than those selling marijuana and other drugs fo
have alcohol and drug use problems and generally are less delinguent. The most problematic drug
sellers are those who use and sell drugs frequently™ and those who sell maltiple drugs.®®® Young
dealers who sell crack-coacaine or panticipate in groups that sell multiple drugs, such as gangs or
syndicates, are especially likely o be associated with violence and other kinds of crime. Crack-cocaing
dealing, in particular, seems to represent an intensified version of the drug—crime relationship. In
addition o increasing the violence associated with selling drugs en the street, crack-cocaine also has
been identified as a criminogenic factor, meaning that it Jeads delinquent youth 10 become more involved

in criminal activities in general *

Early Partlcipation in Adult Behaviors

The profile of adolescent drug traffickers suggests that many are involved prematurely in aduli
behaviors such as high-risk sexual activity, early marriage, early parenting, and assumption of
responsibilities beyond their years ™ Youth who live in crack:cocaine-ridden neighborhoods often
experience first hand the loss of someone close to them due to drugs, or they have witnessed shootings
and other street violence, These expeniences and demands place them in-a role for which they are not
emotionally, mentally, or physically prepared. Especially for young males, drug uafficking may

represent an atlempt 1o participate in the two core constructs of masculing dentity in American society—
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Adolescent Drug Traflicking: Influences and Risk Fastors

providing economic support for one’s family and achieving status, respect, and reputation among one's
peers ™! Although many adoiescent dealers use their camings to support others, including their parents,
they are still adolescents who seek thrills and excitement and cling to immature symbols of material
success. Research indicates that most drug money eamed by youth is spent on loxury items rather than

on necessities >33

i
¥

y )
Thrill-Seeking or Risk-Taking Personallty

For many youth, drug dealing is not just another business but one filled with the seductions of a
criminal fifestyle, the potential for high profits, teenage camaraderie, and high-stakes adventure. For
young men, it also includes the potential for attracting young women. Dnug dealing genérally attracts
youzlg who are heavily involved in other risky behaviors, including high-risk sex and weapons

POSSESSION,

The fact that young drug dealets often have different perceptions about the risks involved in drug
dealing than do nondealers may contribute to adolescents’ involvement in drug dealing. Studies have
found that frequent seilers tend to vverestimate the profits that can be made from selling drugs and to
underestimate the risk of arrest or imprisonment.''*! Young dealers also are less likely to fear violence
than nondealing youth, and nonsellers are more averse to risk and express greater apprehension about the

90553;‘3323{3" of time spent in jail than do youth who sel] drugs.''"™

:

Gun! Possession and Weapon Carrying

Data sources indicate that adolescent drug traffickers are more likely than other youth to carry
weapons, Youth surveys aiso suggest that those who already carry guns antiCipate becoming invoived in
drug jirafficking more often than those who do not carry guns.®® In an attempt to explain the high
reliance on weapons, some studies suggest that guns are status symbol and supply youth with a feeling

of power and ability to control others.

Youth who carry wespons 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-seeking
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behavior than youth who do not carry weapons, which corresponds {0 their expressed intent to participate

in future drug-related behaviors,*™™

The element that puts youth at risk for future drug trafficking, however, appears 1o be related to
the legality or illegality of their gons. Those who have access o legally owned guns appear (o be less
involved in drug irafficking than those who canry illegal guns.”

Low Schooi Attachment and Low Attendance

Drug dealing and low attachment to the school environment secm 1o be linked in s rautually
reinforcing relationship. Studies of dreg offenders reveal that young drug dealers are significantly less
likely to be in school or to have completed high school than are nondealers non-drug-dealing youth.!'*
Other studies have showed that youth not attending schoal are more likely 1o be selling drugs than are
those who remain in school.*™ Recem studies of drug trafficking corroborate the findings of older,
longitudinal cohort stedies, which revealed that dropping out of school was positively associated with

later criminal activity,

Although drug dealing provides an attractive and potentially profitable alternative (o staying in
school, especially for those with Jow prospeets in the labor market, none of the research presumes a
causul relationship between not attending school and drug-related activity, Low schm‘i attachment and
lack of interest in attending school most probably arc proxies for other individual-level variables closely
linked to a youtl’s propensity 1o 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.*

