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				Abstract

				Excessive use of alcoholic beverages, tobacco or marijuana is problematic not only for adults, but in some countries, it is a significant problem for children. However, the reasons for differences in children’s risk behavior, as well as the reasons for risk behavior itself, are not yet fully understood. In this article we focused on the association between the quality of the school and home environment (and their sur-roundings) as perceived by children themselves and their risk behavior in relation to the use of selected substances. We worked with group of 343 9th grade primary school pupils in different types of neigh-borhoods. The results of our research show that at least some aspects of the quality of the physical en-vironment have an impact on children’s risk behavior.

				Keywords: health risk behavior; school environment; family and individual factors; adolescence
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				Introduction 

				The quality of the environment we live in, as well as its individual person perception, has a significant influ-ence on our health. Relations between environmental characteristics and risky behaviors are very complex and complicated. The growing interest in this topic has been reflected by lots of expert studies, not only medical, but also psychological, health-political or so-cial-epidemiological ones. Also geographical studies focusing on the quality of the physical (built) envi-ronment and health have aroused public interest late-ly (Krieger & Higgins, 2002; Handy et al., 2002; and others). As results of the studies show, the characteris-tics of the environment and living conditions in a par-ticular area influence health and health behaviour of the population and may be related to their health-risk behaviors.

				Poor physical and social environment aspects (home or school environments and their surround-ings) are often topics of interest for experts in relation to health-risk behaviours of adolescents (Jang & John-son, 2001; Duncan, 2002; Galán et al., 2021). Addic-tion research confirms that early and intensive addic-tive substance abuse by adolescents leads to numerous physical, social and mental problems, not only during the adolescence but also later in the adulthood (New-comb, 1997). Experts agree that it is not possible to focus only on studying home quality and the quality of social relationships in families, but also on school quality and environments (Leatherdale & Manske, 2005; Reynolds et al., 2019). As for adolescents, it is just this case that school environments, relationships with classmates or social relationships are often as-
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				sociated with drug abuse (Hawkins et al., 1992; Ens-minger et al., 2002; Spilková, 2015).

				In this article, we have used the latest published data of the European School Survey Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD, 2020) and our own field research in the form of a survey questionnaire, which we carried out at selected schools in two biggest cities in Czechia - Prague and Brno. We have tried to analyze some of the relations between the environment in which children and adolescents live and study and substance abuse in the context of the Pan-European ESPAD project’s re-sults. Our main goal was to find out whether and, if so, 

				which aspects of the environment affect students the most. In our study, we have followed up on the first na-tional study focusing on the influence of the physical environment, namely the types of housing develop-ments, on health-risk behaviours of Prague adolescents (Dzúrová et al., 2015). This study has focused on study-ing risky behaviours of young people through the qual-ity of their homes and school environments within sev-eral different types of housing developments in Prague. We have followed up on this pilot research, we further modified it and included the second largest city in the Czech Republic - Brno. 

				Data and methods

				This study has used data that we collected from the sur-vey questionnaire which was carried out in two larg-est Czech cities - Prague and Brno - between Novem-ber 2018 and October 2019 using the Google Forms tool. There were two inclusion criteria for the research groups: 1) respondents were pupils of the 9th grade of primary schools, and 2) only two classes at one school could participate in the research. Questionnaires were filled in online by the 9th grade pupils from a total of 19 primary schools - 10 from Brno, 8 from Prague (one pupil did not report his/her school). There were two criteria for the school selection: 1) schools were selected according to the predominant type of hous-ing developments while different types of housing de-velopments were included approximately evenly, and 2) according to the locations in Prague and Brno (con-sidering whether the schools were located on the out-skirts or in the city centers).

				The research was carried out after it had been pre-sented to the principals of the selected schools (or pre-vention methodology or educational counselors) and after they had agreed to it. The participation in the research was voluntary and anonymous. Both fac-tors were emphasized to the principals of the schools where the project took place, and also at the beginning of each questionnaire which were presented to pupils.

				A total sample of 343 pupils filled in the question-naire. At the time of the questionnaire completion, 54% of the pupils were 15 years old, 39% were 14 years old, 6% were 16 years old. 3 respondents reported ages that did not correspond to the ages of the 9th grade pupils, namely one respondent was 13 years old and two pupils were 17 years old, which was not clarified. Two students did not report their ages. The ratio of girls vs. boys was 53.4% vs. 46.6%. Out of a total of 343 completed questionnaires, 186 were from Prague, 156 from Brno and in one questionnaire the question on the school location was missing.

