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ABSTRACT 

COMPLf:TED RESEl\RCH IN HEALTH SCIENCES. Texas Woman's 
University , Denton, Texas 
Stumbaugh, T.1\. The Effects of the Kids' Connection 

Pro ram on slxth-- Grader·s, - Dru ___ Know led - e - -and ____ _ 
Sell-concept .-·--Ml\ - ln --Health- stGdle·s, f9§1, - 40 pp. (J. 
Boker) 
The problem addressed by this study was to determine 

the effectiveness of Kids' Connection in terms of increasing 

drug knowledge and self-esteem. The purpose of the study 

was to identify the key criteria essential to a complete, 

effecti ve pre v e n tion program and to evaluate the I<i.ds' 

Connectlon Program's effectiveness as a curriculum to be 

added to t l1 e existing public school drug educational 

materir1l . Students from an elementary school in Denton , 

Texas were used. Half of the students (n ee9 ) were assigned 

to the experimental group , wt1ich received Kids' Connection 

in addition to the regulr-ir public school drug education 

p rogra m. The control group (n ..,.9 ) received only the regular 

public school drug educatlon . Roth the experimental and 

control groups were given pretests in knowledge and 

se lf -es teem before any drug education was presented. 

end of the intervention, posttests were administered. 

Analysi s of the data indicate s there is a significant 

J\t the 

difference in tt1e amount of knowledge gained by the group 

receiving the Kids' Connection curriculum. 
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CII/\PTF:H 1 

INTRODUCTION 

According to Levine (1986) "The drug plague is seeping 

i.nto lower and lower grades. Students today identify drugs 

as a major problem among their schoolmates, as early as 

fourth, fifth, and sixth grnde" (p. 63). Somewhere between 

the ages of 10 And 15, children experience their fi.rst 

experiment<1tion with alcohol (Miller, 1988). 

An understc1nding of adolescent drug use patterns is 

necessAry ln order to dP.velop r1nd evaluate drug use 

prevent ion programs among ~dxth gr11ders. 

The cnuses of ndo1P..9cent drug use are numerous and 

varied. l\11thorities agree thnt low self-concept or 

self-image is one of the mtdn causes of adolescent use. 

Most studies report at least a weak relationship, and 

usually a strong relationship, between chemical use and 

self-image measures (Ried, Martinson, & Weaver, 1987; 

Selnow, 1985). Among adolescents, peer pressure is the 

leading ca11se of drug abu~e. Use appears to be greater with 

adolescents who have poor or distant peer relationships 

(Ried, et c1l., 1987). Drug use will also be gr.eater with 

those who se peers engage in drug using behaviors. However, 

peer c1pproval ls more important with teens than it is with 

pre-teens (Miller, 1908). 

1 
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l\ccording to Svobodny, n lcoho.l use is relRted to the 

inadequacy of relating to otl1crs (Selnow, 1985). 

Adolescence, in itself i~ a stressful period which is often 

compou nded by acRdernlc, ~ocinl, and family pre~sures t-rnd 

problems. If these youths hnve not been taught coping 

skills to use in dealing w.ith the~e stresses, alcohol u~e or 

abuse may occur (Franklin, 1985) Rlong with maladRptlve 

behaviors (Gersick , Grady, ~ Snow, 1988). Parents' 

influence o n their child'~ dr-tHJ use is twofold. J\dol~~cent~ 

who perceive l.lttle pRrcntal Jove have a higher rate of 

substance 11.s e (Kozi c ki, 1986; Selnow, 1985; Streit, 1987). 

Children prrceive thrdr family d.lfferently. /\ lack of 

close ne ss between c h .i ldrf'n nnd the.tr pc1rents or an nb~ence 

of a parent is significant as a predictor of drug use (nied, 

et al., 1987). Many children in today's society .spend very 

little tim0 with thclr parer,t.~ due to both parents working 

to make ar1 adequate income, pnrents holding down more than 

one job for extra income, c1 hJgh percentage of divorces 

sepc1rating children from one of their natural parents, 

and/or single mothers never married. These conditions can 

lead c t1ild ren to a poor or distant relationship with one or 

both parents. Parents who fnil to commun.icate drug free 

values to their children contribute to the increased 

probc1bility that their ndole~cent will drink or use drugs 

( R 1 ed , et ,7 l . , 198 7) . 



3 

Other causes for adolescent drug use are dislike of 

school; positive attitude about drug use; disbelief of 

personal, negative drug related consequences (Ried, et al., 

1987); value cor1flicts; inadequate moral development; apathy 

(Franklin, 1985); and poor cognitive skills (Gersick, et 

al., 1988). Unhappiness, boredom, lack of responsibility, 

frustration (Kozicki, 1986), to relax, to be social, to hove 

a good time, to get intoxicated (Mllgram & Gri.ffin, 1986), 

and an innbility to identify and express f~ellngs 

appropriately (Kids' Connection, 1988) also lead to drug 

use. Therefore, there is a need for teaching drug 

prevention skills nt a younger age than is being addres~ed 

traditionally in the schools for effective drug prevention. 

Rationale 

Tl1is study is significAnt to elementnry classroom 

teachers, counselors, and student assistance personnel 

because it: (a) identifies the criteria essential to a 

complete, effective drug prevention program, (b) evaluates 

the Kids' Connection program as an addition to the already 

existing drug prevention curriculum, and (c) determines 

whether Kids' Connection program improves drug knowledge and 

enhances self-concept. 

Since 1975, the percentage of students using drugs in 

the sixth grade has tripled. Approximately one in every six 

13 year olds has used marijuana (Bennett, 1987). Drug abuse 



in the upprr e1ementnry ~whool~, Junior high schools, Rnd 

high schools is widespre<1d. Research shows there are 

certain criteria that make prevention programs more 

effective. There Js evidence of experi.mentation at enrly 

ages; tt1erefore, drug abuse programs should begin as soon a~ 

children eriter school (Rled, et al., 1987). According to 

Gcrsick, Grc1dy, and Snow (19Bf3), primary prevention programs 

must be aimed nt the age group that has not shown a high 

incidc->nce nf c}1emical use. Th0. problem Rddressed by this 

study wr1s t.o determine the fl'ffectiveness of Kids' Connection 

in terms of increasing drug knowledge and self - concept. 

