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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF PRINCIPALS' ATTITUDES REGARDING
DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN
SELECTED PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN MICHIGAN

By
James Otto Branson II

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to identify the attitudes
of principals regarding drug abuse prevention education programs
and their perceptions regarding the effectiveness of different drug
abuse prevention education programs based on different philosophies.
The purpose of the study (which was descriptive in nature)
was to provide answers to the foilowing general questions: (1) does
a relationship exist between the perceptions of principals regarding
drug abuse prevention, and (a) size of the student body of a school,
(b) location of the school, (c) level of the school, (d) type of
school, and (e) the extent of drug use in the school, and (2) how
do principals perceive differences in the effectiveness of drug

abuse prevention education programs which are based on different

philosophies?
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Design of the Study

The population for this study was principals of selected
public schools in the State of Michigan. A random sample of 250
principals selected from the elementary, junior high, and senior high
school levels of the public schools of Michigan provided the basis for
this study. Of the 250 principals contacted, 190 (76%) responded.

Each respondent was requested to complete a questionnaire
which consisted of 17 guestions and a breif description of the philoso-
phies of three different drug abuse prevention education programs.
Six additional questions were asked with regard to each philosophy's
effectiveness. The instrument, designed by the Researcher and his
guidance committee, was entitled, Drug Abuse Prevention Education
Program Questionnaire. Chi-square tests for independence and
repeated measures analysis of variance tests were used to analyze

the results.

Major Findings

The statistical tests supported the following findings:

1. There is a significant relationship between the size
of the student body of a school and (1) the percentage of the student
body who are regular users of drugs, (2) the percentage of drug use in
the school, (3) the seriousness of drug problems in the school, and
(4) the existence of a written.policy for drug users and drug abusers.

2. There is a significant relationship between the location
of the school and (1) seriousness of drug problems in the school, and

(2) principals' political belfefs.
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3. There is a significant relationship between the level of
the school and (1) the percentage of drug use in the school, (2) the
number of students who are regular users of drugs, (3) severity of
the drug problem, (4) the existence of a written policy for drug
users, (5) how the written policy is distributed, and (6) whether
or not drug abuse education units are taught primarily in one
department.

4. There is no apparent relationship between the extent
of drug use in the school and any of the 20 dependent variables con-
sidered in this study. |

5. There is a significant difference in the way principals
perceive the effectiveness of the three drug abuse prevention educa-
tion programs which were considered in this study.

6. The respondents were most in favor of Philosophy III,
value-clarification and decision-making skills and least in favor of
Philosophy I, factual and legal information.

7. The elementary principals felt that value-clarification
and decision-making skills would be most effective in reducing drug
abuse if taught at the elementary level. The junior high principals
felt a program with this same philosophy would be most effective 1n
reducing drug abuse if taught at the junior high level. The senior
high principals felt that value-clarification and decision-making
skills would be most effective in reducfng drug abuse if taught at
the senior high level.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A General Overview

Drug use is not uncommon in schools. It has become a prob-
Tem that can no longer be ignored by educators. Though drug abuse is
not a new phenomenon, the substantial number of young people currént]y
involved is without precedent. The full dimension of the teenage
drug problem is difficult to assess because of the illegal aspect.
The Michigan Department of Education indicates a growing body of
evidence exists that children even as young as seven in the elementary
school, are finding access to abusive substances.]

A pamphlet published by Kiwanis International describes

the situation as follows:

The problem of drug abuse is not new, but in our Nation it is
becoming more and more widespread. It occurs in the large
city, in the small town, and even in rural areas. It is not
1imited to people of any Barticular area, age group, environ-
ment, or level of income.

®

Statistics published on the number of drug users and abusers can

only be estimated. Newsweek Magazine, on February 16, 1970, reported:

The use of drugs, particularly marijuana, is now an accepted
fact of 1ife for anywhere from 30 to 50 percent of all U.S.
secondary school students.



Estimates of marijuana usage in the United States are now
as high as 20 million-~on the other hand, estimates of heroin . use
in the United States are between 300 and 500 thousand, with large
concentrations in New York, Detroit, Chicago and other large city
slums and other low income areas.?

People compiling drug use and abuse data tend to lump all
drug users together, from the first-time experimentor, to those wﬁo
are addicted and dependent, into one category. This tends to make
the information misleading and less useful to those persons attempt-
ing to'study the dégree.of seriqusness of the drug abuse problem.a
Though the data may not. define the drug problem well, one only
needs to select young people at random in mest any community today
and talk with them about drugs to get some idea of the extent of
drug use and abuse.

The problem, however, is not one which is characteristic
of only certain local comunities or states, but one of national
scope. In Jdune, 1873, Presidenf Nixon included in the national
budget a sum of $248 million to educate communities, teachers and
students about the dangers of drug abuse.

As with many of our social problgms, peop]é’turn to the
schools for a solutian. According to Barrins (1969), the facts
speak for themselves and indicate an obligation on the part of
schools to arm youngsters early in 1ife with knowledge of drugs.
Although the federal government is considering a new bill to control
drugs, only education will save the 1ife or healthy brain of a child
tempted . to: experiment. Barrins (1969) feels that if properly



educated in drug dangers, most youngsters will react with reason when
the temptation arises.®

Most writers in the field agree that schools have an obli-
gation to offer drug abuse prevention education. The federal, state,
and ]ocal governments are allocating money for such programs in the
schools. School administrators are suddenly charged with the respon-
sibility of providing and designing an effective drug abuse prevention
education program.

The programs which are offered have often been of the crash
and piecemeal variety. Many programs consist of having police
officers come into classrooms to tell the students what would happen
to them if they were caught using drugs illegally. The program may
also consist of assembling all the students 1n the school aUditqrium
to show them a film deisgned to scare students--a film which many
times gives inaccurate information. Schools may also offer a one
or two day program which constitutes the entire drug abuse prevention
program to which a youngster is exposed (Halleck, 1970).6

There is a struggle to determine where drug abuse preven-
tion education should be taught. Since most teachers and administrators
know Tittle about the subject, subject areas and departments are
reluctant to accept it as part of its curriculum, though most would
agree that it should be taught. Some schools may include a unit on
drugs in the homemaking department, others may place it in science,
physical education, drivers' education, or even have a unit called

drug abuse prevention education. In any event, the problem of the
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placement of the drug abuse prevention education program in the
curriculum must be considered.

The shortage of qualified teachers to teach drug abuse
prevention education 1s another problem. School districts mandated
to teach drug abuse prevention education and given money to do so
are floundering because drug abuse prevention education calls for
some expertise of which there is a 1imited supply. Usually one of
the first things educators think about when a new course or subject
is proposed is a curriculum guide. But such a guide presupposes
some knowledge of the subject matter. There have been many drug
abuse prevention education classes where the students lean back
and snicker and laugh at the teacher because they know more about
drugs and drug abuse from first-hand experience than does the
teacher. This necessitates far more and better training programs
for teachers concerning drugs, their use and abuse.

The tasks that face school administrators today afe:

(1) to become more knowledgeabie about drugs themselves; (2} to
assess the drug use and abuse problem in their schools; (3) to
brovide in the curriculum a drug abuse prevention education program
based on assessed and jdentified needs; (4) and to provide adequate
training for teachers so they will become more informed and more

aware.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study is to obtain, analyze, and
compare data regarding the attitudes held by principals regarding

drug abuse prevention education programé.



1. Compare the attitudes toward varied philosophies of
drug abuse prevention education programs.

2. Determine if the attitudes of the principals reflect
the type of drug abuse prevention education program that is offered

in their school.

Assumptions

The investigator operates under the following assumptions:

1. The attitudes held by principals will determine the
degree of implementation a drug abuse prevention program will have
in a given school.

2. If the attitudes of the principals about the drug
abuse prevention education programs are known, it will help in
planning realistic programs through cooperating planning.

3. Information regarding the attitudes held by principals
regarding drug education programs may be of value in bringing about-
changes in current practices of drug abuse prevention education.

4. Such information may also help others who may wish
to institute drug abuse prevention programs in their schools and

communities.

Definition of Terms

The reader may better understand this study if certain

terms are initially clarified.



Drugs

Any chemical that modifies the function of living tissue.v

resulting in psychologic or behavioral change.7

Drug Use

Where the effects of a drug sought can be realized with
minimal hazard whether or not used therapeutically, legally, or as

prescribed by a physician.8

Drug Abuse

Where drugs are taken or administered under circumstances
and at doses that significantly increase their hazard potential,
whether or not used therapeutically, legally, or as prescribed by a

physician.?

Drug Dependence

Drug dependence is a state of psychological or physical
dependence, or both, which results from chronic, periodic, or con-

tinuous drug use.10

Habituation

The psychological desire to repeat the use of a drug inter-

mittently or continuously because of emotional reasons. ]
Addiction

The physical dependence upon a-dr-ug.12



Drug Abuse Prevention Education

A planned program of instruction in the values, limita-

tions and hazards of drugs as a force in students' lives.13

Communijty School

Community School--A community school provides preschool
activities for children and their parents, continuing and remedial
education for adults, cultural enrichment and recreational activities
for all citizens, offers technical services to community groups and
provides a regular K-12 instructional program. The services may be
provided at any time during any day of the week throughout the

calendar year.]4

Noncommunity School

A1l other schools which provide a regular K-12 instruc-

tional progr-am.]5

Attitude

Behavior representative of feeling or convictions, a disposi-
tion that is primarily grounded in affect and emotion and is expressive

of opinions rather than beliefs.10
Narcotic

A narcotic is a drug that relieves pain and induces sleep.

