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Executive Summary

In 1996 the Mississippi Department of Mental Health contracted with the Bureau of
Educational Research and Evaluation (BERE) at Mississippi State University to conduct astatewide
survey of the prevalence of drug use, attitudes toward drugs, as well as several other concerns
pertaining to substance usage among the 6th to 12th grade student population being served by the
State's public schools. In addition to generally describing drug usage among in-school youth, a
major concern was to discern what regions of the State, if any, have the greatest need for education
and treatment services related to the use/abuse of drugs and other substances. With the preceding
inmind, in the Fall of 1996 personnel in the BERE undertook the survey of 10,570 students from
527 classrooms within 84 schools within 58 (or 38%) of the school districts across Mississippi.

A comparison of the survey results related to Lifetime and Past Month Prevalence as
compared to comparable results for a national sample of students across grades 8, 10, and 12
indicated (a) that Mississippi students reported lower lifetime prevalence on seven of the eight
drugs considered (with the exception being al cohol) than did the national sampleand (b) Mississippi
students reported higher past-month prevalence than did the national sample on 6 of the 8 drugs
considered. These results suggest that drug use may be on the rise in the State and the lifetime
prevalence of future student cohorts may approximate the national average if that trend continues.

Analyses of prevalence (lifetime, past-year, and past month) of use and frequency
(lifetime, past-year, and past-month) of use data clearly showed that for both variables there was
an increase across grade level s (i.e., asrespondent age increased so did prevalence and frequency
of drug use, except for inhalants); and both the prevalenceand frequency of drug usewasgreatest
in region 7 and least in region 2, with the other 5 regions falling between these two extremes.
Additional analyses suggested that for both dependent variablesthe differences acrossthe other five
regions varied somewhat, for different types of drugs.

The incidence of drug-related problems reported by the respondents generally increased
acrossgradelevels, with older students reporting more problems than younger students. Also, more
problems were reported by studentsin region 7 than by the studentsin region 2, which paralelsthe

findings for prevalence and frequency for use noted above.



Students' attitudesregarding the* dangerousness’ of drugsweregenerally higher at thelower
grade levels and decreased as grade level increased. Also, the attitudinal data suggested (1)
perceptions of “dangerousness’ increases as one moves from gateway to “hard core” drugs and (2)
perceived “ dangerousness’ wasgenerally rated higher by studentsin regions2 and 3 than by students
inregions4 and 7.

The analyses of relationships between several demographic and background variables and
prevalence of use (past-year) revealed strong, consistent (negative) relationships between
prevalence of use and parents level of communication with their children regarding school,
students’ gradesin school (particularly for student who received mostly D’sand F' s), and students’
involvement in school activities, including thingslike band, clubs, and athletics. At the sametime,
the use of drugs by parents and peers were both shown to be positively correlated with prevalence
of drug use. These results clearly confirm findings from previous research and suggest areas that
might be considered when trying to initiate remedial types of education or outreach programs.

Thedataregarding students’ involvement in drug-rel ated education, assi stance, and treatment
programssuggests(1) that older studentsarelessinvolved in substance-rel ated educational activities
(except for assemblies involving guest speakers) and are less likely to go to or rely on adults
(especialy school personnel) if confronted by adrug-rel ated problem than are younger students; and
(2) that engagement in drug-rel ated educational programs and willingnessto obtain assistance from
adults, including school personnel, are higher in region 2 than region 7 - which is the reverse trend

from that found for the prevalence and frequency of use data.



Description of Survey

Background
TheMississippi In-School Adolescents Survey (MIAS) wasundertakenin an effort to assess

the prevalence and frequency of drug use, attitudes toward drugs and their usage, involvement in
drug-rel ated education and treatment efforts, along with other characteristi cs pertaining to substance
usage among school age youth acrossthe State of Mississippi. The specific purpose wasto discern
what regions of the State, if any, have the most pronounced need for educational and treatment
services related to the use/abuse of drugs and other substances. The In-School Survey was one of
afamily of studies concerning substance usage sponsored by the Mississippi Department of Mental
Health. Thisreport dealsonly with the information secured as part of the survey of youth who were
enrolled in grades 6 through 12 during the 1996-97 school year.

Survey Methods
The In-School Adolescents Survey was basically conducted in the Fall of 1996 with some

follow-up activities occurring in the early portion of Spring, 1997. The students who responded
were sampled from the seven sub-state regions created by the Mississippi Department of Mental
Health - seefigure 1. Asalluded to above, a primary intent was to generate stable estimates of the
prevalence of drug use, attitudes toward drugs, etc. for each of the regionsidentified aswell asfor
the entire state. With that objective in mind, a cluster sampling approach was used. The clusters
were 6th through 12th grade classes of students within schools, within school districts, within
regions. All students within each randomly selected classroom participated in the survey if their
parents “passive consent”! was obtained and they were in attendance on the day(s) the survey was
administered at their school.

Table 1 provides a summary of the numbers of sampled districts, schools, and students per

! The parents of all potential subjects were mailed an informed consent form. If the legal parent or
guardian did not want their child to participate, they signed the consent form, returned it, and their child was not
administered a survey instrument. Under this approach it was assumed that if parents did not return the mailed form
they were consenting to have their child participate in the study (albeit, their consent was “ passive”).
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parentheses provided in the last 8 rows of that table represent the total number of students who

attended school in each of the grades - regions specified, as reported by the State Department of
Education (Annual Report of the State Superintendent of Public Education, 1997). Those numbers

(i.e., the numbers in parentheses) were used to weight the responses of students during subsequent

analyses.
Tablel
Overview of Survey Sample and Related Weights
SUB-STATE REGIONS (seefigure 1): STATE
UNIT | I 11 v \ Vi Vil TOTAL
School Districts 11 10 12 5 8 5 7 58
Classrooms 88 85 79 86 90 40 59 527
Schools 15 13 12 12 12 9 11 84
Students - Grade 6 380 202 438 241 282 109 120 1,772
(5948) (6,837) (5510) (6,304) (2913) (3,888) (5828)  (37,230)
- Grade 7 321 251 08 261 281 198 147 1,557
(6,027) (7,509) (5892) (6,364) (3,116) (4,194) (5872) (38,974)
- Grade 8 270 177 136 202 261 82 138 1,266
(5,708) (6,807) (5815 (6,171) (2,920) (4,141) (5,687)  (37,249)
- Grade 9 381 266 194 335 240 120 181 1,717
(6,476) (7,127) (5952) (6,875) (3,149) (4,484) (5670) (39,733)
- Grade 10 273 279 265 282 227 110 168 1,604
(5237) (5952) (5298 (5103) (2,592) (3,386) (5346) (32,914)
- Grade 11 267 174 258 189 261 90 122 1,361
(4535) (4,936) (4,129) (4,342) (2,288) (3,190) (4,325)  (27,745)
- Grade 12 265 211 272 171 175 26 173 1,293
(4,041) (4297) (3,758) (3,798) (2,145) (2,803) (3,807)  (24,649)
-Total (Grades6t012) 2,157 1,560 1661 1,681 1,727 735 1,049 10,570
(37,972) (43,465) (36,354) (38,959) (19,123) (26,086) (36,535) (238,494)

2 Although 11, 157 students responded to the survey, 587 were dropped from the analyses due to results of
several key validity checks (e.g., they reported using a bogus drug or they reported no lifetime use of drugs but

yearly or monthly usage).



AsshowninTable 1, atotal of 10,570 students were administered instruments and provided usable

dataas part of the Mississippi In-School Adolescents Survey. A brief description of the associated

population of respondentsis provided in Table 2.

Table2
Selected Demographics of the Survey Respondents®
NUMBERS/PERCENTAGESBY GRADE LEVELS: STATE
CHARACTERISTICS 6th 7th 8th oth 10th  11th  12th TOTAL
TOTAL SAMPLE - Students 37,230 38974 37,249 39,733 32,914 27,745 24,649 238,494
GENDER -Made 49.8% 49.7%  48.4% 47.3% 457% 451% 47.9% @ 47.8%
- Female 50.2% 50.3%  51.6% 52.7% 54.3% 54.9% 521%  52.2%
SIBLINGS (Livewith) - None 12.8% 9.8%  129% 16.1% 17.3% 20.0% 23.0%  15.4%
1 35.7% 345%  32.2% 349% 383% 355% 353%  351%
2 25.4% 28.0%  27.2% 26.1% 23.2% 24.0% 20.8%  25.3%
3 13.2% 142%  151% 12.2% 12.0% 11.9% 11.3%  13.0%
4 5.8% 6.3% 52% 520 40% 40% 5.4% 5.2%
5 or More 7.1% 7.2% 73% 54% 52% 46% 42% 6.0%
RACE/ETHNICITY - Asian 0.6% 0.2% 07% 07% 03% 06% 05% 0.5%
- Black 56.1% 56.7%  55.7% 46.8% 49.2% 51.9% 50.7%  52.6%
- Hispanic 0.5% 0.5% 05% 07% 06% 03% 0.2% 0.5%
- White 41.1% 41.4%  425% 50.6% 48.6% 457% 47.7%  45.2%
- Other 1.7% 1.2% 06% 1.1% 14% 16% 0.9% 1.2%
FAMILY STRUCTURE - Livewith both
parents 63.8% 65.3%  63.4% 652% 67.2% 67.6% 63.7%  65.1%
- Other Family
Structure 36.2% 34.7%  36.6% 34.8% 32.8% 324% 36.3% @ 34.9%
QUALIFY FORFREE - Yes 56.3% 58.3%  52.4% 435% 41.1% 405% 38.4%  48.0%
LUNCH - No 43.7% 41.3%  47.6% 56.5% 58.9% 595% 61.6% = 52.0%
PARENTS BOTH
COMPLETED Yes 84.5% 794%  794% 76.3% 755% 77.3% 75.6%  78.5%
HIGH SCHOOL - No 15.5% 20.6%  20.6% 23.7% 245% 22.7% 244% = 21.5%

*The sample was weighted up to the population size for this table. The incidence of missing data across
characteristics varied from 1.2% (“gender”) to 3.8% for (“ Parents Both Completed High School”).
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Two different instruments were used during the survey. A 5-page form was used with
studentsin grades 6 and 7 (see Appendix A), while a 7-page version was used with older students -
grades 8 through 12 (see Appendix B). Although the common items used on the two instruments
wereroughly identical (the ordering of drugsvaried and the 7-pageinstrument contained oneto three
additional response alternatives on severa of the common items), the longer version (a) covered
several issues (e.g., like where drugs/alcohol are most often used) not covered in the 5-page form
and (b) covered some issues in greater depth. Both instruments, however, investigated reports of
usage acrossfive core substances (al cohol, marijuana, cocaine, hallucinogens, and heroin) specified
by the Department of Mental Health. Attitudes toward drug and alcohol use and treatment,
involvement in drug/al cohol education programs/activities, and pertinent demographic information
were a so addressed identically by both surveys. Finally, both instrumentsincluded afictitiousdrug
and therepetition of similar questionsasaidsin helping toidentify invalid or exaggerated responses.
(As noted in relation to Table 1, inappropriate responses to these items resulted in 587 students
(5.2% of the original sample) being dropped from the final analyses.)

The usable questionnaires were scanned and processed by personnel in Mississippi State
University's Office of Planning, Evaluation and Institutional Effectiveness. Subsequent analyses
were performed using the SPSS statistical software package. As indicated earlier, to help insure
accurate estimation of student-rel ated usage, treatment needs, characteristics, etc., the gradeswithin
regions were weighted by the associated student population densities reported by the Mississippi
State Department of Education.

During thecourseof thesurvey thefollowing general administrative procedurewasfollowed:

(1) Toadlow for resolution of scheduling conflicts and other potential difficulties, district

superintendents and subsequently, school principals where classrooms were selected
were contacted early on - in the Spring of 1995, while theinitial drafts of the survey
instruments were being pilot tested. Then, they were contacted by mail and phone
calls. Thesecommunicationsfocused on clarifying study objectivesand administrative
procedures.

(2) Relevant personnel in the selected schools were provided instructions and asked to

identify their rosters of classes/teachers for the Fall 1996 term. These rosters were
mailed to project staff and served as the sampling frames for subsequent random

selection of the required classes of students.

7



(3) Participating school personnel were then informed which classes were to be included
in the survey. Subsequently, a schedule for the collection of the requisite data was
established and project staff mailed out the parental consent forms to the homes of
students identified as potential participants.

(4) On the scheduled dates project staff visited the selected schools and collected the
requisite data from students whose parents had not returned a form stating that their
child should not be included in the study. The surveys were administered confid-
entially on a class-by-class basis by trained graduate assistants from the Bureau of
Educational Research and Evaluation (BERE) at Mississippi State University. The
strategy of using trained administrators from outside the sampled schools was
employed for several reasons - to help ensure the respondents that no one at their
school would see their “answers’ (confidentiality) and to ensure that a more
“standardized” administrative procedure was followed across al sites.

A number of key terms and related operational definitions were employed as part of the

survey and associated analyses. Included among those basic terms were the following:

[llicit or illegal drugs are used interchangeably and refer to substances scheduled under the
Controlled Substances Act. Thus, illicit drugs used in this study refer to the use of steroids,
marijuana, cocaine, crack, hallucinogens, uppers, downers, Ecstasy, and/or Roach. Although,
the purchase, possession, and consumption of acohol by anyone under 21, as well as the
purchase of tobacco products and some inhalants by those under 18, are prohibited by
Mississippi Law, those substances are not covered by the Controlled Substances Act and,
therefore, are not included in theillicit or illegal drug category.

Prevalence refers to the percentage of respondents reporting use of a substance or substances
at agiventime. For example, current or past-month prevalence refersto the percentage of
students who reported using adesignated substance or designated substances within the month
preceding the survey. Yearly prevalence is represented by the percentage of students who
reported using substances during the past year (but not necessarily within the month preceding
the survey). Likewise, lifetime prevalence refersto the percentage of students who had used
a substance or substances at least once during their lives, regardless of when last used.
Frequency of use describes how often use of aspecified substance or substances has occurred -

usually within some specified timeframe, e.g., within the last 30 days, last year, or in one’'s

8



lifetime.

e Extent/Severity of Substance abuse was assessed via several questions in which the
respondents reported on the negative consequences they’ ve experienced due to substance use.
Basically, those questions dealt with the extent/sever ity of alcohol useand the extent/severity
of drug use, where drugsrefer to al illicit or illegal drugs.

e Perceived danger sof substanceusagewereassessed bothfromthestudents’ andtheir parents
perspectives via series of questions in which they were asked how dangerous THEY or how
dangerous THEY THOUGHT THEIR PARENTS felt it was for students their age to use
different substances - tobacco products, alcohol, other illegal drugs.

e Peer useand parental useof different substanceswere both assessed viarel ated seriesof items.
Generally, those items dealt with the use of tobacco products, different forms of alcohol, and
other drugs.

e Time of use dealswith when substance usage is reported as occurring, e.g., before, during, or
after school vs. during weekends.

Inadditiontothelimitationsassociated with the operational definitionsdescribed above, several
other key limitations regarding the Mississippi In-School Adolescents Survey need to be noted.
First, the results can be generalized only to 6th through 12th grade public school students acrossthe
State, since they were the only students included in the study. As a result, K through 5th grade
public school students, private school students, and all out-of-school youth (e.g., dropouts) are not
represented although they represent very important segments of the youth populationin Mississippi.
Also, the study focused on identifying differences in drug use, attitudes, problems, etc. among the
7 regionsnoted in Figure 1. Given the size and mix of communitieswithin those regions, they may
represent heterogeneous mixes of localeswith variant levels of drug usage, afact that could “ mask”
any inter-regional differences (i.e., intra-regional variability may be greater than inter-regional
variability). Theselimitations, aong with those associated with the methodol ogical approach used
during the study and reflected in the operational definitions noted earlier, need to be kept in mind

when considering the results and associated implications.



Brief Comparison with Selected
National Data

| ntroduction

In 1996 the Ingtitute for Social Research at the University of Michigan, with support from the
National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA), developed national estimates of drug prevalence usage
as part of its Monitoring the Future Study. During that survey datawere collected on prevalence of
tobacco, alcohol, and other substance usage from large representative samples of students from
acrossthe nation. In 1996 project datawere secured from national samples of 18,368 eight graders,
15,873 tenth graders, and 14, 828 twelfth graders.

There are basic methodological differences between the Monitoring the Future Study and the
Mississippi In-School Adolescents Survey, including differencesin sampling design, datacollection,
and analytical protocols. In addition, the specific questions regarding substance usage asked in the
two surveysvaried slightly. Despite these variations, the prevalence information secured in the two
instances are generally comparable. Given the differencesindicated, however, caution needsto be
exercised when comparing the two sets of estimates.

Across the two studies comparable prevalence estimates for seven substance categories are
available- Cigarettes, Smokeless Tobacco, Steroids, Marijuana, Cocaine, Crack, and Hallucinogens.
Furthermore, for each of these seven substances comparabl elifetime prevalence estimates and past
month prevalence estimatesare available. These various comparative estimates acrossthree grade

levels are summarized in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.

Results of Comparisons

From the data summarized in Tables 3 and 4 some genera trends may be extracted. One
interesting finding is that the reported monthly prevalence of drug use among United States
Students, acrossall eight (8) typesof drugs studied except for cocaineand crack, isgenerally lower
than the monthly prevalence reported by Mississippi students. At the same time, the lifetime
prevalence reported by students across the United Statesregarding their drug useis higher than the
lifetime prevalence rates reported by studentsin Mississippi. One exception exists relative to this
general trendinlifetime prevalencerates- for acohol higher lifetime prevaencerateswerereported

by Mississippi students than by the national sample of students.
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Another interesting characteristic of the data is that the lifetime prevalence estimates for
steroid, cocaine, crack and hallucinogen usage reported by Mississippi youth in the 8th grade are
noticeably higher than their 10th grade counterparts and comparable or higher than the estimates

observed for 12th graders. However, the monthly prevalence rates reported for these same

Table3

Lifetime Prevalence of Selected Substance Usage among 8th, 10th, and
12th Gradersin Mississippi and Nationwide (1996)

LIFETIME PREVALENCE ESTIMATES:

SUBSTANCES GRADE LEVELS M ississippi Us.
Cigarettes 8th 42.2% 49.2%
10th 52.7% 61.2%
12th 53.4% 63.5%
Smokeless Tobacco 8th 16.7% 20.4%
10th 20.7% 27.4%
12th 22.2% 29.8%
Alcohol 8th 61.2% 55.3%
10th 76.2% 71.8%
12th 83.7% 79.2%
Steroids 8th 1.8% 1.8%
10th 1.5% 1.8%
12th 1.3% 1.9%
Marijuana 8th 14.5% 23.1%
10th 27.2% 39.8%
12th 32.5% 44.9%
Cocaine 8th 2.1% 4.5%
10th 1.2% 6.5%
12th 2.1% 7.1%
Crack 8th 1.2% 2.9%
10th 0.9% 3.3%
12th 1.2% 3.3%
Hallucinogens 8th 5.5% 5.9%
10th 5.3% 10.5%
12th 6.1% 14.0%

11



Table4

Past-M onth Prevalence of Selected Substance Usage among 8th, 10th, and
12th Gradersin Mississippi and Nationwide (1996)

PAST-MONTH PREVALENCE ESTIMATES:

SUBSTANCES GRADE LEVELS Mississippi u.S.

Cigarettes 8th 25.9% 21.3%
10th 28.9% 27.6%

12th 30.8% 31.0%

Smokeless Tobacco 8th 9.9% 4.2%
10th 10.8% 6.9%

12th 9.9% 7.6%

Alcohol 8th 43.2% 26.2%
10th 55.9% 40.4%

12th 64.0% 50.8%

Steroids 8th 1.4% 0.6%
10th 1.7% 0.5%

12th 2.4% 0.6%

Marijuana 8th 10.5% 13.7%
10th 18.2% 18.4%
12th 23.5% 18.5%

Cocaine 8th 1.5% 1.7%
10th 1.1% 2.5%

12th 1.8% 3.4%

Crack 8th 0.7% 0.8%
10th 0.3% 0.6%

12th 0.6% 0.5%

Hallucinogens 8th 2.5% 1.6%
10th 2.9% 3.0%
12th 3.6% 3.5%

substances are greater for 10th and 12th graders, which is expected because generally the available
research suggests that as age level goes up drug use prevalence increases. The observation that
lifetime prevalence for the four indicated substances is greater among younger students, while
monthly prevalence is more prominent among older students suggests that more younger students
may be trying more drugsthan before. If the trend of increased age means increased drug use, these
younger studentswill have had an even broader exposureto drugsthan the older cohort. Thiscould

lead to a more dramatic increase of drug use in the future than has been experienced to date.

12



Prevalence of Drug Use Across Substate Regions

Overview

Asnoted earlier in the overall Survey Description, the primary purpose of the Mississippi In-
School Adolescents Survey (MIAS) wasto determinewhat regionsof the State, if any, havethemost
pronounced need for educational and treatment services related to the use or abuse of drugs among
school-age youth. That purpose is addressed in the current section through the analysis of
prevalence estimates acrossthe 18 different drugs considered during the survey. More specificaly,
for each of those drugs three prevalence estimates - lifetime, past year, and past month - were
generated. Furthermore, these three estimates were generated for (a) each grade level by substate
region, (b) each grade level, and (c) each substate region - with the latter of these sets of estimates
being the one of most interest dueto their direct link with the purpose noted above. In addition, the
sets of substate region and grade level estimates are in all probability the most stable given the
associated sample sizes and overall sampling design.

