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OZET

KIBRIS VE TURKIYE DOGUMLU UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERININ MADDE
KULLANIM OZELLIKLERININ KULTUR VE DINi TUTUMLARININ
KARSILASTIRILMASI

Hazirlayan; Ruveyda Bayramoglu

Ekim, 2015

Gunumuzde madde kullanimini anlamak igin birgok biyolojik, sosyal ve psikolojik nedenler
tanimlanmistir. Buna ragmen, gunimizde risk faktorlerine ek olarak kdltir ve dinin etkisi
tartismalara konu basligi olmustur. Bu calismanin amaci Turkiyeli ve Kibrish tniversite
ogrencilerinin madde kulanim 6zelliklerini ve risk faktorlerini arastirmak ve kilttrel ve dini
tutum farkhihiklarin etkisi olup olmadigini incelemektir. Bu c¢alisma Yakin Dogu
Universitesinde, Ttirkiye ve Kibris dogumlu KKTC Universitelerinde okuyan 220 katilimciya
uygulanmistir fakat tamamlanmamis anketlerden dolay: 14 anket iptal edilmis olup 206 anket
analiz edilmistir. Anket dort bolimden olusan soru formlarim kapsamaktadir bunlar,
sosyodemografik bilgi formu, madde kullanimi icin ESPAD, kdltlrlesme tutum 6lcegi ve dini
tutum o6lgegidir. Bu calisma Gniversite 6grencilerinin madde kullanimi ve kiltir ve dini
tutumlarin arasinda bir iliski oldugunu kanitlamaktadir. Bu iliski tatlin kullanimi ve kaltur ve
dini tutum arasinda gézlenmezken alkol ve diger psikoaktif madde kullanimi kiltir ve dinin
tutum arasinda iliski gozlenmistir. Bu ¢alisma psikoaktif madde kullanan Kibrisli ve Tirkiyeli
ogrencilerin farkh kalttrel tutumlar gosterdigini ortaya koymustur. Psikoaktif madde kullanan
Kibrishlar daha ¢ok kiltur tutumlarindan seperasyonu gosterirken psikoaktif madde kullanan
Turkiyeliler kultir tutumlarindan asimilasyonu gostermektedirler. Bu calisma birde dini
tutumlarin  psikoaktif madde kullanimini etkiledigini kanit saglamaktadir. Dini tutumlar
Kibrishlar arasinda psikoaktif madde kullanimi Uzerinde etkisi bulunmamaktadir. Buna
ragmen, dini tutumlarin Turkiyeliler arasinda alkol ve psikoaktif madde kullanimi Gzerinde
etkisi oldugu ve yiiksek dini tutumlar gosteren Kisiler diisiik oranda alkol ve psikoaktif madde
kullanimi gostermektedirler. Kilturel ve dini tutumlar farkh psikoaktif maddeler (zerinde
farkli oranda etkiye sahip olabilirler.

Anahtar kelimeler: Madde kullanimi, kilttirel tutumlar, dini tutumlar, Universite
ogrencileri.



ABSTRACT

THE COMPARISON OF CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS ATTITUDES AND
PSYCHOACTIVE DRUG USE CHARACTERISTICS OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS
FROM TURKEY AND CYPRUS

Prepared By; Rlveyda Bayramoglu
October, 2015

In recent years, to understand psychoactive substance use too many biological, social and
psychological reasons are described. However, in recent years, in addition to risk factors if
there is an impact of culture andreligious attitudes has become a topic for discussions. The
aim of the study is that researching substance use features and risk factors among Turkish and
Cypriot University students and investigate that if there is cultural and religious attitudes
differences between Turkish and Cypriot University students. This study applied in.the Near
East University and includes 220 participants who was Turkey and Cyprus bom and study in
TRNC Universities however, because of some incomplete surveys 14 surveys is canceled and
206 survey are analyzed. Study survey includes 4 part in questionnaire which are, socio-
demographic information form, ESPAD for psychoactive substance use scale, acculturation
attitudes scale and religious attitudes scale. This study proves that there is a relationship
between psychoactive substance use of university students and culture and religious attitudes.
While this relationship is not observed between tobacco use and culture and religious
attitudes, alcohol and OPD use have relationship with culture and religion attitudes. Our study
showed that Cypriots and Turkish students who use OPD show different cultural attitudes.
While, Cypriot who use OPD showed more separation of cultural attitudes, Turkish who use
OPD revealed more assimilation of cultural attitudes. This study is also prove an evident that
religion attitudes affecting on OPD use. Religion attitudes do not have effect on OPD use
among Cypriots. Despite that, religion attitudes have effect on alcohol and OPD use among
Turkish and individuals who has high religion attitudes showed low rates of alcohol and OPD
use. Cultural and religious attitudes can have different ratios impressions on different
psychoactive substances.

Key words: Substance use, cultural attitudes, religious attitudes, university students.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would like to express my deepest gratitude to my advisor Prof. Dr. Mehmet Cakici for his
full support, expert guidance, understanding and encouragement throughout my study and
research. Without his incredible patience and timely wisdom and counsel my thesis work
would have been a frustrating and overwhelming pursuit. In addition to this, | would like to
express my appreciation to Assoc. Prof. Ebru Cakici for her help and support. during master
education.

| would also like to thank to Assist. Prof. Dr. irem ErdemAtak, Assist. Prof. Dr. Deniz Ergln,
Assoc. Prof. Ulgen H. Okyayuz, and Assist. Prof. Dr. Zihniye Okray for helping me in
courses by being my instructor during my graduate years.

Thanks to also my fellow graduate: students for their help, support and friendship throughout
master education.. | would like to give to my thanks to participants of this study for giving me
their time and patience.

Finally, | would like to thanks for my parents Hiseyin Bayramoglu and Zehra Bayramoglu for
any kind of support and unconditional love during all of my education life. Also thanks to my
brother Habip Bayramoigy for his support and encouragement | would not have been able to
complete : this thesis without their continuous patience ' and support.

RiiveydaBayramojly

October,; 2015



B REaSONS . TOI SUDSTANCE  USE w.uietieeeieeieteeereiieesessensssssresssssssseisonnssnsssnsssssensases L 5

IO C | G FACTOERE i vosrinis sossgassiasnhns Sbalieassnstsnsnhinionncs swsds osnsstspssssnsosssss sownbisiom 5
B L AvVailabilily OF SUDSTANGCE 1. cvieeiioverisriasissinsosssasssssnissssnionsensesossncorssssssasssossanesonse 5
L., SOCIAl @NVIIONMMEIME ieeveirecrinneivmmeeei innivemnessiodsisiomesseseniasisnsssoososio ARG ENMIRE S 6
1.2.2. Psychological factors. in substance use........... R i oo vrdesssgobiodons s dansminnitia 8
EEAA . Personality Trail.......ccoiiieereeieseeeeioinbonnessirbaressvisisnneseesosessianannieassn 8
1.222.  Psychodynainic explanation .............coeiiiiiiiinirieeeiieiiiiiiiieeeenenaninnnes 9
1.2.3. Biological factors Of SUDStANCE USE.........uveiireiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e 10
BEUEYAlANCE: STUIES. .....cioereneioereesreissniorensssonssoniaseiosessssenssarasssnasssraisinsessensonsosissesnes 10

DI = s o b s wiwmrssiomslbestin swbainialvmnle s s bvinlue g s s s et Tommens e s o ebisinatass v 5e 12
15, The Importance and Aim of The Study................ G e s sslmae e s d s Se 14
BERTEOD AND MATERIAL o.....oooieeeeeeeeereticrnerersinnesorsseesssaseessnsesssssesosses oo nee 16

2.1, Method Of the StUAY ..cceeeeeeeeeececeeeee e aeees 16



2:2% N1atenlalsa O tNESIUAY] < s msismsmmunimmmmiimmiisesimsesvses dnsssnsassneiressioissb sbis st sranssnosss 16

22.1  Socio-demographic  INfOrmation fOrm ..........cccceeeiiiiiieeiiniiieeeeciieee e e, 16

222. The European School Survey Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESP AD)..17

22.3. Religious ALHTUAES SCAIE ..coeueeiiiiieiieieeeeetreee e e 17
2245, Becultinations BRITHAesh SEALEE oottt sishmssismmsssmmsssirim s o 17
2.3kaStatisticalBIANAIYSISE soi e sttt BT a sl e RS BB s en S is bens vv 18
B RE QLTSN .t ioiiiiiiiniininnesssssioBanenneismassssessensmassvesassssiaseassiosseinnnasisasass sansnnysnavsraraiiinse 19
AEDISCUSSEONE: vcoiiiiiisiniimumininitinmmmasmsisormm s rassssmianie vsiissisivesssssssvsssdassesios 69
5. CONCLUSION........... PEARLrCM oyl TR . A ST VS W AT 73
6. REFERENGCES ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e enaaaar e e e e ee e e e e eas 74
APPENDIIXE 1::iueiiisissobonssamndinisisivsssabsmesavssssnssssmvssssssossivsssivrassonsssossessiesansosssansasioessmasasaassasa
Socio-- Demographic  FOrm ..........cce...... R S SN T VO SRR

The European School Survey Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs Survey Form

22 170D) NIRRT S Tt LI

Religions AtHRIdess SEHlEE suesvissmsmiivssinnmisiisssmpmsiteiaamssasissisaisisbasienistssisdrisaaml
ACCUltUrAtioN  AMHIUAES - SCALE . .coiirremiviiisiinsasmasissonsiassnasuncssssasioeinessisnsenassssnninssFessontnssesess
IEORMEIC QNSNS sovi vy visinsionensonuns sasonvineiionninshsii vassnsdasaiiuivnssbonsnnrsansoss st SO,

DERDRIEH EORIL i svesivs i tosvaieidsiidintes i it o sssss U PR SN P SC Ao N PP )



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 Comparison of sex distribution of university students from Cyprus and

Table 2. Comparison of citizenship distribution of university students from Cyprus and
1 N RN SN G et LARPOR SN B, SCCRIAG T e S NI o 19

Table 3. Comparison oflongest living place distribution of university students from Cyprus
QBT TRMEREN], o s < a5 d vcmmainmns e s sispinpsinstos s sigsmusian s » o 5eamasbien s Eammmmnths s o mmacksns s 5 sdmumanad s sabnan iy 20

Table 4. Comparison of what they feel which identity they belong distribution of university
students from Cyprus and TUIKBY ........o.erureineinin e be's vreunng 20

Table 5. Comparison of the reason why they are in Cyprus distribution of university students
HEOIT @ ORIS NI AMREY] <o vvoxsensnsosonys sremiamans s bysneunmmsorsmesoamnss e merapmsesssive e A 21

Table 6. Comparison of which grade they are in distribution of university students from
CYPIIS N0 TULKEY .o.vouvevscreisroranssrossssssonsinessshsissnnonssonisnsnessssansansesnsnsensnsssssssns 21

Table 7. Comparison of how many years in university  distribution of university students from
CYDPIUS AN TMUIKEY ... . ovsomeeinonionmsrinsins beawensnsnnsswonsesiand ssmmsasess sanesss P el s A AR W

Table 8. Comparison of marital status distribution of university students from Cyprus and
MIRIIRERE s i v s s ¢ s b sanmsisncs s Sasisamsirsivsnilois wxmiamssensd vbmsnsng s exswstly WOR v e 22

Table 9. Comparison of working in ajob distribution of university students from Cyprus and
MRBMEENE 6 .. it e % el et 80 ARG £ 4k 5 50 AT b i S i 8 S ot el 77

Table 11. Comparison of who I|ves with distribution of university students from Cyprus and
MHICEYT o vt s sominsivines s hniimsnmesas bs Bnain v Subdemnis s s pasbimeihs 1 exsmstney s Bekwesesdl sansniolr i 23

Table 12. Comparison of self-economic support situation of university students from Cyprus
=1I0H D175 A S RN Ao Sy o5 SOOI ANROIT AR SCAN . o 24

Table 13. Comparison of family income level distribution of university students from Cyprus
G MR - v s viien o v mimammes s s n ininmien s Ebsamnswie e amsnmsss 5 v aminans s snsonsweis§asony i b 24

Table 14. Comparison of self-level of income distribution of university students from Cyprus
STT0R 1011 R S s S O et 0 U S S i S E T O oyt 1 o 20 24

Table 15. Comparlson of success in courses distribution of university students from Cyprus
and Turkey... 25

Table 16. Comparison of academic success evaluation of university students from Cyprus and
DR ey i s | s sk it e ¥ ¥ i B SRR § AR & BRSNS AR ¥ L M e o SR 25



iX

Table 17. Comparison of life time tobacco use prevalence distribution of university students
Hiofn:@ypnts Al IHREN: . . vexarsss vasssmmenss s srnsnmenbrensvsmsmes s psmsmrankes s onsbammi s idbmint i 26

Table 18. Comparison of last 30 days tobacco use prevalence of university students from
Cpiilis AT ITUNKEY ..cvevversvrsnsnrinssrsmmaivns senenrasmbionnss vamansresivemanssssssiinbunsiohiingam i 26

Table 19. Comparison of difficulty in quitting smoking distribution of university students
fiom Cyprus AN TIUIKEY . .cuvsscoscssosmososesssinssmnsnnsasnsonsosssssrmossnessssrsssssnssssssnsnsrais 27

Table 20. Comparison of life time prevalence for alcohol use distribution of university
students from Cyprus and TUIKEY ......c.oiuiiriiiie e e e 21

Table 21. Comparison of last 30 days alcohol use prevalence of university students from

Cyprs AN MHEKEY ..o vvies e ivmmmsmsnivesssmnarsisos sasbonsnnsss sossbonss sossasinvssssassissasssssbssanssns 28
Tablo 22. Comparison of last 30 days alcohol use frequency distribution of university
students from Cyprus and TUIKEY .......cviiriiriiitiit e eeaeeaeeens S s vl

Table 23. Comparison of last place of alcohol use distribution of university students from

O QT IRMBISEEY oo mimmmsnnmea s 5 .0 o a5 o s S AT .5 SO il 45 S 29
Table 24. Comparison of life time being drunk prevalence of university students from Cyprus
CUNE MRRYE - o oeaiine sbmnn bnmumeinssmnmams seics siv sk mmad o s e s sabsesune rewawsiibness remseribveys bubs 29

Table 25. Comparison of the reasons for not using alcohol of university students from Cyprus
ST | 1T T A UNPL B SO LN 0 e LT SN PP SR P SR s 30

Table 26. Comparison of the reasons for alcohol use of university students from Cyprus and
TUEKEY .. ciocuni vasssmmssmmmminmmsisoneninansins el S iy i ' 30

..................

Table 27. Comparison of alcohol use in family of university students from Qyprus and
TUrKey::.::evevuse. DL A Tt gan STRI o0 s N LI X Pl s Samnlpdit kel 31

Table 28. Comparison of tobacco use in family of university students from Cyprus and
MIEREY, & o vis v sosinmuinnionins dunsns o imeiensiseon e i § s s vt e ny B 31

Table 29. Comparison of hearing about drugs of university students from Cyprus and Turkey
of university students from Cyprus and TUIKEY........covierriiiriiiiiiiiiieiiieie e 32

Table 30. Comparison oflifetime marijuana use rates of university students from Cyprus and
NG o o e i« o £ sl s s s e B S i 4 s 2%

Table 31. Comparison of last 12 months marijuana use rates of university students from
Ei 1S AREL MUHIEEN] <o oo s »onssmmnsing's svivmmevies s swssmmsons simasiosie s osvwesmnss ronsryeivisgineibabes 33

Table 32. Comparison of last 30 days marijuana use rates of university students from Cyprus
ERTHIIREY oo v v s s Simnihoios Casnnmmiis b s emsiiamane Ly bsmoani « Sepmmniis s wmslsmiae b EERR B8

Table 33. Comparison of lifetime bonzai use rates of university students from Cyprus and
DR 0 5 i wenbiinssens sy smmsmmmeses sammmebeers'es v rinpvmsmammsws s o wroaant s Sopitugass o gus 34

Table 34. Comparison of last 12 months bonzai use rates of university students from Cyprus
ANO TUIKBY ..vvivieeieiieiieieiieeersinrreeeesensssensensansesassssssessanansanssnssnsonssnsssssssesssoss 34

Table 35. Comparison of last 30 days bonzai use rates of university students from Cyprus and
DRI s it i o s s i o sppofieremmnin S enicnmcnapaciesbibindL e b Sobosiiig STe S 35



X

Table 36. Comparison of lifetime codeine syrup use rates of university students from Cyprus

B IINBIREN] . , s seiiboves v mmsisirnignrermenenss § s ommpsnet s swigerinoes sebnamsos sy 1 sy hnei nen vhoisbbaimig 35
Table 37. Comparison of last 12 months codeine syrup use rates of university students from
Cgpoug AN MUIREEY -.. o .o dinnmmi sihn minin o4 diaminss b ibisonminsain o o i mammsinco-s s aabroob o o 36
Table 38. Comparison of last 30 days codeine syrup use rates of university students from
Eypnus ANt MIHKEY « . «.v. s snvamsinns sspsimnmmmnss soxsmmsnns s pommssens s numemwnios s sssswsasasbenesiosierile 36
Table 39. Comparison of lifetime inhalants use rates of university students from Cyprus and
| 1] 7 0 A A T o e P NN SO 37
Table 40. Comparison of last 12 months inhalants use rates of university students from
Cypiins A0 TIBREYS vy vvon s smisiivsnsssasmpabmmsion s s oasmamana’s senanmmmessanomsnsiiansass  sbmsmnsssbissmym ol
Table 41. Comparison of last 30 days inhalants use rates of university students from Cyprus
AMBEIMIEY] ., G Ii0 s neveminsin S wsismmmmivmngiwns e bhamme s ssmssmabris s wetonmenysh slovimas sxdes o s yoiesbesntrs 38
Table 42. Comparison of lifetime cocaine use rates of university students from Cyprus and
MR it s s ownismein s swmsimainns ins g sinammsrnce s dpmwismsmit 55 smasna byt o o amosi o s o o eusnsois a'so aisssnceins ot Sl 38
Table 43. Comparison oflast 12 months cocaine use rates of university students from Cyprus
AMCAINIBIER] . 03 St ¥ veiniointo poswsmmonsons Sun Mbainins s ws dompwns s s voasinionss yswensmmsnien s rrasbobbins 39
Table 44. Comparison of last 30 days cocaine use rates of university students from Cyprus
BN B . 0 . i s s o A5 o R R R STV S R 5 e 39
Table 45. Comparison of lifetime heroin use rates of university students from Cyprus and
MRBEERE 5.2 i o s inmiemmrmce s i v e ob S adnnckindn sk debmainis siuc A AR L S TN - 40
Table 46. Comparison of last 12 months heroin use rates of university students fi; qmCyprus
S0k | I R R N M At S e i S U S W SO AR A 5 S 40
Table 47. Comparison of last 30 days heroin use rates of university students from Cyprus and
MRARKEY] 5. - savsios sundesmidins bemnbmnsies TR S RIS I BTN RS DO TSN T WY WO K51 41
Table 48. Comparison of lifetime tranquilizers use rates of university students from Cyprus
and Turkey ..... it FAI ST el e e e i e i i s e e et R 41
Table 49. Comparison of last 12 months tranquilizers use rates of university students from
Eypis ANkl MURKEY] 1. vshsews s sbasmmnssn ¢ Svessnsmanssommnsiess shesaigbnssssanvbns s srariis s saetnt dotiiiy 42
Table 50. Comparison of last 30 days tranquilizers use rates of university students from
EyitS BUE MUTIEEY] . - - corenivse e smmrmrion s s nisommms e s ommeianisss sy siosnmnnssessmmess s sewns s sibosmumongs 42
Table 51. Comparison of lifetime pills use rates of university students from Cyprus and
MR s s b s s s o ' & 8 o s o i s it s 43
Table 52. Comparison of last 12 months drugs use rates of university students from Cyprus
ANEEIMBIIRENE 0000 onmamimainn s mamsibrpsiniss sslsmmeninsiansbamomsmee weisasme s § s3ais dhmiese smminm ot 43
Table 53. Comparison of last 30 days drugs use rates of university students from Cyprus and
WRMIREEN S e b weomsmmmmc f s dinmnime s s aplsmmumuinn s s s sommsmsas b gn sl a5 ommsme.ss s vosnhbn RS 5ammms i boaies 44

Table 54. Comparison of lifetime ecstacy use rates of university students from Cyprus and
MRUIGRENS s v o S sisimmsin 5 Sommn By o e . eapinsipgen Voonilo iy - Shepriodin & rrafigenderensdion iy SHULA 44