It is the group of drugs that are made from opfum or opium deriva-

t:'lves..'7



Hard Drugs

Heroin, morphine, codeine, cocaine, amphetamines, and

certain sedatives.18

Soft Drugs

Marijuana, hashfshs, glue-sniffing, LSD (Lysergic Acid
Diethylamide), mescalline, psilocybin, psilocyn, other hallucinatory

substances.19

In 1965 the World Health Organization recommended the term
“"drug dependence" to replace the two terms "habituation" and “"addic-
tion." The current trend in educational literature is to use only
the term "drug dependence" to mean either or both habituation and
addiction. For the purpose of this study the terms, "drug dependence,"”

"habituation," and "addiction" will be used 1nterchangeab1ey.2°

Limitations of the Study

This study is a survey of the attitudes of school princi-
pals in selected schools in Michigan. The schools surveyed will be
selected at random.

The attitudes of those selected will be measured by a Drug
Abuse Prevention Education Program Questionnaire and will consider
the principals' views as to content of three different models of
drug abuse prevention education programs. No attempt will be made
to generalize beyond the sample of this study as it is realized by
the investigator that attitudes are transitory in nature. The



attitudes disclosed will be reported as perceived attitudes and not

fact.

Research Questions

The researcher assumes that attitudes largely determine
the actions educators will take in proposing and/or implementing
drug abuse prevention education programs. It is reasonable to
assume that these individuals have different and perhaps conflict-
ing attitudes regarding drug abuse and drug abusers. Therefore..
since all the selected principals, by the very nature of their job,
are in leadership positions regarding programs and other physical
and human resources which can be brought to bear on the drug abuse
prevention programs, it is imperative that these concerned persons
know the attitudes relative to drug abuse prevention education
programs.

The logical questions are:

1. Is there a relationship between the size of the student

body and the attitudes principals have regarding drug abuse preven-

tion education programs?

2. Is there a relationship between the location of the school

(urban, suburban, rural), and the attitudes principals have regarding
drug abuse prevention education programs?

3. 1Is there a relationship between the level of the school

(elementary, junior high, senior high), and the attitudes principals

have regarding drug abuse prevention education programs?
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4. 1Is there a relationship between the type of school

(community or noncommunity), and the attitudes principals have
regarding drug abuse education programs?

5. 1Is there a relationship between the extent of drug

use in the school and the attitudes principals have regarding drug

abuse education programs?

6. Do principals perceive differences in the effective-
ness of drug abuse prevention education programs which are based on
different philosophies?

The answers to the research questions would enable educa-
tors and others in a community directly concerned with the drug
problem to:

1. Recognize the need of a drug abuse prevention education
program for the school and community.

2. Assist those concerned with the drug problem to be
more effective in planning a realistic drug abuse prevention educa-

tion program based on assessed needs of their respective communities.

Organization of Subsequent Chapters

The content of Chapter I has included a general overview
to the study, the purpose of the study, definition of terms, rese;rﬁh
hypotheses, methodology and organization of subsequent chapters.

In Chapter II a review of the literature related to the
study is presented. It includes a discussion of the "“drug scene" as
it is in our society, the role of the school in drug education and an

account of some on-going drug abuse prevention education programs.
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Chapter III comprises a description of the methodology used
in this study. The sample, chosen from the Michigan Education Direc-
tory, 1974, will be a proportionate random selection of elementary,
Junior high and senior high school principals in Michigan.

Chapter IV organizes, analyzes, and presents the data and
findings of the study.

Chapter V presents the conclusions and recommendations of

the study as based on the findings.



CHAPTER 11
RELATED LITERATURE
Foreward

This review of the literature will serve to introduce the
reader to a backg;ound body of knowledge which will make the study
more meaningful. The 1iterature regarding drugs will be directedf
primarily with: 5 , |

1. The "“drug scene" in American society.

2. The role of the school in drug education.

3. Drug abuse prevention education programs.
4

. Drugs and the Taw.

The Drug Scene

"Americans 1ife in a pil1l1 culture." This is a statement
that is heard often these days along with, "What is the extent of
drug use today"? It is difficult, if not impossible, to obtain valid
dafa--estimates 1ike, 20 million pot smokers in the United States
alone, 1 of every 3 students either uses or has experimented with
drugs in one form or another, are easy to obtain, but impossible to
substantiate. These figures are increasing rapidly. Our high
school, junior hi?h and even elementary school students are increas-

ingly using a variety of drugs and 1ntox1cants.2]

12
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Some of the drug abusers in our schools use hallucinogens
such as LSD, STP and Hashish when avai}able. They sniff glue and
freon; eat morning-glory seeds; experiment with ethyl chioride;
drink paregoric and cough syrup; and smoke catnip and oregano. Some
even inject milk, mayonnaise and peanut butfer. When they become
111, they think that the feeling they have is a "high."

The "hippie" and the "slums" are two other facets of the
drug scene. Other scenes are the business man and his three man-
hattan lunch, the acting community with its "uppers" and "downers"
which make the day possible. The truck driver who has to have
benzedrine in order to make his long runs. All this use of drugs
suggests that the next generation may be more dependent on drugs
than the present one,

A majority of our youth has no desire to radically change
their way of 1ife, but a minority believes that it must change by
whatever means.

Students may be divided into six major groups with reference
to drug abuse. '

1. Chronic drug users who may or may not be members of
a drug sub-cul ture.

2. Experimenters with drugs on the fringes of the sub-
cul ture.

3. Students who associate with and socially accept drug
users, but who are not users themselves.

4. Students who know drug users but do not socially

accept them or otherwise associate with them.
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5. Students who know drug use is a prbblem in their
school, but do not personally know any people who are users.

6. Students who are unaware that drug use extsts in
their school.23

The basic problem the schools face is how best to communi-
cate with all six types of students, and to provide meaningful and
attractive alternatives to the use of drugs, so that drug use can

be eliminated rather than increased.

Drug Abuse Prevention Education Programs

When evidence began to accumulate that drug abuse was a
serious problem among the children and youth, many concerned citizens
expressed a belief that an education program, which could be easily
ordered in all schools, would provide a quick and certain solution.
Educators and other citizens are now realizing that a meaningful
educational program on drugs is not easy to implement and the
results are uncertain.Z?

Among the earliest type of drug education program was what
might be called the assembly type program. The entire sthent body
is assembled in a large area and given exposure to films on drugs.
They hear a talk by a physician regarding the harmful effects on the
body if one misuses drugs. Following is a talk by a poliéeman
regarding the law and penalties if one is convicted of illegal use

of drugs. It is a real "scare the hell out of them" program. This

type of program might be given annually, as the only exposure to
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"drug education" the student would have that particular year.
According to Wolid (1972), these programs are most prevalent and least
effective.?®
The common pattern of having physical education or health
teachers set aside one unit in the curriculum to lecture on the
dangers of drugs is virtually use'less.26
Even some of the new well-motivated programs suffer from a
"crisis" approach. An evaluation of programs conducted in four high
school classes showed that “"short-term programs, even though very
sophisticated and intensive, may have little impact on the attitudes
of students regarding the abuse of drugs.” The study concludes that
"the primary value of the project is that it adds a note of caution
to those who would set aside a single day for drug education and be
satisfied with the resuIts.27 Interviews with high school students
in California reveal a strong dislike for repetitive programs focus-
ing on information alone. The students greatly preferred continuing
discussions on the reasons for drug use.28
Dissatisfied with past results, many school systems are
presently trying a variety of new preventive education methods to
discourage drug abuse. The city of Saginaw, Michigan has adopted
the following philosophy on drug use and abuse education within its

school:

It recognizes that physical, emotional, mental, and social
well-being are factors that enable students to fulfill their
objectives in 1ife. Individual objectives can, however, be
impaired by the improper use of drugs, alcohol and tobacco.

The need recognized, therefore, is that the Saginaw Public
Schools must provide instruction to all regarding the effects
of mood-modifying substances on the mind and body.
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Central to the goals of our total drug curriculum is the
‘need to develop in our schools an environment, where boys and
girls can feel the security, develop the sense of personal
dignity and adopt or acquire a value system that will support
their desires to make responsible égdgments and decisions
regarding the proper use of drugs.

Another study recently reported suggests that the "easiest"
typé of drug education program--a factual accounting of drug effects
and the use of lectures, discussions and audio-visual materials for
ten weeks may actually be counter-productuve. Stuart (1972) found
that junior high students in Ann Arbor exposed to that type of drug
education program showed an increased rate of experimentation,
especially with marijuana, in comparison to a control group; and
that anxiety about drugs was reduced. There was also a small increase
in the selling of marijuana and LSD.30

In a critical review of studies similar to Stuart's, Nowlis
stated, "I am more and more reinforced in my conviction that informa-

tion alone is not the answer and at times may be counter-productive."31

The STRIDE Program

The program called STRIDE (Students, Teachers and Residents
Involved in Drug Education) is a training program for drug abuse pre-
vention education serving C]intoﬁ, Eaton and Ingham Counties through
the local community mental health boards.