When devel oping the sets of prevalence estimatesthe 18 drugs alluded to above were grouped

in terms of the following scheme:

CATEGORY DRUGS INCLUDED
Tobacco Products Cigarettes, Smokeless Tobacco
Alcohol Beer, Wine Coolers, Wine, Liquor
Inhalants Inhalants
Steroids Steroids
Cannabis Marijuana
Hallucinogens Hallucinogens
Stimulants Cocaine, Uppers, Ecstasy, Ice, Crack
Depressants Downers, Heroin, Roche

Results of Prevalence Analyses

The prevalence estimates developed for each of these categories of drugs are summarized in
Tables 5 through 12. Inspection of any one of those tables reveals that for each set of substate
prevalence estimates (i.e., those for Lifetime, Past Y ear, and Past Month) a substate ANALY SIS

was conducted. Each such analysis was undertaken via a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA,
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o = ,05) with Scheffe' followups (< = .10). The summaries of the analyses provided in Tables
5 through 12 look as follows:

ANALYSIS: F(6,10187) = 34.6**;2<1,3,4,5,6,7;6<1, 7, and 3<1
Summary ANOV A results - df, = 6, df, = 10187, These are the results of the post hoc
Observed F = 34.6, and ** indicates p < .0000 Scheffe’ pairwise contrasts, e.g.,, 6 <1, 7
(while* isused to indicate p < .05 and means the prevalence for Region 6 isless

NS denotes “ Not Significant”). than the prevalence estimates for both
Regions 1 and 7.

The statistical results described above could serve as one guide for looking at the prevalence
data secured viathe MIAS and deciding which substate regions had the highest rel ative prevalence
rates for the different drugs considered. Generally, the results summarized in Tables 5 through 12
suggest that the prevalence of drug usage across all 8 types or categories of drugs is lowest in
Region 2. However, beyond that, the information they provideis not clear/obvious. For example,
although regions 1, 5 and 7 seem to have higher prevalence rates than severa of the other regions

the statistical criterion used does not consistently indicate this to be the case.

An Alternative Analysis of Regional Prevalence Estimates

Given the relative sparsity of conclusions regarding inter-regional differences that could be
drawn from the statistical approach outlined above, an alternative strategy was implemented. That
strategy involves the establishment of a 95% confidence internal for each statewide prevalence
estimate and then looking at each regional estimate and classifying it as being less than, “equal to,”
or greater than the associated statewide estimate. The application of this approach to the regional
summaries provided in Tables 5 through 12 yielded the results shown in Table 13.

14



Table5

Prevalence of Tobacco Product Usage Across Grade L evels by Regions and Total State

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Cigarettes Lifetime 6TH 31.7% 19.6% 34.4% 233% 289% 226% 256% 26.3%

7TH 454% 342% 278% 340% 42.0% 44.0% 46.9% 38.6%
8TH 56.9% 245% 462% 454% 50.0% 31.7% 444% 42.2%
9TH 53.0% 423% 524% 486% 59.9% 504% 651% 52.0%
10TH 58.1% 445% 50.0% 54.1% 54.7% 47.2% 60.7% 52.7%
11TH 521% 38.7% 47.6% 59.1% 655% 50.6% 525% 51.1%
12TH 54.7% 435% 529% 59.8% 51.2% 56.0% 57.0% 53.4%

6thrul2 49.6% 34.6% 43.8% 44.6% 49.8% 424% 49.3% 44.4%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10187) =19.6**;2< 1, 3,4,5,6,7;6<1,7;and3< 1

Past-Y ear 6TH 234% 124% 233% 157% 21.8% 94% 200% 17.9%
7TH 351% 242% 221% 245% 31.0% 35.6% 345% 29.0%

8TH 371% 188% 252% 240% 36.3% 19.7% 22.0% 25.3%

9TH 35.7% 256% 304% 27.7% 37.7% 323% 427% 32.1%

10TH 322% 265% 266% 31.3% 283% 326% 31.2% 30.1%

11TH 30.0% 220% 25.7% 27.7% 40.7% 24.9% 22.7% 26.5%

12TH 333% 21.3% 263% 247% 31.8% 411% 31.8% 30.6%

6thrul2z 322% 21.3% 255% 252% 32.0% 26.8% 29.4% 27.0%

ANALYSIS: F(6,8751) = 10.5**;2<1,5,7;4<1,5;and3< 1

Past-M onth 6TH 122% 7.0% 10.0% 9.3% 10.7% 9.7% 13.4% 10.2%
7TH 21.5% 16.7% 10.6% 15.0% 16.8% 184% 19.1% 16.6%

8TH 33.6% 163% 285% 247% 384% 25.0% 222% 25.9%

9TH 30.9% 23.7% 253% 27.2% 365% 355% 37.6% 29.9%

10TH 325% 246% 262% 326% 32.0% 245% 31.7% 28.9%

11TH 31.1% 208% 255% 30.7% 37.8% 295% 27.4% 27.9%

12TH 305% 23.7% 249% 31.1% 30.7% 47.4% 345% 30.8%

6thrul2 27.1% 18.8% 21.3% 23.0% 286% 262% 258% 23.8%
ANALYSIS: F(6,8640) =8.3**;2<1,5,6,7;and 3<1,5
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Table5-Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPEOF  GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE  ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  STATE
Smokeless Lifetime 6TH  101% 15% 94% 91% 84% 58% 52% 6.9%
Tobacco 7TH  214% 51% 31% 127% 17.0% 148% 193% 12.8%
8TH  223% 49% 137% 153% 224% 213% 229% 16.7%
9TH  226% 126% 241% 233% 29.1% 196% 23.6% 21.5%
10TH  253% 94% 21.3% 23.9% 258% 17.9% 24.4%  20.7%
1UTH  202% 12.9% 21.7% 29.7% 235% 235% 27.4%  22.4%
12TH  21.6% 10.6% 20.3% 30.2% 21.6% 34.8% 21.6% 22.2%
6thrul2 203% 7.8% 157% 195% 21.0% 188% 20.2%  17.1%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10121) = 25.8**; 2<1,3,4,5,6,7; and3<1,5,7
Past-Y ear 6TH  101% 26% 7.8% 35% 45% 48% 52% 55%
7TH  157% 48% 42% 108% 159% 11.7% 140% 10.5%
8TH  138% 14% 80% 7.9% 107% 137% 80%  86%
9TH  127% 48% 134% 12.0% 164% 94% 145% 11.4%
10TH  131% 61% 10.6% 9.7% 10.8% 50% 157%  10.2%
11TH  87% 55% 11.1% 164% 135% 38% 164% 10.7%
12TH  11.7% 39% 10.9% 14.7%  9.9% 143% 114% 10.7%
6thrul2 124% 41% 92% 101% 117% 9.0% 120%  9.5%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9643) = 15.1**; 2< 1,3,4,5, 6, 7
Past-Month ~ 6TH  35% 19% 39% 29% 30% 21% 21% 27%
7TH  73% 29% 00% 35% 84% 39% 51% 41%
8TH  143% 27% 94% 93% 143% 104% 11.8%  9.9%
9TH  135% 7.4% 133% 156% 192% 123% 18.8% 13.8%
10TH  154% 50% 10.8% 122% 125% 6.7% 13.8%  10.8%
11TH  11.8% 7.8% 11.0% 14.8% 138% 7.5% 181% 12.1%
12TH  9.7%  40% 108% 145% 101% 95% 11.9% 9.9%
6thrul12 108% 4.6% 83% 100% 11.9% 7.6% 117%  9.1%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9229) 11.7**;2<1,3,4,5,7, and6<7
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Table6

Prevalence of Inhalant Usage Across Grade L evels by Regions and Total State

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPEOF  GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL

SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  STATE
Inhalant Lifetime 6TH 82% 66% 80% 48% 71% 59% 86%  7.0%
(e.g., glue or gas) 7TH  145% 47% 11.3% 150% 13.0% 136% 14.6% 12.1%

8TH 149% 43% 17.7% 232% 17.9% 10.1% 135% 14.4%
9TH 19.4% 11.1% 131% 153% 209% 16.8% 21.8% 16.4%
10TH 180% 71% 13.8% 141% 128% 142% 127% 13.0%
11TH 9.8% 9.3% 105% 12.6% 13.6% 10.3% 125% 10.8%
12TH 136% 87% 105% 8.3% 7.6% 0.0% 13.7% 8.7%

6thrul2z 13.6% 7.3% 123% 13.7% 13.6% 10.6% 13.9% 12.0%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10164) =9.3**; 2<1,3,4,5, 7,6<4,7

Past-Year 6TH  55% 32% 65% 35%  44% 29% 7.1%  48%
7TH  68% 28% 42% 119% 7.3% 54% 63% 64%
8TH  106% 26% 124% 144% 119% 51% 46%  8.7%
9TH  144% 60% 7.9% 136% 146% 99% 185% 11.9%
10TH  13.7% 49% 86% 9.8%  116% 115% 13.9% 10.3%
11TH  56% 7.7% 78% 94%  95% 61% 108% 8.1%
12TH  51% 58% 74% 43% 84% 00% 115% 6.2%

6thrul2 9.0% 46% 7.9% 99%  97% 6.1% 103% 81%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9987) = 9.7%*:2<1,3,4,5,7; and6<4,7

Past-Month ~ 6TH  25% 39% 38% 10%  48% 42% 32% 31%
7TTH  45% 49% 36% 91%  39% 25% 51% 51%
8TH  95% 52% 115% 157% 131% 89% 99%  10.4%
9TH  144% 72% 7.6% 116% 154% 117% 161% 11.6%

10TH  11.9% 59% 91% 82% 11.2% 84% 10.7% 9.1%

1ITH  50% 58% 59% 7.6% 117% 68% 83%  7.0%

12TH 7% 53% 54% 49% 65% 00% 102% 5.8%

6thrulz 82% 55% 69%  8.6% 9.8% 6.5% 9.3% 7.7%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9574) = 4.5**; 2<4,5,7
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Table7

Prevalence of Alcohol Usage Across Grade Levelsby Regionsand Total State

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Beer Lifetime 6TH 29.9% 20.7% 356% 22.7% 30.6% 32.7% 28.7% 27.9%

7TH 41.7% 38.0% 388% 336% 44.2% 432% 36.6% 38.8%
8TH 553% 333% 47.3% 469% 59.1% 41.0% 46.6% 46.2%
9TH 54.0% 52.9% 56.6% 57.7% 59.7% 60.2% 69.5% 58.2%
10TH 505% 614% 624% 61.5% 66.2% 623% 701% 63.2%
11TH 68.3% 50.9% 67.3% 69.0% 76.6% 64.0% 70.3% 65.7%
12TH 68.9% 66.4% 68.7% 71.0% 702% 833% 743% 71.3%

6thrul2z 525% 44.7% 523% 495% 56.7% 53.4% 54.9% 51.4%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10146) =9.3**; 2<1,3,5,6,7;and4<5

Past-Y ear 6TH 222% 152% 245% 16.1% 182% 21.9% 17.2% 19.1%
7TH 31.8% 263% 31.6% 244% 342% 33.0% 285% 29.4%

8TH 442% 245% 303% 352% 509% 37.7% 36.1% 357%

9TH 47.0% 43.6% 456% 47.1% 50.8% 404% 63.8% 48.2%

10TH 50.3% 502% 453% 51.5% 51.1% 61.1% 54.7% 51.6%

11TH 553% 39.7% 544% 57.0% 67.3% 549% 585% 53.9%

12TH 54.6% 51.8% 51.0% 63.0% 59.6% 64.7% 59.8% 57.2%

6thrul2 41.8% 339% 383% 387% 450% 41.9% 424%  39.7%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9105) =7.0**; 2< 1, 5,6, 7

Past-Month 6TH 104% 10.2% 10.6% 7.8% 9.0% 103% 9.8% 9.7%
7TH 205% 17.8% 17.2% 127% 156% 21.9% 164% 17.3%

8TH 381% 172% 246% 29.0% 41.8% 257% 31.0% 28.7%

9TH 36.7% 35.0% 382% 39.0% 424% 343% 51.8% 39.4%

10TH 427% 41.4% 35.0% 442% 458% 39.2% 53.6% 43.2%

11TH 46.7% 34.2% 448% 485% 57.2% 40.5% 64.1% 47.5%

12TH 46.2% 45.9% 44.6% 503% 43.0% 50.0% 59.4% 48.8%

6thrul2z 334% 278% 295% 30.9% 353% 30.2% 39.3% 32.1%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9299) = 10.1*; 2<1,5,7;and 1, 3,4,6<7

Table 7 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -
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Table7 - Continued

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 I STATE
Wine Coolers Lifetime 6TH 249% 183% 289% 226% 285% 33.3% 27.6% 25.5%

7TH 43.0% 36.8% 388% 352% 41.7% 46.8% 41.3% 40.0%
8TH 526% 33.1% 454% 50.0% 63.3% 475% 52.6% 47.9%
9TH 56.2% 55.9% 61.3% 57.3% 626% 574% 68.2% 59.5%
10TH 50.3% 63.6% 60.7% 643% 66.2% 64.2% 76.2% 65.0%
11TH 71.6% 59.3% 69.8% 753% 81.0% 67.1% 725% 70.1%
12TH 71.9% 733% 738% 69.0% 69.4% 76.9% 76.9% 73.1%

6thrul2 526% 47.7% 524% 51.1% 57.6% 548% 57.7% 52.7%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10163) = 9.1**; 2<1,3,5,6,7;and4<7

Past-Y ear 6TH 185% 128% 221% 17.6% 199% 229% 18.0% 18.3%
7TH 31.7% 243% 320% 29.6% 33.9% 40.0% 24.3% 30.0%

8TH 41.2% 248% 288% 37.9% 50.0% 41.3% 403% 36.4%

9TH 451% 455% 438% 44.0% 485% 455% 584% 47.0%

10TH 475% 49.0% 47.7% 555% 51.8% 49.0% 64.3% 52.4%

11TH 60.2% 47.0% 558% 61.0% 683% 435% 624% 56.6%

12TH 60.7% 60.2% 56.5% 58.4% 54.7% 652% 69.0% 60.9%

6thrul2z 41.3% 352% 38.8% 40.8% 448% 425% 450%  40.7%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9410) = 7.0**; 2<1,5,6, 7; and 3< 7

Past-M onth 6TH 8.3% 7.1% 8.3% 6.6% 9.2% 10.6% 7.2% 7.9%
7TH 17.1% 165% 163% 174% 122% 232% 146% 16.8%

8TH 354% 206% 244% 302% 459% 303% 325% 30.2%

9TH 408% 37.9% 358% 394% 409% 37.1% 47.9% 39.9%

10TH 41.1% 41.3% 415% 45.0% 47.2% 36.3% 582% 44.6%

11TH 49.6% 40.6% 46.0% 54.8% 59.2% 354% 575% 48.8%

12TH 51.7% 52.7% 523% 51.6% 51.3% 59.1% 60.0% 54.0%

6thrul2 33.8% 30.0% 30.8% 331% 37.3% 31.9% 386% 33.4%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9315) =6.2**; 2<5,7;3<7;and6<7

Table 7 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -
TYPEOF  GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
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Table7 - Continued

SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 I STATE

Wine Lifetime 6TH 153% 97% 176% 155% 148% 192% 20.5% 15.8%
7TH 264% 155% 16.5% 26.5% 26.6% 28.8% 33.8% 24.4%
8TH 37.3% 225% 323% 39.6% 453% 34.6% 40.9% 352%
9TH 40.3% 383% 429% 463% 50.6% 40.7% 64.0% 45.6%
10TH 43.0% 46.5% 451% 52.6% 51.6% 41.1% 67.5% 50.1%
11TH 547% 40.2% 555% 59.9% 70.2% 50.0% 70.0% 56.3%
12TH 53.8% 56.2% 57.3% 641% 515% 60.0% 70.8% 59.5%

6thrul2 37.3% 31.0% 36.4% 413% 431% 37.9% 50.6%  39.3%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10129) = 26.0**; 2<1,4,5,6,7;and 1, 3,4,5,6<7

Past-Y ear 6TH 10.1% 6.3% 12.3% 8.9% 11.4% 17.9% 142% 11.1%
7TH 21.9% 131% 126% 199% 193% 226% 224% 18.5%
8TH 31.3% 16.7% 228% 30.8% 36.0% 30.8% 325% 27.9%
9TH 346% 306% 335% 384% 355% 34.0% 55.6% 37.4%
10TH 305% 355% 329% 436% 39.6% 343% 58.0% 39.5%
11TH 429% 34.6% 46.3% 51.5% 59.4% 30.3% 589% 45.9%
12TH 47.4% 42.6% 443% 50.0% 43.3% 429% 612% 47.7%
6thrul2z 29.7% 238% 273% 323% 33.0% 294% 40.7%  30.6%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9912) = 20.3**; 2<1,4,5, 7;and 1, 3,4,5,6<7
Past-M onth 6TH 3.2% 31% 4.8% 2.4% 5.6% 6.7% 7.8% 4.5%
7TH 124% 4.7% 24% 10.3% 59% 162% 9.8% 8.6%
8TH 268% 13.6% 21.5% 223% 321% 21.3% 27.6% 22.9%
9TH 263% 263% 27.8% 341% 309% 321% 476% 31.9%
10TH 32.0% 294% 332% 392% 37.3% 19.6% 53.9% 357%
11TH 350% 31.3% 383% 458% 47.7% 321% 54.6% 40.5%
12TH 40.3% 36.0% 383% 421% 389% 40.9% 56.4% 42.0%

6thrul2 244% 20.1% 228% 265% 27.6% 235% 36.2% 25.7%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9263) = 20.5**; 2<4,5,7;and 1, 3,4,5,6<7

Table 7 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPEOF  GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
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Liquor Lifetime 6TH
7TH
8TH
9TH
10TH
11TH
12TH

6thru 12

Past-Y ear 6TH

7TH
8TH
9TH
10TH
11TH
12TH

6 thru 12

Past-Month 6TH
7TH
8TH
9TH
10TH
11TH
12TH

6thru 12

12.3%

23.6%

31.2%

41.5%

46.4%

56.1%

57.9%

56.7%

7.6%

16.3%

20.4%

36.9%

47.2%

43.9%

60.6%

31.1%

11.5%

14.4%

32.8%

39.0%

46.2%

52.6%

55.0%

34.1%

8.8%

18.1%

30.4%

39.1%

46.9%

58.7%

60.2%

34.8%

9.2%

20.7%

35.6%

45.3%

54.6%

66.7%

51.5%

38.8%

13.3%

20.9%

30.4%

43.8%

51.9%

53.5%

76.9%

39.4%

9.6%

24.5%

33.8%

54.9%

63.7%

65.8%

69.1%

43.7%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10138) = 11.6**; 2<1,5,6,7;and 1,3,4<7

9.5%

19.1%

25.1%

32.4%

35.3%

45.4%

47.9%

28.4%

4.1%

11.1%

9.7%

29.2%

36.3%

34.2%

45.5%

22.1%

7.5%

10.5%

23.8%

28.5%

33.8%

40.5%

40.4%

24.4%

5.2%

12.3%

23.2%

32.9%

33.6%

47.8%

52.1%

26.4%

6.2%

14.9%

29.7%

39.7%

45.7%

54.2%

39.6%

30.6%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9368) = 10.4**; 2<1,5,6, 7;

3.6%

11.0%

24.1%

27.1%

33.6%

41.1%

40.7%

25.0%

2.5%

4.7%

10.3%

25.7%

29.2%

34.8%

40.2%

20.3%

3.8%

2.4%

20.7%

24.7%

29.7%

33.2%

33.3%

20.3%

1.9%

8.9%

18.8%

29.7%

32.8%

46.3%

49.1%

24.6%

3.1%

6.1%

21.2%

30.5%

35.8%

45.4%

34.0%

24.4%

10.5%

17.7%

18.2%

36.5%

43.2%

38.6%

57.1%

29.1%

and 3,4<7

8.4%

11.5%

19.7%

29.5%

28.0%

34.6%

59.1%

25.6%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9177) = 11.3**; 1,2,3,4,5,6<7

7.0%

14.9%

26.0%

46.4%

50.7%

53.4%

58.1%

33.2%

4.5%

6.8%

20.2%

40.0%

48.0%

50.9%

56.9%

31.6%

10.2%
19.6%
30.1%
42.3%
50.7%
55.9%
61.6%

36.5%

6.9%
14.0%
21.7%
34.3%
39.1%
44.2%
48.8%

27.3%

3.8%

7.2%

19.0%
29.3%
34.0%
40.8%
44.8%

24.4%

Prevalence of Steroid Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State

Table8

PREVAI ENCE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -
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TYPEOF  GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  STATE
Steroids Lifetime 6TH 08% 05% 05% 04% 08% 19% 09%  0.8%
7TH 17% 05% 10% 16% 07% 11% 07%  1.0%
8TH 16% 06% 16% 15% 31% 38% 15%  1.8%
9TH 05% 20% 16% 18% 21% 27% 40%  2.0%
10TH  12% 11% 04% 15% 05% 19% 36%  15%
11TH  12% 06% 04% 22% 08% 24% 08%  1.2%
12TH  04%  14% 10% 24% 06% 00% 24%  1.3%
6thrul2 11% 1.0% 1.0% 16%  13% 21% 20%  14%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10161) = 2.4*; (No differences detected.)

