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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Section 4132(d) of the Drug-Free Schools and Commuaities Act, P.L. 99-570,
directs the U.S. Department of Education, in cooperstion with the US. Department of
Health and Human Services, to report to Congress on the nature and effectiveness of
federal, state, and local programs of drug preveation. This report, prepared in
response to the Congressional mandate, covers two broad sreas: (1) the current
research on the effectiveness of prevention programs and (2) surveys of prevention
activities at the federal, state, and local levels.

RESEARCH ON EFFECTIVINIESS

The report, in describing the research on effectiveness, finds that:

0

The gauses of sv* include
secigty—the individual, family, peer group, schools, community, and
the larger social eavironmeant.

individual in sa attempt to remedy percsived deficiencies of
knowledge, coping skills, or behavior. Mors recently, prevention
has begun to address the individual within the context of pesrs,
families, schools, and commuaities.

arams ber ors
i jse
prevention Prevention efforts that focus on only one or two
factors are unlikely to be successful.

Evaluation Fladlags

Evaluations of prevention programs show mixed results. Key findings from such
evaluations appesr below, organized by program type:
)

Programs focused on the jndividual most commonly attempt to
increass knowledge about the detrimental effects of drugs, change
beliefs, or meet social and psychological needs.

-  Prevention programs that are exclusively designed to
impart knowledge have not proven to be effective in
changing behavior associsted with substance use or
substance use and related behavior. The coatribution of
*knowledge” components to more comprehensive
programs is not yet knowa.

=  Programs to change beliefs (by teaching that substance

aduse is wrong and that it is not the sorm) have not
yet been adequately evaluated.

4




Evidence about the success of prcgrams to meet social
or psychological needs is mixed. Among them are
programs to improve such “life skills® as decision-
making and self-esteem. Where “life skills® strategies
have affected substance abuse, the results tead to be
small or of short duration.

Programs focused on the family offer promise for drug prevention,
particularly if dysfunctioas! families could be targeted for help.
Too often, Lowever, family programs reach only the most
motivated parents.

Programs that address pegr group influences are widesp ~2ad.
Their results have been mixed, with positive results when the

strategies are applied to cigarette smoking, but less success with
other substances.

Programs that focus on the school epvironment may hold promise
for drug prevention. To dste, some positive results have been
found from schoolwide strategies such as the enforcen.ent of
school anti-drug policies and related activities, but evaluation in
this ares has been limited.

to reduce drug use are difficult to
evaluate. However, reduced incidences of driving while intoxicated
and reduced consumption of alcohol hav= resuited from raising the
legal drinking age and from increasing prices.

Recommendatioas

The report states that comorehensive programs hold the most promise for

preventing drug use by youag people. Specifically, the autho: of the review of
orogram effectiveness makes recommendations to policy makers and educators such ss
the following:

Plan and implemeat coordisated school and commuanitywide
prevention efforts, taking care to set specific, concrete objectives
$0 that a comprehensive program does not become overly diffuse.

Desiga broad-based school initistives: Cursiculum packages cannot
be effective in a vacuum. Curriculum should be oaly one
component of a broader strategy that includes such elements as

parent educstion sad coasistent enforcement of school anti-drug
policies.

Develop stronger 1:akages between theory, program activities, and
the evaluation of results. Programs should be clear in their
purpose and irtended bensfits.




Strengihen the implementation of prevention programs. The aim
of drug education is to deter initial drug use and reduce the
aumber of users. This is 8 complex process that requires
continuing effort. A unit on drugs or ° short skills training
program is unlikely to achieve lasting results.

Consider the maturity of students, including their cognitive
capabilities and moral or social perspectives, in designing program
activities. A “one size fits all* approsch to prevention is unlikely
to succeed. ’

Target high-risk youth and their parent: by focusing more
atteation on their needs and developing strategies for reaching
them.

FEDERAL, STATL, AND LOCAL 2REVENTION ACTIVITIES

The report aiso surveys the federal goverament, states, and local schoo! districts,
fiading that they are actively engaged in efforts to prevent drug use by school-aged
children. Highlights of these findings, follow.

Federal Agency Programs

0

Eight federal goverament agencies spent about $300 million in
fiscal year 1987 for 65 prevention programs directed toward youns
people, their families, schools, and communities.

About 130 federa! employees work in preveation programs.

The Departments of Education and Heslth and Human 3ervices
administer the largest amounts of fuads: nesrly $200 million and
$70 million, respectively.

The majority of federal programs focu; on technicsl assistence an¢
training, the dissemination of informy tion, and research.

Federal agency programs address mr.itiple and diverse auZiences.
In addition to young people, many programs target thz schools and
their employess (S1 percent), families (48 percent), commuaity/
professional groups (29 percent), and specisl populations (18
percesat).

Sixty percent of federal programs are being undertaken in
conjunction with other federal agencies.

Sixty-sight percent of federal programs report private sector
participation, with more than 80 percent of these programs
receiving financial contributions.




State Education Ageacy Actlvitles

Three-fourths of the states mnuhgnhmlumm
substance abuse

Three-fifths of the states issue standards to be followed in
implementing local programs.

More than haif of the states that require substance abuse
education specify that it be taught in health education classes.

State education agency staff most o'ten haadie prevention
activities on a part-time basis: 28 states report 00 staff working
full-time on preveation.

. enei . . . to
local districts and schools, most commoaly through guides to
resources, help in coordinsting efforts with commuaity groups, and
help ia developing effective programs. These are also the areas in
which local districts report the grestest need for assistance.

Unti. recently, technical assistance to improve services to high-
risk youth has got been a top priority for state education
officials. Oaly 24 states report this service,

Sixteen states have jculn for statewide use.
Although some are commercislly produced, many states have
developed their own materials

Less than haif of ihe state educstion agencies report that they
i i 2 nc among

schoolchiidren.

Oanly 23 states offer i i i ijon to schools
and gistricts, but aaother 19 are planaing to provide such
assistance.

The majority of states report & high degree of seordiaation with
state ulcohol aad drug abuse agencies, other state hesith agencies,
and goveraors’ of fices.

Qffigiala in 21 states renort thar the drus czoblem has degreased

over the past two years and those in 15 states that it has
increased. For alcohol, however, 23 officials perceive the prodblem
has growa worse; oaly 10 believe that sleohol use is decreasing.

State Alcohol and Drug Abuse -‘Agency Aztivitles

Theie seate agencies are active in prevention, including assistance
to the schools.




In fiscal 1986, the state agencies ini £ $130 milt;
for prevention, based on reports from 50 states, D.C., and four
territories. They administered an additional $100 million for a
combination of prevention and early intervention services.

State agency preveation coordinators provide services to the
schools similar to tha: provided by state education agencies.
However, these agencies i i
hish-risk vouth than do edecation agencies.

State ageacy officials report that programs in their statcs most

] about substance abuse,
imoroving students’ seif-gsteem, and developing studeats’ skills to
islist oeer pressure Of these, qvar 60 percent of the state
preventioa coordinators heligvs that the focus on mlf-sateem and
i ive

Q0L DRCL DISANIC resistance are amaons the most affective
strategies. Mmhﬂi.en that the knowledge component
isamong the most effective

Local Schoel District Activities

Nearly three-fourths of local school districts have a wri i
on drugs. Ia spite of the prevalsncs of formal policies, however,
only 20 percent of district of ficials believe that eaforcement of

policy is amoag the most effective preveation strategies.

Only 4 percent of districts have drug-testing programs.

Sixty-three percent of districts require schools to teach about

substance abuse. Yirtuallv all schools however, offer instruction
in_prevention.

The mast common vehicig for tesching is the health educasion

curriculum (nesrly 85 percent).

Nearly all dirug education srograms ftress knowledge about
substance abwsy, improving sglf-gsteem, and teaching about laws
regarding substance sbuse. Almost 90 percent also of fer training
in rasisting oagr pressure, while 84 percent offer gounseling.

The oaly listed component not offered by & majority of districts is
services to high-risk vouth.

Districts percsive a ased for more help with evaluation

The majority of district officials belisve the problem of sicohol
has remained the same over the past two years (56 percenut) or
worsened (29 percent). For drugs, 47 pezcent percsive s decresse,
while 42 percent bdeliave the probliem has remained the same.
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INTRODUCTION

Section 4132(d) of the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act, P.L. 93-570,
directs the U.S. Department of Education to study the nature and effectiveness of
federal, state, and local programs of drug prevention, working in cooperation with the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. This report is to be submitted tc
Congress and the White House within a year following enactment of P.L. 99-570.

To comply with this request, the Departments of Education (ED) and Health and
Human Services (HHS) developed a memorandum of understanding outlining the
respoansibilities of the "wo agencies in conducting the report (see Appendix A at the
end of the entire report). They initiated a series of small studies in late 1986, which
included the following:

o An on school-based prevention programs,

including recommendations for the future.

0 A survey of federal agency prevention activities. Seven cabinet-
level departments, one independent agency, and 65 major programs
are included in the survey results.

o A review of state agency prevention activities, which has two
components: (1) a survey of state education agency involvement
undertaken through ED’s Fast Response Survey System, and
(2) information about prevention activities of state alcohol and
drug abuse agencies obtained from the National Association of
State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors.

0 A survey of local schoo! district prevention activities, also
undertaken through ED’s Fast Response Survey System.

FOCUS OF THIS REPORT

This report focuses on prevention, or education, activities directed towar” school-
age youth, mainly those between the ages of S and 18. The terms prevaation and
¢ducation are used interchangeably to refer to activities designed to reduce the extent
of substance use amoag youth and to prevent alcohol- and drug-related probiems.’
When the term drug is used, it refers to the use nf illegal substances by youth,

A

including alcohol.

1The report does not encompass carly intervention and treatment, that is,
programs intended to identify and treat substanc’ abusers. Some of the programs
included in this report, however, cover a range o. objectives that may include early
intervention and treatment referral, although their major einphasis is prevention.
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This portion of the report provides an overview of the study’s results. It is

divided into two sections--one presenting research findings on the nature and
effecti'eness of prevention programs, the other describing current preventiosn activities
at the federal, state, and local levels. Attached is a separate report assessing

prevention research as well as reports on the surveys of federal, state, and local
program activities.




SECTION I--SUMMARY OF AN ASSESSMENT OF THE RESEARC:I ON
SCHOOL-BASED PREVENTION PROGRAMS

BACKGROUND

Although the detrimental effects of drug and alvohol use on learning and the
school environment provide a strong impetus for the schools to find effective solutions
to this problem, schools seeking to design their own prevention programs confront a
variety of conflicting clsims concerning the "best* program strategies. This review of
prevention research? ‘s designed to inform policy makers and educators about what
appears to work and what does not as they attempt to improve and expand drug
prevention programs.

Measuring Effectiveness

Traditionally, researchers have measured the effectiveness of prevention programs
by three types of outcomes:

Y

0 Changes in drug and alcohol knowledge;
o Changes in drug- and alcohol-related attitudes; and
o Changes in drug and alcohol use

In general, existing research suggests that increases in knowledge are relatively
easy to obtain, changes in attitude are more difficult, and changes in behavior,
particularly lasting changes, are rare. Although changes in kaowledge and attitudes
may be impe: ant precursors to behavior change, the ultimate test of a pruvention
program is evidence of reduced drug and alcohol use and related problems.

Theoretical Underplanings

Current prevention theorists recogrize that substance use and related probiems
have multiple and intcrrelated causes. Moreover, the influences that increase or
decrease the probabiiity that young people will use substances are found at all levels
.I society, including the individual user, the peer group, the family, the school, the
community, and the larger socisty, Although a particularly potent negative influence
at a single level (e.g., & family history of alcoholism) may place individuals at risk for

The assessment ot research on school-based prevention programs was prepared by
Dr. Michael Klitzner, Center for Advanced Health Studies, Vienna, Virginia.
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substance use, it is the complex interaction among influences at many ievels that
determines the probability that a given youth will or will not become a substance user.

Historically, prevention programs have focused on a single level of influence (e.g..
the child, the peer group) and have directed their emphasis to one or more factors
within that lcvel. The next section of this research summary discusses the
effectiveness of some of the most common prevention programs, organized according to
the level of influence that they address.

PROGRAMS FOCUSED ON THE INDIVIDUAL

Strategies focused on the individual are the most common category of prevention
initiatives. Some types of programs that are widely used are--
o Programs to increase knowledge,

0 Programs to change beliefs, and
o Programs to meet social or psychological r ceds.

Despite the popularity of such programs, the evidence of their effectiveness is, at
best, mixed.

Programs to Increase Kaowledge

Among the first prevention efforts were programs to provide youth with
information about th~ detrimental effects of drugs so that they would make
“"responsible” decisions about drug use.

o Extensive evaluations of these "knowledge" programs provide little
evidence to suggest that they have any effect on substance-
related behavior.

o The contribution of "knowledge® components to larger, more
comprehensive programs has not been adequately assessed.

Programs to Change Bellefs

Research findings suggest that substance use is related to children’s heliefs
concerning the acceptability and prevalence of drug use. Consequently, some programs
attempt to inculcate the belief that substance sbuse is wrong, and that it is not the
norm. Few evaluations have been conducted of these strategies.




Programs to Meet Social or Psychologleal Needs

o

“Alternatives" Some theorists believe that substance use results
from adolescents’ need to seek new sensations. Others believe it
stems from feelings of alienation. "Alternat;ves" programs offer
drug-free ways of meeting these needs or overcoming these
feelings either through extracurricular activities or through
community service, peer leadership opportunities, and the like.
The evidence for the effectiveness of alternatives is, at best,
mixed. Program success may depend on the types of alternative
offered and the types of students who engage in such activities,

“Life Skills" Other theorists suggest that the roots of substance
abuse are found in personal deficiencies such as low self-esteem
or poor decision-malkiing skills. Programs to improve "life skills"
have remained popular since their introduction in the 1970s.

Available resecarch data show that where these programs affect
substance use, the results tend to be small or of short duration.

It is possible, however, that implementation of these programs has
been inadequate and that exposure needs to be more intense and
longer-term.

PROGRAMS FOCUSED ON THE FAMILY

There has been little systematic research on f amily-level approaches to prevention

of substance abuse among youth. Yet this strategy offers some promise, particularly if

dysfunctional families could be better targeted for help.

o

Programs gimed at improving family relationships and parenthood
skills have shown success in altering both parental behavior and
some behaviors on the part of children that may be precursors to
substance involvement,

Programs to increase parents’ avareness of their role in shaping
children’s attitudes and behavio. about drugs have not been
formally evaluated.

Programs to increase parents’ control over their children are a
focus of the pareat movement in drug prevention. Recent data
provide preliminary support for the claim that parents who
participate in groups to prevent substance abuse increase their
social control over their children, but the relationship between
this control and drug use remains unproven.

Family programs have been plagued by high attrition; they have
also been criticized for reaching only the most motivated parents.




PRGGRAMS FOCUSED ON THE PEER GROUP

In the 1980s, many school-bssed prevention efforts have focused on peer group
i“luences. Particularly popular are strategies to teach students how to resist peer
influence; these strategies are based on the theory that youth use drugs because they
are under pressure from their peers.

0  The rcsults from peer resistance programs have been mixed, with
positive results in the prevention of cigarette smoking, but less
success with other substances.

PROGRAMS FOCUSED ON THE SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT

The Jdevelopment and enforcement of school policies enable schools to state their
expectations regarding drug use, develop procedures for handling drug-related problems,
and limit the availability of dzuss on campus.

0 Fcw evaluations have been conducted of this approach. One
study, based on a national sample of high school administrators,
provides preliminary support for the view that widespread
enforcement of school policies is associated with a reduction in
drug-related problems, as do selected case studies of schools that
have succeeded in reducing drug use.

PROGRAMS FOCUSED ON THE COMMUNITY

Grass-roots parent and community groups have attempted to alter community
norms to provide a consistent *no use® message through such mechanisms as reducing
the availability of illegal substances or mounting coordinated community efforts to
reduce drug use.

o The effects of community programs are difficult to evaluate; there
is little evidence to date either to support or refute the benefits
of such programs.

0 There are two exceptions: (1) Increases in the minimum purchase
age are consistently associated with reductions in driving while
intoxicated (DWI) and (2) price increases are associated with
reduced consumption of alcohol and cigarettes and reduced DWI by
youth.

GENERAL PROBLEMS OF PREVENTION PROGRAMS

A review of the research on prevention indicates some general problems that need
to be dealt with in order to improve the effectiveness of prevention efforts. Among
them are the following:
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{nadequate Use of Theory

Many programs fail to specify adequately the rationale underlying program
activities. Program planners need to articulate the relationships between causes of
substance-related problems, program activities, and risk reduction.

Failure to Consider Differences in the Causes of
Use of Specific Substances

Tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, and other substances differ in their pharmacology and
effects, the economics of their production and distribution, their roles in society,
societal attitudes towards them, and the laws that govern their possession or use. Yet
numercus attempts have been made to apply programs specif ically developed for one
substance to the prevention of another substance, often with little success. Some
program strategics may be generic, yet others are likely to be substance-specific in
their erfects.

Failure to Conslder Individuai Differences of Studeats

The introduction of prevention programs is f requently based on information about
when students start using substances. Thus, if students start experimenting with.
alcohol in grade six, programs are implemented for fifth graders. However, in doing
this, insufficient attention is paid to the cognitive capabilities or moral and social
perspectives of the fifth grader. The tendency to employ a "one size fits all" approach
to prevention programming limits its ef fectiveness.

Failure to Reach High-Risk Youth

Many prevention strategies fail to reach those children who are most at risk.
Where program participation or exposure is voluntary, high-risk youth or their parents
may be least likely to become involved.

Inherently Weak Iaterveations

Behavior change is an extremely complex process. Attempts to change behavior
require considerable and continning effort. A single unit on drugs and alcohol
presented in & health class, a two-week "skills training" program, or a prevention

"club” that meets sporadically cannot be expected to have lasting effects.




Weak Program Evaluatlons

Current knowledge about the prevention of drug and alcohol use is limitcd by the
weaknesses of most evaluation studies. They demonstrate a rush to judge programs

before they are stable enough to be evaluated. In addition, they are often

characterized by weak measures of program outcomes, poor research designs, inadequate
information about how programs are implemented, and an emphasis on statistical

significance to the neglect of policy and programmatic significance.

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION RESEARCH

Available evaluation research suggests weak, inconsistent, and short-term effects,
or, more commonly, no effects at all. In some cases, evaluations have even sugges.ed
reverse effects (i.c., increased use). At the same time, & number of approaches either
appear promising based on preliminary data or are theoretically appealing but have not
yet been adequately evaluated. And most evaluations have examined curriculum or
other single-strategy programs, leaving unknown the effects of factors in the broader

social climate that have an important, if indirect, influence on drug use.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Short-Term

To overcome the problems that have plagued past prevention efforts and to build
on tac most promising strutegies and theoretical insights, the author of this report on
evaluation research makes these short-term recommendations to policy makers and

educators:

o Plan and implement coordinated school and commuaitywide
prevention efforty with the assistance of advisory committees
composed of schoo! and community members.

0 Develop and implement school discipline and drug policies.

0  Make education of parents and collaboration with local pareat
groups integral parts of the schools’ prevention efforts.

0 Do not implement prevention strategies in a8 vacuum. Curriculum
packages, for example, should be used as just one componen: of a
broader strategy for preventing substance abuse.

o Select or develo curriculum materials that--

= State that sny drug and alcohol use by youth is
unacceptabl: to the school and community;
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Long-Term

= Do not treat substance use by youth as a matter of
personal choice;

- Are appropriate to the maturity of the students to be
taught, including their cognitive capabilities and moral
perspectives; and

== Meet the needs of both high-risk and low-risk youth.

To advance the state of the art in prevention programming, the report also

recommends resecarch and development in the following areas:

o

Strategies to inculcate the message that substar.ce use by youth is
unacceptable.

Strategies for strengthening children's relationships wizh pareats,
teachers, and other adults so that the no-use message these
persons communicate will be meaningful.

Exploration of how school drug and alcohol policies can best
contribute to reducing student drug and aicohol use.

Programs specifically designed for high-risk youth, and methods to
involve high-risk youth in prevention activities,

Strategies for attracting and maintaining the involvement of
parents from all backgrounds in school-based prevention activities,

Although the available research provides limited support for current prevention
strategies, there is little evidence to challenge the basic premise that prevention is the
most humane and cost-effective response to drug and alcohol use and related problems
among youth.

For the complete report, An Assessment of the Research on School-Based
Prevention Programs, see Part 2.




SECTION I11--SUMMARY OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL PREVENTION
PROGRAMS

BACKGROUND

The next section of this overview describes activities in the field of prevention at
the federal, state, and local levels. Based mainly on surveys that were conducted in
spring 1987, the data indicate :hat the schools are actively ergaged in teaching about
substance abuse. The surveys also show that the states and federal government are
supporting school prevention efforts, through the setting of standards, provision of
technical assistance, or provision of financial aid.

Section II is divided into three parts:

. Prevention programs of federal agencies,

2. Prevention at the state level (with reports from state education
agencies and state alcokol and drug abuse agencies), and

3. Prevention at the iocal level.

Separate reports describing each of the surveys follow this section of the overview.

PREVENTION PROGRAMS OF FEDERAL AGENCIES

The extent of federal activity has grown subs:an:ially since passage of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1986.8

0 Eight federal departments cr agencies are currently involved in
substance abuse prevention.

o Federal agencies spent apprbximately $300 million on prevention in
fiscal year 1987,

0 About 130 staff personnel work on prevention programs,

o Federal agencies conduct 65 programs designed to help reduce
substance abuse among youth.4

3This summary is based on a survey of federal agency programs conducted for the
U.S. Department of Education by Donna Ruane Morrison and June Sivilli of Decision
Resources Corporation, Washington, D.C. The survey was initiated in spring 1987. The
full report appears in Part 3,

*This figure includes both legislated programs and major projects of federal
departments and agencies.




o The Departments of Education and Health and Human Services
administer the largest amounts of funds: near'y $200 million and
$70 million, respectively.

Activitles

The most common activities of federal programs include technical assistance,
training, dissemination of information, and research.

o Three-quarters of federal agency prevention programs emphasize
technical assistance and training to build a national capacity for
combatting substance abuse. Closely tied to these activities are
other programs aimed at improving curriculs (18 percent of the
total) and at identifying aad publicizing model programs (12
percent).

0 A large number of federal programs seck to build awareness of the
problem of substance abuse by youth, primarily by providing
information through the media--both print and audio-visual--and in
some cases through public hearings. More than half (52 percent)
of all agency programs fall into this category. Programs of the
Departments of Defense, Interior, and Treasury place heavy
emphasis on awareness activities.

0 Research constitutes the third largest federal activity, with more
than one-third of all programs falling into this category. Many
programs conducted by the Department of Health and Human
Services are focused on research.

0 A small number of federal program activities fall outside these
major categories. They :nclude activities to notif y clients of
referral services for drug-related programs and those to enlist
volunteers in prevention prugrams.

Audlence

Federal agency preveation programs address diverse audiences, perhaps in order to
take iato account the multiple determinants of substance abuse by youth. Thus,
although school-age youth are the intended sudience of srevention programs, their
families, schools, communities, and broader environment are also seen as playing
importsat roles in persuading youag people to use or not to use drugs.

0  The greatest number of: programs target ycuth--83 percent. More
than 90 percent of the programs in the Departments of Defense,
Health and Human Services, Justice, and ACTION fall into this
category.

0 Sl ghtly more than half of the programs target the schools and
their employees. More than three-quarters of the Department of




Education’s programs fall into this category, as does a program of
the Department of Defense carried out within its sCaool *ystems
at home and abroad.

o Forty-eight percent of the programs include ob jectives directed at
families--parents and siblings.

o Less common are programs that target community and precfessional
groups (29 percent) and special populations (18 percent).

0 Most programs, however, address multiple audiences.

Interagency Cooperation
Most agencies report some interagency cooperation on prevention programs.

0 Sixty percent of the programs are being undertaken in conjunction
witk other agencies.

o Of the 39 programs reporting interagency efforts, 37 receive
programmatic support from other agencies and 22 reczive financial
support.

Private Sector Participation

Private sector participation is the cornerstone of many federal prevention efforts.

o Sixty-eignt percent of the federal programs have private sector
involvement.

o Of these, 86 percent receive financial contributions. In addition,
the private sector is involved programmatically in 31 percent of
the federal programs.

PREVENTION AT THE STATE LEVEL

State Education Ageacies

Even before passage of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986, state education agencies
were actively promoting prevention progzams in the public schools. State education
agencies set standards, require schools to teach about substance abuse, and provide
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technical and financisl assistance to schools and districts. They reported relatively low
levels of funding and staffing.’