StntemPnt of the Problem 

Th.ls ~tudy evaluated the effectiveness of the Kid~' 

Conne<_t.lon curri.culum i.n improving drug knowledge and 

scl f- c onc0.pt among sixth gr-c1dcrs. 

Statement. of Purpose 

The purpose of the study was to identify the key 

criteria e~sential to a complete, effective drug prevention 

progr<1m and to ev<1l1rnte the P-ffect1.veness of the Kids' 

Connection program ns a curriculum to be added to the 

existing drug educationnl mnterials in a sixth grade 

curriculum. This was achieved by identifying the criteria 

for an effective prevention program through reading the 

research that has been conducted on existing programs. This 

comprehensive program was then tested for effectiveness in 
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improving children's drug knowledge and self-concept. Two 

groups of sixth grade students were used to evaluate tt1e 

Kids' Connection program. Effectiveness WRS determined 

through quasi-experlmental design. 

Research Questions 

The study was designed to address the following 

questions: 

Will knowledge of the hnrmful effects of drug 

use, mlsuse, and abuse be increased by the addition of the 

Kids' Connection curriculum to the regular drug education 

progrRm? 

Will ~elf-concept of the sixth grade students be 

improved by the addition of the Kids' Connection curriculum 

to the regular drug education program? 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are used in this study: 

1. l\ddiction. "Physical or psychological dependence 

on a drug; the overpowering physical or emotional urge to 

use a drug repeatedly that a person cannot control, 

accompanied by a tolerance for the drug and withdrawal 

symptoms if the drug use is stopped'' (Here's Looking at You, 

2000, 1986, p. 5). 

2. Adolescence. "It is a period of transition from 

childhood to adulthood. It is a period of time when young 

people search for their identity as an adult. It is a time 
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of intense feelings nnd 0motionR. In most western society, 

it is typi cal ly tl1e human developmental period between the 

nges of 1?. and 18 yenrs of nqr-" (Kozicki, 1986, p. 1). 

J. J\lcoholism. A proqressive, treatable illness 

characterized by uncontrolled drinking (llere's Looking at 

You, 2000, 1986, p. 5). 

'1. n0hav ior roles. Ro11t .lne wnys of behav i.ng to be 

ab 1 e t o cope i n d a .l l y s .l t u n t .i on s . 

5 . COi\. Children or child of Rr1 n1coholi.c. 

6. Co pi.ng. ''J\ny wny of deallr,g with the problem.9 And 

chc1 l l e nges of 1 iv i ng, chnng i nq, flnd growing. Examples of 

coping sk.1 lls are; seeking h0lp from others, getting 

involved in new activities, nnd being assertive" (Here's 

Looking c1t You, 2000, 1986, p. 6). 

7. 00pendence. "A state of periodic or chronic 

intoxication detrimental to the lndividual and to society, 

produced by the repeated con~urnption of a natural or 

synthetic drug. Dependence consists of an overpowering 

desire to continue using the drug; a tendency to increase 

the dosnge or the frequency of consumption; and a 

psychologl col and somet .imes plly~.tca.1 dependence on the 

drug's effr~r:t" (Here's Loo k I.rig nt You, 2000, 1986, p. 6). 

8. Drug. "l\ny substRnc0, i.ncludlng alcohol, whlch 

offects th~ way the mind or body functions'' (Here's Looking 
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nt You, 2000, 1986, p. 6). <~l10.rnlcnl or sub~tRnce nre term~ 

that mc1y h0 used synonymously in plnce of the word drug. 

9. nrug nbu se . "Tti0 "~0. of R drug to the detriment of 

e ithP.r the user or society nnd usunlly in contrAst to rules 

and laws" (Here's Looklng at You, 2000, 1986, p. 6). 

10. f)rug education. ''A system of educat.ion which 

attempts to pr e vent drug Rbt1~0. by providing information and 

skills to a tnrge t audience" (Here's Looki.ng at You, 2000, 

1986, p. 6). 

11. llrug mlsu~e. "Thr u~e of fl drug contrary to the 

in s truct ions of a medicn.l pr.-o fes~ tonal or mnnufacturer' s 

r 0 c o nun 0 n d n t i o n ~ " ( fl 0 r f> ' !:'4 t. o o k i n CJ " t Y o u , ?. 0 0 0 , 1 9 8 6 , p . 6 ) . 

l?. Orug use. "Delibcrnte exposure to a drug, 

geneu1l ly .in c1 continuing Rnd nonexper.iemental manner" 

(H e re's Lo o king at You, 2000, 1986, p. 6). 

1 3. lli.qh - risk. Studr.nt.s with an increased risk of 

becoming c h~mically dependent du e to environmental or 

hered itary fa ct ors. 

1'l. Nr1tural high. "l\ny ~tote of euphoria that is 

a c hi e ved without the use of chemical substances, or the 

process by which that state is reached" (Here's Looking at 

Yo u, ?.000, 1986, p. 7). 

15. Peer pressure. 11 1\ ~oc ic\l demnnd to behave in a 

way that i~ ac ceptnble nmong people in one's own general age 

group. PcPr pressure involv e-~ the need to be accepted, the 
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prevention program could }p cond u cted by teach~rs who are 

n ot competrr it or cornfort.A l)}c in tl11s aren (Mil.gram, 1987). 

Studrrit.s must rPcP.ivr- trrdning in cogn.ltiv e skills. 