STRIDE is an innovative drug abuse prevention program
designed to enable individual communities and school districts to use

local human resources and talents to establish and operate on-going,
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independent, effective drug education programs within their own
communities.

A majority of previous drug education efforts have con-
centrated a great deal of effort on relating factual information
about drug effects, and have spent 1ittle time on other aspects
of the problem. STRIDE feels that this is not enough, feeling that
lack of trust, understanding, and communication between teachers,
students and parents seems to thwart any drug prevention education
program before it even begins.

Drug problems involve more than drugs. They involve
people--people who have other problems which lead them to drug
abuse.

STRIDE has also defined four causal areas of poor drug
education and drug abuse: (1) lack of interpersonal communication
skills and trust between various population segments, (2) lack of
understanding of differing 1ife-styles and value systems, (3) mis-
information concerning both legal and iliegai drugs, and (4)
inadequate personal problem-solving skills to deal effectively
with day-to-day problems. It is in these areas that STRIDE feels
immediate and concentrated attention is required.

STRIDE works in the following way. It is a forty-five
hour, multi-phase workshop with the following objectives:

1. Reach all segments of the community and school system
population. Ildeally, this would be equal numbers of parents, students

and teachers participating in the program.
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2. Convey concrete learnable skills which can be used to
counteract the above listed causes of drug abuse. Each phase of the
program represents a skill-oriented, mini-workship concentrating on
one of the previously listed causal areas. These phases include:

(a) orientation, (b) communication skills, (c) values clarification,
(d) drug information and crisis training, (e) problem-solving skills,
(f) community development and conclusion.

3. Convey an environment where an optimum learning experi-
ence can take place in a short period of time. Most program phases
take place in small skill-groups operated during school hours with
teachers and students released from classroom responsibilities. The
expense involved in releasing teachers from classroom responsibili-
ties 1s a local level expense, while personnel from STRIDE are fur-
nished free of charge.

4., Train interested local participants as instructors in
all phases of the STRIDE program and thereby provide the community
with the adequate human resources needed to operate self-sufficient
local programs. Three on-going programs were implemented in local
area schools for the 1972-73 school year. Both program. participants
and administrative personnel have firmly endorsed the STRIDE concept.

STRIDE workshops have been accredited for both under-
graduate and graduate credit within the College of Education at
Michigan State University.32

N e e e a8 B S i =
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The DARTE Program

The over-arching purpose of DARTE is the prevention of
the destructive consequences of drug abuse among youth.

DARTE (Drug Abuse Reduction Through Education) is a pro-
gram of the Wayne County Intermediate School District, with officers
in the same building as the WCISD.

The main emphasis of DARTE's work has been its training of
leadership teams comprised of students, teachers, administrators,
counselors and social workers in various combinations. The train-
ing schedule is 30-35 hours of training, covering the following
outline of materials:

1. Legal information about drugs, communications activi-
ties, action planning.

2. Pharmacology, identification of school district needs,
action planning.

3. Values clarification, action planning.

4, Demonstrations of yoga and Tai Chi Chuan (alternatives
to drugs).

5. Team planning to present action plans to mock “school
board," session on games and role playing strategies, and presenta-
tions of action plans.

Several elements of the training need clarification. A
primary goal of the work is that teams develop an "action plan” to
implement in their home school districts. DARTE provides a carefully

worked-out structure with appropriate materials to facilitate the
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team's effort. "Values clarification" denotes a method by which
participants can acquaint themselves with making choices and elaborat-
ing their positions on value-laden issues. "Communication activitjes"
are structured individual and group exercises through which people
can learn to be more open and honest with each other. The purpose
of DARTE's training is to help participants trust one another more
and be able to work together collaborat1ve1y.33
DARTE provided a different type of training in a two-
evening, "alternative clinic" which by lectures and deﬁpnstrations
explored a large variety of alternatives to drug abuse including
dance, Tai Chi Chuna, meditation and yoga.34
DARTE officially came into existence on December 1, 1971.
A1l of DARTE's activities had reached almost 2,000 people directly
by February, 1973. Of these participants, almost 500 were students.
Between July, 1972 and February, 1973, DARTE had direct contact
with 45 different groups, including school districts, health centers,
community groups, and other agencies. Activities with schooi dis-
tricts have included value clinics, program planning and evaluation,
planning retraining, meeting with all administrations, reviewing
policies with Tocal boards of education, and second level training.
DARTE has developed a variety of high-quality materials for
drug abuse education for use in its own training program and to
assist others. A brief description of each follows:

1. "Things to do to Build Communication and Trust."--

Contains twelve activities or experiences, along with a few guide-

1ines for open communication.
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2 . A Handbook of Values Clarification.--Provides a

rationale for the values clarification process, instructions for six-
teen different techniques, examples of the approach. and a resource
kit. |

3. DARTE Drug Education Resource Guide.--Sections include,
(a) educational policies, (b) DARTE's philosophy, (c) pharmacological
and medical information, (d) socio-cultural and psychological factors,
(e) law and public policy, (f) programs-curricula for schools and
community, (g) teaching and learning approaches (communication,
alternatives), (h) consultant resources, (i) audio-visual material,

(i) reading lists.
4. A Drug Abuse Education Demonstration Materials Kit.--

Includes the Resource Guide, films, and a very large collection of
other materials.

5. "Suggestions for Getting in Touch with Me and You and

Us."--For elementary school teachers and children. Includes sections
on values ciarification, empathy, decision-making, group dynamics,
communications, creativity development, and sensory awareness.

DARTE publishes an occasional newsletter for the purpose of
keeping in touch and announcing new dcvelopments or 1nformat10n.35

One measure of a program's success is the impacf it has
on other programs or policies. In a memorandum to the State Board
of Education, dated March 25, 1972, a "Model for Training School
Staff Personnel in the Area of Drug Education" was presented. The

proposal calils for the development of redﬁbnal drug education pro-

grams to be carried out by intermediate school districts across the

1
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state. Public Act 85, 1972, gave the Department of Education money
to set up three regional programs, and specifically named DARTE as
the mode! to follow. The purpose of the memorandum was to explain
DARTE to the rest of the state board. In effect, the DARTE process
has been adopted state-wide.36

DARTE's influence in education is reflected in their being
invited to give a workshop on values clarification at a nationatl
festival on alternatives in learning. In the sphere of law enforce-
ment, DARTE has recently been asked to provide training programs
for Detroit police officers and paraprofessionals. It seems likely
that this effort will have a substantive effect on police handling
of youth involved with drugs.

A final index of DARTE's effect on other programs may be
seen in the booklet, "A Handbook for Community-Based Drug Abuse
Programs," distributed by the 0ffice of Drug Abuse in Lansing.

The introduction cites two principle sources for the booklet's

ideas, one of which is DARTE.3’

The Role of the School in Drug Prevention Education

The school's role in discharging its responsibility for
drug education is difficult to describe because schools must serve
so many populations of various ages and stages of involvement or
uninvolvement with drugs. There are, however, certain fundamental
considerations or principles which help to define the school's

role. These include the following:
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(a) The primary charge to the school is education of the
young entrusted to its care. This definition of educa-
tion must embrace the affective (or feeling) as well as
the cognitive (or knowing) domain of education and both
must be measured by their impact on the behavior of the
individual.

(b) The school is legally and by tradition charged with
counseling those children and youth it would educate,
including problems with use of drugs.

(c) The school is charged with protecting the health and
safety of the youth who are placed under its jurisdiction.

(d) The school is one of the institutions in society charged
with the nurture and rearing of the young--not the only
institution created for this purpose. The school must
share with youth and other youth-serving institutions and
agencies including the home and others the responsibility
for the resolution of the drug problems of the young.

(e) The school, to perform its primary task of educating the
young, must assess its problem areas related to drug
abuse, establish program goals, develop viable curricula,

educate its staff and acqu}ge the essential teaching tools
to conduct drug education.

In simple language, the only real hope is education for
prevention, and the schools must work effectively to alert the
young to the known and suspected dangers of ingesting toxic sub-
stances.39

The schools in dealing with the problems of drug use and

abuse should also:

(a) have an administrative policy--a written policy statement
regarding the schools position when a student is detected
in the use or abuse of drugs.

(b) honest approach to tell the truth about drugs, have correct
information.

(c) provide perspective and context--the symptom of a rapidly
?hanging sosiety should be the context in which drug abuse
s studied.
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In each school it should be made clear who will and can
guarantee confidentiality when a student is in need of counseling
regarding drug problems and such guarantees should be respected.41

With respect to drug abuse the school can only support
and reinforce the attitudes and behaviors that arise from home
supervision, peer relationships, and the overall student environ-
ment, much of which comes to bear before the child enters school.
The school can be a significant factor among all those forces that
motivate young people to behave responsibly in terms of their own
welfare and that of others. As a result of such instruction, per-
haps today's school generation will be able to make better informed
and more thoughtful decisions about current as well as future drug

prob]ems.42

Drugs and the Law

Drug laws have provided severe penalties for violators
since the early part of the twentieth century, yet during that
time the problem in some respects has become more acute. It should
be pointed out that the number of narcotics addicts in this country
was sharply reduced, perhaps as much as 75%, after opiate drugs
were brought under federal control.

