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PPuurrppoossee.. To investigate the prevalence of smoking, alcohol consumption, betel nut chewing and

illicit drug use among adolescents in Taiwan.

MMeetthhooddss.. Participants were selected from the Taiwan Ministry of Education database. The level of

urbanization (seven categories) and three levels of education (junior high, senior high and

vocational schools) were used as criteria in stratifying the sample.

RReessuullttss.. The prevalence of illicit drug use was about twice as high for boys (2.1%) as for girls (1.1%).

Smoking, alcohol consumption and betel nut chewing were coexistent among adolescents. Whereas

29.4% of the students who had experience with illicit drugs also reported having smoked, drunk

alcohol and chewed betel nut, only 2.3% of the students who reported never having used illicit drugs

also reported experience with these three behaviors. Only17.5% of students who had used illicit

drugs reported never having smoked, drunk alcohol or chewed betel nut compared with 78.5% of

students who had never used illicit drugs. Use of illicit drugs among adolescents significantly

correlated with cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption and betel nut chewing. 

CCoonncclluussiioonnss.. The use of illicit drugs, cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption and betel nut chewing

is prevalent among adolescents in Taiwan. Drug education and prevention programs in the school

should be promoted to reduce the use of illicit drugs, cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption and

betel nut chewing among adolescents. ( Mid Taiwan J Med 2006;11:177-86 )
KKeeyy  wwoorrddss
adolescent, smoking, alcohol consumption, betel nut chewing, illicit drug use, prevalence rate


