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ABSTRACT

This study examined the relationship between sboading indicators and drug
use among grade eight to twelve students, draworg &ttachment and involvement
dimensions of Hirschi’'s Social Bonding Theory fbetconceptual framework. Data was
utilized from the Safe School Social Responsibiityrvey for Secondary Students
(SSSRS) for the 2005/06 and 2006/07 school yearaderstand the extent to which
school bonding, a measure of attachment to schwbirevolvement at school, was
associated to current and future drug use. ‘Attaattrto school’ indicators included
perceptions of students’ liking for school, feelimegpected from adults at school, and
feeling their ideas were important to adults asth'Involvement at school’ indicators
included self-reported rates of students’ partitgrain groups or clubs at school, and
non-participating behaviours involving skippingsdaand skipping an entire day of
school. This study provides important evidenceyelt as practical indicators, to support
the proposition that school bonding is associatedrnd predictive of, current and future

drug use.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Drug use among youth can lead to serious consegqaaifecting health and
educational outcomes. It leads to increased codtsalthcare from hospitalizations,
shortens lifespan, and contributes to more than @fl&i deaths when considering the
general Canadian population fifteen years and dildehm, Ballunas, Brochu, Fischer et
al. 2006; cited in Canadian Centre on Substances@&007b). Though substance use
is associated to a variety of problems regardlésg®, adolescents are at particular risk
since “young people tend to use substances mar aftd in riskier ways than older
people” (CCSA, 2007c). Canadian youth, as comperegduth from other countries,
appear to be at even greater risk for harm dueightened exposure to substance use
(Adlaf & Racine, 2005; Currie, Roberts, Morgan ket 2004). Figures indicate that 60%
of all illicit drug users are between fifteen toetuty four years of age (CCSA, 2007a). In
response to the seriousness of this problem, thadian Centre on Substance Abuse
(CCSA) is currently leading a national strategyeaduce the prevalence of illicit drug use
among youth, with a focus on addressing risk antkeptive factors associated to drug

use (CCSA, 2007a).

Health and Educational Harms Associated to Drug Use

The harms associated with licit and illicit drugpuare numerous and may result in
damage to self, others, and property. Certain cpreseces are immediate, while others

have long-term impacts on physical, psychologiaatl social health that may not be



initially evident (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Rettson, David & Rao, 2003; United
Nations, 2005). Oral or injection use is linkedter-doses and the spread of viruses,
and in particular, alcohol ingestion is linked txigent rates from drunk driving, falling,
or other similar outcomes (Health Canada, 2001¢. [bhg-term use of alcohol
contributes to liver disease, cancer, heart diséaae damage, and dependency, while
chronic use of alcohol impedes healthy brain dgwakent, cognitive processing,
memory, and poor health, including weight gain (re€anada, 2001). Smoking results
in a greater likelihood of developing respiratorglgems and disease, cancer, and heart
disease (Health Canada, 2001).

High rates of drug use among youth have beconemtiat area of concern for
educators as well (Zyngier, 2003). Substance wsisleo problems in school, including
poorer learning outcomes, lower academic aspirgtiand premature school leaving
(Hall, Doran, Degenhardt & Shepard, 2006). Schoahsellors and psychologists have
identified substance use being linked to major @dmtalth problems among youth in
schools (Romer & Mcintosh, 2005; in LaRusso, Ro&&elman, 2007), and a small but
noteworthy proportion of criminal careers (eg. vaisim, theft, burglary) begin during
the school years from activities associated witlgdrseg(Akers & Lee, 1999; Roberts et

al. 2001).

Problematic Drug Use

The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mentas®ders (DSM-1V) (2000)
distinguishes substance abuse from use. Substbose goes beyond experimentation or
recreational use to become problematic when a raptac pattern results in impairment

or distress over the course of a year. Malada@heviour exists when it interferes with



a major obligation, such as school (eg. poor perémce, suspensions, or expulsions); is
physically dangerous to do so (eg. driving a aacurrent involvement with the legal
system for substance-related behaviour); and, leagscurring personal, interpersonal,
or other social problems (Centre for Addiction &nental Health, 2007). Of youth who
report substance use, only a portion (3-16%) nieettiteria for DSM diagnoses of
substance use disorders, varying by age, gendgtypa of substance used. The highest
rates occur for older youth, among males, and thiblse who have marijuana and
alcohol-related disorders (Weinberg, Rahdert, €etlet al. 1998; cited in Weiner,
Abraham & Lyons, 2001).

From a legal perspective, a further distinctionagning drug use is made
between illicit and licit drugs. lllicit drugs raféo banned substances as identified in
international drug control agreements (Hall, Dof@aagenhardt & Shepherd, 2006). This
includes, for example, cannabis (e.g. marijuanshis&), stimulants (e.g. cocaine,
methamphetamine), dance-party drugs (e.g. ec3¥A), opiates (e.g. heroin,
opium), and pharmaceutical opiates (e.g. methaduooghine). Licit drugs, by
comparison, are those that are legally obtainauid,include, for example, alcohol and
cigarettes. However, their legal purchase andidigion is accompanied by regulations
that restrict their use by youth. Despite regaladiin Canada, survey research involving
Canadian youth fifteen to nineteen years of agstified that twenty percent of
adolescent drinkers had reported at least one resufting from an incident of a
physical, social or legal nature. This compare8d% of youth who reported similar
forms of injury from illicit drug use (ter Bogt, Bmid, Gabhainn, Fotious et al., 2006; in

CCSA, 2007h).
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Not only is the use of drugs illegal by minorst the dangers associated to
substance use experimentation in childhood anceadehce can result in immediate and
long term impairmentEarly experimentation with alcohol has shown talyebust
predictor of alcohol abuse and dependence latideirFigures indicate that 40% of
adolescents who started drinking at fourteen yebagje or less had eventual alcohol
dependence, whereas only 10% did so when repdhatgheir drinking began after age
twenty (Dawson, 1997; in Health Canada, 2001). ®exXperimentation and asserting
independence is part of normal human developmeantg@an Health Network, 2007),
risk-taking through exposure to, and early inibatof, alcohol and drug use can

compromise healthy growth and development (Headthada, 2001).

Adolescence

Adolescence is a developmental period charactebyedpid changes in the
physical, psychological, and social facets of angppersons’ life (CCSA, 2007b;
Simons-Morton, Crump, Haynie & Saylor, 1999). Thé&iod of life sets the stage on
which life-long skills and behavioural patterns astablished. In addition to the
considerable tension and financial burden for fewiaffected by their child’'s
involvement with drugs and alcohol (CCSA, 2007hbjpstance use contributes to
developmental problems. It impedes healthy tramsstby increasing chances that
children will leave home early, drop out of schawlface parenting responsibilities at a
young age (Krohn, Lizotte & Perez, 1997). Schoairsellors and psychologists have
identified that substance use is linked to majontalehealth problems (Romer &
Mclintosh, 2005; in LaRusso, Romer & Selman, 2087mall but noteworthy

proportion of criminal careers begin during thealyears from increased exposure to
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negative peer influences associated to drug invoére (e.g. vandalism, theft, burglary)
(Akers & Lee, 1999; Health Canada, 2001). The youtigeage of onset of drug use, the
greater the chance for developing serious problarastime (Hawkins, Arthur &
Catalano, 1995; Jarvinen & Gundelach, 2007; Mc@ty§tercy & Higgins, 2007;

Mosher, Rotolo, Phillips, Krupski & Stark, 2004hdre is a need to prevent youth from
spiralling into positions of disadvantage from Hamful effects of early and on-going
contact with drugs and alcohol (CCSA, 2007a).

Some youth, however, believe drug use is ‘bendfidiaey maintain that it
enhances mood, offers relief from pain, providesatet for asserting independence,
allows them to engage in a pleasurable or novekatifies curiosity, and helps them
gain entry into a social group (CCSA, 2007b; Daparit of Social and Economic
Affairs, 2005; Health Canada, 2001; Hunt, Evans &éd§, 2007; Robertson, David &
Rao, 2003). It is important to acknowledge the ulyteg conditions and motivations
that lead to experimentation with drugs in ordennolerstand how society can best

support healthy child and adolescent developmeealfH Canada, 2001).

School Connectedness

Research has identified that students’ connectedoeschool is one of the
greatest protective factors against polydrug ussemteeism, pregnancy, and
unintentional injury, even after taking family inéinces into account (Bonnie, Britto,
Klostermann et al. 2000). School connectednesslsaseen identified as a foundational
element linked to the successful transfer of praadattitudes, norms, and values among
youth (Larson, 2000). However, scholars have atgecha form of toxicity in schools

referred to as%a contagious youth culture of academic negativésmd misconduct”
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(Simons-Morton et al. 1999:99). Harsh school disegopractices, lack of adequate
support from school staff, failing to set and maintclear behavioural boundaries, and
ignoring individual differences have been linkeditalesirable behaviour among youth
(Mayer, 1995; in Lewis, Sugai & Colvin, 1998). Owoiethe most significant determinants
affecting behaviour lies in the quality of interiacts that students develop with school
staff (Resnick, Bearman, Blum et al. 1997, cite8amny, Britto, Klostermann, Hornung
& Slap, 2000:1017), suggesting that schools playrgrortant role in shaping behaviour.
This study will draw from Hirschi’s Social Bondifigheory to establish an
analytic framework for considering the role of solsan mitigating risk by examining
the situations and type of changes that schoolsredke in preventing early and on-going
use of drugs. Hirschi stated that deviance andteaéariminality would occur when an
individual's bonds to society were weak or brok&long with family and peer networks,
he specifically included students’ relationshigttool in his application of the theory.
This study introduced the construct of school bogdiy targeting two of Hirschi’s four
dimensions of social bonding theory: attachmentiamdlvement. This was done to
determine whether selected measures school attatlame school involvement were
associated to, and predictive of, current and &tlrug use among high school youth.
To answer this question, the current study examsatedent self report data from
an existing data set involving grade eight to gradsve students in two medium-sized
British Columbia school districts over two conséaaityears (2005/06 and 2006/07).
Specifically, the study sought to; 1) confirm theeat to which school bonding was
associated to drug use behaviour, as well as;@nee the extent to which school

bonding was a preceding condition to drug use behavThe findings are intended to
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assist in gaining a better understanding for the @dschools in addressing risk and
protective factors related to drug use among stisdenthe development of more

effective prevention-based policies and practices.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

International rates of substance use among youwtkeaokin the 1980’s, declined
in the early 1990’s (Johnson, O’Malley, Bachman&®@&enberg, 2006; Hawkins,
Arthur & Catalano, 1995), and subsequently roséna@#nited Nations, 2005). The
Monitoring the Futures study (Johnson, O’MalleycBiman & Schulenberg, 2006)
measures substance use among American youth, ireptivat more than half (55%) of
young people in 1975 used illicit drugs by the tithey had left school. By 1981, rates
rose to 66%, followed by a decline to 41% in 199iace the drop in the 1990’s, drug use
has risen again, fluctuating between 55% in 1999utoent day rates of 48% in 2006.
The 2005World Youth Report documents this current rise, drawing specificraita to
the use of synthetic drugs that is occurring oroddwide scale (United Nations, 2005).

Canadian substance use patterns are similaremattonal patterns (Health
Canada, 2001 A Health Canada repotreventing Substance Use Problems Among
Young People: A Compendium of Best Practices, identifies substance use patterns for
Canadian youth by comparing findings from a nundfestudies conducted in various
provinces between 1994 to 1999. It provides an mapo reference document for this
study. One of these studies involves the Ontatal&it Survey on Drug Use (OSDUS),
being the longest continuous Canadian survey oftysubstance use. It shows that
substance use peaked in 1979, followed by a swacline until the early 1990’s, at
which time the use of licit and illicit drugs folleed a consistent upward trend (Adlaf,

Paglia & Ivis, 1999; cited in Health Canada, 20@part from alcohol and tobacco, the
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drug use rates mirrored those from the 1970’s vautrstance use had peaked in Canada
(Brounstein & Sweig, 999; in Health Canada, 2001).

On average, more students used drugs than did @znada (King, 1999; in
Health Canada, 2001). This general finding wastified from self-report data gathered
from grade seven to grade thirteen high schoolestisdduring the 1990’s through the
International Health Behaviours of School-Age Cieldstudy (1999). Cross-sectional
data from the 1998/1999 National Longitudinal SyragéChildren and Youth (NLSCY),
using results from twelve to fifteen year old stoidefound average rates of alcohol use
were 42%; with 22% having drunk to intoxication%®aving used cannabis; and, 11%
having tried hallucinogens at least once in theipres year (Hotton & Haans, 2004).
Since these figures only apply to students frompihiglic education system, the figures
will not necessarily reflect prevalence rates amgmgth who were home schooled, from
private schools, had skipped or dropped out of gglow were incarcerated (Health
Canada, 2001). Among some of those groups outisedpublic education system,
prevalence rates may be even higher.

Patterns of drug use among Canadian youth vatyg®yof drug. In their review
of various drug use literature, Health Canada (20€dorted alcohol to be the most
commonly used substance, with approximately twoobthree youth reporting use. This
was followed by tobacco and cannabis, which wepented at the rate of approximately
one in three. Students from British Columbia hagltlilghest use of cannabis, with 40%
of students having tried it at least once in thevmus year. West Coast youth were also
noted as the highest national users of drugs i7 2§0/ancouver Coastal Health having

found that among those between the ages of sixtedtwenty five years of age, 90%
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reported alcohol use, 70% marijuana use, and rhare30% had tried cigarettes
(Vancouver Coastal Health, 2006).

The Health Canada report states that hallucinogens the fourth most common
substance of choice among Canadian youth. Depewndipgovince, hallucinogens were
used at the rate of between 9% and 14%, and L&k atte of 6% to 11%. Far less
common, were the use of inhalants, stimulants,inecanethamphetamine, heroin, PCP
and non-medical use of other drugs, including tulligers and barbiturates. The latter
group of drugs ranged in use from 3% to 10%, dejgnoh the specific province, or
other group characteristics (Health Canada, 2001).

A comparison study (Hotton & Hans, 2004) of substause rates between
Canadian and American youth examined results fl@2002 Youth Smoking Survey
(Canadian) and the 2002 Monitoring the Futuress(@anerican). Findings indicated
that more Canadian than American youth used ald@78b and 47% respectively), with
cannabis use being similar (17.1% and 19.2% reispégt A striking difference,
however, was found with the use of inhalants angrage eight students: 7% of
Canadian youth reported its’ use as compared todfS8snerican youth.

Inhalant use is a growing problem among Americautly, and is linked to first
experiences with a psycho active drug (Mosher.e2@4). This is believed to be due, in
part, to the availability of inhalants through adeirange of household items (nail polish,
paint thinner, and aerosols) that allow youth tpegience a ‘cheap high’. Native
American youth had the highest level of use. Wimlalant use was most common in
early teens (National Institute of Drug Abuse, 1.98&d in Mosher et al. 2004),

continued use declined with age. It is suggestatittie apparent decline may, however,
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be masked by mortality rates inherent through ithédtions of using cross-sectional
school-based survey data (Mosher et al. 2004).

In Canada, the use of “club drugs”, including asgt methamphetamine,
Rohypnol, GHB, and Ketamine, though less frequengported by the Ontario Student
Survey on Drug Use (OSDUS) at 4.4% across the aggerof students (Adlaf, Paglia &
Ivis, 1999; cited in Health Canada, 2001). Thiseeted a between-grade usage ranging
from approximately 1% of seventh grade student#h of eleventh grade students who
reported use over the past year. The increased®sdf particular concern due to the

significant rise from 1993, when only 1% claimechtive used club drugs across grades.

Risk Factors for Substance Use

Risk factors contributing to the use of drugs alumbhol among youth are

documented at the individual, family, peer, screoad community level.

Individual Risk Factors

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) state that delimpyearises from a lack of self
control. They argue that delinquency and substaseere inter-related behaviours that
predict criminogenic tendencies. Ones’ lack of selitrol stems from a desire for
interim gratification through avenues that requess effort, and result in more
immediate and concrete rewards (Hwang & Akers, 2008s suggests that substance
use is a matter of individual desire, choice oe fnell.

Others challenge the notion of free will by acktedging the influence of
physical and chemical impairments that may cautmseks and create additional

challenges for individuals (Health Canada, 200hjs Rlternate view suggests that some
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individuals face certain barriers that add a lafesomplexity regarding drug use
(CCSA, 2007b). Biological interference during brdevelopment, for example, may
result from family involvement in drug use (Heatanada, 2001). Biological
interference may also lead to psychological impaimta becoming evident through the
development of mental disorders, challenging tempents, child abuse, or trauma
(Glantz & Pickins, 1992; in CCSA, 2007b). Individsiazho are challenged by such
factors, as found in many street youth or thostheir way to becoming street youth, are
more likely to become early users, heavy usersdangl abusers (CCSA, 2007b; Health
Canada, 2001; Robertson, David & Rao, 2003). Rdli@r simply viewing delinquency
as a behavioural choice stemming from a lack dfcseitrol, chemical or physical
impairments may contribute to the use of drugsaodhol as a way of coping with a
series of problems that may confront certain ydhidalth Canada, 2001).

Another view suggests that substance use is litdkkadcial disadvantage. One
form of social disadvantage associated to problendatig use stems from disrupted
childhoods, particularly for those who have a higtaf school failure and subsequent
involvement with crime (Hawkins, Arthur & Catalart95; Buchanan, 2005; in
McCrystal, Percy & Higgins, 2007). Heavy and mdliti:g use is much more likely to
occur among sexually-abused and exploited youtithyfsom socially disadvantaged
situations, refugee youth (United Nations, 2008)/desbian and questioning teens,
youth in custody, runaway and street involved ypatolescents with co-occurring
disorders, and First Nation, Inuit and Metis yo(@®ICSA, 2007b). Cumulative levels of
disadvantage at the individual level may fuel fartmarginalization and subsequent

patterns of drug use through a process known asrioty’, where individuals or groups
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of individuals (including certain neighborhoods)ynecome viewed as being somehow
different (and therefore alienated) from the réstaxiety (McCrystal, Percy & Higgins,
2007).