				There were 47 questions altogether in the question-naire. The first part of the questionnaire focused on demographic issues such as age, gender, family finan-cial situation (from the respondent’s point of view), parents’ education and the pupil’s relationship with friends, parents and, if there are any, siblings. The sec-ond part of the questionnaire included questions fo-cusing on who the respondent lived with, how he/she got to school, what he/she thought about the school and its environment and about his/her place of res-idence and its environment. The questionnaire was based on the Likert scale where respondents choose their answers from a predefined scale of answers. One of the key points of the questionnaire was the question on the types of housing developments in which the re-spondents’ places of residence were located. In order to understand this question better, pupils were given six illustrative pictures with the names of residence categories (Fig. 1). They had to choose which of the pictures most closely resembled the place where they lived. They could choose from the following catego-ries: block of flats, old city apartment house, new city apartment house, old detached house, new detached house and terraced house. The types of housing devel-opments were selected with regard to the most com-mon housing developments in Czech cities. Table 1 shows the percentage of the respondents by types of housing developments in their places of residence.

				A total of 28.0% of respondents take usually 5 min-utes to get to school, 40.2% of pupils take 6-15 min-utes, 21.0% take 16-30 minutes, 8.7% take 31-60 min-utes and 2.0% of pupils take more than one hour to get to school. While in Brno 75.6% of pupils take 15 min-utes to get to school, in Prague it is only 61.8%. The big (but not surprising) difference between Prague and Brno is in the percentage of pupils who take more than half an hour to get to school - there are only 5.1% of them in Brno and 15.6% in Prague.
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				The following part of the questionnaire focused on the frequency and intensity of tobacco, alcoholic beverages and marijuana consumption by respond-ents and their closest relatives. The aim was not only to find out whether and to which extent pupils used selected substances, but also whether their consump-tion was affected or not by the consumption of the same substances by their close ones. For this reason, the question on how they got the substances was also included in the questionnaire. The last part of the questionnaire included questions on health and phys-ical activities.

				Concerning the families’ financial situation, 58.3% of respondents answered that their financial situation is rather average, 27.1% of respondents reported their 

				families as rather rich and 7.3% as very rich. A total of 6.7% of respondents think that their families’ fi-nancial situation is not very good and only 0.6% of re-spondents think that it is not good at all. More than one quarter of pupils have parents with high school diplomas, 18.7% with university degrees, 14.9% have a father with a university degree and a mother with a high school diploma. 85.7% of respondents have sib-lings (including step-siblings).

				Differences in the frequency of answers to the same questions in the questionnaire between a subgroup of pupils with no risky behaviours and a subgroup of pu-pils with at least one risky behaviours were evaluated using a chi-square test in a contingency table and ex-pressed as Odds Ratio with a 95% confidence interval.
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				Figure 1. Types of housing developments including survey pictures

				Source: Pictures 1, 3 and 5 - license CC0, pictures 2, 4 and 6 – author pictures

			

		

		
			
				Table 1. Percentage of respondents based on types of housing developments at their places of residence

				
					Type of housing developments

				

				
					Brno

				

				
					Prague

				

				
					Total

				

				
					New city apartment house

				

				
					9..6%

				

				
					8.1%

				

				
					8.7%

				

				
					New detached house

				

				
					11.5%

				

				
					23.1%

				

				
					17.8%

				

				
					Block of flats

				

				
					30.8%

				

				
					22.0%

				

				
					26.2%

				

				
					Terraced house

				

				
					20.5%

				

				
					9.1%

				

				
					14.3%

				

				
					Old city apartment house

				

				
					19.9%

				

				
					20.4%

				

				
					20.1%

				

				
					Old detached house

				

				
					7.7%

				

				
					17.2%

				

				
					12.8%

				

				Note: Due to rounding, the sum does not add up to 100.0%

				Source: Own research

			

		

	
		
			
				The Influence of Home and School Environments on Alcoholic Beverages, Tobacco and Marijuana Consumption by Adolescents in Prague and Brno

			

		

		
			
				292

			

		

		
			[image: ]
		

		
			[image: ]
		

		
			