Fa c turiJ information about. nlc:ohol nnd drugs is still an 

import,rnt p<1r~: of prPvPnt. i o n, ns long as i.t is not the only 

e l e me n t in t. h P progn1m ( Good~tndt , 1987; Milgr.nm fr, Griffin, 

1986 ; Mi.lgr (1m, 190"1). n0nn~tt. (1987) snys we must t eac h 

about dr ug ."1 , but re inf o r c 0 th<1t information in social 

st 11di Ps , sr:ir!nce , A r1( t ot.. t1rr· c11rriculum classes for students 

to int~rnn l i7.,:"\ th~ knowl'"'dq ~. T\l ~o , bn~ic cognitive ~kills 

ore n00ded in ordPr f or ;in <1dnle~c0nt to deve lop a hen.lthy 

se .1 f -c o n ce rit ·. by h c1vi nq tll 0 ski 11 ~ to f lnd and hold a job 

( F r ,, n k 1 i n , I ') 8 ~j ) . 

n1 1i 1.di r1 q se lf -co n cr pt . in pre-tee n c h.lld re n builds 

indrr,rndc n r:0 and lnciividunl i t.y nnd h elpg protect t ho se 

c hi. ld r~ n f t· n rn peer pre ~!1urr (Mill er , 1908). For ndolescents 

10 - 12 ycetr ~ old , sclf-imrl<J~ <'Xpll.lined the largest varlance 

in st11d~nt ,, ~e , nccordinq to SP ln ow ' s ~tud y (1 985 ) . 

Therefore , sc l f -co n crpt hui ldlnq should be emphasized in the 

prevent. i o n progrnm for thi ~ il<.J0 ch.i.ldre n. Re~cflrch ha s 

provided dne11mcntatlon t.ll;,t n Wf!ll - d eve .lope d self-concept. 

prev e n t~ t h e impnct of ~oc.letnl and peer pressure . Those 

indlvidu rtl ~ wlth a h 0n lt.hy !!le lf - co ncept e xperie nce positive 

educntionn l nchicvcmcnt!l nnd n dec re ased risk of chem i cal 

use (C~crs1c k, 1988; Miller, 1 9 08; Sr.!lnow , 198 5 ). 
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Se v erc1l studies s how thnt there is a greater impact. on 

drug use through brooder hcised ge n er ic ctpproaches to 

tec1chJ n g lnt .~r·personril rind intrnprr!lonnl s kLl l~ (Ootw .in, 

1986) . Yo1 111 g peoplr> rn11 ~ t. 11 0 }1" 1 r)"d to clcvel op interper.!!JonAl 

skills to e n ab l e them to <V' llf'! r<1tP. <1lternc1tlve nctiviti~~, 

rnc,kc d ~r:1.s inn ~ while rcr,oq11l7. ing the po ~1g ible co nscqn e n ces ; 

solve probl0ms; d e velop ~kills to cope with stres~ ~nd 

pressures i11 dc1Jl y lif e ; d e v e l op a sense of responsibility, 

whi c h cn n l0r1 d to jn r,rr>rt~Pd ~,.-, 1 f -control a nd ~e lf -chnnge ; 

d e velop positive c1ttJ tud0s fnr n o n - us e ; and learn to set and 

attain goc1 l ;; . These crit0r i;i f oc us on the social influe nces 

that l~ ad to drug use c1ncl nrr d0.c;igned to lmpr o ve p ers onal 

an J soc ic1.l ;;ki ll s (Fl o t wl.n, 1 9 0 6 ). Th ese s kills ca n be 

taught c1nd 0 nt1c1n ced t. l1r o, 1q t1 rnl 0plny, debc1tes, and 

dlsc, iss i o r1 (F.cl0n~, 190 ./; Ml l <J t· ,, rn, 1 9 07). 

l\cti vi ties that let ;1do l0 sce nts have fun with o ut drugs 

rei. nf orce tl1e messr1ges for r1 0 c l1 c rni ca l use. (L e vine, 1986). 

These act .i v i t i 0 s c Ml i n c l u de d rm c l n g , run n i. n g , camp i n g , 

h iking , vo11mt.ccr work .in ln ~t. itu t l.ons, c'\nd ma ny other 

c1 c t.l v .itles nnd hobbies. Children cc1n be taught to 

exper.ience r1 c1tura l l1i g }1 s , b11t th .i s must be dor1e b efo re 

stude n ts expe r i e n ce t h e hi qh~ from drugs or alcohol. It is 

the bcli.cf of some pr. o f0. s~ i o11r1l.s that natura l highs are not 

ns gr;rn d a~~ t h ose produced by c h e mi. cal.s. Then~fore, we must 
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t ea cl1 our c t,il d r e n al)out nr1tt1rnl t,ighs before they have a 

c h c1 n c r t-. o 0 :-: pr r l P n c r c h r rn I <: r1 1 h i q h ~ ( II r- n r y , 1 9 fl 7 ) . 



CH/\PTER III 

RESE/\RCH DESIGN 

This study was designed to evaluate the Kids' 

Connection in addition to the regular drug education program 

used in the Denton elementary schools. One teacher was 

selected to teach all of the drug education nnd conduct all 

of the Kids' Connection groups. Therefore, students in the 

control group and both experimental groups received 

basically the same information presented in the snme wny, 

Subjects 

' Twenty -e ight sixth grade students in one elementary 

school in Denton, Texas, were used to test the addition of 

the Kids' Connection curriculum, developed by Rainbow Days, 

Inc. of Dallas. Half of the students (N~14) were assigned 

to the experimental groups, which received Kids' Connection 

in nddltion to the regular drug education progrnm. Students 

in the experimental group were divided into two groups. The 

control group (N=14) received only the regular drug 

educa tion information. By the end of the semester there 

were only nine children left in the control group and nine 

children left in the experimental groups. Subject attrition 

was due to students moving out of the school area or missing 

too many of the lessons. 

Criteria for selection of subjects in the study were: 
l i,_; 
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1. Sixth grade regular educRtion students of the 

selected elementary school. 

2. Referral from counselor and teachers. 

High-risk students, AS pn~viously definPd, were 

selected. Care was given to Jnstire A well bft.lnnc~d mix of 

behavior roles in both experimentnl groups. Selection of 

the stud0nts was by conv~nience, due to the schedules of the 

teachers involved. A referral form was used for selection. 

Instruments 

The following instruments were used in this study: 

Student Measures for Sixth Grc1de nnd The Self-concept 

Adj ect ive Checklist. 

"Student Measures for Sixth Grnde", !1Upplied by ltere' s 

Looking at You, 2000 was used to as~ess the knowledge 

possessed by the students regarding drugs by answering nine 

multiple choice and six short answer essay questions. All 

answers wer e scored by the number corn:.\ct out of the total 

number of questions. 