The federal government has since the early 1900's passed

legislation in an effort to control narcotics and dangerous sub-

stances.

1906 - Federal Pure Food and Drug Act.--Regulates the use

of patent medicines containing opiates.
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1914 - Harrison Narcotic Drug Act.--Regulates manufactur-

ing and distribution of morphine, cocaine and other narcotics within
this country. It is still the chief federal law controlling illicit
narcotic traffic.

1922 - Narcotic Drugs Import and Export Act.--Provides

heavy penalties for illegal importation and exportation of narcotic

drugs.

1937 - Marijuana Tax Act.--Marijuana was placed under

federal control through taxing power, providing the same type of
controls over marijuana as the 1914 legislation placed over narcotic
drugs.

1946 - Harrison Narcotic Act Amendment.--The 1914 law was

amended to include synthetic substances having addiction-forming or
addiction-sustaining qualities similar to cocaine or morphine.

1951 - Boggs Amendment.--Introduced mandatory minimum

sentences for all narcotic drug and marijuana offenses and pro-
hibited suspension of sentences and probations for second offenders.

L TQSG?&'NircoticwnﬁyifcantroT Act.--Raised mandatory mini-

mum sentences with the exception of first offenders for possession
only. It prohibits suspended sentences, probation, and parole.

1960 - Narcotics Manufacturing Act.--Provides for 1icens-

ing and establishment of manufacturing quotas for all manufacturers

of narcotic drugs.

1965 - The Drug Abuse Control Amendment to the Federal

Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act.--Provices for stronger regulation of

the manufacturer, distribution, delivery, and possession of

!
f
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stimulants, depressants and hallucinogens. They also provide strong
criminal penalties against persons who deal in these drugs illegally.
The Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare was given stronger enforcement powers to prevent

drug counterfieting. The amendments were effective February 1, 1966.

1966 - Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act.--A significant

step toward treatment and rehabilitation of narcotic addicts. This
Tegislation provides for civil commitment.
1968 - Drug Abuse Control Amendments to Federal Food, Drug

and Cosmetic Act of 1965.--Increase the penalties for anyone who

illegally produces, sells or disposes of dangerous drugs, and imposes
misdemeanor penalty for possession.

1969 - A Supreme Court Decision.--Removed two of the federal
government's major legal weapons against the marijuana traffic when
it held that thé marijuana tax act is unenforceable when the accused
claims Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination. Also,
it declared as unreasonabie the law's presumption that a man with
marijuana in his possession knows that it was imported illegally,
thus violating due process of 1aw.43

Researchers in the field of drugs along with those who
choose to violate drug statutes continually question the motives
behind the drug laws. The questioners seek to know if the restrictions
serve mainly to punish violators, to protect society from the ravages
of a drug addicted population, to keep drugs under legal control, to

protect man from his own weaknesses, to control the quality of drugs

being dispensed, to prevent crime, or to assist the addict to recover
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and become a responsible member of society. Unfortunately, many of
today's youth view drug legislation as an attempt on the part of
the adult worild to deprive youth "the opportunity to express them-
selves in a mode of their own choice."%?

" There is 1ittle doubt that drug laws lack consistency
when it comes to making "“the punishment fit the crime." Although
the view that drug use is a medical-social problem and not a crimi-
nal activity is gaining in popularity, the simple use and possession
of drugs remains a prison offense. In fact, in many states, the
penalty for the sale of marijuana to a minor is death.45

State laws on illegal drug activities differ greatly

from federal laws and many times are more stringent. For éxamp]e,
under federal law marijuana is not considered a narcotic drug but
it is under state laws. Each state has its own regulations dealing
with dangerous drugs. Persons dealing with drug abuse education
should learn their state laws and city ordinances on marijuana,

narcotics and dangerous drugs.46

Summar

The Michigan State Board of Education has been assigned
the primary responsibility for providing substance-related education
to Michigan youth. This responsibility dates back to Public Act 93,
1883, which required the public schools to teach the "effects of
narcotics and stimulants on the human system."

The State Department of Education has recently taken two

major steps toward developing comprehensive state-wide substance
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abuse programs. In the fall of 1972, the Department of Education
developed drug education guidelines which were adapted by the State
Board of Education. These guidelines which are intended to‘provide
local school districts with direction and support in the develop-
ment of drug education programs, were recently released to the ;
individual districts. Currently, the Department of Education is
developing regional drug education training programs. These
regional projects are designed to train teams of educators, com-
munity members, and youth from local school districts to assist
students in making intelligent decisions concerning the use of
drugs and in accepting responsibility for their own health and
behavior,

It is important to recognize that there is no evidence
that any drug education program, by itself, will diminish substance

abuse among youth.47




CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This section discusses the methodology used in conducting
the study. The population and sample used are identified and
defined, the data gathering procedure described, and the instrument
employed with its administration and statistical treatment explained.

The questionnaire employed was designed by the researcher
with the assistance and advisement of education research consultants
and the graduate coomittee. The instrument is unique to this study;

therefore, no opportunity for validation existed.

Selection of the Population and Sample

The population was. comprised of principals of the elemen-

tary, junior high and senior high schools in Michigan.

The Michigan Education Directory and Buyer's Guide was
used to identify the school principals, thé levels of the schools,
and the addresses of the schools,?8

The sample was a proportional random sample of elementary,
Junior high and senior high school principals. The sample was

selected in the following manner:

29
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1. A determination was made of how many schools of each
level there were in the public school system in the state»of Michi-
gan. On the average, if was determined there were two times as
many elementary schools as junior high schools and twice as many
Junior high schools as senior high schools.

2. It was also arbitrarily decided to choose only one
school from each district regardless of location or size of the
school district.

3. The total number of senior high schools selected was
40. The total number of junior high schools was 70. The total
number of elementary schools was 140.

The selection method using the Michigan Education Directory

and Buyer's Guide of 1973-74, follows: selections of the elementary

schools started with district number three and the first elementary
school listed in every third district was selected thereafter. The
Junior high school selection began with district number seven and

the first junior high listed in every third district was selected there-
after. The senior high school selection began with district number ‘
five and the first senior high listed in every twelfth district was
selected thereafter.

In making sampling selections in this manner only one
school was selected from each district, with 250 school districts
involved. Each of the 250 principals was mailed a questionnaire,
cover letter and stamped return envelope. One hundred ninety ques-

tionnaires were received for a 76% return rate.
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The cover letter requested only ten minutes of their time
in answering the questions. The letter also assured them of complete
anonimity (see Appendix I).

The questionnaire consisted of 17 questions and a brijef
description of the philosophies of three different drug abuse preven-
tion education programs. Along with each philosophy, six additional
questions were asked with regard to that philosophy's effectiveness
and similarity to their current drug programs (see Appendix II).

Items 1 through 7 of the drug'abuse prevention education
program questionnaire gives data regarding the principal and his
school, the ages of his children, number of years he has been a
principal, the level of his school (elementary, junior high, senior
high), the size of the student body, whether a community or non-
community school, location of school/ (urban, suburban, rural), and
principal's political belief.

Items 8 through 17 sought to determine the principals’
feelings as to the degree and severity of penaities for marijuana
use, drug use as a major social problem, drug use in the principals’
own schools, severity of the problem of drug use in the principals’
own schools, the existence of a written policy regarding drug use
and abuse, to whom the written policy is distributed, and the primary
focus of the drug abuse prevention education program in the relevant
school.

Three types of drug abuse prevention education program
philosophies were described. Philosophy I, Factual and Legal Informa-
tion; Philosophy 1I, Biological Aspects of Drugs and Effects on the
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Central Nervous System and Body Functions; Philosophy III, Value
Clarification, and Dectsion-Making Skills. The same six questions
were asked regarding each of the three philosophies. Items 1, 2, 5,
and 6 dealt with principals' overall attitude about each program's
effectiveness. Item 3 of each philosophy asked about the similarity
of each program to their current program.

Item 4 asked each principal at which school level he/she
felt each program's philosophy would be most effective in reducing

drug abuse.

Method of Reporting Findings

The information recorded on each questionnaire was tabulated
on a coding form. The information from each questionnaire was then
key-punched on an IBM computer card.

The analysis of results was reported in the form of Chi-
squares and repeated measures analysis of variance tables. The Chi-
squares test for independence was used to test for a relationship
between the variables. Repeated measures analysis of variance were
used to test differences in the principals’' perception of the effec-
tiveness of drug abuse prevention education programs which are based

on different philosophies.

Summary

This chapter has offered a description of the methodology
involved in conducting the study.
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The population was taken from selected public schools in
Michigan. The sample consisted of public school principals selected
randomly from the Michigan Education Directory and Buyer's Guide,
1973-74.

The questionnaire was developed by the researcher with
the assistance and advisement of the guidance committee and Michigan
State University College of Education Research Consultants Office.
The statistical procedures were designed in conjunction
with the Michigan State University College of Education Research
Consultants. The data is organized, presented and analyzed in

Chapter 1IV.



CHAPTER 1V

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

The study attempted to provide answers to the following
set of questions:

1. 1Is there a relationship between the size of the student
body and the attitudes principals have regarding drug abuse preven-
tion education programs?

2. 1Is there a relationship between the location of the
school (urban, suburban, rural), and the attitudes principals have
regarding drug abuse prevention education programs?

