CHAPTERIIV :

FINDINGS \3
4.1 Introduction

This chapter reports the results obtained from t alysis of dat ohta from

the questionnaire results. The results of the s a the résults tm@?rom the

ohd J@K (2002), the

survey results are significant to see h t the stu ult Q

research conducted by the researcher. Ac ding’ to G‘de

This chapter discusses in det e result )@sed on the objectives

and questions stated in chapter Its f the nd|<</ ave been analyzed using
the Statistical Packages fo The OCIT (SP for Windows Version 25.0
lected data is to lse@what extent there is a significant

software. The analysis%

difference in secon school

£

acc&fapce of PPDa and its relation to their

anak/é!'ls done based on the data that has been

attitude towards@

obtained fro uestl nnair af ht} en distributed to the respondents. A total of

380 set tlonga S ‘pswte@ three parts, namely parts A, B and C. All the

dat ceived were analyzed and}sdmmarlzed in table form.

§ellability Test

Reliability is an assessment of the degree of consistency between several

measurements of an attribute (Hair et al., 2010). In this study, the researcher conducted
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a Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability analysis to determine the degree of
reliability of the instrument. This method, in addition to being the most frequenw
method, can also help researchers to see how far the items measure the sa@truct

(Hair et al., 2010). Several criteria are used to identify the degree of int nsistency

of the instrument constructed Cronbach Alpha value above 0.7. q

Table 4.1 Reliability test for all vari bleY~
[

Variable Construct Cronbac I N of.Items

PPDa SLAD 54
5 MINIT
UJIAN URIN
LORONG PPDa o b

Attitude ? 0oleN ¥ M5

The Cronbach Alpha internal @ 6@ to assess the

reliabilityofthisinstrumentwithtwaariab S : K]ﬁgronbachAlphavalue

D
w

Based on Hair . (2010), a reliability

for this questionnaire is gooﬁ% '
coefficient value of 0.7 is conw acc : ean{hl e, the reliability coefficient
for each construct is go ameds Jnefn]m@ons made by Hair et al. (2010).

4 g@or the PPDa variable is higher than

roast\

that of the attitw&a le, whichgs 0.9545awhile the Cronbach Alpha value for the

O
attitude variat@lG Atco {o r et al., the Cronbach Alpha value for these

two var@aso‘pﬁl ). \}\(J
L 9

4.3 ographics of Res \/nt

N

he analysis of this section looks at the frequency, percentage, mean value, and
N

>

As shown in Table 4.1

<}

.

dard deviation of all information about the respondents, which consists of three

items: gender, age, and year of study. The researcher will explain in detail the
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demographic data of the respondents so that it is neater and more straightforward. The

tables below show the data distribution in Part A by gender and total monthlyw

of parents (RM). %\
4.3.1 Gender ‘ I

Table 4.2 Distribution of respondent by gende
Gender N @o) l
R
Male 179 4 .1\{
ay
Female 201 é 9.0 | _\C-}
A v
Total 380 Y- \“ 3

Table 4.2 shows the frequencwgcentage 0

answered the questionnaire acc r to ge e d:\he table above, the

n S
frequency of male respondent re gsiqﬂal @7 1%, while the frequency

of female respondents is 20 nde to 52
S S
b 4 s 44,
& @)
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4.3.2 Socioeconomic Status

Table 4.3 Distribution of respondents by socioeconomic status \2

Socioeconomic Status (RM) N

1000 and less 63 .

1001-3000 123

3001 - 5000 95 .0

5001 -7000 65 \,;1

7001 and above 34 8.9
Total 380 100

Table 4.3 shows the frequency and percentage of re de tsMwer%the

questionnaire according to socioeconomic status. Sis result dtm&‘q}phlcs
of socioeconomic status found that most of the entw cmecs&mc class

of RM1001 to RM3000, which is a t%ﬁ ple r 32. foIIowed by
f RM300

respondents who have a socioeconomic RM@O which is a total
of 95 people or 25.0%. While for h joecon \a 4‘:&5001 to RM7000, 65
people or 17.1% of the total n res ndent ln\‘/ol\@:rh this study. Respondents

with the socioeconomic sta SS a \63 people or 16.6%. However,

only 34 people or 8.9% onde , have \ c?g'economic class of RM7000 and
above. \ '
KR {7 §
C—)

4.4 Norma lysis ¢ 2
@ o -
crugia umt&? determining whether the hypothesis test is valid
is t distribution’s nom\ and the most important thing is that the findings
fr analysis are reliable (Awang et al., 2018). The data normality test determines

G her or not the data distribution is usually scattered. Skewness and Kurtosis values
r

e used to assess data normality.
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Data is considered normal if the skewness range is between -2 and +2 and the
kurtosis range is between -7 and +7 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). (Byrne,w.

