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Abstract !

Neighborhood environments play an important role for determining substance use.
This cross-section analytic study was to examine how individual factors, interpersonal
factors and perceived neighborhood crime were related to substance use among drug
addicts. The subjects were 336 drug offenders, who were treated in compulsory drug
detention center in Northeast Thailand. The face-to-face structured interviews were
used for data collection. The percentage, mean, standard deviations, and multinomial
logistic regression were applied for statistics analyses. The results revealed that
majority of respondents were male (87.2% ) and age average was 27.7 years. About half
(51.2%) of them had completed secondary school or above, 22% were in unemployed,
68.8% had drug-related crime history, and their family (41.1%) and friends (69.3%)
used drugs. In additional, the most frequently (44.9%) used methamphetamine pills
only, 28.3% used other illicit drug with methamphetamine pills, and 26.8% used other
illicit drug without methamphetamine pills. The estimation of association between
perceived neighborhood crime and substance use after adjusted all covariates, found
that the moderate and high levels of perceived neighborhood crime were positively
associated with both methamphetamine pills use (AOR= 2.37, 95%CI: 1.18, 4.75; AOR=
2.18, 95%CI: 1.09, 4.35, respectively) and other illicit drug use with methamphetamine
pills (AOR= 2.59, 95%CI: 1.22, 5.52; AOR= 2.43, 95%CI: 1.14, 5.19, respectively).
This study suggests that substance use among drug addicts influenced by perceived
neighborhood crime. In the other word, people living in high perceived neighborhood
crime occurred in their neighborhoods were more likely to use substance. Therefore,
designing prevention and intervention strategies should consider the impact of

neighborhood context on substance use behaviors.
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M@ Bivariate analysis wu lungu
ﬁiﬁ'mﬁ'meimﬁm (methamphetamine pills
use only) wudn Mssuzlamarzannssnly
guguluszauihunandasgeiianuduiusnu

mstinduraemsldeniagedteddyma
d00 (OR=2.27, 95%CI: 1.19,4.33;0R=2.54
95%CI: 1.33,4.85 @INEIGU) UBAIINIL
WuINgNEHe (OR=3.28, 95%CI: 1.43,7.53),
Hiaumsnmszdulszandnwiniacing
Uszou@dnen (OR=1.94, 95%CI: 1.14,3.32),
fiussiaersanssuiieddesfuednio
(OR=2.12, 95%CI: 1.22,3.68), fifiou
(OR=2.48, 95%CI: 1.42,4.33) w3aaulu
AsaUAsAIldeania (OR=2.18, 95%CI:
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1.25,3.81) vuillemaldenanniudaiieau
fumsldonandeniasu qlaglildanh s
ﬂ&jﬂﬁmmwﬁﬂwﬁﬂﬁ'u 95unue1tn (other
illicit drug use with methamphetamine
pills) wuhlduamsanendiduluTumadiendu
naunguitldentinadiaden duda msfud
Jaymarzanssuluguruluszauiunais
warssdugeiianuduiusiumaiindunes
msldeandaniinau sanfuemageite
§1AN1NE06 (OR=2.39,95%CI:1.16,4.91;
OR=2.56,95%CI:1.24,5.27 MuEIAU) UBNIN
fignuh sedumsdinen msiivssSaemannssu
Werdasfueandauaziisunianuly
asauaSlFenanionienuduiugiumsiiia
aurpamslFiawdnaiingu q3msuenhadhed
HedA N NEDAFUNUY (Fan 597 3)
idlamuanimulsszduyana ldun ang
LA S2AUMIANT IEW wazdszifanuanITy
Rendastueniandio uasiulsszdul fiuwus

sewiayana laud tiounazaulunasauain
Tdmnsiawda wud1 nquitldentiegaden
mssuilamansannssnluguulussauthuna
warsERUgeAgansiiaudNRus f UM sIiingy
M s ldentnadeiitedayneada (AOR=
2.37, 95%CI: 1.18,4.75; AOR= 2.18, 95%CI:
1.09,4.35 MNIIAU) nduiﬁawnawﬁmwﬁﬂﬁ'uﬂ
swAugh dwuhmssuidamasannssuly
guruluszauihunanuazssaugendaaaiian
Fuusfunsiiniuainsldenandoniio
au qmduenthadniived daynasdfnuiu
(AOR= 2.59, 95%CI: 1.22,5.52; AOR= 2.43,
95%CI: 1.14,5.19 MUTIAU) drudsau sl
euduugiumsiadurasmsldenthuazms
Tenanwdoziinau 95wtuenh laud szaums
Anwuazmsiiieundaauluasauadldanamn
fio dumsiivssSaomannssuiedaatuenan
fofianuduiusmmeiumsifivdureimsly
enthaehadienintiu (§aamsei 3)