Past-Y ear 6TH 03% 00% 05% 00% 00% 10% 18%  05%
7TH 14% 00% 00% 12% 04% 16% 07%  0.7%
8TH 12% 00% 16% 05% 31% 37% 08%  1.3%
9TH 11%  24% 26% 12% 09% 27% 28%  2.0%
10TH  16% 07% 12% 07% 09% 09% 30%  14%
11TH  11% 00% 12% 16% 08% 00% 08%  0.8%
12TH  00% 05% 11% 12% 06% 40% 18%  1.2%

6thrul2 1.0% 06% 12% 09%  10% 20% 17%  11%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10148) = 3.1*; 2< 6

Past-Month 6TH 00% 00% 03% 05% 04% 00% 00%  0.2%
7TH 08% 11% 00% 04%  04% 06% 00%  05%

8TH 24% 07% 00% 11%  24% 40% 08%  14%

9TH 27% 12% 22% 34% 09% 29% 35%  25%

10TH  17%  1.9% 12% 15%  14% 19% 24%  1.7%

11TH  12% 00% 12% 11%  12% 24% 09%  1.0%

12TH  08%  15% 11% 18%  42% 46% 42%  2.4%

6thrul2 15% 09% 09% 15%  15% 23% 16%  14%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9544) = 2.1N5, (No differences detected.)

Table9

Prevalence of Marijuana Usage Across Grade L evels by Regions and Total State

TYPE OF

GRADE

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -
SUB-STATE REGIONS:

TOTAL
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SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Marijuana Lifetime 6TH 3.8% 0.5% 3.3% 3.0% 2.6% 3.9% 3.5% 2.9%
7TH 123% 10.7% 2.1% 8.3% 6.2% 73% 124% 8.7%
8TH 18.4% 9.1% 146% 198% 152% 26% 193% 14.5%
9TH 19.6% 181% 183% 23.9% 21.4% 19.1% 40.3% 23.0%
10TH 206% 27.3% 17.8% 193% 251% 283% 41.7% 27.2%
11TH 30.0% 249% 188% 29.4% 28.8% 28.6% 41.3% 28.8%
12TH 271.7% 332% 264% 281% 30.1% 346% 46.8% 32.4%
6thrul2z 192% 163% 13.7% 178% 17.5% 165% 27.8%  18.5%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10180) = 21.2**;3<1;and 1, 2,3,4,5,6< 7
Past-Y ear 6TH 3.5% 1.6% 3.6% 2.6% 2.2% 5.7% 3.6% 3.2%
7TH 9.2% 9.2% 1.1% 9.5% 5.4% 7.0% 132% 81%
8TH 11.3% 4.7% 80% 124% 11.6% 1.3% 8.2% 8.2%
9TH 11.5% 13.8% 11.4% 151% 13.1% 10.0% 25.0% 14.3%
10TH 203% 16.7% 10.3% 121% 164% 198% 284% 17.5%
11TH 204% 147% 13.1% 192% 195% 152% 242% 17.9%
12TH 16.2% 233% 16.2% 17.7% 141% 20.0% 345% 20.7%
6thrul2z 124% 11.1% 85% 11.9% 11.2% 10.1% 181% 11.9%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9576) =12.3**;3<1;and 1,2,3,4,56<7
Past-Month 6TH 2.9% 0.6% 2.0% 1.5% 1.7% 2.1% 4.1% 2.1%
7TH 4.1% 5.1% 0.0%  4.4% 2.0% 4.4% 4.85 3.6%
8TH 144% 6.0% 6.8% 14.8% 9.2% 50% 154% 10.5%
9TH 13.6% 9.8% 99% 14.7% 149% 10.8% 27.3% 14.3%
10TH 20.3% 159% 10.5% 11.6% 194% 208% 30.5% 18.2%
11TH 214% 16.2% 13.7% 215% 221% 188% 32.8% 20.8%
12TH 182% 23.8% 16.3% 195% 192% 333% 357% 23.5%
6thrul2z 132% 104% 80% 12.0% 121% 122% 20.7% 12.7%

ANALYSIS: F(6,9383) =20.4**;3<4,1;and 1, 2,3,4,5,6,<7.

Table 10

Prevalence of Hallucinogen Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State

SUBSTANCE

TYPEOF  GRADE
ESTIMATE LEVELS

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

SUB-STATE REGIONS:

1

3

4

5

7

TOTAL
STATE

23



Hallucinogens  Lifetime 6TH 03% 00% 02% 00% 00% 29% 00%  04%
7TH 17% 09%  10% 16% 11% 16% 21%  14%
8TH 47% 38% 69% 52% 75% 38% 76% 55%
9TH 30% 12% 37% 62% @ 48% 26% 114%  4.6%
10TH  54% 30% 47% 6.6% 40% 66% 67%  53%
11TH  23% 41% 55% 81% 39% 59% 125% 6.1%
12TH  20% 57% 53% 7.0% 23% 7.7% 120% 6.1%
6thrul2 27% 24% 38% 46% 34% 42% 70%  40%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10139) =9.7+*; 2< 4, 7;and 1, 3, 4,5,6 < 7
Past-Y ear 6TH 16% 05% 17% 13% 04% 10% 00%  1.0%
7TH 24% 14% 00% 28% 18% 27% 35%  21%
8TH 16% 0.0% 16% 41% 20% 26% 23%  2.0%
9TH 08% 08% 21% 37% 26% 00% 80%  26%
10TH  21% 15% 19% 41% 13% 00% 43%  23%
11TH  08% 23% 20% 49%  27% 00% 92%  33%
12TH  12% 29% 31% 42% 06% 00% 101%  3.4%
6thrul2 15% 12% 17% 35% 17% 10% 50%  23%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10082) = 14.4**;1,2,3,5,6<7,and 1, 2, 3, 6 < 4
Past-Month 6TH 00% 00% 03% 00% 04% 00% 00% 01%
7TH 04% 06% 00% 18% 00% 13% 27% 10%
8TH 20% 00% 33% 49% 12% 39% 23% 25%
9TH 11% 20% 16% 47% 18% 09% 7.0%  2.8%
10TH  25% 19% 24% 45% 18% 00% 60%  2.9%
11TH  12%  12% 24% 38% 35% 00% 11.0% 3.4%
12TH  24% 29% 39% 36% 12% 00% 89%  3.6%
6thrul2 13% 12% 19% 33% 14% 10% 52%  23%
ANALYSIS: F(6,9537) = 15.4%; 1,2,3,4,5,6 <7;and 1, 2,6 <4
TABLE 11
Prevalence of Stimulant Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State
PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -
TYPEOF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  STATE
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TABLE 11

Prevalence of Stimulant Usage Across Grade L evelsby Regionsand Total State

Cocaine Lifetime 6th 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
7th 2.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 0.9%
8th 1.6% 0.0% 3.9% 2.1% 1.6% 1.3% 3.8% 2.1%
9th 1.4% 0.8% 1.0% 2.2% 1.7% 0.0% 2.8% 1.4%
10th 1.6% 0.0% 1.2% 1.5% 2.2% 0.9% 1.8% 1.2%
11th 0.4% 1.2% 1.6% 1.6% 1.9% 1.2% 3.3% 1.6%
12th 1.2% 1.0% 1.1% 1.8% 1.8% 3.9% 4.9% 2.1%

6thrul2z 1.3% 0.5% 1.3% 1.6% 1.4% 0.9% 2.4% 1.3%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10138) = 4.2**; 2,6 <7

Past- Year 6th 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
7th 2.4% 0.5% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.8%
8th 2.0% 0.7% 1.5% 0.5% 1.2% 1.3% 2.2% 1.3%
9th 0.5% 0.4% 2.1% 1.2% 0.9% 0.9% 2.3% 1.2%
10th 2.5% 0.4% 1.2% 1.9% 1.3% 0.0% 1.2% 1.2%

11th 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 1.1% 1.2% 0.0% 3.3% 1.2%
12th 0.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 4.0% 4.8% 1.5%
6thrul2z 1.1% 0.4% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 1.8% 1.0%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10078) = 3.0%; 2< 7

Past-M onth 6th 0.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 1.1% 0.0% 0.4%
7th 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
8th 1.6% 0.0% 0.8% 1.1% 2.0% 3.8% 2.7% 1.5%
9th 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 1.6% 1.3% 0.0% 1.2% 0.8%
10th 1.7% 0.4% 0.8% 1.9% 1.3% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1%
11th 0.4% 1.8% 2.0% 1.1% 2.3% 0.0% 2.5% 1.4%
12th 1.6% 0.0% 1.2% 1.8% 1.2% 4.2% 3.6% 1.8%

6thrul2z  0.9% 0.5% 0.8% 1.2% 1.3% 1.4% 1.5% 1.0%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9619) = 1.7"S; (No differences observed).

TABLE 11 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Uppers Lifetime 6th 1.4% 0.5% 1.2% 0.9% 2.2% 1.0% 1.7% 1.2%
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TABLE 11 - Continued

7th 5.7% 10% 41% 3.6% 33% 4.3% 5.6% 3.9%
8th 6.3%  0.0% 76%  83% 7.0% 6.5% 9.6% 6.3%
9th 8.9% 12%  4.2% 7.0% 9.0% 35% 15.9% 6.9%

10th 10.0%  4.4% 8.4% 9.3% 8.4% 3.7%  157% 8.8%
11th 8.9% 4.6% 9.8% 12.0% 10.9% 6.0% 19.2% 10.2%
12th 8.2% 6.6% 132% 7.7% 4.7% 154% 20.2% 10.9%
6thrul2z  6.9% 2.3% 6.5% 6.6% 6.4% 54%  11.8% 6.5%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10178) = 21.8**; 2<1,2,3,4,5,6,7;and 1, 3,4,5,6 <7

Past- Year 6th 0.8% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6%
7th 3.0% 0.5% 3.2% 3.2% 2.5% 1.6% 2.9% 2.4%
8th 5.1% 0.0% 7.1% 5.2% 5.4% 5.2% 5.3% 4.6%
9th 6.3% 0.8% 2.6% 5.9% 6.6% 35% 13.9% 5.5%

10th 7.1% 2.2% 6.3% 6.1% 7.1% 28%  12.2% 6.3%
11th 6.3% 3.5% 6.7% 7.3% 7.2% 24%  13.6% 6.8%
12th 6.3% 4.8% 9.7% 3.7% 41% 12.0% 15.9% 8.1%
6thrul2 4.8% 1.5% 4.9% 4.4% 5.0% 3.7% 8.7% 4.6%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10018) = 17.1**;2<1,3,4,5,7;1,3,4,5,6 <7

Past-Month 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
7th 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 0.8% 0.6% 2.7% 1.2%

8th 3.6% 0.0% 5.0% 4.4% 4.7% 4.0% 6.2% 3.8%

9th 5.2% 1.2% 2.7% 5.1% 4.9% 10% 11.6% 4.5%

10th 6.4% 2.2% 5.2% 6.1% 5.8% 0.0% 9.1% 5.1%

11th 6.3% 1.7% 4.8% 6.6% 6.3% 0.0% 11.7% 5.4%

12th 5.1% 4.8% 6.3% 5.4% 3.6% 8.0% 13.1% 6.7%

6thrul2  4.0% 1.3% 3.4% 4.2% 3.9% 1.8% 7.6% 3.8%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9501) =17.0**;2<1.4.7;and 1, 3,4,5,6 <7

TABLE 11 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPEOF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 I STATE
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TABLE 11 - Continued

Ecstasy Lifetime 6th 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
7th 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.7% 0.5% 1.4% 0.5%

8th 0.8% 0.0% 0.8% 1.6% 3.1% 0.0% 3.0% 1.2%

9th 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 1.8% 2.5% 0.0% 2.8% 1.1%

10th 1.2% 0.0% 2.7% 2.2% 0.4% 1.9% 3.6% 1.8%

11th 0.8% 1.7% 0.8% 1.1% 1.6% 1.2% 1.6% 1.2%

12th 1.6% 1.4% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 0.0% 5.4% 1.8%

6thrul2z  0.6% 0.5% 0.9% 1.3% 1.4% 0.5% 2.4% 1.1%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10168) =6.8**;1,2,3,6<7

Past- Year 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2%
7th 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 1.2% 0.7% 1.1% 1.4% 0.8%

8th 2.4% 1.3% 4.8% 2.6% 2.0% 0.0% 3.0% 2.4%

9th 1.1% 2.0% 0.0% 4.7% 2.2% 3.5% 3.4% 2.4%

10th 3.0% 0.4% 2.8% 2.6% 1.4% 2.8% 3.6% 2.4%

11th 1.6% 3.5% 2.4% 1.1% 2.8% 4.8% 5.2% 3.0%

12th 1.6% 2.5% 3.1% 2.4% 4.8% 4.0% 6.0% 3.3%

6thrul2z  15% 1.3% 1.8% 2.1% 1.8% 2.3% 3.0 2.0%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10016) = 2.7%; 2< 7

Past-M onth 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
7th 0.8% 0.6% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.4%
8th 0.4% 0.0% 0.8% 1.1% 0.8% 1.3% 1.5% 0.8%
9th 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 1.7% 0.0% 2.3% 0.9%

10th 0.4% 0.0% 1.2% 1.1% 0.4% 0.9% 2.4% 1.0%

11th 0.4% 0.0% 2.0% 0.5% 1.2% 0.0% 2.5% 0.9%
12th 1.2% 1.4% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 4.2% 1.4%
6thrul2z  0.6% 0.2% 0.7% 0.9% 0.7% 0.4% 1.9% 0.8%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9544) =5.8**; 1, 2,3,6<7

TABLE 11 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -
TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
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TABLE 11 - Continued

SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Ice Lifetime 6th 05% 01.6% 0.7% 0.4% 1.5% 1.9% 0.9% 1.0%
7th 1.0% 1.4% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 1.1% 1.4% 1.0%
8th 0.8% 0.6% 3.1% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0% 2.2% 1.3%
9th 0.8% 0.4% 1.0% 1.8% 2.1% 0.0% 1.1% 1.0%
10th 1.2% 0.7% 1.5% 1.5% 0.4% 3.7% 1.8% 1.5%
11th 0.4% 1.2% 0.8% 1.6% 1.9% 1.1% 1.7% 1.2%

12th 0.4% 0.5% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 0.0% 3.0% 1.1%
6thrul2z  0.7% 0.9% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.7% 1.2%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10221) = 1.2"%; (No differences observed.)

Past- Year 6th 0.5% 1.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6%
7th 2.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.7% 1.6% 2.1% 1.2%
8th 0.8% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5%
9th 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 2.2% 0.9% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9%
10th 0.8% 0.0% 1.2% 1.1% 0.5% 1.0% 2.4% 1.0%

11th 00% 06%  0.4% 1.6% 16%  0.0% 1.7% 0.8%
12th 04% 05% 08% 00% 06%  0.0% 1.8% 0.6%
6thrul2 08% 06% 08% 08% 09% 04% 1.5% 0.8%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10135) = 2.1 ™5; (No differences observed.)

Past-M onth 6th 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 1.0% 1.1% 0.7%
7th 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 1.8% 0.6%
8th 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.5% 0.4% 1.3% 1.5% 0.8%
9th 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 1.6% 0.4% 0.0% 1.2% 0.7%

10th 0.8% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.5% 0.0% 1.2% 0.6%
11th 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 1.6% 1.6% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9%
12th 0.4% 0.5% 1.2% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.6%
6thrul2z  0.3% 0.7% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 1.3% 0.7%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9533) =2.2*; 1< 7

TABLE 11 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -
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TABLE 11 - Continued

TYPEOF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE

Crack Lifetime 6th 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%

7th 0.7% 1.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.6%

8th 1.2% 0.0% 0.8% 0.5% 2.3% 2.5% 2.2% 1.2%

9th 0.3% 0.8% 0.5% 1.2% 1.7% 0.0% 2.8% 1.0%

10th 2.4% 0.4% 0.4% 1.1% 1.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.9%

11th 1.2% 1.7% 1.6% 1.1% 0.4% 2.2% 1.7% 1.4%

12th 1.2% 0.5% 1.1% 0.0% 0.6% 3.9% 1.8% 1.2%

6thrul2z 1.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7% 1.0% 1.2% 1.3% 0.9%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10228) = 1.2N%; (No differences observed.)

Past- Y ear 6th 0.3% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%

7th 0.7% 1.4% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7%

8th 0.8% 0.7% 1.5% 0.0% 1.9% 2.6% 0.8% 1.0%

9th 0.3% 0.8% 0.5% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 2.3% 0.8%

10th 2.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.4% 0.4% 0.9% 0.6% 0.7%

11th 0.4% 1.7% 0.8% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%

12th 1.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.6% 4.0% 1.2% 1.0%

6thrul2 0.8% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 1.0% 0.8% 0.7%

ANALY SIS: F(6,10142) = 0.5"%; (No differences observed.)

Past-Month 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 1.0% 0.3%

7th 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.4%

8th 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 3.9% 0.8% 0.8%

9th 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.9% 0.9% 0.0% 1.7% 0.6%

10th 0.8% 0.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%

11th 0.4% 1.7% 1.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8%

12th 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.6% 0.6% 4.2% 0.6% 0.9%

6thrul2z 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 1.2% 0.8% 0.6%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9616) = 2.1S; (No differences observed).
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TABLE 12

Prevalence of Depressant Usage Across Grade L evels by Regions and Total State

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL

SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 I STATE
Downers Lifetime 6th 0.0%  0.5% 10% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
7th 1.0% 00% 00% 31% 00% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8%
8th 08% 00% 00% 31% 3.9% 1.3% 1.5% 1.3%
9th 1.1% 12%  3.7% 28%  3.0% 2.6% 5.7% 2.8%

10th 2.5% 22% 46%  3.0% 13% 0.9% 6.0% 3.2%

11th 3.1% 1.7% 2.3% 4.3% 5.0% 1.2% 5.8% 3.3%
12th 1.6% 2.9% 4.2% 3.0% 2.3% 7.7% 7.7% 4.1%
6thrul2z 1.3% 1.1% 2.1% 2.7% 2.1% 1.8% 3.6% 2.1%

ANALYSIS: F(6,10186) =5.7**;1,2,6 <7

Past- Year 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
7th 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 0.5%
8th 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 3.5% 1.3% 2.2% 1.2%
9th 1.1% 0.8% 1.6% 1.2% 1.3% 1.8% 4.6% 1.7%
10th 2.1% 1.1% 2.7% 1.9% 1.3% 0.0% 4.2% 2.1%

11th 2.0% 1.7% 2.4% 3.9% 3.9% 0.0% 5.8% 2.8%
12th 0.8 2.9% 3.5% 1.2% 1.2% 8.0% 5.4% 3.2%

6thrul2z 1.0% 0.8% 1.3% 1.5% 1.6% 1.4% 3.2% 1.5%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10101) = 6.5**; 1, 2,3,4,6<7

Past-M onth 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7th 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.4%

8th 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 2.3% 3.9% 1.5% 1.2%

9th 1.1% 0.8% 2.1% 1.0% 1.7% 1.9% 5.2% 1.9%

10th 1.3% 1.9% 2.8% 2.6% 0.9% 0.0% 4.8% 2.3%

11th 2.3% 1.7% 2.8% 3.8% 4.3% 0.0% 5.0% 2.8%

12th 1.2% 1.4% 2.4% 1.8% 2.4% 0.0% 4.1% 1.9%

6thrul2z  1.0% 0.8% 1.4% 1.4% 1.6% 1.0% 3.2% 1.5%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9582) = 6.6**; 1,2, 3,4,6<7.
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TABLE 12 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 I STATE
Heroin Lifetime 6th 00% 00% 05% 00% 00% 29% 0.0% 0.4%
7th 1.0% 05% 0.0% 12% 04% 05% 1.4% 0.7%
8th 08% 06% 08% 05% 20% 1.2% 0.8% 0.9%
9th 05%  0.8% 1.0%  0.6% 13% 0.0% 1L7% 0.8%

10th 08% 08%  0.4% 1.1% 1.3% 1.9% 0.0% 0.8%
11th 0.4% 12% 04% 05% 0.8% 1.2% 0.8% 0.7%
12th 00% 00% 00% 00% 06% 4.0% 1.2% 0.7%

6thrul2z 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.9% 1.5% 0.8% 0.7%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10182) = 2.4"S; (No differences observed.)

Past- Year 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.9% 0.9% 0.4%
7th 1.4% 0.0% 1.0% 1.6% 1.1% 1.1% 0.7% 1.0%
8th 0.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.8% 1.3% 0.0% 0.4%
9th 0.3% 0.4% 1.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
10th 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3%

11th 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.8% 0.4%
12th 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.5%

6thrul2 0.5% 0.1% 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 1.0% 0.4% 0.5%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10103) = 1.8"5; (No differences observed.)