				Geographica Pannonica • Volume 25, Issue 4, 289–299 (December 2021)

			

		

		
			
				Results

				In terms of risky behaviours, three risks were evalu-ated - (1) alcohol consumption, (2) smoking and (3) marijuana consumption. Before evaluating, it was first important to determine the extent to which the consumption of selected substances will be consid-ered risky. In this respect, we relied on the WHO and SZÚ recommendations. Daily cigarette smoking (that is at least 1 cigarette per day) was considered risky to-bacco consumption. As for alcohol, its consumption was considered risky if a pupil replied that he/she had drank 5 or more glasses of alcohol on at least three separate occasions in the last 30 days (one glass of al-cohol means either 0.5 l of beer, 0.2 l of wine or 0.05 l of spirits). Pupils who had used the substances at least 6 times in the last year were considered risky users of marijuana or hashish. We also found out how many types of risky behaviours were identified concerning a pupil - whether none, one, two or even all three types. We also found out the respondents’ perception of the quality of the internal and external environments of their homes and schools they attended.

				With a sample of 343 respondents who filled in the questionnaire, 273 respondents were considered with no risk of alcohol, tobacco or marijuana consumption, 70 respondents with at least one risky behaviour (of whom 39 only used one risky substance, 17 two and 14 three substances). In other words, about 20% of the pupils who filled in the questionnaire took at least one of risky substances. The most common were alcohol (46 pupils) and tobacco (40 pupils). We identified 29 students at-risk for marijuana consumption.

				If we compare the number of high-risk substance us-ers among pupils in Prague and Brno (Figure 3), the situation in the capital city is worse off. In Prague, we classify 15.1% of pupils as at-risk tobacco users, in Brno it is 7.7%. The difference between the two cities is sta-

				tistically significant (OR 2.141, CI 1.050-4.368). 17.2% of Prague pupils and 9.0% of Brno pupils consume al-cohol at a risk level. This statistical difference is also significant (OR 2.122, CI 1.088-4.140). There is no big difference as for marijuana, 9.7% of respondents from Prague and 7.1% of respondents from Brno are among risky users. This difference is statistically insignificant.

				As for pupils who attend schools in Prague, the sit-uation is more serious in terms of the number of risky behaviours. Although the difference in the number of pupils based on the number of risky behaviours be-tween Prague and Brno did not reach statistical sig-nificance, Figure 2 shows that in Prague the percent-age of pupils with risky behaviours is higher than in Brno. Out of the total number of 186 respondents, 23 of them reported one risky behaviour, 11 of them re-ported two risky behaviours and 11 of them reported three risky behaviours. The questionnaire was filled in by 156 pupils from Brno schools, of whom we report-ed 16 with 1 risky behaviour, 6 with 2 risky behaviours and 3 with three risky behaviours.

				Table 2 summarizes the percentage of respondents’ risky behaviours based on types of housing develop-ments. The most pupils with risky behaviours live in new detached houses. Risky users of all three types of sub-stances are most common among inhabitants of new detached houses, 21.3% of the pupils living in this type of housing development are risky alcohol consumers, 18.0% of the pupils smoke cigarettes and 13.1% of the pu-pils use marijuana. The lowest number of the pupils with no risky behaviours is among the pupils who live in this type of house. On the other hand, among the pupils who live in terraced houses, there occur the least risky users of all types of the substances, there are also the most pu-pils with no risky behaviours at all and there were even no respondents with all three risky behaviours.
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				Figure 2. Percentage of pupils based on city categories and the amount of risky tobacco, alcohol and marijuana consumption

				Note: The only pupil who did not report his/her place of residence did not behave risky and is included only in the “Total” column

				Source: Own research
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				The main aim of this study was to find out wheth-er and, if so, how the risky use of selected addictive substances by primary school pupils is related to their places of residence and school attendance. We set a null hypothesis that at-risk alcohol, tobacco and marijuana consumption is not related to places of residence and places of school.

				Pupils could choose from five different answers to the question “How do you like going to school?”: I like very much, I like, I quite like, I dislike, I don’t like at all. Table 3 summarizes results. We have found out statistically significant difference between subgroups of pupils with and with no risky behav-iours in answers “I like” (OR 0.413, CI 0.188-0.907) and “I don’t like at all” (OR 3.231, CI 1.497-6.971). 