—

Xi

Table 55. Comparison of lifetime amphetamine use rates of university students from Cyprus

AL IMOIRENT & ks 6 i i inisuipn s whsmmmmns 5 Sy omuriinnss s Kash s & FE NS A S s e 45
Table 56. Comparison of lifetime LSD use rates of university students from Cyprus and
WRAERE i o s sinoivna se disuesions s s sbamenn s sonsmumeinn s s bunmenenss srnsssrs s soniaiial it 45
Table 57. Comparison of lifetime pill use with alcohol rates of university students from
Cy e e WG] o iviss s ¢ o sesimmainsnss asesisnions s S 5 mnhisnsaes 5 S ARS8 & 55 s Ao R s b b S 46
Table 58. Comparison of lifetime anabolic steroid use rates of university students from
CypRISANT UFKEY .. ... covvrererivs soronyonee srmvensoiesrarssnmsnsss soniuasnes ssssninesbonsansnnsnmralis 46
Table 59. Comparison of last 12 months ecstacy use rates of university students from Cyprus
ENCABOMERY . . oo wsiinssss unvimmnis o T AR JOC RIS SR YL B TR PR g s 47
Table 60. Comparison of last 12 months amphetamines use rates of university students from
Cyprus ant TULKEY .......cecceveeenivceerenriionssssncosanssnaianeses SPRUCAPRCS SRS L o . 47
Table 61. Comparison of last 12 months LSD use rates of university students from Cyprus
RUNE TRIRON] = .c s« § At b O AR A s v i i e efigiocsint o RS 48
Table 62. Comparison of last 12 months pill use with alcohol rates of university students
Tien@ypnis: QN TRIHEEN ...t vessoniinsmansaseiioe s ms s sy swsisenss s o smsness bast s 5xssasssim 48
Table 63. Comparison of last 12 months anabolic steroid use rates of university students from
‘ C s AT TREIEEY] ... i csmnonson s snemneassb kit biihrsimas fassssans s's smmmpnine s wusnvmens s's ssnesessonbos 48
| Table 64. Comparison of last 30 days ecstacy use rates of university students from Cyprus
ANB BRG] i« i cwns s sannssnsnis Finis bt Smoni s Lo s ot kbt s 49
Table 65. Comparison of last 30 days amphetamines use rates of university ~t~dents from
Cyprus and Turkey .......... W T PR G (23 SN S O RS S AN s 49
Table 66. Comparison of last 30 days LSD use rates of university students from Cyprus and
Turkey: ... AESERCIT TR P DRRATINL ST LW a3 110 L o RPN NG TG S SRS, S O 50
Table 67. Comparison of last 30 days pill use with alcohol rates of university students from
Cyuis AN ABIMIREY, & -cnivs o svvniivsimdd er snsmnbonsns Mivmmsids somsikissmssin i s it s N 50
Table 68. Comparison of last 30 days anabolic steroid use rates of university students from
ol 1108 111175 e R R S PP S DU S SO I - I RCPRP N, ) . 50
Table 69. Comparison Of the first beer drinking age rates of university students from Cyprus
QAR o ve bt il L kiis s e v snomsnmnivn pomananaly § e saesme T R 51
Table 70. Comparison of the first wine drinking age rates of university students from Cyprus
=10 O || (] 10 SRS SIS eIy D SRS PP I DL SR SN TP RPNk ) 51

Table 71. Comparison of the first raki, gin, etc. drinking age rates of university students from
@y s a0 RGBT - oo v s ssuns s oo simnin 53 mnsmsnss o asmssbincksnn o5 sasen & 55 worw h 3w BaWa ¥ s awissiacns 52

Table 72. Comparison of the age of the first drunk rates of university students from Cyprus
BB AR 55 5 a s Tl AR m e i miibinoinincs v o s eyt s e mmce s 8 o enrponinre Ak o Soncn Bt 52

Table 73. Comparison of the first tobacco use age rates of university students from Cyprus
BRI - o Tt s oL b st B mnimein s bmiie 1 sy ismisnas s & ST RIATAS ¢ SHPRFRLS S54RSS S e 53



Xii

Table 74. Comparison of the first age of everyday tobacco use rates of university students
L CR 0T e (0 1177702 SR 8 SR SO S e -, SR O 41 G S S 53

Table 75. Comparison of the first inhalants use age rates of university students from Cyprus
AT AR I, S TS S R e i s SR tine b wsrmr s 4wt AN it s § el 54

Table 76. Comparison of the first tranquilizers or sedatives use age rates of university
studients: firon Syjpnis ane MuRes .. i sni oLt AR fvcar surasmees v sibsbies sensves v 54

Table 77. Comparison of the first marijuana use age rates of unlver5|ty students from Cyprus
GIBINRMRIRRNE = s i i ot 3 5immi i 25000 SRR ol B sormrains 3 § g 5.5 a8 A 55

Table 78. Comparison of the first bonzai use age rates of university students from Cyprus and

Table 79. Comparison of the first amphetamine use age rates of university students from
O e DS 110 [T (= AR R It M 4 s B o R U SN S 0 A LS 56

Table 80. Comparison of the first ecstacy use age rates of university students from Cyprus
SNBSS s ciiiccs kcknsiimninns wesmiamninn s sda iR RRUE I MBI i o v v ' g it e s, s 56

Table 81. Comparison of the first cocaine use age rates of university students from Cyprus
AN MMOEREIP UL ST Rl civrceviervssmbnmne s's avismn b S N s « o s v v-wuesinin iy v oemsimmnn s s S 3o b 57

Table 82. Comparison of the first relevin use age rates of university students from Cyprus and
MRUGIENS & o R T St o L misisdismsassonis i o R o it

Table 83. Comparlson of the first heroin use age rates of unlverS|ty students from Cyprus and
Turkey .. o/

Table 84. Comparison of the first LSD use age rates of university students from Cyprus and
MR 5 A 5 05s S I comnsie's vid e AR e SRR S S O I A 58

Table 85. Comparlson of the first codeine syrup use age rates of university students from
Cyprus andTurkey .. i et e b tonie s el N Vs 58

Table 86. Comparison of the first pill use age rates of unlver3|ty students from Cyprus and
11012 SR e RN SRR AN L eI SOMERRAA SSeA A e+ Vo ups LA RSN TR SR W e 29

Table 87. Comparison of the first anabolic steroid use rates of university students from
Syl anl MIHETE «...c covne e oiinsnimomen » oo bomigs S S kasis S pinacwinleniecsd o 5o St oy Somsmmoniinsbonbiib T 59

Table 88. Comparison of the first psychoactive substance they used rates of university
students from Cyprus and TUMKEY ....c.covieieriaisioeesansassanssssansonssassnsonesssnsssnnsnsssings 60

Table 89. Comparison of how did they get this psychoactive substance of university students
fiom @ypras Al TUKEY ... .c0icieiieivasimnivins sobbaiontes SR PRI S Ui b R 60

Table 90. Comparison of how many friends use substance of university students from Cyprus
B NNEE i ovitt s srsisntes 1 shbsumic s s smisashanall balmdied s smmpines.s saassabiiats sad T g o 61

Table 9L Comparison of friends how much they insisted on tobacco use of university
students from Cyprus and TUIKEY .......eeeeniinie i eaenas 62

Table 92. Comparison of thougthts and attitudes about psychoactive substance of university
students from Cyprus and TUIKEY ........oiniiniiiiii e e 62



Xiii

Table 93. Comparison of in the last 12 months at least once psychoactive substance use at

places of university students from Cyprus and TUIKEY .........coceeieeiiiieiieeneinruenereennenns 63
Table 94. Comparison of the reasons for psychoactive substance use other than tobacco and
alcohol of university students from Cyprus and TUrkey ...........ccooeieiiineeieneennnernssenisnss 63
Table 95. Comparison of if before they participate in meeting about the psychoactive
substance use of university students from Cyprus and Turkey .............ccooeiiiiiiniennnn. 64
Table 96. Comparison of life time any OPD use of unlver3|ty students from Cyprus and
UDSBIERT covbiitiinn risos | srimminmnss vsnssnnsns A s ASE B A R g £ 3 b s inmnds b RaG & § kb sk S 64
Table 97. Comparison of life time illicit drug use of university students from Cyprus and
MRIEARSEET o v iswssicsitonins o2 sasiemibinnssemsiusins s v us il e S cariknes £ mmenmans s yomndisns s sk GO 64
Table 98. Comparison of culture attitudes of university students from Cyprus and Turkey of
university students from Cyprus and Turkey ........... b itins o v o4 o spelimginlins § emmcsi A SR 65

Table 99. Comparison of religion attitudes of university students from Cyprus and Turkey
65

Table 100. Comparison of OPD use situation and culture and religious attitudes of university
10107 1R T oI I U S b C I 1) 4 S0 5.5 e N rosmerse s s o bamts it A

Table 101. Comparison of OPD use situation and culture and religious attitudes of university
students from Cyprus ...........cooeeveenvennnnn.. e urrwin s § sap S A .5 BRI Sk 66

Table 102. Comparison of life time alcohol use situation and culture and religious attitudes of
wiiversity shutlents Mo MUKEE] 1. . ... ovvvrs sinrgiotitentans s hals s vansonnivensivessinsomesns s s nrasestbd 67

Table 103. Comparison of life time alcohol use situation and culture and religious attitudes of
univensity shatents fioms @WPIRLS . . ..o iibamnin inminmnanies saanes VRE R OUE C N 5 67

Table 104. Comparison of tobacco use situation and culture and religious attitudes of
university students from Turkey ...........'se..eu.. bcsties » svimbmie 56 445 i e LA ¢ 68

Table 105. Comparison of tobacco use situation and culture and religious attitudes of
university students from CYIILS: ;.. e s cxrims vt s s cosmins s s s e oas T .68




Xiv

ABBREVIATIONS

ESPAD: European School Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs
NHSDA: National Household Survey on Drug Abuse
NSDUH: National Survey on Drug Use and Health

WHO: World Health Organization

UNODC: United Nations Office of Drug Use and Crime
TRNC: Turkish Republic of North Cyprus

OPD: Other Psychoactive Drugs

NEU: Near East University

SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

NR: Non-responders

US: United States




1. INTRODUCTION

With the increase of substance use in recent years, it has been subject to various
investigative researches. The dangers it brings with negatively affects individual's
health, economy, family and social relationships; in the situation of dependency it
threatens individual's life quality. In addition to this, even if psyhoactive is perceived
as harmless it has negative effects especially for young people. Psychoactive use
among young people is expansive however, it brings noteworthy danger on
psychological, social and physical wellbeing (Cooper, 1994).

Despite the increase in drug use in recent years, it has long been an issue in the
history of humanity. For thousands of years, human being have been aware of the
existence of drugs (Infoplease, 2015). According to history of substance use, wine
was used at the time of early Egyptians, drugs for 4000 B.C. and mariJu—nawhich is
used for medical treatment for 2737 B.C. in China (Infoplease, 20J5).

In course of time, increase of substance use has led to the diversification of
substance. This brings question that what kind of motivations make people look for
substance use? According to Pomazal and Brown (1977), substance use is
complicated phenomenon which does not have satisfying explanation about
motivations of substance use. But further studies show that the topic of motivations
of substance use includes biological, psychological, and sociological factors.
Substance use brings excessive euphoria that gives person some feelings like much
more energy, power and self-confidence so this makes them feel good (NIDA, 2014,
6). At the same time, under the name of feeling better people who face social phobia,
stress related issues, depression and discomfort, use substance to reduce these
negative feelings (NIDA, 2014, 6). People who take pleasur'e to increase their
physical or cognitive performance by taking prescription stimulants or anabolic
steroids to do better (NIDA, 2014, 6). Young people more likely under the influence
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of their peers and tends to risky behavior than older people to show their

independency from family and social control (NIDA, 2014, 6).

When we look at the motivation for psychoactive drug use, we can talk about
approximate motivations. Individuals look for psychoactive drug use to change their
mood in accordance what kind of change they need. Cooper (1985) stated that people
seek for alcohol to reduce or cope their negative emotions or increase their positive
emotions. Individual consume alcohol to decrease negative influence when they are
anxious or over stimulated or alternately to improve positive influence when they are

exhausted or underaroused (Wills and Shiffman, 1985).

When we look at the motivation for substance use, another important question comes
up in our mind; which is that who are mostly influenced by substance use? Socio-
demographic variables like gender, age, marital status are important fact that can
affect substance and alcohol use. These kind of variables can have impression that

makes increase or reduce alcohol and substance use: Age is one of most important -

variables such impression have. While working with young people, Qevelopmental

factors like increased sensitivity to immediate rewards and risk taking behavior,
concentrate on peers, sensation seeking, and trouble with mood regulation should
take in account that conclude substance abuse arid addiction (Morris and Wagner,
2014). Adolescents who has the early onset of puberty tend to consume alcohol,
marijuana and other drugs than who had puberty later; this relation especially intense
among teenage girls (Susman and Rogol, 2004). A lot of research show that
substance use is widespread and in dangerous state among young people. According

to British Crime Survey results in UK, 50% of young people whose age between 16-
24 years used illicitdrugs at least in a situation throughout their lives (Boys et al.,
2001). European School Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD) which
includes 15-16 years old European students who use substance shows that life time
use of illicit drugs 18%, at least once alcohol use 87%, last 12 months alcohol use
79%, and last 30 days alcohol use 57% in addition this, tobacco use at least once in
life time was 54% (Hibell et al., 2012). According to report illicit drug use differs
from country to country like in the Czech Republic was 43%, France and Monaco




was 39% among students and in contradistinction to, in Bosnia and Herzegovina

(Republic of Srpska), the Faroe Islands, Moldova, Montenegro and Norway illicit
drug use was 6% and lowest prevalence rate at south- eastern Europe (Hibell et al,

2012).

There is differences between sexes due to biological reasons as well as gender
differences due to sociological reason. Analyst and famous writers who have
examined the male gender role have asserted that men are required to be extreme,
vicious and aggressive (Eagly, 2013). It can be illustrated by seeing that males are
more prone to addiction such as gambling, substance use, violent and so on. This can
be supported by studies in substance and alcohol use. Results from National
Household Survey on Drug Abuse (NHSDA) in 2008 display that males have higher
illicit drug use rates than females in corresponding results in 1996 (Shannon et al.,
2011). Also according to 2008 National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH),
58% of males that age of 12 or more alcohol use than 46%of female (Shannon et al,
2011). In ESPAD countries 21% of the young male and 15% of the young female
have attempted to illicit drugs at any rate once in their lifetime, in accordance 201 1
overview (ESPAD, 2011). Alcohol use rates for last 30 days are higher among
females in some countries like Iceland, Latvia and Sweden however, inthe general
prevalence results show that males alcohol use rates are higher (ESP AD, 2011).
Another study which support. gender diftérences is that Monitoring the Future study
in 2012 which includes gt\ 10", Iih grade students provided that illicit drug use
rates of male was higher than female illicit drug use especially for lih grade students
even so females in gth grades had higher rates in some drugs than male students
(Johnston et al., 2013). Also alcohol rates was higher among male students for these
three grades even though in gth grade alcohol use rates among male and female
students was similar (Johnston et al., 2013). In addition to this 30 day, daily and half
packet or more tobacco use rates was higher for all three grades among male students
and similar to drug and alcohol use results for gth grade, female student had higher
rates for tobacco use (Johnston et al., 2013).



1.1. Definitions of Substance Use

People look for drugs with various intentions. Such as, to improve self-confidence,
easy socialization, get rid of boredom and feel more relaxed also it used for medical
purposes and in ancient times, itwas used for cultural and social purposes in rituals
(Maisto et al., 2011). According to World Health Organization (WHO) report drug is
referred as, any kind of chemical entity which makes change in biological function
and possibly structure except which necessary for the maintenance of normal health
(Maisto et al., 2011). United Nations Office of Drug Use and Crime (UNODC)
defined drugs as in medicine; which can cure or hinder illness and increase physical
or mental health and in pharmacology; chemical factor that can change biochemical
or physiological function of the organism (UNODC, 2015). Hereby, the usage of the

drug varies according to people's needs and purposes.

Degenharth et al., (2004) refers illicit drug use as, the non-medical use 9( drugs that
are banned by global law such as amphetamine type stimulants, cannabis, cocaine,
heroin, ecstasy and other opioids. As it is mentioned above not all drugs are illicit
such as alcohol, caffeine, tobacco and so on (UNODC, 2008). Despite this, it does

not mean that licit drugs usewill not effect on human wellbeing in negative ways.

Drug Abuse; study in 1988 of Rinaldi , drug abuse is defined as, 'any use of drugs
that causes physical, psychological, legal, or social harm to the individual or to

others affected by the drug user's behavior' (Maisto et al., 2011).

According to Wikler's definition of substance use in 1971, 'Habitual non-medical
substance-seeking and substance-taking behavior resistant to extinction or
suppression by its adverse social or pharmacological consequences’ (Alterman,
2014).

In addition this, Rogers (2011) indicated that substance abuse is, 'the excessive,
maladaptive, or addictive use of drugs for nonmedical purposes despite social,
psychological, and physical problems that may arise from such use'




In summary, it IS situation that affects negatively on individual's daily life, family

and social relations, business life and adversely affected to fulfill their social
responsibilities also can cause physical danger. With the help of the substance,
individual try to reduce the impact of the problem situation, in order to complete the
missing even if person knew how dangerous it could lead to problems in this case,

cannot resist to substance use (Wurmser, 1974).

Addiction; is brain illness'which inveterate and related to compulsive drug seek and
use considering harmful outcomes (NIDA, 2015). As it is known addiction has
psychological and physical concept. Drug addiction is referred as biological state that
body starts to use to drugs thus losing its effect, this is also called tolerance
(Psychology Today, 2015). This tolerance cause to compulsive drug use and cannot
notice the behavior is out of control consequently negatively affected themselves and
others (Psychology Today, 2015).

1.2. Reasons for Substance Use

1.2.1. Sociocultural Factors

Tending to ecological or basic impacts, for example, neighborhoods, family
structure, social qualities or the accessibility of drugs recommend that traditional
adult acts ought to be connected with solid responsibilities to traditional social

establishments and manner (Bachman et al., 2013).

1.2.1.1. Availability of Substance

Hofler et al., (1999) stated high availability 6f substance is one of the underlying risk
factors. In order to use and the formation of addiction to drugs first of all, it must be
present for example; it cannot be mention from heroin addiction without heroin itself
(Tosun, 2008).

Easy accessibility of substance in the environment enhances the possibility of
substance use, if it is not possible to find in the environment consequently substance
will be unoptainable (Ogel, 2010). In the some districts Turkey which drugs are easy



to find like Dolapdere, Kasimpasa, Hacihisrev, substance is quite intensive among

adolescent who grew up in these districts (Ogel, 2010).

Geographical location of Turkey is trade and cultural bridge between east and West
for hundreds of years because of this feature Turkey is heavily effected by drug
trafficking (TUB IM, 2013, 152)

Alongside with opium and its derivatives which comes from Afghanistan, the
synthetic narcotics which COIDeS from Europe and some of the drugs which is named

'legal highs' trafficking is carried out through Turkey (TUBIM, 2013, 152).

Turkey is located in a region close to Southwest Asia which illegal hashish planting
and accordingly opium_ productions = are done so, this make important risk for the
Turkey where is influenced by both trafficking and dimension of use (TUBIM, 2013,
152)

1.2.1.2. Social Environment

The environment in integral in the individual's decision of using substance. Initially
the substance use will attract the subject to the environment and later such an
environment will be sought due to substance abuse. There is a correlated link

between environment and individual choice of substance.

It is difficult to have regular job for the individual who abuse substance and therefore
generating money to arrange substance leading the individual to devise ways which
will lead him back to the substance use environment (Gonullii et al., 2002). When it
is considered on social environment for substance use, the first factors that comes to

mind are the family and peer relationships.

Family structure is one of the important component while considering family factor.
Substance use problems during adolescence and young adulthood differs by family
structure (Barret and Turner, 2005). While considering that family will protect their
children from problem behavior like substance wuse, it is expected that family
structure which includes both of parents will protect their children more efficiently

than single parent family. There are a lot of study which can support that youngster



from single-parent families usually have higher rates of substance use (Griffin et al.,

2000; Barrett and Turner, 2005). Also some studies proves that family which
includes both of mother and father can protect their children more efficiently. Family
which includes both of mother-father are protecting factor for their child from

substance use in condition of when peer abnormality is not high (Eitle, 2005, 977).