Past-M onth 6th 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.2%
7th 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3%
8th 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 3.9% 1.5% 0.8%
9th 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

10th 0.9% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
11th 0.0% 0.6% 0.85 0.5% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
12th 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 0.5%
6thrul2z  0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 1.3% 0.4% 0.3%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9592) = 6.9**; 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7 <6.
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TABLE 12 - Continued

PREVALENCE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPEOF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Roche Lifetime 6th 0.6% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.7% 1.0% 1.8% 0.9%
7th 3.0% 2.3% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 1.1% 3.5% 1.8%
8th 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 3.2% 2.0% 0.0% 1.5% 1.2%
9th 1.1% 0.0% 2.1% 0.6% 0.4% 1.0% 0.6% 0.8%
10th 0.8% 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.0% 2.8% 0.6% 1.0%
11th 1.2% 0.6% 0.4% 1.1% 0.4% 1.2% 0.0% 0.7%
12th 0.4% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
6thrul2z 1.1% 0.8% 1.0% 1.2% 0.7% 1.0% 1.3% 1.0%
ANALYSIS: F(6,10072) = 0.5"5, (No differences observed.)
Past- Y ear 6th 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 1.9% 0.0% 0.5%
7th 2.1% 1.4% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 0.6% 2.2% 1.3%
8th 0.4% 0.7% 0.8% 0.5% 0.8% 0.0% 2.3% 0.8%
9th 1.9% 0.4% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 1.0%
10th 0.4% 0.4% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 1.9% 1.8% 0.9%
11th 0.0% 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
12th 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3%
6thrul2z 0.9% 0.6% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.8% 1.1% 0.8%
ANALY SIS: F(6,9999) = 1.2M%; (No differences observed.)
Past-Month 6th 0.3% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.5% 1.1% 1.1% 0.6%
7th 0.9% 1.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 2.8% 0.8%
8th 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% 1.2% 2.7% 2.3% 1.1%
9th 1.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.5%
10th 0.4% 0.8% 1.2% 0.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.7%
11th 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
12th 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
6thrul2  0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.3% 0.4% 0.7% 1.1% 0.6%

ANALYSIS: F (6,9412) = 1.6™5; (No differences observed.)
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Table 13
Inter-Regional Differencesin Prevalence Found Using the Alternative Analysis Strategy

95% Confidence Interna Classification of Regional Estimates:
CATEGORY DRUG TIMEFRAME for Statewide Prevalence Below State “Equal” to State  Above State
Tobacco
Products Cigarettes Lifetime 43.4% to 45.4% 2,6 34 1,57
Past Y ear 26.0%to 27.9% 2,34, 6 1,57
Past Month 22.9%10 24.7% 2,3 4 1,56,7
Smokeless Lifetime 16.4% to 17.8% 2,3
Tobacco Past Y ear 9.0%t0 10.1% 2,6
Past Month 8.5%10 9.6% 2,3,6 1,457
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 4) 2 3,4,6 1,57)
Inhalants Inhalants Lifetime 11.4%t0 12.7% 2,6 3 1,4,5 7
Past Y ear 7.6%1t08.7% 2,6 3 1,4,57
Past Month 7.2%10 8.2% 2,36 1 4,57
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 2) 2,6 1,3 4,5,7)
Alcohal Beer Lifetime 50.4% to 52.4% 2,4 3 1,56,7
Past Y ear 38.7%10 40.7% 2,3 4 1,56,7
Past Month 31.2%1t0 33.1% 2,3,4,6 1,57
WineCooler Lifetime 51.7%t0 53.7% 2,4 1,3 56,7
Past Y ear 39.7% 10 41.7% 2,3 1,4 56,7
Past Month 32.4% 10 34.3% 2,3,6 1,4 57
Wine Lifetime 38.3% to 40.2% 1,236 4,5,7
Past Y ear 29.7% 10 31.6% 2,3,6 1 4,57
Past Month 24.8% to 26.6% 1,236 4 57
Liquor Lifetime 35.6% to 37.5% 2,3,4 1 56,7
Past Y ear 26.4% to 28.2% 2,3,4 1,56,7
Past Month 23.5%10 25.3% 2,3 1,45 6, 7
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 8) 2,3 1,4,6 57
Steroids Steroids Lifetime 1.2%t0 1.6% 1,23 4,5 6,7
Past Y ear 0.9%t0 1.3% 2,4 1,35 6,7
Past Month 1.2t01.6% 2,3 1,45 6,7
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 2) 2 1,345 6,7)
Cannabis Marijuana Lifetime 17.8%to 19.3% 2,3,56 1,4 7
Past Y ear 11.3%to 12.6% 2,3,56 1,4 7
Past Month 12.0% to 13.3% 2,34 1,56
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 2) 2,3 1,4,56 7)
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Table 13 - Continued

95% Confidence Interna Classification of Regional Estimates:
CATEGORY DRUG TIMEFRAME for Statewide Prevalence Below State “Equal” to State  Above State
Hdlucinogens Hallucinogens  Lifetime 3.6%to0 4.4% 1,2,5 3,6 4,7
Past Year 2.0%to0 2.6% 1,2,35,6 4,7
Past Month 2.0%t0 2.6% 1,2,35,6 4,7
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 2) 1,25 3,6 4,7)
Stimulants Cocaine Lifetime 1.1%t0 1.6% 2,6 1,345
Past Year 0.8% 10 1.2% 2,5 1,34,6
Past Month 0.8%t0 1.2% 2,34, 1 56,7
Uppers Lifetime 6.0%to 7.0% 2,6 1,345
Past Year 4.2% 10 5.0% 2,6 1,3,4,5
Past Month 3.4%t0 4.2% 2,3,6 1,5 4,7
Ecstasy Lifetime 0.9%to 1.3% 1,2,6 3 4,5,7
Past Y ear 1.7%1t0 2.2% 1,2 3,4,5 6,7
Past Month 0.6% to 1.0% 1,2,6 3,4,5 7
Ice Lifetime 0.9% to 1.4% 1,2 3,4,56 7
Past Year 0.7% 10 1.0% 2,6 1,34,5 7
Past Month 0.5% to 0.9% 1 2,3,4,56 7
Crack Lifetime 0.7%t0 1.1% 3,4 1,25 6,7
Past Year 0.5% to 0.9% 4 1,2,35,7 6
Past Month 0.4%1t0 0.7% 1,23 4,5 6,7
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 10) 2 1,3, 4,56 7)
Depressants Downers Lifetime 1.8%to 2.4% 1,2,6 3,5 47
Past Y ear 1.3%to 1.7% 1,2 3,4,56 7
Past Month 1.2%1t01.7% 1,2,6 3,4,5 7
Heroin Lifetime 0.6% to 0.9% 1,23 4,7 5,6
Past Year 0.3% to 0.6% 2 1,34,57
Past Month 0.2%to 0.4% 2,4 1,357
Roche Lifetime 0.8%t0 1.2% 2,5 1,34,6
Past Year 0.6% to 0.9% 2,4,5 1,6 3,7
Past Month 0.5% to 0.8% 4,5 1,236 7
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 6) 2 1,3,4,56,7 )
GATEWAY* (Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 16) 2 1,346 57)
HARD DRUG”® (Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 20) 2 134,56 7)
OVERALL (Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 36) 2 1,34,56 7)

* The drugsincluded in this assessment are Cigarettes, Smokeless Tobacco, Inhalants, Beer, Wine Coolers, Wine,
Liquor, and Steroids.

® The drugs included in this assessment are Marijuana, Hallucinogens, Cocaine, Uppers, Ecstasy, |ce, Crack, Downers
Heroin and Roche.
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The information summarized in Table 13 clearly reinforces the conclusion drawn from the
analyses provided in Tables 5 through 12 - prevalence of drug usein Region 2 appearsto be less
than the prevalence of drug use in Region 7. At the same time, the results in Table 13 suggest
prevalence of drug use by regions, other than for the difference between regions 2 and 7, varies
somewhat depending on the type of drug under consideration. More specifically, by drug category

the results would seem to indicate the following:

CATEGORY FINDINGS
Tobacco Products 2 < State Estimate< 1, 5, and 7
Inhalants 2,6 <StateEstimate<4,5,7
Alcohol 2,3 < StateEstimate<5,7
Steroids 2 < State Estimate < 6, 7
Cannabis (Marijuana) 2,3 < StateEstimate<7
Hallucinogens 1,2,5 < StateEstimate< 4, 7
Stimulants 2 < State Estimate < 7
Depressants 2 < State Estimate < - - -
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Frequency of Drug Use Across Grade and Substate Regions

Overview

Asmentioned earlier, frequency of usedealswith how often use (of asubstance or substances)
has occurred, usualy within some specified timeframe. Thus, frequency of use is related to
prevalence of use, but is not the same - it goes beyond prevalence into the realm of intensity.
Furthermore, in a statistical sense frequency of use should be a*better” variable than prevalence
inthat it reflects ascale of valuesrather than asimple dichotomous (“on/off”) variable. Asaresult,
it conveys more information than is conveyed via a prevalence estimate. When dealing with data
that are ashighly skewed asthat secured by such drug surveyslikethe MIAS, however, the potentia
derived from using this more extended frequency of use variable is generally quite constrained.

Given the preceding, coupled with the purpose of the MIAS (i.e., to determine what regions of
the State, if any, have the most pronounced need for drug rel ated educational and treatment services),
theintent of the materialsin this section isto analyze the frequency of use data- lifetime, past year,
and past month - obtained for the 18 different drugs considered viathe MIAS. For each of those
drugsfor each of the three designated time periods frequency of use estimates were developed for
(a) each grade level by substate region, (b) each grade level, and (c) each substate region - with the
latter of these sets of estimates being of the most interest due to their direct link with the purpose
noted above.

When devel oping the various sets of frequency of use estimates the 18 drugs addressed by the

survey were grouped as follows:

CATEGORY DRUGS INCLUDED
Tobacco Products Cigarettes, Smokeless Tobacco
Alcohol Beer, Wine Coolers, Wine, Liquor
Inhalants Inhalants
Steroids Steroids
Cannabis Marijuana
Hallucinogens Hallucinogens
Stimulants Cocaine, Uppers, Ecstasy, Ice, Crack
Depressants Downers, Heroin, Roche
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Results of the Frequency of Use Analyses

Thefrequency of use estimates developed for the different categories of drugslisted above are
summarized in Table 14 through Table 21. Inspection of any of those tables reveals that for each
set of estimates provided (i.e., thosefor Lifetime, Past Y ear, and Past Month) an ANAL Y SI Sof the

seven substate regions was conducted. Each such analysis was operationalized via a one-way
analysisof variance (ANOVA, « = .05) with Scheffe’ followups (o< =.10). The summariesof those
region-by-region analyses provided in Tables 14 through 21 ook as follows.

ANALYSIS: F(6,10187) = 34.6**; 2<1,34,56,7;6<1,7, AND 3<1

Summary ANOVA results - df, = 6, These are the results of the post hoc

df, = 10187, Observed F = 34.6, and Scheffe’ pairwise contrasts, e.g., 6 <17
** indicates p < .0000 (while* isused means the frequency of use for Region
toindicate p < .05 and NS donates “ Not 6 islessthan the frequency of use
Significant”). estimates for both regions 1 and 7.

The statistical results as described above could be used as one guide for looking at the
frequency of use data secured viathe MIAS and deciding which substate regions had the highest
relative frequency of useratesfor the different drugs under consideration. Generally, those results
suggest, like those observed for the prevalence estimates, that the frequency of usein Region 2is
often less than it is in the other regions. No other consistent results were discernable, however,

based upon those analyses.
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TABLE 14

Frequency of Tobacco Product Usage Across Grade L evels by Regions and Total State

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS - - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Cigarettes Lifetime 6th 161 1.29 171 1.48 1.57 1.44 152 151
7th 2.07 1.79 161 1.86 1.93 2.06 2.13 191
8th 247 1.48 2.16 231 2.29 175 2.20 2.08
9th 2.30 2.07 243 2.38 2.73 2.23 2.89 2.40
10th 2.62 2.13 244 245 2.65 2.15 271 244
11th 2.37 191 2.27 2.84 2.87 231 2.62 242
12th 245 2.16 2.48 272 2.29 272 2.66 249
6 thru 12 224 1.80 213 2.23 231 2.06 2.36 215
ANALYSIS: F(6,10187) =24.4**;2<1,3,4,5,6,7,6<5,7;and3<7
Past- Y ear 6th 1.44 1.16 1.49 131 1.44 1.20 141 1.34
7th 1.78 157 1.47 1.65 1.69 1.87 1.82 1.68
8th 1.84 1.40 1.62 1.60 1.89 1.42 158 1.60
9th 1.76 157 175 1.65 194 161 2.00 1.73
10th 175 161 1.64 1.69 1.66 1.88 1.76 1.70
11th 1.68 1.42 152 1.66 201 1.56 1.49 158
12th 175 1.50 1.57 1.80 1.68 1.88 175 1.69
6 thru 12 1.70 1.45 158 1.60 174 161 1.68 161
ANALYSIS: F(6,9983) = 20.1**; 2<1,3,4,5,7,6<1,4,5,7,and 3<5, 7.
Past-M onth 6th 1.23 1.10 1.23 1.19 1.23 1.16 1.28 1.20
7th 151 1.40 1.24 1.35 1.38 135 1.48 1.38
8th 1.68 1.27 1.67 157 1.70 157 143 154
9th 157 1.46 154 1.63 1.80 1.69 177 161
10th 1.64 143 1.50 1.66 1.63 1.49 1.68 157
11th 1.56 1.36 1.46 1.68 177 164 152 154
12th 155 152 151 1.63 151 1.68 1.73 158
6 thru 12 1.53 1.36 1.45 151 1.57 151 154 1.48

ANALYSIS: F (6,9491) = 18.8**;2<1,3,4,5,7,6<1,4,5,7;and 3<5,7
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TABLE 14 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATES ACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Smokeless Lifetime 6th 1.18 1.02 1.23 114 114 1.08 1.06 112
Tobacco 7th 151 1.10 1.04 131 143 131 1.46 1.30
8th 154 1.10 1.28 1.39 158 133 159 1.38
9th 1.52 1.24 1.65 161 1.80 1.46 157 153
10th 1.65 121 1.48 155 171 1.49 158 1.50
11th 1.58 131 1.63 177 1.60 1.56 1.62 157
12th 1.47 1.28 153 1.82 157 2.00 1.47 1.57
6thru 12 1.49 117 1.39 1.48 154 143 1.47 141
ANALYSIS: F(6,10121) =22.0**; 2< 1, 3,4,5,6, 7; and 3<5
Past- Year 6th 1.19 1.05 1.18 1.06 1.09 1.07 1.09 1.10
7th 133 114 1.04 1.28 1.37 1.25 134 1.24
8th 131 1.02 117 1.19 125 125 118 1.19
9th 1.26 1.10 135 1.25 1.37 1.18 1.30 1.25
10th 1.29 1.13 1.20 1.23 124 111 1.32 1.22
11th 1.19 113 1.22 1.35 1.28 1.06 1.27 121
12th 121 111 1.27 131 121 1.29 122 122
6 thru 12 1.26 1.09 1.20 1.23 1.26 117 1.24 1.20
ANALYSIS: F(6,9985) = 15.9**;2< 1, 3,4,5,6, 7
Past-M onth 6th 1.06 1.04 1.08 1.06 1.07 1.02 1.03 1.05
7th 1.18 1.05 1.00 1.09 117 1.08 114 1.09
8th 124 1.07 1.18 1.19 131 1.16 1.25 1.19
9th 1.26 114 1.36 1.29 141 1.24 1.29 1.27
10th 1.25 112 1.20 1.24 1.24 112 1.23 1.20
11th 1.23 1.18 1.19 1.29 1.25 113 1.26 122
12th 1.18 1.06 1.20 1.20 1.16 114 1.16 1.16
6thru 12 1.20 1.09 117 1.19 124 113 1.20 117

ANALYSIS: F (6,9493) = 9.8**;2<1,3,4,5,7,and 6 <5
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Frequency of Inhalant Usage Across Grade L evels by Regions and Total State

TABLE 15

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATES ACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Inhalants Lifetime 6th 1.13 114 113 1.06 111 1.10 122 1.13
Tth 1.26 1.07 1.16 1.32 121 117 1.29 121
8th 1.25 1.05 1.28 151 133 121 1.28 1.27
9th 1.33 122 121 1.25 1.39 1.29 1.36 1.28
10th 1.36 111 124 1.26 1.22 1.28 1.23 1.24
11th 1.15 1.16 1.20 1.24 124 1.22 1.18 1.20
12th 1.19 114 1.18 117 113 1.00 1.26 1.16
6 thru 12 1.24 1.13 1.20 1.26 124 1.19 1.26 1.22
ANALYSIS: F(6,10164=8.6*;2<1,4,5,7
Past- Y ear 6th 1.10 1.06 111 1.06 1.06 1.03 119 1.09
7th 112 1.04 1.06 1.22 1.08 1.08 113 111
8th 1.20 1.03 121 1.33 1.26 113 111 1.18
9th 1.30 114 115 1.26 1.28 123 1.40 1.25
10th 1.30 1.09 1.18 1.22 119 123 1.28 121
11th 112 1.13 117 117 117 113 121 1.16
12th 1.10 111 1.16 1.10 116 1.00 119 112
6 thru 12 1.18 1.08 115 1.20 117 112 1.22 1.16
ANALYSIS: F(6,10077) = 6.8**; 2<1,4,5,7
Past-M onth 6th 1.04 1.09 1.09 101 1.08 1.05 1.05 1.06
7th 1.09 1.09 1.04 117 1.07 1.03 1.09 1.09
8th 1.15 1.09 1.19 131 1.18 114 121 1.18
9th 1.23 114 1.15 1.19 1.25 1.20 124 1.19
10th 1.18 1.10 113 111 113 1.16 1.19 1.14
11th 1.09 1.09 111 1.09 1.15 111 112 1.10
12th 111 1.08 1.08 1.07 1.08 1.00 112 1.08
6 thru 12 1.13 1.10 111 1.15 114 111 1.15 1.13

ANALYSIS: F (6,9602) = 2.4*; (No differences observed.)
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TABLE 16
Frequency of Alcohol Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Beer Lifetime 6th 1.53 133 1.60 1.36 1.49 1.56 1.39 1.45
7th 1.89 174 164 1.63 1.90 181 175 1.75
8th 213 1.62 2.08 2.05 2.30 181 2.05 1.98
9th 2.23 2.24 2.48 231 2.57 241 2.70 240
10th 248 247 2.57 2.39 274 243 2.90 257
11th 273 2.25 271 274 3.10 2.84 297 272
12th 2.78 2.79 277 2.82 271 321 3.10 2.88
6 thru 12 2.20 2.00 221 211 2.36 2.23 2.35 2.19

ANALYSIS: F(6,10146)= 10.7**;2<1,3,5,6, 7;and 4 <5, 7

Past- Y ear 6th 1.37 1.20 141 1.25 1.33 1.38 123 1.30
7th 1.70 151 1.49 1.47 1.64 1.63 1.56 1.56

8th 2.02 155 1.66 191 214 1.82 1.86 1.83

9th 213 2.04 2.09 215 2.27 191 2.57 2.16

10th 219 2.24 2.08 2.20 2.27 242 2.34 2.24

11th 242 1.92 2.30 240 272 245 2.50 2.35

12th 2.35 231 215 251 2.36 271 247 2.39

6 thru 12 197 1.76 1.82 1.90 2.03 1.95 1.98 1.90

ANALYSIS: F(6,10119) = 7.1**; 2<5,6,7; 4<5,7;and 3< 7

Past-M onth 6th 117 114 1.16 111 1.16 1.16 1.16 115
7th 1.38 135 121 1.19 1.30 1.42 1.25 1.29

8th 1.72 1.37 144 155 1.72 1.46 1.63 154

9th 1.75 1.70 1.89 172 1.89 1.63 2.01 1.79

10th 1.84 184 1.67 1.85 1.99 161 2.10 184

11th 191 1.70 1.89 1.97 2.16 1.97 2.38 1.98

12th 1.94 2.02 1.87 194 1.70 1.90 2.34 1.98

6 thru 12 1.65 1.56 157 158 1.68 1.56 1.80 1.63

ANALYSIS: F (6,9699) = 6.4**; 2,4<5,7;and 6,3<7
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TABLE 16 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Wine Coolers Lifetime 6th 1.45 1.26 1.50 1.37 1.50 1.60 1.36 1.42
7th 1.86 174 161 172 181 1.90 1.76 1.76
8th 2.08 1.63 2.01 2.13 2.30 1.90 2.23 2.02
9th 2.28 2.29 251 2.24 2.63 242 2.56 2.39
10th 247 247 247 241 2.65 2.37 2.97 2.55
11th 2.79 2.36 2.70 2.87 3.08 2.78 2.79 2.73
12th 2.79 2.80 2.82 275 2.69 3.15 3.08 2.87
6 thru 12 219 2.02 2.18 214 2.34 2.25 2.33 219

ANALYSIS: F(6,10163)=9.2**; 2<1,5,6,7;and 4 <5, 7

Past- Y ear 6th 131 1.19 1.36 1.27 134 1.36 1.22 1.28
7th 1.66 1.46 1.49 1.59 1.63 172 144 1.56

8th 1.89 153 1.65 1.83 211 1.83 1.96 1.80

9th 207 2.04 2.10 2.01 211 2.03 2.39 2.10

10th 212 2.16 2.06 2.24 221 2.08 2.63 222

11th 2.46 2.13 2.36 2.58 2.67 2.17 2.53 2.40

12th 2.46 2.49 2.29 2.32 2.32 2.70 2.58 245

6 thru 12 1.93 1.79 184 1.90 2.00 193 2.02 191

ANALYSIS: F(6,10067) =5.9**;2<1,5,7

Past-Month 6th 112 111 113 111 1.16 113 112 1.12
7th 131 1.32 1.27 1.27 1.23 141 124 1.29