				In other words, pupils who like going to school are less likely to use risky substances by 60% than oth-er pupils. On the other hand, pupils who dislike go-ing to school are more than three times likely to use risky substances than other pupils. The answer “I like very much” was only reported by pupils with no or one risky behaviours. Pupils living in new de-tached houses like going to school best. 32.8% of them replied to the question “How do you like go-ing to school?” by choosing answers I like very much or I like, on the other hand, the smallest percentage of the same answers was reported by pupils living in old apartment houses (18.8%).

				The 93.4% of pupils living in new detached houses replied to the question “Do you think that the place 
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				Figure 3. Percentage of respondents at-risk consuming tobacco, alcohol or marijuana 

				Source: Own research

			

		

		
			
				Table 2. Percentage of respondents at-risk consuming tobacco, alcohol or marijuana, based on types of housing development

				
					N = 343

				

				
					Tobacco

				

				
					Alcohol

				

				
					Marijuana

				

				
					Abs.

				

				
					(%)

				

				
					Abs.

				

				
					(%)

				

				
					Abs.

				

				
					(%)

				

				
					New city apartment house

				

				
					30

				

				
					3

				

				
					10.0

				

				
					5

				

				
					16.7

				

				
					3

				

				
					10.0

				

				
					New detached house

				

				
					61

				

				
					11

				

				
					18.0

				

				
					13

				

				
					21.3

				

				
					8

				

				
					13.1

				

				
					Block of flats

				

				
					90

				

				
					12

				

				
					13.3

				

				
					14

				

				
					15.6

				

				
					6

				

				
					6.7

				

				
					Terraced house

				

				
					49

				

				
					1

				

				
					2.0

				

				
					3

				

				
					6.1

				

				
					3

				

				
					6.1

				

				
					Old city apartment house

				

				
					69

				

				
					7

				

				
					10.1

				

				
					7

				

				
					10.1

				

				
					6

				

				
					8.7

				

				
					Old detached house

				

				
					44

				

				
					6

				

				
					13.6

				

				
					4

				

				
					9.1

				

				
					3

				

				
					6.8

				

				Source: Own research

			

		

		
			
				Table 3. Percentage of responses to the question “How do you like going to school?” of respondents with (at least one) and with no risky behaviours

				
					 

				

				
					Pupils with (at least one) risky behaviours N=70

				

				
					Pupils with no risky behavioursN=273

				

				
					OR (95% CI)

				

				
					I like very much

				

				
					1..4%

				

				
					5.9%

				

				
					0.233 (0.030-1.786)

				

				
					I like

				

				
					11.4%

				

				
					23.8%

				

				
					0.413 (0.188-0.907)

				

				
					I quite like

				

				
					45.7%

				

				
					47.6%

				

				
					0.926 (0.547-1.569)

				

				
					I dislike

				

				
					22.9%

				

				
					16.1%

				

				
					1.542 (0.810-2.938)

				

				
					I don’t like at all

				

				
					18.6%

				

				
					6.6%

				

				
					3.231 (1.497-6.971)

				

				Source: Own research
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				you live is good to live?”. Pupils living in new and old apartment houses are not very satisfied. However, the level of satisfaction is still high, about 77%. We have found out a significant difference among groups of pu-pils with risky and with no risky behaviours in their answers to this question as “Yes, it is a very good place” and “It is quite a good place”. These answers were re-ported mostly by pupils with no risky behaviours, on the contrary, the answer “Yes, it is a good place” was mostly reported by pupils with at least one risky be-haviour. However, the statistical evaluation of the dif-ferences among pupils with risky and with no risky behaviours did not give a consistent result in terms of a biologically plausible gradient (Table 4).

				Table 5 summarizes answers to the question wheth-er pupils feel safe where they live, across categories based on the risk of substances consumption. Pupils who always feel safe where they live are about 50% less likely to use addictive substances, pupils who usual-ly feel safe where they live are, on the contrary, about two times more likely to use addictive substances. The difference was not so statistically significant for the answers “sometimes” and “never”.