Quality of parenting skills are another foundation component for protecting child
from problem behavior.. Velleman et al., (2005) indicated that having good parenting
skills are related with factors like psychological well-being, life stress, and being
understanding in predicting problem behavior, and importantly substance use and

abuse.

Supervision and monitoring of parent on children also can countable as protective
factor from problem behaviors. Dishian and McMahon (1988) is defined parental
monitoring as 'a set of correlated parenting behaviors involving attention to and
tracking of the child's whereabouts, activities, and adaptations’. In the situation of
parent have knowledge about where their children, Who are they with and what are
they doing will help to control children's problem behavior. Therefore, robust
parental monitoring will discourage their children from substance use thus, they will

protect non-using children from drug-using peers (Stattin and Kerr, 2000).

As families can protect their children from using drugs, poor family relationships can
be directed to youth substance use. Parents can prevent adolescent from substance
use if their child rearing skills are good and they have warm parent-child
communication (DARTA, 2015). Devotion to the family and low parental fight are
additionally thought to be defensive variables that may cause to adolescent for not
prefer to drugs use (DARTA, 2015).

As against these, in the situations of weak family relations, substance usage of
mother-father, substance usage of siblings will influence on children’s substance use.
Poor parenting, intense conflict in the family, and weak relation between children
and parents seems to increase risk for adolescent alcohol and drugs abuse (Hawkins,
1992). Johnson, Shontz and Locke (1984) showed that strong relationship between



parental use of marijuana and adolescent's use of other drugs such as opiates,

cocaine, amphetamines, and barbiturates.

A lot of study showed that peer impression is one of the greater risk factors for
substance use among adolescent (Farrell et al., 1998; Bahr et al, 2005; Stice and
Chassin, 1997). Friend selection can influence on what kind of behavioral attitudes
adolescent will determine. When considering that adolescent selected their friends
according to physical similarities, life style and age, it is expected that friends
behavior will be similar to adolescent or their behaviors will be similar to friend's
behavior that they choose (Maxwell et al.,, 2002}. In account of this positive or
negative behavionrP attitudes may occur or enhance among adolescent. As mentioned
above peers affect can be count as risk factor for some risk taking behavior and

substance use one of them.

1.2.2. Psychological Factors in Substance Use

Substance and alcohol are consumed to overcome the difficulties brought by the
negative feelings that people have unhappiness and problems encountered in daily
life.

There have been many reasons for substance abuse and psychologists and researchers
over time, have tried to find the various reasons or triggers that may lead to the
problem. First and foremost and the one that psychologists pay a lot of attention to is
the psychological inclination for substance abuse. It can be due to a multiplicity of
issues but primarily personality traits, psychodynamic processes and learned
cognitions and behaviors.

1.2.2.1. Personality Traits

Many studies have hunt down contrasts between individuals who have substance use
problem and other individuals. By and large, these studies don't support the idea that
individuals with substance use problem have diverse identities than others and; in the
mid 1970s, one master required a conclusion, at any rate in the liquor field Keller,
(1972) additionally proposed "Keller's Law," which expresses no matter which



personality traits an individual possesses, if the individual is addicted to substance,

the individual will have just as much as his use requires. . Identity exploration has, be
that as it may, proceeded, and a few studies have tried to distinguish identity
attributes  connected with the onset of overwhelming drinking and other substance
use in youth. The outcomes recommend that such utilize is more regular among
youths who hint at pre-drug substance or a greater amount: defiance, adjustment
issues, depression (Kandel and Yamaguchi, 1985; Stein et al, 1987, Shedler and
Block, 1990). Grau and Orted (1999, 1057) showed that, there is relation with
alcohol use and some kind of personality traits like sensation seeking, impulsivity,
psychopathy, nonconformity and especially sensation seeking come together with
impulsivity h;ie important effect on alcohol use. In other study which investigate the
relationship with substance use and personality traits showed that individual who are
heavy user od drug and alcohol showedv little conscientiousness,  impulse control and
agreeableness than individual who are nonuser and mild user (Walton and Roberts,
2004, 515). Various studies .cla[lﬁed that impulsivity is related with substance abuse

that can be seen as risk factor (Moeller et al., 2002, 105).

1.2.2.2: Psychodynamic Explanations

Researchers while working on the factors that affecting substance use by descent into

the deep, they argued it is may be associated with the psychodynamics of person.

Yorke (1970) observed that early literatures on drug use stressed on instictive drive

ingredients.

Accordig to Kohut' The drug serves not as a substitute for loved or loving objects or
for a relationship with them, but as a replacement for a adefect in the psychological
structure' (1971, 46).

Wurmser (1974) claimed addictive behaviour as 'deffect of affect defence'.

While identification and description of substance use it can be said that there are
influence of various factors. Substance use will help to change in individual's state of

mind and even for a short time it will cause feeling different.
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According to Fenichel (1945) stated that depression, tension and anxiety Can lead

person to drug use and stressed of euphoric pleasurable appearance of substace use.

As Wurmser (1974) indicated that, substance use is a symptom of the main problem
which lies in individual and for feeling better individual will look for substance. It is
believed that substance use will help to cope from confusions that exist in the deep,
stress which is caused by daily life, problems with family and social environment

and losses bring with it negative emotions.

1.2.3. Biological factors of substance use

In various studies indicates that alcoholism, drug use and problem behaviors have
relation with the heritage (Grove et al, 1990, 1293). Strong prof shows that genes
can affect both alcohol and illicit drug dependence (Dick and Agrawal, 2008, 113).
There are a lot of twin studies which shows relation between heritage and
psychoactive drug use. According to Virginia Twin Study of Adolescent Behavioral
Development, heritability for lifetime tobacco 84%, alcohol use 72%, life time drug
use 45%, and for lifetime marijuana use were 22% (McGue, Elkins, and lacono,
2000, 671).

The presence of neurobiological factorsis more related with addiction. Taking drugs
changing the number and form of opiate receptors and causes imbalance this
deteriorated structure causes dependency additionally the low activity of opiate in the
body also causes dependency (Ogel, 2010). Neurotransmitters that are significant to
psychoactive substances are dopamine, serotonin, norepinephrine, GABA, glutamate
and the endogenous opioids (WHO, 2004; 15).

1.3. Prevalence studies

According to World Bank data tobacco use prevalence in East Asia and Pacific was
%34, Europa and Middle Asia % 35, Latin America and Caribbean %32, Middle
East and North Africa %21 and South Asia was %20 (Anderson, 2006).




It is reported that 185 million adults have illicit substance use in the worldwide

(Anderson, 2006). In Unites States of America lifetime alcohol use rates are reported
as between %83.7-84.8 (Maxwell et al, 2006). Also in another countries substance
use results was like, Cambodia %4, China %6, Hong Kong% 0.5, Indonesia% 2.5,
Macau %01 = Malaysia %2.1, Myanmar % 0.9, Philippines %2.1, Vietham % 0.2,
Egypt %9.6 and America %10.3 (Devaney et al.,, 2007; Chaloupka and Weschler,
1997).

When we look at the prevalence of substance use in Turkey At least one time of
lifetime substance use rate was % 1.3, substance use rates are higher among male
than female and substance use between age of 15-24 rates are higher than age of 25
and more (Ogel, 2005). A high school study which involving 15 different province in
Istanbul alcohol use prevalence was %512 (Ogel et al., 2006), prevalence among
University students was found between rates of %30-%76 (Altindag et al., 2005;
Yilmaz et al., 2007).

First scientific study on psychoactive drug use in TRNC is conducted in 1996 and it
includes 2215 second grade high scholar, in this study lifetime prevalence of tobacco
use was %47.2, alcohol %80.8 and other psychoactive drugs (OPD) use were %5.5
(Cakicr and Cakici; 2000). In 1999, among second grade high scholar with the same
questionnaire was repeated with 641 sample and showed life time prevalence of
tobacco use was %4.6, alcohol %79.7, and OPD was %8.3 (Cakici and Cakicl,
2000). In 2004 study that, all of the 33 high schools involved in TNRC and with
2267 high school students lifetime smoking prevalence was 35.2%, and the
prevalence of alcohol use was 85.9% and OPD prevalence was 8.0% (Cakici et al.,
2010). In 2011 another study which includes all of 34 high schools with 2114 second
grade high scholar lifetime tobacco use was %26.8, alcohol use %756 and OPD
%100 (Es, 2015).

In another study showed which covers all middle school and 861 third year student
whose age between 13-14 lifetime tobacco use %19.7, alcohol use %61.9, and OPD
use was %58 (Cakici etal., 2001).
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Prevalence Studies which are conducted among University students in TRNC, at
least once tobacco use life time prevalence is reported as %695, alcohol use, %81
and OPD use %15.6 (Cakici et al, 2014).

Lastly, in 2015 household study which includes 994 participants results are reported,
at least once tobacco u~e prevalence was 62.7%, alcohol use 72.1%, and OPD use
was 13.2% (Cakicl, et. al., 2015).

1.4. The relationship between cultural attitudes and religious attitudes

regarding substance use

Defining concept of culture is complex. American anthropologists, Kroeber and
Kluckhohn examined what is culture and its concept and gathered 164 various
definition of culture (Spencer-Oatey, 2012). There are some outstanding definitions

to define culture;

According to British anthropologist Taylor (1871) 'Culture, or civilization, ... is that
complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, custom, and any
other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society".

Harris (1975) stated that 'A culture is the total socially acquired life-way or life-style
of a group of people. It consists of the patterned, repetitive ways of thinking, feeling,
and acting that are characteristic of the members of a particular society or segment of

a society"

Linton (1936) indicated that ‘The culture of any society consists of the sum total of
ideas, conditioned emotional responses, and patterns of habitual behavior which the
members of that society have acquired through instruction or imitation and which

they share to a greater or less degree'.

It is intended that person's beliefs, understandings, the way of perception and
behaviors will be shaped by that environment which they are in. Society members
will be eligible in accordance with the general. Social norms, the shared rules which

describe suitable and unsuitable behaviors, accepted public manners that people
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consider essential to their well-being, the socially required rewards and punishments
that force people to obey to norms, form important parts of a culture (Jiloha, 2009,

167).

Therefore, any object on cultural attitudes will affect how the perception of that
object. Meaning attributed to that object will vary from culture to culture. Because
objects. that are relevant. alcohol and drugs is one of the most important factors when
describing the use of substances that should not be overlooked culture eye.
Mandelbaum (1965, 281) indicated that to drink is defined and shaped according to

the basic motif of culture and stated as limited.

Alcohol consumption is based on many years of Turkish culture. This is because of
drinking is known by Turkish society has been a major cause of alcohol culture
among Turkish. Use of alcohol and the pleasure that it gives has been the subject for

literary products especially poetry.

Baatin Ogel sBed that is koumiss which is ‘existihg from the early days of Turkish
history has been consumed as daily food, when the horse milk is more-than enough
instead of eating they consumed koumiss moreover, it is consumed by youngest to
oldest people, it said to be a cure for most of the diseases and it is named as 'drinks

of Gods' (Ogel, 2010).

Koumiss is not the only drinking that Turkish consumed throughoUt the history
which it has led to the tavern culture of wine and raki consumption in the course of

time until today.

In Tavern culture raki is not just alcohol but also sweetens the conversations in social
occasions and it has been perceived as a drink that causes pleasure (Ogel, 2010). The
table of raki is called as locksmith table, meaning of locksmith to open the doors
associated with the meaning of raki table that is considered to be that the person
reveal what is inside also the content of 'lets drink and open' statement comes from
there (Ogel, 2010). In addition, this perception of the culture of drug and alcohol use,

leads to ignore the sense of danger size of their loads of alcohol and substance. Raki



expressing as Lion's milk by Turkish society and this has brought that belief raki has

encouraging effect (Ogel, 2010).

In TRNC, cannabis is called as 'gannavur' or 'pleasure’ by society, is the most
consumed substance among people has led to the belief that the harm of using
cannabis is less harmful than smoking (Cakici, 1998).

Person's religious beliefs has affect in shaping the behavior, religious prohibitions
and rewards will consolidate or restrict individuals behavior due to their beliefs thus
the person's religious attitude about substance use will come into consideration. That
attitudes predict human behavior that person's religious attitudes will determine the
behavior (Ok, 2011). It is known that the majority of Turks embraced Islam.
According to Islam, alcohol and substance that affect healthy thinking are banned
(Kahraman, 2010). When considered on this alcohol use will be affected by this
norm. Strong religious attitudes will lead to strong obedience to religious norms
(Mgsigliaet al., 2005). Religiosity has positive affect onrefusing alcohol use wich
can hinder or protect individual from alcohol abuse (Francis, 1997, ?5; Michalak, et
al., 2007, 268).

1.5. The Importance and Aim of The Study

In recent years, to understand psychoactive substance use too many biological, social
and psychological reasons are described. However, in recentye'ars, in addition to risk
factors if there is an impact of culture and religious attitudes has become a topic for
discussions. Studies conducted in recent years in TRNC have been reported that
social issues can be associated with cultural attitudes thus studies were initiated to
concentrate on impact of cultural and religious attitudes on social issues. Every
society has its own culture and social issues, and the idea that religious attitudes are
effective in increasing or decreasing the use of psychoactive substance has become
widespread. The aim of the study is that researching substance use features and risk
factors among Turkish and Cypriot University students and investigate that if there is
cultural and religious attitudes differences between Turkish and Cypriot University

students.
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Hypothesis of this study are;

investigation of substance use of Turkish and Cypriot University students in account
of cultural andreligious attitude.

investigation of substance use features among Turkish and Cypriot University
students.

investigation of risk factors of substance use among Turkish and Cypriot University
students.
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2. METHOD AND MATERIAL

2.1. Method of the study

This study is conducted as Master's Thesis in Near East University (NEU) in the
department of Applied (Clinical) Psychology.

This study applied in the Near East University and includes 220 participants who was
Turkey and Cyprus bom and study in TRNC Universities. Sample of the study is
choosed from places where easy to encounter with students in non-randomised way
inside the campus. Their native language is Turkish and consists age of 18 years and
over. By giving informed consent to the participant their permission was obtained if
they were to volunteer to participate in this research. At the same time information

about this study is given with information form.

Study survey includes 4 questionnaire which are, socio-demographic information
form, ESPAD for psychoéctive substance use scale, acculturation attitudes scale and
religious attitudes scale. Questionnaires are applied by researcher to participants and
all of four questionnaires took thirty minutes approximately.

2.2. Materials . of the study

2.2.1. Socio-demographic  information form

Socio-demographic information form Was prepared according to aim of the study by
researcher. Socio-demographic . informations like participant’s gender, age, race,
economic situation, success in school are obtained which will effect on living

conditions.
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2.2.2. The European School Survey Project On Alcohol And Other Drugs
(ESPAD)

The questions about cigarette, alcohol and Other Psychoactive Drug (OPD) use were
prepared according to the survey questions of ESPAD which is also used in the
another study in TNRC (Cakici et al., 2014, 110).

2.2.3. Religion Attitudes Scale

This scale has been prepared by Uzeyir Ok while taking into consideration of three
items (knowledge, emotions and behavior) which are underlined ‘'attitude' in social
psychology (Ok, 2011, 535). This scale measures dimensions like cognition; general
perception of individual about religion, behavior, effect of religion on behavior,
emotion; way of addressing religion to emotion (Ok, 2011, 535). What is wanted to
measure is religion so God has important center in religion thus, to this dimensions
relation to God is also added. As a result this scale is designed with 4 sub-scale
which measure religion (Ok, 2011, 535). Cognition sub-scale measure reverse
relation of religional perception. It is a valid and reliable instrument that consisting
of 8 items and Five-point Likert-type scoring is applicable (Ok, 2011, 535). Alpha
reliabilities of sub-scales were .75 for cognition, .87 for emotion, .86 for behavior,
.85 for relation to God (Ok, 2011 542).

2.2.4.Acculturation Attitudes Scale

It is modified from 44 items cultural attitudes scale which is developed by Ataca and
Berry in 2002 (Bektas, 2004, 57). In this scale items related to children are dropped
off outside the scale and modified form of scale has Turkish adaptation version.
Now, this scale includes 36 items which measure 9 domains attitudes like friendship,
social activity, language use, decoration, food, newspaper readership, holiday
celebration, life style and culture (Bektas, 2004, 57). Scale has four sub-scales,
assimilation, separation, marginalizati}on and integration which are composed by 9
domain attitudes (Bektas, 2004, 57). It has Five-point Likert-type scoring and scored
like from !(absolutely not agree) to 5 (absolutely agree). Turkish version reliability



study is conducted by Dilek Yelda Bektas and it has reliability (Bektas, 2004, 58).

This scale is modified from 44 items Acculturation Attitudes Scale to 36 items
(Bektas, 2004, 58). Cronbach alpha r~liabilities for 36 items which is used in this
study were .80 for assimilation, 81 for separation, .76 for integration, and .75 for
marginalization (Bektas, 2004, 58).

2.3. Statistical Analysis

For analysis of results SPSS Statistics 22.0 version of SPSS is used. While analyzing
Cyprus and Turkey bom students and their socio-demographic information Chi-
Square analization is applied. Also Cyprus and Turkey bom students and
psychoactive substance use is analized by Chi-Square. The means of Cultural
attitudes scales and subscales scores and religion attitudes scales and subscales
scores of tobacco, alcohol and OPD user and non- user Cyprus and Turkey bom

student is compared by independent sample T-test.




3. RESULTS

During the analysis, 14 of 220 survey were canceled because of participants did not
complete or canceled because of completion by citizens of other countries. As a
result, the survey of 206 participants were analyzed. Study sample is covered 50
Cypriot university students and 156 Turkish university students. Sex distrubition of
the study was like 49 of 206 university students were female 157 of them were male
students. Mean age of the students were 23.16+3.05.

Table 1. Comparison of sex distribution of university students from Cyprus and
Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Sex N Olo N Olo N Olo
Female 14 28.0 35 224. 49 238
Male 36 720 121 716 157 76.2
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X2=0.647, df=I, p=0421, Non-responders (NR)=0 (%0)

In the present study sex and birth place ofuniversity students were compared by Chi-
Square. There was not statistical significant differences betwen sex rates and Cyprus
and Turkey bom university students (p=0421 ).

Table 2. Comparison of citizenship distribution of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Citizenship N Olo N Ofo N %
KKTC B 740 0 0.0 37 18.0
e 0 00 150 96.2 150 72.8
KKTC-TC 9 180 6 38 15 (%
KKTC-UK 4 8.0 0 0.0 4 19
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

X.=186414, df=3,p=0.000, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study citizenship and birth place of university students were compared
by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between citizenship rates
and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0000). Participants consist of
more Turkish citizens.




Table 3. Comparison of longest living place distribution of university = students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Living Cyprus Turkey Total

place N 0/0 N 0/0 N Olo

Cyprus 49 980 2 1.3 51 24.8
Turkey 0 00 153 981 153 743

England | 20 0 0.0 | 0.5

Other 0 0.0 | 06 1 0.5

Total 50 1000 156 1000 206 1000

X2=195.546, df=3, p=0.000, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study longest living place and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
longest living place rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0.000).
Cyprus bom university students lives at Cyprus and Turkish bom university students
lives at Turkey.

Table 4. Comparison of what they feel which identity they belong distribution of
~niversity students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Identity N % N % N Olo
Cyprus 41 82.0 | 0.6 42 204
Turkey 2 4.0 149 95.5 151 73.3
Englan 2 4.0 0 0.0 2 1.0
Not belong to any identity B 10.0 6 3.8 il 53
Total 50 1000 156 100;0 206 100.0

X.=175.114, df=3, p=0,000, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study which identity they belong and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
feel of which identity they belong rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0000). Cyprus bom university students feel belong Cyprus idntity and
Turkish bom university students feel belong Turkish identity.




Table 5. Comparison of the reason why they are in Cyprus distribution of
university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Reason for Cyprus N Olo N Olo N Olo
Resident in Cyprus 47 94,0 1 0.6 48 233
University l 2.0 154 98.7 155 1932
Work 0 0.0 1 06 1 05
Other 2 4.0 0 00 2 10
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 1000

X-=195.267, df=3, p=0000, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study the reason why they are in Cyprus and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between reasons to live in Cyprus and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0000). Majority of Turkey bom university students stay at Cyprus for study at
universitiy and majority of Cyprus bom university students stay at Cyprus because
they are resident of Cyprus.