8th 1.60 1.38 1.47 153 1.76 1.47 1.68 154

Sth 1.72 1.69 172 1.65 1.78 171 177 171

10th 1.79 174 1.79 1.79 1.90 1.56 1.99 1.80

11th 1.86 1.78 1.78 2.02 2.07 1.84 2.04 1.90

12th 1.90 201 191 181 1.92 2.09 2.04 1.95

6 thru 12 1.60 1.56 1.56 1.56 1.67 1.58 1.68 1.60

ANALYSIS: F (6,9594) = 4.0**; 4<5,7
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TABLE 16 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Wine Lifetime 6th 1.27 114 1.26 1.23 1.25 1.37 1.27 1.25
7th 1.56 1.27 1.24 1.50 1.48 1.56 161 1.45
8th 1.67 1.39 1.68 1.76 191 1.64 1.90 1.69
9th 1.82 1.84 2.02 1.99 2.26 1.98 2.38 2.02
10th 1.96 2.06 2.05 2.07 2.27 1.92 2.66 2.15
11th 2.26 1.94 214 2.26 2.62 2.26 2.56 2.26
12th 222 221 2.34 2.35 2.22 2.28 2.63 2.33
6 thru 12 1.78 1.65 1.78 1.83 1.97 1.82 2.09 1.83
ANALYSIS: F(6,10129)= 19.9**; 2< 4,5,6,7,1,3<5,7;and 4,6 < 7
Past- Y ear 6th 1.16 1.10 1.19 112 122 135 119 1.18
7th 1.45 1.30 1.19 1.38 1.32 1.46 1.38 135
8th 1.66 1.37 1.46 1.68 174 1.56 174 1.59
9th 177 1.66 1.79 1.86 1.82 175 2.24 1.83
10th 1.67 1.82 175 1.90 1.92 1.76 2.25 1.87
11th 1.98 1.76 1.97 2.22 2.35 172 2.33 2.04
12th 204 2.01 1.97 2.09 2.01 1.90 2.34 2.06
6 thru 12 1.64 1.53 157 1.69 172 1.62 1.86 1.66
ANALYSIS: F(6,10033) = 10.8**; 2<5,7;1,3,4,6<7
Past-M onth 6th 1.04 1.06 1.09 1.03 112 112 113 1.08
7th 1.25 1.09 1.04 117 111 1.30 117 1.16
8th 1.45 124 1.36 1.39 153 133 152 1.40
9th 1.48 1.44 1.53 1.57 1.59 1.60 1.78 1.56
10th 1.59 151 1.56 1.66 1.70 1.35 1.92 1.62
11th 157 1.59 1.63 1.73 1.80 1.67 1.86 1.68
12th 172 1.68 1.66 1.66 1.66 1.68 1.97 1.72
6 thru 12 1.43 1.36 1.39 1.44 1.49 143 161 1.45

ANALYSIS: F (6,9699) = 6.4**; 2,4<5,7; and 6,3<7



TABLE 16 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Liquor Lifetime 6th 1.19 1.10 121 114 117 1.29 114 117
7th 1.49 1.29 1.18 1.40 1.38 1.43 1.50 1.38
8th 1.62 1.43 161 1.69 1.76 1.52 175 1.62
9th 1.93 1901 1.97 1.89 2.09 2.01 2.39 2.01
10th 218 2.18 2.19 212 2.33 221 2.73 2.28
11th 246 2.10 2.33 2.46 2.75 242 2.73 244
12th 245 2.52 2.46 249 2.27 3.04 2.85 2.58
6 thru 12 1.85 1.73 1.79 181 1.92 1.92 2.09 1.86

ANALYSIS: F(6,10138)= 11.9**; 2<5,6,7;and 1, 3,4< 7

Past- Y ear 6th 1.16 1.05 111 1.08 114 122 114 112
7th 1.40 124 113 1.30 1.26 1.40 1.30 1.28

8th 1.56 124 1.47 1.48 1.69 135 1.59 1.47

9th 181 1.70 1.69 1.82 1.96 1.80 2.18 184

10th 1.90 1.88 184 1.79 2.15 1.99 2.25 1.95

11th 214 1.83 1.98 2.24 2.32 1.99 2.39 211

12th 214 2.19 1.98 2.24 1.98 2.38 243 2.20

6 thru 12 1.67 153 154 1.63 172 1.66 1.80 1.64

ANALYSIS: F(6,10031) = 10.7**; 2<5,7;and 1, 3,4,6 <7

Past-Month 6th 1.05 1.03 1.06 1.02 1.06 113 1.10 1.06
7th 1.23 1.07 1.02 114 1.13 125 115 114

8th 141 1.20 1.34 1.36 1.33 1.29 141 1.34

9th 1.52 1.47 1.46 151 1.63 155 174 154

10th 1.68 1.56 1.63 1.64 175 1.47 1.93 1.67

11th 1.78 1.65 1.63 1.89 1.87 1.85 2.03 181

12th 179 1.87 1.63 1.84 1.62 2.00 2.23 1.86

6 thru 12 1.48 1.39 1.38 1.45 1.47 1.47 1.63 1.46

ANALYSIS: F (6,9462) = 6.2**; 1,2,3,4,6<7




Frequency of Steroid Usage Across Grade L evelsby Regionsand Total State

TABLE 17

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPEOF  GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Steroids Lifetime 6th 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.05 1.01 1.01
7th 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.01
8th 1.02 1.01 1.04 1.02 1.07 1.06 1.02 1.03
9th 101 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.05 1.04 1.07 1.03
10th 101 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.05 1.02
11th 101 1.02 1.00 1.04 1.01 1.08 1.03 1.03
12th 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.02
6 thru 12 101 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.03 1.02
ANALYSIS: F(6,10161)= 2.4*; (No differences observed.)
Past- Year 6th 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.01
7th 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.01
8th 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.06 1.09 1.03 1.03
9th 1.02 1.05 1.06 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.04 1.04
10th 1.03 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.04 1.02
11th 101 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.01
12th 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.02 112 1.02 1.03
6thru 12 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.03 1.02
ANALYSIS: F(6,10164) = 2.0, (No differences observed.)
Past-Month 6th 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 1.03 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01
8th 1.03 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.08 1.03 1.03
9th 1.04 1.02 1.03 1.06 1.02 1.07 1.04 1.04
10th 1.03 1.04 1.01 1.03 1.01 1.02 1.04 1.03
11th 101 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.07 1.01 1.02
12th 101 1.03 1.02 1.02 1.05 1.09 1.04 1.03
6thru 12 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.05 1.02 1.02

ANALYSIS: F (6,9699) = 6.4**; 2,4<5,7;and 6,3<7




TABLE 18
Frequency of Marijuana Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Marijuana Lifetime 6th 1.09 101 1.07 1.03 1.07 1.09 1.07 1.06
7th 1.32 1.26 1.03 1.20 1.16 1.20 1.26 121
8th 141 1.22 1.32 1.47 131 1.07 153 135
9th 1.46 1.42 1.42 161 158 144 2.03 1.56
10th 1.66 171 1.46 1.50 157 1.68 2.08 1.68
11th 1.68 1.65 1.50 174 1.73 1.68 2.17 1.74
12th 1.72 1.76 1.76 1.74 1.79 2.23 2.24 1.88
6 thru 12 1.45 1.40 134 1.44 1.43 144 1.72 1.46
ANALYSIS: F(6,10180)= 19.5**; 1, 2, 3,4,5,6 < 7
Past- Y ear 6th 1.09 1.02 1.06 1.03 1.06 1.10 1.08 1.06
7th 121 1.23 101 121 1.13 117 1.26 1.18
8th 1.30 111 114 1.27 1.27 101 1.23 1.19
9th 1.27 131 1.28 1.40 131 1.25 157 134
10th 1.48 1.42 1.26 1.28 1.36 144 1.60 1.40
11th 1.52 1.38 1.38 1.46 1.47 1.42 153 1.45
12th 1.36 155 1.40 141 1.36 1.50 184 1.50
6 thru 12 1.30 1.27 1.20 1.28 1.27 1.24 141 1.28
ANALYSIS: F(6,10078) =17.4**;3<1,4,7;and 1,2,4,5,6<7
Past-M onth 6th 1.06 101 1.03 1.02 1.05 1.02 1.08 1.04
7th 111 111 1.00 1.10 1.06 113 1.09 1.09
8th 1.29 113 114 1.32 117 1.09 134 1.22
Sth 1.29 1.18 117 1.30 131 1.20 1.50 1.27
10th 1.39 1.35 121 1.22 1.36 1.36 153 134
11th 1.42 134 1.29 1.38 1.40 1.47 1.59 141
12th 1.32 147 1.29 1.38 1.36 171 1.63 1.44
6 thru 12 1.26 121 115 124 124 1.25 1.38 1.25

ANALYSIS: F (6,9611) = 11.1**; 1, 2,3,4,5,6 <7
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TABLE 19

Frequency of Hallucinogen Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Hallucinogens Lifetime 6th 101 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 101
7th 1.03 101 101 1.04 1.02 1.06 1.06 1.03
8th 111 1.06 1.15 112 113 1.05 1.20 112
9th 1.05 1.02 1.06 113 112 1.04 121 1.09
10th 1.10 1.04 1.10 114 1.07 117 1.19 112
11th 1.03 1.08 111 115 1.09 112 1.29 113
12th 1.04 113 113 111 1.04 1.23 1.26 113
6 thru 12 1.05 1.04 1.08 1.09 1.07 1.10 1.16 1.08
ANALYSIS: F(6,10139)= 11.2**; 1,2, 3,4,5,6<7
Past- Y ear 6th 1.04 1.02 1.06 101 101 101 1.00 1.02
7th 1.05 1.04 1.00 1.09 1.04 1.08 1.08 1.06
8th 1.03 1.00 1.03 1.10 1.03 1.03 1.08 1.04
9th 101 101 1.04 1.09 1.07 1.00 117 1.06
10th 1.05 1.03 1.04 1.09 1.03 1.00 112 1.05
11th 101 1.06 1.05 111 1.06 1.00 122 1.08
12th 1.02 1.07 1.06 1.09 1.02 1.00 124 1.08
6 thru 12 1.03 1.03 1.04 1.08 1.04 1.02 112 1.05
ANALYSIS: F(6,10116) = 14.9**; 2,6<4,7;and 1, 3,4,5,< 7
Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 1.02 101 1.00 1.04 1.00 1.04 1.08 1.03
8th 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.09 1.02 1.05 1.05 1.04
9th 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.09 1.03 101 1.08 1.04
10th 1.04 1.03 1.03 1.06 1.02 1.00 1.08 1.04
11th 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.06 1.04 1.00 1.19 1.05
12th 1.04 1.04 1.06 1.04 101 1.00 114 1.05
6 thru 12 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.06 1.02 1.02 1.08 1.04

ANALYSIS: F (6,9553) = 9.1**; 2<4,7;1,3,5,6 <7
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TABLE 20
Frequency of Stimulant Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Cocaine Lifetime 6th 101 1.02 101 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 101
7th 1.04 101 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.02
8th 1.03 1.00 1.06 1.04 1.02 101 1.09 1.04
9th 1.03 101 1.02 1.04 1.04 1.00 1.05 1.03
10th 1.03 1.00 1.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.03
11th 101 1.04 1.04 1.03 1.05 1.05 1.07 1.04
12th 1.04 1.03 1.02 1.05 1.02 1.15 1.09 1.06
6 thru 12 1.03 101 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.05 1.03

ANALYSIS: F(6,10138)= 2.2; 2<7

Past- Y ear 6th 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 101
7th 1.05 101 1.00 1.05 1.00 101 1.00 1.02

8th 1.04 101 1.04 1.02 1.02 1.05 1.05 1.03

9th 101 101 1.05 1.03 1.03 101 1.03 1.02

10th 1.05 101 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.00 101 1.02

11th 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.02 101 1.00 1.07 1.02

12th 101 1.00 1.03 101 101 1.16 1.08 1.04

6 thru 12 1.02 1.01 1.03 1.02 101 1.03 1.03 1.02

ANALYSIS: F(6,10105) = 0.7M%; (No differences observed.)

Past-M onth 6th 1.00 101 1.02 101 1.00 1.04 1.00 101
7th 101 101 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.00

8th 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.04 1.03 1.06 1.05 1.03

9th 101 1.00 101 1.03 1.03 1.00 1.02 1.02

10th 1.02 1.00 101 1.02 1.02 101 1.04 1.02

11th 1.00 1.04 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.04 1.02

12th 1.03 1.00 1.02 1.04 101 117 1.04 1.04

6 thru 12 101 101 101 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.03 1.02

ANALYSIS: F (6,9627) = 1.3"S; (No differences observed.)



TABLE 20 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Uppers Lifetime 6th 1.02 101 101 101 1.04 101 1.03 1.02
7th 112 101 1.04 1.07 1.07 1.07 114 1.07
8th 111 1.00 112 1.24 1.13 112 121 1.13
9th 1.18 1.03 1.07 117 1.16 1.06 131 114
10th 1.22 1.08 1.20 122 113 1.09 1.36 1.19
11th 1.18 1.10 1.18 1.28 1.25 114 1.37 121
12th 1.15 115 1.26 1.22 112 1.27 1.46 1.24
6 thru 12 114 1.05 112 1.16 112 1.10 1.25 1.13
ANALYSIS: F(6,10178)=19.7**; 2<1,3,4,7;and 1, 3,4,5,6<7
Past- Y ear 6th 101 1.00 101 1.00 1.04 1.00 101 101
7th 1.08 101 1.06 1.07 1.04 1.03 1.08 1.05
8th 111 1.00 115 117 1.10 1.10 114 111
9th 1.16 1.02 1.05 117 115 1.09 1.30 1.13
10th 1.18 1.06 1.16 117 115 1.07 1.29 1.16
11th 114 1.08 114 1.19 1.16 1.04 131 1.15
12th 113 1.10 1.20 1.08 1.09 124 1.30 1.16
6 thru 12 111 1.03 1.10 112 1.10 1.08 1.19 111
ANALYSIS: F(6,10099) = 12.6**; 2<1,3,4,7;and 1,3,5,6<7
Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 101 101 1.09 1.03
8th 1.04 1.00 1.09 111 1.07 1.07 112 1.07
9th 1.09 1.02 1.04 1.10 1.08 101 1.19 1.08
10th 1.10 1.05 1.07 111 1.08 1.00 1.18 1.09
11th 1.09 1.02 1.08 112 111 1.00 113 1.08
12th 1.06 1.08 1.10 111 1.07 1.08 1.20 1.10
6 thru 12 1.06 1.02 1.05 1.09 1.06 1.02 113 1.06

ANALYSIS: F (6,9540) = 10.7**; 2,6 <4, 7;and 1,3< 7
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TABLE 20 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Ecstasy Lifetime 6th 1.00 101 101 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 1.01 1.00 1.00 101 101 101 1.03 101
8th 1.02 1.00 101 1.03 1.06 1.00 1.05 1.02
9th 1.00 101 101 1.04 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.02
10th 1.03 1.00 1.04 1.03 1.00 1.02 1.07 1.03
11th 1.02 1.03 101 101 1.03 1.05 1.02 1.02
12th 1.03 1.02 1.02 1.03 101 1.00 1.08 1.03
6 thru 12 101 101 101 1.02 1.03 101 1.04 1.02

ANALYSIS: F(6,10168)=4.4*; 1,2,3,6<7

Past- Y ear 6th 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 1.00
7th 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.03 101 101 1.04 1.02

8th 1.06 1.03 1.10 1.04 1.03 1.00 1.05 1.04

9th 101 1.05 1.00 1.10 1.05 1.10 1.06 1.05

10th 1.07 1.00 1.06 1.05 1.04 1.05 1.09 1.05

11th 1.03 1.09 1.04 1.02 1.05 1.10 1.09 1.06

12th 1.04 1.05 1.08 1.05 111 112 111 1.07

6 thru 12 1.03 1.03 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.05 1.06 1.04

ANALY SIS: F(6,10047) = 2.0"S; (No differences observed.)

Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.00 101 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 101 101

8th 1.01 1.00 101 1.02 101 101 1.02 101

9th 101 1.00 1.00 1.04 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.02

10th 101 1.00 101 101 101 101 1.03 101

11th 101 1.00 1.03 101 101 1.00 1.02 101

12th 1.02 1.02 101 101 101 1.00 1.05 1.02

6 thru 12 101 101 101 101 101 1.00 1.02 1.01

ANALYSIS: F (6,9553) = 1.6™S; (No differences observed.)
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TABLE 20 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPEOF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE

lce Lifetime 6th 101 1.03 1.01 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.02 1.02

7th 101 1.03 1.00 1.04 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.02

8th 1.02 1.01 1.04 1.03 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.02

9th 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.06 1.00 1.01 1.02

10th 1.03 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.10 1.04 1.03

11th 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.04 1.02 1.03

12th 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.01 1.00 1.05 1.02

6 thru 12 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.02

ANALYSIS: F(6,10221)= 6.4"S; (No differences observed.)

Past- Year 6th 101 1.03 1.01 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.01 101

7th 1.03 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.05 1.05 1.03

8th 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 101

9th 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.05 1.03 1.00 1.03 1.02

10th 101 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.01 1.02 1.04 1.02

11th 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.04 1.03 1.00 1.02 1.02

12th 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.03 1.01

6 thru 12 101 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.03 101

ANALYSIS: F(6,10154) = 0.8"5; (No differences observed.)

Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.01 1.01 1.01

7th 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.04 1.01

8th 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.04 1.01

9th 101 1.00 1.01 1.03 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.01

10th 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.01

11th 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.01

12th 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01

6thru 12 101 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02 101

ANALYSIS: F (6,954) = 1.1"S; (No differences observed.)
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TABLE 20 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPEOF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE

Crack Lifetime 6th 101 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00

7th 101 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01

8th 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.04 1.02 1.04 1.02

9th 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.00 1.03 1.01

10th 1.04 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.00 1.02

11th 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.06 1.02 1.02

12th 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.01 112 1.02 1.02

6 thru 12 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.02 101

ANALYSIS: F(6,10228)= 1.7"S; (No differences observed.)

Past- Year 6th 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00

7th 101 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.03 101

8th 101 1.01 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.07 1.02 1.02

9th 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.02

10th 1.06 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.04 1.01 1.02

11th 101 1.05 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 101

12th 1.04 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.16 1.01 1.03

6 thru 12 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.03 1.02 1.02

ANALYSIS: F(6,10159) = 0.9"%; (No differences observed.)

Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.01

7th 101 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01

8th 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.06 1.03 1.02

9th 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.01

10th 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01

11th 1.00 1.03 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01

12th 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.01 117 1.01 1.03

6thru 12 101 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.03 1.01 101

ANALYSIS: F (6,9626) = 0.9"S; (No differences observed.)
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TABLE 21
Frequency of Depressant Usage Across Grade L evels by Regionsand Total State

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Downers Lifetime 6th 1.00 101 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.02
8th 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.10 1.08 1.04 1.04 1.04
9th 1.02 101 1.05 1.06 1.06 1.06 111 1.05
10th 1.05 1.05 1.09 1.08 1.02 1.04 113 1.07
11th 1.07 1.05 1.04 1.08 112 1.05 1.10 1.07
12th 1.04 1.06 1.10 1.07 1.07 1.23 115 1.10
6 thru 12 1.03 1.02 1.04 1.06 1.05 1.05 1.07 1.05

ANALYSIS: F(6,10186)=4.2*; 2<4,7;and1<7

Past- Y ear 6th 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 101 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.02

8th 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.04 1.07 1.04 1.05 1.03

9th 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.05 1.04 1.08 1.04

10th 1.06 1.03 1.05 1.05 1.02 1.00 1.08 1.05

11th 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.08 1.09 1.00 116 1.07

12th 101 1.06 1.07 1.02 1.04 1.20 111 1.07

6 thru 12 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.04 1.03 1.07 1.03

ANALYSIS: F(6,10134) =4.1*;1,2,3<7

Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7th 1.02 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 1.05 101

8th 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.05 1.03 1.02

9th 1.02 101 1.04 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.08 1.03

10th 1.02 1.04 1.03 1.05 101 1.00 1.08 1.04

11th 1.05 1.03 1.03 1.05 1.06 1.00 1.08 1.04

12th 1.02 1.02 1.04 1.05 1.02 1.00 1.04 1.03

6 thru 12 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.02 101 1.05 1.02

ANALYSIS: F (6,9600) = 2.2*; (No differences observed.)
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TABLE 21 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPE OF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE
Heroin Lifetime 6th 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 101
7th 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.02 101 101 1.04 1.02
8th 101 101 101 101 1.03 1.02 101 101
9th 101 101 1.02 101 1.02 1.00 1.02 101
10th 101 101 101 1.03 1.04 1.05 1.00 1.02
11th 1.02 1.03 101 1.02 101 1.05 101 1.02
12th 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 101 1.16 101 1.02
6 thru 12 101 101 101 101 1.02 1.04 101 101

ANALYSIS: F(6,10282)=4.7**;1,2,3,4,7<6

Past- Y ear 6th 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.03 101 101
7th 1.02 1.00 101 1.03 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.02

8th 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 101 1.04 1.00 101

9th 1.00 101 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.01

10th 1.04 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 101 101

11th 1.00 101 1.00 101 101 1.00 101 1.00

12th 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 116 1.00 1.02

6 thru 12 101 1.00 101 101 101 1.03 101 101

ANALYSIS: F(6,10118) = 2.6*; 4,2<6

Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.00 101
7th 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.02 101 1.03 101
8th 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.08 1.03 101
9th 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
10th 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 101
11th 1.00 101 1.02 101 101 1.00 1.00 101
12th 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.17 1.00 1.02
6 thru 12 1.00 1.00 101 1.00 1.00 1.04 101 1.01

ANALYSIS: F (6,9600) = 4.6**; 1, 2,3,4,7<6



TABLE 21 - Continued

FREQUENCY OF USE ESTIMATESACROSS- - -

TYPEOF GRADE SUB-STATE REGIONS: TOTAL
SUBSTANCE ESTIMATE LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 STATE

Roche Lifetime 6th 101 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.01

7th 1.06 1.04 1.00 1.04 1.01 1.03 1.08 1.04

8th 1.02 1.01 1.01 112 1.04 1.00 1.02 1.03

9th 1.02 1.00 1.06 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02

10th 101 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.06 1.02 1.02

11th 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.05 1.00 1.02

12th 101 1.00 1.04 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01

6 thru 12 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.02

ANALYSIS: F(6,10272)= 1.0"; (No differences observed.)