Standards

States set substance abuse standards through (1) tt eir requirements for teaching
about substance abuse; (2) their requirements of substance abuse education as a
prerequisite for teacher certification; and (3) the minimum curriculum standards they

set for districts to follow. State legislatures and education agencies are active in all
three areas.

o Three-fourths of the states require their schools to teach about
substance abuse.

o Most frequently this requirement results from legislation (79
percent of the states that have such a mandate) or a state board
of education policy (18 percent).

o More than hsif of the states that require substance abuse
education specify that it be taught in health education classes.
For senior high school students in 21 percent of these states, drug
prevention is also to be taught in driver education. Thirty-six
percent do not specify how districts should incorporate prevention
within the curriculum.

In addition to requiring substance abuse education, about three-fifths of the
states provide minimum curriculum standards or guidelines for local districts to follow.

Some states (22 percent) require training in substance abuse as a prerequisite for
teacher certification.

o Twenty-eight states both mandate substance abuse education and
issue minimum standards to be followed in implementing local
programs. Seven of these also require teacher preparation in
substance abuse education.

o Thirty-two states currently provide minimum curriculum standards;
another five are planning to issue such standards.

o Similarly, 11 states have teacher certification requirements in
substance abuse, and another nine are planning such a
prerequisite.

%The information that appears in this part of the overview is based on s survey
of all 50 states and D.C., performed by Westat, Inc., Rockville, Md., for the U.S.
Department of Education, through its Fast Response Survey System. The survey was

distributed in May 1987 and the response rate was 100 percent. For the full report,
see Part 4,




Resources

According to the respondents, state education agencies do not directly devate
many resources to substance abuse; prevention activities are most often handled part-
time. In addition, respondents report relatively low funding for substance abuse.

0 Twenty-eight state education agencies report no staff working

full-time on prevention. Seventeen states report no staff working
part-time on it.

o Those state education agencies responding to a question about
funding reported spending an average of $57,100 on salaries (37

states) and an average of $81,600 for program expenses (35
states).’

0  Only about one-third reported spending more than $40,000 for
substance abuse education.

o Of the states reporting, the average expenditure per 1,000 students
was $221. This statistic varied with the sjze of state enrollment;
a higher per-student cost was reported in the less populous states.

Services That Are Generally Provided

Nearly all state education agencies provide some technical assistance on substance

abuse to local districts and schools. The top three areas in which the states report
assistance are as follows:

o Providing guides to resources (e.8., curriculum guides or ref errals
to agencies active in the field),

o

Coordinating efforts with community groups and agencies, and

o Developing effective programs,

These are also the three areas in which local districts report the greatest need for
further assistance (see p. 21).

In addition,
policic:

adout three-quarters of the states heip localities develop school drug
and provide information gbout legal problems associated with substance abuse.

®1t is difficult to obtain accurate information on resources for substance ahuse
education. Given the wide variation in reporting and the low respondent rate for these
questions, the data should be seen as preliminary. In addition, they were collected
prior to the receipt of funds under the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986; beginning this
fall, state resources will be substantially increased through an infusion of federal
funding--approximately $161 million to state education agencies, governors, and local districts.
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Services to High-Risk Youth

Until recently, technical assistance to improve services to high-risk youth has not
been a priority for state education officials. Ouly 24 states report this service.
However, an additional 19 indicate that they are planning to provide technical
assistance in this area. It is likely that the mandate in the Anti-Drug Abuse Act to
serve high-risk youth will increase the resources available for this target group in the
near future,

Curriculum Adoption

Sixteen states report that they have adopted prevention curriculum packages for
use statewide. Aithough some of the curriculs are commercially produced, many states
have also developed their own materials. The most popular program is Here's Looking
at You, a comprehensive curriculum for kindergarten through 12th grade developed with
funding from the Department of Health snd Humar Services.

Financial Assistance

Just under half of the responding state sducation agencies provide financial
assistance to local districts and schools (23 states). Another one quarter report that
they are planning to make state funds available for this purpose. (Respondents were
asked not to include formula funds that flow through to local districts.)

Assessment

Assessment of prevention programs has not had a high priority at the state level,
but it is receiving increasing emphasis.

0 Less than half of the state education agencies (39 percent) report
that they collect information on the extent of substance abuse
amoag schoolchildren. Of these, 100 percent survey high school
students, 85 percent survey the junior high, and 40 percent assess
clementary school drug use.

0 Of those states that collect information on the extent of the
problem, more than half collected data for the 1986-87 school
year.
Only 23 states report of fering technical assistance in evaluation to local schools

and districts, but another 19 states are planning to provide such assistance.

N
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Coordination

Most state education agencies are cooperating with other state agencies and
Parent groups to develop their prevention activities.
o Forty-two report moderate or extensive coordination with state
alcohol and drug abuse agencies,

Thirty-nine report a similar level of activity with health, mental
health, and social service agencies,

o Thirty work closely with the governor’s office in their state.

State education officials in close to half of the states report moderate to
extensive coordination with parent groups. They are, however, less involved with other
private groups, such as businssses or civic groups.

Perception of the Problem

Is the problem of substance abuse lessening or increasing? Respondents were
asked to assess changes in the problem of alcohol and drug abuse over the past two
years.

0 Officials in 21 states report that the drug problem has decreased
and those in 15 states that it has increased.

For alcohol, state respondents were more pessimistic: 23 state
officials report g worsening of the problem, while only 10 state
officials believe that alcohol use is decreasing among students.

Differences were pronounced by region, with state educators in
the West more likely to perceive a rise in substance abuse (62
percent--alcohol; 54 percent--drugs) and educators in the central
region least likely (36 percent--alcchol; 9 percent--drugs).
Respondents from 2] states specified surveys of student drug use 2s a basis for

their response to this question.

State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Ageacles

A report on state prevention activities would not be complete unless it included
the substantial activity undertaken by the state alcohol and drug abuse agencies.
Although these agencies are primdrily involved with health care systems designed to
treat substance abuse problems, they also are active in prevention.
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o In the late 1970s, the Department of Health, Education, and
Weifare made direct funding available to state agencies to appoint
state prevention coordinators. Some funds were also providec “or
training prevention specialists and mounting prevention activities.

0 In .981, Congress created an alcohonl, drug abuse, and mental

healt\ services (ADMS) bleck grant prog.am. At least 20 percent
.of these federal funds were to be spent ¢n prevention and early
intervention activities.

Che state alcohol and drug abuse agencies operute statewide programs and assist
prevention programs, including those in the schools. Many of the fiscal and human
resources for drug prevention are located in the state alcohol and drug abuse agencies.

The information summarized in this portion of the overview is derived from
reports of the National Assoc.ation of State Alcohol snd Drug Abuse Directors
(NASADAD), including the National Prevention Profile, which is the source for the
fiscal 1986 information that follows, and an Education Poll, which was conducted in
spring 1987. (See Part S of this report for 8 more complete d -cussion.)

Resorrces

According to NASADAD, in fiscal 1986 the state agencies a“ministered almost $130
million solely for prevention.” This figure is based on reports from 50 states, D.C.,
and four territories,
0  This money includes ADMS block grant funds ($50.8 million), state
furds ($47.5 million), and other sources (328 million).

0  The staxe agencies report that S8 percent of the funds went for
commuaity-based services and 24 percent for school-based
programs. The remaining funds were spent for direct services,
worksite programs, and the like.

According to 1987 data from 48 states and D.C.:

0 All responding sgencies employ some staff members who work on
preventioa.

o The agencies report an average of three employees working full
time and another two working part-time on prevention.

"In addition to these funds, state agencies spent $69 million for early intervention
services to help students assess and resolve their drug problems and another $34
mitlion for a combination of prevention -d carly intervention programs.




Services

The majority of state agencies emphasize a comprehensive approach to
prevention--that is, employing @ mix of strategies to meet communitywide needs. Some
38 percent of their program funds went for this purpose in fiscal 1986. The state
alcohol and drug abuse agencic: also provide specific assistance to state education
agencies, local districts, and the schools themselves.

o Virtually all state agencies assist the education sector in
coordinating activities with community groups, serving high-risk
youth, and helping to develop prevention programs for school

’ children.

o Forty-four state agencies report technical assistance in teacher
training and curriculum development, and 42 say they help
education personnel develop drug policies.

0 More than hali °f the state alcohol and drug abuse agencies
provide financiai assistance to educstion agencies (29 of 51) and
help in program evaluation (26). Another 10 state agencies report
plans to develop evaluation services.
In many areas, the work of the alcohol and drug abuse agencies parallels that of
the state education agencies. The most aoticeable dif ference between them is the
priority that the slcohol and drug abuse agencies place on services to high-risk youth,

a natural consequence of these agencies’ primary orientation toward treatment,

Coordination

State alcohol and drug abuse agencies report a high degree of coordination with
state health, mental health, and social service organizations, state education agencies,
governors’ of fices, and parent groups. They work lez- closely with criminal justice and
legal agencies, civic groups, and businesses.

Assessment and Evaluation

o Tweaty-four alcohol and drug a'gencies report that their states
assess the use of substances by students.

0 Twenty state agenci=s report efforts to evaluate prevention
activities in progress, and seven others are planning evaluations.
The type of evaluation varies widely--including, for example,
project monitoring, curriculum effectiveness studies, aad student
surveys.




Given nine possible components of a prevention program, state prevention

coordinators were asked to list the most common, and the most effective. The most
common components were as follows:
o Teaching the causes and effects of substance abuse;

o Improving studeats’ self-esteem; any
o Developing students’ skills to resist peer pressure.

Sixty-four percent of the states in which pecr pressure resistance skills are commonly
taught believe this program component to be among the moe: cffective; 60 percent of
states that include the improvement of self-esteem believe it to be among the most
effective, while only 20 percent of the respondents whose programs emphasize teaching
about the causes and effects of substance abuse believe this component to be among
the most effective. Some 56 percent of those who use peer programs (such as peer
counseling or Students Against Drunk Driving--SADD) believe they are among the most
effective.

In nost cases, these assessments were based on professional judgment rather than
survey or evaluation results.

PREVENTION AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

Although state agencies can provide leadership, technical assistance, and other
resources, it is 2t the local level that programs are designed and implemented. Local
school districts are, in fact, taking an active role in substance abuse education. Based
on a random, stratified sample of 700 school districts, respondents indicate that nearly
three:  cths of the districts have a written policy on substance abuse and three-fifths
require substance abuse education for at least some grade levels.?

Drug Abuse Polley

o An estimated 73 percent of school districts have written drug
abuse policies, and an addit’onal 17 percent are planning or
coasidering such policies. Written policies are more common in
urban than in rural districts, and in large than in small ones.

¥The information that appears in this part of tF . yverview summarizes a survey
conducted in May 1987 by Westat, Inc., Rockville, Md., under contract with the U.S.
Department of Education, through its Fast Response Survey System. The response rate
was 98 percent. For the complete report, see Part 6.
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) The most common actions to be taken in conjunction with drug
offenses are notification of parents, suspension, counseling, and
notification of police. More than 90 percent of the districts
report these as actions they would take in dealing with substance
abuse infractions.

o Fewer districts, however, reported invoking any of these actions
five or more times in the 1986-87 school year. The most common
actions taken were counseling (39 percent), notification of parents
(38 percent), and suspension (30 percent).

Drug Testing

Only 4 percent of school districts report having drug-testing programs. (A
national survey of high schools conducted in 1986 found |ess than | percent with drug-
testing programs. Responses came from of ficials in 36 states.)

Substance Abuse Educatioa

o Sixty-three percent of districts require schools to teach about
substance abuse at some grade level. Most common are programs
that target junior high students (94 percent).

o At least 95 percent of districts indicate that substance abuse is
taught in the local schools.

0 The most common vehicle for teaching is the health education
curriculum (nearly 85 percent). But 5§ percent of the districts
also of fer substance abuse education to senior high school students
through driver training. A minority of districts (less than 20
percent) offer separate courses in preveation.

o Very few districts--no more than | percent--teach drug preveution
exclusively through special assemblies and events. Instead, these
activities most frequently supplement formal educational efforts.

The basic elements of substance abuse education appear to be similar across the
country, according to district respondents.

) Ninety percent or more of the districts report that they teach
about the causes and effects of substance abuse, about ways to
improve self-esteem, and about laws regarding substance abuse.
Almost 90 percent also offer training in resisting peer pressure as
& component of their prevention program. Eighty-four percent
offer counseling.

o Given a list of cight possible components. 75 percent of the
districts reported that they offer at least six. The only
component not offered by a majority is services to high-risk
youth.
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When asked to rank the three most effective components of the substance abuse
programs, 66 percent included improving self-esteem, 66 percent listed teaching about
the causes and effects of substance abuse, and 55 percent ranked peer resistance skills
as among the most effective strategy. All other choices ranked much lower, including,
for example, counseling (32 percent) and enforcement of policies (20 percent).

Resources

Local districts devote only limited resources to substance abuse ecucation.
o Ninety-one percent report no central of fice staff working {ull-
time on substance abuse education;

0 Twenty-cight percent have neither full-time nor part-time staff.

Technical Assistance

Nearly all districts receive technical assistance in substance abuse education from
ather agencies. Among the sources of assistance are these:
o Various local agencies--80 percent

o State education agency--78 percent
0 State alcohol and drug abuse agency--50 percent

o Jne of the regional centers funded by the U.S. Department of
Education--2$5 percent.

ls‘om:l 75 percent of the districts report assistance from more than one of the sources
isted.

The most common topics of assistance focus on guides to resources (74 percent),
parent/community involvement (63 perceat), gereral legal information (62 percent), and
effective program strategies (59 percent). Seventy percent or more of the districts
indicate a need for additional assistance in three of these areas--resource guides,
parent/community involvement, and effective program strategies.

Evaluatios '

Districts perceive a need for more help with evaluation. Although only 34
percent of the districts report receiving assistance in program evaluation, 65 percent
desire more assistance in this area.




Perception of the Problem

District officials were asked how the substance abuse problem ha: changed over
the past two years.
0 For alcohol, 56 percent of the districts perceive that the level has
remained the same, while 29 percent perceive an increase.

o For drugs, 47 percent perceive a decrease, while 42 percent
believe that the level has remained the same and 11 percent
perceive an increase. Urban districts, however, show a higher
rate of perceived increase in drug abuse--31 percent--than
suburban districts (8 percent).

SUMMARY OF STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

These descriptions of state and local activity indicate that the prevention field is
an active one, although of those surveye - only the state alcohol and drug abuse
agencies were putting substantial extra resources into this problem before the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1986 was enacted.

Prevention is widely taught, mainly by the teachers of health education. The
emphasis is usually the traditiona! one of enhancing knowledge about the causes and
effects of substance abuse, but it also extends to the psychological area (helping to
improve student self-esteem as a protection against substance abuse), and to behavior
(teaching skills for resisting pressure to take alcohol and drugs). All programs appear
to focus mainly on the individual student, ruther than on family or community
prevention strategies. However, this f inding in part reflects the content of the
questionnaires.

Although many districts have formal policies directed against drug use, they do
not necessarily believe that eaforcement is an effective form of prevention. In
addition, although the districts with written policies have available a variety of actions
to take in the event their policies are violated, only a minority of districts report
raking any of these actions more than five times last year.

Increasing numbers of agencies and groups are becoming involved in activities to
Prevent substance abuse. As a result, the state agencies that were surveyed repoi't
considerable coordination at the state and local levels, and districts state that they are
receiving help in developing their programs from & variety of sources.

The pages that follow contain each of the reports on which this overview was
based. The first considers research on a8 wide variety of preventicn programs,
exploring the types of programs available and what we do and do‘not know about their
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effectiveness. The secosd summarizes federal agency activities, including brief

descriptions of all major programs reported. Parts 4 through 6 contain the results of

surveys on state and local activities, including summary tables and graphs. In all, the

project offers policy makers and the public a glimpse of drug education and prevention i
activities in the schools, and provides an assessment of prevention research.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report reviews the research on school-based drug and alcuhol prevention
programs for youth in the United States and makes some recommendations for action
by schools to make these programs mors effective in the short and long term.

The report reviews prevention programs that focus on the individual, the f amily,
the peer group, the school, the community, and the larger society. Evaluation research
findings generally suggest that these programs have weak, inconsistent, or, more
commonly, no effects whatever on drug and alcohol use by youth. This report
identifies general difficulties that appear to contribute to the lack of effectiveness of
current programs and discusses problems with current research that limit the strength
of the conclusions that may be drawn from available data.

Despite the general lack of evidence for the effectiveness of currently available
program models, the report concludes that a number of the approaches have produced
some positive preliminary data, and that 8 number of other approaches are theoretically
appealing but have not been adequately evaluated. The short-term recommendations
concerning promising approaches are as follows:

0  Schools should plan and implement coordinated school and

communitywide prevention efforts.

o School discipline and drug and slcohol policies should be
reexamined or newly developed. Schools should consider methods
for improving the quality of program implementation.

0 Schools should encourage more involvement of parents in the
schools’ prevention efforts by educating parents to recognize the
warning signs of involvement with substances, to know what
commuanity resources exist for addressing substance-related
problems, to understand the effects of parents’ use on children’s
behavior, and to understand the importance of communicating a
strong, no-use message to children. These efforts should be
coordinated with local parent-led prevention groups.

0  Schools should select or develop drug and alcohol curriculum
materials emphasizing that any drug and alcohol use by youth is
wrong and unacceptable to the school and commuaity and thay
drug and alcohol use is not a matter of personal choice. The
curriculum should be appropriate to the cognitive capabilities and
moral understanding of the studeats to whom it is directed and
should meet the nceds of both high-risk and low-risk youth.
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Prevention strategies are unlikely to be effective if they are implemented in 2
vacuum. Thus 3chools should attempt to selcct a comprehensive and coordinated
package of strategies rather than a single strategy.

Schocl-based prevention programming needs further development. The f ollowing
areas appear promising:

o Additional development of strategies to convey the message that
substance use by youth is not acceptable and to strengthen
children’s relationships with parents, teachers, and other adults so
that the no-use message these individuals communicate will be
meaningful.

o Further explorativn of the content and implementation straiegies
of school drug and alcohol policies thar contribute o a positive
impact on student drug and alcohol use.

o Further development of programs specifically designed for high-
risk youth, and further consideration of ways to get high-risk
youth involved in prevention activities.

0 More work on methods to attract and maintain parents’

involvement in school-based prevention activities.

Although the available research provides meager support for current prevention
strategies, there is little evidence to challenge the basic premise that prevention is the
most humane and cost-effective response to drug and alcohol use and related problems
among young people.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the past two decades, increased public concern about drug ard alcohol use
in the United States has stimulated a ma jor effort on the part of educators,
reczarchers, policy makers, and concerned citizens to find effective strategies to deter
the use of illicit drugs, including alcohol, among youth. As a result, a wide variety
of substance abuse prevention programs for youth have evolved which differ ir. ori-
entation, scope, methods, and purpose.

The negative effects of drug and alcohol use on the ability to learn and the
disruptions in the school environment caused by students who are using drugs and
alcohol provide a strong impevus for the schools to find effective solutions tc drug and
alcohol use aniong youth. The passage of Public Law 99-570--The Comprehensive Drug
Abuse Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act of 1986--has renewed the mandate
and increased the funding to communities, prevention agencies, and the puablic schools
to deal with substance abuse by young people. However, schools attempting to
respond to this mandate coufront a variety v conflicting claims concerning the "best”
program strategies, and planners of prevention programs face a confusing array of
contradictory information in attempting to chart a course for local substance abuse ini-
tiatives for youth.

This report describes the current school-based substance abuse prevention
programs and strateaies at1, where possible, assesses their effectiveness. The report
also recommends p,ugram development and research activities that can be carried out
io local schools or districts.

In this report, "prevention programs” ~efers to any strategy aimed at reducing the
frequency of use of iilegal substa-.ces and related problems among youth. This
definition, which is intentionaily broad, is meant to include strategies that do not fit
conventional notions of a sosial “program,” such as enforcement; changes in peer,
family, and community climate; and restrictions on the availability of alcohol to minors.
"School-based programs® refers to prevention ¢ “forts sponsored in whole or part by the
schools. Such programs need not be limited to a focus on the school itself or to
curriculum or other formal learning activities.

This report is divided into five section'.:

Section | presents a typology that organizes prevention programs
according to the various levels of influence that may increase or
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decrease the probability thzt youth will use illegal substances and
experience related probiems. This typology pravides a structure
within which to discuss the current prevention programmirg.

Section 2 describes each prevention strateg> and the availabie data
. concerning its effectiveness.

Section 3 discusses the probiems that limit the effectiveness of
most prevention programs.

Sections 4 and 5 present short- and long-term recommendations
for program selection, implementation, development, and research.

An appendix discusses the major research design problems that limit conclusions
drawn from prevention evaluation data.
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SECTION I: A TYPOLOGY OF PREVENTION PROGRAMMING

Current prevention theory recognizes that subsiance use an~ related problem; are
complex and multiply determined. Moreover, i: is increasingly apparent that the
influences that increase or decrease the probability that youth will use substances are
fouad at all levels of society including the individual user, the peer group, the family,
the school, the community, and the larger society (Klitzner, Blasinsky, and Marcus,
1986, Hawkins et al., 1985; Kumpfer and DeMarsh, 1985; Huba, Wingard, and Bentler,
1980). A particularly potent negative influence on any one level (e.g., a family history
of alcoholism or & highly stressful home situation) may place certain persons at
considerable risk for substance use and related problems. How ‘ver, even among high-
risk youth, it is the complex interaction among influences at many of these levels that
determines the probability that a given person will or will not become a substance
user.

Ristorically, prevention programs have focused on a single level of influence (c.g.,
the individual user, the peer group) and have designed th+ir program objectives and
activities to address one or more factors within that level (e.g., individual social
competencies, peer pressure resistance skills). Accordingly, one useful way to
categorize prevention programs is in terms of the major level of influence the
programs attempt to alter. So, for example, one may discuss programs focused largely
on individual-level influences, peer-level influences, family-level influences, and so on.
This typology is employed to organize the discussion of prevention programs in
Section 2.
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SECTION 2: NATURE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF PREVENTION PROGRAMS

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

A brief overview of the histary of school-based drug and alcohol prevention
programs provides a context for understanding tie divereity of current strategies and a
perspective from which to evaluate the potential effectiveness of new initiatives.

Early Efforts: Scare Tactics and Drug Information

The modern history of drug and slcohol prevention programs begins with the
initial responses to the "drug evidemic” of the late 1960s. Many of these early
prevention programs relied on moralizing or the presenting of overblown and inaccurate
information concerning the risks of drug ase (so-called scare tactic programs). This
technique apperently did little except impair the credibility of the adults in the eyes of
youth who often knew (or thought they knew) more about drugs and their effects than
the program presenters (Bukoski, 1979; Wepner, 1979). A second early approach was to
present halanced, factual drug information (pharmacological, physical, psychelogical, and
socis! effects and criminal justice issues) in an atterapt tq encourage youth to make
"responsible” decisions concerning drug use (Swisher, 1979; Goodstadt, 1980).

Affective und Interpersonsl Education Programs

Ay data on the factors associated with drug use became available in the early
1970s, projrams b-gan to focus on the psychological traits and "life skills” that
appeared to Cistingui-h users from nonusers. Prevention theorists of thiz period (e.g.,
Schaps aad Slimm.  1975) posited a relationship between drug use and variables such
48 low selt’-esteem, poor decision-making skills, and poor communication skills. These
sarly theories of the causes of drug use, together with the then pervasive influence of
the humaa potential movement in psychology, spav'ned the first "new ger :ration” of
preventive interveations--the affective education programs (Swisher, 1979). These
programs sought to improve young people’s self-esteem and decision-making and
communication skills, and somewhat later, to help youth clarify their values regarding
drug and alcohol use. '

Alternative Programs

At more or lcss the same time the affective education programs emerged, some
drug abuse theorists began to argue tnat the most ef fective way to prevent drug use
4
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was to provide access to experiences that would meet the same needs users claimed

drugs met ("mitd expansion,” personal growth, excitement, challenge, relief from
boredom) in nonpharmacological ways (Cohen, 1980; 1968). Other theorists (e.g., Schaps
and Slimmon, 1975) endorsed alternatives that created opportunities for youth to
become involved in service and other community activities instead of programs that
emphasized sensation seeking.

Grais-roots Prevention

In the late 1970s parents and communities across the nation began to mobilize
grass-roots prevention cffcrts that challenged the basic assumptions of existing
programs (Lindbladt, 1983). Leaders of these grass-roots efforts belicved that existing
prevention programs were largely ineffective and that parents and comnunity leadere
were in the best position to coatrol the drug use of youth (Nalepka, 1784). Moreover,
they balieved that together they could bring pressure to bear on communijty
institutions, including the schools, to take a stronger stance against drug use by young
people (Klitzner et al., 1987a). Their activities spawned two major programmatic
inttiatives--the concerned-parent movement and the community prevention movement--
which remain active in prevention efforts.