Table 6. Comparison of which grade they are in dlstrlbumon of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey .~ Total

Which Grade N % N Olo N Olo
Preparatory class 9 18.0 g 19 12 58

1l grade U 14.0 56 35.9 63 306
2. grade 8 16.0 Al 17.3 35 170
3. grade 9 18.0 34 2L8 43 209
4, grade 17 34.0 36 2N 53 29,/
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 2006 1000

X:=24792, df=4, p=0.000, NR=0 (%0)

In the present which grade they are in and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
grades and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0000). Majority of
Turkey bom university students in 1. Garade and majority of Cyprus bom university
students in 4. Grade.




Table 7. Comparison of how many years in university distribution of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

How many years in Cyprus Turkey Total
University N % N Ofo N Olo

l Year 13 26.0 B 23.9 50 24.4
2 Year 9 18.0 30 19.4 39 19.0
3 Year 8 16.0 26 16.8 34 16.6
4 Year fl 140 31 20.0 38 18.5
5 Year or more 13 26.0 31 20.0 44 215
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X:=1489, df=4, p=0.829, NR=I (%05)

In the present study how many years in university and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between years university and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.829).

Table 8. Comparison of marital status distribution of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Marital Status N % N % N Ol
Single 49 980 148 94.9 197 95.6
Married 0 0.0 1 0.6 : 05
Engaged 1 2.0 i 45 8 3.9
Total 50 1000 156 1000 206 1000

X-=0.962, df=2, p=0618, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study marital status and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences between
marital status and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0.618).

Table 9. Comparison of working in a job distribution of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Are they work N Olo N Olo N %
Yes, full time 4 8.0 i 4.5 11 2.8
Yes, part time 19 38.0 Al 13.5 40 194
No 2 54.0 128 B2.1 155 52
Total 50 1000 156 1000 206 100.0

X-=16.576, df=2, p=0.000, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study work situation and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between work
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situation and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0.000). Most of Turkey
bom university students do not work. An important part of Cyprus bom university
students work as partimer and full time.

Table 10. Comparison of staying place of university students from Cyprus and
Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Place N % N 0/0 N Olo
Self-home 41 82.0 RR 141 63 30.6
University dorm 2 4.0 48 30.8 50 243
Rented home 5 10.0 65 41.7 70 340
Private dorm 1 2.0 21 135 22 107
Other | 2.0 0 0.0 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000

X.=87.207, df=4, p=0000, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study staying place and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
students staying place and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0.000).
Most of Cyprus bom university students stay at their home most of Turkey bom
university students stay at rented house and university dorms.

Table 11. Comparison of who liveswith distribution of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total

Who lives with N Olo N % N %
Alone 9 18.0 43 217 52 254
Husband/wife 0 00 ! 06 i 05
Partner-lover 0 0.0 kl 7.1 i 5.4
Mother, father, siblings 3l 620 9 5.8 40 19.5
Friend 9 18.0 82 529 91 44.4
Second degree relative 1 2.0 il 4.5 8 3.9
other 0 0.0 ) L8 2 10
Total 50 100.0 155 | 100.0' | . 205 100.0

X>=78.100, df=6, p=0.000, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study who lives with they and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
students staying with someone and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.000). Most of Turkey bom university students stay with friends, most of Cyprus
bom university students stay with family.




Table 12. Comparison of self-economic support situation of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey
Self-economic support N 0/0 N % Xl (p)
Working (N=206) 22 440 18 11.5 | 25.500 | 0.000
Internship (N=206) 9 18.0 23 14.7 0.306 | 0580
By family (N=206) B 740 130 833 2149 0.143
Other (N=206) 1 2.0 9 5.8 1165 0.280

In the present study self-economic support situation and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between self-economic support by working and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.000).. Most of Cyprus bom university students support their economic

situation by working than Turkey bom university students.

Table 13. Comparison of family income level distribution of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey - Total
Family income level N % N Olo N 0/0
Low 1 20 8 19 4 21
Moderate 22 44.9 60 387 82 40.2
Good ge 449 68 43.9 90 44
Very good 4 8.2 24 163 28 13.7
Total 49 1000 155 100.0¢ 204 100.0

X.=1.819, df=3, p=0.611, NR=2 (%LO)

In the present study family income ievel and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences between
family income level and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0611).

Table 14. Comparison of self-level of income distribution of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Self-level of income N Olo N 0/0 N %
Low 2 4.0 19 122 21 102
Moderate 20 40.0 61 31.9 81 39.3
Good 21 42.0 57 36.5 78 379
Very good 7] 14.0 19 2.2 26 126
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X2=2890, df=3, p=0.409, NR=0 (%0)
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In the present study self-level of income and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences between
self-level income Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0409).

Table 15. Comparison of success in courses distribution of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

o

Cyprus Turkey Total
Succes in courses N Olo N Olo N Olo
Started this semestre 5 10.0 10 6.4 15 T8
Pssed all of courses 20 540 74 474 101 49.0
Failed from one course 11 220 36 231 47 22.8
Extend for one semetsre 3 6.0 23 147 26 12.6
Extend more than one semestre 4 8.0 13 83 17 8.3
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X:=3321, df=4,p=0.506, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study success in courses and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences between
succes in courses and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0506).

Table 16. Comparison of academic success evaluation of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Self-academicsuccess Cyprus Turkey Total
evaluation N Olo N Olo N Olo
Very good 11 22.0 15 9.7 26 127
Good 26 52.0 66 42.6 92 44.9
Moderate 11 22.0 62 40,0 73 356
Bad | 2.0 9 58 10 4.9
Very bad | 2.0 < .8 19 4 2.0
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X2=9837, df=4, p=0.043, NR=Il (%0,5)

In the present study academic success evaluation and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between academic success evaluation and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.043). Most of Cyprus bom university student avaluated their acadamic
success as good, Turkey bom university student evaluated their academic success as

good and moderate.



Table 17. Comparison of life time tobacco use prevalence distribution of
university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total

Lifetime tobacco use N 0/0 N Olo N Ol

0 3 6.1 22 141 25 122
1-2 2 4.1 9 58 7 54
35 1 2.0 | 0.6 A 10
6-9 1 20 6 3.8 7 34
10-19 1 2.0 5 B.R2 6 2.9
20-39 3 6.1 6 38 9 44
40 or more 38 e 107 68.6 145 107
Total 49 100.0 156 1000 205 100.0

X.=4.286, df=6, p=0638, NR=I (%05)

In the present study life time tobacco use prevalence and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square no statistically sgnificant difference was
found (p=0.638). Majority of Cyprus and Turkey bom university students use
tobacco. At lesat once in lifetime tobacco use of all students rate is 87.8%. It is seen
as 96% of the Cyprus-bom students use tobacco, while 85.9% of Turkey bom
students use tobacco.

Table 18. Comparison of last 30 days tobacco use prevalence of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days tobacco use Cyprus Turkey Total

N Olo N 0/0 N Ol
Never smoked 10 20.4 41 263 51 249
Less than 1 cigarette in a i 20 10 6.4 1o 54
week
less than Icigarette in a | 20 5 39 5 29
day
I-5 cigarettes in a day 3 6.1 8 5.1 11 5.4
6-10 cigarettes in a day 14 28.6 18 115 B2 15.6
11-20 cigarettes in a day 14 28.6 30 192 44 2l
More than 20 cigarettes 6 122 44 RER 50 244
Total 49 100.0 156 100.0 2()5 1000

X:=14.426, df=6, p=0.025 NR=I (%0)

In the present study last 30 days tobacco use prevalence and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between last 30 days tobacco use frequency and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.025). More the 20 cigarettes is more wider among Turkey bom
university students than Cyprus bom students.



Table 19. Comparison of difficulty in quitting smoking distribution of university
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students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Difficulty in quitting smoking N 0/0 N 0/0 N Olo
Too much difficult W 143 23 148 30 1~7
Difficult 6 2.2 20 12.9 26 127
Not difficult 6 2.2 16 10.3 28 108
Never difficult W 143 11 il 1! 18 8.8
Never thing to quit 15 30.6 40 25.8 55 270
Dont use 8 16.3 45 29.0 53 26.0
Total 49 1000 155 1000 204 1000

X2=4961, df=5 p=0421, NR=2 (%1.0)

In the present study difficulty in quitting smoking and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between difficulty in quitting smoking and Cyprus and Turkey bom

university students (p=0421).

Table 20. Comparison of life time prevalence for alcohol use distribution of

university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey —otal
Life time alcohol use N Olo N Olo N %
0 1 2.0 33 2020 34 165
1-2 0 00 9 58 9 4.4
35 2 4.0 11 71 13 6.3
6-9 2 4.0 6 38 8 39
10-19 2 4.0 8 51 10 4.9
20-39 3 6.0 8 5.1 11 53
40 or more 40 80.0 81 519 121 58.7
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 1000

2=1 7.097, df=6, p=0009, NR=0

(%0)

In the present study life time prevalence for alcohol use and birth place of university
students. were compared by Chi-Square.. There was statistical significant differences
between life time prevalence for alcohol use and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.009) . At lesat once in lifetime alcohol use of all students rate is
835%, It is seen as 98% of the Cyprus-bom students use alcohol, while 78.8% of

Turkey bom students use alcohol.
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Table 21. Comparison of last 30 days alcohol use prevalence of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Last 30 day alcohol use N % N Olo N Ol
0 9 180 66 42.3 75 364
1-2 4 80 19 1228 23 112
3-5 12 240 if 109 29 141
6-9 5 10.0 15 9.6 20 97
1iB-18 8 160 it 71 19 9
20-30 12 240 28 17.9 40 194
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

X2=15.362, df=5, p=0009, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days alcohol use prevalence and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between last 30 days alcohol use prevelance and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0009). Last 30 days alcohol use of all students rate is 63.6%, It is seen
as 82% of the Cyprus-bom students use alcohol, while 57.7% of Turkey bom
students use alcohol.

Tablo 22. Comparison of last 30 days alcohol use frequency distribution of
university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days alcohol use Cyprus Turkey Total
frequency N % N Olo N %
Never 9 180 73 468 82 398
One time in two weeks 10 200 28 147 33 160
One time in a week 10 20.0 15 - 9.6 RS 1211
Two times in a week 8 16.0 15 9.6 23 41
More than two times in a 6 20 16 103 29 10.7
week :

One time in a day 0 140 14 9.0 21 10.2
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 1000

X>=14.333, df=5, p=0014, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days alcohol use frequency and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between last 30 days alcohol use frequency and Cyprus and Turkey bom univerity
students (p=0014) .




Table 23. Comparison of last place of alcohol use distiribution of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Where N % N 0/0 N Olo
Never drink 3 6.0 39 250 42 20.4
At home W 14.0 34 21.8 41 199
At somebody's home 2 4.0 11 .1 13 6.3
Outside, street, park i 14.0 n Wi 18 8.7
At bar or caffe 21 42.0 38 244. 59 286
At disco 9 18.0 11 . 20 97
At restaurant 0 00 ] 4.5 B 34
Other 1 20 5 B2 6 2.9
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

X:=21733, df=7, p=0.003, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last place of alcohol use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
last place of alcohol use distiribution and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.003). Most of Cyprus bom university students use alcohol at bar or
caffe and disco while most of Turkey bom university students use alcohol at bar or

caffe and at home.

Table 24. Comparison of life time being drunk prevalence of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total

Life time being drunk N 0/0 N 0/0 N Olo

0 10 20.0 Bl 36.5 67 325

1-2 12 24.0 34 218 46 223

3-5 5 10.0 21 13.5 26 12.6
6-9 4 80 6 38 10 4.9

10-19 5 10.0 9 5.8 14 6.8

20-39 R 4.0 4 26 6 29

40 or more 12 24.0 25 16.0 37 18.0

Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X.=7.578, df=6, p=0.271, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study life time being drunk prevalence and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between life time being drunk prevalence and Cyprus and Turkey bom

university students (p=0.271).




Table 25. Comparison of the reasons for not using alcohol of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Reasons for not using Cyprus Turkey

alcohol N % N % X1 p
Unhealthy (N=205) 7 | 140 30 | 194 | 0733 | 0392
| Dislike the taste (N=205) | 4 | 80 | 14 | 90 | 0050 | 0.823 |
Knowing the harm , s :
((NZZOB) 3 6.0 22 142 2370 0124
Expencive (N=205) 3 6.0 1 06 5.666 0017
Unneeded (N=205) 3 6.0 35 22.6 6.883 0.009
Afraid of addiction :

(N=205) 0 00 i 45 2.338 | 0.126
Dislike the effects

(N=205) 1 2.0 14 9.0 2.757 | 0097

In the present study the reasons for not using alcohol and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between not using alcohol because the reasons of expencive (p=0.017) and unneeded
(p=0.009) and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students.

Table 26. Comparison of the reasons for alcohol use of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey

Reasons for alcohol use N Olo N 0/0 Xl p
For fun(N=206) 37 740 75 481 | 10.256 | 0.001
To sleep (N=206) 3 6.0 21 13.5 2048 0.152
Curiosity (N=206) 1 2.0 6 3.8 0.393 | 0531
Give it a try (N=206) 1 20 9 5.8 1.165 0.280
Irritability (N=206) 7 14.0 26 16.7 0200 0.655
Annoyance (N=206) 14 28.0 39 22.4 0647 0421
To relax (N=206) 13 26.0 38 244 0.055 0815
Getting away from o :
oroblems (N=206) 9 18.0 pB 141 0.450 | 0502
Friends use (N=206) 3 6.0 i 10.9 1.036 0.309
Other reasons (N=206) 3 6.0 9 58 0.004 0952

In the present study the reasons for alcohol use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
using alcohol because  the reasons of for having fun and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.001).. Cyprus bom university students more likely use
alcohol for having fun than Turkey bom university students.
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Table 27. Comparison of alcohol use in family of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey
Alcohol use in family N % N % Xl p
Nobody (N=206) 23 460 97 622 4076 0044
Mother (N=206) i1 22.0 13 83 6871 0.009
Father (N=206) 24 480 43 27.6 7205 0.007
Others (N=206) 5 100 il 10.9 0.032 0858

Inthe present study alcoholuse in family and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square.. There was statistical significant differences between
alcohol use of mother and Cyprus and Turkey born university students. Rate of
alcohol use of mother is higher among Cyprus born university students. There was
statistical significant differences between alcohol use of father and Cyprus and
Turkey bom university students. Rate of alcohol use of father is higher among
Cyprus borm university students.. Lastly, family alcohol use is wider among Cyprus
bom university students.. -

Table 28. Comparison of tobacco use in family of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey
Tobacco use in family N Olo N Olo X2 p
Nonody (N=205) 18 36.0 61 39.4 0.180 0.672
Mother (N=205) 17 34.0 31 20.0 4.132 0042
Father (N=205) 23 46.0 60 38.7 0.834 0.361
Others. (N=205) 6 12.0 37 23.9 3214 0.073

In the present study tobacco use in family and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
tobacco use of mother and Cyprus and Turkey born university students (p=0.042).
Rate of tobacco use of mother is higher among Cyprus born university students.
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Table 29. Comparison of hearing about drugs of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey
Hearing about drugs N % N 0lo X p
Inhalants (N=205) 38 76.0 121 78.1 0.093 0.761
Tranquilizers  or sedatives
(N=205) 29 58.0 91 587 0.008 0929
Marijuana or hashish ‘
(N=205) 40 80.0 128 82.6 0170 0.680
Bonzai (N=205) 39 78.0 122 78.7 0011 0915
Amphetamines  (N=204) 20 40.0 66 429 0.126 0.722
Ecstasy (N=205) 38 76.0 105 67.7 L1122 0269
Cocaine (N=205) 40 80.0 147 755 0430 0512
Relevin (N=205) 3 6.0 24 155" 2.913 0.085
Heroin (N=205) 39 78.0 119 76.8 0.032 0.858
LSD (N=205) 21 42.0 54 348 0836 0361
Codeine syrup (N=205) 12 24.0 40 258 0.065 0.799
Some kind of drugs : : ‘
(N=205) 27 54.0 96 619 0992 0.319
Anabolic steroids (N=205) 23 46.0 44 28.4. 5,530 0.021

In the present study hearing about drugs and birth place of university students ‘were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statisticalsignificant differences between
hearing about anabolic steroids and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0021). Hearing about anabolic steroids rate is widespread among Cyprus bom
university students.

Table 30. Comparison of lifetime marijuana use rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Lifetime marijuana use N % N 0Ol N 0/0
0 46 920 114 il 160 779
1-2 1 20 14 90 15 1.3
3-5 2 4.0 8 .1 10 49
6-9 0 00 3 1.9 3 §:5
10-19 0 0.0 4 2.6 4 19
20-39 0 0.0 g 13 2 10
40 or more 1 20 1 il 12 58
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

X:=8916, df=6, p=0178, NR=0 (%0)
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In the present study lifetime marijuana use and birth place of university students

were compared by Chi-Square.. There was not statistical significant differences
between lifetime marijuana use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students.
(p=0. 178). At least once lifetime marijuana use rate of Cyprus bom university
studented is 8%, Turkish bom university students is 26.9%.

Table 31. Comparison

of last 12 months

students from Cyprus and Turkey

marijuana use rates of university

Last 12 months Cyprus Turkey Total
marijuana use N 0/0 N 0/0 N 0/0
0 48 96.0 139 89.1 187 908
1-2 0 00 4 2.6 4 1R
3-5 0 00 l 4.5 W 34
6-9 | 2.0 1 0.6 2 10
10-19 0 0.0 I 0.6 | 0.5
40 or more | 2.0 4 26 5 24.
Total 50 100 156 100.0 206 100.0

X:=4.814, df=5, p=0.439, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months marijuana use rates and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant

differences between last 12 months marijuana use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.439).

Table 32. Comparison of last 30 days marijuana use rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days marijuana Cyprus Turkey Total

use N 0/0 N 070 N 0/0

0 48 96.0 146 93.6 194 94.2
1-2 1 20 2 13 3 15

3-5 0 00 5 82 5 2.4

6-9 0 00 1 06 1 05

10-19 1 20 0 0.0 [ 05

40 or more 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 1.0

Total 50 1000 156 1000 206 1000

X.=5841, df=5 p=0322, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days marijuana use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 30 days marijuana use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university

students (p=0.322).
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Table 33. Comparison of lifetime bonzai use rates of university students from

Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Lifetime bonzai use N 0Olo N Olo N Olo
0 43 86.0 1BY 88.7 180 87.4
1-2 4 8.0 8 5.1 12 58
35 1 2.0 3 1.9 4 19
6-9 1 20 { 06 2 1.0
20-39 0 0.0 ! 0.6 1 0.5
40 or more i 2.0 6 3.8 7 3.4
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 1000

X>=1.972, df=S, p=0.853, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime bonzai use rates and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between lifetime bonzai use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.853). At least once lifetime bonzai use rate of Cyprus bom university studented

is 14%, Turkish bom university students is 11.3%.

Table 34. Comparison of last 12 moths bonzai use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 moths bonzai Cyprus Turkey Total

use N 0Olo N Olo N Olo
0 45 90.0 145 92.9 190 929
1-2 2 4.0 5 3.2 7 3.4
3-5 2 4.0 2 .3 4 1.9
20-39 0 0.0 2 13, 2 10
40 or more 1 2.0 2 .3 3 15
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

X:=2.322, df=4, p=0.677, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 moths bonzai use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There: was not statistical significant differences
between last 12 months bonzai use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university

students (p=0.677).
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Table 35. Comparison of last 30 days bonzai use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Last 30 days bonzai use N Olo N Olo N %
0 47 940 145 92.9 192 932
1-2 0 00 6 3.8 6 2.9
3-5 1 20 3 1.9 4 190
6-9 l 20 0 Q:Q 1 05
40 or more l 2.0 2 L8 3 15
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000

X2=5.183, df=4,p=0.269, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days banzai use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 30 days banzai use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university

students (p=0.269).

Table 36. Comparison of lifetime codeine syrup use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Lifetime codeine syrup Cyprus Turkey Total

use N Ol N % N Olo

0 47 94.0 153 981 200 g7d
1-2 1 2.0 l 0.6 2 10
35 1 2.0 1 0.6 2 10
6-9 0 0.0 | 0.6 1 05
10~19 1 20 0 0,0 1 05
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X2=4946, df=4,p~0.293, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime codeine syrup use rates and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between lifetime codeine syrup use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom

university students (p=0.293). At least once lifetime codeine syrup use rate of Cyprus
bom university studented is 6%, Turkish bom university students is 1.9%.0.
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Table 37. Comparison of last 12 months codeine syrup use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months codeine Cyprus Turkey Total
Syrup use N Olo N 0/0 N Olo
0 47 94.0 156 100.0 203 98.5
3-5 2 4.0 0 00 2 1.0
10-19 l 20 0 00 1 05
Total 50 1000 156 JO0.0 206 100.0

X>=9.498, df=2, p=0.009, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months codeine syrup use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between last 12 months codeine syrup use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.009).