According to Chua (2011), the values of Skewness and Kurtosis must be b% 1.96

and +1.96. According to Zainudin (2015), the normal range for Skewn Kurtosis
values for samples larger than 200 is between -1.5 and +1.5. The Skewngss and Kurtosis
values of variables are shown in the table below. \,

Variables N Min Std. Deviati i
G -~
PPDa 380 4.2137 0.3741 £0.033 \2&373

ATTITUDE 380 1.3327 .232;

& % 3
The results of the data normali hs shown i e ‘l’éa ove, show that the

data distribution of all variables is

: AP
kurtosis proposed by Zainudim , Chua ,an achnick and Fidell (2007).
N
All variables had skewness Qd kurtosls va s'b@n -2.0 and +2.0, i.e. the PPDa
variable had a skewness Q.OB nﬁ osf; 6{;—.373. The skewness value for the
attitude variable @md@sis v@.%l. Because all of the variables have
reached the d@e ess a ky’tosﬁéﬁlues, the infraction analysis can begin.

4.5 scFiptive Analysis \/Y'

.
.
&7

N\, B
is section will present the results to answer the research questions and achieve

e'objectives. Then, the findings are presented according to the purposes.



4.5.1 To identify the level of students’ acceptance of the overall PPDa program

This study aims to identify students' acceptance of the overall PPD%gam.
The data were analyzed using the mean score and standard deviation fjr eseriptive
cept

analysis. To answer the research question, what is the level of studen nce of the
overall PPDa program? The researcher analyzed the data usin% ean score and

standard deviation for descriptive analysis. Table 4.5 sho mean scores and

Lt f(lund that all the
programs have high levels of acceptance by the respondents. The 5 Min Antis@dah
LS
program has the highest score of 4.2716 with sta eviation of 014437 ‘\
4 \)Y'

PDa ams

corresponding standard deviations for the four PPDa

Table 4.5: Mean score for levels of cept;ce

v

Construct N /Std: Deviation
SLAD 380\ . 44332
5 Minit Antidadah L2271 Q\ 44370
Ujian Urin : N\ .48400
Lorong PPDa 6 8 a2 48341
"Moderatess 2.34 — 3. igh = 3.67 — 5.00)

(Level: Low =1.00 — &
s
4.5.2 To identify stu@ des toward iIlici.@sugs

s ¢ &
The result& resea]'ch answered <IS.L*-second purpose of study and achieved

the second re que tio‘n. r]swegae research question, what is the student
&k '
itd irh res@er will analyze the mean score and standard

attitude to@ rugs?

deviati e respondefitsSTable-2.6 shows the mean score for all the items in the
- V -

att asure. Table 4.7 sffoc@ the average mean score for the attitude measure for

%respondents. The result indicates that the respondents have a negative attitude

O\/ards illicit drug use.
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Table 4.6 Mean and standard deviation for items in attitudes measure

ltems

C1l

Items Description N Mean Std.
Devh;'g

| think illicit drugs are not harmful to 380 1.34 @5

health
I am sure | can stop taking illicitdrugs 380 2.92 67

C2
at any time | want to

C3 Ilicit drugs give me energy to study 380 1.29 .i 576
and work V

C4 I am not ashamed even if I am 380 578
addicted to illicit drugs ? '

C5 Taking illicit drugs is just like 380 ' 1.204
smoking — no big deal

C6 I hate illicit drugs

C7 I love illicit drugs

C8 Taking illicit drugs is so cool

C9 Ilicit drug is the best

C10 I cannot live without illicit drugs

Cl1  After taking illicit drugs, I am uII
energy

C12  When | am high on drug
even need to eat \

C13 | prefer to hang out with othe W:S 3
are also taking illicit dr

C14 | hate those people % | me to 8
avoid drugs

C15 | do not care ev o to 1.06 324
because of drug ?

(Le

(—)
&
N
S

vel: Low = 100 —2.33, MO(,erate 2;36 .66, High = 3.67 — 5.00)
(Q
(J

N l
\&/ ,.C,)&
"v-): \,§
\C-)
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Table 4.7 Mean and standard deviation for all items in attitudes measure

Items Items Description N  Mean Std. Deviat

Total All 380 1.33

(Level: Low =1.00 — 2.33, Moderate = 2.34 — 3.66, High = 3.6%0)
4.6 Inferential Analysis \,z

This section tests the hypotheses to answer the resea Eztiorf that have been

posted at an early stage. Accordingly, the analysis in h esis testing.i

one based on the need to meet the purpose of %y. The met d, @were

including t-test, one — way analysis of varian VA)da rson\/&Srrelation
\ g

4.6.1 There is no significant differencesin the level ccep@ce of the overall

A
PPDa program based on t Qﬂj}htﬂgﬁ% T c}&
é " &
Tablem ndefMt an\a‘iy‘éis
T s
ean

Ny
Gender N ' d. ' Q’ t df Sig.
o Ia'ﬁpﬁg,
-.769 378 443

Male A?;\ 41980~ .
Female \2 4,2 . 364 445
Male hmal re‘s G%eﬂt's'@ ptance of the entire PPDa programs was
compar@%;n indepe ‘pt t-teeé\'\here are no significant differences in male (M=
3

4.193&

ean difference (-0.029, 95 percent CI: -.10 to .04) was not statistically
G ificant. As a result, the null hypothesis Ho1 is accepted. The results of the
dependent t-test for PPDa programs between male and female respondents are shown

in Table 4.8.

Coefficient.