The "Doctrine of Respoasible Use”

Throughout most or iks 1970s, the objectives of prevention were often sr-ted in
terms of "responsible use” (Lindbladt, 1983; Vambito, 1985). The doctrine of
responsible use held that certain substances, mari juana, in particular, were not harmful
to youth so long as they were used in ways that did not interf ere with social or
emotional functioning. Thus the goal of prévention was to encourage youth to make
responsible deci. ons about using substances (Schaps and Slimmon, 1975). Members of
the concerned-parent movement, alon® with some members of the scientii.c community,
strongly questioned this doctrine on the grounds that 4Ny substance use posed
unnecessary risks to young people (Nalepka, 1984; DuPont, 1984; Macdonald, 1984).

By the 1980s, the doctrine of “responsible use” had largely disappeared from the
Prevention literature, a possible exception being discussions of alcohol, where
“responsible drinking” as a goal for youth appears in some program materisls. It is not
at all clear, however, that the demise of the doctrine of "responsible use” has brought
with it a demise in the nrogrammatic strategies based upon it--teaching youth to make
"responsible” decisions about using substances or encouraging the development of

§
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"responsible” values. Thus many programs coatinue to imply that students must decide

for themselves whether to use drugs and alcohol, at the same time the programs
attempt to communicate a strong stance against drug and alcohol use. This emphasis
on personal choice on the one hand and a "no use" message on the other has often led
to conflicting or ill-defined program objectives (Coulson, 1987; Moskowitz, 1983).

Summary

The history of drug and alcohol prevention programming has been one of shif ting
emphasis and emerging trends rather than dramatic breakthroughs or scientific
revoltions. Today's programsi aze composed largely of components drawn from their
predecessors, and, with few exceptions (e.g., the doctrine of "responsible use"),
programsnatic ideas have been transformed rather than abandoned. The resuit has been
a tapestry of programmatic spproaches with no single approach emerging as dominant.

CURRENT PROGRAMS

Traditionally, researchers have measured three kinds of outcomes for prevention
programs;
I.  Increases in drug and alcohol knowledge.

2. Changes in drug- and slcohol-related attitudes.
3. Changes in drug and alcohol use (i.e., behavior).

In gene:al, the research suggests that increases in knowledge arz relatively easy
to obtain, changes in attitudes are more difficult, and changes in behavior (particularly
lasting changes) are extremely rare (Goodstadt, 1986). Changes in knowledge and
attitudes may be important RESCULSOrs to behavior change, but the uitimate criterion
for assessing the effectiveness of a prevention program is evidence of reduced use of
drugs and alcohol and related problems.

It is also important to consider & fourth outcome: the effects of prevention
programs in delaying the use of drugs and alcobol. In reviewing the literature on
carly drug use, Hawkins et al. (1985) conclude thst early use predicts involvement with
a greater number of substances, extensive and persistent drug involvement, and a
greater probability of criminal involvement, including selling drugs. Accordingly,
programs that delay drug uie may also pay long-ter:u dividends.
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Strategles Focused oa the Iadlvidual

As a group, strategies focused on the individual are by far the most common
category of prevention initiatives. School-based programs have been developed to
address one or more of seven general categories of individual-level influences:

l.  Knowledge deficits,

2. Feelings that "it can’t happen to me,"

3. Beliefs concerning substance use and related behaviors,
4. Nezed o cope with emotions,

5.  Social or psychological needs,

6.  Poor "life skills,” and
7. Early antisocial behavior.

An cighth category of individuai-level influence (biological and genetic risk
factors) has received a great deal of research atteation, but few programs have
attempted to deal with such risk factors. For two soinewhat different perspectives on

this emerging area, interested readers are referred to Peele (1986) and Kumpfeér (1986a,
1986b). '

Programs to Remedy Lack of Knowledge

Programs based on the theory that people use drugs or alcohol because they lack
accurate informstion about the detrimental effects of their action were among the first

prevention efforts. "Knowledge deficit® programs may be simple, one-shot efforts such
as pamphlets or films, or they may be segments of larger, more complex curricula.
Information-based models have been rather exteasively studied (Goodstadt, 1980, 1981,
1987; Hanson, 1980; Kinder, Pape, and Walfish, 1980). To date, there is little evidence
to suggest that information programs have any effect on substance-related behavior;
nor are there adequate data to assess the contribution of the informational component
of more comprehensive programs. On the other hand, knowledge about the effects of
drugs should not be discounted as one component of drug prevention. For example,
national surveys of high school students have found an inverse relationship between
high school seniors’ perceptions of the risks of using various drugs and reported levels
of use (Johnston et al., 1986). In general, providing information about drugs may be
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an important component of prevention programs. Information alone, however, is
unlikely to have positive effects.

Programs to Reduce Feelings Tha' "It Can't Happen to Me.”

Programs that address feelings of invulnerability proceed from the assumption
that, although young people may recognize the risks of drugs and alcohol, they do not
believe that these risks are applicable to then. Accordingly, & limited number of
programs have attempted to mativate youth to avoid drugs and alcohol through fear
arousal. Although the scare tactic programs of the early 1960s have given fear arousal
a bad name, there is evidence that fear arousal that is based on scientific or legal
fact, appropriately directed to the target audience, and accompanied by specific
behavioral instructions can have 8 positive effect (Farquhar et al., 1977; Sternhal and
Craig, 1974; Higbee, 1969; Leventhal, Watts, and Pagano, 1967). Some programs have
attempted to overcome feelings of invulnerability by focusing on short-term risks to
young people (Johnson, 1982) (e.g., the social risks of smoking, the hassle of a dr:ak
driving arrest), rather than on long-term risks that teenagers may view as irrelevant.

Most research on fear arousal has addressed sdult target populations and health
risks other than alcohol and drug use. Thus, the applicability of tLese research
findings to substance abuse preventing for youth may be questioned. Data on the
effectiveness of fear arousal programs in the youth substance abuse area are extremely
limited and the potential efficacy of such programs awaits further research.

Programs Addressing Beliefs About Substance Use

These programs derive from research evidence that young people’s substance use
and related behavior are functions of their beiiefs concerning whether such behavior is
right or wrong, acceptable or unacceptable (Klitzner et al., 1987b; Moskowitz, 1983,
1987a; Douglass, 1983; Kroha, et al., 1982; Lowman, 1981; Kraus et al, 1970). Indeed,
some recent evidence suggests that such beliefs may be one of the most potent
predictors of alcohol abuse and related problems (Klitzner et al., 1987b).

Some programs attempt to inculcate the belief that substance use is wrong and
v.nacceptable tiurough direct instruction, through public information, or through a public
commitment (e.g., pledges) to remain drug and alcohol free. Such programs represent a
significant shift from the values- and decision-oriented programs of the 1970s, as well

&S some current programs thet emphasize children’s right to "decide for themselves"
(Coulson, 1987).




A somewhat different appioach to altering normative perceptions is provided by
Piper and Moberg {1986), who used thc results of actual inctdence and prevalence
surveys to demonstrate that substance use is pct so common as most youth believe,
However, Schaps et al. (1986) failed to find that a similar strategy affected actual drug
use.

In general, the effects of attempts to manipulate normative beliefs concerning
substance use and related behaviors have not been adequately evaluated.

Programs Addressing Coping with Emotions

Programs based on emotional regulation theories posit that people use drugs and
alcohol to cope with a variety of emotional problems including depression, anxiety,
boredom, and loneliness or, similarly, that drug and alcohol abuse are secondary
symptoms of primary personality disorders (Deykin et al., 1987; Glynn, Leventhal, and
Hirschman, 1985). Such programs may attempt to teach students how to reduce or
cope with stress, or may rely on identifying at-risk persons and providing treatment or
counseling for the underlying problem. Stress reduction and coping skills are addressed
as on¢ component of a8 number of current school-based programs (see, for example,
Botvin and wills, 1985). Some schools developed programs that identify and refer for
help those students experiencing mental health-related problems (i.c., student assistance
programs) (Morchouse, 1982; Chambers and Morehouse, 1983).

Evaluations of programs that include strategics to redunce or cope with stress have
not generally attempted to isolate the specific contribution of these activities to
program outcomes. Morchouse (1982) reports encouraging preliminary results of a
student assistance model. However, the apparent lack of a comparison or control group
weakens the conclusions that may be drawn from this study. The potential efficacy of
most programs based on affective regulation theories remains uncertain.

Programs Aimed at Meeting Social or Psychological Needs

As suggested earlier, some theorists have suggested that drug and alcclol use may
be motivated by social or psychological needs including the need to seek new
sensations (e.g., Cohen, 1980; Cohen, 1968) and the need for involvement in rewarding
activities (c.g., Schaps and Slimmoa, 1975). Accordingly, programs have been developed
to provide alternative (to drugs and alcohol) ways of meeting these needs. Currently
popular examples of such programs implemented within or by schools include peer
counseling and peer tutoring programs, in which youth are trained to implemen:
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prevention-related activities for students of the same age or younger, and drug- and
alcohol-free parties offered during prom week, graduation week, and ho'iday periods.
Several studies of school-based alternative programs (Moskowit: 2t al., 198S;
1983a, 1983b; Malvin et al., 1985) have failed to find such programs affect drug or
alcohol use. However, a recent study of community-based prevention efforts (K'itzner
et al,, 1987a) suggests that involvement in drug- and alcohol-free alternatives may
affect use, although it is also possible that youth who are at lower risk are more
likely to participate in such activities. Swisher and Hu (1983) arg:e that the specific
type of alternative may be important. They suggest that alternatives based on
entertainment, sports, social, extra-curricular, and vocational activities may be
associated with increased use of drugs and alcchol, whereas, acad=mic activities,
religioue activities, and active hobbies may be associated with decreased use.

Programs Aimed at Improving “Life Skills*

Programs that scek to remedy problems such as low self-esteem and poor
decision-making or poor communication skills have continued to enjoy wide popularity
since their introduction in the 1970s. Remediation of these problems is commonly
combined with remediation of kaowledge deficits, although some "life skills" programs
deemphasize drug- and alcohol-specific content, Moskowitz (1987a) reviews several
studies of such programs (Schaps et al., 1982; Moskowitz et al., 1984; Gersick et al,,

n.d; Botvin et al,, 1984; Botvin and Wills, 1985; Johnson et al., 1985). In general, the
results of these studies are not encouraging. What effects were found, tended to be
small or of short duration, and some of the programs may have stimulated rather than
reduced substance use (e.g., Botvin, 1987).

But current examples of "life skills® programs may not provide an adequate test of
this approach. In general, the programs cvaluated to date have been short term, and
leader training has generally been minimal (E. Schaps, personal communication 1987).
Thus, more intensive, longer life skills approaches, implemented by well-trained leaders,
might yield better results. However, it may be that the time, effort, and expense
required to implement such programs would maxe these initiatives unattractive or
impractical for most schools. Moreover, the potential effectiveness df such intensive
programs awaits further cvaluation.
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Programs Aimed at Remedying Early Antisocial Behavior

Programs that target early antisucial behavior are based largely on prospective
studies that relate such behavior (especially behavior in school) to lat.¢ drug use snd
other delinquency. Hawkins and Lishner (in press) and Kumpfer (1986) review a
number of studies suggesting that early indications (third grade and under) of
aggressiveness, disruptiveness, impatience, shyness, impulsivity, and "acting out"
behaviors may predict later behavioral problems, including drug use. Demarsh and
Kumpier (1985) review a number of . Jograms, including their own, through which
people who care for young children can be trained to reduce these early behavioral
problems.

Schools have attempted to remedy early behavior problems by providing special
services to identified problem children, or by attempting to structure the classroom
environment in such & way as to reduce the frequency of antisocial behaviors and
promote 3ocially acceptable behavior smong students generally. However, the effect of
reducing early behavioral problems on subsequent substance abuse and related problems
has yet to be demonstrated.

Summary

In general, there is little evidence that prevention programs focused on the
individual have delayed or reduced substance use. However, given the paucity of
conclusive evaluation findings, there is ample room for further program development
and research in this area.

Strategies Focused om the Family

A number of school-based programs have addressed family-level influences, either
through programs designed specifically for parents, or, more commonly, though a parent
or family component of a student-focused initiative. These programs have generally
focused on oie or more of four family-level influences on the substance-related
behavior of youth.

1. Family functioning,

2.  Negative parental modéling.
3. Lack of parental cont'rol, and

Substance abuse by parents.
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There has been little systematic research on family-level approaches to the
Prevention of substance abuse among youth, although a number of studies of family-
level interventions concerning other problem behavior among young people have been
conducteq (reviews are provided by Demarsh and Kumpfer, 1985, and Bry, 1983).

Programs Based on Family Functioning

Programs based on family functicning theories appeal to a large body of literature
that associates increased risk of alcohol and drug abuse with such factors as parental
inconsistency, loose fami.y structure, use of harsh physical punishment, and poor family
communication patterns (¢.g., DeMarsh and Kumpfer, 1985; Kim, i979; Jessor and Jessor,
1977; Weschler and Thum, 1973; Braucht et al, 1973). Programs have been developed
to improve parenthood skills and thus indirectly to reduce the risk of substance abuse
by children. Demarsh and Kumpfer (1985) and Bry (1983) review a number of programs
aimed at improving family relationships and parenthood skills, and they conclude that
these programs have generally improved parental bekavior and altered some behaviors
on the part of children that may be precursors to substance involvement.

Two interventions specifically aimed at prevention of substance abuse--parent
training and family skills training--were cvaluated by Kumpfer (1987). This study
suggested a positive effect on school, social, emotional, and beh:vioral problems
among 6- to 12-year-olds. In addition, preliminary evidence of siart-term effects on
drug and alcohol use was obtained when these two programs were combined with a
program to teach the children social skills. Morkowitz (1987a) discusses another family
program that focused specifically on prevention of substance abuse (Shain, Suurvalj,
and Kilty, 1980) and resulted in an increase in children’s alcohol use. Moskowitz
suggests that this effect may have stemmed from a strengthening of parental influence
(an objective of the program), which, in turn, increased the likelihood that children
would model their parents’ drinking.

A somewhat different approach to f: amily functioning is seen in programs that
seck to prevent or remedy weak or incomplete socialization. These programs are based
on the notion that the family is a major socialization agert, especially for young
children, and that many modern families are failing to inculcate such basic values as
self-control, self-motivation, and self -discipline (Glenn, 1981). Curricula have been
developed to teach parents how to structure the home environment to increase the
likeiihood that children will develop these qualities (c.g., Glenn, 1984). Evaluations of
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the effects of these programs, either on parental behavior or youth outcomes, have not
been reported iu the literature.

Programs Adr-+ssing Parental Modeling

A second group of parent education programs attempt to address negative parental
modeling. These programs appeal to concepts from social learning theory that suggest
that children’s early notions concerning drugs and alcohol are learned by observing
parents’ behavior regarding alcohol, tobacco, over-the-counter and prescription drugs,
and illicit substances. The goal of these programs is to make parents aware of the
effect their substance-related. behavior has on their chiidren and thus to change
Rarants’ behavior as 8 method of reducing their children’s drug and alcohol risk.
Programs may encourage parents to reduce their own consun )tion or to avoid involving
children in substance-relsted behavior (opening beer, pouring drinks, lighting
cigarettes). Programmatic interventions based on modeling may take the form of
pamphlets or one-shot presentations (e.g., at a PTA/PTO meeting) or may be part ¢ a
larger parent education program. Again, programs of this type have not been formally
evaluated.

Programs to Increase Parental Control

Programs focused on parental control have emerged as one component of the
activities of concerned parents. Advocates of such programs argue that mndern parents
have lost con.rol of their children’s drug and alcohol behavior, thus the programs seek
to empower parents to reinstate social controls that will prcvent or forestall
experimentation with drugs and alcohol (Manatt, 1979). Although these programs were
criginally community based, many current programs are strongly aligned with Jocal
schools (Klitzner et al., 19872) and some programs use existing school organizations
(e.s., PTA/PTO) as their basic organizational unit. Recent data on the outcones of
concerned-parent programs (Klitzner et al., 1987a) provide preliminary support for the
claim that these programs result in increased social control of children by involved
parents, but the extent to which this increased control results in reduced substance use
remains unoroven. . ,

Programs for Children of Substance-Abusing Parents

Persons with a family history of substance abuse are overrepresented in substance
abuse treatment programs (Goodwin, 1985), and the growing body of literature on
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children of substance abusers suggests that these children may differ from other
children in a number of ways (DeMarsh and Kumpfer, 1985). Accordingly, programs for
families in which one or both parents are substance abusers and for children of
substance abusers (COSAS) are gaining in popularity. These programs may include any
or all of the family-level program strategies thus far discussed. Recently developed
programs in this area have shown considerable promise (Kumpfer, 1987), and anecdotal
¢vidence suggests that COSA programs are increusingly being sponsored by schools and
school districts. The current federal emphasis og funding programs for high-risk youth
should stimulate additional programmatic develapment for substance-abusing families.

Summary

There appears to be evidence of the potential importance of family involvement in
efforts to prevent substance abuse, particularly if dysfunctional families could be better
targeted for help. Unfortunately, family programs to date have been plagued by lack
of parental interest and high drop-out rates; they have also been criticized for
reaching only the parents who are most motivated (Moskowitz, 1987a; Klitzner et al.,
1987a; Demarsh and Kumpfer, 1985). Thus, future program development in this area

should include strategies to ensure that parents become involved and stay involved in
program activities,

Strategies Focused oa the Peer Group

The emergence of peer influence as an important risk factor in drug and alcohol
abuse has caused a major shift in the emphasis of many school-based prevention
efforts. Indeed, the requirement that programs deal with peer influence has become
almost axiomatic in the 1980s, & situation reminiscent of the "axiomatic” need to
address scif-esteem in the 1970s. In general, programs focused on the peer group view

peer influence as operating through peer norms and peer modeling, or direct peer
influence.

Programs Based on Peer Norms and Pecr Modeling

These approaches derive largely from the repeated finding that substance-using
youth have substance-using friends (e.g., Klitzner et al., 1987b; Norem-Hebiesen et 2l
1984; Kaplan et al, 1982; Kandel and Adler, 1982; Jessor and Jessor, 1977), and that
perceived behavior and attitudes of peers are important predictors of use (e.g., Kandel
Keisler, and Margulies, 1978; Jessor and Jessor, 1978). These findings, coupied with
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evidence that early z¢~lescence is a time of maximum conformity (Costanzo and Shaw,
1966) and acute self-consciousness (Elkind and Bowen., 1979; Enright, Shukla, and
Lapsley, 1980) have led to the hypothesis that peer belief's, attitudes, and behavior
exert indirec’ control over young people’s substaace use.

Schools have attempted to alter peer norms or to dilute the eff~cts of negative
peer models through a number of strategies: publicity campaigns that attempt to
inculcate positive health messages into the youth culture; clubs and organizations
devoted to promoting a no-use life-style (e.2., Adams et al, 1985); exposure to
attractive youth who do not use substances, either in person (e.g., McAlister et al.,
1980) or on film (Evans et al., 1981); or exposure to sslected health educators who are
attractive and model the message they teach (Piper and Moberg, 1986). Programs
employing models in pers~n or on film have demonstrated some success in reducing
cigarette smoking (iosk-. vitz, 1983; Bukoski, 1985), and Piper and Moberg (1986) report
preliminary results that suggest short-term reductio..s in alcohol and marijuans use.
However, the extent to which these effects are caused by changes in susceptibility to
peer norms or negative peer models it unclear. Other methods based on peer norms
(clubs, awareness campaigns) have not been adequately studied, and their potential
effectivencss is unknown.

Programs Based on Direct Peer Influence

Close.y related to programs based on peer norms are programs based on theories
of diisct peer influence. These programs proceed from the assumption that youth use
drugs anu alcohol because they are directly pressured to do so by peers. Accordingly,
the programs tcach "peer pressure resistance skills," which may rangc from simply
saying no to drugs and alcohol (Adams et al., 1985) to more complex interventions
derived from soc‘al psychological theories of communicatior < - persuasion (e.g,
McAlister et al., 1980; Per1* et al., 1980; Evans, 1976). Extens.ve research has been
conducted to assess the effectiveness of these programs, and so far the results have
been mixed (Goodstadt, 1987; Moskowitz, 1987a). There has been little convincing
evidence that approaches to resist pszr pressure prevent drug and alcohol use, although

positive results in the preveation of cigarette smoking are regularly reported (Bell and
Battjes, 1985).
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Summary

Despite the current popularity of programs based on peer influence, there is Jittle
evidence that such programs are any more effective than other prevention technologies.
In particular, the current heav, emphasis on resisting peer pressure in school-based
prevention programs is not strongly supported by available research, a possible
exception being the programs focused exclusively on the prevention of cigarette
smoking.

Strategles Focused on the Scho 's

Despite the historical reliance on the schools as sponsors and implementors of
programs to prevent substance abuse, little atteation has been given to factors within
the schools’ organization and climate that may tacilitate or deter youth drug and
alcohol use and related behavior. Recently, however, substance abuse theorists and
program develoners nave begun to identif y methods by which the school environme:t
may be structured or restructured to reduce the incidence and prevalenc: of substance
use. Current approaches in the domain of school environment include the following:

l.  Detection,

2, Policy, and

3.  Bonding to conventional norms and conventicnal behavior.

Detecti n Approaches

Recent surveys of studen: drug sad alcohol use (¢.g., Johnston, O'Malley, and
Bachman, 1986} ~:~gest that a significant minority of students who use drugs and
alcohol do so before o¢ during schoo! hours or on carapus aiter school. Moreover,
several studies suggest that many students either obtain drugs and alcohol at school or
report that they could obtain these substances easily 2t schcol if they so desired
(Moskowitz, 1987a; Skager, Fisher, and Maddahian, 1986; Polich et al., 1984; National
Institute of Education, 1978). In response, some schools have instituted programs
aim. . .t detecting on-campus possession, use, and distribution. Two general
approaches to detection have been- suggesied--direct and indirect.

Direct detection involves uncovering evidence of use or possession tisrough
monitoring of potential *high use® areas (e.g., parking lots, bathrooms), searches, use of
specially trained dogs, and placement of undercover agents posing as students on
campus (U. S. Department of Education, 1986; Bukoski, 1985). The U. S. Department
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of Education (1986), which provides a review of current court decisions in this area,
concludes that searches, properly conducted, have generally been upheld. However,
systematic ~tudies of the effecz of school-based direct detection have not been
reported in the research literature.

Perl{aps the most controversial method for direct detection is urine testing.
Highly accurate tests are now availabie for a variety of substances. However, these
tests tend to De extremely :xpensive, and less expensive alternatives may be so
unreliable that their results are of extremely limited use (Council on Scientific Affairs,
American Medical Association, 1987). Moreover, all screening methods neeu to be
sensitive to the problem of identifying false positives. Concern over accuracy and the
indeterminant legal status of screening programs leaves the future role of urine testing
in schools uncertain.

Indirect uctection involves training parents, teachers, counselors, school health
staff, and other school personnel to identify behavioral symptoms of intoxication and
substance involvement. Silber (1985) reports on 8 successful screening program for
alcohol-related problems in = college student health service, Conversely, Moskowitz
(1987b) did not find a relationship between teacher training in detection and reported
school alcohol or drug problems. Overall, the eff ectiveness of either direct or indirect
detection remains unproven.

School Policy Approaches

Related to detection approaches are those involving the development,
implementation, and enforcement of school drug and alcohol policies. As discussed by
Moskowitz (1987b), there are & number of mechanisms by which such policies may
reduce substance use: providing a public statement of norms and expectations; training
parents, teachers, and staff to identify and remedy substance-related problems; and
limiting the availability of substances, at least on campus. The process of developing a
policy can serve to raise everyone's awareuess of the school’s no-use philosophy and
can facilitate the development of community ne*wz:ks that may serve as the basis for
other prevention initiatives.

There is a substantial body of literature that recommends content for school
policies and the process by which such policies may be developed (e.g., US.
Department of Sducation, 1986; Maryland State Department of Education, 1982; Marcus,
McMillen, and Resrick, 1980; Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1980).
However, systematic research on the effectiveness of such policies is sparse.
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Moskowitz (1987b) surveyed a national sample of public high school administr2tors
concerning their school policies, and concludes that "the extent of a school's problems
due to student alcohol or drug use .. is affected by how well the school's overall
discipline policy is implemented" (1987b), although the fact that this research was
based on administrator reports (rather than actual measutes of substance use and
related problems) limits the strength of these conclusions. Moskowitz anc Jones (in
press) also found that among administrators who reported that student drug and alcoho!
problems had decreased over the past five years, the most common exolanation provided
was an improvement in the school’s discipline policy or its implementation. In
addition, most high school administrators expressed the conviction that discipline
policies and their implementation were more effective than school-based [ revention or
treatment programs. In general, Moskowitz’s f indings are consistent with decreases in
drug use reported in case studies of schools that have implemented student drug
policies and related activities (U.S. Department of Education, 1986).