Research links substance use patterns with appsté@ice use peaks in the early
twenties and then declines (Gottfredson & Hirs@éBR0). Tracing this shift furthetthe
2005National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) reported usage rates between
the ages of twelve to eighteen years of age jumidnegfold for drugs, and thirteen-fold
for alcohol within this six year developmental jper(U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, 2005). In Canada, the 199B&@fbnal Longitudinal Survey of
Children and Youth (NLSCY), based on 4,296 respondents aged twelve to fiftearsy
asked students to report their level of drug acdradl use “at some time”. Regarding
alcohol, 17% of twelve year olds admitted to ite,usompared with 66% for fifteen year
olds. Drinking to intoxication increased from 4% faelve year olds to 29% for fourteen
year olds, and 44% for fifteen year olds. Marijuaisa grew from 3% for twelve year
olds to 38% among fifteen year olds (Hotton & Ha&®)4). The average age of first
initiation for alcohol for a significant minorityfyoung people in Canada was around
fourteen years of age (CCSA, 2007a), with pattesfiscting first use of marijuana in
grades eight to grade nine, and other substandeiawing years (Health Canada,
2001).

Competing views (Tittle, 1995; cited in Akers &€,61999) exist concerning the
extent to which age is a useful concept for exjphginpredicting, or preventing substance
use. Substance use must be viewed more fully bgidering the broader forces,

including the social and developmental factors eissed to age. Combining Tittle’s
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(1995; Tittle & Ward 1993, cited in Akers & Lee, 99 premise that the causes of crime
and delinquency are the same regardless of aga) arning theory differentiates the
effects of age that interact differently accordiognes’ place in the social structure.
Accordingly, age has an influence on normativegoatt of behaviour driven by direct
and indirect social interactions, imitating otheesnforcements, and surrounding
attitudes about certain behaviours (Akers & Le®9)9The peer, family, church, or
school contexts tend to have a direct influenceeamaviour but to differing degrees that
depend on the developmental stage of life (Aketse&, 1999). Thus, it appears as
though age may be too simplistic a notion when isgeio understand and address this
form of risk-taking in adolescence.

Individual factors leading to the use or abusdrafys is a complex issue. Young
people use drugs for a variety of reasons. Whileynyauth use drugs for their perceived
benefits or availability, marginalized youth mayrhere driven to use drugs to escape
their current situation, memories of the pastodutfil the need to escape negative

emotions, including depression or suicide ideaffld8SA, 2007b; Health Canada, 2001).

Family Risk Factors

Youth from disadvantaged homes that are distitguiy parental conflict, poor
supervision (Hotton & Haans, 2004), hostile or rizggparenting styles, lack of
structure, inconsistent application of rules, oevehanger and threats occur with great
regularity, are more likely to use alcohol or drgsll, Doran, Degenhardt & Shepard,
2006). Youth from step-parent families, comparehtact families, were found to be
nearly two times more likely to use drugs (HottorH&ans, 2004). Additionally, youth

who come from homes characterized by lack of atteseit to parents or caregivers, and
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where caregivers abuse substances, are at incnesiséar using drugs and alcohol
(Robertson, David & Rao, 2003). Home life, howewacomes less influential as
children grow toward young adulthood; at which pdiney become vulnerable to other
factors. This may include risks associated to (onpleyment, or relationships with an
intimate partner (Hoeve, Smeenk, Loeber et al. pA0@ppears as though the strength of

family influences associated to adolescent substase varies with development.

Peer Risk Factors

Youth may be drawn to use drugs and alcohol dagtitoidinal influences from
peers, their tendency to imitate peers, and throagiiorcement from pee(siotton &
Haans, 2004). Results from the 1999/1998 Natioonalitudinal Survey of Children and
Youth (NLSCY) show youth to be eleven times mokelly to use alcohol when
reporting that most of their peers consumed alcamal nearly twice as high for drinking
to intoxication among youth who claimed to haverids who were often in trouble. The
same general pattern held true for the use of diftdgdon & Haans, 2004). In another
study, (Skinjner & Wilborn; cited in Faircloth & Ham, 2005) individuals with peers
who conformed to conventional norms of behaviout who remained committed to
academic success had higher rates of school achénteOn the otherhand, studies also
show that having peers who were not engaged inoschor motivated by its’ processes
and goals, were much more likely to report delingueehaviour, including
experimentation with drugs and alcohol use, gafiljgéibn, and violence. Though the
directions of these associations are unclear, g@arections appear to play a reinforcing
and influencing role affecting decision-making abihe use of drugs and alcohol

(Garcie-Reid, Reid & Peterson, 2005; Goodenow, 1BRi?ton & Haans).
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Identity formation for youth, including their ne&mlbelong to a peer network, is
one of the reasons why youth decide to use dragernational research (Jarvinen &
Gundelach, 2007) examining alcohol-related lifestydathered information from two
hundred Danish grades nine to grade twelve studéh&y wanted to know why youth
defined certain behaviours, such as using drugsiodhol, as being valuable or right
(Jarvinen & Gundelach, 2007). Youth gave a higlele¥ symbolic capital to the use of
alcohol through participating in the party cultuféey also gave a high level of social
distinction to those who engaged in alcohol usdéopoint of intoxication because it
allowed them to be noticed, and even admired feir thehaviour among certain groups.
In turn, those who participated in this form oébtyle were subsequently invited to other
parties, while those who did not embrace a drinkiflegtyle stayed home. The authors of
this study noted an ‘alcohol-centric’ dichotomousl @onditional pathway toward
belonging that provided continued justification fbe on-going use of alcohol and for
some, drugs as well. Not surprisingly, the studg aigo able to determine that those who
became high-risk drinkers were also those who weree likely to experience more
emotional distress and who had poorer relationshifistheir parents. This finding
confirms earlier research reported by Health Carfad@1) suggesting certain youth
were at increased risk for substance abuse as afwgaling with stress, though it does
not identify causality.

The apparent growing normalization of drugs amdf@bl in society has
contributed to a social climate among peers that em@ourage use. Past research
comparing attitudes about the use of drugs steis toathe 1990’s when tolerance for

substance use grew (Hawkins, Arthur & Catalano5)199Adlaf, Paglia and Ivis’s
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research (2001, cited in Hotton & Haans, 2004ngithe OSDUS, reported a 19%
increase in acceptance for the use of marijuanadsgt 1991 and 2001 (42% vs 61%
respectively). The report showed a similar patterrthe “once or twice” use of cocaine,
rising in acceptance from 55% of the populatiomfrits previous rate of 41%. As views
became more tolerant, corresponding drug use liatdgding heavy drinking, also rose.
Youth Court Statistics also mirrors the rise inglpossession and trafficking cases for
the same period (Hotton & Haans, 2004). Similatgas have been noted across Canada
(Hotton & Haans, 2004), and more globally (Substaflbuse and Mental Health
Services Administration, 2002). For example, a &slstudy (McCrystal Percy &
Higgins) uncovered very recent trends to suggedt‘thrug use is no longer restricted to
“delinquency or street corner ‘no hopers™(2007:48)t that a broader proportion of
youth have “assimilated and legitimated recreatidnag use” (2007:48). Some suggest
the rave or party scene is a cultural marker repr@sg a shift from its former
association with the subculture (Parker et al. b9@8ed in McCrystal, Percy & Higgins,
2007), to becoming more in-grained into the broadéture of society (Blackman, 2004;
cited in McCrystal, Percy & Higgins, 2007).

The social climate concerning drug use amongspedinked to the growing
normalization of drugs, and supported by a risk ag@ment logic concerning its use.
The CCSA (2007b) has acknowledged the widespreadfudrugs, attributing age, and
the extent to which youth acknowledge the potetigain of drugs associated to use.
After examining the attitudes and behaviours oé¢hnundred middle-class, well
educated, rave-attending youth in the San Fran&sgoarea, Hunt, Evans and Kares

determined that substance use behaviour is “fan fseing passive, ignorant or ill-
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informed of the dangers... [but that young peopledrape and actively engage in an
elaborate system of techniques designed to minimgense of uncertainty associated to
their drug use “(2007:77). For example, while feBhaving a bad trip was identified as a
central concern, youth explained a decision-makatignale that involved an assessment
about the level of social trust among their frierttieir own frame of mind, drug-
associated risks, and the overall context in wkhehactivity would occur.
Youth rank ordered drugs by level of dangerousfidast, Evans & Kares,

2007). The greatest perceived threat to well-baiag methamphetamine, heroin, and
cocaine. Ecstasy was seen to be low risk. Theviatig statement captured a commonly
held rationale for the use of ecstasy:

| think that it's one of the lesser harmful drugg of like the drug spectrum.

As long as you make sure you don’t get dehydraiedet bad stuff, you're

gonna be all right...You're not gonna overdose ofit,ods long as you don’t

take a whole bunch of it. And...you know, it's usyall pretty good

experience (Hunt, Evans & Kares, 2007:84).
Though a sense of risk was admittedly present, dsegappeared to be of no greater
consequence than environmental pollutants thatwywete exposed to on a daily basis.
One youth remarked, “I have concerns about...thg term effects of me breathing
smog...so | don’t...concern myself with...the usa drug more than any other thing in
my environment” (Hunt, Evans & Kares, 2007:85). Mgsuth agreed that drug use was
generally worthwhile (Hunt, Evans & Kares, 200@}hile certain perceived benefits of
substance use may appear to outweigh the riskgtdgh who use drugs experimentally
or even occasionally, research states that a sulatsub group of young people will not

only harm their own well-being but place othersisi through drug-related activities

(CCSA, 2007D).
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Neighborhood and Societal Risk Factors

The increased use of drugs and alcohol among yuistbrs a societal shift in
norms found among adults who model greater tolerémward alcohol and drugs (Health
Canada, 2001; McCrystal, Percy & Higgins, 2007).ilé/kocietal attitudes reflect a
broader backdrop effecting decision-making abougsy deprived and socially excluded
communities have been linked to some of the magilpmatic drug use (Eith, 2004).
Neighborhood cohesion is the extent to which a canity can articulate and agree to
common values of its people, and then mobilizeoteesits’ own problems (Sampson &
Groves, 1989; in Kohen, Dahinten, Leventhal & Mosit, 2008). However, as
neighborhood cohesion decreases, drug use incrézisagvantaged communities are
more likely to lack an ability to monitor their dthien and youth (Sampson, 1997, in
Kohen et al. 2008), increasing the likelikhoodrmdreasing adolescent delinquency due
to unsupervised peer group activities (Sampson &/€s, 1989; in Kohen et al. 2008),
poor parenting practices, the lack of positive rmledels, and the absence of positive
socializing influences from institutional resourgeg. libraries, parks) that provide
formal and informal relationship building opportties between individuals, families,
and the community (Kohen et al. 2008). The qualftinteractions and level of cohesion
between youth, adults, and the broader communttyitisal for effective monitoring
children during two major transition periods: addrden progress from elementary to
secondary; and, when young adults leave homedadtiollege or go to work

(Robertson, David & Rao, 2003).
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School Risk Factors

Schools represent a primary developmental arenaevgtedents’ concept of self,
peer connections, interpersonal skills, habits\aoddviews are formed. A primary
purpose for establishing a public education systas to inculcate a cohesive set of
norms and values for the regulation and constrnaifdhuman capital, and to keep
children out of trouble (Wotherspoon, 2004). Thelmueducation system was founded
on middle class values and norms (Eith, 2004)itichtide “ambition, individual
responsibility, self-denial, rationality, delayiofgratification, industry, manners, control
of aggression, wholesome recreation, and respepréperty” (Gottfredson & Hirschi,
1990).

Given their primary position as socializing struetufor youth, social justice
advocates maintain that conventional educationaletsdfail to account for the extra
needs of students who face greater challengesiatjahe normative standards for
behaviour and prized academic performance goalsr§A& Lee, 1999; Eith, 2004). This
suggests that students are under varying degréeasibn and stress to conform to the
educational and behavioural standards in societypfid, Wells, Haggerty, Simpson, et
al. 1998).

Critical theorists argue that vulnerability to staree use is linked to the creation
of an underclass in schools through exclusionadyraarginalizing practices (Furlong &
Cartmel, 1997; cited in McCrystal, Percy & Higgi@607). Exclusionary practices have
been linked to labour market forces that drivertbed for higher educational attainment.
Students who are cut off from opportunities to depesuccessful career trajectories by

the ages of sixteen and eighteen are more likeliptbthemselves living in an
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“undercaste” lifestyle and unable to participat@ilargely consumer driven society
(Furlong & Cartmel, 1997; in McCrystal et al. 2086).

Schools may unwittingly contribute to a risk envineent as they operate within a
paradigm based on equality of opportunity rathantthrough equity-based frameworks
(Collier, 2006; Eith, 2004; Mortimore, 1999). Eqitybf opportunity fails to recognize
that all students do not all begin school, nor peatthrough life, from a similar place of
‘advantage’. Students from socially and economyodibadvantaged positions face
greater challenges in meeting or complying witlalelsshed educational standards for
behaviour, academic performance, and even outwardasance (Akers & Lee, 1999).
Though behavioural science has long wrestled vinitiirig the most efficient method for
educating society’s youth, Nel Noddings (1992) eods that an over-riding focus on
efficiency has been guided by an ideology of cdnifrbis has been dominated by a
predominant emphasis on curricular instructiorhasprimary goal of schooling that
results in alienating students at the cost of dgap caring relationships between the
individual teacher and the individual student téféuchildren from risk (Noddings,
1992).

Automation and resulting student alienation caoleerved through the practice
of streaming. Streaming is a commonly used tiedgcational process based on ‘ability’
groupings (Eith, 2004). It results in the sortifigtudents into either an academic stream
(headed for university preparation) or a non-acadstneam (characterized by technical
or vocational training) (Eith, 2004).Critics clattmat streaming segregates and alienates
students based on their performance, rather thakingpwith students’ potential (Eith,

2004; Wotherspoon, 2004). Alienation may occurhaseffects of streaming detract from
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students’ sense of well-being through a competitineen system that generates
‘winners’ and ‘losers’. When students perceive sding to be unfair, their growing
disillusionment may result in disengagement frolmost and create a climate of risk for
engaging in drug use (Eith, 2004; Gottfredson &sElii, 1990; Mortimore, 1999, cited in
Kane, 2006).

Scholars acknowledge the limited impact that scleffelctiveness research has
made since Willis’ (1977; cited in Kane, 2006) seahiethnographic worl,earning to
Labour: Why working-class kids get working-class jobs was published. At that time,
Willis concluded that the failure of schools to readvances in gaining compliance,
particularly by boys from working-class identitiés pecause ‘working-class’ students
have often made a rational decision to reject ‘daanpe” for ‘credentials’. This is the
case for males from lower class backgrounds whanare likely to group with similar
circumstanced peers to assert their status thranghverted value system (Eith, 2004).
Research suggests the system needs to “permitrasangossible to succeed — albeit at
different speeds, with different amounts of supjmd to different levels” (Mortimore,
1999; cited in Kane, 2006:675).

The best behavioural outcomes occur as studergsmadly identify with the
norms and goals of their school (Rutter , Maughad@timore et al. 1979, cited in
Henry & Slater, 2007). While attention and awarsrasout codes of conduct are
important, much of what is seen to be problematitaviour (such as drug use) are more
accurately linked to high rates of boredom, aliemma&ind disconnection from a
meaningful sense of challenge at school (Larso@0R0n addition to engaging students

through strengthening relational ties, schools playmportant role to promote social
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cohesion by establishing and maintaining firm sanstregarding substance use. Like
parenting, schools can provide safe environmenenigging youth at their level,
challenging them, and through careful monitorindgpeliaviours (Voeklk & Frone, 2001).

As risk factors associated to substance use aymurty) accumulate across
individual, peer, neighborhood, and school domainang people are confronted with
compounding levels of risk (CCSA, 2007b; Hawkinsthiir & Catalano, 1995). This has
important implications for designing prevention angkrvention strategies to reduce
early and on-going drug use. Though young peoplepeeceive or realize certain
benefits associated to substance use, preventetegtes to reduce and delay early onset,
as well as to reduce and prevent the use of dmgglaohol, must take into account the
potential for risks at the individual, family, peschool and community level.

The continued proliferation of drug education peogs in schools today suggests
that additional exploration is needed to understardn-going problem of adolescent
drug use. Various approaches since the 1960’s Ibheae tried. These range from among
harm reduction, reducing the supply of substanmesigh regulation and law
enforcement, reducing demand for supply, and aftesichool and community-based
prevention programming (Hawkins, Arthur & Catalat®95). Though the scientific
evidence for substance use prevention educatiggrgmaming is inconclusive (Cohen,
Plecas & Watkinson, 2005; Gandhi, Murphy-Grahantrd3eo, Chrismer & Weiss,
2007; Health Canada, 2001), there is growing agee¢about the importance of
adopting a risk-focussed perspective that dravestdin to the importance of
strengthening protective factors in young peogigses (Hawkins, Arthur & Catalano,

1995; Scales, 2005; Schaps & Solomon, 2003).
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The research focussing on the reduction of riséugh emphasizing protective
factors is an emerging approach for preventiomseiéHawkins, Arthur & Catalano,
1995; Health Canada, 2001). While social problesnsl to arise from the compounding
effect of risk-related influences, protective fastbave the opposite effect (Hawkins,
Arthur & Catalano, 1995; Schaps & Solomon, 2003y may lessen risk, provide a
buffer against risk, interfere with risk, or prevelysfunction from occurring (Coie, Watt
& West et al.1993; in Hawkins, Arthur & Catalan®9b). Rarely do substance abuse
prevention programs target the social context d@wlescent’s school environment
adequately (Henry & Slater, 2007; Schaps & Soloni2003). Since many of the risk
factors surrounding youth are difficult to influendirectly, schools are important sites
for investigating whether protective factors carstvengthened through more focused
attention toward the individual student, the indual teacher, and their relationship in

order to reduce substance use involvement.
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF SCHOOL
BONDING

Social Control Theory

While also recognizing the value that overlappgimgpries, such as learning
theory, choice theory, and structural theory maytigoute to an examination of
delinquent behaviour, the current study will ugligocial control theory. Social control
theory is interested in knowing why people obeyrtlies of society, while assuming that
all people have the potential and opportunity taoot crime or delinquency.
Accordingly, though all people may be enticed tonaat crime, some are better able to
resist enticement than others (Siegal & McCormid99). Travis Hirschi’s Social
Bonding Theory (1969) was one of the first expm@ssiof social control theory (Siegal &

McCormick (1999).