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.™ This finding is supported by '
several longitndinal siudies that suppont the link between poor school performance and general youth

delinquency. '
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Lack of Self-Controt and External Locus of Control

Psychological rescarch suggests that youth’s propensity for delinquent behavior, including drug
trafficking, may differ based on their p;:mepiion of who controls thetr life. Youth who believe they have
litte or o control over their own lives and actions are less fikely to perceive a connection between their
own iehavior and consequences that follow and, presumably, are more likely to be attracted o drug use
and dimg trafficking. Other studies, however, show that the psychological profiles of drug traffickers are
similar to noncriminal entrepreneurs, who tend to exhibit an internal locus of control 994

l

}
Family Characteristics

Because so many variations tn individual traits can be traced to social conditions, it is important
to consider how social and individual factors may influence each other. Family characteristics is one
area iin which it is especially difficult 1o make a distinction between individual traits and social
influences. Experts on delinquency agree that family characteristics influence youth’s individual
behavior and that a negative family environment corntributes to youth’s propensity toward delinquency
because the family is the primary unit in which youth learn the valges, attitudes, and processes that
guide them throughout their lives. For example, panicipation in deviant behavior is ofien associated
with the presence of older role models in the family who themselves were involved in crime. Although
this association is not determninative and sometimes works against paricipation, a considerable body of
documentation supports the association between a father’s or older brother’s criminality and a boy’s

panticipation in similar activities.

The family characteristics identified as risk factors for drug trafficking include aicohol and drug
use within the family, Jow family attachment, lack of supervision, and parental educational level.

H
Fam{fy Alcohol and Drug Use

A family's influence on 2 youth's decision to engage in drug trafficking becomes evident when
family alcohol and drug activity are considered. Youth who come from drug-abusing and/or drug-
dealir!g families are much more likely to use drugs and engage in selling drugs than those who come

from families who are not involved in drugs.™* Not only are alcohol and drugs more available to youth
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when they are consumed or sold by family members but the technigues and the attitudes to support 2
drug habit also are learned at an early age. Youth grow up believing that alcohol and drug use and drug
dealing are acceptable. Surveys reveal that adolescent drug dealers often do not think that their parents

are concemed about their drug deaiing as long as they are making money '#%%%

Low Family Attachment

Research provides evidence that low family attachment puis youth at increased risk of drug
dealing. Because families tend 10 reinforce traditional values and norms, as well as demand some degree
of accountability from members, 2 lack of family attachmeni weakens youth's connections to protective
influences that help them resist delinquent activities. Youth living in high-risk circumstances who have
been able 1o resist participating in drug sctivities report that their families protected them, sometimes by
using scarce family resources to keep them away from drugs. Youth who do not sell drugs also cited
parental wrath as their reason for not selling, and they expressed concemn 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 ¥#°

Lack of Supervision

Jp—y

‘ Some older studies have cited single parenting as a risk factor in delinquency and other negative
child developmental outcomes. Yet, recent research on at-risk youth reveals that being raised by a
mother alone was not a significant factor for either using or selling drugs.** Single parenthood
emerges more as a proxy for-decreased supervision which, in tum, increases the risk of drug
involverment of youth. This is supported by other data that suggest that parents of young drug dealers
are more likely 1o be employed full time than are parents of nondealers® Interviews with adolescent
dealers revealed an increased likelihood of engaging in drug activities when an overall lack of parental
time and guidance was reported. Good parent-child commumcation and adequate supervision frequently

are mentioned as buffers to many of the risk factors associated with drug trafficking 5454
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4

Parenta! Educational Level

A 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

more|likely to come from 2 home in which the head of the household did not graduaie from high school
thar are youth who have neither used nor sold arugs."*® Other studies have found that mothers of drug

usersjand drug dealers received a lower level of education than did mothers of nonusers and

nondealers.”® None of these studies, however, explain in which way these factors are linked. Low
parental educational Jevel may well be an indication of the parents” own early involvement in delinquent

behavior and/or drug use or may point to other social inadequacies.