Table 38. Comparison of last 30 days codeine syrup use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days codeine Cyprus Turkey Total
syrup use - N % I Ofo N % -
0 47 94.0 155 99.4 202 981
3-5 l 2.0 0 00 1 05
6-9 l 20 0 00 l 05
10-19 l 2.0 0 0.0 l 05
20-39 0 00 l 06 I 05
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

X2=9791, df=4, p=0.044, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days codeine syrup use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between last 30 days codeine syrup use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.044). '



37

Table 39. Comparison of lifetime inhalants use rates of university students from

Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total

Lifetime inhalants use N % N 0/0 N 0/0
0 48 96.0 142 910 190 92.2
1-2 2 4.0 i 45 9 4.4
3-5 0 0.0 A 13" 2 1.0
10-19 0 00 R 13 A 10
40 or more 0 0.0 3 19 3 15
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X2=2366, df=4,p=0.669, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime inhalants use rates and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between lifetime inhalant use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.669). At least once lifetime inhalant use rate of Cyprus bom university
studented is 4%, Turkish bom university students is 7.8%.

Table 40. Comparison of last 12 moths inha

from Cyprus and Turkey

lants use rates of university students

Last 12 moths inhalants Cyprus Turkey Total

use N % N Olo N %
0 47 940 151 96.8 198 96.1
1-2 1 20 1 0.6 2 1.0
3-5 1 2.0 1 0.6 2 10
6-9 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
20-39 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 05
40 or more 1 20 1 0;6 2 140
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000

X-=2833, df=5,p=0726, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 moths inhalants use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 12 months inhalant use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university

students (p=0.726).
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Table 41. Comparison of last 30 days inhalants use rates of university = students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days inhalants Cyprus Turkey Total

use N Olo N Olo N Olo
0 47 94.0 168 98.7 200 976
1-2 | 2.0 0 0.0 | 05

3-5 0 0.0 l 0.6 l 0.5
6-9 | 2.0 0 0.0 | 0.5
20-39 l 2.0 0 00 | 0.5
40 or more 0 0.0 | 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X2=10.031, df=5, p=0074, NR=l (%0.5)

In the present study last 30 days inhalants use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 30 days inhalant use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university

students (p=0.074).

Table 42. Comparison of lifetime cocaine use rates of university students from

Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey J;otal
Lifetime cocaine use N Olo N Olo N Olo
0 : 45 90.0 142 91.0 187 908
1-2 2 4.0 12 7.7 14 6.8
3-5 2 4.0 0 00! 2 1.0
6-9 0 0.0 2 13 2 LO
10-19 1 20 0 Uu 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X>=10.765, df=4, p=0.029, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime cocaine use and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
lifetime cocaine use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0029).
At least once lifetime cocaine use rate of Cyprus bom university studented is 10%,
Turkish bom university students is 9.2%.
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Table 43. Comparison of last 12 months cocaine use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months cocaine Cyprus Turkey Total

use N Olo N Olo N Olo

0 46 920 151 96.8 197 956
1-2 l 2.0 4 2.6 5 24

3-5 2 4.0 1 0.6 3 15

10-19 l 20 0 00 l 0.5

Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X2=6.194, df=3, p=0.103, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months cocaine use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 12 months cocaine use rates and Cyprus and Turkey born university

students (p=0.103).

Table 44. Comparison of last 30 days cocaine use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days cocaine use Cyprus Turkey Total

N Olo N Olo N Olo
0 47 94.0 153 981 200 97.1
12 0 00 1 0.6 : 05
3~5 0 00" 1 0.6 { 0.5
6-9 1 20 1 06 2 LO
10-19 1 20 0 0.0 1 0.5
40 or more 1 2.0 0 00 1 05
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X:=7666, df=5 p=0J 76, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days cocaine use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 30 days cocaine use rates and Cyprus and Turkey born. university

students (p=0. 176).
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Table 45. Comparison of lifetime heroin use rates of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Lifetime heroin use N Olo N % N Olo
0 47 94.0 146 94.2 193 94.1
1-2 1 2.0 6 39 7 34
3-5 1 2.0 2 1.3 3 15
6-9 1 2.0 0 0.0 1 05
40 or more 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X:=3.940 df=4, p=0414, NR=| (%0.5)

In the present study lifetime heroin use rates and birth place of university students.
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between lifetime heroin use rates and Cyprus and Turkey born university students

(p=0.414). At least once lifetime heroin use rate of Cyprus born university studented

is 6%, Turkish born university students is 58%.

Table 46. Comparison of last 12 months heroin use rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey ' .

Last 12 months heroin Cyprus Turkey Total

use N Olo N Olo N 0lo
0 47 94.0 148 95.5 195 95.1
1-2 0 00 4 26 4 2.0
3-5 3 6.0 1 0.6 4 2.0
10-19 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 05
40 or more 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X2=7.500, df=4, p=0.112, NR=I| (%05)

In the present study last 12 months heroin use and birth place of university = students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 12 months heroin use rates and Cyprus and Turkey born. university

students (p=0.112).
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Table 47. Comparison of last 30 days heroin use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Last 30 days heroin use N 0o N Ol N Olo
0 47 94.0 152 98.1 199 97.1
1-2 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
3-5 1 2.0 1 0.6 2 10
6-9 2 4.0 0 00 2 10
40 or more 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000

X-=7.621, df=4, p=0.106, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days heroin use and birth placeof university students

were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 30 days heroin use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.106).

Table 48. Comparison of lifetime tranquilizers use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Lifetime tranquilizers Cyprus Turkey Total

use N Qlo N % N %
0 45 90.0 143 Bl 188 91.3
1-2 3 6.0 B 1.9 6 29
3-5 l 2.0 2 13 3 15
6-9 L 2.0 2 13 3 15
10-19 0 00 l 0.6 2 0.5
20-39 0 00 | 0.6 2 05
40 or more 0 0.0 4 2.6 4 1.9
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X2=4.363, df=6, p=0628, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime tranquilizers use rates and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between lifetime tranquilizers use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom

university students (p=0.628). Atleast once lifetime tranquilizers use rate of Cyprus

bom university studented is 10%, Turkish bom university students is 8.3%.
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Table 49. Comparison of last 12 months tranquilizers use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months Cyprus Turkey Total
tranquilizers use N 0/0 N % N Olo
0 46 920 151 96.8 197 95.6
1-2 1 20 0 00 1 0.5
3-5 3 6.0 l 0.6 4 1.9
6-9 0 0.0 l 06 l 05
10-19 0 0.0 l 0.6 il 0.5
20-39 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 10
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0
X:=10093, df=5 p=0073, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months tranquilizers use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 12 months tranquilizers use rates and Cyprus and Turkey
born university students (p=0.073)..

Table 50. Comparison of last 30 days tranquilizers use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days Cyprus Turkey l;otal
tranquilizers use N 0/0 N 0/0 N 0/0
0 47 94.0 151 96.8 198 96.1
1-2 l 2.0 2 113 3 15
3-5 0 00 l 0.6 0.5
6-9 2 40 l 0.6 3 15
10-19 0 0.0 L 0.6 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X:=3.739, df=4, p=0.442, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days tranquilizers use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 30 days tranquilizers use rates and Cyprus and Turkey born

university students (p=0.442).




Table 51. Comparison

Cyprus and Turkey
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of lifetime pills use rates of university students from

Cyprus Turkey Total
Lifetime pills use N (ol N 0/0 N 0/0
0 46 920 144 923" 190 922
-2 | 2.0 i 45 8 39 |
3-5 2 4.0 0 00 2 1.0
6-9 | 20 1 06 2 10
10-19 0 0.0 2 13 2 10
40 or more 0 00 g 13 2 10
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X2=8846, df=5 p=0.115, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime pills use rates and birth place of university students. were
compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences between
lifetime pills use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0. 115). At
least once lifetime pills use rate of Cyprus bom university studented is 8%, Turkish
bom university students is 7.8%.

Table 52. Comparison of last 12 months drugs use rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months drugs Cyprus Turkey Total

use [ N % N %
0 47 94.0 148 949 195 947
1-2 0 0.0 4 2.6 19
3-5 2 4.0 | 06 B 1.5
6-9 | 20 g 13 3 15
40 or more 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 05
Total 50 100,0 156 1000 206 100.0

X:=4.673, df=4, p=0323, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months drugs use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square.. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 12 months pills use rates and Cyprus arid Turkey bom university

students  (p=0323).
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Table 53. Comparison of last 30 days drugs use rates of university = students from

Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Last 30 days drugs use N Ol N Olo N Olo
0 47 94.0 151 96.8 198 961
1-2 0 0.0 2 13 2 1.0
35 0 0.0 1 06 1 0.5
6-9 3 6.0 0 0.0 3 1ib
10-19 0 0.0 1 06 1 0.5
40 or more 0 00 ! 06 1 0.5
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 1000

X:=10.993, df=5, p=0.052, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days drugs use and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences between
last 30 days pills use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students

(p=0052)

Table 54. Comparison of lifetime ecstacy use rates of university students from

Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus

Turkey

N Total .

Lifetime ecstacy use N % N % %
0 47 94.0 139 89.1 186 90.3
142 2 40 6 38 8 3.9
3-5 l 2.0 3 L9 4 1.9
6-9 0 00 2 .3 2 1.0
10-19 0 00 1 0.6 l 0.5
20-39 0 00 1 0.6 l 0.5
40 or more 0 00 4 2.6 4 1.9
Total 50 100.0 156 -100.0 206 100.0

X:=2.668, df=6, p=0849, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime ecstacy use rates and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between lifetime ecstacy use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students.

(p=0849). = At least once lifetime ecstacy use rate ofCyprus bom university studented

is 6%, Turkish bom university students is 9.7%.
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Table 55. Comparison  of lifetime amphetamine use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Lifetime amphetamine Cyprus Turkey Total

use N Olo N Olo N Olo
0 49 98.0 150 96.2 199 96.6
1-2 0 00 3 19 5 15
3-5 | 20 | 0.6 2 10
10-19 0 00 | 06 | 0.5
40 or more 0 00 | 06 1 05
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000

X2=2.336, df=4, p=0674, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime amphetamine use rates and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between lifetime amphetamine use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.674). At least once lifetime amphetamine use rate of Cyprus
bom university studented is 2%, Turkish bom university students is 34%.

Table 56. Comparison of lifetime LSD use rates of university students from

Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Lifetime LSD use N Olo N Olo N Olo
0 48 96.0 151 96.8 199 96.6
1-2 0 0.0 4 MG 4 1.9
3-5 1 2.0 0 0.0 | 05
6.9 il 20 0 0.0 | 0.5
400rmore i) 00 | 06 1 05
Total 50 1000 156 1000 206 1000

X>=7.845, df=4, p=0.097, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime LSD use rates and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between lifetime LSD use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0097). At least once lifetime LSD use rate of Cyprus bom university studented is
4%, Turkish bom university students is 3.4%.
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Table 57. Comparison of lifetime pill use with alcohol rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Lifetime pill use with Cyprus Turkey Total
alcohol N Olo N 0lo N Ol
0 48 96.0 140 89.7 148 91.3
1-2 1 2.0 4 2.6 5 2.4
3-5 1 2,0 /A 13" 3 1.5
10-19 0 00 3 1.9 3 15
20-39 0 0.0 3 19 3 1.8
40 or more 0 0.0 4 2.6 4 19
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X.=3551, df=5, p=0.616, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime pill use with alcohol rates and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between lifetime pill use with alcohol rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.616). At least once lifetime pill use with alcohol rate of
Cyprus bom University studented is 4%, Turkish bom university students is 8.7%.

Table 58. Comparison of lifetime anabolic steroid use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Lifetime anabolic steroid Cyprus Turkey Total

use N QOlo N Olo N Ol
0 50 100.0 155 99.4 265 995
6-9 0 0.0 1 0.6 L 0.5
Total - 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

X>=0.322, df=I, p=0.570, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study lifetime anabolic steroid rates and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between anabolic steroid use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.570). At least once lifetime anabolic steroid use rate of
Cyprus bom university studented is 0%, Turkish bom university students is 05%.




Table 59. Comparison of last 12 months ecstacy use rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months ecstacy Cyprus Turkey Total

use N Olo N % N 0Ofo
0 48 96.0 145 92.9 193 93.7
1-2 2 40 4 2.6 6 2.3
3-5 0 0.0 3 1.9 3 i)
6-9 0 0.0 1 06 1 0.5
20-39 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
40 or more 0 00 A L8 2 1.0
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X>=2.549, df=5, p=0.679, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months ecstacy use and birth place of university - students
were compared by Chi-Square. . There was not statistical significant differences
between last 12 months ecstacy use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university -
students (p=0.679).

Table 60. Comparison of last 12 months amphetamines use rates of university
students from Cyprus andTurkey :

Last 12 months Cyprus Turkey Total
amphetamines use N % N % N Olo
0 49 98.0 153 98.1 202 981
1-2 1 2.0 2 1.3 3 15
3-5 0 0.0 1 0.6 l 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 | 100.0

X2=0.455, df=2, p=0.797, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months amphetamines use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 12 months amphetamine use rates and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0.797).
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Table 61. Comparison of last 12 months LSD use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months LSD use Cyprus Turkey Total

N Olo N Olo N Olo
0 49 98.0 152 97.4 201 97.6
1-2 | 2.0 3 1.9 4 19
40 or more 0 00 | 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 1000 156 1000 106 1000

X=0.323, df=2,p=0.851, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months LSD use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 12 months LSD use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.851 ).

'Table 62. Comparison of last 12 months pill use with alcohol rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months pill use Cyprus Turkey Total
with alcohol N Olo N % N %
0 49 98.0 147 942 196 951
1-2 1 2.0 2 1.3 3 b
3-5 0 00 1.9 3 1.5
20,.39 0 00 1 0.6 1 05
40 or more 0 00 19 3 15
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000

X2=2.434, df=4, p=0.656, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 12 months pill use with alcohol and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 12 months pill use with alcohol rates and Cyprus and
Turkey bom university students (p=0656).

Table 63. Comparison of last 12 months anabolic steroid use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 12 months anabolic Cyprus Turkey Total
steroid use N % N % N Olo
0 50 1000 155 99.4 205 99.5
1-2 0 0.0 | 0.6 l 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X>=0322, df=I, p=0.570, NR=0 (%0)
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In the present study last 12 months anabolic steroid and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant

differences between last 12 months anabolic steroid use rates and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0570).

Table 64. Comparison of last 30 days ecstacy use rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days ecstacy use Cyprus Turkey Total

N % N Olo N %
0 49 98.0 150 96.2 199 96.6
1-2 | 2.0 B 19 4 1.9
6-9 0 0.0 l 0.6 | 0.5
10-19 0 0.0 1 0.6 l 0.5
40 or more 0 0.0 | 0.6 | 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 100.0

X2=0.976, df=4,p=0.913, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days ecstacy use and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 30 days ecstacy use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.913).

Table 65. Comparison of last 30 days amphetamines use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last30 days Cyprus Turkey Total
amphetamines use N Olo N Olo N 0Olo
0 49 98.0 154 98.7 203 98.5
1-2 1 2.0 2 13 3 1.5
Total 50 1000 156 1000 206 100.0

X>=0.136, df=I, p=0712, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days amphetamines use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 30 days amphetamines use rates and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0.712).
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Table 66. Comparison of last 30 days LSD use rates of university students from

Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Last 30 days LSD use N % N Ol N 0/0
0 50 1000 154 987 204 990
1-2 0 0.0 1 0.6 il 05
40 or more 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 0.0 156 1000 206 1000

X2=0:647, df=2, p=0.723, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days LSD use rates and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between last 30 days LSD use rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students

(p=0.723).

Table 67. Comparison of last 30 days pill use with alcohol rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days pill use Cyprus Turkey Total
with alcohol N % N 0lo N %
0 50 1000 152 974 202 98.1
3-5 0 0.0 I 0.6 l 05
10-19 0 00 l 0.6 1 0.5
20-39 0 0.0 Il 0.6 1 0.5
40 or more 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000
X>=1307, df=4, p=0860, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study last 30 days pill use with alcohol and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 30 days pills use with alcohol rates and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0.860).

Table 68. Comparison of last 30 days anabolic steroid use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

Last 30 days anabolic Cyprus Turkey Total
steroid use N Ol N Ol N Olo
0 50 100.0 155 99.4 205 995
1-2 0 0.0 1 0.6 l 05
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0 206 1000

X>=0322, df=l, p=0.570, NR=0 (%0)
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In the present study last 30 days anabolic steroid use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 30 days anabolic steroid use rates and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0.570).

Table 69. Comparison of the first beer drinking age rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

The first beer drinking Cyprus Turkey Total

age N 0/0 N 0/0 N 0l
Never 10 20.0 48 312 58 284
11 years old and before 8 16.0 16 104. 24 11.8
12-14 years old 19 380 22 14.3 41 201
15-17 years old 9 180 36 234 45 22.]
18-20 years old 3 6.0 A 143 26 123
21-24 years old l 2.0 8 bR 9 4.4
24 and more 0 0.0 2 13 2 10
Total 50 100.0 154 100.0 204 1000

X-=1 7359, df=6, p=0.008, NR=2 (%1)

In the present study the first beer drinking age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
first beer drinking age rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.008).

Table 70. Comparison of the first wine drinking age rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

The first wine drinking Cyprus Turkey Total

az2e N % N 0/0 N Olo
Never 8 16.0 S 338 60 294.
11 years old and before 5 10.0 10 6.5 15 7.4
12-14 years old i3 26.0 21 13.6 34 16.7
15-17 years old 16 32.0 28 182 44 21.6
18-20 years old 6 120 30 195 36 17.6
21-24 years old 2 4.0 1 Wl 13 6.4
24 years old and more 0 00 P 1.3 2 1.0
Total 50 100.0 154 1000 204 1000

X:=13.916, df=6,p=003], NR=2 (%!)

In the present study first wine drinking age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences between
first wine drinking age rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students




(p=0.031). When we compare Cyprus bom students with Ttrkey bom students
Cyprus bom students are started wine drinking before the age 1 1.

Table 71. Comparison of the first raki, gin, etc. drinking age rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

The first raki, gin, etc. Cyprus Turkey Total
drinking age % N Ofo N Olo
Never 160 b2 33.8 60 29.4
11 years old and before 6.0 9 58 12 5.9
12-14years old 22.0 12 7.8 23 11.3

15-17 years old 320 31 20.1 47 230

18-20vyears old 160 33 21.4 41 20.1

o|nlwm|5|R|w|e|Z

21-24 years old 8.0 15 9.7 19 93
24 years old and more 00 P 13 2 1.0
Total 50 100.0 154 1000 204 1000

X.=14.444, df=6, p=0025, NR=2 (%1)

In the present study the first raki, gin, etc. drinking age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between first raki, gin, etc. drinking age rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students (p=0.025). When we compare Cyprus bom students with Tirkey bom
students Cyprus bom students are started raki, gin, etc drinking more frequently
between the age 12-14.

Table 72. Comparison of the age of the first drunk rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

The age of the first Cyprus Turkey Total
drunk N Qlo N Ol N Ol
Never 14 28.0 BV 37.5 il 851
11 years old and before 1 2.0 6 39 ] B.5
12-14 years old 9 18.0 11 .2 20 9.9
15-17years old 13 26.0 31 20.4 44 21.8
18-20years old L1 22.0 30 19.7 41 20.3
21-24 years old 2 4.0 14 9.2 16 7.9
24 years old and more 0 0.0 3 2.0 3 .5
Total 50 100.0 152 1000 202 100.0

X-=8694, df=6, p=0.192, NR=4 (%2)

In the present study the age of the first drunk rates and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between age of the first drunk rates and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.192).
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Table 73. Comparison of the first tobacco use age rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

The first tobacco use age Cyprus Turkey Total

N 0/0 N % N Olo
Never 11 20 29 19.0 40 1907
11 years old and before 4 8.8 1t 11.1 21 10.3
12-14 years old 11 22.0 23 15.0 34 167
15-17 years old 9 18.0 38 24.8 47 232
18-20years old 11 22.0 26 17.0 37 18.2
21-24 years old 4 8.0 16 105 20 99
24 years old and more 0 0.0 4 26 4 2.0
Total 50 1000 153 100.0 203 100.0

X2=4.439, df=6, p=0.617, NR=3 (%15)

In the present study the first tobacco use age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between first tobacco use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.617).