3. Is there a relationship between the level of the school
(elementary, junior high, senior high), and the attitudes principals
have regarding drug abuse prevention education programs?

4. 1Is there a relationship between the type of school (com-
munity or noncommunity school), and the attitudes principals have
regarding drug abuse education programs?

5. 1Is there a relationship between the extent of drug use
in the school and the attitudes principals have regarding drug abuse

education programs?

34
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6. Do principals perceive differences in the effective-
ness of drug abuse prevention education programs which are based on

different philosophies?

Description of Instruments -

The instrument used to measure principals' attitudes and
to attempt to answer the above questions was the Drug Abuse Preven-
tion Education Program Questionnaire (see Appendix I, cover letter

and Appendix II, Drug Questionnaire).

Reliability of Instrument

Reliability of the Drug Abuse Prevention Education Program
Questionnaire was computed using Hoyt's Analysis of Variance Method.

The first four items for Philosophy I had an internal con-
sistency reliability coefficient of .8592.

The first four items for Philosophy II had an internal con-
sistency reiiabiiity coefficient of .8497.

The first four jtems for Philosophy III had an internal
consistency reliability coefficient of .8955,

The overall reliability of the three philosophies over

tweive items combined was .7566.

Description of Statistical Computations

The same statistical tests were used for each of the

Questions 1 through 5.
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Some of the principals' attitudes regarding drug programs

‘were measured by single items which were not intended to be combined

with other items. In these cases a chi-square test for independence

was used to test for a relationship between the independent variables

(questions 1-5) and the dependent variables.

1.

Independent Variables

Size of student body (less than 300, 400-600, 700-

1000, 1000-2000, over 2000).

high).

2.

3.
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Location of the school (urban, suburban, rural).

Level of the school (elementary, junior high, senior

Type of school (community or noncommunity).

Extent of drug use in the school.

Dependent Variables

Size of the student body.

Location of school.

Level of school.

Type of school.

Number of years a principal has served.
Political beliefs of principals.

Existence of a written policy on drug use.
Distribution of written policy on drug use.
Schools having "assembly type" drug programs.

Drug education units taught primarily in our department.
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11. Drug abuse programs offered as formal courses.
12. In-service training programs in drug abuse for
teachers.

13. In-service training programs in drug abuse for

parents,

Principals' Perceptions

14. Primary focus of present drug education program.

15. The extent to which drug abuse constitutes a major
soctal problem.

16. Severity of penalties for marijuana use.

17. Projected frequency of drug use in the school.

18. Proportion of students who regularly use "hard drugs."

19. Proportion of students who regularly use "soft drugs."

20. Extent to which drug abuse is a problem in your
school.

In an attempt to answer question 6, a repeated measures
analysis of variance was computed to determine if there are signifi-
cant differences in the principals' perceptions of the effectiveness
of drug abuse education programs which are based on different
philosophies.

Independent variables were (1) size of the student body,
(2) location of the school, (3) level of the school, and (4) extent
of drug use in the school.

Dependent variables were the combined responses to questions

1, 2, 5, and 6 of each Philosophy I, II, and III.
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Results of Questions

Question 1

Is there a relationship between the size of the student
body and the attitudes principals have regarding drug abuse preven-
tion education programs?

Of the 20 Chi-squares which were computed for this question,
none proved to be statistically significant. The interaction between
size of student body and drug abuse prevention education program
philosophies was not statistically significant when combined scores

on questions 1, 2, 5, and 6 served as the dependent variable (p > .254).

Question 2

Is there a relationship between .the location of the school
(urban, suburban, rural), and the attitudes principals have regarding
drug abuse prevention education programs? '

Of the 20 Chi-squares which were computed for this question,
two (2) proved to be statistically significant. The interaction
Between the location of the school and drug abuse prevention education
program philosophies waé not statistically significant when combined
scores on questions 1, 2, 5, and 6 served as the depeﬁdeni varfable
(p > .779). |

Significant relations occurred between location of the

school and the following dependent variables (see Tables 4.1 and

4.2). |



Table 4.1. Location ef school and principals' political belief.

Location of Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly

Neither 1iberal
school conservative cqpservative liberal liberal or conservative
Urban 1% 1% 64% 1% 14%
Suburban 0 47% 32% 4% 17%

Rural 5% 51% 347 0 10%

Chi-square = 19.620; d.f. = 8; (p < .05).

Table 4.2, Location of the school and perceived severity of the prob]em of drug abuse in the

relevant school.

Location of ~ Serious Moderate Minor No
school problem problem problem problem
Urban 0 40% 7% .53%
Suburban 6% ' 19% | 36% %9%
453

Rural 3% 10% 42%

Chi-square = 14.959; d.f. = 6; (p <.05).
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Question 3

Is there a relationship between the level of the school
(elementary, junier-high, senior high) and the attitudes principals
have regarding drug abuse prevention education programs?

Of the 20 Chi-squares which were computed for this question,
seven (7) proved to be statistically significant. The interaction
between the level of the school and drug abuse prevention education
program philosophies was not statistically significant when combined
scores on questions 1, 2, 5, and 6 served as the dependent variable
(p > .319).

Significant relations occurred between the level of the
school and the dependent variables seen in Tables 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6,
4.7, 4.8, and 4.9.

Table 4.3. Level of the school and projected increase in drug use
in the school.

ngg;o?f S:gg:g]y Agree Neither Disagree g:;g;g;z
Elementary 2% 14% 48% 17% 19%
Junior High 3% 27% 20% 38% 12%
Senior High 5% 18% 49% 28% 0

Chi-square = 24.541; d.f. = 8; (p < .05).
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Table 4.4. Level of the school and percent of students who are
regular users of "hard drugs."

.

Level of Less Over
school 1% 2-3% 4-6% 7-10% 10%
Elementary 97% 3% 0 0 0
Junior High 93% 5% 2% 0 0
Senior High 7% 26% 3% 0 0

Chi-square = 19.987; d.f. = 4; (p < .05).

Table 4.5. Level of the school and percent of students who are
regular users of "soft drugs."

Level of  Less . o ~ over
school 10% 11-15% 16-25% 26-50% 50%
Elementary 95% 5% 0 0 0
Junior High 84% 12% 2% 0 2%
Senior High 65% 20% 9% 6% 0

Chi-square = 27.879; d.f. = 8; (p <'¥.05).

Table 4.6. Level of the school and severity of the drug problem in
the school.

e ———— ————— — —— e ————————————— 4

Level of Serious Moderate Minor No
school problem problem . problem problem
Elementary 0 8% 21% 7%
Junior High 7% 22% 51% 20%
Senior High 8% : 26% 54% 12%

Chi-square = 57.805; d.f. = 6; (p < .05).
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Table 4.7. Level of the school and existence of a written policy
for drug users and abusers,

Written policy Written policy No
Level of with specific w/no specific written
school reference to reference to policy
drug use drug use
Elementary 24% 17% 59%
Junior High 56% 25% 19%
Senior High 64% 15% 21%

Chi-square = 34.600; d.f. = 4; (p < .05).

Table 4.8. Level of the school and distribution of the school policy.

) Distribdted bisfr15Utéd
Distributed Distributed to both to neither

Level of
school to ::$UIty to :z?dents students students
Y Y and faculty or faculty
Elementary 12% 2% 55% 317
Junior High 6% 0 89% 5%
Senfor High 0 0 94% 6%

Chi-square = 26.933; d.f. = 6; (p < .05).

Table 4.9. Level of the school and extent to which drug education
units are taught primarily in one department.

Level of School Yes No

Elementary 60% 40%
Junior High 81% 19%
Senior High 90% 10%

Chi-square = 15.000; d.f. = 2; (p < .05).
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Question 4

Is there a relationship between the type of school (com-
munity or noncommunity) and the attitudes principals have regarding
drug abuse education programs?

Of the 20 Chi-squares which were computed for this ques-
tion, one (1) proved to be statistically significant. The inter-
action between the type of school and drug abuse prevention education
program philosophies was not statistically significant when combined
scores on questions 1, 2, 5, and 6 served as the dependent variable
(p > .635).

Table 4.10. Type of school and incidence of school assemblies on
drug abuse.

Type of school Yes No
Community School 32% 68%
Noncommunity School 56% 442

Chi-square = 3.868; d.f. = 1; (p < .05).

Question 5

Is there a relationship between the extent of drug use in
the school and the attitudes principals have regarding drug abuse
education programs?

Of the 20 Chi-squares which were computed for this question,
none proved to be statistically significant. The interatcion between
the extent of drug use in the school and drug abuse prevention educa-

tion program philosophies was not statistically significant when
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combined scores on questions 1, 2, 5, and 6 served as the dependent

variable (p > .263).

Question 6

Do principals perceive differences in the effectiveness of
drug abuse prevention education programs which are based on different
philosophies?

In an attempt to answer question six, analysis of variance
tests were computed for each of five independent variables--type of
school, size of student body, level of school, location of school,
and extent of drug use in the school. The sum of scores on questions
1, 2, 5, and 6 of Philosophies I, II, and III served as the dependent
variable.

Means and variances for each of the independent variables
are presented in Tables 4.11, 4.13, 4.15, 4.17 and 4.19. The cor-

responding analysis of variance tests are presented in Tables 4.12,

4.14, 4.16, 4.18 and 4.20.

Table 4.11. Size of student body (4 levels).