Ecological and Neighborhood Risk Factors

Studies dating back to the early 1920s suppon 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
te understand what mechanisms are at work and how the transmission of influences occurs. Current
research continues to link neighborhood conditions, such as physically deteriorated housing, high
popa%a{ien density, and transient populations, with high incidence rates of delinquent behavior. These
studies have found evidence that some zzcighﬁorhoods maintain a state of socal disorder that weakens
yozzzi;z‘s ties (0 family, peers, and cémmnnity. Lack of social support and neighborhood welllbcing
inhibit a youth's development of social competence and involvement with traditional social institutions,
such:as school, church, and family, which makes it easier for them to panticipate in ¢riminal activities.
Communities alse impact youth by operating as socialization agents, transmiiting social norms that soon
become internalized. Despite the increasing recognition among researchers that "‘camaniry maiters,”™
empifical measures of the impact of neighborbood organization and culture remain underdeveloped,

especially with regard to studies that address the effects of neighborhoods on individuals.®

Community-based factors such as frequeni exposure to drug activity, comtact with adult drug

traffickers, community acceplance of drugs, lack of opportunities for personal success, and lack of
b x , ,

- alternative activities have been highlighted by current research as putting youth at risk for drug

trafﬁi:king,
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Adulescent Drug Trafficking: Influances and Risk Factors

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 d;'tzg dealing as normal behavior because it is an intrinsic aspect of
their social world. Research suggests that approximately 53 percent of young adults convicted of drug
offenses were intreduced to criminal activity on streets, and approximately 44 percent were introduced (o

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.*** Before the 19889:, using children
in criminal activities was against the moral code of most criminal offenders. Drug kingpins especially
viewed themselves as business people, and they sought to advance their business interesty by cultivating
communty support, often through financial contributions, and by maintaining some level of morality and
a code of professionalismy.  As drug markets expanded and faw enforcement increased its efforts to
control the situation, drug dealers began to realize thf:; berefits of using juveniles in drug
trafficking. ?%*! A recent survey conducted in public housing projects found that more than 82 percent
of drug dealers use children to sell drugs because they are not subject to the harsher criminal penalties
given to adults.”’ Young children are especially [ucrative targets for drug dealers, not only because they

are naive and underestimate the risks involved but also because they are potential clients,

Community Acceptance of Drugs

Although juvenile drug trafficking is common among all strata of young people, it is most visible
and perhaps most prevalent in low-income urban areas where, o some extent, i also has become more
acceptable.®**'* General conditions in inner-city environments, overcrowded and inadequate schools,
lack of recreational facilities, deteriorated and boarded-up buildings, and lack of job opportunities present
depressing aumospheres for developing a promising future. Drugs frequemly are sold in abandoned,
city-owned buildings, leading many residents (o believe that the government and law enforcement
agencies ignore drug activity, which decreases thetr trust in Jaw and order. Living in these conditions

can foster frustration and anger that filier down even 1o the children.
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Maﬁy of these communities lack social controls; this contributes to a shift in community norms
toward toleration of drug activity, which is reflected in adolesvent behg.vicr‘s‘ As more successful
residents move oud, zradizi;mal social networks decline, and the social authority of the “old leadership™-—
middle-aged, stable, employed mentors of youth—~diminishes. The collective gz;pervisierz of youth
dimin’ishes in these comumunities, while expanding f:‘iz’zzg markets make new, enticing, opportunities
available,

Research indicates that youth whb live in high-risk communities often disdain drug use and view
drug users as being weak and out of conirol, as well as having destructive lifestyles, but they view drug
dealing more positively.?¥%  Although drug dealers are not admired by youth who do not sell drugs
and youih wprassx skepticism about the benefits of drug dealing, almost two-thirds of a sample of youth
ages 10 to 14 indicaled they would feel neither goed nor bad about selling drugs.™ Youth perceive
somé of the risks involved in drug dealing, such as gétting caught and sgméing time in jail or getting
inpred or Killed; however, they alsc are able (o identify the rewards of selling drugs, including
admiration and material wealth, Drug dealers are view‘e;ci as being rational and in ‘con:ml of their lives,

and in many cases, they are viewed as Jocal heroes and successful role models.”