Past- Year 6th 101 1.01 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.00 101

7th 1.05 1.02 1.00 1.04 1.01 1.01 1.04 1.03

8th 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.05 1.02

9th 1.03 1.01 1.07 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.02

10th 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.04 1.02 1.01

11th 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

12th 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.01

6 thru 12 101 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.02

ANALYSIS: F(6,10022) = 0.7M%; (No differences observed.)

Past-M onth 6th 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.03 1.02 1.01

7th 101 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.00 1.03 1.01

8th 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.02 1.05 1.04 1.02

9th 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01

10th 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.03 1.02 1.02

11th 101 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

12th 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01

6thru 12 101 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02 1.02 101

ANALYSIS: F (6,9427) = 1.3"5, (No differences observed.)
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An Alternative Analysis of the Frequency of Use Estimates

Given the scarcity of consistent conclusions regarding inter-regional differences that could be
drawn from the statistical procedures described in the preceding section, an alternative strategy
similar to that used to analyze the prevalence results, was undertaken. That strategy involved
establishing 95% confidence intervals for the different statewide frequency of use estimates and
then looking at the associated regional estimates and classifying them as being lessthan, “equal to”,
or greater than the associated statewide estimates. The application of this approach to the regional
summaries provided in Tables 14 through 21 yielded the results shown in Table 22.

Theinformation presentedin Table 22 clearly reinforcesthe conclusion drawnfromtheanal yses
provided in Tables 14 through 21 - frequency of drug use in Region 2 is consistently below the
statewide estimate while frequency of usein Region 7 is consistently above the statewide estimate.
The information in Table 22 a so suggests the following:

CATEGORY FINDINGS
Tobacco Products 2,6 < State Estimate < 1,3,4,7
Inhalants 2 < State Estimate < 1,4,57
Alcohol 2,4 < State Estimate < 57
Steroids 2 < State Estimate < 6
Cannabis (Marijuana) 2, 3, 6 < State Estimate < 7
Hallucinogens 1,2 < StateEstimate< 4,7
Stimulants < State Estimate <
Depressants 2 < State Estimate <
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Table 22

Inter-Regional Frequency of Use Differences Found Using the Alternative Analysis Strategy

CATEGORY

DRUG

95% Confidence Interna for
TIMEFRAME Statewide Frequency of Use® Below State

Classification of Regional Estimates:
“Equal” to State Above State

Tobacco Prod.

Inhalants

Alcohol

Steroids

Cigarettes

Smokeless

Tobacco

(Classification of Regiona Estimates (Consistency > 4)

Inhalants

(Classification of Regiona Estimates (Consistency > 2)

Beer

Wine Coolers

Wine

Liquor

(Classification of Regiona Estimates (Consistency > 8)

Steroids

Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month

Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month

Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month

Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month

212t02.18
2.18t02.19
1.86t01.92
1.39t01.43
1.34t01.39
1.281t01.33

1.20t0 1.23
1.19t0 1.22
1.13t01.15

2.161t02.22
2.27102.35
1.781t0 1.83
2171t02.22
2.14t02.20
1,70to 1.75
1.81t01.86
1.85t01.91
15410 1.58
1.84t01.89
1.90to0 1.96
1.581t0 1.63

1.02t01.03
1.02to0 1.03
1.03t01.04

6 The scaling used for frequency of useisasfollows: 1 = Never Used; 2=1to 2 Times, 3=3t0 10 Times, 4 =11to

19 Times, and 5 = 20+ Times.
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2,6 3, 1,4,57
2,6 3, 1,4,57
2,3,6 1,4,57
2 3,6 1,4,57
2,6 3, 1,4,57
2,6 3 1,457
2,6 3 1,4,57)
2,6 3 1,4,57
2,3,6 1,4,57
2, ) 1,457
2 3,6 1,4,57)
2,4 13 56,7
2,34 1, 56,7
2,4,6 13 57
2,4 1,3 56,7
2,3 4,6 1,57
2,4,6 13 57
1,23 4,6 57
1,236 4 57
2,3,4,6 1 57
2,34 1 56,7
2,34 1,6 57
2,34, 16 5. 7
2,4 1,36 57 )
1,23 4,5 6,7
2,4 1,57 3,6
2, 1,3457 6,
S 2 13457 ¢ 6 J___



Table 22- Continued

CATEGORY DRUG

95% Confidence Internal for

Classification of Regional Estimates:
TIMEFRAME Statewide Frequency of Use® Below State  “Equal” toState  Above State

Cannabis

Hallucinogens

Stimulants

Depressants

Marijuana

(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 2)

Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month

Hallucinogens Lifetime

(Classification of Regiona Estimates (Consistency > 2)

Cocaine

Uppers

Ecstasy

Ice

Crack

(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 10)

Downers

Heroin

Past Y ear
Past Month

Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month

Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month
Lifetime
Past Y ear
Past Month

14410 1.49
149t01.54
1.341t01.38

1.08to 1.09
1.06 to 1.08
1.04t0 1.05

1.02t0 1.03
1.03t01.04
1.02to0 1.03
1.12t01.15
1.13t01.16
1.07to0 1.09
1.02t01.02
1.05t0 1.06
1.01to 1.02
1.02t0 1.03
1.02t0 1.03
1.01to 1.02
1.01to1.02
1.02to0 1.03
1.01to 1.02

1.04t01.05
1.04t0 1.06
1.03t01.04
1.01to1.02
1.01to 1.02
1.01to0 1.02

2,3,56 1,4

2,3,56 14

2,36 1,45

2,3,6 1,45

1,25 3

1,236 5

1,235 6

1,2 3,56

2,5 1,36

2,5 1,346

2,3 1,7

2,3,56 1

2,6 1,35

2,3,6 15

1,236 4

2,4 1,356

2,6 1,35

1 2,3,4,56,7

2 1,36

3,6 1,24

3 1,2,4,57

4 1,2,357

3 1,2,4,57
1,2,3456,7

1,23 5

1,23 5,6

1,23 5

1,23 4,57

2,3 1,457

2,5 1,367

N NN N

4,6,7
4,7

47

4,7 )

4,7

4,5,6
4,7
4,7
4,7
57

4,7

4,5,7
57

4,6,7
4,7
4,6,7

6Thescaling used for frequency of useisasfollows: 1 = Never Used; 2 =1to 2 Times, 3=3to 10 Times, 4 = 11 to 19 Times, and

5 =20+ Times.
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Table 22- Continued

CATEGORY DRUG

95% Confidence Internal for

Classification of Regional Estimates:

TIMEFRAME Statewide Frequency of Use® Below State  “Equal” toState  Above State

Roche Lifetime 1.02t01.03 2,5 1,367 4
Past Y ear 1.02t01.03 2 1,4,56,7 3
Past Month 1.01t01.02 2,5 1,6, 7 3.4
(Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 6) 2 1,3,4,56,7 )
GATEWAY' (Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 16) 2 1,3,4,6 57
HARD DRUG? (Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 20) 2 1,34,56,7
OVERALL __ (Classification of Regional Estimates (Consistency > 36) 2 13456 7

® The scaling used for frequency of useis asfollows: 1 = Never Used; 2= 1 to 2 Times, 3= 3to0 10 Times,
4=111019 Times, and 5 = 20+ Times.

" The drugs included in this assessment are Cigarettes, Smokeless Tobacco, Inhalants, Beer, Wine Coolers,

Wine, Liquor, and Steroids.

® The drugsincluded in this assessment are Marijuana, Hallucinogens, Cocaine, Uppers, Ecstasy, Downers,

Heroin, and Roche.
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Extent/Severity of Substance Abuse Problems

I ntr oduction

In addition to prevalence of drug use and frequency of drug use, the survey instrument
employed during the MIAS contained a number of items that focused on the extent or severity of
students problemswith the abuse of different substances. Thetwo subsetsof severity-related
items dealt with issues surrounding (a) the abuse of alcohol-related products (e.g., “ During the past
year, how many times have you had a drink to cure a hangover?’) and (b) the abuse of other drugs
(e.g., “During the past-year, how many times have you used drugs again to keep from coming
down?"). In addition to these two subsets of items, a third subset addressed more general abuse-
related issues and problems reported by the respondents (e.g., “During the past year I've had a
changeinappetite.”). For analysispurposestheseitemsdealing with extent/severity problemswere
recoded into prevalence indicators. Thus, the resulting analysis, instead of dealing with how
frequently a particular problem was noted, addressed a question like, “During the past year, what
proportion of the respondentsidentified this particular problem asaconcern?’ It was assumed these
preval ence estimates would provide a clearer picture of the differences in the severity of specific
drug-related problems reported across grade levels and regions than would the frequency

information.

Results - Prevalence of Alcohol-Related Problems

The grade-level, regional, and statewide estimates of the prevalence of alcohol-related
problemsare summarizedin Table23. A review of theresultsof the statistical comparisonsdealing
with inter-regional differences provided in that table suggests the following:
¢ overdl, studentsin Regions 2 and 4 reported having fewer alcohol-rel ated usage problemsthan

did students in Regions 5 and 7 (see “TOTAL NUMBER OF ALCOHOL-RELATED

PROBLEMSNOTED” in Table23), whilestudentsin Regions 1, 3and 6 fall between thesetwo

extreme regional groups.

¢ Theaverage number of alcohol related abuse problemsreported statewide was slightly lessthan
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2, with the students in Regions 2 and 4 falling below this value while those in Regions 5 and
7 were higher than 2.
¢ The5most frequently cited (statewide) problem areasout of the 23 considered were (1) “During

the past year how often have you gotten drunk?’ (24%); (2) “During the past year, how many
times have you had more to drink than you intended?” (22%); (3) “During the past year, how
many times have you been drunk or hung over?’ (22%); (4) “During the past year, how many
times have you tried to cut down or stop drinking?” (15%); and (5) “During the past year
friends told me | should drink less.” (11%).

Table 23
Overview of Prevalence Estimates Dealing with “ Severity of Alcohol Problems’

INDEPENDENT  SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 10/5 116 12/7 STATE
DURING THE PAST YEAR, HOW
OFTEN HAVE YOU?

(a) Gotten drunk? Grade Level A1 .18 22 .29 .30 37 .38 .24
Region .26 23 22 .29 28 27 .26
(ANALYSIS: F(6,8136) =6.0*;4<1,5,6,7)

DURING THE PAST YEAR, HOW
MANY TIMESHAVE YOU?

(a) Had more to drink than you Grade Level .06 A2 .18 .24 .29 34 .37 22
intended? Region .23 .18 21 19 .25 21 .27
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9659) = 8.5**; 2, 4<5, 7, and 3, 6 < 7)

(b) Tried to cut down or stop Grade Level .04 .09 A4 16 A9 23 .26 A5
drinking? Region A7 A4 14 A2 A9 A7 .16

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9550) = 5,3**; 4< 1,5, 6; and 2 < 5)

(c) Skipped regular activities Grade Level .01 .02 .05 .05 .08 07 .08 .05
because of drinking? Region .05 .04 .04 .04 .06 .06 .05
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9525) = 1.5M5; (No differences observed.))

(d) Been drunk or hung over? Grade Level .04 10 16 25 32 37 .40 22
Region .23 A8 .21 19 25 21 .29
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9481) = 12.5**: 2<1,5,7; 4<5,6;and 1, 3,6 < 7)
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Table 23 - Continued

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:

ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 105 116 12/7 STATE
(e) Tried to cut back on your Grade Level .02 .05 .07 .09 10 .09 A1 .07
drinking without success?  Region .08 .07 .06 .06 10 .09 .06

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9489) = 4.8**; 4<5,6;,and 7 <6)

(f) Felt shaky or sick when you Grade Level .02 .05 .05 .06 .06 .06 .05 .05
knew it was causing you Region .05 .05 .05 .04 .05 .05 .05
problems? (ANALY SIS: F(6,9506) = 0.6"5; (No differences observed.))

(g) Drunk even when you knew Grade Level .01 .04 .05 .07 .07 .08 .06 .05
it was causing you Region .06 .04 .06 .04 .07 .06 .06

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9511) = 2.2*; (No differences observed.))

(h) Needed larger amountsof ~ Grade Level .01 .03 .05 .07 .08 10 10 .06
alcohol to get the same Region .06 .05 .06 .05 .07 .07 .07

(ANALY SIS: F(6,9495) = 1.95; (No differences observed.))

(i) Had adrink to cure a Grade Level .01 .02 .05 .06 .07 .06 .06 .05
hangover? Region .05 .05 .04 .04 .06 .05 .05

(ANALY SIS: F(6,9395) = 1.55; (No differences observed.))

()) Beendrunk or hung over?  Grade Level .01 .02 .05 .06 .09 A2 A7 .07
Region .07 .05 .06 .06 .08 .07 .10

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9283) =5.2**; 2, 3,4<7)

DURING THE PAST YEAR - - -

(& I've got into a heated Grade Level .04 .05 .07 .09 A2 A3 A4 .09
argument while drinking. Region .08 .09 .09 .07 .09 .09 10

(ANALY SIS: F(6,9748) = 1.55; (No differences observed.))

(c) | stayed away from school ~ Grade Level .03 .03 .04 .05 .04 .04 .04 .04
because of a hangover. Region .05 .05 .04 .03 .04 .04 .04

(ANALY SIS: F(6,9655) = 2.1"5; (No differences observed.))
(e) | was drunk at school. Grade Level .03 .04 .05 .05 .07 .07 .08 .05
Region .05 .06 .05 .04 .06 .08 .05
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9642) = 3.6*; 1, 3,4, 7 < 6)
(f) Friends told me | should Grade Level .04 .05 .06 .07 .07 .09 .08 .07
drink less. Region .07 .07 .07 .05 .08 .09 .05
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9623) = 4.0*; 4, 7 < 6)



Table 23 - Continued

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 94 105 11/6 12/7 STATE
(h) I drank several drinks pretty Grade Level .04 .05 .08 A1 A5 .18 .20 A1
fast to get aquicker effect.  Region .09 .09 A1 10 k] A1 A4
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9594) = 2.2**: 1,2,3,4<7)
() | was afraid | might be or Grade Level .06 .05 .06 .08 .07 .07 .06 .07
become an acohoalic. Region .07 .08 .07 .05 .08 .06 .05
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9593) = 2.3**; (No differences observed.))
(k) | stayed drunk for morethan Grade Level .04 .04 .06 .08 .08 .08 .08 .06
oneday at atime. Region .07 .06 .06 .05 .07 .07 .07
(ANALY SIS: F(6,9569) = 1.0%S; (No differences observed.))
() Once | started drinking it was Grade Level .04 .05 .06 .07 .07 .08 .07 .06
difficult to stop. Region .06 .06 .06 .06 .08 .08 .06
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9529) = 1.6"5; (No differences observed.))
(m) | couldn’t remember what | Grade Level .04 .05 .10 A1 A3 16 14 10
did whiledrinkingtheday Region 10 .08 .09 .09 A1 10 A3
before. (ANALYSIS: F(6,9572) = 3.5**; 2<7)
(0) | had aquick drink or so Grade Level .04 .04 .07 .09 .10 .10 A1 .08
after drinking the day before. Region .08 .07 .07 .06 .08 .07 .10
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9530) = 3.3*; 3,4 < 7)
() Sometimes | got highwhen  Grade Level .04 .05 .06 .07 .06 .07 .08 .06
drinking by myself. Region .06 .07 .05 .05 .07 .07 .05
(ANALY SIS: F(6,9655) = 2.1"5; (No differences observed.))
(r) Sometimes | kept on Grade Level .04 .05 .06 .08 .08 .09 .07 .07
drinking after promising Region .07 .07 .07 .05 .08 .07 .07
myself not to. (ANALYSIS: F(6,9531) = 1.0%; (No differences observed.))
TOTAL NUMBER OF Region 195 169 178 158 225 202 214 1.88

ALCOHOL-RELATED
PROBLEMS NOTED.
(RANGE = 0 7O 23)

(ANALYSIS: F(6,10362) = 6.6**; 2,4<5,7)
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Results - Prevalence of Drug-Related Problems

Thegrade-level, regional, and statewide estimatesof thepr evalenceof drug-related problems
aresummarizedin Table 24. A review of theresultsof the statistical comparisonsdealing withinter-
regional differences provided in that table suggests the following:

4 overal, more drug-related problems were noted by studentsin Region 7 thanin Regions 1, 2,

3,4, 5, and 6, with Region 5 following between those two groupings.
¢ basically, students in Regions 1 through 6 identified one drug-related problem, while the

studentsin Region 7 identified an average of about 1.3 such problems.

4 acrossthe problem-by-problem analyseswhere significant differenceswere noted, the students
in Region 3fairly consistently reported fewer problemsrelated to drug use than did the students

in Region 7.

Table24
Overview of Prevalence Estimates Dealing with “ Severity of Drug-Related Problems”

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 10/5 116 12/7 STATE
DURING THE PAST YEAR,
HOW OFTEN HAVE YOU ---

Gotten high on drugs? Grade Level .05 0 A1 A2 A5 A3 A5 A1
Region A1 .09 10 10 A1 A1 .16
(ANALYSIS: F(6,8531) = 7.7+*; 1, 2,3,4,5,6 < 7)

DURING THE PAST YEAR,

HOW MANY TIMESHAVE YOU

(a) Used more drugs than you Grade Level .02 .04 .06 .08 .08 .08 .08 .06
intended? Region .06 .06 .04 .06 .06 .07 .09
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9602) = 6.1**: 1,2, 3,4<7)

(b) Tried to cut down or stop Grade Level .03 .04 .07 .08 .09 .09 A0 .07
using drugs? Region .07 .07 .04 .06 .07 .08 10

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9563) = 6.9%*; 1,2,3,4<7)

(c) Skipped regular activities Grade Level .01 .02 .04 .05 .04 .04 .04 .03
because of drugs? Region .04 .03 .02 .03 .03 .04 .04
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9502) = 1.3"S; (No differences observed.))



Table 24 - Continued

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 105 116 12/7 STATE
(d) Been stoned or high? Grade Level .03 .07 .05 .08 .08 .06 .08 .06
Region .05 .05 .04 .07 .06 .06 A1
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9507) = 11.8**; 3< 4, 7;and 1,2, 4,5,6 < 7)
(e) Tried to cut back on your Grade Level .02 .03 .03 .05 .05 .05 .04 .04
drug use without success? Region .04 .03 .02 .03 .04 .04 .05
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9488) =2.9*; 3<7)
(f) Felt shaky or sick when Grade Level .02 .04 .04 .05 .04 .04 .03 .04
you knew it was causing Region .04 .03 .04 .03 .04 .04 .05
you problems? (ANALY SIS: F(6,9491) = 2.0%; (No differences observed.))
(g) Gotten stoned even when Grade Level .01 .03 .04 .05 .04 .04 .03 .03
you knew it was causing Region .03 .03 .02 .03 .03 .04 .05
you problems? (ANALYSIS: F (6,9489) =3.1*; 3< 7)
(h) Needed larger amounts of Grade Level .00 .02 .03 .06 .04 .04 .04 .03
drugsto get the same effect? Region .03 .03 .02 .04 .03 .03 .04
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9492) = 1.8"5, (No differences observed.))
() Used drugs again to keep Grade Level .01 .02 .04 .05 .05 .05 .05 .04
from coming down? Region .03 .03 .02 .04 .04 .04 .05
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9425) = 3.0*; 3< 7)
()) Done something dangerous ~ Grade Level .01 .02 .04 .06 .06 .08 A1 .05
like driving a car or caring Region .05 .04 .04 .05 .05 .05 .07
for children while stoned/high (ANALYSIS: F (6,8928) =3.3*; 2,3<7)
DURING THE PAST YEAR - -
(b) | took aquick hit after being Grade Level .04 .05 .07 .08 .08 .09 .08 .07
high the day before. Region .06 .07 .05 .07 .06 .06 10
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9707) = 6.1**; 1, 2,3,5,6 < 7)
(d) | took severa hits pretty Grade Level .04 .05 .07 .08 .08 .09 10 .07
fast to get aquicker effect.  Region .07 .07 .06 .07 .06 .07 .09

(ANALYSIS: F (6,9642) = 1.8"5; (No differences observed.))
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Table 24 - Continued

ITEMS

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:
VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 105 11/6 12/7 STATE

(g) I stayed high for more than

one day at atime.

(1) I stayed away from school

because | was coming down

from drugs.

(m) Sometimes | kept using
drugs after | promised
myself not to.

(p) Once | started using drugs
it was difficult to stop.

(s) I couldn’t remember what |
did while using drugs the
day before.