Hirschi’s Social Bonding Theory

Travis Hirschi (1969) stated that deviance anchicrality arises when an
individual’s bonds to society are weak or broken.iAdividuals’ motivation to act in a
pro-social manner is motivated by fear of damagmgortant relationships with societal
others. Social Bonding Theory is also one of théieraheories to explore delinquency in
the context of an individuals’ relationship witholader societal structures, such as
schools (Eith, 2004). The reference to ‘societatitees is broad, ranging from
individuals (parents, teachers, parents, peerg)dops (families, schools,

churches)(Hirschi, 1969). Thus, without the develept of a social bond, and without an
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internal desire for social approval from importarternal others, people are free to
commit criminal or deviant acts (Hirschi, 1969).

The ‘social bond’ includes four parts: attachméantplvement, commitment, and
belief. Attachment is viewed as a central psyctialal mechanism that connects an
individual to a significant societal ‘other’ (Hirlsic 1969). Attachment involves having an
interest in, and sensitivity to, the opinions diers (Hirschi, 1969). For the same reason
that attachment promotes a moral conscience thrthegimternalization of norms, the
psychopath is free to deviate. The psychopath laaksl restraint, feeling no guilt or
fear of disapproval by societal others when he beh& anti-social ways because he
lacks a conscience or super ego (Hirschi, 1969).

The second element, involvemergfers to time spertoing activities of a
conventional nature (Hirschi, 1969he degree to which one becomes involved in
activities reduces opportunities to engage in dekmt behaviour, crowding out the
possibility for even conceiving of such acts (Himsd 969). Involvement has a
reinforcing and insulating effect that reducesmfgliency because youth who are
engaged in conventional activities tend to be utigeisupervision or guardianship of
supportive adults (Hirschi, 1969).

Belief is the extent to which an individual embratiee established norms and
values to be morally legitimate and personally iddde (Hirschi, 1969). Views and
opinions that favour sensitivity toward others, ahdwing respect for the legal code
constitute examples of the belief component (SiégelcCormick, 1999). Belief

influences behaviour depending on how firmly onkeigs to a social network of people

33



who share a common understanding of, and live daugto, those conventions (Siegel
& McCormick, 1999).

Commitment refers to the time, energy and eftoat &in individual invests in
certain types of activity (Hirschi, 1969). While mtang to attain a university education is
an example of a prized conventional goal, commitmarolves the choices and effort
required to attain it. As individuals are facedhéin opportunity to engage in deviant
behaviour, they must also consider the cost thatdeaction may place on jeopardizing
that goal (Hirschi, 1969). The commitment elememforces social bonding by
providing a form of holding power (or resiliencypward a certain line of activity (Eith,
2004).

Assessments of Social Bonding Theory generally sagpe notion that weak
societal bonds increase the likelihood of delingyefiHawkins, Arthur & Catalano,
1995). Opposition to Hirschi’s theory has givenagee clarity to the way in which the
various elements function. For example, higherlkwéinvolvement do not necessarily
result in less delinquency. What appears to mattérat the object of attachment is pro-
social in nature (Burton, Cullen, Evans et al. 1,39%d in Siegel & McCormick, 1999,
Hirschi, 2001; in Hirschi, 1969). A similar findingas true for attachment. Hirschi’s
earliest supposition stating that any form of slaitachment was favourable, regardless
of whether attachments were formed with deviantiest has been discredited
(Hindeland, 1973, Jensen & Brownfield, 1981, Saswel Harthnagel & Krahn, 1990,
Warr, 1993; cited in Siegel & McCormick, 1999).

Further testing has shown social control variabddse less predictive of male

behaviours than females, suggesting the basidi®ties in the theory’s orientation
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toward social relations (Krohn & Massey, 1980, Risaim & Lasley, 1990; cited in
Siegel & McCormick, 1999). Influencing factors appéo differ by developmental age.
A study examining a group of grade six to eightistus in New Brunswick found self-
esteem and physical health to be the most significaividual level factors influencing
school belongingness (Ma, 2003). In another stwdgk bonds to parents and teachers
during mid-teen years (15 years), and strong banasng males at twelve and eighteen
years of age, led to delinquency (LaGrange, Par®lihaGrange, 2006). Finally, though
Hirschi claimed the causal chain toward criminatitiginated from weak bonds, Robert
Agnew (1985) identified that the direction of trieeuld occur in reverse order as well
(cited in Siegel & McCormick, 1999). Despite itsticisms, Social Bonding Theory has
been an enduring framework for understanding darps of delinquency and crime

(Siegel & McCormick, 1999).

Social Bonding Theory and Schools

In the context of schools, scientific testing gatigrsupports the notion that when
students feel personally connected to school, #ineyess likely to engage in destructive
behaviours, more likely to internalize social noyieusd better able to succeed in school
(DeWit, Akst, Braun et al. 2002; Voelkl & Frone,@0. Furthermore, the cumulative
effect of social bonding found schools with higheHlective levels of bonding to school
reporting fewer instances of delinquency amongesitg] including their use of drugs
and alcohol (Henry & Slater, 2007).

Diaz (2005) identified school attachment as arigedf being a part of a school
through meaningful connections. School connectedisa®ferred to as “an adolescent’s

experience of caring at school and sense of cleseieschool personnel and the
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environment” (Resnick, Bearman, Blum et al. 199t&dcin Bonny, Britto, Klostermann,
Hornung & Slap, 2000:1017). School attachmenths extent to which students ‘feel’
that they are embedded in, and a part of, themaatommunities” (Johnson, Crosnoe &
Elder, 2001; cited in Diaz, 2005:320). Similarlghsol attachment is “the extent to
which [students] feel personally accepted, respeateluded and supported by others in
the school social environment (Goodenow, 1992:4mon to all definitions is a
reference to the interconnected nature betweemdinvdual (the student) and the social
environment at school. All definitions point toesulting emotive state arising from
students’ experiences and perceptions of theiakeavironment. Taken together, school
attachment culminates in the individuals’ senseaminectedness to school personnel
(Diaz, 2005), school processes (Johnson, Crosngklér, 2001, as cited in Diaz, 2005),
and how they perceive being treated (respectetljdad, and supported) by others at
school (Goodenow, 1992). This reinforces the notinat students’ level of attachment to
school stems from both individual and broader stlexel factors linked to the social
climate of their school (Maddox & Prinz, 2003; Gasaich & Giordano, 1992; cited in

Eith, 2004).

Risk and Protective Factors for School Bonding

School bonding is complex. The literature dravisrdion to an interaction of life
domains at the individual, peer, and school coriteatt expose youth to multiple levels of

risk for developing healthy bonds to school.
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Individual Risk and Protective Factors

Students who report a lower sense of belongingtiod have higher overall
rates of substance use. DeWitt et al. (2002) fahatabout two-thirds of students report
a strong sense of belonging to their school, whi&o strongly disagreed. The
consequences of students’ lack of belonging has associated with loss of motivation,
academic success, general delinquency, prema@vtefrom school, and substance
use (Enomoto, 1997; Garcia-Reid, Reid & Peters6852Marsiglia, Miles & Dustman,
2003). A study examining a population of Native yofound that sense of belonging
played a protective role against drug use even walceaunting for differences in school
achievement (Napoli, Marsiglia & Kulis, 2003).

Substance use inhibits school engagement (Gardd-Reid & Peterson, 2005)
and leads to cognitive impairment (McCrystal, Pekadyliggins, 2007). If caught under
the influence at school, students risk being egpelMcCrystal, Percy & Higgins, 2007).
Academic competence, on the other hand, is citedpstective factor because some
students view drug use as interfering with acadesmecess ( David & Rao, 2003).
Results from the 1998/1999 National Longitudinah@y of Children and Youth found
youth who reported poor grades in school, in comsparto those who reported good
grades, were more than twice as likely to drinkntoxication. Similarly, those indicating
a weak commitment to school were more inclinecefmort having been intoxicated
(Hotton & Hans, 2004). Interpersonal experiences wthool personnel are critical for
promoting healthy development, pro-social behaviand school success (Akers & Lee,

1999; Wentzel, 1989; in Faircloth & Hamm, 2005).
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Family Risk and Protective Factors

The extent to which children and youth feel cotnegccommitted, and successful
in school is mediated by family involvement (Ei#®©04). Parents or adult caregivers
contribute to school belonging and academic sudbesagh consistent efforts in
monitoring their children, showing interest in hamoek, and becoming involved in the
day-to-day activities of the school (Garcie-Reig@jdR& Peterson, 2005).

Specific to boys, a moderate inverse associatibndsn low support and
neglectful parenting style and school achievemext identified (Sampson & Laub,
1993, 2001; cited in Hoeve, Smeenk, Leber et.G072 In addition, males are more apt
to develop beliefs that favour delinquency (Zhdmggber, & Stouthamer-Loeber,1997;
in Pardini, Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2005). Tghenomenon strengthens in
adolescence (Larson & Richards, 1991; cited iniRgrdoeber & Stouthamer-Loeber,
2005) and is further exacerbated among youth wke haelationship with caregiver(s)
who adopt negative communication patterns and rdisslipline methods (Kochanska,
1997; in Pardini, Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 20@®8lational processes that depend
on compliance-based motivation, rather than fasgettie internalization of pro-social
values through positive interactions, may predisgmsys, particularly in the middle
school years, to drift from family in search fomnpeers who support their delinquent
actions (Carlo et al., 1999; in Pardini, Loeber &@hamer-Loeber, 2005). Furthermore,
while family ties were found to strengthen pro-abtiehaviour during early childhood
and adolescence, social connections through woaknoarriage relationship during
young adulthood had a greater influence on behayi®ampson, 2001; in Hoeve,
Smeenk, Leber et. al. 2007). This suggests thatyfammnnectedness may play a
decreasing role with age (Sampson & Laub, 1998tdave, Smeenk, Leber et. al. 2007).
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This creates an opportunity for schools to stremgtineir connections with youth
through interventions that facilitate positive peennections, expose youth to adult role
models, and assist parents in their ability andatiffeness to monitor the social
relationships of their children (Pardini, LoebeiS€®outhamer-Loeber, 2005).

School attachment is associated with opportuttiig.more likely for students
from positions of poverty and other forms of disatage to lack a sense of connection
to their school (Bornholt, 2000; cited in Napoliak8iglia & Kulis, 2003; Collier, 2006;
Skinjner & Wilborn, 1994; cited in Faircloth & Hamr005). Children and youth from
economically disadvantaged family systems havetgrekifficulty acquiring social,
technical and academic skills that are foundatitmatchool success (Eith, 2004).
Poverty increases pressure for adult caregivensetet daily requirements for survival,
leaving few resources for furthering the intellettand social development of their
children. While already being faced with learninfficLiities and lower academic
performance (Collier, 2006), students from posgiohdisadvantage face further risk

through experiencing higher rates of social alimmaat school (Collier, 2006).

Peer Risk and Protective Factors

School attachment is influenced through peer nédsv@tudents who are not
engaged in school, nor motivated by institutionmalcesses and goals, are more likely to
seek belonging with less conforming peers involvedrug and alcohol experimentation,
gang affiliation, or violence (Garcia-Reid, ReidR&terson, 2005). On the other hand,
peers who demonstrate a commitment to academiessiend who conform to the
dominant norms facilitate academic achievementhers (Skinjner & Wilborn, 1994; in

Faircloth & Hamm, 2005). A successful preventaapproach for steering a young
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Latino student away from violence and destructigkaviour was to stimulate stronger
connections between the youth and their familypsthrand community (Peacock,
McClure & Agars, 2003; cited in Diaz, 2005). Whileer connections are an important
factor influencing behaviour, pressure from friegéserally failed to over-ride the
influence that supportive and accepting teachentlamntribute within the school
setting (Garcie-Reid, Reid & Peterson, 2005; Goodgri992). Promoting school
attachment through enhancing social support fraaohers for a group of high-risk

students appears to reduce incidents of self-destey risky, or antisocial behaviour.

School Risk and Protective Factors

Teacher Care

“... the single greatest complaint of students.. ikey don’t care!”
(Comer, 1988; cited in Noddings, 1992:2).

The importance of caring teachers must not be uestenated. Caring teachers
foster resiliency in children through a relationsbf mutual respect (Anderman, 2003;
DeWit et al. 2002). A founding educational philosep Nel Noddings, articulated an
ethic of caring in 1982 for the profession of teiac)) tracing her concept of care to a
German philosopher, Martin Heideggar (1962). Heest¢éhat care was “the very Being
of human life” (1962; cited in Noddings, 1984:1bat required a state of consciousness
that allowed the ‘carer’ to become “seized by teeds of the other” (1962; cited in
Noddings, 1984:16). This form of care, howevecriscized for the way it suggests that
assistance is handddwn from one person to another, rather than a formwatually
beneficial exchange of energy between the ‘cared’the ‘cared for’ (Noddings, 1984).

Noddings (1984) acknowledges the tension that gest for teachers in balancing
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control of the classroom and demonstrating carstiaients. Teachers fulfil an important
role helping students access their potential bytxg pedagogies that “engage and
enable students in valued and worthwhile activjtieging learning not just to the
community, but also empowering students to use tiven authentic knowledge, values
and culture” (Gale, 2000; in Zyngier, 2003: 136gathier forms of demonstrating care
in schools allows teachers to impart confidenc@ir students about their rightful place
in society, particularly among those faced withra@atdinary disadvantage (Collier,
2006). Noddings maintains that to feed childrepisits is a higher order of
professionalism brought about by encouraging mwgxehange, building relationships,
and fostering sense of belonging.

Through her work with Latino students, Valenzudl@a99) expands on Noddings
notion of care by demarcating aesthetic care frathemtic care (Antrop-Gonzalez and
De Jesus, 2006). Aesthetic care requires studestisrtender to the teachers’ preference
for “things and ideas”, regardless of cultural ocial chasms that may exist between
them. This form of care is faulted for being rootedlass and culturally based
assumptions, supporting earlier contentions abdlmihature of schooling. Immigrant and
U.S.-born youth, however, both stated their prefeeeor a second form of caring
steeped in “relations of reciprocity between teasladd students (Valenzuela, 1999;
cited in Antrop-Gonzalez & De Jesus, 2006:412). [é/aesthetically based caring tends
to set up barriers, authentic care appears to fuedamental pre-condition for
promoting success through its focus on encouragjingent participation in more
meaningful and personalized ways (Klem & ConneQ£2ited in Antrop-Gonzalez &

De Jesus, 2006). Developing authentic forms ohggattierefore not only promotes
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academic rigor, but also draws youth into largewoeks of pro-social adults through
more collaborative processes (Antrop-Gonzalez &8ss, 2006). A school enterprise
committed to building human social capital into Weey process of schooling itself
reduces delinquency through the internalizatiosaafial norms and behaviours in a way
that allows students to feel more connected ta grgticational journey (Collier, 2006;
Enomito, 1997; Sergiovanni, 1994; Zyngier, 2003).
Organizational Models
Various writers (DeWit et al. 2002; Enomoto, 19P3ayne, Gottfredson &

Gottfredson, 2003; Sergiovanni, 1994) highlight ‘8@hool as community’ notion to
address the layering of factors from individuainfly, school, and community that bear
on students’ success (Enomoto, 1997). Seriova®@84)Ldistinguishes between two
operational modes of schools, arguing that ‘sclagatommunity’ differs from ‘school as
organization’ in the way that each concept anchisraork. ‘School as organization’
tends to focus on managerialism, placing attertioiuality, productivity, efficiency,
and effectiveness. It works mainly from the standpof an economic model.
Sergiovanni (1994) states:

It is from economics, the parent of organizatidhalbory,

that educational administration has borrowed isttes of

human nature and human motivation — theories baithe

simple premise that as human beings, we are methay

self-interest and thus seek to maximize our gaiuscat

our losses (cited in Enomoto, 1997:215).
While the ‘school as organization’ analogy is daidccur in the midst of an

economically driven social environment where relaghips are influenced by a

competitive logic based on rationality, statusiattent, and achievement toward a
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predefined set of goals (Enomoto, 1997), he argoesall people are motivated through
capitalist means.

‘School as community’, on the other hand, is faeohdn a less bureaucratic
framework where “collections of individuals...are loed together by natural will
and...a set of shared ideas and ideals” (Enomotd]:838). This type of a social
environment contains a high sense of community revfraembers know, care about,
and support one another, have common goals and séskared purpose, and to which
they actively contribute and feel personally conteait (Solomon, Battistich, Kim &
Watson, 1997, cited in Payne, Gottfredson & Gatgm, 2003:236). This community
model relies on the development of social relatigps based on shared kinship,
membership, locale, and principles that allow nsitglents to gain access to the
opportunities made possible through supportiveiogiahips with school staff (Collier,
2006). While organizationally run schools tendrtgpose their structure through
hierarchies, roles and role expectations, commymaii schools tend to have more
inclusive cultures by engendering a shared sealfes and goals (Collier, 2006;
Sergiovanni, 1994).

Though organizational and community models of atloo need not be a
mutually exclusive set of operational means, schgeherally operate according to the
organizational model (Collier, 2006). By naturegamizational models establish climates
of risk; particularly for youth from positions ofsdidvantage. There is growing evidence
to suggest that as adults fail to model appropsatgal interactions, teach an associated
set of social skills, and establish climates okgantisocial behaviour among youth will

increase (Lewis, Sugai &Colvin, 1998). While masidents can successfully navigate
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the web of school dynamics (McCrystal, Percy & Hingg 2007), students who do not
have the opportunity to participate in educatigirakcesses in ways that connect to their
realities are more likely to become excluded frggpartunities afforded through the
educational system (DeWit, et al. 2002; Enomot®7}9

Zyngier (2003) emphasizes that school processeas acknowledge the presence
of inequity among their student bodies by goingdmelyprograms and quick fix
solutions. Hirschi’'s Social Control Theory main&ihat schools can make a difference
in reducing delinquent behaviour by targeting ysutteed to belong. A positive
learning environment has already been cited ay daotor for developing healthy school
climate and fostering healthy belonging. Similahtone life, lack of structure and
consistency leads to a negative social learning@mwent, particularly when the social
climate of the classroom is poorly and inconsidyemtanaged, and characterized by
conflict. Additional school factors that may createlimate of risk for detachment from
school differ by developmental level or grade. Mm@&dian study (Ma, 2003) involving
sixth and eighth grade students in New Brunswitilosts found the single most
important school level factor for sixth graders Wmasing clear expectations from
teachers. Academic press, understood as studestiesf @bout the importance of their
schoolwork, followed in order of importance. Graalght students, however, ranked the
school’s disciplinary climate being of highest imgamce. Disciplinary climate referred
to perceptions about the fairness of rules, thereement of rules, students’ level of
participation in creating school rules, and staffponses to behaviour.