Lack of Opportunities for Personal Success

The lack of opportunities in disadvantaged neighborhoods makes it difficult for young, inner-city
rcsidie:zzg to envision themselves as successful in conventional settings. Youth see local drug dealers
who have power and celebrity status; as they begin to see this as their world and this type-of success as

whatlis available to thera. Furthermore, drug dealing provides an opportunity for youth 1o assume an

adultrole and to feel independent.®* In addition, the drug business has become 4 risky but profitable
way for underprivileged youth to mect their matenial and statos needs without having to compete on the
basis of formal education and skills, which they generally lack.

1

Lack of Alternalive Activities

Some stadies support the hypothesis that youth participate in drug trafficking and other
delinquent activities because there is a Iack of other activities to engage their time and energy. Youth

wholare not volved in drug dealing generally report access to and participation in more diverse
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alternative activities; parnticularly those with parents and other adults who work in community agencies
report considerably more suppon for afterschool activities and homework.” Research on gangs also
suggests that many youth join gangs because of their need to belong and to have a group to hang out
with. However, while members of gangs are more likely to be delinguent than are nonmembers,
members of gangs generally are not more likely to ‘be involved in drug wafficking than are

nonmembers

Economic Risk Factors

Economic forees seem to be important antecedents to the increasing involvement of youth in drug
trafficking, especially in inner-city areas. The economic restructuring of American inper cities left many
minority residents without ready access 1o jobs. Furthermore, the labor market was transforming from
manufacturing to service indusiries, and it shifted geographically from the inngr 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 panticipating 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 ¢xpanding drug markets caused by the inwoduction of crack-cocame filled this gap in these
communitics. Regardless of the dangers involved, many juveniles were eager 1o engage in drug selling
as o way of fulfilling their desire 1 "“be samebody™ in their community. In communities offering few
rewards or positive recognition, successful drug dealing became 2 shoricut to status, prestige, and

financial gain,

Research shows that adolescents who are successiul at drug dealing often are the brightest, most

ambitious, and most articulate in the community 94343396

They undersiand how to work the system
and how to run a business, and they exhibit a corporale mentality about their selling. Recent data
suggest that only half the inner-city youth stanting to self drugs also use them, making it clear that many
youth view selling drugs as an economic opporunity rather than as a means of financing their own drug

use
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Dirug trafficking in the inper city also may effect a redistribution of funds by bringing money into

poorineighborhoods. Because drug markets in inner cities are thought to be fueled by middle-income

suburban buvers in addition 10 inner-city users, there is reason to believe that local drug marckets provide

1257

financial gains to their own community, The economic risk factor for adolescent drug wafficking

mvolves a lack of low-skill jobs, a lack of jobs with reasonable wages, and the existence of a strong

drugimarket,

Weak Lahor Market for Low-Skill Jobs

Drug 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
industrial sector as the major employer. Even on a pari-time basis, selling drogs pays more per hour
than [most. legitimate jobs. The drug market represents a labor market with many opportunities to young
people with limited skills; involvement introduces them to business activities such as buying wholesale,
selling retail, taking inventory, maintaining profit margins, and paying bills on time. The drug market

may be the only arena in which they can leamn these skills.

Cocaine and crack-cocaine in particular have provided goals, jobs, and economic benefits that
people living in inner cities have pever before experienced. Although many convicted drug dealers hold
legitimate jobs (approximately two-thirds are employed at the time of arrest), many of them have only
sernizskilled jobs and have changed jobs frequently.'""* Crack-cocaine-dealing minority youth ofien do
not see themselves as different from other cnhtprcncurs; or hustlers. They describe their drog activities
as “business” and call themselves “small businessmen,” and they view drug trafficking as a means of

supporting themselves.”