—
—

Grand
Means and variances Philo. I Philo. 11 Philo. III means
X =12.92 x = 950 x =717 x= 9.86
X =13.50 X =10.83 x =17.71 x = 10.68
400 - 600 (N=90) 2 _ 4065 s2= 9.37 s2=09.12
Xx =12.91 x =10.31 Xx =7.58 x = 10.26
700 - 1000  (N=45) 2 _ 4y 94 2. 853 2= 7.75
X =13.00 x =12.27 x = 6.64 % =10.63
1000 - 2000 (N=11) 2 5 20.40 2 = 10.81 s° = 4.65
Grand Means) X =13.23 x = x =7.53

70.60
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Table 4.12. Analysis of variance table.

-

Sums of Mean
Iten squares df squares F
Size :.of-studént body 45.12 3 15.04 1.37
Principals wifhin group
(error term for design 1825.25 166 11.00
factor of group)
Philosophies I, II, III 2767.16 2 1383.58 152.59%*
Interaction of philosophies
by school size 52.44 6 8.74 .96

measures and interaction)

**(p < .001).

Table 4.13. Location of schools (3 levels)--means and variances.

Grand
School location Philo. 1 Philo. I1I Philo. III means

1
[}

Urban (N"M) » 12.71 x = 10.86 x = 8,50 x = 10.69
s- = 10.06 x~ = 10.13 s™ = 6.73

Suburban (Nesg) X, = 1300 X =10.98 X =7.00 %=10.22
s2=16.45 s2=12.22 s?=8.77
X =13.48 X =10.3% X =7.75 X =10.5]
Rural — (N=98) 2. 934 2= 7.71 s2=7.57

13.23 X 10.60 X = 7.53

x1
[}

Grand Means
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Table 4.14. Analysis of variance table.

_— . ________4

Sums of Mean
Item squares df squares F
Urban, suburban, rural
schoois iy . 5.58 2 2.79 .250
Principals within group 1864.79 167 11.17
Philosophies I, II, III 2767.16 2 1383.58 153.59**
Error 3008.70 334 9.00

**(p < .001).

Table 4.15. Level of the school (3 levels)--means and variances.

_———— ———_———_—— _____—_______—__— __——— ——— ——

Grand
School level Philo. 1 Philo. I1 Philo. IIl means
X =13.35 x =10.11 x =7.26 x=10.24

Elementary (N=82)

s2 = 12.50 s?2= 9.18 s° = 8.14

x
B

13.41 X = 11.26 7.57 X% = 10.74
12.54 s2 =10.12 s% = 7.90

x1
]

Junior High (N=54) 2

wn
]

x =12.65 x =10.74 x =8.12 x = 10.50
Senior High (N=34) 2 2 2

s = 8.90 s = 8.13 s = 7.80
Grand means X =13.23 x =10.60 x = 7.53
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Table 4.16. Analysis of variance table.

e —

Sums of Mean
Item squares df squares F
Levels of schools 25.40 2 12.70 1.15
Principals within group 1844.97 167 11.05
Philosophies I, II, III 2767.16 2 1383.58 153.43*%*
Interaction of philosophies
by level of school 50.91 4 12.73 1.4]
Error 3011.93 334 9.02

**(p < ,001).

Table 4.17. Type of schools (2 levels)--means and variances.

Grand
Type of schooi Philo. 1 Philo. 11 Philo. III means
Communi ty x =13.35 x =10.66 x =7.52 x = 10.50
school s2=11.80 s2= 9.43 sZ=8.45
Noncomnuni ty X =12.94 X =10.06 X =7.82 X=10.27
school 2= 7.93 s2= 8.80 sZ=4.77
Grand means X =11.43 x = 9.37 x = 8.09
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Table 4.18. Analysis of variance table.

_ ]

Sums of Mean
Ttem squares df squares F
Community and noncommunity ' . .
schools 2.49 1 2.49 .23
Principals within group 1751.21 167 10.68
Philosophies I, II, III 2749.88 2 1374.94 150.93%*
Interaction of philosophies
by type of school 6.77 2 3.39 .37
Error 2988.01 328 9.11

**(p < .001).

Table 4.19. Extent of drug use in schools (2 levels)--means and
variances.

o ]

Extent of drug use Grand
in schoois Philo. I Philo. II Philo. III MEaNns

7.52 x = 10.52
8.23

X =13.32 X 10.74 X
Less than 1% (N=147) 2
s"=171.98 s = 9,39 s

9.92 x =7.92 x= 9,89

xi
]

x = 11.83
2 to 3% (N=12) 2 2 2

s = 7,06 s = 4,26 s =7.35
Grand means x =13.20 x =10.67 Xx = 7.55
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Table 4.20. Analysis of variance table.

_—

Sums of Mean
Item squares df squares F
Students regular users |
of 111egal drugs 13.61 1 13.61 1.26
Principals within school
group 1694.12 157 10.79
Philosophies I, II, III 2550.92 2 1275.49 147 .21%*
Interaction of philosophies 20.16 2 10.08 1 12

by extent of drug use

Error 2836.20 314 9.03

**(p < ,001)."

Philosophy Effectiveness

This section will deal with principals' perceptions concern-
ing the school level (elementary, junior high, senior high) in which
different drug abuse education programs having different philosophies
would be most effective in reducing drug abuse.

Each principal was asked to give a definitive yes or no

answer to the following questions: Do you feel that Philosophy I will

be effective in reducing drug abuse in the elementary, junior high,
and senior high levels? Results for Philosophy I are presented in

Tables 4.21, 4.22, and 4.23. Do you feel that Philosophy II will be

effective in reducing drug abuse in the elementary, junior high, and
senfor high levels? Results for Philosophy II are presented in
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Table 4.21. Philosophy I effectiveness if taught at elementary
Tevel.

b — ———— ——

School level Yes No
Elementary principals (N=87) 20% 80%
Junior high principals (N=55) 40% 60%
Senior high principals (N=35) 31% 69%

Chi-square = 6.271; d.f. = 2; (p < .05)

Table 4.22. ¥h1iosophy I effectiveness if taught at the junior high
evel.

School level Yes No

Elementary principals (N=87) 29% 7%
Junior high principals (N=55) 24% 76%
Senior high principals (N=35) 46% 54%

Chi-square = 5.171; d.f. = 2; (p < .05).

Table 4.23. Philosophy I effectiveness 1f taught at the senior

high level.
e e e ——
School level Yes No
Elementary principals (N=387) 44% 56%
Junior high principals (N=55) 27% 73%
Senior high principals (N=35) 23% 77%

Chi-square = 6.617; d.f. = 2; (p < .05).



Tables 4.24, 4.25, 4.26. Do you feel that Philosophy III will be

effective in reducing drug abuse in the elementary, junior high,

and senior high levels? Results for Philosophy III are presented

in Tables 4.27, 4.28, 4.29.

Table 4.24. Philosophy II, effectiveness if taught at elementary

level.
School level Yes No
Elementary principals (N=87) 41% 59%
Junior high principals (N=55) 56% 44%
Senior high principals (N=35) 20% 80%

Chi-square = 11.675; d.f. = 2; (p < .05).

Table 4.25. Philosophy 11, effectiveness {f taught at junior high

level.

— — ———— ——————  ——— — —————————— — ————

School level Yes No

Elementary principals (N=87) 48% 52%
Junior high principals (N=55) 40% 60%
Senior high principals (N=35) 77% 23%

Chi-square = 12,613; d.f. = 2; (p < .05).
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Table 4.26. Philosophy II, effectiveness if taught at the senior
high level.

School level Yes No
Elementary principals (N=87) 19% 81%
Junior high principals (N=55) 15% 85%
Senior high principals (N=35) 29% 71%

Chi-square = 2,677, d.f. = 2; (p < .05).

Table 4.27. ¥h11?sophy 111, effectiveness if taught at elementary
eve L ]

]

School Tevel Yes No

Elementary principals (N=87) 69% 31%
Junior high principals (N=55) 38y 62%
Senior high principals (N=35) 25% 75%

Chi-square = 24.892; d.f. = 2; (p < .05).

Table 4.28.. Philosophy III, effectiveness if taught at the junior

high Tevel.
e ——— . — ——— e ———— ————— ————————— ————
School level Yes No
Elementary principals (N=87) 46% 54%
Junior high principals (N=55) 74% 26%
Senfor high principals (N=3§) 61% 39%

Chi-square = 11.507; d.f. = 23 (p < .05).,
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Table 4.29. Philosophy III, effectiveness if taught at the senior
high level."

— . ———————

School level Yes No
Elementary principals (N=87) 44% 56%
Junior high principals (N=55) 45% 55%
Senfor high principals (N=35) 64% 36%

Chi-square = 4.525; d.f. = 2; (p < .05),

The principals were asked to give their perceptions regard-
ing the level where they felt drug abuse prevention education programs
based upon three different philosophies would be most effective.

Philosophy I, primary focus on factual and legal information.

Philosophy II, primary focus on biological aspects of drugs.

Philosophy III, primary focus on value-clarification and
decision-making skills.

Results of elementary principals perceptions are presented

in Figure 4.1. Results of junior high principals perceptions are

presented in Figure 4.2. Results of senior high principals' perceptions

are presented in Figure 4.3.