M13199 3 MIeNsaNNFNNUSIenINTadessauyaaa TJadeszaulfdunusseninuynna waz

Uadassaugnaunumsldasiania

M3 ENR iU 9

Msldentnagiaien .
5 FINAUEILN
muls
OR AOR OR AOR
(95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI)
tadgszaunnny (Neighborhood-level)
M3sutaymanzannssu
Tugwau
~ szuthuna (sedus®) 2.27 2.37 2.39 2.59

(1.19,4.33)**

- SEOUN 2.54

(1.83,4.85)***

(1.18,4.75)**  (1.16,4.91)**  (1.22,5.52)**

2.18
(1.09,4.35)**

2.56 2.43

(1.24,5.27)**  (1.14,5.19)**
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M3 3 MAeNEEANNFNRUSIEnINTEszauyaaa Tadessaud fannusssninyana uas

Uaeszaugnrunumsldansiania (da)

M3 Feaniazindu

Mslgeninadiaien .
5 TNV
muds
OR AOR OR AOR
(95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI)
tadgdruyana (Individual-level)
g 0.97 0.98 1.00 1.00
(0.94,1.00) (0.94,1.01) (0.97,1.04) (0.96,1.04)
LWARIE (LWAVIEIN*) 3.28 2.35 1.15 0.84
(1.43,7.53)***  (0.97,5.71) (0.54,2.44) (0.37,1.93)
Uszandnsviamnn 1.94 2.09 2.00 2.00
(siseudnwaulu*) (1.14,3.32)**  (1.15,3.79)**  (1.11,3.61)**  (1.06,3.82)**
TR (JOUm*) 1.69 1.63 1.83 1.76
(0.86,3.36) (0.78,3.38) (0.88,3.82) (0.81,3.83)
HUszidamannssunetas 2.12 1.99 2.02 1.87
fuenawde (ldiseings) (1.22,3.68)*** (1.09,3.66)**  (1.09,3.75)**  (0.97,3.63)
ﬂ%ﬁ’ﬂﬂﬁﬁ’&ﬁ’uﬁis%’hﬂuﬂﬂa(lnterpersonal—level)
fauluasauniily 2.18 2.13 1.86 1.96

GG (hiﬁ*) (1.25,3.81)***  (1.17,3.86)**

fuvauldenando (laik ) 2.48

(1.42,4.33)***

2.06
(1.13,3.76)**

(1.02,3.44)**

2.47
(1.33,4.60)***

(1.03,3.73)**

2.19
(1.13,4.25)**

naenne. OR=0dds ratio, AOR=Adjusted Odds ratio, CI=confidence interval, *Reference group,

nauldenandoziiodu qlaalaildenth (ngueeda)

**p<0.05, ***p<0.01

anudsrgua

PINHANITINE WU MITUFTam
angannssnlugazulussauihunanuazszay
geflanuduiusfumaiiintunasnsldenh
wazmslEaEndnsinau 93msventh Tag
fadedananilfiquani@aduiadodes (risk

factors) wu@aynaaiiondaagluguauilil
mssuilamersanssulussaugeaziilona
IFanandinunnitauiiordeag luguauiil
mssudilamaensannssussiuc Fdannda
AUuNISAN¥I289 Shareck and Ellaway?,
Looze et al.” uas Theall et al.” fiwui
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m3suilamazannssuluguauienudunus
funsldanandovaseuluguau eilars
asnnauiindoaglugusuiiiamwinadoy
#lszidien (neighborhood disorder) lawn
amwiadaxfifitymarannssy dameny
JUUSY imsmeeande wazeauldeando
gy azilamamnniuiiaziingdnssusauu
(delinquent activities) Ansuzndeeandia
lade msasueiededldenania nsld
EENAALETMSENTLRM UL uanani]
mamegluammwuadandradurildaumariiu
zaaundnuanulilasanawasyinlviiag
anuaisadahlugmahenandaunldiie
UFILMANNLATEAAINGIIH *°
assiluanaennmsdneues Yabiku et al.®
waz Kepple and Freisthler” fiwuinilam
a1sanssnlugngulafianuduiusiuns