Low Wage Potential of Existing Jobs

Some swdies indicate that lack of jobs is not the sole economic factor contributing to increased

drugltrafficking, The drug economy frequently undermines the witlingness of inner-city youth to work
at legitimate, Jow-wage jobs. Researchers have found that adolescents are aware of other available jobs

but t{ava little reason to work for minimum wage in an unrewarding job when selling drugs offers them

21 334154 58

the pimemiai for earning a higher income. Other data suggest that a considerable proportion of
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teenage and young adult drug dealers work af legitimate jobs in addition to their drug business. Many
drug dealers view their selling as 2 farm of moounlighting to supplement the income from their regular
jobs. Few of these moonlighting dealers sell for many hours or report high incomes from their drug-
selling activity. By selling only during peak weafficking hours, they are shle 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 unigue to inner cities, urban street markets are the most visible, giving
them an impact that goes beyond that of drug use. Urban sireet markets aitract attention and increase
peoples’ awareness of their presence. The potential profits they offer provide inner-city youth with an
alluring alternative to staying in school and finding a legitimate job. The visibility and income potential
of street markets also help drug selling 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 ideodogical shift in the social definition of work in these
communities and the 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 it first hit the streels, the New
York City police characterized the crack-cocaine industry as “capitalism gone mad.”™ Very few legal,
economic, or informal social controls existed 1o impede its spread. In many areas, fllicit drugs are easily
accessible and often so inexpensive that ieenagers can buy them with allowance money.” Without the
availability of jobs or job networks, the economic and social significance of drug markets increases,

puiting youth at increased risk for becoming involved in selling drugs.

QOther Social Risk Factors

A number of studies and theories indicate that attitudes, morals, skills, and behaviors, including
drug use angd trafficking, result from social influences. Living in a drug-infesied neighborhood 18 not
enough 1o engage youth in drug-related behaviors. Youth will model their behavior according to what
they see and according to other people’s positive or negative reactions o thelr behavior; ihu«;v will be
influenced o some extent by the mechanisms that are in place for controlling the behavior of

individuals. Other social risk factors, in additior to family and neighborhood influences, that impact a
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youth’s likehhood 10 engage in drug trafficking are peer group activities and the low level of deterrence

of the juvenile justice system.

Peer, Group Infiuence

A number of studies conclude that friends and other peers considerably influence youth’s

behavior PHAHSEBL yauth frequently use their peers for social referencing—that is, to help them
determine appropriate behavior and attitudes—and the drug culture provides them with a sense of
belonging to something special. Peer influence is especially powerful in the case of group associations

(e.g.\gangs).

A number of studies conclude that the relationship between delinguency and peer aetworks is
recip'rocai,g that increases in drug dealing usually lead to increased association with drug-dealing peers
and vice versa. Other studies, however, indicate that peer influence on youth who sell drugs is less
pronounced. Peer influence can have a mediating influence 25 well. In recent surveys, youth reported
that their ability to withstand incentives to engage in drug zrafﬁckjng and other delinguent acts would be
strengthened by having close friends who also resisted.¥ The presence or absence of mediating factors

! .
and the intensity of their influence are important for understanding youth recruitment into drug dealing.

Low Levef of Deterrence by Legal System
i

Surveys conducted with a broad range of youth suggest that those most heavily involved in drg

trafficking and other delinguent behaviors underestimate the risk of arrest and of serious consequences
from the juvenile justice system.™*¥ Many youth recognize that friends who have been arrested often
retumn to the community very quickly. In additien, ofientimes intervention provided by the juvenile
justice system comes so long after the initiating event that youth may not effectively make the
connection between their illicit behavior and its consequences, or they may conclude that there are few,

if any, consequences for their behavior,

As mentioned before, there is also strong evidence that the short intervention spans of the
. juvenile justice system encourage drug trafficking adults to use these kids for the most visible street
4

P
transactions,
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CONCLUSION

Numerous studies have been unﬁeﬂaken to identify risk factors related to adolescent drug
trafficking, ranging from individual factors and family background ¢ neighborhood fnfluences and
broader societal conditions. A closer investigation of the current literature shows, however, that what
appears 1o be a vast source of information to guide the development of intervention mechanisms is
actually guite limited. First, there 5 a surprising void in the research on the characteristics of adolescent
drug traffickers. Few atlempts have been made (o develop 2 profile of the range of youth who sell drugs
or are a risk for becoming drug dealers. Large representative samples of the total youth population
generally include too few drug traffickers for detailed analysis, and official statistics on offenders include

oaly limited demographic information and are unrepresentative of the adolescent popuiation.