				Table 6 summarizes the results of responses to the question whether the respondents consider the select-

				ed facts in the surroundings of their places of resi-dence as problematic. These facts include:

				riots due to racial, ethnic or religious differences

				mess, rubbish, broken glass in the streets, pave-ments, courtyards

				drugs or excessive alcohol consumption

				violence, vandalism and criminality

				heavy traffic, traffic jams

				abandoned and unmaintained properties in the surroundings

				bad environment and lack of green spaces

				lack of playgrounds and other sports grounds

				Most pupils with no risky behaviours consider heavy traffic (31.5%), drugs or excessive alcohol use (26.0%) and mess (24.2%) in the surroundings of their places of residence as highly or very problematic. Pu-pils with at least one risky behaviour reported the same problems, but in a different order. The majori-ty of pupils reported drugs (32.9%), mess (30.0%) and traffic (27.1%) as the most negative issues. However, there was no statistically significant difference among answers to this question reported by pupils with and without risky behaviours. 

				Next, pupils had to aswer the question if they con-sidered the selected facts (the same as in Table 6) in 

			

		

		
			
				Table 4. Percentage of responses to the question “Do you think that the place you live is good to live?” of respondents with and with no risky behaviours 

				
					Pupils with (at least one) risky behaviours N=70

				

				
					Pupils with no risky behavioursN=273

				

				
					OR (95% CI)

				

				
					Yes, it is a very good place

				

				
					21..4%

				

				
					35.2%

				

				
					0.503 (0.270-0.937)

				

				
					Yes, it is a good place

				

				
					65.7%

				

				
					48.0%

				

				
					2.078 (1.201-3.593)

				

				
					It is quite a good place

				

				
					5.7%

				

				
					15.0%

				

				
					0.343 (0.119-0.992)

				

				
					It is not a very good place

				

				
					4.3%

				

				
					0.7%

				

				
					6.067 (0.994-37.039)

				

				
					It is a bad place

				

				
					2.9%

				

				
					1.1%

				

				
					2.647 (0.434-16.156)

				

				Source: Own research

			

		

		
			
				Table 5. Percentage of responses to the question “Do you feel safe where you live?” of respondents with and with no risky behaviours

				
					 

				

				
					Pupils with (at least one) risky behavioursN=70

				

				
					Pupils with no risky behavioursN=273

				

				
					OR 

				

				
					(95% CI)

				

				
					Always

				

				
					41..4%

				

				
					57.1%

				

				
					0.530 (0.311-0.904)

				

				
					Usually

				

				
					50.0%

				

				
					33.0%

				

				
					2.033 (1.194-3.462)

				

				
					Sometimes

				

				
					7.1%

				

				
					8.4%

				

				
					0.836 (0.306-2.284)

				

				
					Rarely or never

				

				
					1.4%

				

				
					1.5%

				

				
					0.975 (0.107-8.860)

				

				Source: Own research

			

		

	
		
			
				Irena Honsnejmanová, 

				Jan Jarolímek

			

		

		
			
				295

			

		

		
			[image: ]
		

		
			[image: ]
		

		
			
				Geographica Pannonica • Volume 25, Issue 4, 289–299 (December 2021)

			

		

		
			
				the surroundings of their schools as highly or very problematic as well. Table 7 summarizes the results. A statistically significant difference between pupils with and without risky behaviours was reported regarding mess in the surroundings of their schools (OR 2.076, CI 1.221–3.532) and violence or vandalism (OR 2.094, 

				CI 1.215-3.609). Pupils who consider mess, rubbish, violence, vandalism and criminality in the surround-ings of their schools as highly or very problematic are about two times more likely at-risk to consume al-cohol, tobacco or marijuana. As for other questions, there were no significant differences.

				Discussion

				Factors that impact substance abuse are divided into risky and protective categories (Jessor, 1991; Brooks et al., 2012; Dzúrová et al., 2015). They occur at the in-dividual (e.g. gender, age, lifestyle, value orientation etc.) and spatial levels (e.g. quality and structure of the family environment, the school environment and per-ception, the influence of the group in which a person exists, cultural patterns and regulations of given so-cial groups etc.). Additionally, there are other condi-tionalities of risky behaviors that belong to the group of “geographical factors” with a focus on the quality 

				of the youth home environment and schools that pu-pils attend.