Bonding Approaches

A different category of school-focused approaches is those based on social
bonding theory (Hawkins et al., 1985; Hirschi, 1969). Social bonding theory assc. ts
that 8 person’s attachment to conventional society and ability to receive reinforcement
through coaventional behavior constrain deviant behavior. Convzarsely, when such
attachments are weakened, there is less to lose as a result of antisocial acts. Two
elements of social bonding directly relevant to the current discussion are attachment to
conventional persons and involvement in conventional activities,

According tc social bonding theory, youth who have developed attachments to
adults who also make clear their opposition to substance use and other antisocial acts
(e.3., purents, teuchers, coaches, older students) are less likely to jeopardize these
-elationships by engaging in deviant behavior, Similarly, youth who are experiencing
success through conventional activities (academics, industrial arts, music, drama.
athletics) are less likely to engage in deviant behavior that may jeopardize these
successes. )

Prevention strategies suggested by social honding theory include reducing adult-
to-student ratios and student anonymity, providiag a variety of activities in which
students may become involved, encouraging teachers to praise and reinforce positive
behavior, instituting cooperative learning approaches, and clearly explaining what
behavior is expected of the students. The literature about juvenile delinquency (sc .,
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for example, Bird et al., 1978) suggests that social bonding approaches mav be
promising. Cooperative learning--an approach by w2aich studeats must ali work
together to complet: an academic task--is one social bonding strategy that has been
used in substance sbuse prevention. However, twe evaluaticas of cooperative learning
strategies failed to demonstrate a reduction in drug and alcohol use (Schaps et al,,
1986).

Summary

in general, programs focused on the school deserve greater emphasis than thsy
nave recsived in the past. Some of these strategies (e.g., implementation of school
drug and alcohol policics) are among the least expensive to implement of any discussed
in this report. Although ~urrent rescarch results must be considered preliminary, these
relatively simple strategics may prove to be as effective as more complex interventions.
Otiher school-focused strategies, such as those derived from social bonding theory, will
require 8 higher level of commitment to implement. Additiunal research is required to
determine whether t%c payoff of such strategies justifies the effort and commitment
they require.

Strategies Focused on the Community

Unlike most of the prevention strategies thus far discussed, strategies focused on
the community appeal largely to sociulogical theories of substance use and its pre-
vention. Community-level prevention strategies have generally been aimed at three
categories of influence:;

l.  Legal deterrence,

2. Awailabilicy of substances to youth, and
3. Community climate.

Whether such programs fit the current definition of school-based prevention is
debatable. However, concerned-parent groups have worked on deterrence, availability,
and community climate (Klitzner et al., 1987a), and school-affiliated groups such as
PTAsS/PTOS can do the same. Accordingly, these strategies are presented for
consideration in planning school-sponsored prevention initiatives.
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Legal Deterrence Programs

Deterrence programs were among society’s earliest preventive responses to
substance use; severe penslties for the use of certain substances (e.g., tobacco) were
recorded as carly as the 17th century (Whelan, 1984). In the 1970s, legal deterrence as
a method for preventing substance use and abuse fell into disrepute, as some states
liberalized their drug laws and many localities deemphasized drug enforcement. Re-
cently, however, there has been s resurgence of interest in deterrence, and some
community-based prevention groups hzve lobbied for new lews and ordinances, stricrer
enforcement, and harsh penaliies for dealers (Klitzner et al., 1987a). Moskowitz
(1987a) argues that formal social controls such as laws and ordinances will be effective
only to the extent that they are congruent with and reinforce the moral concerns of
the commurity. Accordingly, deterrence-based programs should be viewed as one
component of a larger, communitywide respotise to youth substance abuse.

Reductions in Availability of Substanc: : to Youth

Some community-based programs have attempted to reduce the availability of
substances to youth, These programs proceed from the assumption that reduced avaijla-
bility will lead to reduced consumption. In general, availability-based prog .ms have
focused on aleohol, although attempts to reduce the availability of illicit substances
(e.g., local antiparaphernalia laws) ha;re also been reported (Klitzner et al., 1987a).

Strategies used by communities to reduce alcohol availability to youth include
ordinances to control the number and types of retail outlets where alcohol can be pur-
chased (Wittman and Hilton, in press), education and monitoring of retail clerks and
retail outlet owners, training of servers in bars and restaurants (Mosher, 1983), and,
most recently, crackdowns on the availability ot oogus LD. cards.

The effects of availability programs are diff icult to evaluate. Moskowitz's (1987a)
review of availability studies provides jittle evidence for effects of availability
manipulations. Two exce=:ions appear to be increases in minimum purchase age, which
have been consistzntly sssociated with reductions in driving while intoxicated (DW])
(e.g., Smith et al, 1984; Hingson et al., 1983; Wagenaar, 1983), and price increases,
which are associated with reduced' consumption of alcohol and cigarettes and reduced
DWI by youth. In addition, Moskowitz and Jones (in press) found that school
administrators reported somewhat less serious alcohol proble ns among students when
there were fewer aicohol retail outlets within a half-mile of the school. Agzin,
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however, conclusions drawn from Moskowitz’s survey of school administrators must be
considered preliminary.

Community Climate Programs

Programs based on community climate are perhaps the broadest and most diffuse
of prevention efforts. Indeed, rather than being classified as "programs,” manipulations
of community climate are probably best conceptualized as the result of a number of
strategies acting tegether to promote a communitywide messags. Central to all the
efforts to improve tiie community climate is a planning ccancil or advisory committee
(Bukoski, 198S; Johnson et al., 1983; Griswold-Ezekoye, 1985) composed of
represents “ves of major community institutions including the schools, local
governments, local media, and the health care sector, as well as parents, and
sometimes, youth. This group is charged with assessing local needs, devel~ping or
identifying strategies to meet these needs, and coordinating the prevention efforts of
the agencies they represent.

One example of a community-based approach is the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation’s School Team Approach (U.S. Department of Education, 1982; Marshall et al.,
1585). Other examples include the recent activities of concerned-parent groups, many
of which have evolved iato broad-based, communitywide prevention efforts (Klitzner et
al., 1987a;}, Pentz et al’s (1986) community demonstration project; and the Chemical
People project, which attempted to couple nationsl media with local planning efforts.
Uz “ortunately, the Chemical People project, although well funded and highly publicized,
has never been adequately evaluated.

Like cvailability programs, social climate programs are extremely difficult to
evaluate, so there is little research evidence to support or refute their efficacy.
However, a number of community demonstration projects that are funded by the
National Institute on Drug Abuse and are now uader way may shed light on the
effeciiveness of this approach. In addition, several theorists have suggested that the
efficacy of recent smoking prevention ana cessation programs owes as much to changes
in community norms and values as it dees to the specific strategies employe. (Polich et
al., 1984; Moskowitz, 1983; Leventhal and Cleary, 1980). It may also be th: case thar
reductions in the use of some substances since the late 1970s are in part ,ased on a
shift in putlic opinion concerning the acceptability and risks of taking drugs. In
general, the research suggests that comprehensive programs aimed at manipulating
community climute are pron;ising and worthy of further consideration.
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Summary

Commurity-bascd prevention programs are theoretically appealing because they
provide an opportunity to communicate a consistent "no use” message through 2 number
of differept channels. Moreover, community-based prevention programs re.ch many
youth at relatively low cost. This is especially the case when such programs rely, in
part, on volunteer efforts (e.g., community planning councils, concerned-parent groups).
On the other hand, community-based programs aeed to set concrete objectives or run
the risk of becoming amorphous activities with little likelihood of longevity or impact.

Stzategies Focused oa the Larger Sociai Enviroameat

Like community-based programs, strategies aimed at controlling drug and alcohol
influences in the larger society generally appesl o sociological explanations oi sub-
stance-related behavior. Indeed, many of the program models described under
community programs (i.c., legal deterrence, availability, social climate) have been
app’ied to the larger socisl eavironment; the major difference is one of institutional
focus (e.g., federal laws as opposed to local ordinances). One category of influences
on substance use within the larger social eavironment--those associated with mass
medis--may be amenable to school-based intervention. These include influences -
associated with the advertising of psychoactive substances and the portrayal of
substance use in the media. Both these influences have been occasionally addressed in
school-sponsored programs.

Programs Aimed at Counteracting the Effects of Advertising

The role of advertising in promoting drug 2nd alcohol use and abuse is debatable,
and research studies provide contradictory evidence (Atkin, Hocking, and Block, 1984;
Robertson, 1980; Atkin, 1978). Some instructional programs (e.g., Botvin et al., 1984)
have attempted to educate youth abeni advertising techniques and help them dissect
the persuasive messages in ads. A different approach to advertising iufluences is
suggested by Wallack (1985), who has urged educators and parents to become more
involved in consumer action to review advertising, especially advertising aimed at
children, and to work with policy ‘makers to develop strategies and guidelines for
improved advertising practices. To date, there has been too little research on
advertising education or advocacy to allow an assessment of its potential effectiveness.




Programs Aimed at Counteracting the Portrayal
of Substance Use in the Media

Recently, scientific and popular concern has grown concerning the portrayal of
substance use in mass medis. This concern derives, in part, from the sheer number of
hours young people devote to watching television, and, in part from the social modeling
concerns discussed earlier (i.c., that children learn substance use behavior by watching
and imitating others). Content analyses of prime-time te :vision have suggested that
the portrayal of alcohol use does not generally provide a balanced view of the positive
and negative asp~cts of drinking, although the most receat reviews suggest that
portrayals of drinking are becoming more neutral (Wallack, 1985).

Strategies to counteract negative media messages are similar to those described
for advertising--that is, educeiing youth to be more critical consumers of television
and advocacy approaches to improve television content. Again, neither approach has
been well studied. Breed and De Foe (1982) report success in attaining change in
prime-time television portravals of alcohol, but the effect of thes: changes on the
rates ol smbstance abuse has not been demonstrated; nor is it cleur that Breed and De
Foe’s methods can be successfully implemented by locsal educators and parents. But
some of the concerned-parent groups studied by Klitzaer et al. (1987a) report
considerable success in cnlisting local media in prevention activities, and one
component of a school-based program reported by Solomon et al. (1985) includes
educzting parents and children to enable them be more selective consumers of
television. Again, howevcr, effects on substance use await future documentation.

Summary

At present, both theory and practice associated with prevention strategies to

- address influences in the mass media are underdeveloped. However, the pervasiveness
of mass media in the lives of children suggests what this area deserves further
consideration.

Summary of the Research oa Praveation Programs

There is currently no "magic bullet” to prevent substance abuse by young peopie.
E.valustion research suggests that prevention programs have weak, inconsistent, and
short-term effects, or, more commonly, no effects whatever on drug or alcohol use. In
some instances, research siudies have suggested reverse effacts (i.e., increased use
after exposure to a program). Of course, the scientific weaknesses of most evaluation
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studies l:ave open the possibility that programs are working to some extent, but the
research has been incapable of detecting these effects. However, if this expl: :ation is
correct, program effects are probably so small as to have limited policy significance.

Despite the lack of evidence for the effectiveness of Currently available program
models, there are reasons for optimism. First, although research provides meager
support for current prevention strategies, there is little evidence to challenge the basic
premise that prevention is the most humane and cost-effective response to drug and
alcohol use and related problems among youth,

Second, there are a number of approaches that appear promising on the basis of
preliminary data or that are “heoretically appealing but have not been adequately
evaluated. Thus there is ampie room for further development of programs to realize
the potential promise of these strategies.

Third, most evaluations have examined curriculum and other single-strategy
programs, leaving unknown the effects of factors in the broader social climate that
also exert an important, if indirect, influence on drug use. Future research may reveal

the efficacy of broader programs and of programs that explore domains outside those
that have been traditionally evaluated.
Fourth, prevention theorists (e.g., Goodstadt, 1987) have begun to argue that any

given approach may be more appropriate for some people than for others. More
careful matching of program approaches to target audiences may increase success.
Finally, studies of the causes of drug and alcohol use and related problems
continue to reveal new linkages between individual and environmental factors and drug
and alcohol use among youth. The continuert interaction bec.ween drug and alcohol
research and the development of prevention programs may lead to a refinement of
current strategics and to the development of pew strategies that may be more
effective,




SECTION 3: SOME GENERAL PROBLEMS OF PREVENTION PROGRAMMING

Before turning to specific r:commendations, it is important to consider some
general problems in prevention programming suggested by the preceding review. If
future efforts are to be more effective than their predecessors, these general problems
should be dealt with.

INADEQUATE USE OF THEORY IN PREVENTION PLANNING

Many programs are still plagued by a failure to specify adequately the rationale
underlying program activities. Although considerable prevention research has been
conducted, most prevention concepts remsin largely unforimulated. In some cases, it is
not clear that program planners have attempted, or are able, to articulats the
relationships between hypothesized causes of substance-related problems, program ac-
tivities, and risk reduction (Klitzner et al,, 1985). Even those programs that claim to
be based on theory rely on questionable assumptions about the causes of substance use
and abuse and on untested assumptions about relationships between the specific activi-
ties undertaken and the reduction of substance-related risk. Rational program planning
and evaluation must be grounded on adequate program rationale.

It is also important for substance abuse researchers and program planners to
consider theory and research drawn from other disciplines. Considerable relevant
prevention research has been conducted in such areas as mental health, disease control,
and juvenile delinquency. Consideration of this broader literature can suggest
strarzgies that may be applicable to substance abuse prevention and can help reduce
the amount of time and effort expended in exploring strategies that may already be
well developed in other a. eas.

FAILURE 70 CONSIDER DIFFERENCES IN THE CAUSES
OF USE OF DIFFRRENT SUBSTANCES

Another general problem is a lack of attention to possible differences 1n the
causes and prevention of use of specific categories of drugs. Tobacco, alcohol,
marijuana, and other substances dif er in their pharmacology and effects, the economics
of their production and distribution, their roles in society, societal attitudes towards
them, and the laws that govern their possession or use. Yet numerous attempts have
been made to apply conc:pts and strategies specifically developed for one substance to
the prevention of use or abuse of another substznce. This has been especially the case

25




in recent years, when sirategies originally developed to prevent cigarette s.. king have
been applica, sometimes uncritically, to prevent other substance-reiated behavior. The
generdl failure of these programs to prevent the use of substances other than
cigarettes suggests that further consideration must be given to the factors underlying
the use of specific substances to which a given prevention program is directed.
Although some prevention strategies may be "generic,” others may turn out to be
highly substance-sp2cific in their effects.

FAILURE TO CONSIDER INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
IN PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Considerable discussion has been devoted to the "best” or "most appropriate” tinie
to implement various pravention strategics. However, these discussions tend to rely
solely on data concerning the epidemiology of use. Thus, if experimentation with
alcohol begins on the average in grade six, it is recommended that programs be
implemented in grade five. Although this recommendation has some merit, little
attention is usually paid to the cognitive capabilities or moral and social perspectives
of the fifth grader in planning the specific intervention.

Educators have long recognized that children of differiag ages have differing
abilities to reason, to grasp abstractions, and to relate to moral issues. Moreover,
children from differing ethnic and religious backgrounds may bring some different
perspectives to discussions of drug and alcohol yuse. Yet there has been 2 tendency to
employ a "one size fits all" approach in developing prevention programs.

Even within a relatively homogeneous cla sroom or school, there may be
considerable differences in the experiences that students have already had with drugs.
Early work by Blum et al. (1978) suggests that the effects of drug prevention
strategies may vary as a fuaction of the amount of drug use and the age zt which
drugs are first used. Moreover, Gocdstadt (1987) has recently argued that "no single
prevention strategy is likely to be effective for all drugs and all stages of drug use."
These theorists question the logic of providing a uniform prevention program for all
students, because they question the assumption that all students will respond identically
to the same program.

Finally, most assessments of prevention programs have been conducted with white,
middle-class youth. The applicability of these program- to other races, classes, and
cultural groups is uncertain. This issue cannot be resolved without an iucreased
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emphasis on those groups that have not, to date, Yeen actively targeted by most
prevention efforts.

FAILURE TO REACH HIGH-RISK YOUTH

A fo‘urth gencral problem is the apparent failure of many preventio: strategies to
reach those youth who are most at risk. Where program participation or exposure is
voluntary, high-risk youth or their parents may be least likely to become involvad.
This crivicism has been raised about prevention-oriented "clubs" (Klitzner et al., 19870),
parent education programs (Moskowitz, 1987a; DeMarsh and Kumpfer, 1985), and
community programs such as the concerned-parent movement (Klitzuer et al., 19§7a).
Rarely have special efforts been made to recruit high-risk youth or their families into
such programs. The development of innovative strategies to get high-risk youth and

their parents involved in prevention-related activities constitutes a major challenge for
future program research.

INHERENTLY WEAK INTERVENTIONS

Behavior change is an extremely complex Process (A jzen and Fishbein, 1985).
Attempts to change behavior may require considerable resources and effort, as well as
the repeated administration of a series of interventions. From this perspective, many
prevention programs must be considered inherently weak. A single unit on drugs and
alcohol presented in a health class, a two-week “skills training® program, or a pre-

vention "club” that meets sporadically cannot be expected to have dramatic or lasting
effects.

WEAK IMPLEMENTATION

Weak program implementation would appear to be endemic in all types of
prevention programming discussed in this report. Research on program implementation
(e.8., Klitzner et al, 1525) suggests that high-quali.ty program implementation requires
-onsiderable training of program or school staff and a high level of supervisics and
feedback. Moreover, it is clear that well-implemented programs require considerable
commitment on the part of prcgram staff and che sponsoring institution, as well as
broad-based community support in order to-ensure program continuity.




NARROW FCCUS

Prevention programs tend to be too narrowly focused. Researchers now agree
that the programs that are most likely to be effective are those that deal with multiple
leveis of substance-related influence (Goodstadt, 1986; Huba et al, 1980). For example
efforts to educate youth abuit legal sanctions against substance use may be most ef-
fective when these sanctions are supported by parents and schools and vigorously
enforced. Similarly, tie antidrug messages of large national media campaigns can be
effectively reinforced if similar and ceonsistent messages are communicated by parents,

,

teachers, and other community leaders such as clergy and health professionals. As
Huba et al. (1980) have argued, "Any effective primary pr;vention program will have to
address themes in many... [domains] ..since the inf luences combine in many different
ways to cause or proclude the initiation of use.”

Of course, the current trend toward comprehensive prevention efforts also
presents important challenges. Because of their complexity, such programs may be
even nrore difficult to implement and evaluate thagu are single focused programs.
Moreover, comprehensivve ef.orts run the risk of becoming diffuse and difficult to

sustain over the long-term because of the large number of individuals and groups
whose cooperation is required.

WEAK PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

Current knowiedge about prevention of drug and alcohol abuse is limited by the
weaknesses of most evaluation studies. These studics demonstrate a rush to judge
programs b~fore they are stable enough to be evaluated. In addition, they are often
characteriz.u by weak measures of program outcomes, poor research designs, inadequate
assessments of how programs sre implemented, and an almost exclusive focus on
statistical significance to the neglect of policy and programmatic significance (a more
detailed discussion of thee evaluation issues is presented in the appendix).

As a result, it is often difficult to draw conciusions beyond the fact that neither
program effectiveness nor ineffectiveness may be considered proven. Clearly, if the
state of the art in prevention is to improve, the research studies by which the
effectiveness of programs is determined also must be improved.




SECTION 4: SHORT-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS

The current research into prevention programs does not provide clear guidance for
school-based program planners. Althoug’. no single strategy or combination of
straccgies is sufficientl; well supported by research evidence to warrant a recom-
mendation for widesrcead replication, this section presents & number of promising
strategies for schools, mos: of which can be implemented without great expense.

BR.:AD-BASED COMMI'NITY PROGRAYs

Schools should plan and implemen: ~oordinated school and communitywide
prevention efforts. One mechanism for coordinating a broad-based program is the
development of prevention advisory committees composed of representatives of the
scaool administration, teac*ers, pupil services personnel, parents, students, aud
community representatives. Wiere possible, primary schools, middle schools, and high
schools that serve the same student population should consider sharing a single
advisory committce or have overlapping membership in order to facilitate continuity.
Comprehensive programs should set specific, concrete objeciives so that the program
does not become overly diffuse.

SCHOOL DISCIPLINE AND DRUG AND ALCOLOL POLICIES

Schools and districts shonid consider either a reexamins.ion of existing discipline
and drug and alcohol abuse policies or the development of new polici<s (Moskowitz,
1987b). However, mer~'v having a policy on the books is not likely to reduce student
alconol and drug use. Accordingly, schools should consider methods for improving the
quality of policy implementstion.

If appropriate, sc’- ols t1ay also consider pro “ding school nurses and
disciplinarians with specific training regarding the signs of intoxication and substance
involvement.

PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Schools should consider implementing strategies to get parents involved in the
schools’ cfforts to prevent substance abuse. At a minimum, presentations can be
offered to alert purents to t! : warning signs of youth’s involvement with alcohol and
drugs, to provide information on community resources for dealing with substance-
related problems of young people, to educate parents about the effects of their own
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substance use on their childrea’s behavicr, and to emphasize the importance of
communicating a strony no-use message.

Schools willing to devote additional resourzes to parent involvement are
éncouraged to consider mure comprehensive parent educa:ion activities, although, as
has been repeatedly noted, generating and maintaining parent interest in such programs
is a continuing problem. Finally, schoois should consider working closely with
concerned-parent groups in their communities, or, if such groups do not exist, fostering
their development through the activities of the prevention advisory committees
described earlier.

CURF"CULUM

Many schools are under pressure to adopt or develop a curriculum to prevent
substance use. Two important issues should be noted in this regard. First, go
curriculum is likely to be effective if implemented in a vacuum. Rather, a curriculum
should be part of a larger, comprehensive prevention effort. Second, the research
evidence on curriculum effectiveness does not justify recommending any of the
commercially available curriculum packages inciuding comprehensive (kindergarten
through twelfth grade) and grade-specific drug and alcohol education packages,
decision-making curricula, social skills training packages, and "peer resistance" training
packages. There is no evidence that any of these packages implemented alone resuits
in significant or 1asting reductions in drug or alcohol use, and there iz evidence that
some packages may increase use.

For those schools planning to adopt a curriculum, the following guidelines are
suggested:

o The primary message of the curriculum should be that any use of
illicit substances by youth is wrong and unacceptable to the school
and community. Thus the curriculum should emphasize that drug
and alcohol 1se by youth is 0ot a matter of personal values,
persocal decisionmaking, or irdividual choice.

0 The curriculum should be appropriate to the cognitive capabilities
and moral understanding of the children to whom it is directed.

o The curriculum should recognize that most classrooms are
composed of both high-risk 2ad low-risk childres and shouid
provide material appropriate to both or indicate the group for
which the curriculum is primarily intended.

Schools considering the adoption of a specific curriculum or strategy should
examine original research reports as well as promotional materials. Promotional
30
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materials ar~ likely to cast research f indings in the most favorable light and may
report only those findings that suggest that the curriculum or strategy is effective.
Research reports must also be examined to determine whether the research desizn,
methods, and results support the conclusions. Accordingly, schools may wiszh to seek
technical assistance from state agencies or local districts in evaluating the evidence
about a particular curricu!am or strategy.
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SECTION S: LONG-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS

New school-based prevention programs need to be developed. There is general
agreement that a comprehensive approach to prevention involving the school, parents,
youth, and the community is required. Available research and theory suggcst several
promising avenues for further devclopment of potentially effective strategies to apply
within such a comprehensive structure.

FURTHER STUDY OF IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

More work is needed on the factors that facilitate high-quality program
implementation. Implementation problems are common to all the strategies reviewed in
this report. No matter how thoughtfi /ly designed and theoretically appealing,
prevention strategies will not demonstrate increased effectiveness unless they are well
delivered. Current research suggests that training of program staff and methods of
monitoring programs are generally inadequate, given the complexity of many prevention
strategies.

GREATER EMPHASIS ON YOUTH'S BASIC
ORIENTATION 10 SUBSTANCE USE

The mounting evideace that young people’s basic orientation to substance use (i.c.,
whether it is right ce wrong) is a powerfu! predictor of behavior suggests the need for
further development of strategies to inculcaze the message that subsiance use by youth
is unacceptable. Such strategies may not be successful ip isolation, however. They
may require greater emphasis on helping young people develop moral understanding and
a commitment to socially acceptable values, and strengthen their tendencies to behave
in more socially acceptable ways. 1. may be necessary to consider strategies for
strengthening children’s relationships with parents, teachers, and other adults so that
the no-use message these individuals communicate will be meaningful. As suggested,
youth who develop positive and valued celationships with adults may be less likely to
jeopardize these rzlationships chrough unacceptable behavior.

FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL POYICY

There is a need to investigate further the content and implementation practices of
school drug and alcohol policies that con’r.bute to a positive effect. Research provides
some guidelines in this area, but further direction is crucial. As more schools develop
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drug and alcohol policies, a shariag of content and implementation strategies and a
comparison of reported effectiveness can improve programs.

PROGRAMS FOR HIGH-RISK YOUTH

There is a need to develop strategies to involve high-risk youth in prevention-
related activities. Many current strategies appear to be unable to reach such youth:
the positive results reported by some programs nmiay reflect the type of youth involved
rather than the efficacy of the specific strategy employed. Preliminary results of
programs that have been specially designed for high-risk youth (e.g., children of
" abusers and children who manifest early behavioral problems) are promising, but more
work in this area is needed.

GREATER INVOLVEMENT OF PARENTS

More work is needed on methods to get parents invoived in schooi-based
preveation activities. Evaluations of programs involving parents have generall y been
favorable, bu: participation levels are usually low. Accordingly, the development of
.“rategies to _btain and keep a broader spectrum of parents involved in these activities
should _e a priority.

CONCLUSION

The need to address drug and alcchol abuse is nressing, as is the need for the
schools to participatc in this important national effort. The ultimate solution to the
nation’s drug and alcohol use problem obviously lies in prevention, but the technology
of prevention is currently undercéeveloped. Although the mandate to aroceed is clear,
it is equally clear that we need to proceed thoughiiully and carefully, avoiding past
false starts and blind alleys. In snort, we must make haste, but make haste cautiously,
toward the ultimate goal of a drug- 2nd alcohol-free generation of American youth.
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APPENDIX: LIMITATIONS OF CURRENT EVALUATIONS
OF PREVENTION PROGRAMS

This section briefly discusses some of the major probiems that limit the value of
the conclusions that may be drawn from current prevention program evaluation data.
Although not all studies suffer from all the weaknesses discussed, these problems are
sufficiently widespread that they may be considered general weaknesses in the current
evaluations of prevention programs.

WEAK EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS FOR THE
MEASUREMENT OF OUTCUMES
A primary weakness of many evaluations of prevention programs is the failure to
employ scientifically defensible designs for the measurcment of program outcomes. At
the very least, some sort of control or comparison group should be emplayed in order
to rule out alternative explanations of the changes (if any) observed in student
program participants. However, even among evaluation designs that meet this criterion,
numerous other design problems (e.g., small sample sizes, loss of students through
attrition, inappropriate statistical analyses) severely weaken the strength of conclusions
that may be drawn from the resezrch results (Moskowitz, 1987a, 1984, 1983). Recent
experience with well-funded, university-sponsored evaluation studies suggests that
although these studies began with designs that were stzonger than in past studies, they
uitimately yielded results that were just as equivocal (Moskowitz, 1947a; Flay, 1985).
There are no simple solutions to the problems inherent in tie d.sign of the
evaluation studies, but it is unlikely the most ¢ ffective strategies can be identified
until an improvement in prevention evalustion research designs is realized.

THE "RUSH TO JUDGMENT"

Too often, prevention programs are evaluated prematurely. Given the pressing
need to develop effective pravention strategies, there has been a tendency in recent
years to coaduct complex and large-scale studies of the outcomes of new programs
before basic questions concerning program feasibility and implemen:ation have been
addressed. It is well known that all social programs, including drug and alcohol
prevention programs, must go through a period of evolution before they are sufficiently
stable to sllow outcome evaluations (Tharp and Gallimoi 2, 1979; Patton, 1978; Klitzner,
Herrell, and Herrell, 1982). Attempts to conduct outcome studies of evolving programs
will always yield equivocal results because the program will change wkile the evaluation
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is being conducted. Although program change and refinement are natural and desirabie

processes, outcome evaluations should be deferred until programs have been in
existence long enough to reach a relatively stable state.

LACK OF ATTENTION TO PROCESS EVALUATION

Anoth:r major weakness in many prevention evaluation studies is a ta; re to
document program process and implementation. It is now well understood thar most
school-bared prevention programs are not implemented as planned and that poor
implementation is 2 major cause of program failure (Klitzner et al., 1985; Klitzner et
al, 1982; Moskowitz, Schaps, and Malvin, ;982; Wittman, 1982). Yet, the process and
implementation analysis conducted in most preveation program evaluations is so minimal
that it is impossible to ascertain whether the program was sufficiently well
implemented to provide an adequate test of program effectiveness. ~ ‘oreover, without
careful process analysis, even effective programs can never be adequately replicated,
because it will not be clear precisely what the "program" entailed.

INATTENTION TO RISK FACTORS AND INTERVENING
VARIABLES

A fourth weakness with many prevention program evaluations is a failure to
measure the intervening variables that are hypothesized to decrease the risk that youth
will become substance involved. For example, a program that teaches life skills should
measure changes in the specific skills the program is designed to alter. Similarly, if a
program attempts to alter school climate, the evaluation should assess whether teachers
and students perceive that a change in climate has occurred. When, as is often the
case, evaluations focus on drug use outcomes without careful attention to intervering
variables, little is learned about why the program succeeds or fails in altering drug use
behavior (McCaul an_, Glasgow, 1985, Moreover, without attention to intervening
variables, it ic impossible to determiane whether g Frogiam failure reflects a failure 10
alter importast risk factors or a failure of the basic theory on which the program is
based (i.c., the risk factors addressed do not, in fact, contribute to drug or alcohol
use).

To investigate intervening va'riables in prevention evaluation research, of course,
it is necessary to have a theory specifying the particular risk factors with which the
program is designed to deal and 'a theory concerning the relationship between these
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risk factors and substance use. Unfortunate. 7, programs based on a well-specified
theory of substance use are currently rare (Goodstadt, 1986; Klitzner et al., 1985).

WEAK MEASURES OF DRUG USE OUTCOMES

A fifth weakness of most prevention evaluations is their exclusive reliance on
self-reports of drug use. The validity of self-reports in epidemiologic studies (i.e.,
studies of use in a given population) is fairly well established (O’'Malley, Bachman, and
Johnston, unpublished; Smith-Donals and Klitzner, 1985). However, the validity of self-
reports in evaluation studies is less clear (Mzlvin and Moskowitz, 1983), in part
because a desire to please the researchers or program staff (who, after all, have
worked hard to present a high-quality program) may cause students to report jower
ivvels of drug use in tests conducted after exposure to the program.

This is not to suggest thst self-reports of srhstance use, properly employed,
cannot be 8 valuable tool in prevention program evaluation. Indeed. seif-reports
probably have greater validity than any other practical alternative (Smith-Donals and
Klitzner, 198S; Johnston et al, 1984), and the value of physiologic measures (e.g., saliva
assessments in smoking research) has probably been oversold. However, few program
evaluations pay sufficient attention to measurement issues, and thus, many results
based on self-reports must be ~~nsidered suspect.

STATISTICAL VS. POLICY SIGNIFICANCE

A final problem with many prevention program evaluations is their focus on the
statistical significance of results to the exclusion of consideration of the programmatic
and plicy significance of these results. If four students out of 200 exposed to a
preention program report marijuana use, as compared with eight students out of 200
who are not exposed, this result may reach statistical significance. However, the
absolute magnitude of this effect is sma!l and may not justify a wide dissemination of
the program model, particularly if the model is expensive to implement. A related
probtlem is the tep :acy to repori results in terms of percentage differences. This
practice makes it difficult to assess the probable effect on students i the prograra is
replicated (i.c., does the program have a large effect on & few students or a small
effect on many?).
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SUMMARY

Although much time and effort have been devoted to evaluating prevention
programs, the results of most of these studies are, at best, inconclusive. The problems
with these. studies that have just been discussed make it difficult to draw conclusions
beyond the fact that neither program effectiveness nor ineff ectiveness may be
considered proven. Accordingly, claims that a given prevention strategy is "effective"
must be viewed with considerable skepticism, and the research methods upon which

claims of effectiveness are based must be critically examined before such claims are
accepted.
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FEDERAL DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION AND PREVENTION
. PROGRAMS FOR YOUTH

INTRODUCTION

Section 4132(d) of the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act requires the U.S.
Department of Education to study the "nature and effectiveness of federal, state, and
local® drug education and prevention programs. Th« current survey was conducted in
response to this congressional mandate.

This study is concerned with federal Projects and activities desig.ed to prevent
and reduce substance abuse by school-age youth (ages § to 22). It does not deal with
enforcement programs (i.c., reduction of the supply of drugs) or activities that are
targeted to the workplace or to adults (persons age 22 and above), unless the prim. -y
purpose of such programs is to reduce drug use among youth. Although the study does
not focus on programs to diagnose, «reat, or rehabilitate substance abusers, it does
include programs designed to prevent substance abuse among both bigh- and low-rjisk
youth, and some programs that provide the full gamut of services from primary
prevention to treatmcnt.

The analysis that follows examines current federal drug prevention and education
programs in terms of their major target audiences, the nature of their activities, and
the amount of resonrces set aside for these efforts.

The report is organized into three parts. The first part describes thz sample
membership and resporse rate. The second presents an overview of federal drug abuse
education and prevention pIograms. The third provides tables summarizing the
resources, target audiences, and activities of federal drug prevention and educaiion
initiatives. A description of the survey methods, the survey instruments, and brief
descriptions of reported programs appear in Appendixes A, B, and C at the end of this
report.

SAMPLE MEMBERSHIP AND RESPONSE RATE

The survey was initislly administered in March 1987 through members of the
National Drug Policy Board. The Board consists of staff from various federal agencies
who oversee federal initiatives reiated to drug enforcement (supply reduction) and drug
abuse prevention (demand reduction). The survey rosults were updated in August 1987
in order to add programs that had only been ‘n the planning stages when the survey
was first distributed. In all, Gata were received from 8 departments or agencies,
representing a total of 65 federal drug education ard prevention programs for youth.
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OVERVIEW OF FEDERAL DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION
AND PREVENTION PROGRAMS FOR YOUTH

As part of a national effort to reduce the problem of drug abuse, cight federal
age "cies report administering a total of 65 drug education or prevention programs.

The agencies include: ACTION, Department of Defense, Department of Education,
Department of Health and Human Services, Department of the .rior, Department of
Justice, Department of Transportation, and Department of the Treasury. The programs
and major projects by office and federal ageacy are listed in table |.

As showa in table 2, current federal resources for youth-oriented drug educa.ion
and prevention initiatives approach $300 million. The Department of Education
accounts for the largest share of these efforts, with a fiscal 1987 budget approaching
$200 million. The Department of Health and Hum_n Services ranks next in programs
directed at youth, with nearly $70 million reported. ACTION has the third largest
fiscal 1987 budget, over $8 million.

Approximately one-half of these federal funds »0€s to 8 single activity -- State
and Local Programs -- a formula grant program newly authorized under the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1986 and administered by the Department of Education. Through this
program, some $161 million are distributed to education agencies and governors’ of fices
of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, the territories, and local school districts.

These programs address all aspects of prevention including the following:

0 Both basic and aoplicJ research to determine the causes of drug

abuse, the extent of its prevalence among youth, and workable
strategies for its reduction;

o Bublic aw=repess activities, such as public service announcements
and conferences;

o Programs to develop or dissemina’ - model approaches to

preventior in schools snd communities;

0  Technical assistance and training ¢t develop the local capacity to
design and operate prevention programs;

o  Resource coordinatioy among the diverse groups with an interest

in reducing substance abuse among youth; and

0 i i ination through a clearicghcase, publications,
and audio-visuals,




Target Audiences for Programs

Increasingly, researchers, educators, and policymakers have recognized that the
determinants of drug use among youth are multiple and interrelated in complex ways.
Factors that influence the probability that an incvidual young person will become a
substance abuser are to be found within the individual, peer group, family, school,
community, and broader social eavironment. As a result. there is a 8row..g consensus
that the most effective way to prevent young people from using drugs is for those who
influence them to provide a consistent message that to use drugs is dangerous and
unacceptable.

Although, hietorically, drug abuse prevention efforts have tended to focus on a
single audience, such as the individua] user or potential user, there is some evidence
that current programs tend to be broader.

A3 a measure of the scope of current federal initiitives, programs were classified
according to whether they target a single audience or multiple audiences. 1sing this
criterion, nearly two-thirds (64 percent) of the r~~orted programs target multiple
aua.ences. One example is a joint project of the Departments of Justice and
Transportation -- Introduction of Effective Strategies Systemwide. This project aims
to reduce substance sbuse by mobilizing school and community resources, snd providing
special tiaining in prevention to juvenile court ji:dges and student ieaders.

In addition to establis..ing the extent to which federal drug abuse prevention and
education programs are comprehensive, it is also informative to examine the extent t2
which particular audiences are addressed. Table 3 displays the percentage of agency
Programs thut target e2:h of five populations: youth, school staff, families,
communities/professional groups, and special populations.

Youth

Young people are the target audieace cited by the vast majority of the drug
education and prevention programs reported (83 percent). These programs vary in
emphasis. For example:

o Some programs are information-oriented, designed tc provide youth
with facts on the effects of substance abuse. For exzmple, the
objec - ‘¢ of the nearly $600,000 multimedia Cocaine Abuse
Prevention Campaign of the National Institute on Drug Abuse
(NIDA) of the Department of Health and Human Services is to
educate older teenagers and young adults sbout the addictive
Qualities of cocaine and its potential for producing severe herith
consequences. Through radio and television public servics

3
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announcements and print ads the campaign features descriptions by
cocaine addicts of the devastating effect that cocaine addiction
has had on their health, careers, and re. tionships.

o Other programs are designed to provide chemical-free alternatives
to activities usually associated with aicoho’ or drng consumption.
For example, Project Graduation, a Department of Transportation
program, encourages chemical-free parties and events during the
high school graduation season.

o A number of youth-focused programs aim at reaching young people
through local youth groups. The Boy Scouts, Boys Clubs of
Americs, and Fuwure Farmers of America are examples of three
grcups presently working with federally-sponsored prevention
programs.

School Staff

The second most prevalent foc s of federal drug education and prevention
programs is the school environmen. More than half (51 perce.t) of the programs
attempt to reach school staff, to help .iem create drug-free schools.

The largest single program designed to target schools is the formula grant
program administered by the Department of Education. This program is designed to
help states and local districts plan and implement comprehensive drug prevention (and
treatment) programs. The specific nature of these programs will be determined by
local needs. Other activities also sponsored by the Department of Education will
complement the formula grant program. Among these are the Drug-Free Schools
Recognition Program, which will provide national recognition for schools that have
been successful in reducing student drug use, and a grant program to higher sducation
institutions for teacher training and development aimed at eiementary and secondary
schools.

In addition, the Department of Defense is initiating a comprehensive program
designed to make its school systems drug-free. This seven-year undertaking includes a
survey of drug use, policy and curriculum development, and training for school staff.

Other federal programs directed at the school environment feature curriculum
development -- t¢aching young people how to resist peer pressure is one popular
approach -- or include a8 component aimed at training school staff to deliver prevention
programs. The Department of Justice, for exazaple, acministers the Sports Drug
Awareness Program, which attempts to reduce drug use by high school athletes through
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a training program targeted at coaches. A number of private organizations cosponsor
the activity.

Families

Another focus of federal drug education and prevention programs is the f amily.
Families are cited as the target sudience of nearly half (48 percent) of the reported
programs. ACTION, in particular, provides fundlng for parent groups that have
coalesced around the issue of sabstance abuse by children’ Oge of ACTION’s grantees
is PRIDE, a national organization that helps parents start and maintain local antidrug
groups, runs a clearinghouse, and operates a toll-free number. Other f ederal programs
iaclude parents as one component of a broad-based prevention effort. For example,
one result of a Department of Heslth and Human Services program of conferences and
technical assistance will be a training package for use by parents and parent groups
active in the prevention field.

Communities / Professional Groups

In recognition of the inf luence of community values on the decisions of vouth
about using drugs, nearly s third (29 percent) of the programs include the general
public and community and professional groups as their target audience. Many programs
enlist the support of community leaders, volunteers, and grass-roots action groups to
reduce drug use. For example, the Techniques of Ef fective Alcohol Management
project of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration works with private
organizations to curtail the use or sale of alcoholic beverages to persons und-r the
legal drinking age at public sports or entertainment events.

Special Populations

Special populations, such as youth in detention and other high-risk youth as wejj
-S members of ethnic and racisl riinority populations, are targeted by about one-fifth
(18 percent) of the programs. Activities are designed to reach populations that suffer
from a disproportionately high percentage of drug abuse, and those that are
particularly difficult to reach. Illustraiive programs include the following:
o The Bureau oi' Indian Affairs of the Department of the Interior

administers a $5.9 million program to ...prove resources and
services for drug prevention, intervention, and treatment of




American Indians. The program includes such elements as
community training, identification and assessment of existing
resources, development of a curriculum for grades 1-12.

o The Office of Juvenile Justice and Drug Prevention (Department of
Justice) and the National Institute on Drug Abuse (Department of
Health and Human Services) are cooperatively supporting a
resecarch program to analyze the extent, nature, and causes of
drug abuse among ethnic and minority populations. The project
also involves the development of strategies for preventing drug
abuse among these populations.

0 A $1.5 million program administered by the Office of Substance
Abuse Prevention of the Department of Health and Human Services
is designed to raise awareness and concern among cthnic minority
groups about the drug problem and to hclp them operate
prevention programs.

Types of Program Actlvitles

Among the types of activities currently included in drug «:ducation and prevention
projects, the most prevalent are technical assistance and training and dissemination of
information. As table 4 shows, 75 percent of drug education and prevention programs
provide technical assistance and training through conferences, workshops and seminars.
These activities are generslly designed to build the capacity of individuals at the local
level to plan 3ad operate prevention programs, or to raise public awareness of the need
to combat substance abuse. One of the oldest of these is the Department of
Education’s Regional Centers program. First established in 1972, this program was
expanded under the Anti-Drug Abuse Act. The five centers train school community
teams to operate their own local prevention programs, and they provide assistance at
the state and local levels to improve prevention activities and train personnel to work
in them.

Over half (52 percent) of the programs included in the survey report an
informational component. Among these activities are films, publications, public service
announcements, public hearings, skits performed by students, clearinghouses, aud other
information networks. Specific examples of projects aimed at information disscmination
include the following:

0 The National Clearinghouse for Alcohol and Drug Information (NCADI)

is a major federal initiative to ensure coordination and dissemination of
information. Operated by the Department of Health and Human

Services, clearinghouse activities include the preparation and
distribution of publications, reference and referral services, films and




videotapes for loan, and support for a network of state clearinghouses.
Not only does NCADI receive interagency funding from the Department
of Education, but also it will be operated with assistance from an
Interagency Steering Committee. Composed of representatives from
nine federal agencies, the group will coordinate resources and provide
guidance for *he project.

o The Challenge campaign, sponsored by the Department of
Education and 14 national organizations, invites schools and
communities to start or expand prevention programs based on
principles articulated in the Department’s handbook Schools

j Members receive a bimonthly newsletter and have
access to information about other schools that are active in
prevention efforts. The Department of Ed-ication is also
establithing a network of colleges committed to eliminating drugs
from .heir campuses.

Research is ihe next most prevalent drug prevention activity at the federal level.
Forty percent of the surveyed programs have a research component. Some examples of
the kinds of research efforts reported are etiological research, comparisons of the
effectiveness of intervention strategies, as well as nationally representative surveys of
drug use among American youth. The final products of these efforts include
publications in professional journals, conference presentations, curriculum packages, and
reports. Examples of major research efforts are the following.

0 The Drug Use and Lifestyles of American Youth (High School
Senior Survey) is a project done under a grant to the Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan. This nationally
representative survey, which began in 1975, provides annual trend
data regarding the use of piychoactive drugs, attitudes and belief's
about drug use, and a wide runge of other related psychosocial
factors,

o One of the Mationa! Alcohol Resear: h Centers of the Department
of Health and Human Services focuses on environmental approaches
to prevention. It stimulates and synthesizes prevention research
with an emphasis on environmental factors that influence drinking
rather than on the individual drinker. Among the topics are a
pilot program to train bartenders to mitigate alcohol-related
problems, studies ¢f the relationship betweea changes in the
minimum drinking age and alcohol-related traffic accidents, and an
examination of how high school gicohol policies are implemented in
real-life situations.

Curriculum development is a part of 18 percent of the reported programs. These
curricula often emphasize the health risks associated with drag use, as well as the




development of effective strategies for resisting drugs. Illustrative programs include
the foilowing:
o The Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) program developed
by the Los Angeles Police Department focuses on enhanciug
students’ ability to say no to drugs as well as building students’
self-esteem. The Department of Justice is developing a manual to

he used in adapting DARE, and the Department of Defense is
pilot-testing the program in its schools.

o The Department of Education, with assistance from a |5-member

expert panel, plans to develop a guide for schools to use in
selecting and implementing curricula.

Fifteen percent of the programs rely on the participation of volunteers. ACTION,
an organization foundsd on the principle of volunteerism, relies heavily upon the use of
volunteers in its initiatives. For example:

0 The Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA) program utilizes the

services of volunteers in 69 existing drug abuse prevention
projects, and

0 Over 5,000 Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) participants

voh.mteer in 129 existing drug abuse prevention and treatment
projects.

Service referral is a component of 12 percent of the reported programs. For
example, one goal of the Model Community-Based Prevention Program of the Office of
Substance Abuse Prevention (Department of Health and Human Services) is to increase
the community’s awareness of local prevention and treatment resources for alcoho!l and
drug abuse.

Twelve percent of agency activities focus on developing or disseminating model
prevention programs. A number of projects administered by the National Highway
Traffic Safety Admizistration (NHTSA) of the Department of Transportation, fall into
this category. Through conferences, public hearings, and publications, NHTSA programs
seek to demonstrate what is known about ways to reduce drug-related traffic accidents
among youth.

Interagency Cooperailon

The National Drug Policy Board is the keystone of federal government efforts to
coordinate policy and programs. Formed in February 1987, and chaired by the Attorney
General, its resporsibilities are to do the f ollowing:
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0 Review, evaluate, and develop federal drug control program policy,
strategy, and resources in order to eliminate illegal drug use.

0 Facilitate coordination of federal efforts to reduce drug trafficking
and abuse.

0 Coordinate collection and evaluation of inf ormation necessary to
implement f.derzl drug control policy.

0 Provide policy guidance to appropriate agencies and facilitate
resolution of interagency disagrecments.

The Prevention and Health Coordinating Group was established in March 1987; the

activities of its Prevention Education Subcommittee are directed by Department of
Education staff.

Many of the surrent federal drug abuse education and prevention programs for

youth included in this survey involve interagency cooperation. As shown in table §, 60

percent of the reporied programs include some interagency collaboration. For the vast

majority of programs (95 percent) these efforts are programmatic, but over half (56

percent) involve joint funding or transfers of f unds. An example of an interagency
funding agreement is found in the Prevention and Control of Juvenile Delinquency and

Drug Abuse in Public Housing program of the Department of Justice's Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJIDF).

o The program, which seeks to prevent youth who are living in
public housing authority sites from becoming involved in drug use,
involves funds from three departments: the Department of Justice,
the Dezartment of Housing and Urban Development, and the
Department of Health and Human Services. The program, which is
currently funding the Boys Clubs of America for the development
and implementation of curriculs and technical assistance, receives
$400,000 from each of the three agencies.

Private Sector Particlpation

The participation of individuals and organizations from the private sector is the
cornerstone of many of the federal drug abuse prevention efforts. Sixty-eight percent
of the programs reported some form of private sector participaticrn (see table 6). The

majority (86 percent) of the programs receive financial contributions from private

sector crganizations, but many of the programs report in-kind contributions as well.

Programmatic involvement from the private sector was reported by 3! percent of ‘the
programs.

9
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Program Evaluatioa

Except for programs with specific research agendas, few of the programs report
recent or planned evaluations. When asked to report on evaluation eff orts, a number
of the agencies mentioned project moaitoring or the use of descriptive statistics to
determine program success (e.g., the number of activities held, the number of persons
reached). But few reported evaluating the impact of their programs on alcohol and

¢

drug use.