Viewing schools as a socializing structure forldii@n and youth is not new. As

early as the 1960’s, Robins (1966) promoted tha tat schools should become
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involved in raising children to fill in the gap froan apparent lack of parental discipline
in the home (cited in Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1998¢hools are sites where a major
portion of adolescent life occurs. As such, Gottéen and Hirschi (1990) contend that
schools must have a net positive effect on youtbuigih the cultivation of self control in
a way that leads to a crime free life. In theinyjself control is predictable through
one’s commitment to mundane tasks at school, apteseged through activities, such as
completing homework, liking school, and doing welschool (Glueck & Glueck, 1950:
cited in Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). However, Vehhaving the opportunity to
facilitate success, schools may also impose straiimdividuals depending on the extent
to which they are able to offer support and creatstive places for learning. Schools
play an important role for addressing the undedyauses of substance use and abuse
among youth. Creating an environment that engerattashment, induces commitment,
promotes involvement, and results in a sharedfdsleefs, reduces the likelihood that
youth will develop behavioural trajectories invelgidelinquency and crime (Eith, 2004).
Longitudinal studies marking the direction of theationship have been largely
absent (McLaughlin & Muncie, 2006). The problemhwihost research is in its’ use of
cross-sectional data that draws correlational tesddout substance use and attachment.
The extent to which substance use is influencestingents’ sense of attachment is not
yet identified in the literature, nor are we aldesaly which comes first — attachment or

substance abuse.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY

This section describes the theoretical orientatoethod of data collection,

sample characteristics, and statistical procedum@®@yed to test the research hypothesis.

Theoretical Orientation

Social Bonding Theory is particularly useful wheseking to discover those
aspects of society that inhibit deviant or non-ocomfing behaviour by increasing
compliance to social norms (McLaughlin & Muncie 08(. Hirschi’'s Social Bonding
Theory maintains that attachment to societal otheskef in the rules governing societal
order, commitment to conventional routes of achieset, and involvement in pro-social
activities are foundational to the developmentrofFgocial behaviour (Hirschi, 2001,
cited in Hirschi, 1969).

Originally, Hirschi (1969) proposed that all sddanding inhibited deviance
(cited in Hawkins, Arthur & Catalano, 1995). Subsest studies have outlined the
importance of reconsidering this idea based orarel articulation for the target of
attachment. Youth may develop social bonds to rarfecming individuals to influence
behaviour in undesirable ways. This was particuylaritical when examining
relationships among peers (Hindelang, 1973 in Hagi@é., 1998), and to parents
(Conger, 1976; in Hoppe et al. 1998). Attachmdrerefore, is viewed as a positive
condition when the one to whom the individual imelted to is pro-social (Hawkins,

Arthur & Catalano, 1995). The same principle appt®institutions, such as schools. By
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their nature, schools are considered to be conwasitand therefore pro-social in nature
for the purposes of Hirschi’s notion of social bomgd(Hawkins, Arthur & Catalano,
1995).

This study draws from previous work by utilizinga of Hirschi’'s four social
bonding dimensions (attachment and involvementkelating those elements to the
context of schools. The tersahool bonding was used tadenote the presence of the two
elements: school attachment and school involvenidm. first objective was to re-
examine the relationship between school bondingdand use. The second objective was
to examine the relationship between school bondgg prior condition to drug use. The
two-part analysis was intended to not only asdesgxtent to which school bonding
items are able to predict current drug use, but edsitribute to a new body of
information to assist in determining the extenivtich school bonding predicts future
drug use. The findings are intended to guide tiveld@ment of school policies for drug
use prevention programming and to facilitate pesifiouth development. Two research
guestions guided the study:

1. Is students’ level of school bonding associatecltoent drug use?

2. Is students’ level of school bonding a precedingdition to drug use?

The Safe School Social Responsibility Survey for 8endary Students

The Safe School Social Responsibility Survey faad®elary Students (SSSRS) is
a self-report 285-item longitudinal survey for geagght to twelve students (Appendix
A). This instrument measures student demograpperseptions and experiences of
personal safety, substance use, school climafecaetept, home life, social

responsibility, and community involvement. A privamde allowed the researcher to
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track participants from one year to the next whllewing students to remain
anonymous. The code was the product of five distjnestions that resulted in a unique
combination for each student comprised of alpharamderic characters. The original
survey research project was completed in partnemstih twelve B.C. school districts,
the BC Centre for Safe Schools and Communities tlaadUniversity of the Fraser
Valley. The purpose of the research was primantgnded to provide school districts
with comprehensive data for planning safe and fgcresponsible learning

environments.

Data Collection Process

The analysis for this study drew from the larged=06 and 2006/07 SSSRS data
set of more than 30,000 grade eight to twelve stisdeho participated in the survey
each year. From this larger sample, data from twdiom-sized school districts formed
the starting point for the analysis, containingragpnately 15,800 students. The two
districts, in particular, were chosen because Hagyparticipated in the survey research
for two consecutive years. Permission to use thewas granted by the faculty
researchers at the University of the Fraser Valisywell as the research ethics board for
the University for secondary use of data.

The 2005/06 and 2006/07 administrations of the S&S®Bre completed in the
spring of each year. Prior to survey date, a pgrennission letter from the school
principal was sent to the homes of students usipgsaive consent process. Students
were informed ahead of time about the administnatiate at school through teacher
announcements, school websites, and newslettarentBastudents, and school staff were

made aware of the survey’s intent, of its voluntagnfidential, and anonymous nature.
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Classroom teachers received prior training by scadministrators to standardize the
survey administration process.

Data entry occurred in the high security lab of @entre for Criminal Justice
Research at the University of the Fraser Vallepgisi semi-automated process involving
the Scantron Cognition Enterprise system. Trainatetgraduate university students

performed verification and correction of data.

Dependant Variable: Drug Use

The dependant variable of interest wlagg use. The survey asks students to
provide information about the type and frequencthefr drug use at school, and in the
communitysince September of the school year. Drug use referred to eighésypf drugs:
marijuana, ecstasy, hallucinogens (LSD, acid),larita (glue, gas, aerosol), prescription
pills (not prescribed by a doctor), crystal methgane, and heroin (Section C, Questions
48 b-i). Alcohol use was excluded from the examamatThe variable, drug use, was
operationalized by collapsing survey items to f@aaichotomous variable indicating
whether (or not) a student had reported drug use the eight types. Drug use became a
non-specific measure of drugs to test its relatgmto school bonding. This allowed the
study to differentiate between students who eit¥ysd Drugs (indicated by answering
“Once or a few times”, “About once per month”, &very week or more”), ddid not
use Drugs (indicated by answering “Never” to any of the abdigted drugs) since the

beginning of the school year.
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Independent Variable: School Bonding

The independent variable used to examine theoakdtip to drug use drew from
two of the four social bonding elements includedtirschi’'s (1969) theory. The term
school bonding is used to denote the presence of attachmennant/ement elements in
the context of schools. The following section mes the rationale for operationalizing
school attachment and school involvement as thentajor components of school

bonding in this study.

School Attachment

With respect to the school context, recent eviddras shown school attachment
to be the most robust indicator of the four sob@miding elements (Eith, 2004). School
attachment involves a collection of singular reaships between the self and another, as
well as a relationship that students develop vitie school’ in a collective sense (Diaz,
2005; Hirschi, 1969, cited in Diaz, 2005; MaddoxP&inz, 2003). Various bodies of
research emphasize the multi-contextual and relatioature of school attachment that
guided the selection of three specific measurd® fifst measure of school bonding, “I
like school” (Survey Question 29) captured the besh sense of school attachment. With
reference to its inverse relationship to delinqyeltirschi stated “[t]he relation between
liking school and delinquency...is very strong” (19621). This general reference about
students’ relationship with school suggests thgoés beyond a collection of singular
relationships between the self and another, buiroadich students view having with
‘the school’ in a collective sense (Eith, 2004; Mar & Prinz, 2003). This also
acknowledged that students may have a certain ssfor the idea of school despite

their lack of enjoyment for it, or the specific sdhthey attend (Diaz, 2005).
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The next two measures reflected qualitative elemm@garding students’
experiences found necessary to the developmentaachanent. The first , “Adults in my
school respect me” (Survey Question 35), captuosgipe interpersonal connections
(Anderman, 2003; Goodenow, 1992; Murray & Greenp28§0), making reference to
the importance of social support from school adiilesvis, Sugai & Geoff, 1998;
Murray & Greenberg, 2000; Noddings, 1984; Scale852. Goodenow specifically
refers to respect in his definition of school cartedness, stating it is “[t]he extent to
which [students] feel personally accepted, respeateluded and supported by others in
the school social environment” (1992:3). This ibaed in Murray and Greenberg’s
(2000) work identifying that students who had pamations with teachers, along with
weak bonds to school, scored lower on social adheist in comparison to peers with
positive staff relations. Anderman (2003) maintditieat as adults model respect to
students there is greater cohesion and sense péctuness within the social
environment at school.

The third measure of school attachment, “My id&@ad opinions are important to
at least one adult in my school” (Survey Questi8) allowed for the individual ego
level response through students’ feelings of bealged and acknowledged throughout
the day to day exchanges with school adults. This supported bMirschi’s (1969) and
Hunter and Danzker’s (2002; cited in Eith, 2004icatation of attachment that refers to
a psychological mechanism linked to the consciemcesuperego. The item’s reference
to approval or validation by at least one aduthatr current school captured students’
perceptions of their social position within a maéieam network. This was especially

important for at-risk students where school menttprs..is not simply technical
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enrolment, but students’ perceptions that othetierschool, especially adults, are ‘for’
them, and that they count in the school” (Wehld@89; cited in Goodenow, 1992:4).
Thus, school bonding through the application tdctment measures, refers to a
general and specific nature through which connastare developed and perceived
between the students, their teachers, and théutisti. All three survey items were
measured on a 5-point Lickert scale that allowedHe following response categories:

“Strongly Disagree”, “Disagree”, “Undecided”, “Age& “Strongly Agree”.

School Involvement

School involvement is the most visible and targiimension of Hirschi’s four
social bonding elements (Eith, 2004). Within thkeaad context, Hirschi (1969) provided
examples of involvement, such as regular schoehdtnce, participating in a school
club or group, or watching a sports event (Sieg®& ormick, 1999). This is based on
the assumption that involvement protects youth fooiminal behaviour, whereas lack of
involvement (or idleness) promotes it. Lack of itmament offers time and opportunity
for conceiving of, and getting into, trouble (Hingc1969; Hunter & Dantzker, 2002;
cited in Eith, 2004), and for developing bonds witdgative role models. School
involvement allows young people to be under the ead influence of pro-social adults
during developmental years (Eith, 2004). For threeseeason that involvement in school
activities can function as a protective factor agathe use of drugs, lack of involvement
presents a risk factor for engaging in drug usediaBrener & Kaan, 2008).

The first two measures of school involvement gecgic behavioural items
representing the antithesis of regular school ddeoe. These include, “How often have

you skipped class?”(Question 21b) and “How oftevelygou skipped all day? (Question
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21c). Research has linked school absenteeism ttimegocial environmental factors in
school or home, as well as to poverty, and low ewad motivation (Eaton, Brener &
Kann, 2008). School attachment and school involveraee interconnected ideas. If
students do not like school, they are more likelhdave weak relations at school, and
therefore more prone to absenteeism because areaded desire to please adults
through behaviours that require school involvengeintschi, 1969; cited in Siegal &
McCormick, 1999). These two variables related tipgkg behaviour reflected varying
degrees of absenteeism that were measured on iatS-kert scale: “Never”; “At least
once this school year”; “About once per month”; ‘Al once per week”; and, “More
than once per week”.

A third measure of school involvement, “How oftesve you participated in a
school group or club?” draws on voluntary behavi@apturing school participation
beyond a base level requirement of attending daggested that students’ exposure to
delinquent opportunities or thoughts, and theixpmty to positive adult influences
would decrease the chance of drug use involvenidm.form of participation is also
cited in Hirschi’s example of behaviours constitgtilegitimate’ activity (Hirschi, 1969),
and was captured in the survey on a five-pointescahsisting of “Never”; “Once or

twice”; “Once a month”; “About once a week”; and/6re than once a week”.

Data Analysis

Assessing associations between two or more vagalding bivariate analysis is a
basic yet useful method of data analysis (Sweet&6&Martin, 2003). To do so, the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SR8Sh basic statistical procedure for
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exploring relationships among categorical variatiresugh the Crosstab function
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2002). Cross tabulationsastmple and effective way to
illustrate the joint distribution between two cateigal variables at the nominal or ordinal
level of measurement by computing a grid that natliall possible combinations of the
values for those variables (Frey, Botan & Krep9%Sweet & Grace-Martin, 2003).
The school bonding and drug use variables in thidyswere drawn from categorical
response sets using ordinal level increments. Ting alse variable was re-coded into a
dichotomous variable to indicate whether (or nagjuadent had reported drug use from
among a variety of drug types listed in the surviédye Crosstab command was able to
provide information to indicate the strength anedion of the relationship between
school bonding variables and drug use.

In order to draw conclusions about the relatiopsimd theoretical proposition
that school bonding was related to current, as agethe on-set of drug use, an estimate
of probability was used by conducting Chi Squaststef significance. Chi Square tests
explain the degree to which random chance is &ylidgeplanation for a relationship
between variables (Sweet & Grace-Martin, 2003).yTdre also the appropriate test to
use in cases where numeric values are unavail8bledt & Grace-Martin, 2003), as was
the case for school bonding and drug use. Thergfagach time the value of school
bonding showed a predictable change in the valakugf use, then the alternative
hypothesis proposing there would be a relationbbipreen school bonding and drug use
should be real. The threshold used to indicate drahe relationship was statistically
significant, was established at the .05 level iegiteg with statistical standards for the

social sciences (Sweet & Grace-Martin, 2003). Idittwh, when the relationship was at
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or below the .10 level, conclusions about the olerelationship suggested that while
an actual relationship appeared to be the cases msearch would be required before
drawing a more confident conclusion (Sweet & Gritagtin, 2003). This process
allowed the study to make a determination abouthérea significant enough difference
existed between students who used drugs and thoselig not.

More specifically, the hypothesis that there wdndda relationship between drug
use and social bonding to school was consisteiht tvé literature. Therefore, to
determine whether school bonding was predictiveuofent and future drug use,
bivariate associations and Chi Square tests offgignce were established for Phase 1
(Time 1 - 2005/06), as well as for Phase 2 (Ting#05/06 to Time 2-2006/07). For
Phase 2, the intent was to add a temporal compdénéiné analysis by exerting
additional control over the drug use variable andil (2005/06). After first matching
student privacy codes for both years in orderdoKkithe on-set of drug use behaviour
from one year to the next, a sub-sample consistiral students who reported no drug
use in Time 1 (2005/06) allowed the study to tbenduct a re-examination of the
relationship between school bonding and drug ubes. Was used to determine whether
students who were less bonded to school in Tin#Q5/06) were more likely to begin
using drugs in Time 2 (2007/08) over those who weoee bonded to school. Social
bonding theory, and the construction of the sclhoolding variable led to the prediction
that an inverse relationship between drug use acdidldonding to school would exist.
Therefore, the proposition that drug use at scharad, in the community, both for the
current and following year, would be the same angingents in relation to their level of

bonding to school was re-tested involving a temipcenponent.
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Though bivariate analysis and significance testimms part of a basic, yet
useful, process of determining the extent of thetieship between two variables,
allowing one to make accurate predictions aboubther variable from a theoretical
basis (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2002), this method refdiction is not fool proof. This
statistical procedure allowed the study to answeaisac research question, while also
acknowledging the study to be exploratory in natbether study using greater

sophistication of analytic method would provideemen greater benefit.

Specifics about Sample Characteristics

The first phase of the data analysis (Time 1) isbed of examining a sample of
2,477 students from an annual joint district pdahgproximately 15,800 students.
Matching all possible cases of students’ privacyecmformation found in Section A of
the SSSRS (Questions 1-5) across both years, @dsnle match rate of 15.6%. Match
failures occurred as a consequence of; 1) the vatymature of the privacy code
(students choosing not completing the first, secondoth years of privacy code
information); 2) students contributing privacy cadrmation that was somehow
different from one year to the next, and; 3) theklaf available matches from grade
twelve participants in the 2005/06 year who wilt have participated in the second year
of data collection due to completing school. Napsisingly, the process of matching
student privacy codes reduced the sample subdtgnéiad resulted in certain
characteristic differences between the unmatchedpgand matched group. Comparisons
of group differences are shown in Figures 1-4 fmdgr, grade, and ethnicity, and

educational aspiration.
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Figure 1: Gender Comparison of Matched Sample to Umatched Sample
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Figure 1 indicates that gender was somewhat oygesented by females (57%)

over males (43%) in the matched sample in compatisohe even split for the

unmatched group.

Figure 2: Grade Comparison of Matched Sample to Unmtched Sample
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Figure 2 shows similarity across grades eightévest. The greatest

inconsistency occurred among grade eleven studérgse the district percentage was

24% for the unmatched group, compared to 20% ®mhtched sample. As noted

above, grade twelve students from the 2005/06 weae excluded from this analysis.

Specifically, the matched sample consisted of 6626%) & graders, 693 (or 28%"9

graders, 643 (or 26%) T@raders, and 486 (or 20%)" graders.
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Figure 3: Grade Comparison of Matched Sample to Unmitched Sample
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By ethnicity, the greatest percentage differengsted in the 4% rise for
Caucasian participants among the matched sampéemBitiched sample consisted of
63% being of Caucasian descent, 4% Aboriginal,38%@ Non-Caucasian (excluding
Aboriginal). Group differences among the matcheda were also reflected in the Non

Caucasian (excluding Aboriginal) and Aboriginalegadries, with a 2% drop in each.

Figure 4: Educational Aspiration Comparison betweerMatched Sample to Unmatched Sample
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Finally, after asking students, “What is the higfHevel of education that you
would like to complete?” (Question 17), figure Histrates an elevated overall
commitment to higher education among the matchedpgrComparing the matched
sample to the unmatched sample, 5% reported highosor less (vs. 10%); 30%

technical or college (vs. 35%); 14% university aegfvs 14%); and, 51% postgraduate

58



degree (vs. 41%). The most pronounced shift ircatilonal differences lay at either end

of the aspiration spectrum, favouring higher asgrs among the matched sample.
Overall, when comparing the unmatched group (8reetal population of

students from the two school districts) to the rhattgroup, there were slight differences

related to gender, grade, ethnicity, and educat@syrations. It is important to note that

the very nature of filling out student privacy cedeay suggest that students in the

matched grouping are slightly more trusting of camtional institutions.