‘Table 74. Comparison of the first age of everday tobacco use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

The first age of everday Cyprus Turkey Total
tobacco use N % N 0/0 N 0/0
Never 18 36.7 64 41.8 82 40.6
11 years old and before 1 20 B 20 4 2.0
12-14 years old I 14.3 9 59 16 79
15-17 years old 8 163 26 17.0 34 16.8
18-20years old 11 22.4 34 22.2 45 223
21-24 years old 3 6.1 14 92, 17 84
24 years old and more | 2.0 3 2.0 4 20
Total 49 100.0 153 100.0 202 1000

X:=3964, df=6,p=0.682, NR=4 (%2)

In the present study the first age of everday tobacco use and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between first age of everyday tobacco use rates and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0682).
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Table 75. Comparison of the first inhalants use age rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

The first inhalants use Cyprus Turkey Total

age N Olo N Olo N Ol
Never 48 96.0 134 86.5 182 888
11 years old and before 0 0.0 1 06 I 0.5
12-14years old 1 2.0 B 1.9 4 2.0
15-17 years old 0 00 6 39 6 2.9
18-20years old 1 2.0 I 4.5 8 3.9
21-24 years old 0 0.0 2 1.3 ) 1.0
24 years old and more 0 0.0 2 13 2 10
Total 50 100.0 155 1000 205 1000

X.=4.551, df=6,p=0.603, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first inhalants use age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between first inhalant use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students

(p=0.603).

Table 76. Comparison of the first tranquilizers or sedatives use age rates of

university students from Crpriis and Turkey

The first tranquilizers or Cyprus Turkey Total
sedatives use age N % N % N Olo
Never 47 94.0 136 87.7 183 89.3
11 years old and before 0 0.0 2 13 2 1.0
12.14 years old l 2.0 1 0.6 2 1.0
15-17 years old 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 10
18-20 years old R 4.0 11 il 13 6.3
21-24 years old 0 0.0 3 L9 3 L5
Total 50 100.0 155 1000 205 1000

X.=3.707, df=5,p=0592, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first tranquilizers or sedatives use age and birth place of
university students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical
significant differences between first tranquilizers use age and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0.592).
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Table 77. Comparison of the first marijuana use age rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

The first marijuana use Cyprus Turkey Total

age N 0/0 N % N 0/0
Never 48 96.0 122 787 170 82.9

11 years old and before 0 0.0 3 1.9 3 L5

12-14 years old 0 0.0 3 19 3 1.5

15-17" years old 0 0.0 4 2.6 4 2.0

18-20years old / 40 16 103 18 88

21-24 years old 0 0.0 6 3.9 6 2.9

24 years old and more 0 00 1 0.6 1 0.5

Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X2=8568, df=6, p=0199, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first marijuana use age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between first marijuana use age and Cyprus and Turkey born university students
(p=0199).

Table 78. Comparison of the first bonzai use age rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total

The first bonzai use aze N % N % N 0/0
Never 48 96.0 ey 89.0 185 90.7
11 years old and before 0 0.0 1 06 1 05
12-14 years old 0 00 1 0.6 1 0.5
15-17 years old l 2.0 3 1.9 4 2.0
18-,20 years old l 2.0 8 52 9 4.4
2L-24 years old 0 0.0 3 19 3 15
24 years old and more 0 0.0 1 06 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 154 100.0 204 100.0

X-=3.028, df=,p=0805 NR=2 (%1)

In thepresent study the first banzai use age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between first banzai use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.805).
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Table 79. Comparison of the first amphetamine use age rates of university

students from Cyprus and Turkey

The first amphetamine Cyprus Turkey Total

use age N % N Ol N 0/0
Never 49 98.0 151 97.4 200 97.6
15-17 years old 0 0.0 1 06 | 0.5
18-20years old 1 2.0 2 1.3 3 %
21-24 years old 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 1000 155 100.0 205 100.0

X>=0.777, df=3,p=0.855, CV=l (%0.5)

In the present study the first amphetamine use age and birth place of university
students were comparedby Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between first amphetamine use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom

university students (p=0.855).

Table 80. Comparison of the first ecstacy use age rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

The first ecstacyuseage | - Cyprus Turkey Total

N Ol N 0l N Olo
Never 48 96.0 141 91.0 189 922
11 years old and before 0 0.0 2 L3 2 10
12-14 years old 0 0.0 b 1.8 ) 1.0
15-17 years old 0 0.0 A 1.3 2 10
18-20 years old /] 4.0 6 39 8 39
21-24 years old 0 00 2 13 g 1.0
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X2=2.686, df=5, p=0.748, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first ecstacy use age and birthplace of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between Ifirst ecstacy use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students

(p=0.748).




Table 81. Comparison of the first cocaine use age rates of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

The first cocaine use age Cyprus Turkey Total

N Olo N % N Olo
Never 49 | 980 143 | 923 192 93.7
12-14 years old 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 05
15-17 years old 0 00 2 13 2 1.0
18-20 years old 0 0.0 4 2.6 4 20
21-24 years old | 20 4 26 5 2.4
24 years old and more 0 00 1 06 1 0.5
Total 50 | 100.0 155 | 100.0 205 100.0

X:=2766, df=5, p=0.736, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first cocaine use age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between first cocaine use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students

(p=0.736).

Table 82. Comparison of the first relevin use age rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

The first relevin use age Cyprus Turkey Total

N Olo N Olo N Olo
Never 50 1000 154 994 204 995
18-20 years old 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 05
Total 50 100.0 155 1000 205 100.0

X2=0.324, df=I, p=0.569, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first relevin”use age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There wasnot statistical significant differences
between first relevin use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students

(p=0569).

Table 83. Comparison of the first heroin use age rates of university students

from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total

The first heroin use age N Ol N Olo N Olo
Never 50 100.0 146 | 942 196 95.6
11 years old and before 0 0,0 3 1.9 3 15
15-17 years old 0 00 1 06 1 0.5
18-20 years old 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 10

21-24 years old 0 00 3 1.9 3 1.5
Total 50 100.0 155 | 100.0 205 1000

X2=3037, df=4, p=0.552, NR=l (%0.5)
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In the present study the first heroin use age and birth place of university students
were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences
between first heroin use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0552).

Table 84. Comparison of the first LSD use age rates of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
The first LSD use age N Olo N Olo N Olo
Never 49 98.0 150 96.8 199 97.1
15-17 years old 0 00 | 0.6 1 0.5
18-20years old 0 00 3 1.9 3 15
21-24 years old | 20 l 0.6 /4 1.0
Total 50 100.0 15 100.0 205 100.0

X2=2007, df=3 p=0.571, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first LSD use age and birth place of university students were
compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant differences between
first LSD use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0.571).

Table 85. Comparison of the first codeine syrup use age rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

The first codeine syrup Cyprus Turkey Total

use aze N % N % N %
Never 50 100.0 153 98.7 203 99.0
15-17 years old 0 0.0 J 0.6 1 0.5
18-20years old 0 00 1 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

“X>=0.652, df=2, p=0.722, NR=I (%05)

In the present studythe first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Sqitare. There was not statistical significant
differences between first codeine syrup use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.722).




Table 86. Comparison of the first pill use age rates of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total

The first pill use aze N Ol N Ol N Ol
Never 49 980 139 897 188 91.7
11 years old and before 0 0.0 2 1.8 2 1.0
12-14years old 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 1.0
15-17 years old 0 0.0 2 13 2 1.0
18-20years old 1 20 8 bR 9 44
21-24 years old 0 0.0 2 1.8 B 1.0
Total 50 100.0 165 100.0 205 100.0

X:=3727, df=5 p=0589, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between first pill use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students
(p=0.589).

Table 87. Comparison of the first anabolic steroid use rates of university
students from Cyprus and Turkey

The first anabolic Cyprus Turkey Total
steroid use N Olo N Olo N Ol
Never : 50 100.0 154 99.4 204 995
21-24 years old 0 0.0 1 06 1 05
Total 50 100.0 155 100.0 205 100.0

X-=0.324, df=I, p=0.569, NR=I (%0.5)

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between first anabolic steroid use age and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.569).
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Table 88. Comparison of the first psychoactive = substance = they used rates of
university - students from Cyprus and Turkey

The first psychoactive Cyprus Turkey Total
substance they used N Olo N 0/0 N 0lo
Non of them are tried B 74.0 105 673 142 68.9
Inhalants 0 0.0 5 8.2 5 2.4
Tranquilizers or sedatives 2 40 1 0.6 3 15
Marijuana 4 80 g2 20.5 36 175
Bonzai 3 6.0 3 1.9 6 23
Ecstacy 2 40 | 0.6 3 15
Cocaine ! 2.0 0 00 L 05
Drugs 0 00 /A 13 2 1.0
| don not know what is it 1 2.0 6 3.8 I 34
Other 0 0.0 1 06 ! 05
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

Xo=1 7.730, df=9, p=0038, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square.. There was statistical significant differences
between the first psychoactive substance they used and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students. (p=0038). Most of Turkey botn. university students showed that
first psychoactive substance use as marijuana, however among Cyprus bom
university students marijuana, bonzai, ecstasy and tranquilizers or sedatives have
aproximate distribution.

Table 89. Comparison of how did they get this psychoactive substance of
university students from Cyprus and Turkey

How did fliey get this Cyprus Turkey Total
psychoactive substance N % N % N 0/0
Non of them are used 39 780 110 70.5 149 Wg.3
Given to me by 4 friend 4 8.0 30 19.2 34 165
Given to me by a stranger 1 2.0 0 00 1 0.5
It was shargd around a 3 60 8 51 1 53
group of friends.

Bought from a friend 0 0.0 2 13 2 10
Bought from a stranger 1 20 0 0.0 | 0.5
rﬁgﬁgetro oy bt | 20 1 06 2 1.0
Got it f{orln home _w!thout 0 00 | 06 | 05
my family's permission

Other 1 20 4 2.6 5 24.
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 100.0

Xo=l 1.212, df=8, p=0190, NR=0 (%0)
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In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between how did they get this psychoactive substance and Cyprus. and
Turkey bom university students (p=0190). Mostly the students are getting
psychoactive substance from a friend.

Table 90- Comparison of how many friends use substance of university students
from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey

How many friends use N % N 0/0 XI p

Tobacco 47 940 152 974. poes 0.632
Alcohol 47 94.0 146 93.6 6563 0.161
Get drunk 38 76.0 119 76.3 0.611 0.962
Inhalant 13 26.0 50 321 3.932 0415
Tranquilizer il 22.0 43 27.6 1567 0815
Marijuana 13 26.0 60 385 5.144 0.273
Bonzai 10 20.0 41 26.3 1643 0801
Amphetamine 4 8.0 18 115 0.815 0.846
Ecstacy I 14.0. 31 199 1221 0875
Cocaine 6 120 3L} 19.9 4378 0.357
Rel evin 0 0.0 3 19 0.982 | 0.322
Heroin 4 8.0 20 129 1640 0.802
LSD 3 6:0 12 T 4301 0367
Codeine syrup 3 6.0 9 58 2.141 0.544
Pills 5 10.0 28 17.9 2.955 0565
Anabolic steroid 4 8.0 i 71 0.734 0693

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square, There was not statistical significant
differences between how many friends use substance between Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students.
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Table 91. Comparison of friends how much they insisted on tobacco use of
university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Friends how much they Cyprus Turkey

insisted N Ofo N 0Ol XI D
Tobacco 18 26.0 88 564 14021 0.003
Alcohol 26 52.0 93 59.6 1521 0677
Marijuana B 6.0 33 21,2 6936 0074
Bonzai 4 8.0 g2 14.1 1.376 | 0411
OPD use 4 80 16 10.3 0,423 0.935

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between how much friends insisted on tobacco use and Cyprus and Turkey bom
university students (p=0.003). It showes most of the friends insisted to use tobacco
among Turkey bom university students.

Table 92. Comparison of thougthts and attitudes about psychoactive substance
of university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey

Thougzthts and attitudes N Olo N Ol X2 D

Has relaxing effect b 10;0 22 14.1 2.418 10659
Unhealty 247 54.0 76 48.7 10.850 | 0.028
Help to get rid of problems 2 4.0 20 12.9 4,700 0.319
Entertaining 6 120 35 22.4 4.535 0338
Cause lose control 25 50.0 5 48.1 - |- 8356 -] 0:500
Leads to self-knowledge 3 6.0 20 129 4200 | 0371
Gives courage 8 16.0 39 25.0 8.860 | 0.065

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was statistical significant differences
between oppinion of psychoactive substance are unhealty and Cyprus and Turkey
bom university students (p=0.028). Most of Cyprus bom university students have

oppinion of psychoactive substances are unhealty than Turkey bom university

students.
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Table 93. Comparison of in the last 12 months at least once psychoactive
substance use at places of university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Psychoactive substance Cyprus Turkey

use at places N Olo N Olo X2 p

at home 3 6.0 12 0. 0.531 0912
at friends. home 4 8.0 16 10.3 0.464 0927
at university 2 4.0 11 .1 0.930 0818
at dorm 0 0.0 9 58 3.037 0.386
at car 2 40 11 7.0 1.201 0753
at club, bar, party 5 10.0 15 9.7 1.960 0.581
at outside, street 5 100 iz 77 2.898 0.408
at other places 2 4.0 10 6.4 1.024 0.795

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university’
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between last 12 months at least once psychoactive substance use at places
between Cyprus and Turkey bom university - students.

Table 94. Comparison of the reasons for psychoactive substance use other than
tobacco and alcohol of university students from Cyprus and Turkey

The reasons for Cyprus Turkey Total
substance use other than

tobacco and alcohol N Olo N % N Olo
Have fun 3 6.0 23 147 26 12.6
Curiosity 3 6.0 A5 ] 9.6 18 87
Get angry 1 2.0 3 1.9 4 19
Get bored 1 2.0 3 1.9 4 19
To try 3 6.0 4 2.6 7 3.4
Get relax 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.5
Getting away from 0 00 | 0.6 | 05
problems

To feeling good 0 0.0 2 1.5 7 1.0
Never used 39 78.0 103 66.0 142 689
Other 0 0.0 | 0.6 1 0.5
Total 50 100.0 156 100.0° 206 100.0

X2=6.568, df=9, p=0.682, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences between the reasons for psychoactive substance use other than tobacco
and alcohol and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0.682).
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Table 95. Comparison of if before they participate in meeting about the
pschoactive substance use of university students from Cyprus and Turkey

Participation in Cyprus Turkey Total
pschoactive substance N Olo "N Ol N Ofo
use meeting

Evet 23 46.0 73 46.8 96 46.6
Hayir 27 54.0 83 532, 110 534
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X>=0.010, df=l, p=0.922, NR=0 (%O)

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square. There was not statistical significant
differences  between of if before they participate in meeting about the pschoactive
substance use and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students (p=0.922).

Table 96. Comparison of life time any OPD use of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
OPD use N % N % N Olo
User 11 22.0 47 301 58 28.2
Non-user 39 78.0 109 69.9 148 718
Total 50 100.0 156 1000 206 100.0

X>=1.237, df=l, p=0.266, NR=0 (%0)

In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place Of university
students were compared by Chi-Square ho statistically significant differences was
found (p=0.266). Itis shown that at least once life time OPD use of students is
%28.2. OPD use rate of Cyprus bom university students. is %22, Turkey bom
university students is %30.1.

Table 97. Comparison of life time illicit drug use of university students from
Cyprus and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey Total
Illicit drug use N Olo N Olo N Olo
User 9 180 46 295 55 26.7
Non-user 41 920 110 70.5 152 733
Total 50 1000 156 100.0 206 1000

X:=2553, df=I, p=0110, NR=0 (%0)
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In the present study the first codeine syrup use age and birth place of university
students were compared by Chi-Square no statistically significant differences was
found (p=011 0). It is shown that at least once life time illicit drug use of students is
%26.7. OPD use rate of Cyprus bom university students is %18, Turkey bom
university students is %29.5.

Table 98. Comparison of culture attitudes of university students from Cyprus

and Turkey

Cyprus Turkey
Culture attitudes mzsd mzsd t p
Assimilation 17.18+7.80 RH.1iB8. 18 -7.485 | 0000
Separation 25.63+9.80 16.70+6.91 6906 | 0.000
Marginalization 28:82%/:10 21.20+8.02 1.997 | 0047
Integration 2508+7.84 24.60+8.69 0.342 | 0720

In the present study culture attitudes and birth place of university students were

compared by independent sample state T-test. There was statistical significant

differences between assimilation (p=0.000) and separation (p=0.000) of culture

attitudes and Cyprus and Turkey bom university students. Mostly assimilation

attitudes are used by Turkey Bom students but Cyprus bom students are showing
separation and marginalization attitudes.

Table 99. Comparison of religion attitudes of university students from Cyprus

and Turkey

- Cyprus Turkey
Religious attitudes mzsd mzsd t p
Cognition 536+3.00 301+2.12 6.116 0.000
Feeling 446+2.53 7.37+2,67 -6.791 | 0.000
Behaviour 4.68+2.50 7.06+2.66 -5.600 | 0.000
Relation to God 6.02+3.07 8.24+2.48 -5.145 | 0000

Inthe present study religion attitudes and birth place of university students were

compared by independent sample state T-test. There was statistical significant

differences about religion attitudes between Cyprus and Turkey bom university
students. Mostly all types of religious attitudes are used by Turkey bom students,
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Table 100. Comparison of OPD use situation and culture and religious  attitudes
of university students: from Turkey

User Non-user

Turkey Born OPD use mzsd mzsd t n

Assimilation 27.40+£7.98 2i¢.87%9.156 0.297 0.767
Separation 1910+7.80 15.70+6.28 -2.731 | 000F
Marginalization 2305+758 2043+8.10 -1.814 | 0.072
Integration ST 24.35+9.11 -0507 | 0.613
Cognition 341+235 2.85+2.00 -1.532 | 0.128
Feeling 6.40+£2.34 . Witaig. o 2974 0003
Behaviour 5.91+2.42 1.5502.61 3636 0000
Relation to God 7.30+£2.80 863+2.23 3.121 | 0862

In the present study OPD use situation and culture and religious attitudes of Turkey
bom university students were compared by independent sample state T-test. There
was statistical significant differences between separation of culture attitudes and
Turkey bom university students OPD use situation (p=0.007). OPD use Turkey bom
university students are using more separation attitudes while compared with non-
user. There was statistical significant differences between feeling (p=0.003),
behaviour (p=0.000), relation to God ofreligious (p= 0.002) attitudes between user
and non-user. Non-user Turkey bom university students showed more feeling,
behaviour and relation to God of religious attitudes whilw compared with drug user.

Table 101. Comparison of OPD use situation and culture and religious attitudes
ofuniversity students from Cyprus

User Non-user

Cyprus Born OPD use m+sd m+sd t p

Assimilation 17.56+8.66 W 0. il 0157 | 0.876
Separation 23.33%10.90 26.15+9.60 0.775 | 0.442
Marginalization 21.78%7.15 24.27+7.83 0:80: | 0.585
Integration 24.33+6.48 25.26+8.19 0.315 | 0.754
Cognition 4.44+3.13 5.56+2.98 1011 0.317
Feeling 4.78+2.68 4.39+2.52 -0.413 | 0.681
Behaviour 5,562 .80 4494253 -1,163 | 0.250
Relation to God 6.00+£2.65 6.02+3.18 0.022 -| 0.983

In the present study OPD use situation and culture and religious attitudes of Cyprus
bom university students were compared by independent sample state T-test. There
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was not statistical significant differences between culture and religious. attitudes

between cyprus bom drug user and non user.

Table 102. Comparison of life time alcohol use situation and culture and

religious attitudes of university students from Turkey

User Non-user

Turkey born alcohol use mzsd mzsd t p

Assimilation 3164+955 3671013 -0.592 | 0.555
Separation 17.24+7.42 16.09+6.28 -0.985 | 0.326
Marginalization 22.16+8.37 20.06+7.48 -1589 0114
Integration 2364+8.58 25.69+8.75 1.397 | 0165
Cognition 344+2.45 2.55+158 -2.697 | 0.008
Feeling 6.46+2.57 835+2.42 4.683 | 0000
Behaviour 6.16+2.45 8.04+2.54 4708 0.000
Relation to God 7641267 8.88+209 3.206 | 0.002

In the present study life time alcohol use situation and culture and religious attitudes
of Turkey bom university students were compared by independent sample state T-

test. There was not statistical significant differences between culture attitudes

between Turkey bom alcohol user arid non user. There was statistical significant

differences between cognition (p=0.008), feeling (p=0.000), behaviour (p=0.000),
relation to God ofreligious (p=0.002) attitudes between alcohol user and non-user.
Non-alcohol user Turkey bom university students showed more feeling, behaviour

and relation to God of religious attitudes while compared with alcohol user.