Elementary principals (69%) perceive Philosophy III as most
effective if taught at the elementary level. Junior high principals
(74%) perceive Philosophy III as most effective if taught at the junior
high level. Senior high principals (64%) perceive Philosophy III as
most effective if taught at the senior high level.
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Figure 4.1. Elementary principals’perceptions of the three philoso-
phies and the level where they perceived them to be most
effective.
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Figure 4.2. Junior high principals' perceptions of the three philoso-

phies and the level where they perceived them to be
effective.



55

70 ~ 64
60 -
50 4 45
44 Qe
40 4 T~
T~ _ 27 29
30 “ -~ -
Tt =<0
20 - 19 $— e _ -7
————l5 ——-Philosophy 1
10 - ——-—Ph{losophy II
0 : —Phjlosophy III
Elementary Junfor high Senior high
level Tevel Tevel

Figure 4.3. Senior high principals' perceptions of the three
philosophies and the level where they perceived them
to be effective.

Summary of the Results for Question Six

1. In analyzing the means of the repeated measures analysis,
it can be concluded that respondents were most in favor of Philosophy
111, value-clarification and decision-making skills and least in favor
of Philosophy 1, factual and legal information.

2. The elementary principals felt that value-clarification
and decision-making skills would be most effective in reducing drug
abuse if taught at the elementary level. The junior high principals
felt a program with this same philosophy would be most effective if
taught at the junior high level. The senior high principals felt
that value-clarification and decision-making skills would be most

effective in reducing drug abuse if taught at the senior high level.

\
\
\
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

There seems to be agreement that the use of drugs by
young people in our country has become a critical problem of natiqnal
concern.

It would seem difficult to find anyone of reasonable ability
who does not consider themselves knowledgeable and aware of drugs and
the drug culture that drugs have spawned. It would appear even more
difficult to find an individual who does not have an opinion as to
what to do about drugs and drug abusers.

It seems that with very few exceptions the people by and
large agree that the place to teach youngsters about drugs and drug
abusers is in the schools. However, the manner in which this should

be accomplished does not have full accord from those concerned.
Results

The major purpose of this study was to identify the atti-
tudes of principals regarding drug abuse prevention education programs.
The study attempted to determine the principals' percpetions concern-
ing the school level (elementary, junior high, senior high) in which
different drug education programs having different philosophies would

56 — _.
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be most effective in reducing drug abuse. The research effort.
furthermore attempted to determine the relationship between drug
abuse prevention programs and (1) size of the student body, (2)
location of the school, (3) level of the school, (4) type of
school and (5) the extent of drug use in the school.
The major findings based on the dnalysis of the data were:
1. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the location of the school and principals' political beliefs.

2. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the location of the school and the perceived severity of the drug

problem. In general, principals of urban schools felt drug abuse
was a more serious problem than principals of rural schools.
3. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the level of school and the percentage of drug use in the school.

In general junior and senior high schools have a higher evidence of

drug use.
4. There was a direct and significant reiationship between

the level of school and the number of students who are regular users

of drugs. The targer urban high schools, generally, the higher the
incidence of regular drug users.
5. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the level of the school and the perceived severity of the drug

problem. In general, drug abuse was thought to be more serfous a
problem in junior and senior high schools than in elementary schools.

6. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the level of the school and whether the school has a written policy

4
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for drug users and drug abusers. In general, the large junior and

senior high schools have the highest incidence of having a drug
policy.
7. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the level of the school and how the written policy regarding driug

users and abusers is distributed. In contrast to the elementary

school, the junior and senior high schools, generally, distributed
the written drug policy to both students and faculty.
8. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the level of the school and units on drug education taught primarily

in one department.

9. There was a direct and significant relationship between

the type of school and the use of assembly-type drug abuse prevention

education programs. Assembly-type drug education programs were offered

more frequently in noncommunity schools than community schools.
10. There was no significant relationship between the extent

of drug use in the school and the 20 Chi-square tests compared for

this question. There was no evidence from the data to indicate that

extent of drug use in the school had any effect on principals' per-
ceptions of drug abuse education programs.

11. There was a significant difference in the way principals

perceived the effectiveness of drug abuse prevention education programs

which are based on different philosophies. Sixty-nine percent of all
the principals that responded perceived Philosophy III, value-

clarification and decision-making skills, as being the most effective
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drug abuse education program and Philosophy I, factual and legal
information as being the least effective.

12. The elementary principals felt that value-clarification
and decision-making skills would be most effective in reducing drug
abuse if taught at the elementary level. The junior high principals
felt a program with this same philosophy would be most effective in
reducing drug abuse if taught at the junior high level. The senior
high principals felt that value-clarification and decision-making
skills would be most effective in reducing drug abuse if taught at
the senior high level.

These findings suggest that the level of the school is the
major factor in determining principals’' attitudes regarding drugs in
schools and drug abuse prevention education programs.

It can be noted that the size of the student body dées
influence the principals' attitudes regarding drug abuse in schools
and drug abuse prevention education programs. However, since ele-
mentary schools are typically smaller in student size than elther
Junidr high schools or senior high schools, the results are felt to
run parallel to the results shown from the findings for the level of
the school.

It 1s interesting to note the results of the principals'
attitudes regarding the level of the school where they felt the drug
prevention education programs based on different philosophies would
be most effective. Sixty-nine percent of the elementary principals
feel that Philosophy III, as described in the drug abuse prevention

program questionnaire, which places primary focus on
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value-clarification and decision-making skills, would be most effec-
tive in the elementary school. Seventy-four percent of the junior
high school principals feel Philosophy IlI would'B; most effective
at the junior high school level. Sixty-four percent of the senior
high school princfpa1s feel Philosophy III would be most effective
at the senior high level.

On the average, sixty-nine percent of all the principals
feel that Philosophy 111, which is based primarily on value-
clarification and decision-making skills would be most effective

at the school level at which they were principal.

Recommendations

The review of the literature demonstrated the wide variety
of drug abuse prevention education progrms currently in use in the
state of Michigan. Despite this fact, there appears to be no consen-
sus among educators as to what is a good program and what is not.
The major issue facing educators is the fact that we have great
numbers of young people who are drug users and drug abusers and many
more who are potential drug users and drug abusers. Society and
educators in particular, are faced with the difficult problem of
how best to educate the young regarding drug use.

The researcher concludes that there must be concerted
efforts on the part of schools and communities to become involved
in the process of developing and implementing effective drug abuse
prevention programs for their own particular needs. The problems

must be faced by all facets of the school and community. Our nation
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is faced with a drug crisis and something more than what has been
done in the past must be provided if we are to reduce the high
incidence of drug abuse among our young.

Most problems are usually problems because of lack of
knowledge and the reliance on stereotypes. Therefore, the scﬁool
and community must, in a rational manner:

1. Become aware of the extent of the drug problem in
the school and community.

2. Provide opportunities for training of school students
and residents in drug abuse prevention education.

3. Concentrate on workable methods of combating drug
abuse and provide socially acceptébTe alternatives for drugs.

4. Become aware that the major probliem of drug abuse is
not drugs, but people. We are dealing with a peoptﬁ/probiem.

5. Provide drug abuse prevention education sequentially
in grades K-12. ///9t/

6. Provide the necessary guidance and direction for the
drug abuse prevention education programs so as to prevent their
becoming of little value to the young people they are intended to
help and assist.

7. Provide for frequent and systematic evaluation of the
drug abuse prevention education programs that would allow for change
when and where necessary in order to keep the programs functioning
optimaily.

8. Become aware of the need for good communication

between the different groups vitally involved in the drug problems

‘
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and the vastly differing perceptions concerning drugs held by these
groups.

9. Consider meaningful and effective ways the community
and school can work and cooperate together that would promote greater
consensus concerning drug abuse prevention education. And as the
results of this study suggest--

10. Schools should initially consider a drug prevention
program which stresses value-clarification and decision-making
skills rather than being 1imited to the dissemination of factual

information or scare tactics.

Implications for Educators

It would appear obvious that there are no easy answers to
a situation as complex as the drug abuse problem. It might be argued
that it is not a matter of whether or not we want drug abusers, it
is a matter of fact that we have them. What we do with them becomes
the crucial probiem. The review of the literature demonstrated the
many different types and styles of drug abuse prevention education
programs. The results of the studies reviewed indicated that the
programs of the past have not been effective in providing the desired
results, namely, a reduction in drug abuse among the young of our
nation.

The researcher believes, if there is to be a reduction in
drug abuse, the logical means of accomplishing this is through educa-

tion. The way to reach the most people that are prone to use drugs
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is in the schools. Educators are ailready on the "scene" with the
age group of people where drug abuse begins.

Educators, whether they 1ike it or not, are in the posi-
tion where they can do some very positive things that would be
effective in the prevehtion of drug abuse.

The researcher suggests:

1. Educators should become informed regarding drug abuse
in their school and community. This can be done through in-service
training which is complete, thorough and on-going. Studies indicate
that in-service training is very inadequate in our educational system
when it comes to the drug abuse problem and that usually the students
know more about drugs and drug abuse than the teachers (Sakomoto,
1971). '

2. Educators should become involved in school and community
action programs designed to assess the drug abuse problem in the
area of their school.

3. Educators and community members should work together
developing a program to help the drug abuser in the 1ight of the
assessed needs of their particular coomunity. For a program on drug
abuse to be effective, students must be included in the development
of the program (Stride, 1972; Darte, 1972).