Most research op youth drug dealing has been conducted on relatively small samples of
subpopulations known to engage in high levels of drug selling, such as gang members, arrestees, or
institutionalized drug offenders. As a result, the information available is not representative of the entire
drug-selling adolescent population. The corrent research provides only limited information about the
extent of drug trafficking among young people; the predominant factors that attract them to usfficking;

what keeps them involved; and which factors, if any, provide incentives to stop selling.

The lack of more comprehensive information is to some extent related 1o the fact that drug
problems and people involved in wrafficking have many facets and no single prediciable pattern for drug
trafficking behavior exists, As 2 resull, identifying the factors that most strengly influence youth is
difficull, and no singie solution has been established for halting the increase in the number of young
people participaling in drug dealing. The current research is too limited to identify what most often
atiracts young people to drug teafficking or to distinguish youth who remain marginally involved in drug

trafficking for a relatively short period of time from those who become heavily involved.

A large number of studies concentrate primarily on causes and risks for drug use and not

specifically on drug trafficking. While it is likely that some fuctors contribute to involviag adolescents
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in drug use as well as in drug selling. few studies distinguish specific results related 1o drug dealing; this

means that some of the findings may be confounded.

Despite the scarcity of comprehensive information, a number of specific intervention efforts have

beenideveloped to address adolescent drug u-afﬁcking, One technique common to a number of programs

is tory 1o affect offenders’ reasoning skills, w help them develop alternative interpretations of social
rulesl-azzd obligations, and {0 help themn comprehend the thoughts and feelings of others. Although
changing cognition is not gasy, it appears to be a less daunting task than influencing biclogical
predispositi«:m modifving the environment, or overhauling the economic structure to provide better
access to opportunities, ™
L

Based on the research reviewed in this report, strategic intervention should begin before youth |
became ns;f:r:i because drug use has consistently been identified as a high-risk factor for engaging in drug
sellig:g. Other deviant and delinquent behaviors also are considered 10 be closely related 1o juvenile
invo;vcmant in drog trafficking and may be used as early identifiers for youth who may require
intcrycntion‘ The school. family, and neighborhood environments have been shown to be influential in a
yout{l‘s development und may provide natural settings for targeted programs to counter adolescent drug
sciliﬂg. Research findings also point to the nezed to construct more ceriain and meaningful juvenile
justice interventions to counter adolescents’ perception that drug selling has few, if any, consequences.
Changing economic realities for youth at risk of drug trafficking may be more difficult; however,

programs that facilitate youth access to and knowledge of the labor market, in combination with other

efforts that develop more realistic perceptions of risks and benefits, may be quite feasible.

Tt is likely that strengthening factors that buffer the risk of becoming involved in drug trafficking,
suchias parental supervision, attachment o parents, consistent discipline, commitment to school, and

I . . . -
avoidance of delinquent or drug-using 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 betier understanding of the circumstances that lead young people 1o participate in

selling drugs and development of more targeted interventions become mare vital than ever. Interviews
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and surveys of specific drug-dealing populatrons have shown that many youth have a desire to stop
selling drugs. Youth surveyed recognize that people are becoming desensitized to violence, they know
that they may be killed if they continue sueet-level selling, they feel “messed up,” and they want 1o
leave the world of drug dealing.

The growing need for effective targeted interventions requires development of better information
on the range of factors that lead ycutfz‘zz} begin drug dealing. A number of Jarge-scale studies of
juvenile delinquency that will provide more and better information are currently being completed,” but -
these studies will not be able to identify changes in risk factors and potential intervention strategies as
they apply o the various stages of youth's involvement in drug selling. We need more information on
the characteristics of voung drug sellers; the paths they take; and changes in risk factors over a period of

time that lead youth to entering, remaining in, or leaving the drug business.
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