Table 103. Comparison of life time alcohol use situation and culture and

religious attitudes of university students from Cyprus

User Non-user

Cyprus born alcohol use mzsd mzsd t p

Assimilation 18.90+9.00 21.10+8.28 0.701 | 0.487
Separation 25.71+10:23 25.3048.42 -0.117, 1 10.908
Marginalization 24.18+8.07 2240+6.19 -0.648 | 0.520
Integration 25./18+8:13 24.90+7.03 -0082 | 0.935
Cognitive 595+300 3.00+1.56 -2998 | 0004
Feeling 4.321252 5.00+2.62 0.753 | 0455
Behaviour 442+2 44 5.70+263 1.457 | 0,152
Relation to God 6.00+3.11 6.10+303 0091 | 0.928

In the present study life time alcohol use situation and culture and religious attitudes
of Cyprus bom university students were compared by independent sample state T-




test. There was not statistical significant differences between culture attitudes
between Cyprus bom alcohol user and non user. There was statistical significant
differences between alcohol user and non-user for only cognitive religious attitudes
(p=0.004). Alcohol user Cyprus bom university students showed more cognitive
religious attitudes while compared with non-alcohol user.

Table 104. Comparison of tobacco use situation and culture and religious
attitudes of university students from Turkey

Turkey born tobacco use User Non-user
mzsd mzsd t p

Assimilation 30.41+ 10.03 32.91+9.15 1.459 | 0.147
Separation 16.95+7.23 16.14+6.17 -0.640 | 0523
Marginalization 2121+ 8.24 21 1 7.62 -0.034 | 0.973
Integration 2446+ 8.96 24.93+8.11 0.288 | 0.773
Cognitive 2,84+1,73 3.39+2.77 1.502 | 0.135
Feeling 7.37+£2.60 7372383 -0.009 | 0.993
Behaviour 6.90+2.59 7.43+2.78 1.161 | 0.247
Relation to God 8.05+2.54 865+2.32 1.421 | 0.157

In the present study tobacco use situation and culture and religious attitudes of
Turkey bom university students were compared by independent sample state T-test.
There was not statistical significant differences between tobacco user and non-user
Turkey bom university students about cultute and religious attitudes.

Table 105. Comparison of tobacco use situation and culture and religious
attitudes of university students from Cyprus

Cyprus born tobacco use User Non-user
mzsd mzsd t p

Assimilation 19.16+8.25 20.45+11.13 0.420 | 0.676
Separation 24.9749.99 27.0949.63 0.621 | 0.538
Marginalization 24.19+814 22.73+6.60 -0543 | 0.590
Integration 24.9448.31 25.09+6.70 0.053 | 0.958
Cognition B.BpE8.11 4.45+2.70 -1,137 | 0.261
Feeling 4.37+2.41 4824309 0,511 | 0.612
Behaviour 4.3942.32 5.82+2.96 1.683 | 0.099
Relation to God 549+2.95 7.55+3.05 2.018 | 0.049

In the present study life time alcohol use situation and culture and religious attitudes
of Cyprus bom university students were compared by independent sample state T-
test. There was not statistical significant differences between tobacco user and non-
user Cyprus bom university students about cultute attitudes. There was statistical
significant differences between tobacco user and non-user for only relation to God
religious attitudes (p=0.049).



4. DISCUSSION

This study proves that there is a relationship between psychoactive substance use of
university students and cultural and religious attitudes. While this relationship is not
observed intensively between tobacco and alcohol use and cultural and religious
attitudes, OPD use has more intense relationship with cultural and religion attitudes.
Also it is observed that especially Cyprus bom and Turkey bom students have unique

cultural and religious attitudes in this study.

Our study showed that at least once in lifetime tobacco use among university
students is found as 87.8%, alcohol use 83.5%, OPD use 28.2% and illicit
psychoactive drug use 26.7%. Cakicli et al., (2014) in 2012, a study in TRNC which
includes three universities of all of six universities and it is applied among 1323
university students showed that at least once in their lifetime tobacco use rate was
like 69.5%, alcohol use rates was 81.0%, OPD use were 15.6%, and illicit drug use
rate was 10.9%. Again Cakici et al, (2015) in household study which representative
sample of all the TRNC and covering 994 participants aged between 18-65 years, at
least once in their lifetime tobacco use rate was62.7%, alcohol use rate was 72.1%,
OPD use rate was 13.2%, and illicit drug use rate is demonstrated as 8%. In the last
years high school studies in the TRNC identified low tobacco use rates but level of

alcohol was high, in addition to this in 1996 use of illicit drug use rate increased from
| 2% (Cakici and Cakici, 2000) to 5.6% in 2015 (C;aklu et al., 2015). Cakic et al.,
(2015) stated that the highest levels of illicit drug use are found among young people.

While in this study, tobacco and alcohol use more intensive among Cypriot
university students, it is seen that the use of OPD more widespread among Turkish
university students. Cypriot students tend to preferred more to use alcohol at bars and
cafes or street environment according to Turkish students. While Cypriot students
tent to use alcohol to have fun, Turkish students report that they use alcohol because
of annoyance or sleep problems. In both group it is seen as alcohol is used because of
trying and curiosity. In the high school studies, curiosity is first reason for alcohol
use (Cakici, M., Cakicl, E., 2000a; Cakici, M, Cakicl, E., 2000b; Cakicl, et al., 2010;
Cakici, et al., 2015).
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Cyprus is a transit point for the trafficking of psychoactive substances Cyprus is an
island, is preparing a favorable environment for the transit transport material (Cakici,
2000). As a strategic position Cyprus in this matter of drug traffic is the intersection
point of east and west (Boyiadjis, 2004). Cyprus known as 'Golden Crescent' which
Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran towards to Europe is on the route of drug traffic and
it is called Balkan route, the southern foot road lies towards to Cyprus (Booth,
1996). UNODC, Balkan route as a geographical position is expressed in the 1980 and
at the present time Balkan route is known to be active for heroin route and it is
reported in the last 20 years Turkey and the Balkan minority groups make heroin
transfer via this route (UNODC, 2012). Also, the Turkey delivered bonsai are
reported to be transferred from the TRNC, as well as Europe and China (TUBIM,
2012). In general, it is stated that of all the countries affected by the traffic on the
transit route for drug use (Affinnih, 2002; Madi, 2004). Cyprus is a touristic island
and it is reported that the use of drug is high among university students. Cakici
(1999) has been reported that substance use is increased especially among university
students from Turkey, Turkish Cypriots who came from England and among young

tourists.

Researches, to understand the causes of psychoactive substance use has increased in
recent years. Researchers report that psychoactive substances use has psychological,
sociological, and biological reasons. Social and culturalv environment, low socio-
economic situations and physical environment like housing, urban planning and
transport can cause drug use indirectly (Spooner and Hetherington, 2004). Various
kind psychological discomfort of individual like depression, low self-esteem, distress
and so on may lead to drug use in their teenage years (Newcomb et al,, 1986, 526).
Also biological components like genetic differences can effect on more or less prone
to individual substance use (US. Congress, 1993). However, in recent years many
studies have been showing the possible relationship between psychoactive substances
use with acculturation. Acculturation may cause some changes in norms, attitudes
and routines concerning illicit drug use (Amaro et al., 1990, 54). This can be

supported by various studies. In another study, acculturation measures of Hispanics




especially  English language preference and longer time spent in United State (US)

had convincing relation with Drug Use Disorder (Blanco et al., 2013, 226). However,
some researches introduce contrary findings that acculturation does not have
influence on drug use. 1999 and 2000 results of National Household Survey on Drug
Abuse (NHSDA) in United State (US) adduce that unnative bom substance use
prevalence rates was lower than US bom substance use prevalence (Gfroerer and

Tan, 2003, 1892).

The study showed that Cypriots and Turkish students show different cultural
attitudes, while Cypriot showed more separation of cultural attitudes and Turkish
revealed more assimilation of cultural attitudes. Cakici et al., (2015) in the household
study which cover general TRNC population and compared who has problem and
pathological gambling and has not, Cypriot who showed separation of cultural
attitudes and Turkish who showed assimilation of cultural attitudes have more
widespread problem and pathological gambling. Cakici et al, (2014) stated that
every society has its own socio-cultural. characteristics and not just immigrant but
also cultural attitudes of local culture can be effective on problem and pathological
gambling. Fosados et al, (2007, 2990) stated that acculturation has relation with
alcohol and drug use among Southern California Latino adolescents; assimilation had
negative relation with current alcohol use among male, separation had positive
relation- with current alcohol use among female, marginalization is related with
important risk forlife time alcohol and drug use among man and for current drug use
among female. In this study there are differences cultural attitudes of OPD' use
Turkey bom and Cyprus bom university students. OPD use Turkey Bom students are
using more separation attitudes while compared with non-user but in Cyprus bom
OPD use students have not showed any cultural attitudes while compared with non-
user. In the study of gambling problem and pathologic gambling is more widespread
among Cypriots, but in this study OPD use is more widespread among Turkish
university students. This means that the communities have different reactions to
different social problems and they show also different cultural attitudes for using

OPD. Every society can reveal its own different cultural attitudes.
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This study is also prove an evident that religion attitudes affecting on OPD use.
Religion attitudes do not have effect on OPD use among Cypriots. Despite that,
religion attitudes have effect on alcohol and OPD use among Turkish and individual
who has high religion attitudes showed low rates of alcohol and OPD use. However,
in this study, religion attitudes have mild relationship on tobacco use among both
Cypriots and Turkish. This shows that different communities may be affected by
different levels of the religious attitude. Although religion attitudes can have effect
on some community or group but also it may not be effective in another group. There
are various studies about that there is relation between religious attitudes and
psychoactive substance use. Kahraman et al., (2010) stated that drinking alcohol is
one of the acts which is strictly forbidden by Islamic religion. Therefore religiosity is
one of most important elements that can hinder of individual substance use (Van der
Meer Sanchez et al., 2008). There are a lot of study which indicates this relation that
religioncar reduce drug use rates or protect individual from substance abuse (Gomes
et al., 2012, 29). Cakic et al, (2014) stated that ignoring religion is on~ cfrthe risk
factors for illicit drug use. Again in another study in Turkey indicated similar
outcome that religion is one of the protective factor for substance use (Yal¢in et al.,
2009, 125). 2015 household study in North Cyprus results shows that the importance
given to religion cannot prevent the use of illicit drugs among Cypriots (Cakici et al,
2015).
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5. CONCLUSION

This study is proved that there is relationship between substance use and cultural and
religious attitudes. It was observed in this study that, Cyprus bom and turkey b‘o‘m
university students showed different religion and cultural attitudes in consider of
tobacco, alcohol and OPD use. Each group can be influenced by the religious and
cultural attitudes of its own socio-cultural life. Cultural and religious attitudes can
have different ratios impressions on different psychoactive substances. Alcohol use is
more affected by religious attitudes while OPD use is affected by both religious and
cultural attitudes. However, tobacco use cannot be affected by religious and cultuﬁai
attitudes. In another communities, different religious and cultural attitudes can have
more different impression on psychoactive substances. Therefore, while ‘dev‘el‘opihg
public health policy to prevent psychoactive substance use sociocultural and
religious attitudes should be considered. Development of strategies that prevent
psychoactive substances use should be evaluated within unique conditions of ever

society and specific socio-cultural structure.
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BOLUM L

Bu anket calismasi sosyal sorunlarimizi ve aliskanliklarimizi arastirmaya yonelik bilimsel bir
cahsmadir.. Kibris da Universite egitimi goren Kibrisli ve Ttrkiyeli dgrencileri iceren, 18 yas ve Usti,
kadin ve erkek bireylere uygulanacaktir. Bu galismada kesinlikle kimlik bilgileri kullaniimayacaktir.
Yalnizca calismanin istatistik verileri akademisyenler tarafindan bilimsel arastirmalarda
kullanilacaktir. Anketi eksiksiz- sekilde doldurmaniz arastirmamiz i¢in ¢ok 6nemlidir.

Katki sagladiginiz icin tesekkiir ederiz.

SOSYODEMOGRAFIK BILGI FORMU

1. Cinsiyetiniz nedir?
A) Kadin B) Erkek

2. Nezaman defdunuzil By (... )i (1 T (ISR TR, )

3. Nerede dogdunuz?
A) Kibris  B) Tiirkiye C) ingiltere D) Diger

4. Asagidaki ulkelerden hangisinin vatandasisiniz?
A) KKTC B) TR C) KKTC-TR D) KKTC-ingiltere E) Diger, belirtiniz

5. En uzun stre nerede yasadiniz? Yilini belirtiniz(......ccevveeeeeeeeen )
A) Kibris B) Trkiye C) Ingiltere D) Diger

6. Hangi kimlige ait hissediyorsunuz?
A) Kibris kimligine
B) Turkiye kimligine, belirtiniz ( Turk, Kurt, vb. .................... )
C) Ingiltere kimligine
D) Dider, belirtiniz{ ..;.........coeueve.n. )
E) Bir kimlige ait hissetmiyorum.

7. Eger yurt disindan geldiyseniz, Kibris da hangi nedenden dolayr bulunmaktasiniz?
A) Kibris'in yerlisiyim
B) Universiteye geldim
C) Cahsmaya geldim
B IHERN®. i )

8. Kagincr siniftasiniz?
A) Hazirhk B) LSinif C) 2Siif D) 3.Sinif E) 4.Simf

9. Kag yildir universitedesiniz? ( Eger baska bir tniversitede de egitim aldiysaniz lutfen o
donemi de ekleyin )
A) I Yl B) 2 Yil C) 3vil D) 4 Yil E) 5 Yil ya da daha fazla
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10. Medeni durumunuz nedir?
A) Bekar B) Evli C) Nisanli D) Bosanmis E) Dul

11. Ogrencilik disinda baska bir iste ¢alisiyor musunuz?
A) Evet, tam zamanli B) Evet, yari zamanl C) Hayir

12. Nerede kaltyorsunuz?
A) Kendi evimde
B) Universitenin yurdu

C) Kiralik ev
D) Ozel yurt
E) Diger, belirtiniz(...................... )
13. Kiminle yasiyorsunuz?
A) Yalniz B) Es C) Partner, sevgili D) Anne, baba-kiz kardes-erkek kardes
E) Arkadas F) Ikinci dereceden akraba G) Diger, belirtiniz (..................... )

14. Kendi ekonomik desteginizinasil sagliyorsunuz? (Birdenfazla cevap sikkinin
isaretleyebilirsiniz)
A) Calisiyorum
B) Burs aliyorum
C) Ailem destekliyor
D) Diger, belirtiniz(....................... )

15. Ailenizingelir derecesi nedir?
A) Disik B) Orta C}lyi ~ D) Cok iyi

16. Ogrenci olarak kendi gelir durumunuzu nasil degerlendirirsiniz?
A) Dusik B) Orta C) lyi D) Cok iyi

17. Derslerinizde ki basari durumunuz nedir?
A) Okula bu dénem basladim
B) Bitin derslerimi gectim
C) Birkag dersten kaldim fakat donem uzatmadim
D) Egitimim bir donem uzadi
E) Egitimim bir dénemden fazla uzadi

18. Kendi akademik performansinizi nasil degerlendirirsiniz?
A) Cokiyi B) lyi C) Orta D) Kotu E) Cok koti
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BOLUM 2.

Asagidaki sorular sigara ve alkol kullanimi ile ilgilidir.

19. Hayatiniz boyunca kag kez sigara igtiniz?

A)0O B)12 €35 D)69 E) 1019 F) 20-39  G) 40 veya daha fazla

20. Son 30 giinde ne siklikla sigara ictiniz?
A) Hig icmedim B) Haftada ! sigaradan az C) Giinde 1 sigaradan az
D) Giinde 1-5 sigara E) Gunde 6-10 sigara F) Giinde 11-20sigara
G) Ginde 20 sigaradan fazla

21. Eger sigara kullantyorsaniz, hi¢ sigaray1 birakmakta zorlandiniz mi?
A) Cok zorlandim
B) Zorlandim
C) Zorlanmadim
D) Hig zorlanmadim
E) Sigaray! birakmayi hi¢ dustinmedim

22. Hayatiniz boyunca kag kez alkollt bir icki igtiniz?

A)0O B)12 €35 D)69 E) 1019 F) 20-39 .G) 40 veyadaha fazla

23. Son 30 gun iginde ka¢ kez alkolll bir igecekictiniz?
A) 0 B) 1-2 C)3-5 D) 6-9 E) 10-19 F) 20-30

24. Son 30 guin iginde alkol kullanma sikliginiz ne kadardi?
A) Hic
B) iki haftada bir
C) Haftada bir
D) Haftada iki kez
E) Haftada ikiden fazla
F) Ginde bir kez

25. En son igti ictiginizde neredeydiniz?
A) Higbir zaman icki igmem
B) Evdeydim
C) Baska birisinin evindeydim

D) Disarida, sokak, park veya acik havadaydim
E) Bir barda veya kafedeydim

F) Diskodaydim

G) Lokantadaydim

H) Diger, belirtiniz (.................. )



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
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Hayatiniz boyunca kag¢ kez icki ictiginiz icin sarhos oldunuz?
A) 0 B) 1-2 C) 3-5 D) 6-9 E) 10-19 F) 20-39 G) 40 veya daha fazla

Alkol kullanmiyor iseniz. hangi nedenden dolayi alkollil icki kullanmiyorsunuz? ' (Birden
fazla cevap sikkini_ isaretliye bilirsiniz)

A) Sagliga zararli

B) Tadini sevmiyorum

C) Insanlara verdigi zararlari biliyorum

D) Pahali

E) Gereksinim duymuyorum

F) Bagimliliktan korkuyorum

G) Etkilerinden hoslanmiyorum

Hangi nedenlerden dolayr alkollii igki kullantyorsunuz? (Birden fazla cevap sikkini isaretliye
bilirsiniz)

A) Eglenmek B) Uyuyabilmek C) Merak D) Denemek E) Sinirlendigim icin
F) Sikintidan G) Rahatlamak H) Sorunlarimdan uzaklasmak
J) Arkadaslarim ictigi icin K) Diger, belirtiniz(................. )

Ailenizden kimler alkol kullaniyor? (Birden fazla cevap sikkini isaretliye bilirsiniz)
A) Hic kimse B) Annem C) Babam B iaen Pelinungs ... ................. )

Ailenizden kimler sigara kullaniyor? ' (Birden fazla cevap sikkini isaretliye bilirsiniz)
A) Hig kimse B) Annem C) Babam B Difier, belitiniz( ..............c.cucne. )

Asagidaki sorular son ginlerde hakkinda ¢ok konusulan bir konu
olan uyusturucu maddeler ile ilgilidir.

31. Asagida ki maddeleri simdiye kadar hi¢ duydunuz mu?
; Hayir Evet
1. Ucucu Madde (Tiner, hali vs) A B
2. Sakinlestirici ve yatistiric A B
(Valium, Diazem)

3. Esrar A B
4. Bonzai A B
5. Amfetamin A B
6. Ecstasy A B
7. Kokain A B
8. Relevin A B
9. Eroin A B
10. LSD A B
11. Kodeinli Surup A B
12. Hap (akineton, ros-rohypnol, A B
nembutal-sari_bomb vs)

13, AnabolizanSteroid A B




32.

A)
B)
C)

33.

A)
B)
C)

34.

A)
B)
C)

35.

A)
B)
C)

36.

A)
B)
C)

37.

A)
B)
C)

38.

A)
B)
C)
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Simdiye kadar kag kez esrar kullandiniz?
Q 12 35 69 10-19 20-39 40veyadaha fazla
Hayatiniz boyunca A B Cc D E F G
Son 12 ay icinde A B C D E F G
Son 30 giin icinde A B Cc D E E G
Simdiye kadar ka¢ kez bonzai kullandiniz?
Q 1-2 35 69 10-19 20-39 40veyadaha fazla
Hayatiniz boyunca A B C D E F G
Son 12 ay iginde A B C D E F G
Son 30 giin iginde A B Cc D E F G
Simdiye kadar kag kez kodeinli surup kullandiniz?
Q 12 35 69 10-19 20-39 40veya daha fazla
Hayatiniz boyunca A B C D E F G
Son 12 ay icinde A B C D E F G
Son 30 giin iginde A B C D E E G

Simdiye kadar ka¢ kez ugucu bir madde koklayarak (hali, tiner, uhu, vs) kendinizi farkl
hissetmeye calistiniz?