For the second phase of this analysis, a sub-gaofijgstudents who reported
“never” using drugs was drawn from the matched darnyp further isolating all students
who reported “never” to using drugs in Time 1 (20&). The sample size was further
reduced by approximately 36% from the sample of 2 gtudents, leaving 1578 cases to
make a determination about whether school bondm@ling school attachment, and

school involvement variables) predicted the initiatof drug use.
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CHAPTER 5: KEY FINDINGS

This study examined the relationship between ddbaading variables and drug
use. The association between variables was cortluctero phases. The results of the
first phase are highlighted in Tables 1 to 6 udiivgriate analysis to assess the
association between school bonding (utilizing 3ostkattachment, and 3 school
involvement variables) and drug use for the curyestr (Time 1 - 2005/06). Results for
the second phase of the analysis are highlightda@lmes 7-18, where bivariate analysis
was used to examine the association between sbbading (utilizing 3 school
attachment, and 3 school involvement variables) pieceding condition (Time 1 —
2005/06) to drug use in Time 2 (2006/07).

For the most part, school bonding was inversetysignificantly associated with
drug use for both the current and subsequent sgleamlamong high school youth. This
confirmed the predicted direction of the relatidpsior both objectives of the study
based on Hirschi's Social Bonding Theory. The firgdi are presented in detail in the

following sections of this chapter.
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Associations for School Bonding (Attachment Measus and Drug Use
for Time 1 (2005/06 — current year)

School Attachment Dimensions

School Liking

Students were asked to respond to the statemidikie ‘school”. Table 1
demonstrates the inverse relationship betweenhetttewst and drug use behaviour.
Though moderately small, (r = -.197), participastiswed significant differences in drug
use across all three measures of school attach(pen®0l). This was most clearly
illustrated when comparing drug use between stsdgho strongly disagreed, to
students who strongly agreed with the attachmeteistent, “I like school”. Among
those who strongly disagreed, 63% did not use datigshool, compared to 38% who
did. In contrast, among those who strongly agré2et did not use drugs at school,
compared to 8% who did. Students who had the Iblses| of school liking were nearly
five times more likely to use drugs at school coragao those who had the highest level

of school liking.

Table 1 Differences between students who reported on whether not they like school and
drug use at Time 1 (2005/06).

| like school AT SCHQO IN THE COMMUNITY
Did Not Used Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs Use Drugs Drugs
Strongly Disagree 63% 38% 48% 52%
Disagree 73% 27% 56% 44%
Undecided 81% 19% 62% 39%
Agree 86% 14% 70% 30%
Strongly Agree 92% 8% 81% 19%

Differences are significant at p<.001 level fortbobntexts.
* Questionnaire item #29 (see Appendix A) ** nFZ4
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A similar pattern of association held true forgluse in the community (r =
-.189, p=.001). Among those who reported stronggtisement with the statement, “I
like school”, 48% did not use drugs in the commynithile 52% did. In contrast, among
those who strongly agreed with the statement, 8ithhat use drugs in the community,
while 19% did. Students who had the lowest levdikirig school were nearly three
times more likely to use drugs in the community paned to those who had a high level
of school liking.

When comparing drug use across context (from dabammmunity) by level of
school attachment, students were more likely toduggs in the community than at
school. Among those who strongly disagreed withstléement, “I like school” drug use
was 38% at school compared to 52% in the commuBitycomparison, those who
strongly agreed with the statement, “I like schodfug use was 8% at school compared
to 19% in the community.

Interestingly, and as might be expected, studehtsliked school and who also
reported using drugs, used them away from schdaiginer relative proportion than
students who did not like school. There was a gra&e in reported drug use from use at
school to use in the community as students’ liKmrgschool increased; reporting a rise
of 138% across context among those who reportedighest level of liking, in
comparison to 37% among those who liked schoolaast.

Respect from Adults

A second measure of school attachment examinelésts perceptions of social
support from adults at school using responses tlt& in my school respect me”.

Consistent with the predicted direction of thisatenship, Table 2 illustrates the inverse
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and relatively weak association (r = -.184, p=.0@dfwwveen drug use at school and
feeling respected by adults at school. Among thdse strongly disagreed with the
attachment statement, 53% did not use drugs abgalibile 47% did. In contrast,
among those who strongly agreed with the stater8884, did not use drugs, while 11%
did. Students who felt the least respected by adtltheir school were four times more

likely to use drugs at school, compared to those felt respected.

Table 2 Differences between students who reported on whether not adults at their school
respected them and drug use at Time 1 (2005/06).

Adults in my school respect me AT SCHOOL IN THEOMMUNITY
Did Not Used Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs Use Drugs Drugs
Strongly Disagree 53% 47% 37% 63%
Disagree 68% 32% 53% 47%
Undecided 79% 21% 61% 39%
Agree 86% 14% 69% 31%
Strongly Agree 89% 11% 79% 21%

Differences are significant at p<.001 level.
* Questionnaire item #35 see Appendix A) ** n¥24

The same inverse pattern of drug use in relatidavel of attachment held true
for drug use in the community (r = -.178, p=.004mong those who reported strong
disagreement with the statement, “Adults in my sthespect me”, 37% did not use
drugs, while 63% did. Among those who reportedrsgragreement, 79% did not use
drugs, while 21% did. Students who felt the leaspected by adults at their school were
three times more likely to use drugs in the comryygiompared to those who felt a high

level of respect.
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Once again, when comparing drug use across coffitext school to community)
there was a greater rise in drug use, from usehatod, to use in the community. Those
who felt the most respected by adults showed &velase of 91% across context, in
comparison to 34% from among students who felteast amount of respect.

Ideas & Opinions

The third measure of school attachment for the Tin2005/06) analysis
examined students responses to the statement,dé&siand opinions are important to at
least one adult in my school”. Again, consisterthvgirediction, it resulted in the weakest
inverse relationship of the three attachment measfi=-.069, p=<.001) for the current
year. Table 3 illustrates that among those whasgtsodisagreed with the attachment
statement, 65% did not use drugs at school, wiii%é did. In contrast, among those who
strongly agreed with the statement, 82% did notduags, while 18% did. Students who
strongly disagreed with the statement that theagdand opinions were important to at
least one adult at their school were more thanehaglikely to use drugs at school,

compared to those who felt strongly that their gdlaad opinions mattered.
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Table 3. Attachment: Differences between students who repoetd on whether or not they felt
their ideas and opinions were important to at leasbne adult in their school and
drug use at Time 1 (2005/06).

My ideas and opinions are important ATHEIOL IN THEOMMUNITY
to at least one adult in my school Did Not Used Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs Use Drugs Drugs
Strongly Disagree 65% 35% 50% 51%
Disagree 71% 29% 52% 48%
Undecided 83% 17% 67% 33%
Agree 82% 18% 65% 36%
Strongly Agree 84% 16% 71% 29%

Differences for school and community are significainp<.001 level.
* Questionnaire item #23 (see Appendix A) ** nFZ4

A similar pattern held true for drug use in thenoounity (r = -.079, p=.001).
Among those who reported strong disagreement Wwélstatement, “My ideas and
opinions are important to at least one adult instiyool”, 50% did not use drugs in the
community, while 51% did. In contrast, among tha#® strongly agreed with the
statement, 71% did not use drugs in the commuwityle 29% did.Students who
strongly disagreed that their ideas and opiniongwaportant to at least one adult at
their school were almost two times more likelyg@part drug use in the community over
those who strongly agreed that their ideas andi@msrmattered.

Finally, when comparing drug use across contegti{ffschool to community)
with respect to students’ feeling valued for thée@as and opinions, there was a greater
relative rise in drug use, from use at school,g® im the community, among students
who felt valued for their ideas and opinions froch@ol adults. This was illustrated in a

reported rise of 81% across context, in comparisanly 37% from among students
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who did not feel their ideas and opinions wereighhmportance to adults at their
school.

This school attachment section for Time 1 highkgihiree general patterns of
association for school attachment and drug useer Y (2005/06). First, students with
lower levels of attachment to school, measuredigents’ liking for school, feeling
their ideas and opinions were important to at leastadult at school, and perceptions
that adults at school respected them, were moetylth use drugs at school.
Accordingly, among those who used drugs, the gsedifference in reported drug use
occurred between those who were highly attachedhool (indicated by ‘strongly
agree’) and those who were very unattached (inelichy ‘strongly disagree’). Second,
the same general pattern of association held tudrtig use in the community though
the context of the school appeared to moderate usagAcross all levels of school
attachment, drug use was more likely to occur exddmmunity. Thirdstudents who
were more socially bonded to school appeared todre discerning in their decision-
making to use drugs away from school. This lagtifig, in particular, highlights the
need for further research to gain a better undedstg for the extent to which trends
about frequency of use and type of use differ betwaainstream youth and those
showing higher levels of disconnectedness fromaichOverall, the school attachment
dimension of school bonding for Time 1 (2005/0&)icated that all three measures
ranged from being weak to moderate in strengthyghdighly significant in their
association to drug use at school, and slightly $esfor drug use in the community.
More specifically, school liking, closely followdd, respect from adults, were the most

robust predictors of current drug use at schoolragtogh school students.
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School Involvement Dimensions

The following section highlights the results foheol involvement in relation to
drug use for the current year (2005/06). Thesdeateired in Tables 4 to 6.

Sipped Class

Students were asked to indicate how often thgyp&ld class. Table 4 illustrates a
moderately strong and positive relationship (r 73,30=.001) between skipping class and
drug use. Among those who skipped class “More thare per week”, 33% did not use
drugs at school, while 68% did. In contrast, amthrage who “Never” skipped a class
94% did not use drugs at school, while 6% did. &ntsl who skipped class “more than
once per week, were at least eleven times morly likeuse drugs at school compared to

those who never skipped class.

Table 4 Differences between students who reported on whether not they skipped a class
and drug use at Time 1 (2005/06).

Skipped a class AT SCHOOL IN THE COMMUNITY
Did Not Used Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs Use Drugs Drugs
Never 94% 6% 85% 15%
At least once this school year 82% 18% 61% 39%
About once per month 64% 36% 39% 61%
About once per week 61% 39% 31% 69%
More than once per week 33% 68% 16% 84%

Differences for school and community are significainp<.001 level.
* Questionnaire item #21b (see Appendix A) ** @72

A similar and even stronger relationship held fiareskipping class and drug use
behaviour in the community (r = .449, p=.001). Amdahose who skipped class “More
than once per week”, 16% did not use drugs in tmengunity, while 84% did. In

contrast, among those who “Never” skipped clas%p 8l not use drugs in the
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community, while 15% did. Students who skipped<ia®re than once per week were
nearly six times more likely to use drugs in thenoaunity, compared to those who never
skipped class.

When comparing drug use across context (from ddbammmunity) with
respect to students skipping class behavioursg tivas a greater relative rise in drug use,
from use at school, to use in the community, angindents who more involved in
school. A reported rise of 150% across context meduamong those most involved, in
comparison to a more modest 23% rise in reportecan®ng those least involved.

Sipped all Day

Table 5 similarly outlines a moderately strong panditive relationship between
the second negative indicator of school involvem&kipping all day” and drug use at
school (r =.331, p=.001). Among those who skipakkday “More than once per week”,
16% did not use drugs at school, while 84% diccdmparison, among those who
“never” skipped all day, 89% did not use drugschio®l, while 11% did. Students who
skipped a day more than once per week were alngigttenes more likely to use drugs

at school compared to those who never skipped a day
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Table 5: Differences between students who reported on whether not they skipped all day
and drug use at Time 1 (2005/06).

Skipped all day AT SCHOOL IN THE COMMUNITY
Did Not Used Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs Use Drugs Drugs
Never 89% 11% 75% 25%
At least once this school year 70% 30% 47% 53%
About once per month 53% 47% 31% 69%
About once per week 44% 56% 19% 82%
More than once per week 16% 84% 12% 88%

Differences are significant at p<.001 level.
* Questionnaire item #21c. (Appendix A) ** n=2477

A similar positive relationship held true for ‘gking all day’ behaviour and drug
use in the community (r = .341, p=.001). Among tha#o skipped all day at the rate of
“More than once a week”, 12% did not use drughisndcommunity, while 88% did. In
contrast, among those who “Never” skipped all @%o did not use drugs in the
community, while 25% didStudents who skipped all day were nearly four timese
likely to use drugs at school compared to those méwer skipped a day.

Once again, when comparing drug use across dontéxrespect to students’
skipping all day behaviours, there was a greatative rise toward drug use in the
community among students who had the highest &vielvolvement (175%) in
comparison to those least involved (5%).

School Club or Group Participation

The third measure of involvement examined studertgonses to the statement,
“How often have you participated in a school clulgmup”? Compared to skipping

behaviours, Table 6 demonstrates a weaker, thdillga significant inverse relationship
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(r =-.135, p=.001) between school club or grougtigipation and drug use at school.
Among those who said they ‘never’ participated, 7@dighnot use drugs at school, while
26% did. In contrast, among those who said thefgigated “More than once per week,
89% did not use drugs at school, while 12% didd&tds who were involved in school
clubs or groups more than once per week were twestimore likely to use drugs at

school compared to those who were not involvedthig way.

Table 6: Differences between students who reported on whether not they participated in a
school club or group and drug use at Time 1 (2005%0).

Participated in a school club or group AT SCHOOL IN THE COMMUNITY
Did Not Used Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs Use Drugs Drugs
Never 74% 26% 57% 43%
Once or twice 84% 17% 66% 34%
Once a month 84% 16% 67% 33%
About once a week 85% 15% 69% 31%
More than once per week 89% 12% 77% 24%

Differences are significant at p<.001 level.
* Questionnaire item #71a. (Appendix A)
** N=2477

A similar pattern held true for drug use in thenoounity (r = -.132, p=.001).
Among those who ‘never’ participated in a schoabobr group, 57% did not use drugs
in the community, compared to 43% who didcontrast, among those who participated
“More than once per week”, 77% did not use drugh@community, while 24% did.
Students who were involved in school clubs or geompre than once per week were less
than half as likely to use drugs in the communaynpared to those who were never

involved in school clubs or groups.
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When comparing drug use across context (from sdeocdbmmunity) with
respect to students participation in school clubgroups, the linear pattern of the
relationship does not follow the evenly steppedgpatof increase and decline that was
observed in the previous two indicators of schogblvement. Though generally similar
in its direction, the greatest increase in drugamess context by level of involvement
was between those who never participated at a\stg a rise of 65%), and those who
participated minimally at the rate of about onceywar (showing a rise of 100%).

This school involvement section for Time 1 hightgfour patterns of association
for school involvement and drug use for the curgear (Time 1-2005/06). First, school
involvement was inversely associated to drug useledts who reported higher levels of
school involvement measured by participating ictzosl club or group, and through
non-participating forms of behaviour involving sgipg class, and skipping all day were
less likely to use drugs at school. Recalling that of the three indicators of school
involvement dimensions are negative measures ofvement, the tables correctly
indicate positive relationships for non-participgtibehaviours due to their reverse-coded
nature. Second, the same general pattern of aisodmlds true for drug use in the
community. Third, across all reported levels ofelhinvolvement, drug use was more
likely to occur in the community. Fourth, studemiso were more involved at school
were also more likely to report higher increasegriug use behaviour by context when
comparing their drug use behaviour at school tgdise behaviour in the community.
While general trends for school involvement werilgir to those for school attachment,
the school involvement dimension for Time 1 (20@3/ddicates that non-participating

behaviours (class skipping, skipping all day) weren more powerful indicators of drug
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use than were indicators of attachment. Particigat clubs or groups was weaker in
comparison to skipping behaviours that were moddmstrong. For both dimensions of
school bonding (school attachment, and school ireraknt), the predicted direction of
the research hypothesis was confirmed, suppotti@gotion that school bonding is

associated to current drug use.

Associations for School Bonding in Time 1 (2005/0@énd Subsequent
Drug Use in Time 2 (2006/07)

The previous section has highlighted measuressuaation for Time 1
(2005/06) between drug use and school bondinggussihool attachment and school
involvement variables. The next section will higihli the results of school bonding
variables to determine whether school bondingssaated to drug use in the following
year (Time 2 — 2006/07). The results of this onaryeacking process are presented in

Tables 7-18.

School Attachment Dimensions

School Liking

The first two tables of this section outline thearse relationship for the first
indicator of school attachment, “I like school” foime 1 (2005/06) and subsequent drug
use at school (r = -.092, p=.01), and in the conmityyn= -.075, p=.05) for the following

school year (Time 2 — 2006/07).
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Table 7: Differences between students who reported on whether not they liked school at
Time (2005/06) and drug uset school at Time 2 (2006/07).

| like school Did Not Used
Use drugs Drugs
Strongly Disagree 84% 16%
Disagree 89% 11%
Undecided 88% 12%
Agree 92% 9%
Strongly Agree 95% 5%

*Difference is significant at p<.01 level.
** Questionnaire item #29 (see Appendix A)
**n=1578

For drug use at school, Table 7 shows that amuogetwho strongly disagreed
with the statement, “I like school”, 84% did noeuwirugs in the following school year,
while 16% did. In contrast, among those who strgrgjreed with the statement, 95%
did not use drugs in the following school year, l&lonly 5% did. Students who had the
lowest level of liking school were three times mbkely to use drugs at school in the
following year than those who had a high levelafl liking.

Similarly, for drug use in the community, Tablst&ws the inverse relationship
between the statement, “I like school” and drugingée following year. However, in
this context, students who had the lowest levalcbibol liking were almost twice as
likely to use drugs in the community one year latnpared to students who had the

highest level of school liking.
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Table 8 Differences between students who reported on whether not they liked school at
Time (2005/06) and drug usén the community at Time 2 (2006/07).

| like school Did Not Use
Use Drugs Drugs
Strongly Disagree 74% 26%
Disagree 76% 24%
Undecided 76% 24%
Agree 79% 22%
Strongly Agree 87% 14%

Difference is significant at p<.05 level.
* Questionnaire item #29 (see Appendix A) ** nFB5

Cross-context use of drugs, from school to comtywstiowed that students were
more likely to use drugs in the community. Amongs who strongly disagreed with the
statement, “I like school” drug use was 16% at stlcompared to 26% in the
community. By comparison, those who strongly agmegl the statement, drug use was
5% at school compared to 14% in the community.