The Self-Concept Adjective Checklist (Pol.i.tte, 1971.) is 

an instrument containing 114 adjectives from which the 

children check (a) I am, (b) I am not, or (c) I would li.ke 

to be. Score values were assigned to each of the words in 

the "I am" column,according to the dlr ec tions with the test. 

These were from one to four points apiece . These vcllues 

were then totaled and averaged. J\n average score of 1.5 or 
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less .indicfltes a poor ~clf - im;igc; nn average score between 

1. 6 and .?. • ~) .indicates se.l f-conf idPnce; and an average score 

of 2. 6 or qrcc1Ler .indicnt0!'1 ;v1<1re~ 8i verH~~~ nnd e xaggerated 

self-confid0nce . The relinhillty coeff.icie nt i~ .83 for a 

test-retest. format with nr1 j nl er va 1. of six months when 

tested on p,1blic sc h oo l ~ 111<1011t-.~ (N ..... ]7.0) ranging fr.om 5 to 

1'1 yP.ar olcJ~~ over n four. yr,1r. period. The instrument was 

developed 011 a fc1ce vnlidity formct t. 

Procedures 

To me~t the neerls for fr1cturtl i.nform<1tion in the 

primary dn1q prevention proqr;im, ff ere ' s Looking nt You, 

2000, which ts a Seattle c ur ri.c ulum, wns used wJth all of 

the si.xt h qr;id~ stucl,... nt~. Thr--~e mAt.e r.Jrtls and videotRpes 

assist the teacher ln educr1ti011 activities and have been 

utili7.ed si11ce 1987 .In t he l>r11t o n IndPp~ndent School 

District. 

Two groups of seven ~1tud0nts worked with one teacher 

for one ho11r once a week fot- 10 wc0 ks in Kids' Connecti.on 

groups . Tl1 is f1 lxtl1 qrcld~ t0r1r.:t1er tnught al 1 tl1e drug 

education nnd the Kid!-1' ConnP.ct l o n. These groups could have 

received slightl y different inforrnntion because the dynamics 

of eac h group would be di ff0r0nt d11e to different 

persor1al it j es within the gro,1ps interacting with each other 

and issues brought up by .individunls. The Kids' Connection 

curriculum wc1s presented, in ,1ddit.ion to the specific drug 
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education program thett. th~ r-ntire class received together. 

The s ma 1 1 y r o up o f pr. e r. s n <-: t rd n !'l n support g r o up i n 

addition to aiding in thP. d0v0.lopment of skil.lg, 1\11 sixth 

grade students fill~ct out the Student Measures for Sixth 

Grade Kn o w1,,.dge tesl ;,ncJ r1 ~r l f-Concept J\djective Checklist 

befor0 hAv i 11 q nny dr11q 0d11< >71 I o n or Kids' Connection. 

F:n c h wnrkly ~0~~1on of f< ld~' Co nnection hnd a 

p n r t i c , 1 l c1 r , , o ct .I • ·1 · t IP. t o J ) l r, ;, f o r t t Ir:! l O s e ~ s i o n s we re : ( a ) 

Getti n g to Know Yo11, (b) C~nnl Sctt .ing, ( c ) My Individual 

Self-- J\ c ,--..\ rbrc1tlo 11 of Mr, (d) My In!3idc Self: Feel.ing~, 

( e ) My Outside Sel f: Defe 11~ rs , ( f) Decisions and 

Consequencrs, ( g ) Ch 0.m ical n0pendency , (h) Others in My 

Life: Family, ( i ) Othr>r!l In My Li.f c : Friends , and (j) 

Celebr,1tio n (wh ich wn~ r.cinfnrc.ing all the positive outcomes 

from the prrvi.ous nin e wer.ks ). Th ese goals include the 

eleme n ts tl1c1 t the drug education research recommends. 

J\t t he end of the first 10 we e ks experime ntal period, 

seve n more ;;t udcnt s wP.rc ~e l rct0d to go through the 

s u pplf'mc ntn I progrRm of Kid:>' Co rrnccti. o n. Immediatel y 

following the completion o f t.hc second ten weeks Kid s ' 

Connection qr.oup, t-111 si x t h qrnde s tud e nts completed another 

c heckl i st rind Look the knowlodge test. Postt.ests were 

administered At t h e compl 0.t i o n of the regular drug 

educatio n. Kids ' Connection groups had b ee n conducted 

during t h e snmc peri.od of tlrn0. oS the regular drug 
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education. Therefore, posttesting was done within a week of 

completion . The Mann-Whitney U Test was used to compare 

pretest scores of both experimental. Rnd control groups to 

d e termine that both groups were equivnlent. 

The Mann-Whitney U Test wns used to compare the 

posttests of the experimental group and tl1e control group. 

Th i s w c1 ~ \ 1 ~ 0 d t o d P. t 0 rm i r H' t h P .i n f 1 \ 1 e n c (~ o f t he K i d s ' 

Connection curricu.lum on ~elf-concept <1nd drug knowledge. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This study was designed to determine the effectiveness 

of the Kids' Connection curriculum on drug knowledge and 

self-concept. Twenty-elght sixth grade regular education 

stud~nts were selected from l1igh-risk students referred by a 

counselor and three teachers. These students were selected 

by convenience due to the !!lchedules of the tenchers 

involved. The students were divided .i.nto two experimental 

groups and a control group, with care being given to make 

sure both groups were comprised of students with a diverse 

pc1ttern of behaviors. After the attrition of five students 

from the cxperimentnl groups nnd the control group, both 

groups contained an equcll number of students (n=9). Both 

group~ were given a drug knowledge test and a self-concept 

test before receiving any drug education. Both groups were 

presented the regular public school drug education 

curriculum, llere' s Looking at You, 2000. The two 

experimental groups received a ten week Kids' Connection 

program in addition to the regular drug education the 

control group received. After both the experimental groups 

and control group each received the required drug education 

curriculum and the experimental groups received Kids' 

?O 
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Connection intervention, both were posttested using the same 

drug knowledge test and self-concept test. Pretest and 

posttest scores on both instruments were recorded for the 

experimental and control groups. The Mann-Whitney U test 

was used to test the research questions. The significance 

level for this study was set at .05. 