WO HANISIVY

WA MIUYNILAENIHNLATEIANTT
weanadad luanigawinm Fuamsanwiiuan
defuaaiisunnnanuuandeesznng
fidnsuazddnmsTasudsdaymarsannssy
Taamsideasadl §3darnsdnmlungy
WnssAaiisdusianianiiaiunasis
gﬂwnjﬁtﬁ'ﬁumiﬂﬂﬁ@%ﬂm waziaemudstam
aannssuiiilusnuaLuuEs e (subjec-
tive measure) Aaiamsiuiuasyanaiiiiae
f]tymmmﬁﬂsmﬁLﬁﬂﬁvﬂuqmu dumMsdnm
luansgawsm mmsdnnlungizguluguon
Ml wardadmustlymaannssuludnwoe
WuULBIUsHE (objective measure) ﬁ"uﬁaé'mw
maiaamanssNildnndayazaadivii
579 BeMsANEIYeN Hadley-Ives et al.”®
Fififiumsiamaiusunsynna (perceived
neighborhood measure) Wudeiazrauly
iiullymgumnuazwginssuzeayanalaani

MIIaUuULNUIHE (objective neighborhood
measures)
dhuilaeszauyanauazszaulannus
sshayaeaitanudiusiumsldansianda
Toun szaumsane msitiaundaauly
AsBUA LEENENAN warmstiUszifemannssu
HenTaafiuenanio Fedanaaaeiunamsanen
YDIWANY JNUITE 1T 20 % 59742 F g
msansluaudsimensldenania las
AuRiszaunsinmmasandnwmaziilana
Tenhannhauimumsanmnszaunminenss ™
WwiltilasnamsiimsAnmnszduadnanseny
@149 1wy aalamamsiaum deealisele
Wagasuazih lUgmsldenandamuan'™ * ©
wannnilansasdululdigidridaiies
fiuszifersynssuiieddeeduadnio
szilamaldenandoiingy twsrzauwail
anziGauIsMsldeanderiialvy wasuan
wWasulszaumsaleuaniouazainsa
aeandalungueidnindacianuy’ diu
Uszifiurasaulunsauaiiuaziiiouldonania
wuh msldeniandanasyaaatiudiumiildsy
answamanmsldidniezasaulunsaunsi

20, 42

waztiau®™ © milmnzmsitifiouldenianio
mlvimssnzulvnesssldenanio msuusih
UWANENLEWAR MsdaudIamsldenanie was
mseaniunisldenando’ ™™ © uananil
msiifieuluaseuailosiemzgunaseslyd
ELENAN WU UM TFTNUUULNUNYHNTTN
Tumaiifialisuin sauneadralamasis
enaniolahauazihlugmsldeandala™ ©
aan1sANEIZEINIUN Anslouazgdsay
dafiu® wuh gidhiniaenandodioasuivue
msthiiauazgnildesdfugdenuudriiu vaau
Fanaiianmsaenneawdouaznauliane
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wziauluasavasingeldeanfawasuu
eLENAN LA LEN

vV o OJ a Vv glﬂ =

FanneresmNTedfazluuumsdng
LUUMARAZING T LNaNINToRS A NNTNNUS
L%wqma (Causal relationships) taztiadan
wudayalungudsgammzannlsnenuassy
ansndluamenziuaaniaamiiamuy 39
lLisnansoagunamsdnmardalugenguyly
gnaniamusemnale waaglsdaunsIae

$ A L~ [ o v a v

asalnuaaslirutetadedeasduiannaay
yasnagdenianswadansldasianiauas
naugnszhiafeiueEnwiaddiainiungy
A Yooy
dhdeleenn

dalauauuy

Han15398 waneliiudidadeau
funaanaeiade (neighborhood envi-
ronment) Slutladaniliiianswadanmsldans
andavasyanalugumy detulumsiivue
wnasmandawnmelumsudladymenianio
mafinsandstiammias Gudguladd
mssugdamanzannssuluguaugs dazdewa
Tilamamsldmandnanniulids Ssansie
numanasmslumsaamsiiadaymasannssy
Tagmmsa B INITuauEEnda Wunsae
enandaluguau Wudy Tasmsiidsinvas
vane ihsnuiii;das nutasudams
Wdsemaudniniiadiusinlunsaandasgua
yanalugauiifingimsaiiionnezdhluifedas
NUBTNGR

e lWaansnadinsamuduiusidama
woznaszuiniadedanadousnsiiagande
numslamsianwdasnadniudadddgluuums
Anmazazem warmsiamulsdunadanues

flagendaenaazdasldismsians 2 suuuy fe
Msadesiauazdesais tieazlaminse
25 UNEANNFNNUSURITT8AINa NI LATALAY
sndaauanmslasamsiauuulawuunii

naanssndszne

HI782820UAN UWHUIUNIAIBINIS
asEnda @1INNUNBINUIIUTTNFUAIN
fauayunulumsidenssil senauamngw
Freghanavuiidhinmsdnmuazlvdaya
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