() | have been arrested while
high or drinking.

DURING THE PAST YEAR---

(p) I ve been picked up for

drug possession.

TOTAL NUMBER OF DRUG-

RELATED PROBLEMS
NOTED (Range 0to 20)

Grade Level .04 .05 .07 .08 .08 .09 0 .07
Region .07 .07 .06 .07 .06 .07 .09
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9642) = 1.8"5; (No differences observed.))

Grade Level .03 .04 .04 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03
Region .03 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03 .03
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9561) = 1.3%S; (No differences observed.))

Grade Level .03 .05 .07 .08 .07 .08 .09 .06
Region .06 .07 .06 .05 .07 .07 .07
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9601) = 1.0"; (No differences observed.))

Grade Level .04 .03 .05 .06 .04 .05 .04 .04
Region .05 .05 .04 .05 .05 .04 .04
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9531) = 0.5™5; (No differences observed.))

Grade Level .04 .05 .06 .07 .05 .07 .06 .06
Region .06 .06 .04 .05 .06 .06 .08
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9522) = 3.0*; 3< 7)

Grade Level .03 .03 .04 .04 .04 .03 .04 .04
Region .03 .05 .03 .03 .04 .04 .05
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9430) = 2.5*; (No differences observed.))

Grade Leve .02 .03 .04 .05 .03 .02 .02 .03
Region .03 .04 .02 .03 .03 .03 .03
(ANALYSIS: F (6,9378) = 2.0"5; (No differences observed.))

Region 089 09 070 088 09% 09 129 0.93
(ANALYSIS: F (6,10354) =7.4**;1,2,3,4,6<7)

Results - Prevalence of General Substance-Usage Problems
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The grade-level, regional, and statewide estimates of the prevalence of general substance-
usage problemsare summarized in Table 25. A review of the results of the statistical comparisons
dealing with inter-regional differences contained in that table suggests the following:

4 overdl, thestudentsin Regions1, 2, 3, and 6 noted significantly fewer general substance-related
problems (or concerng/behaviors that frequently accompany substance abuse) than did the
studentsin Region 7.

¢ Generaly, thestudentssaid they experienced alittlelessthan 3 such general problems/concerns,
with the students in Regions 4, 5, and 7 noting more than that statewide average, while the
students in the other 4 regions noted experiencing fewer such problems.

4 The four most prevalent problems/concerns cited were: (1) “During the past year | had
arguments or fights with family or friends.” (45% - with Region 7 being the area with the
highest prevalence of thisproblem), (2) “ During the past year | felt nervousor anxious.” (34% -
again with Region 7 being the area with the highest reported prevalence), (3) “During the past
year | became depressed or lost interest inthings.” (28%), and (4) “ During the past year I’ vefelt
suspicious and distrustful of people.” (22%).

Table 25

Overview of Prevalence Estimates Dealing with “ General Substance-Usage Problems’

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 10/5 11/6 12/7 STATE
DURING THE PAST YEAR,

(&) | became depressed or lost Grade Level .18 21 25 31 .35 .36 .36 .28

interest in things. Region .28 .26 .28 .30 31 .28 .30
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9534) = 2.1**; (No differences observed.))

(b) I had arguments or fights Grade Level 31 .36 .39 .50 .53 .53 .56 45
with family or friends. Region 44 37 43 49 46 .39 53
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9496) = 17.7**;2<1,3,4,5,7,;6<4,7; 1,3,5<7)

(c) | felt nervous or anxious. Grade Level 27 .28 32 .38 .38 A1 42 34
Region .33 .29 34 .38 .35 31 4
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Table 25 - Continued

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:

ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 105 1U6 12/7 STATE
(d) I had health problems. Grade Level .09 A1 A4 .16 .20 21 A5 A5
Region 14 14 13 15 15 14 18

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9461) = 2.7*; 3<7)

(e) | found it difficult to think Grade Level .09 A3 16 21 .20 .23 .20 A7
clearly. Region 16 16 A7 .18 A7 A5 19
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9470) = 1.9"5, (No differences observed.))

(f) I've gotten less work done Grade Level A2 A5 A7 22 .24 .24 23 19
than usual at school. Region 18 A7 A7 21 .20 .20 21
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9439) = 3.2**; (No differences observed.))

(9) I'vefelt suspicious and Grade Level A4 A5 19 .25 .28 27 .29 22
distrustful of people. Region 21 19 21 22 .23 23. 24
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9463) = 2.4*; (No differences observed.))

(h) I'vefound it hard to Grade Level 10 A2 A5 .18 19 16 A7 A5
handle my problems. Region A4 A4 16 A5 16 .16 A7
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9451) = 1.7M5; (No differences observed.))

(i) I've had to get emergency Grade Level .06 .06 .08 .07 .07 .07 .05 .07
medical help. Region .06 .08 .05 .07 .07 .06 .07
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9422) = 2.2*; (No differences observed.))

() I've had achangein Grade Level A2 .16 .18 .25 .25 .28 26 21
appetite. Region .18 21 21 22 21 .18 25
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9404) =5.0+; 1,6 < 7)

(k) I've let my grades drop. Grade Level A4 .16 .20 .26 .23 25 24 21
Region 22 19 .18 21 .23 .23 22
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9405) = 3.1*; (No differences observed.))

() I’'ve had trouble concern- Grade Level A3 A5 .18 .24 .26 .28 24 21
trating. Region .20 19 19 22 .23 A9 24
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9384) = 3.4*; 2<7)
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Table 25 - Continued

INDEPENDENT SEVERITY ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:

ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 105 1U6 12/7 STATE
(m) I've had trouble deeping. Grade Level A2 14 19 22 .24 .24 23 19
Region 19 .18 .20 21 .20 A5 22

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9434) = 4.4*; 6 <4, 7; and 2 < 7)

(n) I've dropped out of school ~ Grade Level .04 .04 .06 .09 .07 .08 .06 .06
activities and clubs. Region .05 .08 .06 .06. 06 .07 .06
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9428) = 2.7*; 1 < 2)

(0) I’ ve been stopped for driving Grade Level .03 .03 .03 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03
under theinfluence (DUI).  Region .03 .05 .03 .03 .03 .04 .03

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9383) =3.9*; 1,3,4,7<2)

(p) I've beenin adrug or acohol Grade Level .03 .03 .04 .05 .02 .02 .02 .03
treatment program. Region .02 .04 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9300) = 1.1M5; (No differences observed.))

TOTAL NUMBER OF

GENERAL SUBSTANCE-

RELATED PROBLEMS Region 2.7 2.7 2.8 31 3.0 27 33 29
NOTED. (Range = 0 to 16) (ANALYSIS: F (6,9666) = 5.5**;1,2,3,6<7)

69



Attitudes Toward the Danger of Using Drugs

Overview

Drug items on the MIAS questionnaire forward on students’ attitudesregarding the danger
of using drugs. Those items were: (1) “How dangerous is it for someone your age to use --- (7
different types of drugs)?’ and (2) “How dangerous do your parentsthink it isfor someone your age
to use- - - (7 different types of drugs)?’ The analyses of responses to these items are summarized
in Table 26. As with the earlier analyses, Table 26 contains grade level, regional, and statewide

estimates for each subpart of each items.

Results - Attitudes Toward the Danger of Using Drugs

The results summarized in Table 26 suggest the following:
¢ generally, the perception of dangerousness of the cited drugs increases as one moves from
cigarettes to heroin and the other “hard core” substances.
Table 26
Overview of Analyses Dealing with Attitude Toward Drug Use

INDEPENDENT ATTITUDE ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 10/5 11/6 12/7 STATE
HOW DANGEROUSISIT FOR
SOMEONE YOUR AGE TO USE

(a) Cigarettes? Grade Level 3.25 3.22 312 308 310 315 310 315

Region 3.12 3.19 312 317 310 313 315
(ANALYSIS: F(6,10315) = 1.8"5; (No differences observed.))

(b) Alcohol? Grade Level 3.36 3.33 325 324 328 332 337 330

Region 3.33 3.27 326 3.38 3.27 325 332
(ANALYSIS: F(6,10281) = 3.8*; 6, 3 < 4)

C arjjuana: rageLev . . . . . . . .
Marij ? Grade Level 3.50 3.50 347 344 348 349 345 348
Region 3.53 3.42 348 349 352 347 345

® Scores on these various items range from 1 = Not at all, 2 = Not very, 3 = Somewhat, to 4 = Very.
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Table 26 - Continued

INDEPENDENT ATTITUDE ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:

ITEMS* VARIABLE 6/1 7/2 8/3 9/4 10/5 11/6 12/7 STATE
(d) Hallucinogens: like acid, Grade Level 3.49 3.55 3.62 3.67 3.78 382 385 3.67
LSD, shrooms? Region 3.68 3.55 3.62 3.74 3.68 369 373

(ANALYSIS: F(6,10174) = 9.8*: 2< 1,4, 5,6, 7; and 3< 4, 7)

(e) Cocaine? Grade Level 3.50 3.59 365 372 38 387 387 370
Region 3.70 3.59 365 379 371 369 373
(ANALYSIS: F(6,10240) = 13.2**; 2<1,4,5,6, 7, and 3< 4, 7)

(f) Heroin? Grade Level 3.50 3.58 363 373 38 38 38 370
Region 3.70 3.58 365 380 372 370 379
(ANALYSIS: F(6,10220) = 14.1**; 2<1,4,5,6,7,and 3< 4, 7)

(g) Other Drugs? Grade Level 3.39 3.48 352 359 372 378 381 359
Region 3.61 3.50 354 366 361 356 367
(ANALYSIS: F(6,10182) = 8.4**; 2,3< 4, 7)

HOW DANGEROUS DO YOUR

PARENTSTHINK IT ISFOR

SOMEONE YOUR AGE TO

USE - --

(a) Cigarettes? Grade Level 343 351 353 352 355 358 353 352
Region 3.50 3.47 347 357 350 355 357
(ANALY SIS: F(6,9060) = 3.4**; (No differences observed.))

(b) Alcohol? Grade Level 351 3.55 360 364 366 366 367 3.60
Region 3.62 3.53 355 368 359 359 365
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9045) = 5.9**; 2 < 4, 7; and 3 < 4)

(c) Marijuana? Grade Level 3.57 3.64 369 375 379 384 383 372
Region 3.73 3.63 367 377 37 373 377
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9050) = 6.1**; 2< 1,4, 7; and 3< 4, 7)

(d) Halucinogens: like acid, Grade Level 3.56 3.65 374 380 38 391 393 376

LSD, schrooms? Region 3.78 3.64 370 383 379 376 386

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9063) = 14.1**; 2< 1,4,5,6, 7, and 3< 4, 7)

(e) Cocaine? Grade Level 3.56 3.66 374 380 387 393 393 377

Region 3.78 3.65 370 383 3.79 376 3.87
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9063) = 13.6**: 2< 1,4, 5,6,7;3<4, 7, and 6 < 7)



Table 26 - Continued

INDEPENDENT ATTITUDE ESTIMATES ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS:

ITEMS® VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 105 1U6 12/7 STATE

(f) Heroin? Grade Level 3.57 3.65 376 38 38 392 392 377
Region 3.77 3.65 371 384 379 377 387
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9031) = 13.7**; 2<1,4,5,6,7;3<4,7;and 1< 7)

(g) Other drugs? Grade Level 3.52 3.59 371 376 384 389 390 373
Region 3.74 3.61 366 378 377 373 383
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9008) = 13.0**; 2<1,4,5,6, 7; and 3< 4, 7)

COMPOSITE ATTITUDE

SCORE REGARDING THE

DANGER OF DRUG USE Region 24.1 23.6 239 246 242 239 246 241

(Range = 7 to 28). (ANALYSIS: F(6,10426) = 7.2**;2< 4, 7;and 3, 6 < 4)

COMPOSITE PERCEPTION

OF PARENTAL ATTITUDE

REGARDING THE

OF DRUG USE Region 253 24.7 251 259 256 263 260 254

(Range =7 to 28)

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9218) =9.0**; 2< 4,5, 7;and 3< 4, 7)
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Demographics and Other Factors Related to Substance Use

Description of Personal Factors Considered

A variety of factors, including demographics, peer and family influences, and psychol ogical
concerns have been shown by previous research to be related to the patterns of substance use/abuse
among school age youth. For example, available research suggests that higher levels of substance
use are found among students if most of their friends al so use substances, if they report parental use
of substances, if they do not routinely participate in school-related activities, and if their parentsare
not involved in their schools and schooling. Inthe materialsthat follow, relationships of several of
these demographic/background factors to the prevalence (Past Year) of drug use by students are
explored. The specific factors considered are :
¢ Gender (Femalevs. Male)

4 Ethnicity (Minority/Other vs. Caucasian)
¢ Qualify for Free Lunch (Yesvs. No)
¢ Talked to Parent About School Things During Past Year (1 Time or Never, 2 to 10+ Times,
vs. Almost Every Day)
¢ PaentsUse--- (@) Cigarettes During Past 30 Days (Yesvs. No)
(b) Alcohol During Past 30 Days (Y esvs. No)
(c) Drugs During Past 30 Days (Yesvs. No)
Gradesin School (Mostly A’s, Mostly B's, Mostly C's, vs. Mostly D’sand F's)
Are You Involved in School Activities, e.g., Band or Drama (Y esvs. No)
Are You Involved in School Athletics (Yesvs. No)
Friends Used - - - (a) Cigarettes During Past 30 Days (Y esvs. No)
(b) Alcohol During Past 30 Days (Yesvs. No)
(c) Drugs During Past 30 Days (Yes vs. No)

* & o o

Given the factors listed above, a series of analyses was undertaken wherein the relationships
between two independent variables (i.e., one of thelisted factorsand substate region) and Past Y ear
Prevalence Estimates for five drugs (i.e., acohol, marijuana, cocaine, hallucinogens, and heroin)

were evaluated. In each of these analyses the main effect test for the factor under consideration is
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provided, along with the test for the interaction of that factor and region. For example, if Gender is
the factor under consideration, then the main effect test for Gender and the Gender by Region test
are provided. (The tests for the main effect of Region are not provided since they would basically
repeat the information summarized in greater detail in Tables 4 through 11). The specific results
obtained viathe different descriptive and inferential analyses that were undertaken are summarized
in Table 27.

Results - Prevalence of Use Across Personal Factors

The results presented in Table 27 suggest the following:

4 Although not consistent across all 5 types of drugs considered, the Past Y ear Prevalence of
Drug Use seems to be slightly higher for males than for females and for Caucasians than for
students from other ethnic backgrounds.

¢ No consistent relationship was observed between dligibility for freelunches and Prevalence of
drug use.

4 Oneof themost consistent rel ationships noted was that between “ Times talked to parents about
school” and prevalence - when parents communicate with their children about school they are
less likely to engage in drug use.

4 There is a consistent relationship also observed between prevalence and parental use of
substances.

¢ Students grades and involvement in school activities are also fairly consistently related to
prevalence - students who earn mostly D’s and F' s are more likely to engage in drug use than
other students, while those who engage in school activities (like band, drama) are lesslikely to
use drugs. (An interesting, somewhat contradictory result was the positive relationship noted
between al cohol use and participationin athletics, whileareverserel ationship was observed for
the other 4 drugs considered.)

4 Thereisastrong, consistent relationship of prevalenceof drug use (during the past year) to the

use of drugs by students’ friends.
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TABLE 27
Prevalence Estimates Across Regions for Several Demogr aphics/Background Variables

PAST-YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL
Alcohol Gender Female .59 51 56 58 60 58 61 57
Mae .56 .50 .53 .53 .60 59 .58 .55
ANALY SIS: F - Gender (1,9795) = 3.4™
F - Interaction (6,9795) = 0.48Ns
Ethnicity Caucasian .55 .61 .56 .56 .62 57 61 .58
Other Backgr .61 49 54 .55 .58 .60 54 55
ANALYSIS: F - Ethnicity (1,9734) = 6.3*; Caucasian > Other
F - Interaction (6,9734) = 4.6**; Cvs. Ofor 2>Cvs. O for 4,5, 6
Qualify for Yes .59 A7 .55 53 .59 57 .52 .54
FreelLunch? No .56 .58 .56 58 62 61 .64 .59
ANALYSIS: F - Free Lunch (1,9714) = 17.5**; No > Yes
F - Interaction (6,9714) = 4.3**; Yes%2<Yes% 1
TimesTalked 1TimeorLess .64 49 60 63 .69 63 .60 .60
to Parentsre. 2to 10+ Times .57 52 62 55 .62 59 .65 .58
School Almost Day .35 .38 .35 34 42 40 .35 37
ANALYSIS: F - Talked to Parents (2, 6189) = 144.6**; Ev. Day <1 Timeor
Less& 2 to 10+ Times
F - Interaction (12,6189) = 2.2*; (No differences observed.)
Parents Used Yes .63 .61 .66 .64 71 .65 .66 .65
Cigarettesin No .53 46 49 51 52 53 55 .51
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Cigarettes (1,9427) = 179.1**; Yes > No
F - Interaction (6,9427) = 1.3%°
Parents Used Yes .76 .73 a7 74 .78 g1 .79 .76
Alcohol in No .51 43 47 48 52 53 48 48
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Alcohol (1,9398) = 563.6**; Yes> No
F - Interaction (6,9398) = 2.2*; (No differences observed.)
Parents Used Yes 48 40 74 57 .69 55 .63 .58
Drugsin No .58 51 .55 .56 .60 59 .60 .57
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Drugs (1,9386) = 0.1
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TABLE 27 - Continued

PAST YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL

Gradesin Mostly A’'s .51 51 .50 44 49 49 52 .50
School Mostly B's .58 49 .56 57 .60 58 .60 .56
Mostly C's .61 52 57 62 67 64 66 .60

Mostly D's& F's .65 51 58 63 69 .78 .68 .63

ANALY SIS: F - Grades (3,9538) = 27.2**; Mostly A & Mostly B <
Mostly D’sand F's
F - Interaction (18,9538) = 1.4"5;

Involved in Yes .55 .50 .53 .53 57 .56 .58 54
School No .60 .51 .57 .58 .63 .60 .61 .58
Activities ANALYSIS: F - School Act. (1, 9674) = 15.7**; Yes< No

F - Interaction (6,9674) = 0.4"S

Involved in Yes .56 54 .61 .59 .66 .64 .63 .60
School No .59 .50 .51 54 57 54 58 54
Athletics? ANALYSIS: F - Sch. Athletics (1, 9706) = 30.9**; Yes > No

F - Interaction (6,9706) = 2.9* for Y vs. Nfor 1 <Y vs. N for 6

Friends Used Yes .73 .68 712 75 a7 712 .78 74
Cigarettesin No .34 .35 .39 .33 37 43 .30 .36
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Tobacco (1, 9113) = 1437.5**; Yes> No

F - Interaction (6,9113) =6.1**; Y vs.N 1,2,3,6 <Y Vvs. N 7

Friends Used Yes .80 74 .80 .81 .84 g7 .82 .80
Alcohol in No .35 32 37 .33 .35 41 .32 .35
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Alcohol (1, 9113) = 2147.9; Yes > No

F - Interaction (6,9113) =3.2*; Y vs.N2,3& 6 <Y Vs N 7

Friends Used Yes .86 .78 81 .84 .87 79 .85 .83
Drugsin No .45 40 48 45 49 51 44 46
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Drugs (1, 9182) = 1041.5**; Yes> No

F - Interaction (6,9182) = 2.0M®
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TABLE 27- Continued

PAST-YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL
Marijuana Gender Female .04 .02 .02 03 .03 .03 .07 .03
Mae .05 .08 .05 .07 .07 .05 .10 .07
ANALYSIS: F - Gender (1,9994) = 56.4**; Mdes > Females
F - Interaction (6,9994) = 1.3
Ethnicity Caucasian .04 .05 .03 .06 .05 .04 .08 .05
Other Backgr .06 .04 .03 .03 .05 .04 .09 .05
ANALYSIS: F - Ethnicity (1,9937) = 0.1
F - Interaction (6,9937) = 1.6M°
Qualify for Yes .05 .04 .03 .03 .04 04 11 .05
FreelLunch? No .04 .05 .03 06 05 .04 .08 .05
ANALYSIS: F - Free Lunch (1,9918) = 1.0"S
F - Interaction (6,9918) = 3.1*; Y vs.N 2,3,4,5,6 <Y Vvs. N 7
TimesTalked 1TimeorLess .05 .07 05 09 10 .03 .12 .07
to Parentsre. 2to 10+ Times .05 .05 03 .05 .03 01 11 .05
School Almost Day .01 .02 .02 .01 .01 00 .01 .01
ANALYSIS: F - Talked to Parents (2, 6296) = 46.4**; 1 Timeor Less & 2to
10+ Times > Every Day
F - Interaction (12,6296) = 2.9*; 1to 10 Times 1,2, 3,6>1to
10 Times 7; and 10 to Every Day 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 < 10 to Every Day 7
Parents Used Yes .07 .06 .04 .07 .07 07 11 .07
Cigarettesin No .02 .04 .03 .03 .03 .02 .07 .04
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Cigarettes (1,9663) = 60.7**; Yes > No
F - Interaction (6,9663) = 1.7"S
Parents Used Yes .07 .07 .06 .08 .07 .04 .13 .08
Alcohol in No .04 .04 .02 04 03 .04 .06 .04
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Alcohol (1,9628) = 53.2**; Yes > No
F - Interaction (6,9628) = 1.9"°
Parents Used Yes .14 13 .00 13 .10 .00 .25 A1
Drugsin No .04 .05 .03 .05 .05 .04 .09 .05
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Drugs (1,9599) = 9.6**; Yes> No
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TABLE 27 - Continued

PAST YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL

Gradesin Mostly A’'s .01 .02 .02 .01 .03 01 .05 .02
School Mostly B's .04 .03 .03 .04 .03 .03 .06 .04
Mostly C's .07 .06 .04 .06 .06 09 .12 .07

Mostly D’'s& F's .08 A1 .08 .18 13 00 .24 A2

ANALYSIS: F - Grades (3,9737) = 42.9*; Mostly A, Mostly B, Mostly C
<Mostly D & F

F - Interaction (18,9737) = 3.6**; (No differences observed.)