4

w
(&2
N
K
\‘
(o))
a1

) and female (M= , SD=.36) scores (t(df)= 378, p=.44). The magnitude
&P
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4.6.2 There is no significant difference in student attitude towards illicit drugs

based on the student gender

Table 4.9 Independent t-test analysis : :' ’
Gender N Mean Std. t d Sig.
Deviation

Male 179 1.3548 21801  1.746 N 082
Female 201 1.3131 24415 17 080

Male and female respondents' attitude towards,illicit drugs was lpzfr&?s’mg
an independent t-test. There are no significant dl% |n‘m e (M= 1.3%D:.21)
and female (M= 1.31, SD=.24) scores (t(df)= 378; p=.0 agni dq%‘? the mean

sigrﬁ{%t. As a result,

difference (.041, 95 percent ClI: -.00 to Owﬁ statisti
for_QQude towards illicit

the null hypothesis Hoz is accepted. The indep ncLQt

drugs between male and female re nantsds own'in'Ta 9.

% &
4.6.3 There is no signiflch\l_er 1 A&i@ acceptance of the overall
t

PPDa progra% on th" ud s‘,o onomic status
’K\able Z'10 o) -Way@OVA analysis

-
Socmecon tus *S '01! ‘v)udf Mean F Sig.
~Squares ( square
, N
Betw n p ,- :4.22Q\ 4 1055 8103  .000
p 48.8 375 130
53,049 379

*Slgnlflcance on level p <.05

Q Referring to table 4.10, one-way ANOVA test showed a significant difference

the level of acceptance of the overall PPDa program based on the student

socioeconomic status with a value of F (4,375) = 8.10, p = .00 p <0.05. That means the
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overall PPDa program's acceptance level is significantly based on the student's

socioeconomic status. This indicates that the null hypothesis Hos is rejected. Yv

4.6.4 There is no significant difference in student attitudes toward |Elci,drugs

based on the student socioeconomic status ‘

Table 4.11 One-way ANOVA analysis

Socioeconomic Status ~ Sum of df Me z F' Sig.
|4

Squares
Between group 1.080 4 2 5.2 OOQz.
o N
Within group 19.467 375 052 | _f)
Total 20.547 379 2 A\

*Significance on level p < .05 ?' o N
\ Y'
These results show in Table 4.11 @M isa g?pn' icant di nce in student

attitudes towards illicit drugs based onN

AN
F (4,375) =5.20, p = .00 p <0.05. ans nt's Ll)@des toward illicit drugs
(]
are significantly based on the K 'S SOWS‘%&@ his indicates that the null
=~

hypothesis Hoa is rejected.% T 'vj | 0
7S

omic@us with a value of
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4.6.5 There is no significant relationship between the level of students’ acceptance

of the PPDa program with student attitudes towards illicit drugs YV

Table 4.12 Correlations Coefficient between the level of students’ acceﬁa:ncebf the

PPDa program with student attitudes towards illicit dr,
PPDaj:itude

PPDa Pearson correlation z ' -071
Sig. (2-tailed) l\?
N 80 Oe Y'

Attitude Pearson correlatic@ -.07 Il _\‘:)\
Sig. (2-tailed) 169

N -sg’ | @6
**_Correlation is significant at the level (2stai e
*_ Correlation is significant at the@% el (

Based on Table 4.12, Pearson's cor tion@'

the relationship between student a%cae
ul

towards illicit drugs. The resem

N
of student acceptance o the?ﬁ% pro{ram dlst@attitudes towards illegal drugs
.Th

(r=-.071, sig = 0.16). Ther ore,% pB is stated that there is no significant

1,

a program and students' attitudes

q
tssh VErs <&zjrrelation between the level

relationship betw,% ents' ‘acceptance of the PPDa program and student attitudes

N
towards illicig@rugsis a e%:lcjg-/
&I
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4.6 Summary

Overall, the findings of the research are discussed in this chapter. ThereKY;en
up to five hypotheses proposed; three have been accepted, and two have ke jected.
This study's findings are based on five research hypotheses, which a %ows -

i.  The hypothesis is accepted because there is no si |f|c difference in

the level of acceptance of the overall PPDa prog Tﬁsed on the student

gender.

ii.  The hypothesis is accepted there is n@ significant/difference in s!qdent
| &
attitudes towards illicit drugs base e studentigender. ‘2_\
iii.  The hypothesis rejected that ther a3|g i iffere \i'n the level

D

of acceptance of the ov@M asegﬁ the student's

socioeconomic status

«é
iv. The hypothe5|s r he g |f| difference in student
attitude towar rugs d of th e nts socioeconomic status.

~

v.  The hypothe ccep ed t 'IS n nlflcant relationship between
the Ievei:of ,ude ts'Ja adt the PPDa program with student
att des tewards illici drugs%

O

In con f|nd| of t h& dy successfully demonstrate the values that
descrlbe y ssh d ts,é}eptance of PPDa and its relationship with their
attitud d illicit drugs, as as answering the study objectives presented at the

b& g of the study. As a result, the findings of this study have provided valuable

0 ext for the researcher to conduct subsequent research.
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