Findings 

Tt1 e findings will be presented in two sections 

portrnyed in Tables 1 and 2. 

For pretest knowledge, the experiment.ell group had a 

mec1 n of 50.8889 and the control group had a mean of 44.4444. 

The P value was 0.3867, which was not significant. 

For pretest self-concept, the experimental group had a 

mea n of '1.1611 and the control group had a mean of 2.0944. 

The P value was 0.1443, which was not significant. 

As Table 1 indicates, the experimental and control 

group were essentially equivalent on both pretest dependent 

variables. 



Variabl e s 

Pretest 

Kn o wl e d g e 

Pr e te s t 

Se lf-Co n c ept 

Group 

F:xper 

Cnt r J 

F.xpcr 

Cnl.rl 

T/\OJ.F. 1 

Pretest Data 

Menn p Value 

--------

50.8889 0.3867 

'1'1. '1'1'1'1 

'1 . 1 6 1 1 0.8912 

2 . 09'1'1 
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Significance 

NS 

NS 

The> m0M1 f o r th0 Pxpcr .lm<>ntnl group was 59. 6667 and the 

me/111 w/'l~ '13 .0003 for the c ontrol qro1 1p in po.9ttest 

1<11 o wl0clq0. The P vnlue wr19 0.006 '1 , which wns significant. 

F o r posttest self-conc <'pt., the experimental group had a 

m~c1n o f 7..1~89 c11 1d the r. o nlrol group hnd a mean of 2.0900. 

The P value was 0.2697., whlch was not significant. 

Varic1bles Group 

------ ---

Po stlc s t Expcr 

Kn o wledqr Cnt r I 

Postt e st F.xper 

Se lf- c on c ept Cntrl 

Tl\BLF. 2 

Posttcst Data 

Menn p Value 

------

59.6667 0.006'1 

'13.0003 

2.1 5 89 0.2692 

2.0900 

Significance 

s 

NS 
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As shown in Table 2, the two groups differed 

significantly for only one posttest variable: kr1owledgc. 

Analysis of the data revealed a significant difference 

between tt1e experimental and control groups for knowledge 

but not for self-concept. 

Teacher Observations of Experimentnl Groups 

The teacher of Kids' Connection was interviewed about 

behaviors exhibited by students during the ten weeks of 

pclrticipc1tior1 in a Kids' Connection group. 

One boy would not sit in the circle with tl1c rest of 

the group . He refused to share sunshine and cloud (a good 

and ,rn unpleasant happening that is going on in hi.s 1.lfe at 

present). He passed every t.tme they had any discussion and 

it was his turn to share. By the seventh week, he had 

pullr:-d himself into the circle and was sharing some with the 

group. 

J\n overweight girl was completely silent and w.i.thdrawn 

for the first three ses~ions. By the fourth session sh~ 

s h;1red and by the last session she was as comfortable as 

eve ry o ne e lse. 

!\not.her boy was ve ry isolated in the group <'tnd al~o in 

his classroom. As the group se ssions continued, the 

c la ssroom teacher noticed much change in behavior, as the 

boy b~gc\n to jo.ln the class in activities and dlscussions. 
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During the second ~e~sion goals are discu!lsed. Then 

everyone ~ets a short term goal to work on every week. 1'ho 

teacher mnkes a chart to record the progress being mnde on 

the goals. One of the boys did not work on his goal nt nll 

during the first three weeks, he appeared to hnve no 

interest in reaching a goal. Then the fifth week he became 

diligent in working on his goal. He had reached it by the 

last sess ion. 

The group makes a set of basic rules during the first 

session. In one group there was a boy tlrnt kept on 

interrupting the discussions and talking all the time. The 

peer group voted that if he continued to break the rules, he 

would lrnvr. to lenve the group. The boy improved his 

behavior. within the group. In the other experimental group 

a similar ~ituntion occurred. 

The fifth session discusses defenses used in order to 

not show feelings. The students begin to identify what 

defenses they use most often. l\n extremely quiet girl 

identified silence as her major defense. She came out with 

this without even being asked. She began to sl1nre more on a 

p e rsonal level during the last five weeks of the group. She 

also began participating in her class di~cu~sions. 

l\n other girl was not able to share personal inforrnnlion 

until the third or fourth week. She then appeared to be 

comfortab l e sharing. 
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The teacher's observntion~ of student behavior 

throughout the ten wee k pc1rtic.ipation in Kids' Connection 

revenl thnt se v errll stuclrnt~ ex hibited .lncr.eased coopernt.i. ve 

be h avior o~ their attcndrin c e in the group increased, Th.i.s 

wns c1lso obser v ed by t. h 0. r..lnssr.oom tencher. 



Chapter V 

DISCUSSION 

Drug nbu~e in the upper elementriry school !'-3, juni.or hiqh 

schools, And high schools is widespread. Primc1ry prevention 

prognims mu~t be aimed at the age group that has not shown n 

high incidence of chemical use. The problem clddressed by 

this study was to determine the effectiveness of Kids' 

Connection in terms of increasing drug knowledge and 

self-concept of the sixth grade boys and girls. The purpose 

of the study was to identify the key criteria essential to a 

comp l ete , effective prevention program and to cvriluate the 

Kids' Conn~ctio n program's effectivene9 s ns;, currlculum to 

be added to the drug educational materi.als (Herc's Look.ing 

at You, 2000). Students from an elementary school in 

Denton, Texa9 were used to test the addition of the Kid~' 

Connection curriculum, developed by Rainbow Days, Inc. of 

Dall~s. Jlcilf of the students (n =9 ) were assigned to one of 

two experi mental groups, which received Kids' Connection in 

addition to the regular public school drug education 

progrc1m. The control group (n m9) received only the regular 

public school drug education information. 

The following instruments were used in th.ts study: 

Student Measures for Sixth Grade and The Self-concept 

ri.djcctive Checklist. These were used to pretest and to 

post test. The Mann-Whitney U Test was used to compare the 
26 
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posttests of the experiment .nl group and the control group. 

This was usrcl to determi.ne the .influence of the Kids' 

Connection r.11rriculum on ~0lf - concP.pt and drug knowledge. 