				Multiple use of addictive substances does not have a uniform and stable definition in the scientific literature, and the methodological procedure of how to work with the relevant concept and how to measure it is not uni-form as well (Dzúrová et al., 2015). Authors use in their studies either indicators of the number or amount of substances used simultaneously, from which they sub-sequently form various indices. Further, they examine the age of an individual at which he/she experiments 

			

		

		
			
				Table 6. Percentage of respondents who answered that they consider the following facts in the surroundings of their places of residence as highly or very problematic 

				
					Pupils with (at least one) risky behaviour

				

				
					Pupils with no risky behaviours

				

				
					OR (95% CI)

				

				
					Riots due to racial, ethnic or religious differences

				

				
					8..6%

				

				
					14.7%

				

				
					0.546 (0.222 – 1.345)

				

				
					Mess, rubbish, broken glass in the streets, pavements, courtyards

				

				
					30.0%

				

				
					24.2%

				

				
					1.344 (0.751 – 2.404)

				

				
					Drugs or excessive alcohol consumption

				

				
					32.9%

				

				
					26.0%

				

				
					1.392 (0.789 – 2.455)

				

				
					Violence, vandalism and criminality

				

				
					22.9%

				

				
					19.4%

				

				
					1.230 (0.653 – 2.317)

				

				
					Heavy traffic, traffic jams

				

				
					27.1%

				

				
					31.5%

				

				
					0.810 (0.451 – 1.455)

				

				
					Abandoned and unmaintained properties in the surroundings

				

				
					12.9%

				

				
					16.5%

				

				
					0.748 (0.346 – 1.614)

				

				
					Bad environment and lack of green spaces

				

				
					17.1%

				

				
					21.6%

				

				
					0.750 (0.378 – 1.489)

				

				
					Lack of playgrounds and other sports grounds

				

				
					14.3%

				

				
					14.3%

				

				
					1.000 (0.472 – 2.118)

				

				Source: Own research

			

		

		
			
				Table 7. Percentage of respondents who answered that they consider the following facts in the surroundings of their schools as highly or very problematic

				
					Pupils with (at least one) risky behaviour

				

				
					Pupils with no risky behaviours

				

				
					OR (95% CI)

				

				
					Riots due to racial, ethnic or religious differences

				

				
					21..4%

				

				
					19.0%

				

				
					1.159 (0.608 – 2.211)

				

				
					Mess, rubbish, broken glass in the streets, pavements, courtyards

				

				
					55.7%

				

				
					37.7%

				

				
					2.076 (1.221 – 3.532)

				

				
					Drugs or excessive alcohol consumption

				

				
					44.3%

				

				
					46.2%

				

				
					0.927 (0.547 – 1.573)

				

				
					Violence, vandalism and criminality

				

				
					42.9%

				

				
					26.4%

				

				
					2.094 (1.215 – 3.609)

				

				
					Heavy traffic, traffic jams

				

				
					35.7%

				

				
					35.5%

				

				
					1.008 (0.583 – 1.744)

				

				
					Abandoned and unmaintained properties in the surroundings

				

				
					17.1%

				

				
					23.4%

				

				
					0.676 (0.342 – 1.336)

				

				
					Bad environment and lack of green spaces

				

				
					22.9%

				

				
					27.1%

				

				
					0.797 (0.429 – 1.479)

				

				
					Lack of playgrounds and other sports grounds

				

				
					17.1%

				

				
					19.4%

				

				
					0.859 (0.431 – 1.712)

				

				Source: Own research
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				with addictive substances and try to find out what cir-cumstances determine such behavior (Kokkevi, 2012). R. Jessor (1994) defined the syndrome of the so-called risky behavior in his studies in the early 1990s. Accord-ing to him, such behavior manifests itself in several forms, often mutually intertwining.