Q 1-2 35 69 10-19 20-39 40veya daha fazla
Hayatiniz- boyunca A B C D E F G
Son 12 ay i¢inde A B C D E F G
Son 30 giin iginde A B C D E F G
Simdiye kadar ka¢ kez kokain kulla~diniz?

0 1-2 35 69 10-19 20-39 40 veya daha fazla
Hayatiniz . boyunca A B C D E E G v
Son 12 ay iginde A B C D E E G
Son 30 giin iginde A B C D E F G
Simdiye kadar kag kez eroin kullandiniz?

Q 1-2 35 69  10-19 20-39 40veyadaha fazla
Hayatiniz boyunca A B C D E F G
Son 12 ay iginde A B C D E E G
Son 30 gln icinde A B Cc D E F G

Doktorlarin insanlarin sinirlerini yatistirmak ve onlari rahatlatmak icin yazdigi bazi ilaglar
vardir (Diazem, Nervium, Tranksilen, vs). Simdiye kadar ka¢ kez bdyle bir sakinlestirici
ilaci doktorunuzun Onerisi disinda kullandiniz?

Q 1-2 35 69 10-19 20-39 40veya daha fazla
Hayatiniz_ boyunca A B C D E E G
Son 12 ay icinde A B c D E F G
Son 30 giin iginde A B C D E F G



39. Simdiye kadar ka¢ kez hap (rohypnol-ros, nembutal-sari© bomba, akineton) kullandiniz?

10-19 20-39 40 veya daha fazla
G
G
G

A) Hayatiniz boyunca
B) Son 12 ay icinde
C) Son 30 giin iginde

40. Hayatiniz boyunca kag kez asagidaki: maddelerden birini kullandiniz?
10-19 20-39 40 veya daha fazla

Q 1-2
A) Ecstasy A B
B) Amfetamin A B
C) LSD A B
D) Relevin A B
E) Alkolle beraber bazi haplar A B
F) Anabolizan Steroidler A B

41. Son 12 ay iginde kag kez asagidaki maddelerden herhangi birini kullandinz?
10-19 20-39 40 veya daha fazla

T
N

Q
A) Ecstasy

B) Amfetamin

C) LSD

D) Relevin

E) Alkolle beraber bazi haplar
F) Anabolizan Steroidler

WWWWWW'

A
A
A
A
A
A

42. Son 30 gin icinde kag kez asagidakii maddelerden herhangi birini kullandiniz?
10-19 20-39 40 veya daha fazla

Q 1-2
A) Ecstasy A
B) Amfetamin A
C). LsSp A
D) Relevin A
E) Alkolle beraber bazi haplar A
F) Anabolizan Steroidler A

‘WWWWWW|

> > >o
wwwl
eNeNe)

35

OOO0O0O0

3-5

OOOOOOI

349

OO0O0O0O0O0

6-9

UUUUUUI% UUUUUUlg

7
©

UUUUUU'

E

E
E

F
F
F

mimmmmm

F

m T M T T

G

OO0

mimmmimm

F

M T T T

G

OO0 o

M mmmmm

F

T T M T T

G

OO0 0o

Appendix 6



A) Bira icmek(en az bir bardak)
B) Sarap icmek(en az bir bardak)
C) Raki, cin vs. icmek (en az
bir bardak)

D) icki igerek sarhos olmak
E) ilk sigarayr icmek

F) Her gun sigara i¢cmek

G) Ucucu madde denemek

H) Sakinlestirici  ve

yatistirici  denemek

I) Esrar denemek

J) Banzai denemek

K) Amfetamin  denemek

L) Ecstasy

M) Kokain denemek

N) Relevin denemek

O) Eroin denemek

P) LSD

R) Kodeinli surup denemek

S) Hap denemek

T) Anabolizan steroid denemek

A)
B)
C)
D)
E)
F)
G)
H)
1)

J)

K)
L)

M)

N)
0)
P)

Kodeinli surup

Anabolizan steroid
Ne oldugunu bilmiyorum

43. Asagidaki siralandirilmis  durumlari
Hic

A
A

>>>> >

>>>>>2>>>>>>>

11 yas ve
oncesi
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B
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44, Eger bu giine kadar kullandiysaniz hangi maddeyi ilk olarak denediniz?
Asagidaki yazili maddelerden hicbirini denemedim

Ugucu madde

Sakinlestirici ve yatistirict maddeler (Doktorun recete etmesi disinda)

™ T

1 |88 | A i

o [ = = i T A e (B
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45. Denediginiz bu maddeyi nereden buldunuz?

Bazilari

C
@

C

OO0 0O0O0O0O0O0O0O0OO0

A) Yukanda sorulan maddelerden hicbirini kullanmadim

B) Bir arkadas  tarafindan verildi

C) Bir yabanci tarafindan verildi

D) Bir grup arkadas tarafindan paylasildi

E) Bir arkadastan  satm: aldim

F) Bir yabancidan satin: aldim

G) Aileden birisinden aldim

H) Ailemin izni olmaksizini evden aldim

) Diger, Pelimtimiza (.......oivesoesnscen )
46, Sizce arkadaslarinizdan  kag tanesi asagidakileri  yapiyor?

Hic _biri ~ok azi

A) Sigara. igmek A B
B) Alkolll icecek i¢cmek A B
C) Haftada en az bir kez
sarhos  olmak A B
D) ugucu madde kullanmak A B
E) Sakinlestirici ve yatistirici
kullanmak (doktorun
recete etmesi disinda A B
E) Esrar A B
F) Banzai A B
G) Amfetamin A B
H) Ecstasy kullanmak A B
I) Kokain A B
J) Relevin kullanmak A B
K) Eroin kullanmak A B
L) LSD kullanmak A B
M) Kodeinli surup A B
N) Hap kullanmak A B
O) Anabolizan steroid
kullanmak A B

C
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~ogunlugu
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47. Asagidakilerden yapmaniz; igin arkadaslar tarafindan ne kadar israr edildigini
hissediyorsunuz?

A) Sigara . igmek

B) Alkol igmek

C) Esrar kullanmak

D) Banzai kullarrmak

E) Diger uyusturucu maddeler

L
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x
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48. Uyusturucu maddelerle ilgili goruslere ne kadar katildiginizi- belirtiniz?

A)
B)

C) insani sorunlarindan

insani rahatlatir
Sagliga zararlidir

uzaklastirir

D)

E) Kontrollin kaybolmasina

Eglencelidir

yol acar
F) insanin kendini tanimasina
yardimci olur

G) Cesaret verir

49. Eger sigara ve alkol disinda kalan diger uyusturucu maddeleri kullantyorsaniz,son 12 ay
boyunca bu maddeleri asagidaki ortamlarda ne siklikla kullandiniz?

A)

B) Arkadasinizin evinde

C)
D)

Evinizde

Universite
Yurtta

E) Arabada
F) Club, bar Partide

G)
H)

Disarda sokakta
Diger

Hig

katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Bilmiyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
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Tamamen
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50. Eger sigarave alkol disinda kalan diger uyusturucu maddeleri en az bir kez bile

51

kullandiysaniz, ilk olarak hangi nedenden dolayi kullandiniz?

A) Eglenmek
B) Uyuyabilmek
C) Merak

D) Sinirlendigim igin

E) Sikintidan
F) Denemek igin
G) Rahatlamak

H) Sorunlarimdan uzaklasmak

I) Arkadaslarim igtigi icin

J) Kendimi iyi hissetmek igin

K) Diger, belirtiniz( ....................... )

Bugline kadar uyusturucu ile ilgili bilgilendirme toplantisina katildiniz mi?

A) Evet

B) Hayir
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BOLUM 3.
Bu anket Kisinin Kiltiir Tutumunu 6l¢cmektedir

it
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katiliyorum

1. Kibris bayramlarindan gok Turkiye bayramlarini |
kutlamayi tercih ederim 5 d 5
2. Kibnishlardan ¢ok Tirkiyelilerle bir araya gelip |
vakit gecirmeyi tercih ederim. . ;s 5
3. Hem Tirkiye hem Kibris bayramlarini. kutlamayi |
tercih ederim. 3 g 3
4. Turkiyelilerden c¢ok Kibrislilarla bir araya gelip

3 3 : . . | 3 4 5
vakit gecirmeyi tercih ederim.
5. "Bayram" bana bir sey ifade etmiyor. | 3 4 5
6. Hem Turkiyelilerle hem Kibrishlarla bir araya |
gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih ederim. . . 5
7. Turkiye bayramlarindan ¢ok Kibris bayramlarini 1
kutlamayi tercih ederim. 8 o >
8. Kimlerle bir araya gelip vakit gegirdigime

1 3 4 5

aldirmam .
9. Hem Kibris hem Tirkiye kiltiruni benimsemeyi 1
tercih ederim. ® cd >
10. Evde/yurtta Kibris yemeklerinden ¢ok Tirkiye |
yemekleri yemeyi tercih ederim, 3 4 5
11. Evimde/odamda Kibrislilara 6zgu
stislemelerden  ¢ok Tirkiyelilere  6zgu suslemelerin: 1 3 4 5
olmasini tercih ederim.
12. Yakin arkadaslarimin  Turkiyeliden c¢ok Kibrisli: |
olmasint tercih ederim. & 4 5
13. Evde/yurtta ne cesit yemek yedigime aldirig |
etmem. 3 4 5
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14. Tirkiye kultirinden cok Kibris kiltirtini
benimsemeyi tercih ederim.

15. Hem Kibrish hem Tirkiyeli gibi yasamaktan
hoslandigimi  sdyleyebilirim. .

16. Ne tlr gazete okuduguma aldiris etmem.

17. Yakin arkadaglarimin hem Tirkiyeli hem
Kibrish olmasini tercih ederim.

18. Codu zaman ne sekilde yasayaca§ima  aldiris
etmem.

19. Kibris kultirunden cok Tarkiye kulturtinu
benimsemeyi tercih ediyorum.

20. Evde/yurtta Kibris sivesinden ¢ok Turkiye
sivesini konusmayi tercih ederim.

21. Tirkiye gazetelerinden ¢ok Kibris gazetelerini
okumay!i tercih ederim.

22. Evimde/odamda Turkiye'ye « 6zgu
suslemelerden ¢ok Kibris' a 6zgl stslemelerini
olmasini tercih ederim

23. Hangi kiltlrt benimsedigime aldiriss etmem.

24. Turkiyeliden c¢ok bir Kibrish  gibi yasamaktan
hoslandigimi sdyleyebilirim |

25. Kibris. gazetelerinden  ¢ok Tirkiye gazetelerini
okumay!i tercih. ederim.

26. Evde/yurtta hem Turkiye - hem Kibris
yemeklerini yemeyi tercih ederim.

27. Evilodami susleme - gibi 6nemsiz- seylerle
kafami yormam.

28. Evdel/yurtta hem Turkiye sivesi hem Kibris
sivesi  konusmayi tercih. ederim,

29. Evde/yurtta Turkiye yemeklerinden  cok Kibris
yemekleri yemeyi tercih ederim.

30. Hem Turkiye hem Kibris gazetelerini okumayi
tercih ederim.

31. Kibrislilardan ¢ok bir Turkiyeli gibi
yasamaktan hoslandigimi soyleyebilirim.
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32. Yakin arkadaslarimin  kimler olduguna aldiris { 2 3 4 5
etmem.

33. Evde/yurtta: Turkiye sivesinden ¢ok Kibris 1 5 3 Vi 5
sivesi konusmayi - tercih ederim.

34. Evimde/odamda  hem Tdurkiyelilere: hem

Kibrishlara . 6zgi stislemelerin ~ olmasini tercih 2 3 4 5
ederim.

35. Cogu zaman duygu ve disuncelerimi  nasil dile | 9 3 4 5
getirdigime aldirig etmem.

36. Yakin arkadaslarimin  Kibrisli- olmasindan ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5
Turkiyeli olmasini tercih- ederim




BOLUM 4.

Bu anket Kisinin_ Dini_Tutumu_6lcmektedir
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Hic
katilmiyorum

Az
katiliyorum

Yari yariya
katiliyorum

Coguna
katillyorum

Tamamina
katiliyorum

1. Dinin gereksiz oldugunu

distintiyorum l 2 3 4 5
2. Dini inancin insanlara . yararindan

¢ok zarari. olduguna inaniyorum I 2 3 4 5
3. Ezan, dua veya ayet gibi dini

okumalarr . dinledigimde 1 2 3 4 5
duygulanirim

4. Dini etkinliklere katildigimda

gercekten ¢ok zevk alirim l 2 3 4 5
5. Yasantimin_ dini degerlere uygun

olup olmadigina dikkat ederim l 2 3 4 5
6. inandigim dinin gereklerini yerine

getirmeye ' calisirim l 2 3 4 5
7. Zor zamanlarda Allah'in° bana

yardim® etti§ini distntyorum l 2 3 4 5
8. Allah'in bana ¢ok yakin oldugunu

hissediyorum l 2 3 4 5
9. Ben inancli_ biriyim 1 2 3 4 5
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ARASTIR"IA AI'IACLI CALISMA ICIN AYDINLATILMIS ONAM FORMU
(Arastirmacinin - Agtklamasi)

Kibrisli ve Turkiyeli Gniversite 6grencilerinin madde kullanimi, kiltir ve dini tutum
arasindaki iliski ile ilgili yeni bir arastirma yapmaktayiz. Arastirmanin ismi ** Kibrisli ve
Tarkiyeli Gniversite 6grencilerinin madde kullanim &zellikleri ve risk faktorlerinin kiltur ve
dini tutum agisindan incelenmesi” dir.

Sizin de bu arastirmaya katilmanizi 6neriyoruz. Bu arastirmaya katilip katilmamakta
serbestsiniz. Calismaya katilim gonulluliik esasina dayalidir. Kararinizdan énce arastirma
hakkinda sizi bilgilendirmek istiyoruz. Bu bilgileri okuyup anladiktan sonra arastirmaya
katilmak isterseniz formu imzalayiniz.

Bu arastirmayi yapmak istememizin nedeni, madde kullanimina etki eden faktorleri
belirlemektir. Yakin Dogu Universitesi Yakin Dogu Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
Uygulamah (Klinik) Psikoloji Anabilim Dallari’ nin ortak katilimi ile gerceklestirilecek bu
calismaya katiliminiz arastirmanin basarisi igin 6nemlidir.

Eger arastirmaya katilmayi kabul ederseniz size bir demografik bilgi formu ve bir dizi 6lcek
sunacagiz. Demografik bilgi formu sizin yas, cinsiyet gibi demografik ¢zellikleriniz
hakkindaki sorunlari icermektedir. Diger Olgekler ise madde kullanim 6zelliklerini ve risk
faktorlerini 6lgmekte, dini tutumu O6lgmekte ve kiltir tutumunu 6lgmektedir.

Bu calismaya katilmaniz iginsizden herhangi bir iicretistenmeyecektir. Calismaya
katildiginiz icin size ek bir 6deme de yapilmayacaktr.

Sizinle ilgili bilgiler gizli tutulacak, ancak ¢alismanin kalitesini denetleyen gorevliler, etik
kurullar ya da resmi makamlarca geregi halinde incelenebilecektir.

Bu calismaya katilmayi reddedebilirsiniz. Bu arastirmaya katilmak tamamen istege baglidir ve
calismanin herhangi bir asamasinda onayinizi gekmek hakkina da sahipsiniz.
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(Katihmemnin Beyani)

Sayin Prof. Dr. Mehmet Cakici tarafindan Sosyal Bilimler Enstitisit Uygulamali (Klinik)
psikoloji Anabilim Dallar' nda, Kibrish ve Turkiyeli Gniversite 6grencilerinin madde
kullanim ozellikleri ve risk faktorlerinin kltir ve dini tutum agisindan incelenmesi
konusunda bir arastirma yapilacagi belirtilerek bu arastirma ile ilgili yukaridaki bilgiler bana
aktarildi. Bu bilgilerden sonra boyle bir arastirmaya "katilimei* olarak davet edildim.

Eder bu arastirmaya katilirsam arastirmaci ile aramda kalmasi gereken bana ait bilgilerin
gizliligine bu arastirma sirasinda da buytik 6zen ve saygi ile yaklasilacagina inantyorum.
Arastirma sonuclarinin egitim ve bilimsel amaclarla kullanimi sirasinda kisisel bilgilerimin
ihtimamla korunaca@ konusunda bana yeterli giiven verildi.

Projenin ydruttlmesi sirasinda herhangi bir sebep gostermeden arastirmadan cekilebilirim.
(Ancak arastirmacilari zor durumda birakmamak icin arastirmadan cekilecegimi énceden
bildirmemirn uygun olacaginin bilincindeyim).

Arastirma icin yapilacak harcamalarla ilgili herhangi bir parasal sorumluluk altina
girmiyorum. Bana da bir 6deme yapilmayacaktir.

Bu arastirmaya katilmak zorunda degilim ve katilmayabilirim. Arastirmaya katilmam
konusunda zorlayici bir davranisla karsilasmis degilim.

Bana yapilan tim aciklamalari ayrintilariyla anlamis bulunmaktayim. Adi gegen bu arastirma
projesinde "katihmci" olarak yer alma kararint aldim. Bu konuda yapilan daveti bytk bir
memnuniyet ve gonulliluk igerisinde kabul ediyorum.

Bu konuda ek bilgi alma ihtiyacim olursa 2236464 (i¢ hat 254) telefon numarasindan Yakin
Dogu Universitesi Psikoloji Boliim Baskanligina ulasabilecegim bilgisi bana verilmistir.
imzah bu form kagidinin bir kopyasi bana verilecektir.

Psikolog,
Riveyda Bayramoijy,

Katilimci
Adi, soyadi:
Adres:

Tel.:

imza:
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BiLGILENDIRME FORMU

KIBRIS YE Ti}RKIYE DOGUMLU UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERININ MADDE
KCLL\~ OZELLIKLERININ KULTUR VE DINIiTUTUM ACISINDAN
INCELENMESI

Bu calismanin amaci Kibrish ve Turkiyeli tniversite dgrencilerinin madde kullanim
Ozellikleri ve risk faktorlerinin dini tutum ile kaltur tutumlarinin madde kullanimi tzerine
etkilerini incelemektir. Calismanin sonucunda elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda madde
kullanimina etki eden faktorler belirlenmis olacaktir.

Bu ¢alismada size bir demografik bilgi formu ve bir dizi 6lgek sunduk. Demografik
bilgi farmu sizin yas, cinsiyet gibi demografik 6zellikleriniz hakkindaki sorunlari
icermektedir. Diger Olgekler ise madde kullanim 6zelliklerini ve risk faktorlerini 6lgmekte,
dini tutumu 6lgmekte ve kiltur tutumunu 6lgmektedir.

Daha dnce de belirtildigi gibi, 6lceklerde ve goriismelerde verdiginiz cevaplar
kesinlikle gizli kalacaktir. Eger calismayla ilgili herhangi bir sikayet, goris veya sorunuz
varsa bu calismanin arastirmacisi olan Psikolog Riiveyda Bayramoglu ile iletisime ge¢cmekten
lutfen cekinmeyiniz ( ruveydabayramoglu@gmailcom. Telefon: 0533 885 36 25).

Eger bu calismaya katilmak sizde belirli diizeyde stres yaratmigsa ve bir danismanla
konusmak istiyorsaniz, ilkemizde tcretsiz hizmet veren su kuruluslar bulunmaktadir:

Eger Universite 6grencisiyseniz, devam ettiginiz tniversitede Psikolojik Danismanlik,
Rehberlik ve Arastirma Merkezine ( PDRAM ) basvurabilirsiniz.

Eger 6grenci degilseniz, Baris Ruh ve Sinir Hastaliklari Hastanesine basvurabilirsiniz.
Eger arastirmanin sonuglariyla ilgileniyorsaniz, Haziran 2015 tarihinden itibaren
arastirmaciyla iletisime gegebilirsiniz.

Katildiginiz igin tekrar tesekkir ederim. :
Psikolog,
Riveyda Bayramoglu
Psikoloji Bolumi,
Yakin Dogu Universitesi,
Lefkosa.
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