Respect from Adults

The following two tables outline the inverse redaship between the second
indicator of school attachment, “Adults in my schagspect me” for Time 1 (2005/06)
and subsequent drug use at school (r = -.076, f¥.@8d in the community (r = -.077,

p=.05 for Time 2 (2006/07).
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Table 9 Differences between students who reported on whether not they felt adults in
their school respected them at Time 1 (2005/06) amttug useat school at Time
2 (2006/07).

Adults in my school respect me Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs
Strongly Disagree 73% 27%
Disagree 87% 13%
Undecided 89% 11%
Agree 91% 9%
Strongly Agree 93% 7%

Difference is significant at p<.05 level.
* Questionnaire item #35 (see Appendix A) ** n¥85

For drug use at school, Table 9 shows that amuogetwho strongly disagreed
with the statement, “Adults in my school respect,ni@% did not use drugs in the
following school year compared to 27% who did. émitast, among those who strongly
agreed with the statement, 93% did not use drugseifiollowing school year compared
to 7% who did. Students who felt the least resgkebteadults at their school were nearly
four times more likely to use drugs at school ia thllowing school year than those who
felt the most respected.

Similarly, for drug use in the community, Tabledl®o shows the inverse
relationship between the statement, “Adults at ohosl respect me” and subsequent
drug use. However, in this context, students whtdtie least respected by adults at their
school were more than twice as likely to use dinghe community in the following

year, compared to students who felt the most résgec
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Table 10 Differences between students who reported on whether not they felt adults in
their school respected them at Time 1 (2005/06) ambtug usein the community
at Time 2 (2006/07).

Adults in my school respect me Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs
Strongly Disagree 66% 34%
Disagree 75% 26%
Undecided 76% 24%
Agree 79% 21%
Strongly Agree 84% 16%

Difference is significant at p<.05 level.
* Questionnaire item #35 (see Appendix A) **n=857

Cross-context use of drugs, from use at schoalséoin the community, showed
that students were more likely to use drugs inctramunity. Among those who strongly
disagreed with the statement, “Adults in my schespect me” in Time 1 (2005/06),
drug use was 27% at school compared to 34% indherainity. By comparison, those
who strongly agreed with the statement, drug use#®a at school compared to 16% in
the community.

|deas and Opinions

The following two tables outline the inverse redaship between the third
indicator of school attachment, “My ideas and opnsi are important to at least one adult
in my school” for Time 1 (2005/06) and subsequengdise at school (r = -.076, p=.01),

and in the community (r = -.063, p=.01) for TiméP06/07).
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Table 11 Differences between students who reported on whether not they felt their ideas
and opinions were important to at least one adulti their school at Time 1
(2005/06) and drug uset school at Time 2 (2006/07).

My ideas and opinions are important Did Not sed
to at least one adult in my school. Use drugs rugb
Strongly Disagree 82% 18%
Disagree 80% 20%
Undecided 90% 10%
Agree 91% 9%
Strongly Agree 93% 8%

Difference is significant at p<.01 level.
*Questionnaire item #23 (see Appendix A) **n=1578

For drug use at school, Table 11 shows that artturge who strongly disagreed
with the statement, “My ideas and opinions are irtgod to at least one adult in my
school”, 82% did not use drugs the following schyedr compared to 18% who did. In
contrast, among those who strongly agreed witlsthiment, 93% did not use drugs in
the following school year compared to 8% who diadld&nts who strongly felt their ideas
and opinions were not important to at least ondtadschool were more than twice as
likely to use drugs in the following school yeaspgpared to those who strongly agreed
that their views mattered.

Similarly for drug use in the community, Tabledifbws the inverse relationship
between students reporting on “My ideas and opseme important to at least one adult
in my school” in Time 1 (2005/06) and subsequengdrse in the community. However,
in this context, students who strongly felt theleas and opinions were not important to

at least one adult at school were more than twsdéealy to use drugs in the community
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in the following school year, compared to studevite strongly felt their ideas and

opinions mattered.

Table 12 Differences between students who reported on whether not they felt their ideas
and opinions were important to at least one adulti their school at Time 1
(2005/06) and drug usén the community at Time 2 (2006/07).

My ideas and opinions are important Did Not sed

to at least one adult in my school. Use drugs rugb
Strongly Disagree 61% 39%
Disagree 72% 28%
Undecided 79% 21%
Agree 78% 22%
Strongly Agree 83% 17%

Difference is significant at p<.01 level.
*Questionnaire item #23 (see Appendix A) **n=1578

Cross-context drug use from school to communitwad that students are more
likely to use drugs in the community. Among thosewgtrongly disagreed with the
statement, “My ideas and opinions are importartttieast one adult in my school”, drug
use was 18% at school compared to 39% in the corntynidy comparison, those who
strongly agreed with the statement, drug use wagsi88¢hool compared to 17% in the
community.

This school attachment section for Time 1 to TErt@ghlights two general
patterns in relation to drug use among studentisariollowing year. First, all three
measures of school attachment were weak, thougffisant, in their inverse
relationship to subsequent drug use behaviour.dased levels of attachment to school,
indicated by individuals’ liking for school, respdmom adults at school, and perceptions
that their ideas and opinions were important teast one school adult, were linked to a
rise in reported drug use for the following schpedr. Second, as was true for the Time 1
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(2005/06) analysis, drug use was consistently mightthe community than at school

across all levels of school attachment.

School Involvement Dimensions

The final six tables outline the relationship beén the three behavioural
variables representing school involvement for Tim@005/06) and drug use for the
following school year (Time 2 — 2006/07).

The following two tables outline the positive teaship between the first
negative measure of school involvement, “Skippethas” for 2006 and subsequent drug
use at school (r = .099, p=.001), and in the comtyyr = .187, p=.001). Again, while
positive in their association to the reverse-codmthble, they are consistent with the

predicted inverse direction of the relationshipazsen school bonding and drug use.

Table 13 Differences between students who reported on whether not they skipped a class
at Time 1 (2005/06) and drug usat school at Time 2 (2006/07).

Skipped a class Did Not eds
Use Drugs Drugs
Never 92% 8%
Once this school year 90% 10%
Once per month 83% 17%
Once per week 7% 23%
More than once per week 80% 20%

Difference is significant at p<.001 level.
* Questionnaire item #21b (see Appendix A) * nZ&5

For drug use at school, Table 13 shows that arttursge who skipped a class
“More than once per week”, 80% did not use drugh@following school year

compared to 20% who did. In contrast, among thdse ‘Mever” skipped a class, 92%
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did not use drugs in the following year compare8%owho did. Students who skipped
class more than once per week were two and ailr&tmore likely to use drugs at
school in the following year, compared to studevit® never skipped a class.

Similarly, for drug use in the community, Tabledldo shows the positive
relationship between “skipping a class” in Time0E5/06) and subsequent drug use in
the community in Time 2 (2006/07). However, in tbastext, students who skipped class
more than once per week were nearly four times tikeby to use drugs in the

community in the following year, compared to studamho never skipped a class.

Table 14: Differences between students who reported on whether not they skipped a class
at Time 1 (2005/06) and drug usin the community at Time 2 (2006/07).

Skipped a class Did Not els
Use Drugs Drugs
Never 84% 16%
Once this school year 72% 28%
Once per month 63% 37%
Once per week 70% 30%
More than once per week 40% 60%

Difference is significant at p<.001 level.
Questionnaire item #21b (see Appendix A) n=1578

Cross-context use of drugs, from school to comigstiows that students were
more likely to use drugs in the community. Amongs who skipped class more than
once per week, drug use was 20% at school compa@@Po in the community. By
comparison, those who never skipped class, drugvase88% compared to 16% in the

community.
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Sipped all Day

The following two tables outline the positive teaship between the second
negative measure of school involvement, “Skippéday}” for Time 1 (2005/06) and
subsequent drug use at school (r = .072, p= .08)jrathe community (r = .120, p= .001)

for Time 2 (2006/07).

Table 15 Differences between students who reported on whether not they skipped all day
at Time 1 (2005/06) and drug usat school at Time 2 (2006/07).

Skipped all day Did Not ddis
Use Drugs Drugs
Never 91% 9%
Once this school year 88% 12%
Once per month 83% 18%
Once per week 80% 20%
More than once per week 50% 50%

Difference is significant at p<.05 level.
* Questionnaire item #21c (see Appendix A) * nZ&5

For drug use at school, Table 15 shows that amuorgetwho skipped all day
“More than once per week”, similar numbers wereortgdl between those who used
drugs and those who did not. However, among thdee“Never” skipped all day, 91%
did not use drugs one year later compared to 9%dichdStudents who skipped all day
more than once per week were almost six times filaly to use drugs at school one
year later than those who skipped all day more trare per week.

Similarly, for drug use in the community, Table dt®ws the positive relationship
between those who “Skipped all day” in Time 1 (208% and subsequent drug use in the

community for the following school year. Howevaer this context, students who skipped
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a day the most were five times more likely to usegd in the community in the

following year, compared to students who neversdpa day.

Table 16 Differences between students who reported on whether not they skipped all day
at Time 1 (2005/06) and drug usien the community at Time 2 (2006/07).

Skipped all day Did Not dds
Use Drugs Drugs
Never 80% 20%
Once this school year 70% 30%
Once per month 64% 37%
Once per week 80% 20%
More than once per week - 100%

Difference is significant at p<.001 level.
Questionnaire item #21c (see Appendix A) n=1578

Cross-context use of drugs, from use at schoaesé&in the community, showed
students being more likely to use drugs in the camtyg. Among those who skipped a
day more than once per week, drug use was 50%nablksand 100% in the community.
By comparison, among those who never skipped adtayg, use was 9%, compared to
20% in the community.

School Club or Group

The final two tablesutline the inverse relationship between the thmdicator of
school involvement, “Participated in a school ctwlgroup” for Time 1 (2005/06) and
subsequent drug use at school (r = -.094, p <,@01) in the community (r = .060, p<

.067 for Time 2 (2006/07).
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Table 17 Differences between students who reported on whethor not they participated in
a school club or group at Time 1 (2005/06) and drugsein school at Time 2

(2006/07).

Participated in a school club or group Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs

Never 87% 13%

Once this school year 90% 10%

Once per month 87% 13%

Once per week 93% 7%

More than once per week 96% 4%

Difference is significant at p<.001 level.
Questionnaire item #71a (see Appendix A) n=1578

For drug use at school, Table 17 shows that amusgetwho “Never”
participated in a school club or group” 87% did nsé drugs in the following school
year while 13% did. In contrast, among those wittigpated “More than once per
week”, 96% did not use drugs one year later contprd% who did. Students who
never participated in school clubs or groups weteast three times more likely to use
drugs at school the following year than those wadigipated “More than once per
week”. While the inverse pattern was consisteti \weneral findings for this study at
either end of the school involvement scale, migl@ssociations did not follow the
regular stepped pattern of increase and decliagivelto drug use.

For drug use in the community, Table 18 illustratdg a marginally related association
between participation in a school club or groupsrimsequent drug use in the community
(r=-.097, p <.067). Though the Chi Square tdstgnificance did not meet the .05 level of
stringency to determine whether the relationship avee to random chance, the same general
pattern of direction is there, as in the case®skipping class, and for skipping all day

behaviours.
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Table 18 Differences between non-drug using students who rept on whether or not they
participated in a school club or group at Time 1 (R05/06) and drug usén the
community at Time 2 (2006/07).

Participated in a school club or group Did Not Used
Use Drugs Drugs
Never 75% 25%
Once this school year 79% 21%
Once per month 74% 26%
Once per week 82% 18%
More than once per week 83% 17%

Difference_notsignificant at .05
Questionnaire item #23 (see Appendix A) n=1578

In this final item, cross-context drug use frofncsit to community also showed that
students were more likely to use drugs in the conitynaver school. Among those who never
participated in school clubs or groups, drug use 1886 at school compared to 25% in the
community. By comparison, those who participatedatizan once per week, reported drug use
at 4% at school, compared to 17% in the community.

This school involvement section for the time seeramination indicated that
school involvement was inversely and significaméiated to subsequent drug use. When
comparing the strength of their relationship tofire phase of the analysis for Time 1
(2005/06), the magnitude of these relationshipslaxsr as a whole. This drop in
magnitude may indicate the absence of drug usetsfts students’ school bond by
having controlled for drug use in year 1 to explibre occurrence of a directional element
for the relationship. Though covariability betwesaiool bonding and drug use was
weak in this examination, the predicted directibthe hypothesis, stating that there
would be a difference in the distribution of drugetamong categories of students by

level of social bonding to school, was confirmed.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study adopted a school bonding perspectigedan Hirschi’'s Social
Bonding Theory utilizing attachment and involvemdimhensions for its application to
the school context. The intent was to better uridadsthe potential role of schools in
promoting positive youth development by examinimg éxtent to which specific school
factors were associated to drug use. As a derwvatiSocial Bonding Theory, school
bonding was applied at the nexus of the individuad the school, acknowledging
schools as a primary socializing institution fougla The study had two primary
objectives: to confirm the relationship betweenogdhbonding and current drug use,
using cross-sectional data for Time 1 (2005/06yt, &#men to elaborate on this
relationship with a view to examine school bondasga preceding condition to drug use
using longitudinal data from the Safe School SoRe$ponsibility Survey for Secondary
Students. The theoretical and practical implicatitor school bonding and its association

to drug use are summarized below.

Objective 1

The findings confirmed an inverse relationship kesw current drug use and
school bonding. These findings support Hirschi'si8loBonding Theory that argues
delinquency is more likely to occur when the indival’s bonds to society are weak or
broken (Hirschi, 1969; cited in Moyer, 2001). Canyrto previous research (Eith, 2004)

identifying school attachment as the most robueneht of the four social bonding
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elements, this study found school involvement tohigemore powerful predictor of the

two elements under study.

School Attachment

School attachment showed a predictable increagaimuse as students’ level of
school attachment decreased. More specificallyetdevels of school attachment, using
three items that included school liking, feelingpect from adults at school, and feeling
as though one’s ideas and opinions were imporntastited in more students reporting
current drug use at school and in the communityth®three attachment measures, both
a general liking for school and students feelinigsespect were the stronger of the three
measures, and similar in their weak to moderatersesassociation found for drug use at
school (r =-.197 and r=.184 respectively), anddiarg use in the community (r = -.189
and r=.178 respectively). Students who liked sthomleast were three times more
likely to use drugs at school, compared to those kkied it the most. Students who felt
least respected by adults in their school werelyéaur times more likely to use drugs at
school, compared to those who felt a high degreesgect.

These findings re-affirm the constructive and prote role of schools, including
the need for caring interpersonal relationshipst Research has already indicated that
higher rates of delinquency occur among students lvelve less positive psychological
orientations to the school (Eith, 2004). Theseifigd also substantiate Hirschi who
stated that students who were not attached to selmadd have a general dis-liking for it
(Diaz, 2005), and be more likely to commit actslefinquency (including drug use), if

connections to adult support systems were weakaikel (Hirschi, 1969).
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Slightly more than half of the grade eight to elestudents in the sample were
attached to school through positive or pro-soaanections with the adults, and
approximately two-thirds of students said theydilsehool. These findings suggest that
many students are not attached through positiygamsocial relations at school, and
therefore more vulnerable to delinquency. Among2B# of students who did not like
school, about half also did not have positive @-gocial connections with adults at their
school. Further analysis would be required to ustded how this may be related to

grade, gender, or other demographic variablestefest.

Involvement

While school attachment provided a psychologicaltext for understanding drug
use, school involvement linked school bonding diyeto behavioural measures. First,
the majority of students (72%) never skipped schaohn entire day. However, this was
not the case for skipping a class where slightlyaitban half of the students reported
skipping class with some regularity (once per mamtmore). Of those, 11% skipped
class once per week or more. In its associatiarug use, there were stepped linear
increases in drug use as school bonding decre@lkexdlappears to be important when
considering the moderate to strong associationdetvgchool absenteeism and drug use.
While all three measures of school involvementygkig all day, skipping a class,
participating in a school club or group) were sigaint, skipping class was the most
powerful predictor of drug use at school (r=.378,001), as well as for drug use in the
community (r=.449, p<.001). This was followed bkifsping all day’ where the
association was more moderate for drug use at $¢0831, p<.001), and for drug use

in the community (r=.341, p<.001). Students’ laknwolvement in pro-social school
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activities predicted drug use in the following sehgear even more powerfully than

school attachment indicators.

Objective 2

While this study was unable to determine whetherdohool bonding caused
drug use, or whether drug use contributed to ldwetbonding, there is reason to
believe in their influencing effect. This portiohtbe analysis provides initial evidence
that school bonding is a preceding condition taydrse for both school attachment and
school involvement measures. This occurred by exagiamong a sub population of
students who identified that they had not usedsimg@ime 1 (2005/06), and then re-
examining the strength and direction of the assiotidetween school bonding for Time

1 (2005/06) and any subsequent drug use behaviolimie 2 - 2006/07).

School Attachment

Concerning school attachmeat a preceding condition to drug use, all three
measures of school attachment (school liking, resipem adults, and student
perceptions that their opinions and ideas were iap showed a relationship to
subsequent drug use. While weak in magnitude, $dikony was the most robust
predictor of drug use at school (r = -.092, p=<,@h)d drug use in the community (r = -
.075, p=<.05) of the three. In addition, cell caufdr the latter two measures limited the
study from drawing conclusions that were more aterft. To do so, further research

using larger sample sizes would be required.
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Involvement

For school involvement measures, early indicatsimsved that all three
measuresf school involvemenfskipping class, skipping all day, participatingsithool
club or group) predict drug use in the followingayeHowever, the only measure that had
a sufficiently large cell count for confirming aidguare level of significance was for the
variable ‘participating in a club or group’. In $hinstance, there was a weak, though
significant relationship for drug use at schoct 097, p = <.001). For drug use in the
community the level of significance fell outside tl®5 level required for the social
sciences (r =-.062, p = <.067) (Gravetter & Walln2002). Concerning skipping
behaviours across time, given that the relationBHipn the same expected direction for
drug use in either context (school or communityy #hat the strength of the direction for
the Time 1 analysis was powerful and significainis reasonable to expect that if a larger
sample size had been available, a more confiderdiesion concerning this relationship
might be made.