				In our study, we examined the influence of vari-ous potential risk factors on three groups of substance abuse: alcohol, tobacco and marijuana. In the Czech Republic, it is not allowed to sell alcohol and tobac-co to people under the age of 18, it is possible to sell marijuana only on prescription and it is illegal to sell hashish. Still, a significant percentage of children and adolescents under the age of 18 have access to these substances, and some of them even use them regular-ly. Regulation of alcohol, tobacco and electronic ciga-rette consumption in the Czech Republic is one of the weakest in Europe. It is Germany that is the most liber-al in indicators such as taxation, sales restrictions and advertising according to The Nanny State Index (2021). Low regulation is directly related to the availability of these substances among (not only) adolescents. As a re-sult, alcohol and tobacco are more affordable for pupils in our country than in countries where the article is far more expensive due to high taxation. According to the ESPAD‘s (2020) survey carried out in 35 European countries in 2019, 60% of respondents report the avail-ability of tobacco as “pretty easy” or “very easy”, 78% of respondents report the availability of alcohol and 32% of respondents report the availability of marijuana. In the Czech Republic, however, the availability of these substances is considered even higher – 71% of respond-ents report tobacco availability as “pretty easy” or “very easy”, 88% report alcohol availability and 47% report marijuana availability. According to these facts, we can say that the Czech Republic belongs to the countries where the prevalence of these substances abuse by ado-lescents is rather high. At the same time, however, it is evident that the high consumption is caused not only by their availabilities. In our questionnaire, we also asked about specific sources of risky substances, however this question was not obligatory and not all respondents an-swered it. Almost 60% of high-risk users answered the question “Where do you get alcohol from?” that they got it from their siblings or friends and 45% bought it themselves in a shop or restaurant. About 16% of re-spondents got alcohol from their parents. Considering the fact that these are only risky users and that the so-called occasional drinking (small toasts at family cele-brations and similar social events) is not reflected, this fact is for consideration.

				The attitudes of the pupils declared in the ques-tionnaire should be seen with the knowledge that not everyone had to tell the truth in all questions. This is one of the usual limitations of questionnaires, in that 

				electronically filled questionnaires do not differ from paper ones. For a possible further research it would be good to extend it by interviewing students, but in our case this was already beyond the scope of the re-search. In our case, we used the Google Forms tool. This method offers some advantages over paper ques-tionnaires, such as simpler and faster processing of the results or the possibility to make some questions mandatory. On the other hand, as with paper ques-tionnaires, there is the possibility of students dis-cussing among themselves what they fill in. The fact that students might have technical problems with the questionnaires and not know how to fill them in has not been confirmed in practice. Students also man-aged to complete the questionnaire during the class period (45 minutes) without any problems. 

				Our survey shows that pupils who behave risky as for alcohol, tobacco or marijuana consumption like go-ing to school far less than students who do not behave so. There is an inverse proportion - the more addictive substance they use, the less they like to go to school. This may also be related to relationships that children have with their classmates and friends at schools, the way how their friends behave and especially, whether they also behave risky as for substance abuse. When a pupil gets “bored” at school, he/she is not motivated enough to study, which may be one of the reasons for “playing hooky”. Thus, they may experiment with alco-hol, tobacco or marijuana. They can be even more en-couraged to do so by their classmates or friends with the same motivation, they can also get addictive sub-stances from them or together with them, so these sub-stances are easily available to them. Dvořáková (2006) mentioned that mainly boys adopt behavioral patterns from their older classmates– “bucks”, who play hooky, or from former pupils, who gather in the vicinity of schools and consume alcohol and cigarettes. Problem children from schools join such gangs and then exper-iment with alcohol and cigarettes as well. On the oth-er hand, if a pupil has good relationships at school, he/she receives support from his/her classmates and teach-ers and likes going to school, which can have a positive impact on them in many ways. As Resnick et al. (1997) pointed out, pupils who have good relationships with their teachers are less likely to use alcohol and drugs than those who do not have close relationships with their teachers. A good teacher can play an important role in preventing addictive substance use. If children trust their teacher, they will also believe more easily that they should not use such substances.

				Ideally, children should always feel safe at school. If children feel safe at school only sometimes, rarely or even never, it is completely unacceptable and it is necessary to find the causes and make changes. If pu-pils feel “mostly” safe at school, it can be caused, ac-
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				cording to them, by a trouble, such as poor relation-ships with classmates and, in extreme cases, bullying or other inter-social problems, which can lead to a higher risk of substance abuse. And that is why the re-spondents who answer that they “usually” feel safe at school are more likely to behave risky.

				Another important factor can be the child’s fami-ly environment and relationships - if parents (or oth-er family members with whom a pupil grows up) can motivate their children to like going to school, such children are less likely to use addictive substances. If a family does not offer a good environment for raising a child or if parents pay little attention to their pre-school child, he/she may lag behind their classmates after entering the first year of elementary school. If such a negative issue is not dealt with quickly, it is pos-sible that school will stop being “entertainment” for the child and later it will lead to playing hooky and us-ing addictive substances.