SUMMARY

Approximately $300 million in federsl funds was spent in fiscal 1987 on drug abuse
education and prevention. Eight federal agencies administered a total ~f 65 youth-
oriented initiatives. Although the reported programs represent a diversity of
approaches, there are a8 number of similarities. The majority of the programs address
multiple audiences. Most federal agencies attempt to combat the drug problem by
extending the emphasis of their programs beyoad youth to their families, schools and
the broader community. Second, the two most common activities of current programs
are technical assistance or training, and information dissemination. The primary
contribution of many of the programs is in training zarents, school staff, health -
professionals, law enforcement officials and community groups how to reduce most
effectively substance abuse amoog school-aged youth. Another strong emphasis is on
enhancing public awareness of the hazards associated with substance abuse. Media
campaigns, includiang public service announcements, prevention guidebooks, films and
posters are prevaleat. Finally, the amount of private sector pa:ticipation in these
f~derally-sponsored initiatives is noteworthy. A majority of the programs reported
receiving programmatic support or finaacial coatributions from private sector
organizations or individuals. For s description of individual programs included in the
survey, see appendix C.
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TABLE 1

Federal Agency Drug Abuse Education and Prevention Programs
for Youth, by Federal Agency and Office

Programs and Major Projects

ACTION
D aLli Office

Community-Based Volunteer Demonstration Grants
Demonstrations Projects (other)

Prevention Programs

Support and Public A /areness Efforts

Title I, Part C Demonstration Grants

Offi ¢ D . { Antipov 0 .
0 Foster Grandparents Program

o Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP)
o0 Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA)

0O 00O0Oo

Department of Defeuse

0 Drug Prevention Program for Department of Defense Schools

Department of Educatioa
i v

0 A Guide for the Selection and Implementation of K-12 Substance
Abuse Curriculs

o Drug-Free School Recognition Program

0 Network to Promote Drug-Free Colleges and Universities

0 New Research Peripectives on S:udent Drug Abuse

0 Drug-Free Schools and Communitjes -- Hawaiian Natives Program
0 Drug-Free Schoois and Communities -- Program for Indian Youth

o Drug-Free Schools and Communities -- Regional Centers Programs
0 Drug-Free Schools and Communities -- State and Local Programs

Officeaf | Land 1 fhai

0 Schools Without Drugs: The Challenge

Office of Planning. Budset and Evaluai

0 Audiovicial Materials Program

inued)
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Table 1 (continued)

Programs and Major Projects

Department of Education (cont.)
tion

0 Drug Prevention Program for Students Enrolled in Institutions of Higher
Education

S 's Discreti Fund

0 Federal Activities Grants Program
o Training and Demonstration Grants to Institutions of Higher Education

Department of Health 2ad Human Services

Alsg: 1 th

0 Alcohol Prevention Program
o National Alcshol Research Center

National Iost |

AIDS and IV Drug Use Public Education Program

Drug Use and Lifestyles of American Youth (High School Survey)

Medical Specialty Contracts

National Conference on Preventing Alcohol and Drug Abuse in Black
Communities

National Media Cocaine Prevention Campaign

Nature anC Exten: of Drug Use

1990 Prevention Objectives

Prevention Research

National Institute of Mental Health

The Dynsamics of Delinquent Behavior -- A National Survey
Epidemiological Prevention Center for Early Risk Behaviors
Pethways to Adaptive and Maladaptive Outcomes in Adolescence
Puerto Rican Delinquency Patterns in the South Bronx
Understanding and Prediction of Antisr2ial Behavior and Substance

Abuse
o Vulnerability to Psychopathology and Substance Abuse

Oftice of Sut \buse Preventi

0 Alcohol and Drug Abuse Demonstration Grants Program
0 Be Smart Don’t Start, Just Say No

0000

0000

00 00O
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Table | (continued)

Programs and Major Projects

Department of Health and Human Services (cont.)
t ini ion (cont.)

Qﬂmnnmuhmnmm (cont.)

Media and Materials

Model Community-Based Prevention Program

National Clearinghouse for Alcohol and Drug Information
Technical Assistance and Conferences for Parents, Youth and the
Community

Technical Assistance and Conferences for Parents, Youth and the
Community (School Initiatives)

0 Technical Assistance and Training Workshops for Ethnic Minorities

[~ 2 - 2 - I - ]

(-]

Department of the Iaterior

o Prevention Education Programs

Department of Justice
[ )

0 Drug Abuse Education and Prevention Projects!

Drug af \dminisaci

o Drug Abuse Education and Prevention Publications
0 Sports Drug Awareness Program

National [nssi { Juati
o Safe Schools Program
offi { Juvenile Justi { Deli P .

o Cities in Schools
0 National School Safety Center

INote: The US. Attorneys’ Office has various Jocal programs that are determined
by district U.S. Attorneys’ offices based on local needs. These programs receive no
federal subsidies and for the purposes of this evaluation, these progrars are grouped
and referred to as a single program.

(conti;ued‘ 0 4
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Table | (continued)

Programs and Major Projects

Department of Justice (cont.)
fi i i iop (cont.)

o Prevention aad Control of Juvenile Delinquency and Drug Abuse in
Public Housing

o Promising Approaches for the Prevention, Intervention and Treatment of
Drug and Alcohol Abuse Among Juveniles

o Research on Drug Use Among Juveniles

0 Research on the Etiology of Drug Abuse Among Ethnic and Minority
Juvenile Populations

0 Substance Abuse Prevention

0 Youth Drug and Alcohol Abuse: Introduction to Effective Strategies
Systemwide

Department of Transportation
d .

o Just Say No Curriculum Development

National Hishwav Traffic Safery Adminisrra

0 Alcohol Programs Division -- Youth Program

0 Alcohol Programs Division -- Prevention/Intervention Program

¢ Techniques for Effective Alcohol Management (TEAM)
Department of the Treasury

0 Users Become Losers
o You Can Help! Drug Education Campaign

1n5
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Table 2

. Sumary of Resources snd Activities of Federal Agency b,ug Abuse Education and Prevention Programs for Youth
FISCAL PRIVATE
FEDERAL AGENCY 1987 NUMSER PROGRANS PROGRAN SECTOR
Office SUDGET FTE STAFF  REPORTED ACTIVITIES AUD | ENCE PARTICIPATION
=
ACTION
Drug Alliance Office 83,500,000 5.7 5 Informatjon Dissemination Youth X
Research Families
Technical Assistance School Staff
Volunteers Commmities

Special Populstions

Office of Domestic
and Antipoverty
Operations $4,580,000 wA 3 Volunteers Youth ¥

OEPARTMENMT OF DEFENSE
Office of Dependent

Schoot Policy $1,702,000 19.1 1 Information Dissemination Youth
......................... Research Femilies
AGENCY TOTAL $1,702,000 19.1 1 Technical Assiztance School Staff

Curriculum Development Communities

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educetional

Research and
Improvement $1,250,000 2.0 4 Informetion Dissemination Youth
Research Femilies
Techrical Assistance School Staff
Office of Elementary
and Secondary
Education $172,086,000 8.0 4 Information Dissemination Youth
Research Femilies
Model Programs School Staff
Technical Assistance Special populations
Office of Curriculum Devel opment
Intergovernmental end
Interagency Affairs $450, 000 5.0 1 Informetion Lissemination Youth
Technicsl Assistance Femilies
School Staff
Communities
Office of Planmning, Budget
and Evaluation $5,500,000 3.0 1 Curriculum Development Youth
School Staff
(cont inued)

ERIC 106




Table 2

{cont.)
FISCAL NUMBER PR VATE
FEDERAL AGENCY 1987 NUMBER PROGRANS PROGRAN SECTOR
Office BUDGET FTIE STAFF  REPORTED ACTEVITIES AUD 1ENCE PARTICIPATION
PEPARTHENT OF EDUCATION (cont.)
office of
Post
Education $7,780,000 3.0 ] Hodel Programs School Staff | 4
Technical Assistance
Secretary's
Discretionary Fund $12,780,000 2.0 2 Hodel Proyrams Youth
------------------------- Technicat Assistance Families
AGENCY TOTAL  $199,846,000 23.0 13 Curriculum Development School Staff
OEPARTMENT OF NEALTH AND
WUMAN SERVICES '
ADAMNA
Hational Institute
on Alcohol Abuse
and Alcohol ism $%,729,%45 2.0 2 Information Dissemination Youth
Research Familics
Technical Assistance School Staff
Commmnities
Special populations
Mational Instiiute a/
on Orug Abuse $26,511,675 10.75 8 Information Disseminaiion Youth X
Research Families
Technical Agsisrance Schoo! Staff
Service Referral Communities
Voluntoers Special populations
Curriculus Cevel opment
Mational Instir -e LY}
of ¥ental Meaich $1,633,772 2.9% 6 Research Youth 4
Femilies
$Special Populations
Office of Substance
Abuse Prevention $36,690,000 10.5 8 Informacion Dissemination Youth | 4
------------------------- Research Families
AGENCY TOTAL $69,565,392 26.24 26 Mode! Programs School Staf§
Technical Assistance Communities
Service Referral Special Populations
................................................................................. B e ce et ceiatamencaaaeaacaeaeeneinaeaneaaeaaanna
OEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOP
Sureau of Indian
Affairs $5,900,7%00 0.25 1 Information pissemination  Special populations
------------------------- Technical Assistance
AGENCY TOTAL $5,900,000 0.25 1 Service Referral
Curriculum Devel opment
(continued)
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Table 2

(cont.)
FISCAL NUMBER PRIVATE
FEDERAL AGENCY 1987 NUMSER PROJECTS PROGRAN SECTOR
m_omc- BUDGEY FTE STAFF  REPORTCD ACTIVITIES AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ¢/
U.S. Attorneys’ oOffice NA A ) Information Dissemination vouth X
Research Familios
Rode! Programs School Staff
Technical Assistance Commmnities
Service peferral
Curriculum Development
Orug Enforcement
Aduinistration $560,000 4.0 2 Information Dissemination vouth X
Technical Assistence Families
School Stsff
Commmities
National Institute
of Justice $230,000 mA ) Information Dissemination School Staff X
Research
Technical Assistance
0ff ice of Juvenile
‘tice and
t ency
Srevention $2,755,000 21.0 8 Information Dissemination Youth X
------------------------- esesrch Femilies
AGENCY TOTAL $3,565,000 25.0 12 iechnical Assistence School Staff
Service Referral Commmities
Curriculum Development Special Populations
DEPARTMENTY OF
TRANSPCRTATION
Coast Guard $250, 000 1.0 ] Information Dissemination Youth X
Research Families
Technical Assistence School Staff
Service referral
Curriculum Development
National Highway
Traffic Safety
Administration $1,042,000 21.32 3 Information Dissemination Youth X
------------------------- kodel Proyrams Families
AGENCY TOTAL $1,292,000 22.32 4 Technical Assistence School Staff
Volunceers Communities

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

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Curriculum Development




Table 2

(cont.)
FESCAL . SR PRIVATE
5 FEDERAL AGENCY 1987 NUKBER PROGRANS PROGRAM SECTOR
' Office QUDGET FTE STAFF  REPORTED ACTIVITIES AUD 1ENCE PARTICIPAT ION
DEPSRTMENT OF THE
YOTASURY
Customs Office $380,000 5.85 2 Information Families
------------------------- Technical Assistance Commmities
AGENCY TOTAL $380,000 5.85 2
GRAND TOTAL  $290,330,392 127.46 65

NOTES: 1. Data not sveilable signified by MA.
3. The technical sssiatance cetegory under program activities also includes
5. Survey dets were collected in March 1987 and updeted in August 1987 thus

a. Budget Information is unavailuble for one program.
b. Sudget iaformation for one program is for the period July 1986 thru July 1967.

programs receive no federsl subsidies, and, for the purposes of this evelustion,
€. Agency totals do not include programs of the U.S. Attorneys' Office.

2. The information category nder program activities includes medis, publications, and publ ic hez-ings.

treining, workshops, and seminars.

4. BSeceuse FIE ateff information ues unevailable in some cases, FIE staff mey be underestimated.

in some ceses FY 1987 budget and FTE data ere estimates only.

€. The U.S. Attorneys® Office has various local programs that are determined by district U.S. Attorneys® Offices based on local needs. These

these programs are grouped and referred to as o single program.

- d. Budget information fs not available for one program, as prograr. is proposed for 1968.
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Table 3

Number of Programs (65) (8) ) a3 24) ) (1) o/ ) )
Youth 83% $00% 100% 69X 92% 0x 92% 5% 0x
School staff b 13 100 n 46 0 58 2] 0
Families 48 13 100 54 46 0 67 50 50
Commnities/Professional Groups 29 25 100 8 38 0 ¥ol e ] 50
Special Populations 18 13 0 17 29 100 8 0 0

WOTE: Percentsges may not sum to 100 becauss of multipla responses.

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

8. The U.S. Attorneys® Office has various local programs that ara determined by district U.S. Attorneys' offices based on

local needs. These programs receive no federal subsidies, and fo. the purposes of this evaluation they are grouped and
referred to as a single program.
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Table 4

Nealth &

Numan
Program Activity ALl ACTION Defense Education Services Interfor  Justice Transportation lum.
" mmber of Progesms @ @ mam Tan T W ovw @ @
Tachnical Assistance/Treining 75X 63X 100X 85% ns 100% ™ 100% 50%
Dissemination of Informeticn 52 ] 100 38 50 100 67 &) too
Reseerch 40 13 100 3 63 0 42 ] 0
Curriculum Deveiopment 18 0 100 38 4 100 114 0 0
Volunteers 15 88 0 )] 8 (] )] 5 0
Service Referrel 12 (] )] )] ” 100 114 P 0
Model Programs 12 0 0 n 8 0 8 23 0

NOTE: Percentages may not cum to 100 tecause of multiple responces.

8. The U.S. Attorneys® Gffice has verious local programs that are determined by district U.S. Attorneys’ offices based on
local needs. These progesms receive no federel subsidies, and for the purposes of this evalust fon they are grouped and
referred to as e single program.




Table §

Percent of Federal Agency Programs

Nealth &
Mumen
All ACTION Defenst Educetion Services Interior Justice Trensportation Treasury
Total Mumber of Programs (65) ) ) (13) (24) ) (12) o/ %) )
Intarogency Cooperation on Programs 60% 13% 100X~ 69% 58% 100% 5% 5% 50%
/Pe of Intaragency Cooperation:
Programmet ic 95 100 100 100 86 170 100 100 100
Financial 56 100 0 22 114 100 78 100 0

NOTE: 1. Percentages may not sum to 100 because of muitiple responses.

a. The U.S. Attorneys® Office has various local programs thet ara detsrmined by district U.S. Attorneys® offices based on loce! needs.

These programs recaive no fideral subsidies, and for the purposes f this evaluation, these programs sre grouped together and
refarred to as o singla program.
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Table 6

Al ACTION Dafense Educetion
Number of Programs
Privete Sector Participation

Yype of Private sector Participation
Programmatic

NOTES: 1. Percentages mey not sum to 160 beceuse of multipta responses.
2. Teble values based on the 62 out of 65 programs for which private ractor perticipstion information was aveilable.

a. The U.S. Attorneys’ Office has various local programs that ars determined by district U.S. Attorneys' offices besed on
local needs. hese programs receive no federel subsidies, and for the purposes of this evalustion, these various U.S.
Attormeys’® Office prugrams sre grouped together and referred to ss & single program.
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SURVEY METHODS

Instrument Design

The survey package was designed to allew for f lexibility in responses. Survey
respondents were requested to provide three items: (1) a brief summary (two pages
maximum) of the agency's prevention programs addressing the needs of school-age
youth; (2) a summary of each major alcohol and drug use prevention project conducted
or planned during 1987 according to a specified format (see appendix B); and (3) a
short, one-page information checklist for each Project summarized (see appendix B).

Variable Creation and Coding

The unit of analysis in this study is drug education or prevention program.
Programs are summarized according to the federal ugency and the office in which they
are administered. When projects are interagency efforts, the project is included under
the lead federal or independent agency in which the program is actuaily administered.

Although the majority of respondents were very specific about the target audience
of their program(s)--for example, American Indian youth, student sthietes and coaches,
or juvenile court judges, for analytical purposes the various project audiences were
collapsed into five categories: youth, families, schools, tommunity/professional groups
and special populations. Youth includes young persons, both in and out of school,
ranging in age from 5 to 22. Families jaclude parents and siblings of drug abusers or
potential abusers. The school category is composed of school administrators, teachers,
coaches, and counselors. The community/professional groups category includes business
and community leaders, civic groups, health professionals, law enforcement officials,
judges, and the general public. Finally, the special population category comprises of
specific ethnic or minority populations, high-risk youth, and disabled persons. Many
programs were classified by more thzn one audience.

Like the responses to program audience, responses related to program activity
were broad, but they were collapsed into seven categories: information (i.c., media,
publications, public hearings), research, model programs, technical assistance or
training, service referral, volurteers, and curriculum development. The majority of
programs were classified by more than one activity.
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Project appropriations or budget requests were sought for fiscal year< 1986, 1987,
and 1988. Low response rates for 1986 and 1988 made it unfeasible to analyze budget
information for these years. Information reported for 1987 are for the federal fiscal

‘ear, with one exception. Since these data were initially collected in the spring of
1987 in some cases fiscal 1987 budget figures are estimates only.

The full-time-equivalent (FTE) staff variable describes the number of FTE
employees who are allocated for administration of the program. Because this
information was not available for a number of programs, actual FTEs may be
undcrestimated for some agencies. Moreover, since this inf ormation was collected
before the close of FY 1987 in some cases FTE staff f igures are estimates only.

Private sector participation and interagency cooperation can be financial or
programmatic. Programs were classified as having financial participation from another
agency or organization if they reported joint funding, transfers of funds, or payments
in kind, such as donated air space for public service announcements. Programs were
classified as receiving programmatic support if they received technical assistance from
other agencies or orgsnizations.
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE PREVENTION PROJECT SUMMARY

AGENCY:
PROJECT:

CONTACT:

PROJECT PERIOD:

BUDGET:
PRIVATE SECTOR
COOPERATION:

INTERAGENCY
COOPERATION:

DESCRIPTION:

ASSESSMENT OF
EFFECTIVENESS:

SAMPLE FORMAT

Name of reporting departmen:, zgency, or organization

Name of agency project (NOTE: Flease prepare a separate
summary for each project.)

Name, title, address, and telephone number of agency contact
Date project initiated and expected duration

Project appropriation or budget request for fiscal years 1986,
1987, and 1988

Brief description of private sector cooperation (financial or
programmatic)

Brief description of interagency cooperation (financial or
programmatic)

Brief description of project, including objectives, operations,
and plans for fiscal year 1987

Brief description of any recent objective assessments of
project effectiveness, including source of that assessment

NOTE: Please limit your response to a maximum of two pages per project.




INFORMATION CHECKLIST
SAMPLE FORMAT

How many s:aff work on this substance abuse prevention project?

Who is the target population? (Check ali that apply)

Children in grades K-6

Children in grades 7-12

Youth (both in and out of school), ages 19-22
Parents

School staff
Other (specify)

What types of activities are included in the project?

Research
Financial assistauce
Technical assistance
Publications

Media campaigns
Other (specify)

Does your agency work with other federal agencies on this?
Yes No _____ (Go to Question 5)

Which agencies:

Nature of coordination: (Check all that apply)
Program planning
Joint funding
Joint technical assistance
Sponsoring conferences or projects
Other (specify)

Have any evaluations been done on this project since 1980?
Yes No ___ No, but planned for fiscal year 198

If yes: Date of evaluation(s)

Agency:

Name of project:

Person completing form:

FTE
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ACTION

ACTION sponsors a wide variety of projects that support private sector
involvement in drug abusz prevention efforts, In addition to assisting pro jects
specifically designed to address the problem of drug abuse among school-age youth,
components of several of ACTION's existing volunteer programs are involved in the
anti-drug campaign. .

ACTION provides over $1 million in financial support to & number of
independent agencies throughout the country for a variety of projects designed to
prevent substance abuse by school-age youth. Two examples of Prevention
‘Programs fuaded by the Drug Alliance Office in FY 1987 are the following: first,
the Substance Abuse Project is a $50,000 effort of the Colorado Federation of
Parents for Drug Free Youth to organize and train parent, youth, and community
groups throughout the state (including low income and minority populations) to
establish Be Smart - Don't Start Clubs; second, the Just Say No Foundation of
Walnut Creek, Californis received $50,000 to encourage community-based service
organizations to suppor: Just Say No clubs in clementary schools. ACTION
spensors many other diverse initiatives aimed at drug abuse prevention among
youth. Over $500,000 was budgeted in FY 1987 for Title I Part C Demoastration
Graats for drug 7buse prevention activities. Additionally, $1.5 million was
designated for Community-Based Voluateer Demoastration Graats. A total of
$285,114 was funded for Other Demonstration Projects, and $127,000 was allocated
for Support and Public Awareness Efforts.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $3,500,000

Actlvities: information, research, technical assistance/training
voluntecrs

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff, communities/
professional groups, special populations

Office of Domestic and An opera

Foster Graadpareats Program
The roster Grandparents Program addresses drug prevention and
cducation among school-age youth by astigning 458 Foster Grandparents in

47 separate projects to drug abuse rehabilitation sites.
Fiscal 1987 Budget: $2,100,000

Actlvities: volunteers

Target Population(s): youth




ACTION (cont.)
Qffice of Domestic and Antipoverty Operations (cont.)
Retired Senlor Volunteer Program (RSVP)
A ‘otal of 5,790 RSVP volunteers in 129 projects are involved in the
drug abuse prevention and treatment. Thes: volunteers contribute over
1 million hours of service toward this initia tive.
Flscal 1987 Budget: $480,000

Actlvitles: volunteers

Target Populatloa(s): youth

Volunteers la Service to America (VISTA)

Over the past year, VISTA volunteers ha ¢ served on 69 alcohol and
drug abuse prevention projects representing 320 VISTA service years.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $2,000,000
Actlvitles: volunteers

Target Populatlon(s) youth




R T

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

In response to the drug-free schools initiative inaugurated by Presideat Reagan, a
Drug Prevention Program for schools operated by the Department of Defense is
underway. The Department of Defense operates Department of Defense Dependents
School overseas and Section 6 Schools in the United States and Puerto Rico. The
Secretaries of Education and Defense are working ccoperatively to develop a modcl
drug prevention program in these schools.

Qffice of Dependent School Policy
A Drug Preveation Program for Department of Defense (DOD) Schools

Begun in 1986 and continuing through 1992, the Drug Prevention
Program has four main objectives: (1) to improve the ability to determine
the extent and character of drug use by monitoring use on a continuing
basis; (2) to establish specific rules regarding drug possession, use, and
distribution that include corrective actions: (3) to enforce established policies
s.gainst drug use and implement security measures to eliminate drugs on
2200l premises and at school f unctions; and (4) to reach out to the
community for su "port and assistance in making the schools’ anti-drug policy
and program work. In addition, DOD schools will be participating in the
Department of Education’s The Challenge Program as well as piloting the
DARE Program, developed by the Los Angeles Police Department. DARE is a
primary prevention program which helps students develop resistance skills
and enhance their self-esteem. This program features the use of law
enforcement officers as teachers. Implementation of the pilot is scheduled
for the second semester of the 1987-1988 school year. Additionally, the
Department of Dufense, in association with the University of Michigan,
Institute for Social Research, will be implementing a survey of drug use for
individual schools within the DOD school systems.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $1,780,000

Activitles: information, research, model programs, technical assistance/
training, curriculum development

Target Population(s): youth, families, sc-ool staff, communities/
professional groups
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

The Department of Education helps states, tocal education agencies and schools
develop comprehensive programs to reduce student drug usage. Comprehensive
programs include parent and community participation, as well as strong school policies,
enforcement of those policies, and a curriculum that teaches that drug use is wiong
and harmful. The measurement of success of these programs is the reduction of
student drug use. The Department provides information and technical assistance to
assist local populations; however, the success of these programs is directly proportional
to local commitment. Programs must be monitored and evaluated periodically and
revised as necessary.

Qffice of Zducaticnal Rescarch and Imorovement

A Gulde for the Selection and Implementation of K-12 Substance Abuse
Curriculs

The Selection and Impiementation of K-12 Substance Abuse Curricula
Project intends to develop, produce, and disseminate 8 guide to help school
aad district staff select and implement substance abuse curriculs for
clementary and secondary schools. Specifically the guide will: (1) direct
attention to a number of critice! issues that research indicates should be
considered in the selection and implementation of substance abuse curricula;
(2} provide a typology to serve as a framework for school districts to
classify, review, and evaluate substance sbuse curricula relative to those
issues; (3) provide criteria or standards for evaluating substance abuse
curricula; and (4) suggest strategies which have proven effective for
transiating curricula into effective practice in classrooms and schools.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $300,000
Actlvitles: information, research

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff

Leug-Free Schools Recogaltion Program

The Drug-Free Schools Recognitior Frogram will recognize bo'h public
and private, elementary and secondary schools with exemplary d:-ug
prevention prograws. Schools will be nominated for recogniiion by State
Departments of Education, private school organizations, and community
organizations involved in the prevention and elimination of drug abuse.
Nomination forms will be reviewed by a panel composed of law enforcement
personnel, counselors, educators, clergy, parents, and commuanity leaders.
Panel members will also visit and select schools for recognition. Schools
selected for recognition will be honored at ceremonies ir Washington, D.C.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $750,000

Actlvities: technical assistance/training, model programs

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff
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DETARTMENT OF EDUCATION (cont.)
Office of Educational Resesrch and Imorovement (cont.)