4, Some may argue that drug abuse programs should be uni-
form for each school district. The researcher believes that policies
regarding drug abuse and many other factors of drug abuse prevention
should be uniform for the entire school district but each individual

school in the district has abuse problems that are unique to that
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particular school. It is suggested that such things as ethnic
make up of a school, socio-economic status, cultural level are all
things that affect the problems of drug abuse in a given community
and cannot be dealt with effectively on a uniform basis.

5. Drug abuse problems occur in all areas of our state
(urban, suburban, and rural) and in the schools. The principal is
the leader in each school and the laison between the school com-
munity and the educators in the school. The principal is the
logical person to be able to meet with all segments of the community,
the parents, students, teachers, service groups and other interested
groups to assess needs, develop objectives, develop curriculum and
effectively assist implementation. The principle, therefore, should
be the leader in promoting, developing, deisgning and implementing
a drug abuse prevention education program within his school!!

6. It has been stated ("Victimless Crime Study," Michigan,
1973) that no education program by itself has been effective in pre-
venting drug abuse. Drug abuse is not a drug problem but a people
problem. The researcher believes that the most effective drug abuse
prevention education program will focus on helping drug abusers
resolve their immediate human problems. Thus, educators must deal

with drug abusers on a concerned human level.
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APPENDIX I
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY East Lansing, Michigan 48823

Mott Institute for Community Improvement
College of Education 517 Erickson Hall

December 4, 1973

I am a doctoral candidate at Michigan State University. I am
engaged in making a study of principals' attitudes regarding drug
abuse education programs used in selected public schools.

- The purpose of this study is to evaluate the types of programs
in vardgus schools in Michigan. I would appreciate your taking the
ten minutes it will take to complete this questionnaire.

To obtain the necessary information, a questionnaire has been
devised to gain knowledge regarding principals’' attitudes towards
three different drug abuse programs. The names of the schools
selected are irrelevant to the study, for this reason there is no
need for any type of identification of your school.

Honest and accurate information is desired. The return will be
anonymous so that you may feel freer to express your feelings and
opinions. I would appreciate as complete a return as possible, since
your t?%:] coverage of this questionnaire is needed to make the sur-
vey va .

I would be most happy to send you a copy of the finished project
or assist you in obtaining pertinent information regarding drug abuse
programs. Since the questionnaire is anonymous, please drop me a
post card 1f you desire the above information.

Enclosed is a self-addressed envelope for your convenience in
returning the questionnaire. Your immediate attention will be most
appreciated.

Sincerely,

James 0. Branson

7



APPENDIX II

DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION EDUCATION PROGRAM QUESTIONNAIRE

Please provide requested information as it applies to you.

1. Ages of your children

1-5

6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20
over 20

2. Number of years as Principal

( 1 -5
ﬁi I
L] 18 %

3. Level of school

Junior High
High School

4. School Classification

Elementary
§

g ; Community School
Noncommunity School

5. What is the size of your student body?
Less than 300

400 - 600
700 - 1000
1000 -~ 2000

() over 2000

6. MWould you classify your school,

i ; Urban
Suburban
( ) Rural

72 ,.
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11.

12.
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Would you classify your political belief,

ii

Strongly conservative
Moderately conservative
Moderately liberal

Strongly 1iberal

Neither 1iberal or conservative

Do you feel that drug abuse is a major socfal problem?

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly disagree

A user of marijuana may be penalized for up to 5 years in jail
in Michigan. Should these penalties be:

|

Increased considerably
Increased slightly
Decreased slightly
Decreased considerabiy

Do you feel that drug use among young people is increasing in

your

What
your

|

2

What
your

)

school?

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly disagree

percent of students are regular users of "hard drugs" in
school?

Less than 1%
2% - 3%

4% - 6%

7¢ - 10%
over 10%

percent of students are regular users of "soft drugs" in
school?

Less than 10%
11% - 15%

16% - 25%

26% - 50%
over 50%



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

74

Compared to other student problems, how serious is the problem
of drug abuse in your school?

Serious problem
Moderate problem
Minor problem

No probiem

Does your school have a written policy for drug users and abusers?

i ; Written policy with specific reference to drug use.
Written policy with no specific reference to drug use.
( ) No written policy.

Is the school policy

; distributed to faculty only
distributed to students only
distributed to both students and faculty
distributed to neither students or faculty

Which of the following is included in the drug abuse prevention
education program in your school?

{ ; Assembly type program(s)
Units taught primarily in one department (phys. ed., science,
drivers ed.)
Formal courses or seminars in drugs
Inservice for teachers
Inservice for parents

Which of the following is the primary focus of your drug abuse
prevention program?

( ) Emphasis on biological aspects of drug use.
2 ; Emphasis on legal and criminality of drug use.
Emphasis on values and decision making regarding drugs.



PHILOSOPHIES OF DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION
EDUCATION PROGRAM

Instructions: Following are examples of three drug abuse education
philosophies, each emphasizing a different phase of the
curriculum. Please read all three first, then com-
plete the questionnaire. The same six questions are
asked after each example.

Philosophy I

A well-rounded drug education program should consider per-
sonal values, legal facts and biological information. However, the

primary focus of such a program should be with factual and legal

information regarding drug use and abuse. We should provide students

with the knowledge and facts as they pertain to federal, state and

local laws and penalties for convictions for illegal drug involv..ment.

Philosophy Il

A well-rounded drug education program should couasider per-
sonal vaiues, iegail facts and biological information. Adowever, the

primary focus of such a program should be on the biological aspects

of drugs, the effects on the central nervous syster. and body functions.
We should provide students with knowledge about t.he potentially harm-

ful effects of drug use on general body functirns.

Philosophy 111

A well-rounded drug education rrogram should consider per-

sonal values, legal facts and biologicel information. However, the

primary focus of such a program should be on value-clarification
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and decision-making skills. We should encourage students to believe

enough in themselves so they can deal with peer group pressures,

boredom, frustration, and curiosity in constructive ways.

Philosophy I

A well-rounded drug education program should consider per-
sonal values, legal facts and biological information. However, the
primary focus of such a program should be with factual and legal
information regarding drug use and abuse. +We shoul- provide students
with the knowledge and facts as they pertain to federal, State and
local laws and penalties for convictions for illegal drug involvement.

QUESTIONS

1. The above philosophy would be most effective in reducing the use
and abuse of "hard drugs" in your school.

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly disagree

2. The above philosophy would be most effective in reducing the use
and abuse of "soft drugs" in your school.

( ) Strongly agree

( ) Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly disagree

3. Is this philosophy similar to your present Drug Abuse Prevention
Education Philosophy? .

Very similar
Similar
Dissimilar

Very dissimilar

4. Where do you feel the above program would be most effective?

( ) Elementary
{ ; Junior High
High School

$
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5. Do you feel the above philosophy would be effective in discourag-
ing future drug use and abuse in your school?

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree
Strongly disagree

6. Do you feel this philosophy should be an integral part of drug
abuse prevention program?

Agree
Neither
Disagree

g 2 Strongly agree
{ ; Strongly disagree

Philosophy II

A well-rounded drug education program should consider per-
sonal values, legal facts and biological information. However, the
primary focus of such a program should be on the biologica] aspects

of drugs, the effects on the central nervous system and body func-
tions. We should provide students with knowledge about the potentially
harmful effects of drug use on general body functions.

QUESTIONS

1. The above philosophy would be most effective in reducing the use
and abuse of "hard drugs” in your school..

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree
Strongly disagree

2. The above philosophy would be most effective in reducing the use
and abuse of "soft drugs" in your school.

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly disagree
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3. Is this philosophy similar to your present Drug Abuse Prevention
Education Philosophy?

é Very similar
Similar
i Dissimilar
Very dissimilar

4. Where do you feel the above program would be most effective?

i ) Elementary
; Junfor High
( High School

5. Do you feel the above philosophy would be effective in discouraging
future drug use and abuse in your school?

( 2 Strongly agree
Agree
Neither
; Disagree
Strongly disagree

6. Do you feel this philosophy should be an integral part of drug
abuse prevention program?

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Philosophy 1II

A well-rounded drug education program should consider per-
sonal values, legal facts and biological information. However, the
primary focus of such a program should be on value-clarification and
decision-making skills. We should encourage students to believe
enough in themselves so they can deal with peer group pressures, bore-
dom, frustration, and curiosity in constructive ways.
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QUESTIONS

The above philosophy would be most effective in reducing the use
and abuse of "hard drugs" in your school.

2 i Strongly agree
Agree
Neither
{ g Disagree
Strongly disagree
The above philosophy would be most effective in reducing the use
and abuse of "soft drugs" in your school.

; Strongly agree
Agree
! Neither
Disagree
( Strongly disagree
Is this philosophy similar to your present Drug Abuse Prevention
Education Philosophy?

{ ; Very similar
Similar

( ) Dissimilar

( ) Very dissimilar

Where do you feel the above program would be most effective?

s ; Elementary
Junior High
( ) High 3chool
Do you feel the above philosophy would be effective*in discourag-
ing future drug use and abuse in your school?

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Do you feel this philosophy should be an integral part of drug
abuse prevention program?

Strongly agree
Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly disagree



