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The 2017/18 Survey has been designed in such a
way that drug-taking and non-drug-taking
students would be required to answer similar
number of questions. Thus, students would not
have the fear of being speculated to be
drug-taking students when they spent more time
on the questionnaire. Drug-taking students were
asked of their drug-taking behaviour;
non-drug-taking students were required to
provide information regarding their experience
on being offered drugs by others, factors for
their successful refusal and refusal skills
adopted. Such information is helpful in
understanding the risk and protective factors of
youths against the temptation of drugs.

The 2017/18 Survey also collected data on
students’ awareness of anti-drug messages and
participation in anti-drug activities. Such
information would be useful as a reference in
the planning of publicity programmes that could
reach out, draw the attention of and match the
interests of most students.

3.1 Exposure to risk of drugs

3.1.1 Whether been offered drugs (Table 3.1)

Among the non-drug-taking students, only 2.1%
of them had been offered drugs. The percentage
increased with education level, from 1.5% for
upper primary, 1.9% for secondary to 2.9% for
post-secondary. The corresponding overall
percentage in the 2014/15 Survey was lower
(1.8%).
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3.1.2 Persons who offered drugs to students
(Table 3.1)

“Friends” (48.1%), “schoolmates” (27.2%) and
“friends of friends” (22.0%) were the top three
persons who had offered drugs to the
non-drug-taking students. This is consistent with
that “friends”, “schoolmates” and “friends of
friends” were the top three suppliers of drugs to
drug-taking students in secondary or above
levels at the first time.

However, for non-drug-taking students in upper
primary level, they were more commonly
offered drugs by “drug dealers” (41.4%),
“friends” (33.2%) and “schoolmates” (20.1%).

3.1.3 Localities where students were offered
drugs (Table 3.2)

The most common locality at which non-drug-
taking students in different education levels
were offered drugs was “public playground/
pitch/ park/ public toilet” (27.1%), followed by
“friends’/ schoolmates’/ neighbours’ home”
(23.1%) and “bar (or pub)” (22.2%). These
localities were also the common localities at
which drug-taking students took drugs.

By education levels, it is worth noting that
“karaoke room” (23.5%) was one of the top
three localities of drug offer as claimed by the
non-drug-taking upper primary students. On the
other hand, *“school (including dormitory)”
(22.0%) was a common locality of drug offer to
non-drug-taking post-secondary students.
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3.1.4 Factors that kept students away from
drugs (Table 3.3)

84.9% of non-drug-taking students in secondary
or above levels reported that the factor that kept
them away from drugs was their fear of the
“consequences of using drugs”, specifically, the
consequences that “drugs are harmful to health”
(74.4%), “possessing drugs is illegal” (62.1%)
and “will get addicted to drugs” (53.1%). “Do
not like the image of drug-takers” (61.1%) and
“there are more interesting things to do other
than using drugs” (50.9%) were other common
reasons that kept them away from drugs.

Less than one-third of non-drug-taking students
in secondary or above levels claimed that the
“influence of media/ celebrities” (24.3%), the
“influence of non-drug-taking friends” (28.0%)
and the “influence of teachers” (31.3%) were
factors that kept them away from drugs.

3.1.5 Methods used to refuse drugs
(Table 3.4)

75.5% of the non-drug-taking students in
secondary or above levels “refused drugs
directly”, followed by “refused with an excuse”
(21.0%) and “left immediately” (15.3%).

3.1.6 Things to do if realised that close
friends were taking drugs (Table 3.5)

73.7% of the non-drug-taking students in
different education levels reported that they
would “tell their drug-taking friends not to take
drugs/ encourage them to quit drugs”. They
would also “ask them why they take drugs”
(45.9%) and “tell them to seek help from others
(e.g. social workers)” (42.4%). On the other
hand, less than 10% “did not know what to do”
(9.1%) and would “pretend | do not know/ do
nothing” (9.1%) if they realised their close
friends were taking drugs.
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It is worth noting that non-drug-taking upper
primary students demonstrated a higher
tendency to call on other adults to help, e.g. “tell
teachers” (50.6%), *“tell parents of their
drug-taking friends” (50.1%), *“tell social
workers” (36.3%), “tell their parents” (35.1%)
and “call the police” (20.6%).

3.1.7 Reasons for trying to persuade
drug-takers to give up drugs if there
was a chance (Table 3.6)

69.8% of the non-drug-taking students in
secondary or above levels would try to persuade
drug-takers to give up drugs if there was a
chance and the main reasons for attempting to
do so were that they were worried about the
“health” (90.3%), “mental conditions” (73.0%)
and “studies and future” (64.1%) of the
drug-takers.

3.1.8 Reasons for not trying to persuade
drug-takers to give up drugs if there
was a chance (Table 3.6)

For the non-drug-taking students in secondary or
above levels who would not try to persuade
drug-takers to give up drugs if there was a
chance, the major reason was “do not know
anyone who uses drugs” (70.7%), followed
distantly by “do not know how to persuade
drug-takers” (39.3%) and “think the drug-takers
will ignore them” (30.1%).
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88.2% of the non-drug-taking students had come
across anti-drug messages. Generally, they
received anti-drug messages through “anti-drug
talks” (76.8%), “school curriculum/ materials”
(71.2%), “mass media such as TV, radio,
newspaper, etc.” (69.7%), and “anti-drug
posters” (53.6%). These channels were also main
sources reported by students across different
education levels despite in different proportions.
It is noteworthy that more non-drug-taking
students came across anti-drug messages through
“the Internet/ smartphone/ tablet computer
(including apps/ email/ blog/ discussion forums/
Youtube)” (44.6%), particularly for
post-secondary  students  (46.1%). The
corresponding figures in the 2014/15 Survey
were 40.6% and 37.5% respectively.

61.6% of the non-drug-taking students
participated in anti-drug activities. “Seminars/
talks” (77.9%), “classroom activities
(e.g. project work)” (39.9%) and “anti-drug
dramas/ variety shows/ concerts” (27.6%) were
the most common activities participated in.

3.22 Person to provide
information (Table 3.9)

anti-drug

Real life personal experience shared by “ex-drug
abusers” was cited the most welcomed mode of
delivering anti-drug messages, as indicated by
43.8% of the non-drug-taking students.
“Parents” accounted for 14.7%, particularly
among non-drug-taking upper primary students
(32.6%). Less than 10% preferred to have
“teachers” (8.2%) or “social workers” (4.9%)
delivering anti-drug messages.
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