Thf"'> r>YJH·•ri.m0ntc1l nncl r:nnt-.rol groups differed 

signific;-rnt]y for only orH" d0pendent variable: knowledge. 

The re w ;-i ~ n n s l g n l f i c ;rn t. d I f f 0 r r n c e bet we P n the exp e ri. men t a 1 

a n d c o n l. r· o 1 q r· o up s f o r s c l f - c n n c <"' p t . 

Thr- st.11,ly wc1s de~.ignr.d to rtddr.ess the following 

question.s: 

Wi I 1 knowledg~ of thr. l1r1rmful effects of drug use, 

misusP, <1nd nhuse be incrr• ,,s0d by the addition of the Kids' 

Co nn ect ion c ,,rriculum to thr. regular drug education program? 

Will self-concept of Lite sJxth grade students be 

improved by the addition or the Kids' Connection curriculum 

t o t ll 0 r r q u 1,, r d r u q P. d t 1<: fl t I n n p r o q r fl m 7 

Disr::1,~sion 

Tho rwt.urc of this ~t11rly w;1~ exploratory in the absence 

of pr.r.vi.ous cvnluations of t· IH~ Kids' Connection curriculum. 

Ma j o r l i rn i t r1 t J o n s o f t he ~ t. , 1 d y .f n c 1 u d c d 1 a c k o f 

r a n do m i 7. c1 t i on a n d s ma 11 s f-Hn p 1 e s i z e . No at. t empt was made to 

randomly c1~r,ign subjects to experimental and control groups 

bec~use of rn nstrai nts dictnted by scl1ool administrators and 

schedul e~ . rJo significant di.fferences were found between 

the two qro11p~ on prete~t~ o f ench dependent variable. 
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Given a small treatment effect of the Jntervention, a larger 

size would have been more appropriate. Researcl1 design 

moci.ifJcc1tior1~ ore> l.imitrc.l by tl1r r1ntt1 rf\ of tl1c Kids' 

Co nn0 r: tion curriculum , which l~ h;i~("\d o n ~mnl.1 group 

interc1 c tion . 

Thi s study evnlunted the effccti. v ene~s of the I<ids' 

ConnPction curriculum .i.n improving drug knowledge and 

se lf - concept c1rn o nq ~lxt h grnders. n e!, lllts indi.cate that th e 

Kid s ' Connection curriculum improved knowledge but had no 

effect on self-concept . However, according to teacher 

obcrser vc1t .ions of student~ in experimental groups, 

coopcrc1t iv0 bchc1vlor rn<1y hr1v0 brrn Pnhnnced by the Kids' 

Co nn0 c tion c urriculum. 

ne co mmc11dc1tions 

Thi~ ~tlldy ~ ll ou ld he rrp0nt0d ,1s.in g n lnrqrr ~nmp.1~ of 

stt1<.. l 0 11 t~ fr o m n ~c l1 ool 111 wl1i c l1 tl1 c ~tu<.l0 11ts nre r1ot as 

trnnsicnt. Stnrting out with n total of thiry-five to forty 

students would c\llow for ~orne loss of group members without 

the numbers in the sample~ becornlnq too small. The study 

~h o uld be und e r taken with fourth grade student s or below. 

Fewer of the younger students hav e experimented with drugs 

c.1nd, th e refore, are a better age to target. Sixth graders 

may hav e nlready formed a rigid defense system. From 

working with this c1ge child, it b ecomes evident that many 

have built tall, thick walls around themselves, for 
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protection, which makes th e m difficult to reach. Many sixth 

graders have already started to use drugs or have 

exper ime nted with drugs. The Kids' Connection curriculum 

was found to be effective along with the regular public 

sc h oo l drug education in improving drug knowledge. The 

teacher obser vations should be considered strongly in 

judgi n g t h e influe nc e of Kids' Connection on self-concept of 

studi::>.nts . Te Ac her ob~er vntion mc1y h e more valid in this 

case than the r es ults from the Self-concept l\djective 

Ch ecklist . There fore, Kid 3 ' Connection perhaps should be 

considered a useful adjunct to the r e gular school drug 

ed u c ation curriculum. 
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AppPndix A 

Student ~leasure 
Slxth Gradt 

__ __ prt-lMI ---JK>tl•lesl 

Circle the ktter of tJ1e hcJI 11.mwer. 

1. ~11lch con1:1ln, more c:incc-r-nminit lnitredknt~? 
11) m.·ulju:1n:1 11mokc h) toh:acco smoke 
c") chewing tob:icco ti) all the unic: 

2. Smoklnit c:m c-:iu~ 
:a) htnit cann·r 
c) }'t"llow fingeN 

h) hc:trt dlM"l..'I<' 
ti) :ill or th~ 

:\ . If :m advenlq·n,cnt !IIIMr~•~ 1hl1 all the mo<km 1tcner.11lon I~ tlrinklnA II cc:ruln 
lx-\-rrJgt", \>.11:it 1t·ch11lq11l' I, It l"lnH> . 
:i) 1t·s1lmn11bl h) c-:ml 11uckln" 
c·) h .11Hlw:1go11 1 d) pbln folk.'! 

4 . llow lor~ do thc d1rmk:il~ In m:iriju:111:1 rrm:1ln In th(' hod)·? 
:i) M"\Tr.11 houf" h) 'l("\·t-rJI d:l)"!I 

c·) up to a month d) fore,·cr 

5. l'o~'-<'. .. ~lon or :ikohol hr II minor Jtl'nr rnllr I~ lllt·w1I unl~1 lh(' minor 1§ 
:i) not In :i puhllc pbn• h) 11ccomp:111ll'd h)' 11n adult 
c) not In :.t \'t"hldc ti) 1111rwn·lsc:-d h)' her/hi~ p:1r('nL~ 

6 . \\11ich of chc following druit~ m:a)' h:1m1 • nr,,,hom If tJu: baby• mother b u1lng 
It <.lurlnJl prcitn:inc.i~ 
11) :alcohol 
c) nlcotill(' 