Concerning the second objective of the study, & iméeresting to note that the
associations between school bonding, both for daittechment and school involvement
measures, were weaker overall in their relationghgubsequent drug use. This suggests
the presence of a possible effect from having odiett for the reciprocal and reinforcing
negative effect of drug use on school bonding byritaisolated the sub-sample of
students who had not used drugs in Time 1 (20056he analysis. This was noted
when comparing the attachment measure of schanglixetween Time 1 (2005/06) and
Time 2 (r=-.197 vs. r=-.092 respectively). This vedso the case for school involvement.
For example, skipping class behaviour for Time dvetd a similar trend between the
Time 1 to Time 2 analysis (r =.373 vs. r = .115edively). Taken together, these
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patterns reinforce the idea that early protectoavioid and interrupt the compounding
effect of risk from drug use is important. Whendgmts are not embedded in cohesive
and supportive pro-social networks, the magnifaratf risk from potential negative
peer, family, school and community factors maywlfroblems to gain momentum in
students’ lives (Health Canada, 2001).

The results for both objectives also confirmededkistence of a contextual effect
related to school bonding and drug use. First, dseggwas higher in the community
overall. Second, students who were less bondechimo$ appeared also to be less
discerning about the setting in which they usedyslrwhether drug use occurred at
school or in the community. Social Bonding Theoswested as an independent
variable linked to drug use, based on the assumghit schools are conventional sites
where youth are under the care and supervisiodulfss and presupposed that students’
time was predominantly occupied by involvementarhing tasks (Hawkins & Weis,
1985). Since students’ experiences in the broastmnminity may be less structured, less
supervised and supported, and less timetabledaaiimenunity context stands in contrast
to school as students make decisions and find tyities to participate in drug use-
related activities. This draws attention to the amance of developing community-wide

approaches for encouraging pro-social behaviour.

Implications for Schools

There are also practical implications. Schoolgrasary socializing institutions,
play a central role in the development of youtht(drGonzalez & De Jesus, 2006;

Hawkins, Catalano & Catalano, 1995; Hirschi, 196&d in Moyer, 2001). The notion
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of school bonding emphasizes the need for schoalstelop a systemic prevention
strategy built on a pro-active model of health,mrp and engagement (Hawkins,
Catalano & Catalano, 1995). This stands in contmastirrent models in use that are
largely oriented toward identifying and reactinghe ‘unruly’, delinquent, or
problematic student (McCrystal, Percy & HigginsQZQ

Developing a more ‘connected’ school is a moditafaictor (Thomas & Smith,
2004). When the philosophical orientation of a th®based on the deficit model, and
when alienating and exclusionary practices, sugthsol suspensions or other punitive
forms of discipline, become the dominant respoosietinquency, social programs of a
preventative nature are more likely to fail (HawkiArthur & Catalano, 1995).
Braithwaite (1999) reiterates the importance offaithg relational philosophies in
schools, based on a wide body of evidence thdtawisig student engagement and
school belonging to be an effective and proactieygntion strategy (cited in McCrystal,
Percy & Higgins, 2007). Increasingly, school exauass being viewed as ‘bad policy’
because it abandons youth who are already at higthefor using drugs, and among
those who are at increased risk for long term noisl (Lewis, Sugai & Colvin, 1998;
McCrystal, Percy & Higgins, 2007). Shifting a disportionate level of responsibility to
the individual in the absence of social supporigests that drug use is largely a matter of
individual choice and freewill. This ultimately nimnizes the responsibility that schools
and government have as “duty bearers” to suppoiilits in meeting the task of raising
children to reach their full potential (DepartmehtCanadian Heritage, 1991).

From this study, it became evident that schoalcatinent indicators provided a

perceptual indicator of risk; while school involvem indicators marked specific
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behaviours for mitigating risk as a matter of dailgvention practice. This study
confirms current research identifying that studevite report a ‘connected education’-
those who found their school environment to bealycsupportive, and who liked school
- were less likely to deviate from pro social norf@dgngier, 2003). Antrop-Gonzales and
DeJesus (2007) draw attention to the reciprocalrantially beneficial nature of secure
relational attachments at school. This is influehiog the degree to which students
experience high quality interactions with schoalffsby observing their teachers support
them through fair and respectful processes, anthbagachers empower students in
ways that help them attain educational standardscionsistent fashion (Butler, Leschied
& Fearon 2007; Klen & Connell, 2004). Schools eflaviate risk for drug use by
providing learning opportunities that deliver asewnf meaning, purpose, and sufficient
challenge to students’ lives (Larson, 2001). Ttexditure also tells us that this is most
likely to occur in schools that can provide an gajde learning environment, where
relationships between students and teachers apgprive, where school staff and
students participate jointly in school activitiasd where students are given opportunities
to develop skills through leadership roles (Henrglater, 2007). When students do not
feel secure, included, and supported toward meetingational standards, their
motivation to engage in pro-social behaviour isarmaned (Goodenow, 1992; Klem &
Connel, 2004).

This research brought attention to specific bedwaal markers, such as skipping
class, and skipping an entire day of school, aaspect of school bonding. These
variables not only provided the strongest prediatoong those examined for current and

eventual drug use behaviour, but also delineatad\wneural markers for including in risk

92



assessment strategies. Previous research has $ioked| absenteeism to a variety of risk
behaviours including drug and alcohol use, violemis&y sexual activity, and
unintentional injury (Eaton, Brener & Kann, 2008his was the case even under
conditions where students had received prior peaionsfrom adults to be absent. For
reasons beyond preventing substance use aloseritical for schools to recognize
absenteeism as a potential marker for interverdiento its predictable association to
drug use. Eaton, Brener & Kann’s study also drakslibetween absenteeism and
physical and mental health issues, negative samofonments, dysfunctional home
environments, poverty, and low academic motivatidre most salient efforts to improve
student attendance occurred through coordinated¢@amgrehensive intervention designs
that drew involvement from students, parents, edusaand the broader community
(Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; cited in Eaton, Brenek@&n, 2008; Hawkins, Arthur &
Catalano, 1995).

Schools are in a prime position to coordinate suppoough their centralized
location (Eaton, Brener & Kann, 2008; Hawkins, Antl& Catalano, 1995). The Social
Development Model presents a health frameworktfe@ngthening the protective and
functional role of schools (Hawkins & Weis, 198%my & Slater, 2007). Experts
(Hawkins & Weis, 1985) maintain the most signifittargets for intervention are at the
family, the school, and peer level, depending endévelopmental stage of the child.
Accordingly, in succession, families are the mqgirapriate from early childhood to
early adolescence; schools are the most suitatwaghout the educational years, and
peers become particularly relevant during adolaseewithin each unit, positive youth

development is said to result when youth are gttieropportunity to become involved in
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conforming activities, as they are able to develepskills and attitudes necessary for
successful involvement in those activities, andmtiney are recognized for behaving in
socially approved ways. The resulting growth ofigldoonds involving attachment to
pro-social others not only engenders belief in @aveational order, but also increases
commitment to conforming behaviour, while decredbedikelihood of developing
associations to delinquent peers, and eventuaigledncy (Hawkins & Weis, 1985).

The prevalence of drug use among youth holds sogmif challenge for schools.
Although youth who were more socially bonded toogdhin this study were less likely to
use drugs, the research states that drug use ligsithavay into mainstream youth
culture to the degree that its use is no longeitéitnto delinquent or disenfranchised
youth (CCSA, 2007b; McCrystal, Percy & Higgins, Zp0Students may be able to
comply with the norms while in school as a way ¢t through the day, however,
opportunities for using drugs in the community npagvide an escape from a general
dissatisfaction related to boredom levels at scllomison, 2000). Being surprised by the
sheer numbers of students who reported a high dedrdissatisfaction with their school
experience, Larson captured the sentiment amoffigisat numbers of students who
claim they are “being trapped in the present, wgifor someone to prove to them that
life is worth living” (2000:170). This suggests a@éncies in positive youth development
(Larson, 2000; Hawkins, Arthur & Catalano, 1995).

Further research is needed to understand how Ebboding interacts with
competing external pressures, including the extenthich drug use among mainstream
youth exists. It appears as though for at leasbpgstion of the student population,

substance use may be a way of enhancing moodndenilih dissatisfaction, asserting
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independence, or bringing a sense of pleasurétevien among those from the
mainstream (CCSA, 2007b). While adolescence is@gladged to be a time of risk-
taking, recent literature acknowledges the norragba of drugs as “reflect[ing]
the...emergence of a new, post-modern, social andehich young people are, without
doubt, the prime users of illicit drugs” (ShinemN&wburn, 1999; cited in McCrystal,
Percy & Higgins 2007:38) aken together, the growing normalisation of drasng

with student dissatisfaction about their educatiexaeriences, sets up a climate of risk
that can be observed even among those that socighy least expect. This suggests that
primary youth serving structures, such as schasbisuld continue to evolve policies in a
way that engenders school bonding as a way to geaésiliency against the use of

drugs.

Limitations

Although this study offered new insights, seveiraithtions are important to
recognize. The first limitation concerns samplerabgeristics and the extent to which the
findings can be generalized to the broader popuiadf youth. Data was collected
through a blanket survey process at school forgladending and willing to complete the
guestionnaire. Accordingly, it fails to account &treet youth, those who have dropped
out of school, youth on probation, and non-Engéiphaking students. In addition, of the
2,477 secondary students from both urban and sahadols, the sample used in this
analysis isolated those who chose to completeriiaqy code in the same manner for
both years. Arguably then, the sample is skewddvaur of students who may be more

bonded to school from the outset for various reasdhis may have implications for
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assessing the relationship between school bondidglaig use given that survey
participation is form of ‘school involvement’ itéeHowever, this may also suggest that
the findings in this study are conservative in destating the magnitude of the
relationship between school bonding and drug use.

An additional limitation worth noting is that thssudy has only considered school
bonding components using three measures each lfr@school attachment domain
(schooal liking, respect from adults at school, eexbgnition from a school adult
concerning the students’ ideas and opinions), hagthool involvement domain
(skipping class, skipping a day, and participatingchool groups of clubs). This
limitation is due to the use of using secondarpdatanswer the research questions. As
such, further research would be required in ord@onhduct a more comprehensive

examination of the school bonding notion using eeta from Social Bonding Theory.

Conclusion

This study provided evidence in support of the pseifion that school bonding,
examining school attachment and school involvemsra,predictor of both current and
future drug use. It would appear as though heakhationships are at the foundation of
pro-social individuals and communities, while pagation in school activities provides a
venue for developing, maintaining, and strengthgtiose ties. While a significant
proportion of youth across grades eight to eleegorted the use of drugs, the focus of
this study was to gain a better understanding lodskrelated factors that could mitigate
drug use and increase our understanding for tleeofadchools in facilitating the well-

being of youth.
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Though this study was unable to determine causatitprding to the three
specific criteria outlined by Paul Lazarsfeld (1956#@ed in Babbie, 2001), it has been
able to establish that a statistically significenverse relationship exists between at least
two components of Hirschi’'s Social Bonding Theong @rug use. It further determined
that this relationship also holds true within a pemal analytic research design in which
school bonding became a preceding condition to deggamong a sub-sample of school
youth. While the relationship between these twaoaldes was weaker using an across
time analysis, it nonetheless suggested that sshabile not alone in their responsibility
to address drug use, have an important role toiplayeventing current and future drug
use.

Society’s investment in promoting high quality edticnal environments
becomes apparent when noting the far-reaching obsksig use (CCSAb, 2007; Health
Canada, 2001). This suggests that schools showdddmiraged to, and supported in,
making further investments to improve processes esmance programs that, promote
positive engagement and community building in sth@ayne, Gottfredson &
Gottfredson, 2003). Research should also contioigentify the particular mechanisms
and programs that can assist schools for enhatiogigcapacity to facilitate positive
youth development, in particular, for those mosiskt. Experiencing social and
educational support is already noted for its abttit contribute to a more comprehensive
scaffolding to enable all youth to develop withio{social climates of care (Bonny et al.
2000).

The research findings also suggest that rule-bngab@haviour, such as skipping

school, may be more effectively viewed within &ngerspective for which protective
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intervention strategies form a best response (Braiite, 1999; Hawkins, Arthur &
Catalano, 1995). It would appear that interventimnglisenfranchised youth can realize
greater gains by strengthening the psychologicahections that youth have with adults
at school. While school curriculum and programmapgear to reduce risk for drug use
at school, it is also important to implement comityumodels that embrace youth
engagement and facilitate social support in resptmslrug use in the community.
Schooling continues to be one of the most impoitargstments that society can offer its

youth for a better future, while drug use may wgthbolize the destruction of that goal.
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INTRODUCTION

Thizs survey is designed to provids impodtant infommeation abowt student experisnces with
personal safiety and social responsibitity. This survey also provides an opportunity for students'
voices to be heard and students’ expedences considessd,

The information provided by you is very vatuable for your school and the school district. This
mformation can assist your schoo! district in planning to suppon stedents’ swecess. Your
pasticipation in this susrvey iz voluntary and your answers ase confidsntial and anonymaous,
which mezns that yoos information will be kept private and yous name will not be assortated
with any of yous responses. This is not an exam and these are oo fght Of WooLg answess (o the
questions, althouwgh it is important that you answer the questions as honestly as possible.

PRIVACY CODE INFORMATION

Cver the next few years, the school district may ask you to complete this survey again in asder
for compasisons 1o be made betwesn previous and fumure responses. To ensure youd privacy
and confidsntiality, we are asking you to coeate your own "povacy code” (Questions 1 - 3,
which 15 a personal identity number onique to you. If you complets this survey again in the
future, we will ask that you re-create your "privacy code”. This information will never be
provided back to the school. If you are mot comfostable providing this information do not
answer Questions 1- 3.

Sark Schoots & Socie! ResponstdiHny Sureey jor Secondary Sradens
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MNSTRUCTIONS

Bai 13 e

10

DD WOT weite yous name on this survey,

Fleass use a blue or black pen. Mo peacils are allowed.

Flease answer each question by completely flling in the approprats circle on the Answer
Fomm (see diapram oo the Answer Fomm).

Do mot talk unel] ATL stedents have compieted the survey

Make sure you answer according fo the metrpctions for each saction.

If you age not comfortable answering a question of if you don't know what it means, just
leave it blank

If you prefer not to comgplete the survey pleaze mirm it face down on the desk.

When youo have completed the swrvey please tem it face down on the desk

When all stedents have complsted the swrvey, the teacher will collect them all and seat
them in an eovelope.

If you make 2 mistaks put an"x" throwgh the incosrect answer and fill m the ciscle for the
coffect answer

TO BEGIN THE SURVEY:
Fleaze tuqm the page and begin the survey now. Beginning with guestion 13, all questions are in
this Booklst.

St Schools & Social Resporsibdiny Swrvey fhr Secomdary Srudenrs
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Please answer afl guestions on the ANSWER FORM SEC TIﬂTi- A

Fleaze answer Omestions 1 - 5 oo the Answer Form.

&, What are the first five letters of the name of vour schoof?

7. What grads are you in?

2. What iz yous gender?

& What is vour ractal ethnie background? Choase ONE ouiy
A My racial/ethnic background is mixed.

B.. Aboriginal (First Nations, Non-5tarus Indian, Inoit,
Tulatis)

C. African/Caribbean (Black)

Dt Asian (Cambeodian, Chiness, Japaness, Korean,
Taiwanese, Thai, Vietnamese, Fifipino)

E South Asian (East-Indiaw, Indo-Carvadian, Pakistani)

F. Caucasian [White, Evropean, Russiamn)

G. Lann American {Mexican, Portugese, South

Aumerican, Spanish}
H. Middie Eastern  Arabic, Irantsn, Kowaiti, Perisian,
Tukish, Israsli Palesiinian)
I Idon'tkmow my racal/ethnic background
18 How long have you lived in Canada?
11 Is English the maio language spoken m your Dome?
12 This qoestion has been removed from soovey

Please answer Omestion 13 and 14 on the Answer Form vsing the followme scale:

2. About the same 3. Worze than
1. Better than Most . I'm aot
25 marst stmdeats most stadedats g e

13. How well do vou do in your school work?
A When you were in elementary school
B. In this school

14, How well are vou tiked by other snedents?

A When you were 1o elementary school
B. In this school

Sapt Sehoots & Socfal Responstbiiiny Swrvey tir Secondory Soidena
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Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

15 "What do you consider vour sexual orentation fo be?
1. Straight
2 Bisexual

3. Gay, lesbian (homosexsal)

4

. I zm not suge

16 Atschoof, your fiends ate...
1. afl from the same racial/ethnic background as vou.
2. mostly from the same racial/ethoic background
AS VoL,
3. mastly from a different cacial/sthoic backsround
foom youe.
4 from all different ractall ethric backgrovnds.

[
-

. What i the highest leve! of education that you would
Iiks to compizte? Choose one.

IMot fmish high school
H:gh school graduation

- Training./apprenticeship program {like caspentry, computer training, lezal assiztant)
Some college funiversity classes

. College Giploma

. University /bachelor degree (vndergradueate)

Dlasters degres

FProfessional degree (Iike lawyer, murse, aschitect)

. Dloctosal degres

B = T I R

G

Fron titis podut on all questions are only in this bookler.
Pilease auswer on rhe Amiwer Form.
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Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

These questions ask how yvou feel abour things - abont yonrself and abont school, thiz school vear,

Please answrer Omesticn 18 oo the Answer Form using the following scale

1. Stroagly Disagree | 2, Dizagres 3. Undecided 4. Agree 3. Strongly Agree

18a. Idolots of anportant things.
t In geeeral I like being the war [am.
o Owerall, Thave a2 fot to be proud of.
d. I can do things a5 well as most other peaple.
& (Other people think I am 3 pocd person.
f A lot of things about e are good.
2. Iam as good az most other people.
b. When I do something, I do it welt.

The pext gquestions ask abont feeling safe. Saf means et conyhmadle, relaxed s por worrfad thar
IOMETANT e ool AGUDER [0 Fou.

Plzase answer Question 19 on the Answer Form using the following scale

I.Nevar | I.Hardlyewer | 3, Some of the ttme | 4. Most of the time 5. Always

18 Ifeel safe at schoal.
b Ifeel safe at school aciovities and events
(daneces, field tips, chubs, sponme evants),
c I feel safe co my way to and from school.

d. Ifeel safe in my neighbourhood or
commanity.

|
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Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

Iuch publicicy has been given to the serdous problems that teens face these days Bazed oo vour
experiences at school or school events, fhis school year, please indicate how ofter the following
things happen to youo.