				Regarding school surroundings, pupils consider mess and rubbish and also violence and vandalism in the surroundings of their schools as the main prob-lems which mainly pupils with risky behaviors have to face. More than half of our respondents with risky behaviors reported mess and rubbish as problems, 43% reported violence and vandalism as problems. Even more of them considered drugs and alcohol as problems, however there was not a significant differ-ence between perception of pupils with and without risky behaviors. Concerning other observed factors, there were no significant differences between pupils with and without risky behaviors as well. Results of research by D. Dzúrová et al. (2015) differ minimally from our research in this part. According to their re-search, pupils perceive the biggest problems around their school to be mess and rubbish, drugs and ex-cessive alcohol consumption, as well as violence and vandalism. However, this research also brings an in-teresting comparison of the prevalence of risk factors and risk behavior syndrome by school surroundings characteristics. In the case of the proportion of green spaces around the school, there is an inverse relation-ship in terms of the risk of cigarette or marijuana use, i.e. the more green spaces around the school, the less students use these substances at risk. However, this is not the case for alcohol and the dependence is also not clear for the amount of traffic around the school.

				Pupils with at least one risky behavior reported less satisfaction with their schools than their classmates with no risky behaviors, namely in 6 out of 8 aspects, in 2 remaining aspects the percentage of pupils who are not satisfied with their school was almost the same in both categories. It seems that risky behaviors oc-cur if pupils are not satisfied with their schools (both school attendance and school building), but the home environment is reported by those pupils as in the rest of a sample. Generally, pupils reported their home en-vironments and the surroundings as better than their school environments and the surroundings, both pu-pils with and without risky behaviors. Differences in percentages of dissatisfied pupils were smaller con-cerning school and home environments than con-cerning buildings themselves. 

				Regarding individual aspects of places of residence and their surroundings, pupils with no risky behav-iors were again more satisfied – they mostly reported their places of residence as very good to live and they always feel safe in the surroundings of their homes. The research has shown that pupils living in new de-tached houses belong to the category of the most risk factors. On the contrary, pupils living in terraced houses belonged to the category of the least proba-bility on any risky behavior (there were even pupils who have never behaved risky). Respondents living in terraced houses were the least likely to use addictive substances - both overall and also for each risky sub-stance. There were significant differences – while only 2% of respondents living in terraced houses are risky tobacco users, respondents living in new detached houses make up only 18%. The same goes for alco-hol which is used at-risk by 6% of pupils living in ter-raced houses and 21% of pupils living in new detached houses. Both those findings may be related to the fact that the financial situation of people living in new de-tached house in Prague and Brno, regarding current real estate prices, is better than of people living in ter-raced houses (which are often old), and also children who live there have more money that they can spend on addictive substances. In this respect, not only the housing development structure was important, but also the fact that the study was carried out in large cit-ies. In smaller towns, housing development structure is different (e.g. more terraced houses, different pric-es of buildings, etc.) and the situation may be diverse.

				Conclusion

				Although the numbers of alcohol, tobacco and mari-juana users among Czech teenagers are high, accord-ing to the ESPAD (2020) research there have been some positive trends in the past years. The number 

				of teenage Czech smokers aged 15 is declining, and the same trend is among alcohol and marijuana users. Some sub-indicators, such as the prevalence of high regular consumption of spirits or wine, have stagnat-
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				ed or increased slightly, but, according to these data, the overall development is favorable. This is proba-bly related not only to legislative changes and price increase but also to changes in social perceptions of addictive substances. Many people have stopped con-sidering particularly alcohol and tobacco as standard parts of their lives, and as advertisements for these substances and their featuring e.g. in movies have been limited, young people do not have such a need of using them. However, the subjective perception of the availability of most of these substances, which has been very high in the Czech Republic for a long time, has not declined yet.

				In conclusion, we can say that some results of our study support the possibility of a relation between at-risk alcohol, tobacco and marijuana consump-

				tion and a place of residence, respectively a place of school. Therefore, we do think that both parents and school representatives, but also local government representatives at the municipal level (city district) should pay due attention to both the quality of hous-ing developments and the school environment and the surroundings in order to prevent this undesira-ble issue. The results of our study are in accordance with the previous findings in the study carried out by the team led by prof. Dzúrová, which states that great attention should be paid to the urban renew-al and redevelopment projects focusing on economic, physical, but also social renewal of specific parts of a city. We all know the positive benefits of such invest-ments in health, quality of life and health inequali-ties (e.g. Dzúrová et al., 2015).
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