Network to Promote Drug Free Colleges and Unlversities

The Network to Promote Drug Free Colleges and Universities will
support development of a national network of institutions committed to
eliminating drug abuse on their campuses. Initial networking efforts will
focus on four-year residential colleges.

A core group of 15 representatives from higher education has becen
convened to formulate goals and strategies for the development of the

network. The network will be supported by existing research and expertise
that will be shared through newsletters, conferences, and forums.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $100,000
Actlvitles: information, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s). youth

New Research Perspectives on Student Drug Abuse

The New Research Perspectives on Student Drug Abuse Project will
provide support for @ series of commissioned papers prepared by about 10
leading scholars and researchers. They will be asked to examine drug issues
anew and to contribute to the development of a research agenda that will
assist the eff~rt to eliminate drug abuse in schools.

Severai tutorial workshops will be convened to provide a forum to
present the coramissioned papers, as well as to review and discuss the status
of research in the ares of student drug abuse, promising research directions,
and problems or issues requiring immediate resolution.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $100,000

Actlvitles: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Popuiation(s): youth, school staff
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (cont.)

Drug-Free Séhools and Communities -- Hawaiian Natives Program

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities -- Hawaiian Natives Program
provides financial assistance to organizations primarily serving and
representing Hawaiian natives that are recognized by the Governor of the
State of Hawaii. Funds must be used to plan, conduct, and administer
alcohol and drug abuse education and prevention programs that are
coansistent with the legislation.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $389,000
Actlvities: technical assistance/training, curriculum development

Target Population(s): special populations

Drug-Free Schools and Communities -- Programs fo- Indlan Youth

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities -- Programs for Indian Youth
calls for the Secretary of Education to develop an agreement with the
Secretary of the Department of the Interior for provision of services to
Indian children. A memorandum of agreement is bein; negoiiated.

This program provides funds for alcohol and drug abuse education and
prevention programs for Indian children on reservations attending elementary
and secondary schools operated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The law
aln permits grants or contracts with recognized Indian tribes.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $1,945,000
Actlvities: technical assistance/training, curriculum development

Target Population(s): special populations

Drug-Free Schocls and Communities -- Reglonal Centers Programe

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities -- Regional Centers Program
authorizes the Department of Education to maintain five regional centers to:
(1) train school teams to assess and combat drug and alcohol abuse
problems; (2) assist State educational agencies in coordinating and
streagthening alcohol and drug abuse education and prevention programs;
(3) assist local educaticnal agencies and institutions of higher ecucation in
developing and maintaining programs for educational personnel; and
(4) evaluste and disseminate effective substance abuse prevention programs.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $8,752,000
Actlvitles: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, f amilies, school staff
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (cont.)

Qffice of Elementarv and Secondary Education (cont.)

Drug-Free Schools and Communlities -- State and Local Programs

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities -- State and Local Programs
are formule grant programs which sllocate funds to States and territorics
based on their school-age populations. Each State's sllocation is divided
between the State education agency (70 percent) and the Office of the
Governor (30 percent). The SEA must allot at lcast 90 percent of the funds
it receives to local education sgencies to improve alcohol and drug abuse
education, prevention, early intervention, and rehabilitation referrai
programs. The Governor provides financial support for alcohol and drug
abuse programs in community-based orgsnizations. At least 50 percent of
the Governors’ funds must be used for high-risk youth programs.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $161,000,000
Actlvities: technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff

fenc ai
Schools Without Drugs: The Challenge

The Challenge is » follow-up to the Department of Education’s
handbook, i a1d is sponsored by the Department of
Education and 14 national educational, law enforcement, and parent
associations. The Challenge program invites schools and communities to
establish or sustain an alcohol and drug program based on the principles of
the i handbook. The objective is to mobilize the
schools and local communities to combine the efforts of students, parents,
teachers, school administrators, law enforcement agencies, and community
organizations to get alcohol and drugs out of schools.

The Chailenge can provide names and locations of schools close to a
new member, or provide the name of a contact person within a school where
special activities have been helpful in the anti-drug efforts. The Challenge
provides a bimoathly newsletter which describes successful anti-drug
programs, what other schools are doing, and information on current research.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $450,000

Actlvities: information

Target Population(s): youth, families, schools, communities/
professional groups




DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (cont.)

Audlovisual Materlals Program

This grant program is designed to develop audiovisual materials for drug
abuse and prevention activities in the schools. The materials will include
videotapes and print materials for students as well as teachers’ guides. The
two-year grants include the design, production, and distribution of materials.

Fiscal 1987 B=dget: $3,500,000
Activities: curriculum development

Target Population(s): youth, school staff

Drug Prevention Pragram for Studeuts Earolled In Institutions cf Higher
Educatloa

The Drug Prevention Program is designed to encourage institutions of
higher education to attack the problem of how to prevent substance abuse
among students and staff. The program focuses on primary prevention and
seeks to improve voth the institution’s and the community’s preveation
efforts through collaboration. Institutions of higher education compete for
two year grants with a new two year cohort starting each year.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $7,780,000
Actlvities: model programs, technical assistance/training

Target Populatioa(s): school staff




DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (cont.)

S 's Discreti Fund

Federal Activities Grants Program

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities Program -- Federal Activities
Grants Program supports model development, dissemination, technical
assistance, and curriculum development activities for drug and alcohol abuse
education and prevention. Awards are made to State educational agencies,
local educational agencies, institutions of higher education, ead other
nonprofit agencies, organizations, and iastitutions.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $5,000,000

Actlvities: model programs, technical assistance/training,
curriculum development

Target Popuiation(s): youth, families, school staf f, communities/
professional groups

Traluing and Demonstration Grasts to Iastitutions of Higher Education

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities Program -- Training and
Demonstration Grants to Institutions of Higher Education supports preservice
or inservice personnel training, or curriculum demonstration for elementary
and secondary schools. Institutions of higher education are the only eligible
applicants. It is estimated that $0-60 awards averaging $125,000 each will
be made from the $7.7 million available.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $7,780,000

Actlivities: model programs, technical assistance/training,
curriculum development

Target Population(s): families, school staff

159




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

The youth-oriented drug education and prevention programs provided by the
Department of Health and Human Services are administered by Institutes and Offices
under HHS's Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (ADAMHA). The
four primary institutes and offices are: National Institute of Alcohol and Alcoholism
(NIAAA), National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA), National Institute of Mental Health
(NIMH) and the Office of Substance Abuse Prevention (OSAP).

The initiatives sponsored by the institutes are largely research oriented. Most
subjects arc aimed at reducing the incidence and prevalence of alcohol or drug abuse
among both high-risk and the gencral youth population by determining the nature and
extent of drug and alcohol use, their epidemiology, and effective strategies for
intervention.

One major emphasis of programs spoasored by the Office of Substance Abuse
Prevention is on implementing community- and school-based prevention efforts. Many
of OSAP's initistives seek to increase community awareness of available resources and
promote linkages between loval governments, professional organizaticns, business and
industry, and the media. In addition, another major activity is spon. :.ship of
demonstration grants for high-risk youth.

Alcabol, Drus Abuse. end Mental Health Adaiaistcnsi
Nationallass \lconal L Alcahali

Alcohol Preveation Program

The Alcohol Prevention Program supports studies aimed at reducing the
incidence and prevalence of alcohol abuse and alcoholism through
interventions, such as school based programs for children and adolescents.
These programs are developed, tested, implemented, and evaluated especially
for youth populations and high-risk groups such as the children of
alcoholics. Other studies have examined the effectiveness of employee
assistance programs, the influence of laws and policies on drinking attitudes
and behavior among the general population, and alcohol prevention among
college students and young adults,

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $4,186,000
Actlvitles: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, special populations
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (cont.)

National Inse Dtug Al

Natlonal Alcohol Research Cesnter

As one of the nine NIAAA i\!pportcd Alcohol Research Centers, the
major focus of this Center is on prevention research. In addition to
conducting research studies relating to environmental factors and individual
behavior, the center also trains new researchers in the alcohol field. To
this end, research programs are organized into five priorities (1) server
intervention; (2) alcoho'-related traffic accidents; (3) school alcohol policies:
(4) family level cultural model, (5) alcohol and the mass media. Findings
from these various studies are disseminated widely through presentations a id
the media. Begun in September 1983, the projects are scheduled to b: re-
evaluated in late 1987,

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $543,945
Actlvitles: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff, communities/
professional groups

AIDS and IV Drug Use Publlc Education Program

Begun in September 1986 and continuing through August 1988, the AIDS
and IV Drug Use Public Education Program includes two projects to educate
the public about the threat of AIDS and IV drug use. The first project
seeks to identify the best means of reaching IV drug users, and to develop,
produce, and distribute appropriate materials to them. Current plans include
" developing media materials as well as encouraging the use of the NIDA toll
free number for referrals to local drug abuse treatment programs. The
second pro,ect has four objectives: (1) to identify local contact people in
target cities who can disseminate program information to IV users; (2) to
éncourage community contacts to develop Incal coalitions among appropriate
organizations; (3) to develop a videotape depicting what communities are
doing about AIDS and IV drug use; (4) to conduct five regional training
workshops featuring the videotape and other prevention/intervention
techniques,

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $1,522,000

Activities: information, research, technical assistance/training,
service referral, volunteers

Target Population(s): youth
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
Narional Institutc on Drug Abuse (cont.)

Drug Use and Lifestyles of Amerlcan Youth (High School Survey)

The Drug Use and Lifestyles of American Youth High School Survey
continues an ongoing series of surveys of young men and women begun in
1975. The survey consists of two interconnected parts: (1) an annual
survey of a nationally representative sample of 16,000-18,000 seniors in 130
high schools, and (2) annual follow-up surveys mailed to a subset of each
senior class (numbering nearly 1200) for the first ten years following
graduation. The troad content of the study includes drug usage, attitudes,
beliefs and perceptions about drug usuge, and other relevant psychosocial
factors. The study aims at monitoring annual trends in drug usage as well
as uncovering the causes, consequences and patterns associated with drug
use. Findings from the study are widely disseminated.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $1,400,000
Activitles: information, research

Ta~get Population(s): youth

Medical Specialty Contracts

The NIDA and NIAAA have established an ongoing forum for medical
educators representing different primary care specialties and psychiatry to
address issues in alcohol and drug abuse education. The forum is designed
to make recommendations for future directions in medical education. The
Mediczi Specialty Contracts have been awarded to various medical schools
and medical organizations to identify and assess curriculum products and
Current approaches to alcohol and drug sbuse instruction, to develop
curriculum models for physician education and residency training, and to
develop a series of seminars regarding the future directions of medical and
nursing education.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $963,000

Actlvities: information, research, techaical assistance/training,
curriculum development

Target P julation(s): communities/professional groups
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol. Drus Abusc, and Mental Health Administration

inj ion (cont.)

National Institutc on Drug Abuse (cont.)

National Counference on Preventing Alcoho! and Drug Abuse in Black
Commualties

The National Conference on Preventing Alcohol and Drug Abuse in
Black Communities, held in 1987, was organized to raise the awareness nf
alcohol and drug abuse among Blacks as well a3 to share information on
Prevention research, evaluation, and resources of innovative programs and
their application in local Black communities. Focusing upon youth ages 13 to
16 and adult voiuntary organizations, the conference brought about a new
national organization which is expected to provide leadership and advocacy
for the further development of alcohol and drug abuse prevention efforts in
commuanities nationwide.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $150,000
Actlvitles: technical assistance/training, service referral, volunteers

Target Population(s): youth, communities/professional groups

National Media Cocalne Prevention Campaiga

To counter increasing cocaine use among older teenagers and young
adults, the NIDA launched a multi-media Cocaine Ahuse Prevention Campaign,
"Cocaine, The Big Lie," in March 1986. The public service campaign, focuses
upon the addictive qualities of cocaine, its potential for producing severe
heaith consequences, and the need to seck treatment. As part of the
campaign, an 800-toll-free number, which directs users to treatment facilities
in their local community, became operational in April 1986. Also inciuded in
the campaign is the publication, i jcti . The
campaign, which features sports stars, is targeted at young adults, age 18-35,
the age group that uses cocaine the most. In its first year more than 50,000
people called the toll {ree number for information regarding treatment
programs after hearing the public service sanouncements.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $576,675
Actlvitles: information, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, communities/professional groups
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
National Institute on Drug Abyse (cont.)

Nature and Extent of Drug Use

The Division of Epidemiology and Statistical Analysis (DESA), in
cooperation with three national health education associations and
participating Federal agencies, has initiated the National Adolescent Student
Health Survey. The survey of 8th and 10th grade students examines such
issues as health-related knowledge, practices and attitudes regarding drug
and alcohol use, sexually transmitted diseases, AIDS, suicide, and violence.
In gddition to the survey, the DESA’s programs also include longitudinal
studies of drug use, the consequences of drug abuse, and vulnerability to
drug abuse, and etiology.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $8,400,000
Actlvitles: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): communities/professional groups

1990 Preveation Objectives

1990 Prevention Objectives, begun in 1980 and coatinuing until 1990, is
the result of the Surgeon General's 1979 report, Healthy Peopie. The report
established broad national goals for an improvement in the health of the
nation by 1990. To meet these goals, research, technical assistance, and
media campaigns are being initiated to reduce to levels below those of 1977,
the proportion of adolescents (ages 12 to 17) and young adults (ages 18 to
25) reporting frequent use of drugs. Additionally, by 1990, it is anticipated
that there will be a comprehensive data capability with which to monitor and
evaluate the status gnct impact of alcohol and drug abuse.

Flscal 1987 Budget: not available
Actlritles: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol. Drug Abuse. and Mental Health Administration (cont,)
National Institutc on Drug Abuse (cont.)

Prevention Research

The Prevention Research Program funds etiological, intervention, and
clinical epidemiological research on psychological, genetic, and environmensal
factors which predispose or protect individuals from drug abuse. The special
focus of this research is on carly childhood and adolescent populations.
Current research includes an assessment of the eff iciency of drug abuse
prevention programs based upon social learning theory as well as the
combined effects of school and community interventions relating to drug
problems. Additionally, research regarding the prevention of pedia'ric AIDS
is also being conducted. Results of these findings are being published.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $13,500,000
Actlvities: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Popuiation(s): youth, families, school staff » communities/
professional groups, special populations

National Insti £ M | Healt}
The Dynamics of Delinquent Behavior - A Nationa] Survey

The Dynamics of Delinquent Behavior is a prospective longitudinal study
of a nationally representative sample of male and female Americans who
were ages 11 to 17 in 1976. The study began in June of 1975 and is
scheduled through May, 1989. The study was undertaken to examine the
epidemiology (prevalence, f requency and course) of delinquent behaviors,
including illicit drug use, using reliable and valid self-report measures, ~.nd
to test 8 new explanatory model for such behavior. This research is the
only prospective longitudinal study of its type ever undertaken in the Unitcd
States.

Fiscai 1987 Budget: $391,000
Actlvitles: research

Target Population(s): youth
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drug Ab je, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
National Institute of Mental Health (coat.)

Epidemiological Preveation Center for Early Risk Behaviors

The Prevention Iatervention Reseqrch Center, located at John Hopkins
University, is undertaking a corparstive study of two types of interventions
aimed at preventing conduc: disorders. Child-en in the Baltimore City
Schools are the participants in the study which was initiated in July 1984
and continues through June 1989. Substance sbuse is an iategral part of the
disorders under investigation.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $275,000
Actlivities: research

Target Population(s): youth

Pathways to Adaptive and Maladaptive Outcomes In Adolescence

Pathways to Adaptive and Maladaptive Outcomes in Adolescence, begun
ir May 1987 and continuing until March 1991, is short-term longitudinal
study of three cohorts of adolescents in three urban, high-risk, commuaities.
The purposes of the project are to examine the scope of behavioral vutcomes
(including substance sbuse) for multi-risk adolescents, to identify vulnerable
anc invulnerable individuals within these high-risk gronps, to identify causal
pathways to adaptive and maladaptive outcomes, and to explore the effects
of gender and normetive school transition in the evolution of these
pathways,

Flscal 1987 Budget: $275,772

Activities: research

Target Population(s): youth




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
Natiopal Institute of Mental Health (cont.)

Puerte Rican Delinquercy Patterans in the South Bronx

The Puerto Rican Deiinquency Patterns in the South Broax study,
initiated in August 1985 and continuing through June 1988, seeks to improve
the understanding of the epidemiology and etiology of delinquency (including
illicit drug use) in & major Hispanic urban popuiation. The participants in
the resesrch are a representative sample of 1,000 Puerto Rican males in the
South Bronx who were ages 12-19 when first interviewed. A special
feature of this research is the effort to identify restraining factors that
account for Puerto Rican delinquency rates in New York City that are lower
than ~xpected for the demographic and socioeconomic data on this
population. It is hoped that the identification of such factors will enhance
delinquency and drug use prevention strategies.

Flical 1987 Budget: $190,000
Activitles: research

Target Population(s): youth

Understanding and Prediction of Aatisocial Behavior and Substance AI;use

The overall goal of this prospective longitudinal study is to establish
tk basis for a cost-effic.ent and effective preventive intervention for youth
at high-risk for chronic and serious delinquency and substance abuse.
Emerging substance use and abuse are being tracked in two coh: ts of 200
boys (6- to 9-year olds) over a S-year period. Analytic attention is focused
on (a) developmental stages in substance abuse, especially as they relate to
concomitant development of »atisocial behavior, (b) the influence of
circumstantial variables (such as parents’ child-rearing practices and
peer/sibling substance abuse) on the initiation and continuation of substance
abuse, and (c) the impact of various degrees of drug use on other behavior,
such as educational perf ormance, social relationships, psychopathology, and
employment. The study began in August 1979 and continues through March
1988.

Fiscai 1987 Budget: $411,000
Activities: research

Target Population(s): youth, special populations
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

AM&MMW (cont.)
National [nstitute of Mental Health (coat.)

Vulnerability to Psychopathology and Substance Abuse

The Vulnerability to Psychopathology and Substance Abuse project is a
prospective longitudinal study of children of psychiatric inpatients and a
comparison group ¢ peers. The purpose of the study is *o0 identif y
childhood precursors and environmental factors leading to the deveiopment of
mental disorders (including substance abuse) in this high-risk population.
Initiated in July 1984, the project is scheculed to end in September 1987.

Fiscal 1987 Badget: $91,000
Actlvitles: research

Target Population(s): youth, families

Office of Substruce Abuse Prevention
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Demonstration Graats Program

Through the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Demonstration Grants Program it
is expected that much will be learned about service delivery systems in
prevention, intervention, treatment, and rehabilitation of youth in each of
nine high-risk groups. These groups are: (1) children of substance abusers,
(2) victims of physical, sexual, or psychological abuse; (3) school dropouts;
(4) pregnant teens, (5) the economically disadvantaged; (6) definquents or
those who have committed violent acts; (7) those who have experienced
mental heaith problems; (8) those who have attempted suicide; and (9) the
disabled.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $24,000,000
Activitles: research, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, families, scho( | staff,
special populations
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
Qffice of Substance Abuse Prevention (cont.)

Be Smart, Don’t Start, Just Ssy No

Initiated in 1986 and ending in 1987, the Be Smart, Don't Start, Just
Say No campaign is tergeted at preteens ages 8-12, parents, teachers, and
others who influence the attitudes and behaviur of adolescents, before they
face increased peer and societal pressure to drink. The campaign is designed
not only to teach the facts about alcohol and drinking but also to mobilize
local governments, professional organizations, the media, and other interesied
groups to take action in their local communities.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $550,000
Activitles: information, techniczl assistance/training

Target Population(s): yoush, school staf f, communities/
professional groups

Media and Materials

The Cffice of Substance Abuse and Prevention provides drug abuse
prevention-related information targeted at youth, their families and schoois
through a variety of media gnd publications.

Flscal 1987 Bvdget: $850,000

Activities: information, mcdei programs, technical assistance/training
service referral, public hearings

Target Prpulation{s\: youth, f amilies, school staff
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drui Abusc, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
Qffice of Substance Abuse Prevention (cont.)

Model Community-Based Preveation Program

The Model Community-Based Prevention Program, which extends from
1987 to 1989, has five objectives: (1) to promote community based programs
to prevent iliegal alcohol and drug use; (2) to develop linkages among
business, industry, the media, law enforcement of f icials, health professionals
and local personalities in their efforts to prevent substance abuse; (3) to
identify resources and respond to gaps in 8 community’s ability to prevent
the illegal use of alcohol and other drugs; (4) to reinforce the adoption of
prevention messages into existing programs and channels of communication
within their communities; and (5) to increase the community’s awareness of
local prevention and treatment resources for alcohol and drug use.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $1,750,000
Activities: technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff

Natlonal Clearinghouse for Alcoaol and Drug Information (NCADI)

The Office of Substance Abuse Prevention (OSAP) operates this new
information resource for the Nation, NCADI was formed through a merger
of the former National Clearinghouse for Alcohol Information and the
National Clearinghouse for Drug Abuse Information, to provide :~proved
service to the public. NCADI provides information and services to anyone
with questions or concerns about all types of drug probiems, including
alcohol abuse, illicit drug use, and misuse of prescription drugs. Special
target gronps for NCADI are community leaders, those working with youth,
parents, health and human service providers, and persons with aicohol or
other drug-related problems. The products and services available through
the Cleari.ghouse include the preparation and distribution of publications,
reference and rferral services, tours of NCADI, films and videot. es for
loan, and State clearinghouse n.twork support.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $2,340,000

Actlvitles: information, model programs, tecihniczi assistance/
training, service referral

Target Population(s) youth, families, schools, communities/
professional groups, special populations
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol. Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (cont.)
Qffice of Substance Abuse Prevention (cont.)

Techalcal Assistance and Conferences for Pareats, Youth, and the Commuaity

The purpose of the Technical Assistance and Con‘erences for Parents,
Youth, and the Community contract awarded in August 1987 is to assist
communities in alcohol and drug abuse preveatioa. The project will include:
(1) on-site technical assistance to parent and youth organizations, schools
and agencies, organizations working with or comprising racial/ethnic
minorities, disabled populations, and/or the clderly, (2) establishing a
consultznt pool of experts; (3) developing and field testing a training
package for use by parents and organizations; (4) workshops and conferences
for jubstance preveation. The contract extends through 1989.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $2,150,000
Actlvities: technical assistance/training
Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff, special populations

Techalcal Assistance and Conferences for Pareats, Youth, and the Community
(Schoo? Iaitiatives)

The purpose of the Technical Assistance and Conferences for Parents,
Youth, and the Community (School Initistives) contract awarded in August
1987 is to support local ef forts to develop irug and alcohol prevention
programs. The school initiatives will be directed at teacher, parent and
stucent substance abuse prevention programs. The project will foster
partnerships with clementary, secondary and college studeants, parents and
their respective organizstions. The contract extends through 1989,

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $4,300,000
Actlvitles: technical assistance/training

Target Populatioa(s): youth, families, school jtaff
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (cont.)

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (cont)
Office of Substance Abuse Preveation (cont.)

Techmlcal Assistance and Tra'alag Workshops for Ethalc Minorities

The Technicsl Assistance and Training Workshops for Ethnic Minorities
began in July 1987 and are scheduled for two years. The objectives are to
provide on-site technical assistance, conduct workshops, training, and provide
speakers, panelists, and facilities to minority groups, individuals, and
organizstions serving minority populations. These services will build on ihe
programs and activities conducted in the field nf substance abuse prevention
by the Secretary's Task Force on Black and Minority Health and the
Minority Concerns Strategy of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health
Administration.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $750,00
Actlvitles: technical assistance/training

Target Popuiation(s): youth, families, school staff
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

The focus of the Department of the Interior's drug edvcat'on and prevention
efforts is on American Indian youth as well as tribes and tribal schools funded by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). The BIA substance abuse program seeks to heighten
awareness of probiems of alcohol and substance sbuse among American Indians as well
as to make BIA-funded schools drug-free. BIA aiso admiaisters a program for Indian
children on reservations who att=nd clementary and secondary schools through a
memorandum of agreement with the Department of Education.