Please answer Qmestion 20 oo the Answer Forn using the following scale

1.Mever | 1. Hardlyewer | 3, Some of the time | 4. Most of the time 5, Always

20. How often age you worried or afraid that youo will...

a. be physicalty attacked or bur by a student or group
of strdants?

b be amacked or threztened with a weagoa?

¢ ba talked into daing things you are not cominetahis
with by other snzdanis?

d bave mumouss o gossip spread about youo?

& ba forced o engage in sexnal acts by other smdents?

f beverbalty karasted or embarrassed at schaat?

g be mads fun of or left out becavse of your coltuse
of facal

b bemade fon of or 1eft out becawnse of your physical
appearance of a physical disability?

. be made fun of or 1efi oot because of how well or poosly you do in school?

j. be mads fun of orleft oot becanse of your sexual odentation (straight, gay, bisemoal)?

Please answrer Qmestion 21 on the Answer Form vsmg the following scale
1. T5ever | Z.Afleastoace 3, Abomr once per | 4. Abont oace per | 5. More than

this schoo] year moath week omce per week
21. How often have you.... RRSUTRNTEE
3. been sospended from school?
b skipped a class?
c skipped all day?
ki Sat Sehools & Social Respowsiediy Swrvey phr Secomdary Srudenrs
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Please answer all questions on the ANSWER FORM

These questions azk bow vou feel abont things — about yourself and abount school, this school vesr,
Please answer Cmestions 22 - 47 oo the Answer Fonn vsing the following scale:

1. Seroagly Disagree | 2, Disagree 3. Undecided 4, Agree F. Smmongly Agee

22, The aduits in my schoo! trest stredents fauly

23. My ideas and opinions are important to at least one adult io my schoot.

24, 1cao get extra balp from adules ar my school if T meed it

25. I can pet extsa help from my famly of T need it

I6. My school provides opporfunities for me 10 gef involved
D COmmMURIcYy actvities.

27. My feelings ase recognized by atleast one adol at my
school.

28.. 1 feel awkward and oot of place at my school

20, Tliks schoal.

30. Ilk=d elementary schoot,

31, 1fzel liee I balong ar my schocl

32 Other smdents at my school accept me as T am

33. When [ bave a problem, thess are stedents who will help me

34. Stedears at my school really care aour each other.

FPlzase answrer Cmestions 35 - 47 in the neoe colomn on the Answer Form,

33, Aduits in oy schoal respect me

0. Adutts in my family respact me.

37. Students in my schood are just lookng ot for themsatves,

38. Adults in my schoal realty cage about stadents.

39, Stedents at my school work together to salve problems.

40, These iz an adult m my school that I can go to for support or advice of talk to abowut my

41, These iz an adultin my family that I can go to for support or advice or talk to abowt my
problems and wosdes.

42, Im my school, students have a say i deciding what goes on

43. Studeats treat teachers and adults at school with respact.

44. 1Imow what my school's code of condueet says

23, The aduits at my school have falked to vs about the schood code of conduct,

6. Adults at my school do a good job of responding fo tullying and haraszment

47, Adutts at my school do a good job of responding to physical violence {punchme, kiclsng,
WEAPOLS)
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Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

Thesze guestions ask about 2 vanesty of msky activities vouth are belizved to be iovolved m.

Ee swre to mark one response in each cofomm nsing the following scale for =ach colomn

PLEASE READ THESE NEW DIRECTIOINS...
MNow we would like to ask you about your experiences with alcohol and dougs.
For each item glease tell ws about yous axpemences:

At School Events Inthe Commuaity

At School itike damces, sports, tps) {outside of schood)

1. Mever 2. Ooce or 2 few times | 3. Abont once per mooth I 4. Every week or more

48, How oftsn bave you
a.
b, comsumed more than 5 alookolic beverage: a0 ons fime?

s

20

L]

(S =T

(=8

. smoked ciganeties?

. veed ecstasy?
. used Bailurinogens (LD, actd)?
. wsed mhalants (ghoe, gas, assozol)l

e T TR I

. wsed coystal meth?

. used cocaine?

conspmed alcohol?

tesn noder fae mflvence of atcobhol?

used mardmana?

used prescrophion pills oot prescribed by a dactor?

uzed henoin?

besn “high” becavss vou vsed aoy of the drags Hsted abova?

Which three of the followimg substances 4o you believe are most harmfnl 1o people who use
them?
1 cigaremes I, aleoheol } marjuana 4. acstasy 5. hallurimpgens
G mbalants 7. préscrptions pills B orystal meth 9. cocaine 10, berom
(2ot from doctor)

10

Fagk Setvools & Social Bespawssbiiny Swrvey phr Secondary Srudenrs

121



Please answer all questions on the ANSWER FORM SECTION C

Thaaks,,.. Yoo will now go back to nsing the same procednre as earlier ia the sorvey.
Fleaze answer Omestion 50 on the Answer Formn using the following scals;

1. Wever 2, Dace o1 a few times | 3, Abont once per month | 4. Every week or moze

50 For ezch statement below, mdicate bow often you have expedenced these problems becanse of

i ]

drinking o wsing drogs.
T kv wov wsed aleokol or drugs. Go ro-guescton 51,
a. I got in trovble at school.
.- I got in trovble at home.
. I pot poor school marks.
. Thad a fight with somecns.
Tlost frisnds
1 got in 7rouble with the police.
. Thad problems with my gisdfriend boyiiend.
. Tlost imtersst in my winal activities.

o

LR o I < 1

=

Tdow we wrovdd Hke to ask you about your experences with violence and weagons. For each item
pleazs tell vs aboit yowr experiences

ArS At School Events In the Commuaity
Eackond {lik2 dances, sposs, tigs) {ousside of schoal)

B sure b0 mark one response io each column weing the following scale for each column

1. Mever 2, Dace o1 a few time: | 3, Abont ooce per month | 4. Every week or moze

This schoal vear, how often have you. ..

il

=

3.
33
54

55
58

engaged m physical violence by pushime,
slapping or hirting?
threatened someons with physical violence?

carned a weapon?
threatened somenne with a weagoa?

engaged m physical violsnce with 2 weapon?
stolen something or purposely damaged progerty {including graffid)?

Sark Schoots & Joctel Respousthiiny Survey i Secondary Srudens 11
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Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

DMPORTANT DEFDNITION
Britying cud Drrassmenr RIanens witdh @ perion wio RIS mIore Dower o SOm e dVanngps (mer muOre S,
EFC.) @TiES Fo Dormer, Rurv, ok fim of or Smack SNOTRET DEITOM (FF ROT OB Gocidendl,
GRd G085 50 FEpEEIRAIY. SOmenimes peveral studenrs will duilly or DGress oROTREr STRGENT OF grodp
0F SrRder.

Tow we would like 1o ask vou abaul yous experiences with bullving and barassmeanr at school and
school events, this school vear, For sach ttem please =1l ws about:

DONE TO ME DONE TO OTHERS by me

BEe sure to mark oae sesponse in eachk columno vaing the following scale fof 2ach columa

1. Newer 2. Ooce or a few times 3. Abomt ence amonth | 4. Every week or more

37. How often hawve vou had expereace with.

3. bullving and karaszment?

Srudents oo Wy omd horess effters v different

waps. How gften have vor had experience with. .

b, physical buliying (himne, shoving, kcking]?

c. werbal beliving (name calling, reasing, threacs,
putdowas]?

d. soctal bullying (exclusion, numonss, gossp,
bumitiation)?

e cyterbudlying at school (using computer of
1EXE messages 1o exclude, threaten or bumiliare)!

| cyberbuliving outside of school (using computer of text messagss to exclods, threaten o
Dumifiate}!

g. cybechullyine that cavssd probleps at school (wsing comgputer or text messages to excluds,
threaten or unifiate)?
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Please answer all questions on the ANSWER FORM SECTION D

DJPORTANT DEFONITION

Sexan! harczmmenr (3 wawelronns end sawanrd SeRavior Ghor ser ane perder thear Srrplnes with your NE
A PRes Po Fhe wHeomrbiaile, evedt I the peaple Soing e RuvEsstap ware ol foking. These guesrions are
NOT gzhing bosy Selmviors 02 Bhe or wanr Jir erampls, WRaT W WeEnr Tommss 7o 5z vou or wites you
JEET WeER @ gl or BoyrHendr

MNow we would lks to ask vou dbout your experiences with sexual harassmoent ar school 2ad school
evednts, this school year, For each tem please tell vz abowt:

When it has been When it has been
DONE TO ME DONE TO OTHERS by me

Ee sure to mark ore response in eack column wsing the following scals for sach column.

1. Mever 2. Droce or a few times | 3. Abomf ooce per moath | 4. Every week or more

58, How often have you: Dad expesience with.

a.
b

. spreading sexial momoues or notes, writing sexual

. making vawelcome or crode comments abon

. making someons vocomibortabis by using burtfol sexoal la.nguage
. standing too close or brushing against someone in 3 sexual way when it is not wanted?

saying someons did 0ot seem masculine or feminine enough?
calling someons gay, fag, lesbian, or something
sinmifar?

graffi?

someone’s body or their sexual behavior?

velling something sexual or whisting/ howling

a5 someone walks byl

making somsone rocomiomatlis by malong sexpal
Eestures or staring at somecne o @ sexsal way!

touching, dssing, grabbing or pinching somecas in a sexoal way wher ot's not wanted?
persuading of bobing someons to do something sexoal (other than kssing) when it 1= not
wanted?

forcing or threstening tomecas to do something sexmal (other than kissing) when It 1= not
wanted”

(Firls only: pressose from other gids 1o engage o sexwal activites with others?

Boys poly: pressiee from other boys to engage to sexval activities with others?

Sart School: & Joctar Responsihiine Survey i Secondary Srudens 13
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SECTION D Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

DMPORTANT DEFONITION
Discrimnarion 7 wAEN (ople O1F SPER 25 RATINE CIETENT Vol and /o inaned Wiy Berune g7 thelr
Fecial oF enfiric Beckprosnd, culrins, the colowr off Pl Sk sesual orderarion, or aner gt

MNow we would liks to ask vou about vour experisnces with discrimination at school and school
events, fhis sohool vear. For each iter please tell us aboor

Whea it has been Whea if has been
DONE TO ME DOKE TO OTHEES by me

Be sure 1o mark ons response o eackh colomn veing the fallowing scale for each colomn

1. Never 2. Once or a few timez | 3. Abont oace per moark | 4. Every week or more

59, How offen have you bad experisnce with
a. saying negatve things or teasing about someone’s
culture o face?
b saying negative thmes or teasing aboot someone’s

semual orentation (straight, gay, bisexnal)?
making scemeone feel bad about their colture of face?
d. making someone feel bad abowut fheir sexmal

prientation (straight, gay, bisemaal)?

railing someons racist ames?

tetling jokes abowt somesne’s face or culhkre?

teiling jokes about somecne’s sexaal oflentallon (steaight, gay, tl.IS-E:l'IJaJI

nEing sweas words wher mentioming a sace of culinsal group?

vsing swear words when mentiening gays or lesbians?

telling others that certain racial or cultural grovps are dangerous?

teliing others that people of a rertam sexval crientation (straight, gay, bisexval) are

danzerous?

treating someoma’s racial of ethnic group as infecior?
. Meating someona’s sexual oentation as inferor (straight, gay, biseooual)?

excluding someone ecanse of cultise or race?

excluding somesne hecanse of sexval orientarion (straight, gay, bisexuwal)?

el

R R mm omom

o pg o~
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Please answer all questions on the ANSWER FORM

The follewing questions ask wiat actions you kave taken when you have been picked o, bulied,
discriminated agams:, harassed or attacked at school and school eveats, this school vear

O Ikhavenotbesn picked oo, discriminated against, builied, hatassed or aftacked.
G t0 question 62

Flease answer Omestion 6 oo the Answer Form using the following scales:

1.Never | 2. Hardly ever | 3. Some ofthetime | 4. Mostofthe time 5. Always

G0, Whea yoq have been picksd oo, discriminared agams:, buliied, baraszed or antacked, how often
hawe yoo . ..

. told the parsonizh o stop? R T
b malied to the personis) abowt it i b
walked awax?
- ignored or avoided the pecsonfs)?
did something to distract the persoofsy
staved homme from schooll
got vour friends to get back at the person(s)?
- fought back physically?
fonnd a new frisnd or group of fnends?
tatked to an aduls at home?
talized to another teen/youth about 17
reported it to an adult at school?
got your friends o help you solve the
problem”
taliked to the person's fend(s) abaut it
did nothing ?
61, Which one of the above actions was MOST sffective in stopping the personds) from picking on,
discrminating against, bullying, of barassing vou? Choose ooty coe.

.

I -V

Bom

gorowomoe

F

o
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Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

The following questions ask what actions you have taken when you have seen others being picked
on, bullied, discciminated against, harassed of attacked at school and school events, this school vear.

O  Ibave notseen others being picked on, discriminated against, Tolbed,
harassed or amacked. Go to question 64

Pizase answrer Omestion 62 oo ths Answer Form vsing the following scales:

1.INever | 1. Hardly ever | 3. Some of the time | 4. Most of the time 5. Always

G2, Whea yon have seen others being picked on, discrimeinated against, bollied, harassed or amacked,

hawr often have you...

a. told the personis) doing the bullving to
stog?

bt talked fo the personis) dome the bulyins”

. talked to the bullyiog person's frisngs
atoust it?

d. walked away!

e izcored or aveided the personfs) who
buliied?

f. did something to distract the pesson(s)
who baltied?

g helped the parson bemg bo o get away?

b talked afterwards to the pesson who was
hust?

i got your friends to help solve the probiem?

j- got vour fiends to getr back at the other
persanis)’

k. stayed home from school?

1. taiked 2o an adult at hame?

i, talked to another teens youth about it?

o seported it to an adwlt a7 school?

0, talked about it with an adult at school?

p. did nothing?

43, Which oae of the above zction: was MOST effective in stopping the persons) from picking om,
discriminating against, buliying, or harassing others? Choose only one
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Please answer all guestions on the ANSWER FORM

The shrdents and adults at a school are part of 2 community. The students and adults mieract with
ezch other in many ways maide avd ovrsids the classroon, Adults ik yous schoo! inchede tsackers,
office staff or any other person regrlatly working n vous school.

Plzase answer Omestion 64 - 66 on the Answer Form wsing the following sealss

1. Newer 1. Hardly ever | 3. Some of the time | 4 Most of the time 5. Always

For sach statement below, mdicate how you fesl of what you think based oo your expenences at
school, this school year

64, Adglts ar my school are accepting of all individuats T =
a. regardiess of their race, eshmicity or colture, -
b. repardiess of their sexupal orientation (straight, gay, Bizsomal) !
¢ regaediess of their physical or mental disability .
d. regardiess of their academic ability

63, Stedents at my school are aceepting of all individosls. . L :.
a. regardiess of their race, ethnicity or colture. :
b. repardiess of their sexual ogientation {straight, gay, bizewnal) 5
c. gegardiess of their physical or mental disability,
d regardless of their academec ability

Plzase answer Qmestion 66 vsing the scale atthe top of the page.

06. At my school this year..

a2 adulrs taik posievely about diversity (the ways people are different

from each other — race, sexual omentation or ability)

b stedents falk positively about diversity {the ways people are
different from each other - race, ssial ardearation or abilicy}
adults spexic our against stereatyping (onfaily udging) others.
smrdants speak out against stereoryping (vafaidy judziceg) others.
we learn abount people of vadouws culteres, races, and ethnicities.
we lezrn about people of vamous seual ofentations (straisht, pay, disemwal)
wee leam about bullying and hazassment

morho®oR
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Please answer all gquestions on the ANSWER FORM

The following stataments describe ways in whick you may hawve helped your school and/or
comumnity becoms a berter place. For sach of the following questions please choose OME responss
that is MOST troe about you.

47, With regard to coairibmting positively to your school, which statement below L= maost wee

8. With regard to solviag problems with other people at school,

69, With regard 1o valning diversity and defending hmman rights,

aboot you? Pick cne oaly. =
- TR
1. Tdo not contribute to my schoal.
1. Dtry to contributa to the school community when asked.
J. Ivolunrees [n activities that confribute to my school communin:
4. Thave odpanized many activitias that confritute to my school
COMMUBLTY.

which statement is most troe about vou? Fick one ooty

1. Thave a kard time soivipg problems peacefuliy.

1. Twonsider other people's feelings bt it is difficnlt.

¥. Tty to wnderstand the other person's perspective and calmly
sofve problems.

4. Tlogieatly determine which iz the best straregy for solving
problems and I ose it

which statemment is most true about vou!? Fick oas ooty

1. Tignore people who are different from me.

1. T1espect other pecple bur [ doa't think sbowt buman cghrs
or diversicy.

3. T have besn invobred in activities io oy school or community
that show supgort for buman mghts.

4. I am commirred and involved @ supporting doversity and
defending buman rights even if it &= not the pogolar thing to do.

T0. With regard to exercising democtatic rights and respoasibilities, which statemesnt is most e

aoot you? Fick one only.

1. I'don't think it really masters.

2. 1 am interested in my dencocratic rghts and rezponsibilitiss ot T have not done much abaut it.
3. Tam inresested o taldng action to make my comMmMuUnity 3 better placa.

4. Timow what I want 1o 4o to make the woeld 2 better placa

18
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Please answer all questions on the ANSWER FORM

Fou're almost fnished!

71. Imdicate how often yoi age mvolved in each of these schoal of communiry-related events.
Answer for this school year,

Flease answer Omestion 7ion fhe Answer Form wemg the following scale

. 4. Atonr oace a 5. Mote than
1. Mever 2, Dace or twice 3, Dace a month wesk once a week

How often have you...

a. participated m a school clubk or group?

participated in a community ¢lub or organization?

attended a religious service of activiry?

attended a school dance?

pasticipated mm drama, art or mrsc activities at school?

played on a school spors team?

pasticipared m physical activities other than a school spoms team?
mentored or mtored other stedents?

parmicipated 1o a growp to make schoo! a better place?
participated m a growp to maks vour communicy a better place”

W o

& ma

o

ted or organized an activity at vour schoal]
ted or organized an actvity in your communiry?

R

Thank vou very winch for venr help.
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