7 . Chewln1t tohlcco 
:i) 1 .. hJrmful onl)' If 5'\~Jllowcd 
b) c:in c;iu'('. c:111n·r or thr mouth 
c) tkcreJsc~ the hlood prr,surr 

h) m.'lrij11:ma 
d) :ill or the :ihovc 

<I) Ill~ no r01·ct on the oxrnrn lc\'t'I In your hotly 

R. H rou smpl'cl :1 frlrnd of trylnA to !(rt rnu In crouhlr, thr flr.;t 1hlnJt rou should 
do Is 
:i) :i~k qurstlon~ 
h) !lu~rsr :ilrcm.:tti\·c, 
C) ltkntlf)' lhl' COll'l('(jUCnCM 

d) J::l·t up anti k:J\'C 

9. If rou :irr lx:ln~ prM~urrd h)' :i Jlroup or frknds lo t:il<c :i drink, :ind rou flnd II 
h:ird to ~rt :i word In to ~u~nt llll)' :iltcnullvt'S, tJ1c l>«:'1t thlnR to do l'I to 
:i) W ;1II< :l\\'J)' 

h) t:ikr the drink 
c) ~inglr our one or }'our frknd1 IO 1:ilk with 
d) nor S:l)' ;lll)1hlnA 

10. \l:11:it h Alltt·rrv 

l;,-,Jo ft I ~., I 

'"""' I, I lr•III JI 



Student T\lcasure 
Slxlh (;r;1ill° Contlnu l'd 

I I . ~11:11 doc!I It mc:1.n when wc lll)' tJ1:u somconc b dC'~ndcrll on drug!I? 

I 2. U sl<'d below :i.r(' tJ1c six steps 10 nuking a friend Put tJ1cm In the riftlll onkr. 
:i) Drr:ik the Ice. 
h) SIIAAt~I somc1.hlnR to do. 
<.") Go do IL 
d) r1:tn for :i future n'<'"l 
c) Go O\'t'f :md ~2)' hi. 
f) Relax. 

13. \'(11y ,~ It :i rt<><><.l ldc2 10 J:<> ~omt" pl:ice )"OU u1u:ill)' don't go "11cn you're looking 
Ill nuke :a friend> 

14 . N:imc rwo dnig~ th:11 :ire adllktlvc. 

I~ - Gl\'c rwo rc-1<.<ln~ \\11y ~ rrunr :iccldcnt~ :irc c:iu\Cd h)' pcoplc "110 h:I\~ been 
drlnldnit too mudt 

- - ----------- - --- -- -------- ---------
lllOtl(;flT QlffS l10N (not Jtr:ldnl - u\t'd for post•tt"~t onl)') . Wh:1t I, tJ1c mo~I 
lmpo rt :mt thing ) 'OU k:1rm:1t In this unit> 

Cif'lklii ,. I, ...... "'' 
Ci,_. I• t_.....,.,."' II 



SELF-CONCEPT ADJECTIVE 
CHECKLIST 

h1 Al•n J. rnlttlt, M.I. 

Att --- In --- Gude-----

'''""' ,,.,,,,. - - -- ----- -------- - - ,,.,. ------

Tnl\lT 

rr•lk•• 

1 r11r1 ,r lie 

.1. (""'"""'"" 
•, ll•rl)' 

~- "' ti •l' 

r, . ~•trnlh·!' 

1. rr,ttn~ 

II t '""'~Y 
'I ta,,~ 

111. '""" 
11 . "'"'" 
11 . 11,1,-1)' 

1.1 . 1111,~c til•r 

"' · wrn~ 

I ~ rirr 1Y 

Ir,. n .. -~ wn,,1 

I 7 olw1y1 11111,_, y 

F'El - 232101 

11\M 11\M NOT I WOULD LUCI TO Ill 

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

----
- - -

- ---

- --
---- ---· 

f"•rt•t,I,• o ttll ., ,..,,,.......,,, ......... ,_ '"'· ,. ......... .., 
Nvt 1101 fk:t~n ••• ,n,it·A fltal, M, 

,.,,_,111t,1•.•1-111 
l',l•1t4 i.. 11 • A, ' Al lllfllh ....... 

CttANOI 

--- -

___ ,. __ 

---
---
--- -



Tnl\lT I J\M I AM NOT I WOULD Llltl lO II ClfANUI! 

IM alwoy• •lrrpy 

I'' · 13•1 - - --
!11 . •kinny 

11 . tlrrJ 

2! ,lnw 

2 I . "' 
2-1 . 1thlrtlc 

n . i12rrr111 

lh . cnncrrnr,1 

11. •rll crnlrrt,I 

lR . funk 

:•• . I air 

.111. "•rrY 

.1 I . honnl 

.'1 . cn('lrrrllht 

.1.1. lorahl111 

.1-1. toy •I 

J 5. ,r. ('111~.11,rut 
_1,; _ r1011d 

17 , lary 

.IR . •rlll•h 

1? 111i1chltwo11• 

~() ,rnrrout 

,11 . kln,I 

.1] 11nhltln11t 

,11 . m~nnrrly 

H . ,Inn rt 

,I~ . r,tlrnt 

.1(, _ •rn,itlvt ·---
-11 . l<'11lol 

,IA . rarahlr 

.,,,. ,tuJinm 

~11 . l,r i11h I 

q _ tlillal' nl 



lnl\lT 11\M 11\M NOT I WOULD Llltl TO Ill CUANOI 

_q _ '"'~""' --q l'lrtllvt 

H. 1·1.-rr ,~ •Irr I 

.~, .. lnlrlllr.rnl 

q _ 1lull 

~I! .. ,., 
~ ,, l1lrnlrd 

(,(), U'fi , HII 

(d. m111ic•I --
,, 1. tllf"f 

,. 1. ,lrprn ,ltnl 

'"· nol•y ---
11, . nrrn -mlndrd 

M . rl•y rut .__._._ 

(, 1. n11l0111 

'·"· lO<' l•hft 

,..., . t1lhll•t 

70. Inv t hie 

71 . 11n 1ntre 

72 . r rlrni11y 

71 . """""""'" 
7'1 , t,r1.,ru1 

H . loKCUII 

U, . trmru 

11. mooJy 

711 . '"'~' 
7'>. cnrrl - · 
l!fl. 1t11hl>ofn 

111. rnlllt 

"2. '"' 
.... 