Involved in Yes .02 .03 .01 .02 .02 02 .07 .03
School No .06 .06 .05 .07 .06 06 .10 .07
Activities ANALYSIS: F - School Act. (1, 9888) = 72.3**; Yes< No

F - Interaction (6,9888) = 0.4"S

Involved in Yes .04 .05 .04 .05 .04 .04 .06 .05
School No .05 .05 .03 .05 .04 .04 .10 .05
Athletics? ANALYSIS: F - Sch. Athletics (1, 9920) = 1.1N

F - Interaction (6,9920) = 1.8"¢

Friends Used Yes .24 27 19 25 .24 23 .37 .26
Cigarettesin No .04 .06 .03 .04 .03 .07 .04 .04
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Tobacco (1, 9341) = 804.7**; Yes> No

F - Interaction (6,9341) =8.8**; Y vs. N 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6 <Y vs. N

Friends Used Yes .08 .10 .06 .09 .08 .08 .15 .09
Alcohol in No .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .00 .00 .01
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Alcohol (1, 9339) = 368.1**; Yes> No

F - Interaction (6,9338) =7.6**; Y vs. N 1,2,3,4,5,6<Y vs.N

Friends Used Yes .14 A7 A1 .16 .16 A5 .22 .16
Drugsin No .01 .04 .04 .00 .00 01 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Drugs (1, 9382) = 1030.4**; Yes> No

F - Interaction (6,9382) =10.0**; Y vs.N 1,2,3,4,5,6 <Yvs N7

78



TABLE 27- Continued

PAST-YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL
Cocaine Gender Femde .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Male .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00

ANALYSIS: F - Gender (1,10023) = 1.1"S
F - Interaction (6,10023) = 1.3"S

Ethnicity Caucasian .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00

Other Backgr .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
ANALYSIS: F - Ethnicity (1,9962) = 3.4
F - Interaction (6,9962) = 0.8N°

Qualify for Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

FreelLunch? No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

ANALYSIS: F - Free Lunch (1,9944) = 0.1
F - Interaction (6,9944) = 1.2

8

TimesTaked 1TimeorLess .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .01
to Parentsre. 2to 10+ Times .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School Almost Day .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

ANALYSIS: F - Taked to Parents (2, 6283) = 5.3*; 1 Times Less > Every Day
F - Interaction (12,6283) = 2.4*; (No differences observed.)

Parents Used Yes .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 00 .01 .00
Cigarettesin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Cigarettes (1,9676) = 3.1

F - Interaction (6,9676) = 1.5"¢

Parents Used Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00
Alcohal in No .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Alcohol (1,9650) = 0.3V

F - Interaction (6,9650) = 1.9"S

Parents Used Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Drugsin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Drugs (1,9628) = 0.1
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TABLE 27 - Continued

PAST YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL

Gradesin Mostly A’s .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School Mostly B's .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Mostly C's .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .00

Mostly D’s& F's .00 .00 .00 .02 .01 .00 .01 .01

ANALYSIS: F - Grades (3,9763) = 3.0*; (No differences observed.)
F - Interaction (6,9763) = 1.4NS

Involved in Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 01 .01 .00
Activities ANALYSIS: F - School Act. (1, 9911) = 12.0*; Yes< No

F - Interaction (6,9911) = 0.6

Involved in Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Athletics? ANALYSIS: F - Sch. Athletics (1, 9940) = 1.7

F - Interaction (6,9940) = 1.1"S

Friends Used Yes .01 .01 .02 .02 .02 .02 .03 .02
Cigarettesin No .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Tobacco (1, 9353) = 39.5; Yes > No

F - Interaction (6,9353) =2.3**; (No differences observed)

Friends Used Yes .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 .01 .00
Alcohol in No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Alcohol (1, 9355) = 7.4*; Yes > No

F - Interaction (6,9355) = 1.0"¢

Friends Used Yes .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 .01 .01
Drugsin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Drugs (1, 9409) = 19.5**; Yes > No
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TABLE 27- Continued

PAST-YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL
Hallucinogens Gender Female .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Male .00 .00 00 00 01 .00 .02 .01

ANALYSIS: F - Gender (1,10028) = 11.8*; Male > Female

F - Interaction (6,10028) =4.6**; Mvs. F 1, 2,3,4,5,6 <M vs.F7

Ethnicity Caucasian .00 .00 0 00 01 00 .01 .00
Other Backgr .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
ANALYSIS: F - Ethnicity (1,9968) = 2.2\
F - Interaction (6,9968) = 0.9N°
Qualify for Yes .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
FreeLunch? No .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .01 .00

ANALYSIS: F - Free Lunch (1,9950) = 0.8
F - Interaction (6,9950) = 1.9"S

TimesTaked 1TimeorLess .00 .00 .00 .01 .02 .00 .03 .01
to Parentsre. 2to 10+ Times .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .02

School Almost Day .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
ANALYSIS: F - Taked to Parents (2, 6297) =12.1*; 1 Times Less > Every Day
F - Interaction (12,6297) = 3.4*; (No differences observed.)
Parents Used Yes .01 .00 .00 .01 .00 00 .01 .01
Cigarettesin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Cigarettes (1,9690) = 5.1*; Yes> No
F - Interaction (6,9690) = 2.1*; (No differences observed.)
Parents Used Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00
Alcohal in No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Alcohol (1,9658) = 0.4NS
F - Interaction (6,9658) = 2.9*; (No differences observed.)
Parents Used Yes .02 .00 .00 .04 A2 .00 .06 .03
Drugsin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 00 .01 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Drugs (1,9638) = 40.5**; Yes > No

_________________________________________________ E- Interaction (6.9638) = 7.5**. Y. vs N2.3. 6 <Y NS NZ7___
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TABLE 27 - Continued

PAST YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL

Gradesin Mostly A’s .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School Mostly B's .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Mostly C's .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00

Mostly D’s& F's .01 .00 .00 .03 .02 .00 .04 .01

ANALYSIS: F - Grades (3,9769) = 8.8*; Mostly A, Mostly B, Mostly C < Mostly D & F
F - Interaction (6,9769) = 2.9

Involved in Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 00 .01 .00
School No .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 00 .01 .00
Activities ANALYSIS: F - School Act. (1, 9921) = 9.5*; Yes< No

F - Interaction (6,9921) = 0.4

Involved in Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School No .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 00 .01 .00
Athletics? ANALYSIS: F - Sch. Athletics (1, 9955) = 8.0*] Yes< No

F - Interaction (6,9955) = 2.1*; (No differences observed.)

Friends Used Yes .02 .02 .03 .07 .04 02 .09 .00
Cigarettesin No .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Tobacco (1, 9359) = 121.8**; Yes > No

F - Interaction (6,9359) =12.1**; Y vsN 1, 2,3,4,5,6 <Y vsN 7

Friends Used Yes .00 .00 .00 .01 .01 00 .01 .01
Alcohol in No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Alcohol (1, 9353) = 12.8*; Yes> No

F - Interaction (6,9353) = 1.9"¢

Friends Used Yes .01 .00 .00 .01 .01 .01 .02 .01
Drugsin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Drugs (1, 9412) = 33.4**; Yes > No

F - Interaction (6,9412) = 3.5*; (No differences observed.)
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TABLE 27- Continued

PAST-YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable LEVELS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL
Heroin Gender Female .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Mae .00 .00 00 00 .00 .01 .00 .00
ANALYSIS: F - Gender (1,10032) = 7.6*; Males > Females
F - Interaction (6,10032) = 0.8"S
Ethnicity Caucasian .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Other Backgr .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
ANALY SIS: F - Ethnicity (1,9974) = 0.1
F - Interaction (6,9974) = 1.2"°
Qualify for Yes .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
FreeLunch? No .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
ANALYSIS: F - Free Lunch (1,9954) = 6.4*; Caucasian > Minority
F - Interaction (6,9954) = 1.2NS
Times Talked 1TimeorLess .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 01 .01 .00
to Parentsre. 2to 10+ Times .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School Almost Day .00 .00 01 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
ANALYSIS: F - Talked to Parents (2, 6308) = 2.5
F - Interaction (12,6308) = 1.5
Parents Used Yes .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Cigarettesin No .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Cigarettes (1,9691) = 0.3'S
F - Interaction (6,9691) = 0.9
Parents Used Yes .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Alcohol in No .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Alcohol (1,9668) = 0.4"S
F - Interaction (6,9668) = 1.2"S
Parents Used Yes .02 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Drugsin No .00 .00 00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days ANALYSIS: F - Parent Used Drugs (1,9642) = 0.4NS
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TABLE 27 - Continued

PAST YEAR PREVALENCE ESTIMATES ACROSS:

OTHER FACTORS
SUBSTANCE(S) Variable Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 TOTAL

Gradesin Mostly A’'s .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School Mostly B's .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Mostly C's .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00

Mostly D’s& F's .00 .00 .00 .02 .01 .00 .01 .01

ANALYSIS: F - Grades (3,9774) = 5.1*; Mostly A, Mostly B, Mostly C<Mostly D & F
F - Interaction (6,9774) = 2.5 **; (No differences observed.)

Involved in Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Activities ANALYSIS: F - School Act. (1, 9927) = 6.9*; Yes< No

F - Interaction (6,9927) = 1.5

Involved in Yes .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
School No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Athletics? ANALYSIS: F - Sch. Athletics (1, 9958) = 0.2%

F - Interaction (6,9958) = 2.3*; (No differences observed.)

Friends Used Yes .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 02 .01 .01
Cigarettesin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Tobacco (1, 9378) = 14.4**; Yes> No

F - Interaction (6,9378) = 0.5

Friends Used Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Alcohol in No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Alcohol (1, 9373) = 0.8

F - Interaction (6,9373) = 0.5"°

Friends Used Yes .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Drugsin No .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
30 days? ANALYSIS: F - Friends Used Drugs (1, 9426) = 1.9"S

F - Interaction (6,9426) = 0.7"S




Involvement in Drug-Related Educational, Assistance, and Treatment Programs

The final set of questions covered by the MIAS instrument dealt with sources of information
and assistance students reported using when dealing with issues concerning substance use/abuse.
That is, “Where do students report that they go in order to get help regarding drug-related
information or needed assistance?’ Aswith the other survey items described in previous sections,
during the analyses of the data related to this question, specific statistical comparisons were
completed across substate regionsin an effort to discern inter-regional differencesin the patterns of
responses.

The analyses of the items dealing with sources of information and assi stance are summarized
in Table 28. The results provided in that table suggest the following:
¢ Across grade levels, as students get older they appear to be lessinvolved in fewer substance-

related educational endeavors and to rely less on adults for assistance, particularly school

personnel. (The only apparent exception to this general trend isthe finding that dissemination
of drug-related information in the upper grade levels appears to be delivered more frequently
viaassemblies and guest speakers at those large group sessions.)

¢ The region-by-region analyses suggest that exposure to drug education initiatives and the
apparent willingness of studentsto seek out assistance from different sources, including school
personnel, are consistently more prevalent in Region 2 and less prevalent in Region 7. (This
general trend, except for participation in DARE, seems to be negatively correlated with the

trend observed earlier in regard to prevalence of drug use and thefrequency of druguse, i.e.,

inthose earlier analyses Region 2 was consistently lower than Region 7 on the prevalence and

frequency variables.)

Table 28

Participation in Drug-Reéated Informational and Assistance Efforts
PERCENTAGES OF “YES’ RESPONSES ACROSS

INDEPENDENT GRADES/REGIONS: STATE
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 9/4 10/5 116 12/7 TOTAL
Haveyou ever been in DARE Grade Level 51 48 .50 48 45 45 46
other drug education Region 45 37 .56 44 40 40 .67 48
_programsinschool? _______ (ANALYSIS F(6,10282) = 72.2**;2<1,3, 4,7, 1,4,5,6<3, 7;and3___________
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Table 28 - Continued

PERCENTAGES OF “YES’ RESPONSES ACROSS

INDEPENDENT GRADES/REGIONS: STATE
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 94 10/5 116 12/7 TOTAL
Haveyou ever received infor- Grade Level 41 .53 .56 .62 .69 70 .61
mation about AIDSin Region 54 .69 .64 49 .58 .53 .59 .58
school? (ANALYSIS: F(6,10266) = 32.5**; 4< 2,3,5,7;1,6<2,3:and 5,7 < 2)
If you felt you had a drug or
alcohol problem and needed
help, would you goto - - -
(a) A counselor or program Grade Level .61 .57 .51 42 41 .33 .34
in school ? Region 44 54 49 42 46 A7 43 A7
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9913) = 11.8**;4,7<2,3;and 1, 5,6 < 2)
(b) Another adult in school Grade Level .55 49 44 40 40 .36 37
(like anurse or teacher)? Region 43 53 43 .38 44 45 .40 A4
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9681) =3.5**;4<2,6;and 1, 3,5,6, 7<2)
(c) A counselor or program Grade Level .60 .57 54 .50 .52 .50 51
outside of school? Region 52 .58 .53 .55 54 49 51 53
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9844) =5.2**; 1,3,6,7<2)
(d) Your parents? Grade Level .79 72 .64 .57 .57 54 .56
Region .63 .70 .62 .61 .63 64 .62 .64
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9915) =6.5*; 1, 3,4,5, 7<2)
(e) A medical doctor? Grade Level .67 .61 54 A48 46 42 45
Region 51 61 52 52 52 A48 48 .53

Since school began in Sept-
ember, have you gotten in-
formation about drugsor

alcohol from - - -

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9837) = 12.2*; 1, 3,4,5,6, 7<2)



Table 28 - Continued

PERCENTAGES OF " YES’ RESPONSES

INDEPENDENT ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS: STATE
ITEMS VARIABLE 6/1 712 8/3 94 10/5 116 12/7 TOTAL
(8 Your health class? Grade Level .28 .28 21 .32 3l 24 a4
Region .29 32 24 .23 .32 .26 A9 .26

(b) An assembly program?

(c) Your guidance counselor?

(d) Your science class?

(e) Your socia studies class?

(f) A drug program?

(9) Aninvited school guest?

(h) A teacher? (Grades 8-12
Only)

(i) Principal or Assistant Prin-
cipal? (Grades 8-12 Only.)

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9552) =16.0**; 7<1,2,5,6;4<1,2,5;3<2,5,and 6 < 2)

Grade Level .30 .29 .28 32 .30 34 .30
Region .23 .38 .20 .36 41 .30 .30 31
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9499) = 39.5%*;1,3<2,4,5,6,7; 7<2,4,5,and 6 <

Grade Level .20 A9 .18 .16 A2 A2 10
Region A7 21 A2 A1 .16 .23 A2 .16
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9480) = 23.5**;4<1,2,5,6;3,7<1,2,6;and 1, 5< 6)

Grade Level 29 25 19 22 20 16 .09
Region 23 24 13 21 25 25 16 .21
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9455) = 18.8**: 3, 7< 1, 2, 4, 5, 6)

Grade Level A5 A3 A2 .10 .09 10 .08
Region A2 .16 .08 .08 A5 A3 .08 A1
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9455) = 15.3**;3,7<1,2,5,6;4< 2,5, 6)

Grade Level .46 33 .25 24 .23 .23 .16
Region 24 31 A9 .29 34 .30 27 .28
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9445) = 15.3**; 3,2,4,5,6, 7; 1< 2,5;and 7 < 5)

Grade Level 40 37 .28 3l 31 .33 31
Region .32 37 27 .32 41 34 .32 .33
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9483) = 10.1**;3<2,5,6;4< 2,5;and 1, 7<5)

Grade Level 34 40 .38 .35 .28

Region 37 49 .25 31 43 40 27 .36
(ANALYSIS: F(6,6467) =33.9%; 3,7<1,2,5,6;4<2,5,6;and 1,6 < 2)
Grade Level - - .20 18 .16 A5 A1

Region .16 .29 .09 14 .19 .19 .09 .16

(ANALYSIS: F(6,6435) = 35.2**;3,7<1,2,5,6;and 1, 4,5,6 < 2)



Table 28 - Continued

ITEMS

PERCENTAGES OF " YES’ RESPONSES

INDEPENDENT ACROSS GRADES/REGIONS: STATE
VARIABLE 6/1 712 83 94 105 11/6 12/7 TOTAL

Since school began, have you
asked your family or friends
for help with any problems

caused by alcohol or drugs?

Have you ever thought about

getting treatment from a hosp-
ital, treatment center, self-help

help group, or counselor for
an alcohol or drugrelated

problem?

Haveyou ever received treat-
ment from a hospital, treat-

ment center, self-help group,
or counselor for an alcohol or

drugrelated problem?

During the past year ---1've
been in adrug or alcohol

treatment program.’

Grade Level 05 04 02 02 01 01 .01
Region 02 03 02 02 .03 02 .02 .02
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9726) = 2.6*; 4< 2)

Grade Level .06 .04 .08 .06 .05 .05 .05
Region .04 .09 .05 .05 .05 .08 .04 .06
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9790) =8.7**;1,7<2,6; 3,4,5<2)

Grade Level .03 .04 .04 .03 .02 .02 .02
Region .03 .04 .03 .02 .03 .03 .02 .03
(ANALYSIS: F(6,9807) = 2.2*; (No differences observed.))

Grade Level .03 .03 .04 .05 .02 .02 .02
Region .02 .04 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03 .03

(ANALYSIS: F(6,9300) = 1.1, (No differences observed.)

10 This particular item was also described in Table 25. It isincluded here to help verify the consistency of
responses across items (i.e., this and the preceding item are basically the same and the responses are also very

similar).
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Conclusions

Overal, where comparisons were possible, the available dataindicate that in 1996 studentsin
Mississippi reported lower lifetime prevalence of drug use, except for alcohol, than did a national
sample of students. At the same time, for 6 out of the 8 drugs considered, Mississippi students
reported higher past month prevalence estimates than did the students from across the country.
These results seem to suggest that although drug use among Mississippi’s school-age youth is
dlightly lower than the national averages, it appears to be on the rise and may approximate the
national averagesin the future.

Given the general context afforded by the preceding analyses, along with the purpose for the
survey (i.e., to determine what regions of the State, if any, havethe most pronounced need for
educational and treatment servicesrelated totheuse/abuse of drugsamong school-ageyouth),
aseries of analyses describing the prevalence of drug use (lifetime, past year, and past month)
for each of the 18 specific drugs addressed by the survey were undertaken. Basically, those analyses
confirmed the trend of increased use associated with increases in age (grade level), except for
substances like inhalants and steroids. At the same time, they also consistently showed that
prevalence of drug useis generally highest in substate region 7 and lowest in region 2, with the
other regions falling between those extremes and varying somewhat depending upon the specific
drug under consideration. Severa different types of summary analyses were undertaken in order to
identify and further describe these regional-specific drug differences.

Thefindings observed for the various pr evalence estimates were basically reconfirmed by the
analyses of the frequency of usedata. That is, the frequency of drug useinregion 7 is generally
the highest and frequency of usein region 2 is generally the lowest, with use in the other five
regionsfalling between these extremes. A summary analysiswasalso undertakenin order to further
describe these inter-regional variations, particularly across different types of drugs.

The results of analyses dealing with alcohol and drug-related problems reported by students
generally paralleled the results found for prevalence and frequency of use. More specifically, the
studentsin region 7 reported more problemsthan did the studentsinregion 2. At the sametime, the
numbers of problemsreported generally increased across grade level s, with older studentsreporting

more problems than younger students.
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Students’ attitudes regarding the dangerousness of drug use and their perceptions of their
parents' attitudes toward drug use were also studied by grade level and regions. The associated
analyses generally suggest: (1) the perception of “dangerousness’ increases as one moves from
gateway to “hard core’ drugs, and (2) the attitudes toward or perceived “dangerousness’ of drugs
was generally higher inregions 2 and 3 thaninregions4 and 7.

Analyses of several demographic and other background variables generally confirmed the
rel ationshi ps between these types of indicators and drug use among students suggested by previous
research. In particular, the analyses that were conducted revealed strong, consistent relationships
between prevalence of drug use and parents’ interest in the child’ s schooling (as reflected in their
talking about school matters), students’ performance in school (as reflected in their grades), and
students’ involvement in school activities (as reflected in their participation in things like band,
chorus, and athletics). At the same time, the use of drugs by either parents or peers was shown to
be positively correlated with prevalence of drug use.

The data available regarding students’ involvement in drug-related education, assistance, and
treatment programs generally suggests (1) that older studentsarelessinvolved in substances-rel ated
educational efforts and are less likely to go to/rely on adults for assistance (especially school
personnel) than are younger students, and (2) the engagement in drug-rel ated educational programs
and willingness to obtain assistance from various adults, including school personnel, are higher in
region 2 than in region 7 (which is the reverse trend from that found for the prevalence and

frequency of use data.)
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