111 . ,.rdtn -· 
II~ ,t,y 

I!~ . r111l11111ltfd 



~8 

lnl\lf 11\M I i\M NOT I WOULD Lll<I TO II! CIIANO! 

Hr, l1111dy --·- ---.. ----·-· 
>17 ,l,y ------- ------ ·- .. . ··--
H~ )\'~r .. u, - ·•·--
11'1 '""')' ----
'"' ''"l'l'Y 

.,. __ , __ - - --,,, ,I•)' ,Irr 11t1rr ----- - --- -
'l ! lrad,·r ----
'II l11n11y - ----,,., ,,,11,,,.,u -- -----
'I\ '"''" ·- ----
.,,. ,lnlr11dlvr - ---,,, limhl 

''" ,ill)' - ---.,,, t,,11r,I 

1110 111t' ltl ----- --
1111 '""'' -- ·- ... ~ --·----
111 .' 1111 ·,"Y ··---- •·- --- ---·--
1111 Ir 1,tt1rnr1I - ·---- -- ---·---··· - ----
IOI """'' "' 

. ----
I II~ '""Y - ---
1111, ..,.,,,1r,I 

1117 •1•11ik1I ----·-
'"'' h~r t l11li1 ----- ~---
'fl'' prr tty -- ---
' 1(1 llllr - ---
II I r11,1ty --
II~ l•nl,I --
II I I'""""' . --
11 -1. IJll!r hit 



AppP.ndix C 

S:udenti 

Bthartor R,rer:al For~ 

Crader 

Ttacher, 

Ptr,on R,re r rlngr Po11tlon1 Datt, 

r1ea9e check behavlor1 you have ob1erv1d thla 1tud1nt 1xhibltlng, Addltlonal comment• or 
information can bt written ln th, apace provldtd, 

Academic Ptrfonnaryct 

Dr op ln grad11 and/or fallure 
Alttrnate p1rlod1 of hl1h, low 
productivity 
Not staying on ta5k 
Unable to conc,ntrate 
Uo r k lncomplttt and/or not 
turned ln 
Obse,1lv1 concern about grad11 
Con,tantly fall• to Collou dlrtctlona 
Lack of motlvatlon 

School Attendance 

Ab,ent,,lsm (tsptciallr Hond•r• 
and rrlday1) 
Tard in,, • 
Suspension 
Truan cy 
Extended 1t1y1 1t 1chool (btfor• or after) 

Sccial Probltms 

Frequent vl1it1 to coun11lor 
~lthdraun, loner 
Lou/poor 111( eate,m 

Inapproprl • tl IIXUll b1h1vior, 
knoultdge 
Sttallng, vandtll•~ 
Chang, ln dr111, 1roomlng 
Chang, in fri1nd1 

lncrtaslng non-lnvolv1m1nt 
Inapproprlatt pl1yground behavior 
Chang, ln familrt dtath, divorce, illn111, 
runa~ay, !lnanclal 1:r111, 11111 probl1m1 
Po or p,,r rtlationshipa 

Parental, bossy in r1lation1h!p1 
Avoids 1t~t11~ul 1i~uat!on1, arcumtntl, 
con~r on:at ~er. 

Fii;h: ~:-. t 
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Ph,·,!c:r.l Svmptoma 

Ltthar~lc, ll1tl111 
Slt1p1 ln cla11 
Frequent vl1lt1 to nur11 
Poor hy1ltn1 
Poor nutrltlon 
Phy1lcal compl1int1 (1tom1chach1, 
h11dach1) 
Unu1ual or un1xpl1ln1d phy1icat 
injurlu 
ln1pproprl1t1 dr111 

Cla11room Conduct 

D1Ci1ne1 or rul11, authority 
rr1qu1ntly n11d1 di1cipllnt 
Inapproprlat1 emotional outbur1t1 
Jnapproprlata langu1g1, ge1tur11 

Argumtntat iv1 
Blamtt oth1r1, d1nl11 bth1vlor 
rr,qutnt vlalta to r11troomt 
Verbal, phy~lcal 1bu11 t~ othttl 
Ovtrrt1et1 to r,11 or imagined 
crltlClH 
Dramatic 1tt1ntlon-gettin1 
C1t1 out or •••t frtqu,ntly 
ttyp1r1ctivity, ntrvou1n111 
Qultt, 11ldo• bthavlor probltffl 
l.lorka alon• 
Avoid••~• contact 
Compulalvt about b1ln1 tht beat 



lthavlor • At vplc1l 

lnttrn1ll111 fttlln11 
11l&ld t!tlludtt 
Attachtt to thln11, not poorlt 
Unr11ll1tlc 10111, ptrfoctlonltt 
ln111l1blt nttd for 1tttntlon, 
approval 
Super r11pon1lblt 
Co• lt, 1up1r eute 
Ovtrlr adaptive bthtvlor 
lthavlor txtr•••• 
Hood 1vln11 
Depr111lon 
Doftnelvt 
5tcrtt Ive 
Conttant artult contact 

Crl•• ln•rrroprlattly 
llt(u111 to tat lunch 
l\e1re11lvt bth1vlor11 
th u• b1uckln1, t1ntru• 1 1 

•nur11l1, lnfantllt behavior 
llebt I I lout 

fear of 1ltu1tlon1 lnvolvlna 
contact vlth p1r1nt1 

Con1l1tontlr vlthout lunch 
or l unch o, oner 

De•alop~antal 1111 

Unabla to ••pr111 ftalln11 In 
potltlvt v1r1 

COHHtNT5 t 

Think tou for tour 111l1t1nc1, 

Po11lblt Alcohol/Drua ••h•vjor 

--· Po1111alon of p1r1,htrn1ll1 
Odor of alcohol, ••rlJu1n1, lnctnlt 
talk• about UII br ltlf or ,,.11, 
•t•b1r1 
Drue r1l1t1d \lt1r1turt, 1\011n1 
lnvolvtaont In 111111\ tctlvltltt 
C1trl11 txet11lvt aaountl of •on•r 
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