B  Indi fairs
Preveation Education Programs

Among the goals of the programs are to develop and implenent a
curriculum for grades 1-12, to hire and train BlA-funded school counselors,
and to initiate a temporary information clearinghcus+ and a newsletter. In
addition, an Interagency American Indian and Alaskan Native Yauth
Conference is also scheduled for Spring 1988. This conference wili focus on
prevention and heaith activities to facilitate youth lesdership action to
address chemical dependency. In conjunction with these programs, a
Memoraadum of Agreement between BIA and the Indian Health Service (THS)
secks to coordinate agency resources and services for aicohol and substance
abuse prevention, intervention, treatment, and aftercare of American Indians.

Fiscal 1327 Budget: $5,900,000

Actlvitles: information, technical assistance/training, service referral,
curriculu; development

Target Population(s): special populations
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The Department of Justice sponsors d7ug abuse education and prevention Frograms
through the US. Attorneys’ Office, the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the
National Institute of Justice (NIJ) and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP). The largest share of the Department of Justice’s over $3 million
FY87 budget for youth-oriented programs is administered by OJJDP.

U.S, Attoraevs’ Office
Drug Abase Education and Prevention Projects

District United States Attorneys’ offices have undertaken 8 wide variety
of activities in support of the Department of Justice drug education effort.
Many district offices have helped to establish school and community-based
drug education programs. The majority of the programs emphasize the
importance of citizen involvement and the participation of local business and
industry, law enforcement off icials and schools. Public service
announcements, lectures and speeches by United States Attorneys on the
consequences of substance abuse are common.

Flsca: 1987 Budget: not available

Actlvitles: information, research, model programs, technical assiztance/
training, service referral, curriculum development

Target Populatlon(s): youth, families, school staff, communities/
professional groups

Deus Eof \dminiscrati

Drug Abuse Education and Prevention Publications

The publications program is designed to support and complement other
P-g Enforcement Administration prevention activities. Its function is to
inform and educate the general public as well as special interest groups.
Popular publications include "Drugs of Abuse," the DEA’s standard reference
which describes drug terms and symptoms, "Soozic and Katy Coloring Book,"
which is targeted for K-3 primary school students, "Controlied Substances:
Use, Abuse and Effects,” which provides descriptions of generic drugs of
abuse, and *Drug Enforcement,” a magazine which is issued three times
annually and discusses issues which are of interest to health professionals
and law enforcement officials.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $260,000
Actlvitles: information

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff, communities/
professional groups
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (cont.)

Drug Enforcement Administration (cont.)

Sports Drug Awareness Program

The Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) lsunched the Sports Drug
Awareness progrum (SDAP) in June 1984 and was joined by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in November of that year. Currently, the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preveation (OJJDP) also
pa:ticipates in the program. The program gecks to prevent drug abuse
among school age youth, with speci*® emphasis on the role of the coach and
student athlete. With the coaches’ commitment to preventing drug abuse,
student athletes are encouraged to become role models, using positive peer
pressure to dissuade other students from abusing drugs.

The SDAP includes brochures that inform coaches and provide
guidelines, and an action plan to start a drug abuse prevention program for
student athletes. In addition, DEA and FBI staff join with athletes, of ficials
from professional sports, and high school coaches who have implemented
successful programs to preseat clinics to help coaches develop programs in
their high schools. To spread the message further, public service
announcements, featuring prominent sports figures, have been developed and
distributed for television and radio.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $300,000
Actlvities: information, technical assistance/traising

Target Population(s): youth, familv, school staff

National Institute of Just

Safe Schools Program

The goal of the Safe Schools program is to provide school
administrators with resources to increase the safety and stability of the
school learning environment and to eahance administrator accountability.
The program, which is a joint effort of the National Institute of Justics and
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement of the Department of
Education, uses problem-solving strategies to develop locally teilored
solutions for reducing crime and disruption in schools.

Program strategies enable school administrators to differentiate between
criminal and non-criminal acts, and to collect and analyze data on both
types of incidents. This information is then used to design intervention and
prevention strategies, to use school resource teams to address specific
p-oblems, and to coordinate policies with community law enforcement
officiais. The program is designed for all schools, not just those with
serious safety problems.
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (coat.)

National Institutc of Justice (cont.)

Flscal 1987 Budget: $250,000
Actlvitles: information, research, technical assistance/training

Target Populatlon(s): school staff

Cltles In Schools

Cities in Schools (CIS) develops public/private partnerships in cities to
determine problems in the educational system and develop a plan for
improvement. CIS coordinates services and brings these services to the
schools.

The goal of the new CIS substance abuse component will be ¢0o bring
comprehensive drug programs to existing and new sites in conjunction with
existing organizations, business and industry, and particularly with QUSST,
which has over 9,000 existing drug abuse prevention task forces throughoui
the country.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $250,000
Acstlvitles: information, technical assistance/training, service referrcl

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff

Natlonal School Safety Cenmter

The Natione!l School Safety Center (NSSC) initiated in January 1984 and
continuing through July 1988, is a comprehensive national effort to make
schools safer places in which to learn, work and teach. The nproject seeks
to determine the magnitude of school crime and violence, identifying the
ways to diminish both, and promotes campus crime prevention and school
discipline restoration progran:  Reducing the use of drugs in and around
schools has been a focus of NSSC in all programs for the last two years.
Specifically, video tapes, posters, featured articles, and advisories on drug
abuse and its prevention have been widely distributed.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $70,000
Actlvitles: information, technical assistance

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (coat.)

Qffice of Juvenile ustice and Delinguencv Prevention (cont.)

Preveation and Control of Juveaile Delinquency and Drug Abuse in Public
Housing.

The goal of the Prevention and Contyol of Juvenile Delinquency and
Drug Abuse in Public Hcousing program is to prevent youth who gre living in
public housing authority sites from becoming involved in juvenile delinquency
and drug abuse. This program wiil provide intensive training and technical
assistance as wel! ag limited financia) support to approximately 20 housing
suthority settings ir order to establish Boys Club of America recreational
and support se-vices for youth residing in or sdjacent to housing authority
compiexes. Ipitiated in September 1987, the project will continue through
1989.

Flscal 1937 Budget: $400,000
Actlvities: techuical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth, families

Promising Approaches for the Prevestion, Intervention, and Treatment of
Drug and Alcohol Abuse Amoag Juveniles

The purpose of the Promising Approaches for the Prevention,
Intervention, and Treatment of Drug and Alcohol Abuse Among Juveniles
program is to assist communities experiencing high ratce of adolescent drug
and alcohol abuse by identifying and reviewing promising juvenile drug
programs, developing and testing program prototypes, and providing training
based on the prototypes. The overall Joal of tic program is to provide
communities with the pecessary skills and information to adopt and
implement promising approaches for the prevention, intervention, and
treatment of chronic juvenile drug and alcohol abuse. Initiated in Sentember
1987, the program will continue through 1989.

Fiscal 1987 Budge.: $1,000,000
Actlvities: research, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): youth
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (cont.)

Qffice of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevection (cont.)

Research on Drug Use Amoag Juveniles

The purpose of the Research on Drug Use Among Juveniles program is
to develop information on high-risk factors for drug use among youth, and
on the effectiveness of interventions for the prevention or control of illsgal
drug use. These f indings are utilized in policy and program development.
The research goal is to shed light on the nature, extent and patterns of
drug use by youth by supporting secondary analysis of existing data sets.
Initiated in September 1987, the project will ~ontinue through March 1988.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $125,000
Activities: research

Target Population(s): youth

Research oa the Etlology of Drug Abuse Amoag Ethaic and Minority Juvenile
Populations

The purpose of the Research on the Eticiogy of Drug Abuse Among
Fthaic and Minority Juvenile Populations program is twofold: 1) to increase
the knowledge of drug abuse among youth, and 2) to examine effec:ive
iatervention for the prevention of drug abuse. The program will be co-
spoasored with the National Institute on Drug Abuse. It will consist of two
Phases. The first phase will focus on an analysis of the nature and extent
o the drug problem, the etiological and developmental factors that may play
8 10le in determining vulaerability to drug abuse, and the identification of
support systems for responding to drug problems in inner city communities
composed of ethnic and minority populations. The second phase will consist
of a rescarch and development effort, including preparation of training
materials. Initiated in October 1987, the project will continue through
March 1988.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $500,000
Activities: research

Target Population(s): youth, special populations
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (cont.)

Qffice of Juvenile Justice and Delinguencv Prevention (cont.)

Substance Abuse Preventloa

In cooperation with the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP) administers the
substance abuse prevention program. As part of this izitiative, the National
Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges will identify effective drug
prevention programs. The Metro Judges Committee will develop for courts
and communities a comprehens:ve. set of recommendstions related to drug
abuse, concentrating on the role of juvenile and family courts. Targeted at
chiidren in grades K-12 and their parents, the project was initiated in May
1987 and will continue through April 1988.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $150,000
Actlvities: information, technical assistance/training

Target Populatloa(s): youth, families

Youth Drug and Alcohol Abuse: Introduction of Effective Strategies
Systemwlide

This program is an effort to bring a variety of program concepts
together into one jointly funded initiative. Technical assistance and training
will be provided to jurisdictions interested in planning and implementing drug
and alcohol abuse prevention and treatment programs on a systemwide basis
(e.g. schools, community, law enforcement officials, and courts).

To accomplish the first ma jor task of this program, a conference of
public and private national organizations that sponsor effective anti-
substance abuse programs for youth will be zzaducted. These programs will
be focused on school, community, law enfourcement, adjudication, or
supervision activities.

Under the second major task, communities that are participating in the
Alcohol Highway Safety Workshops for Juvenile Court Judges (developed by
NHTSA with support from the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges) will be approached. The judges in each state who attended these
workshops will receive a brief presentation of the overall initiative.

The third task is the developrent of a four day residential program to
train high school age children to initiate and organize anti-drug and alcohol
abuse activities in their schools. The training curriculum will be tested, i1
the initial project period, at one city where there is 8 Techniques for
Effective Alcohol Management (TEAM) site in operation. If successful, this
student trainiag is to be subsequently introduced to other communities.




DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (cont.)
mﬁ-ﬂf-ll‘mﬂ_elmmﬂpﬂmuu_mﬂ“m (cont.)
Fiscal 1987 Budget: $260,000

Activities: inf ormation, technical assist

ance/training,
curriculum development

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff,

communities/
professional groups
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

The primary purpose of the majority of the drug abuse education and prevention
programs sponsored by the Department of Transportation is to reduce the incidence of
chemically impaired driving on our nation’s highways. The Nationa! Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) sponsors a variety of initiatives through the youth
program and the prevention/interv..tion program, both administered through the
Alcohol Programs Division. Another NHTSA initiative is TEAM, a program that
promotes the safety of patrons enroute to, while in at‘2ndance at, and returning home
from sports and entertainment events, as well as public hearings focused on the
problem of youthful impaired driving. .

US. Coast Guard
Just Say No Curriculum 1 svelopment

The Just Say No campaign was launched in January 1987. Its goals
include developing a child safety curriculum which wi'. be utilized in child
development centers, day-care homes anc by individual families.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $250,000

Actlvitles: information, research, technical assistance/training,
service referral, curriculum development

Target Populatioa(s): youtr, famil. 3, school staff

National Hishway Traffic Saferv Admipisceasi

Alcohol Programs Division -- Youth Program

Diverse initiatives are sponsored under the Youth Program of the
Alcohol Programs Division. These include alcohol safety workshops for
juvenile court judges; the development of a classroom manual and training
modules ®v the Future Farmers of America (a group composed of 450,000
high sch:-* -:»dents nationwide); national conferences that showcase student
traffic safety p.ograms; an update to a guide on prevention curricula; Project
Graduation, a yroject that encourages chemical-free pirties and events
during high school graduation season; & high school assembly program
festuring professional and college athletes who rrovide students with an
awareness of the risks associated with chemically-imnaired driving; a youth
compendium of program ideas; as well as public nearings.

Fiscal 1987 Budget: $849,000

Actlvities: information, mode! programs, techaical assistance/training,
curriculum development

Target Population(s): youth, families, school staff , communities/
professional groups
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (cont.)

National Highwav Traffic Safetv Administration (cont.)

Alcohol Programs Dlvisica -- Preveatlon/Intervention Program

Youth-oriented prevention/intervention efforts include the development
of an alcohol, drug and traffic safety manual for college campuses; an
assessment of educational programs related to traffic safety (drinking and
driving) currently offered in public schools; development of a traffic safety
manual for high school student leaders; and sponsorship of National Drunk
and Drugged Driving Prevention Week.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $53,000

Actlvitles: information, technical assistacce/training, curriculum
development

Target Populatlon(s): youth, school staff » Communities/professional
groups

Technlques for Effectlve Alcohol Manegement (TEAM)

The goals of the Techniques of Effective Alcohol Management (TEAM)
are to create a more enjoyable entertainment atmosphere, to promote
effective crowd control, and to address the issue ¢f the safety of pations
enroute to, attending, and returning home from sps:ting and entertainment
events in public assembly facilities. Special emphasis is placed on ¢ artailing
the use or sale of alcoholic beverages to those under the legal drinking age.
The project was initiated in June 1985 and is scheduled to continve through
1989,

Flscal 1987 Budget: $140,000
Actlvitles: informstion, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): communities/professional groups
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Through the U.S. Customs Office the Department of the Treasury provides two
programs aimed at public awarencss of the negative effects of illegal drug use--the
Users Become Losers public service announcements campaign, and the You Can Help!
Drug Education Campaign.

Customs Office
Users Become Losers

The Users Become Losers anti-drug public service announcements
launched in October 1984 feature individuals who have ha{ someon: close to
them die or have serious negative consequences as a result of illegal drug
use. These radio, television, and print announcements have been distributed
to stations throughout the country as a way to alert individuals to the
dangers of drug abuse. It was thought that people who have expe.ienced
the trauma of illegal drug use would have a greater impact through the
announcements than would actors or government of ficials. To date, 155
television stations, 118 radio stations and 67 publications have carried the
Users Become Losers announcements.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $25,000
Actlvitles: information

Target Population(s): commuaities/professional groups

You Can Help! Drug Education Campalga

Launched in October 1986, the You Can Help! Drug Education Campaign
includes a slide show, audio visual equipment and a Customs Drug Awareness
Kit aimed primarily at parents and adults to make them more knowledgeable
about the drug problem in their community and schools. The campaign also
secks to educate the public on the Customs Office’s mission relating to drug
smnggling and how citizens can assist Customs enforcement efforts. To date,
more than 1200 presentations and 35,000 individual contacts have been made,
and as cf July 1987, the Drug Awareness Kit was made available from ihe
Consumer Information Center in Pueblo, Colorado.

Flscal 1987 Budget: $355,000
Actlvitles: iaformation, technical assistance/training

Target Population(s): familjes
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PREVENTION ACTiVITIES OF STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES

State education agencies (SEAS) provide both assistance and direction to local
school districts concerning substance abuse education. Three-fourths of all states
require substance abuse education, and three-fifths also provide mir:mum curriculum
standards for substance abuse education. A majority of states offer technical
assistance to districts, with the most common areas of assy. nce being guides to
resources, coordination with community groups and agencies, development of effective
program strategies, development of school policies, and provision of information on
common legal issues. Reports of trends in substance abuse are mixed: SEA officials
generally report that drug use has declined over the last two years, but that alcohol
use has increased.

These are some of the findings of a recent survey performed under contract with
Westat, Inc, for the Center for Education Statistics (CES), U.S. Department of
Education, through its Fast Response Survey System (FRSS).! The survey was
requested by the Planning and Evaluation Service within the Office of Planning, Budget
<nd Evaluation (OPBE). The survey discussed in this report was seat to state
education agencies and reflects their activities only; however, it might be noted that
states may also perform substance abuse education activities through other agencies
(e.g., state alcohol and drug abuse agencies). In fact, SEAs sometimes choose not to
carry out a particular action because they do not wish to duplicate an action already
performed by a different state agency. Thus, statements in this report should not be
interpreted as explaining the full extent of state activities.

STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR DISTRICTS

States were surveyed about their requirements for districts in three areas:
offering substance abuse ec'ucation, setting minim. m curriculum standards, and
establishing certification requirements for teachers. A majority of states have
requirements in the first two of these areas, but certification requirements are much
less common.

Substance abuse education is required by 76 percent of all states (see table 1 at
the sud of this report). For 79 percent of these states, the requirement is based on

ICES’s Fast Response Survey System is a special service that, upon request,
quickly obtains nationally representative, policy-relevant data from small surveys to
meet the needs of U.S. Department of Education policy officials. This survey was sent
to the 50 States and the District of Columbia, and rzceived a 100 fercent response rate.
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legislation; for 18 percent of them, the rcquirement is based on a State Board of
Educatioxu policy.? The requirement of substance abuse education is most common in
the Northeast region, where 100 percent of the states have a requirement; in t* .
remaining regions, 67 to 75 percent have a requirement.®

Among those states with a requirement, slightly over half require substance abuse
education to be taught in the health curriculum, whereas 14 states do not specify a
teaching format for fulfilling the requirement (table 2). The only other common format
for substance abuse eduzation is driver training (senior high school level), where eight
states have a requirement.*

The variations between states by enrollment z5g region are normally not great,
and the differences would oftvn disappear with the change in response of one or two
states. One exception is that Southeastern states with a substancs abuse education
requizement always specify the location in the curriculum as well, whereas 33 to 60
percent of the states with substance abuse education sequirements in the other regions
do not specify a format.

Most states (63 percent) also set minimum cusriculum standards for substance
abuse education in 1986-87 (table 1). Minimum curriculum standards are more common
in the Southeast (75 percent) than in the Centrai region (42 percent).

A less common area for state mandates concerning rubstance abuse sducation is a
requirement for all teachers to be certified in substance abuse education. Only 22
percent of all states require certif icarion; the requirement is more common in states
with large enroliments® (36 percent) than in those with small earollments (12 percent),
and more common in the Central region (42 percent) than in the West (7 percent),

3Some staics indicated that both legisiation and a State Board of Education policy
are bases for their requirement. In these cases, they are counted as baring their
requirement on legislation, while the 18 percent reported here are states whose only
source for a requirement is State Board of Education policy.

3These regions are defined it Appendix A. The Northeast, Central, and Southeast
regions ecach have 12 states, and the West has |5 states.

4States may require substance abuse education to be offered in more than one
place in the curriculum, so these numbers may add to more than 51.

SLarge states are defined as those with | million or more elementary and
secondary students enrolled in public schools in fali 1985; medium-sized states as
having 400,000-999,999 enrolled; and small states as having less than 400,000 students
enrolled. There are 11 large states, 25 medium-sized, and 17 small states.
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Overall, seven states have no requirements in these three areas, and another
seven states have requirements in all three (table 3). The single most common pattern
is to require both substance abuse education and minimum curriculum standards, but
not certification (21 states).

STATE ASSISTANCE TO DISTRICTS

State education agencies make a variety of types of assistance available to
districts and schools. Almost half of all states of fer financial assistance, ard a large
majority offer technical assistance in many areas. A third of the states also have
adopted a curriculum package for districts. Typically, the use of the curricula is
mandatory but in ~>me cases they may be used at the districis’ option.

Financiai assistance is offered by 45 percent of the states (table 4). It is more
likely to be offered in the Northeast and Central regions (67 percent and 58 percent,
respectively) than in the Southeast or West (33 percent and 27 percent).

Technical assistance is of fered by most states, with the most common forms of
technical assistance being guides to resources (43 states), coordination with community
groups and agencies (41 states), effective program strategies (40 states), ard school
poiicy development (39 states). Only services to high-risk students (24 2+ates) and
program evaluation (23 states) are not provided by a majority of states.

Some patterns can be detected in the types of technical sassistance offered. Of
nine listec services, states provide an average of six. Critical components of
prevention programs are the development of school policies, enforcement provisions and
procedures, guides to resources, effective program strategies, program evaluation, and
coordination with community groups and agencies; 15 states provide technical assistance
in all these areas.

Sixteen states have adopted a curciculum package for use by districts (table 4).
Such a package might cither be mandated for local use or recommended for ¢ ioption.
A variety of curricula are in yse. Only one package has been adopted by more than
one state; this is the package "Here's Looki:ig at You, IL" and its more recent version,
"Here's Looking at You, 2000,” which as been adopted by five states. Most states
with a package (9 of 16) have at least one publication that has been developed by that
state.

The adoption of statewide curriculum Packages is related to other state activities
in substance abuse education. Thus, 75 percent of thore states that have a curriculum
package also have minimum curriculum standards; 57 percent of the remaining states
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have minimum curriculum standards. On the other hand, states with a curriculum
package have certification requirements (6 percent) less often than the remaining states
(29 percent).

STATE RESOURCES FOR SUBSTANCE ABUSE EDUCATION

Most state education agencies (55 percent) have no staff with full-time
responsibilities in suhstance abuse education, and 33 percent have no staff with part-
time responsibilities. Five state education agencies have no staff with either full-time
or part-time responsibilities in substance abuse education. The average number of full-
time s.aff per state is 1.5 (table §). Similarly, the average number of part-time staff
per state is 1.2,

State education agencies report devoting limited financial resources to substance
abuse education. Here, however, the data must be viewed with caution, because many
States were not able to supply funding information, and other states that supplied
information were uncertain about the total amouats. Roughly haif of the responding
states (18 of 7) iudicate total expenditures on salaries of $20,000 or below, and 16 of
the 35 states that reported program expenditures indicate total program funds of $5,000
or below. The average expenditures per state were $57,100 on total salaries and
$81,600 on total program funds, or $78 and $i 12 respecti :ly per 1,000 students
(table 6). States were asked not to report federal or stace funds sent to local
districts. Further, it is likely tha't funds will be greater in 1987-88, as a result of
funds distributed through the Drug Free Schools and Communities Act of 1986.

Coordination with Other Agencies

State education agencies report either an extensive or moderate degree of
coordination with several state agencies, and less coordinaticn with state legal agencies
and private groups. The zreatest degree of coordination it reported with the state
alcohol and drug abuse agency; 22 states report extensive coordination and an
additional 20 report moderate coordination (table 7). A majority of states aiso
reported extensive or moderate coordination with the health, mental health, and social
service agencies (39 states), and the governor's of fice (30 states). Coordination was
less with state legal agencies, with 22 states showing cither moderate or extensive
coordination,

Private groups tead to have either limited or moderate involvement with the
states; extensive coordination is relatively rare. For example, parent groups have

4 162




moderate coordination with 18 states and limited coordination with 16 states, while

extensive coordination exists with only seven states. Business groups and civic groups
are less likely to have extensive or moderate coordination, with almost half of the
states reporting limited coordination.

EXTENT OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE

A total of 20 state education agencies collect information on the extent of
substancs abuse among students (table 8). (Some states also collect such information
through other state agencies, such as the state alcohol and drug abuse agency.) This
information is relatively recent, with seven states having collected inf ormation within
the last year, and another 13 within the past two years. In all cases, senior high
schools are included in the coliection of inf ormation, whereas junior high schools are
included by 17 states and clementary schools by eight states.

States in the Northeast (58 percent) are more likely to collect information than
those in the West (20 percent). The coliection of information shows a relationship to
staff size, with 41 percent of states with one or more full-time staff collecting
information, as compared with 29 percent with no full-tinie staff.

State officials perceive different trends in the use of alcohol and drugs in the
last two years. For alcohol, 23 officials perceive an increase in use, whereas 10
perceive a decrease, and 15 reported no change (table 9). For drugs, fewer officials
perceive an increase (15), whereas 21 perceive a decrease, and 12 perceive no change.
These judgments are based on multiple sources, including student surveys (21 states),
formal evaluations (9 states), and professional judgment (40 states).®

Perceived increases in aicohol abuse are most likely in the West (62 percent) and
least likely in the Central region (36 percent). The same pattern is also true for drug
abuse, except that the number of states reporting an increase is lower: 54 percent in
the West see an increise in drug abuse, compared with 9 percent in the Central region.

®Responses add to more than 51 because SEA officials were allowed to specify
more than one basis for their judgment.
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Table 1

Percent of states with verious substance sbuse educstion requirements and source of requirement, by state characteristics

Percent with Verious Requirements Source of Education Requirementbd/
Total Substence Ninimum Certification
State Number of Abuse Curriculum for All Board of
Characteristic Stotesy/ Education Standerds Teachers Educetion Legistation Otherg/
Total St 76 63 2 18 ” 3

Enrol lment

Less than 400,000 114 n 59 12 5 4] 0

400, 000-999, 999 23 ] 61 22 ” 83 0

1,000,000 or more " 82 4] 36 " 78 1"
Region

Mortheast 12 100 (14 Fad 114 a3 0

Central 12 (14 42 42 0 a8 13

Southeast 12 s 75 7 22 n 0

Vest 1} 67 67 7 30 70 0

o/ Fifty states and the District of Columbia.
b/ Percentages are based on responses from the 39 states that require substance sb<e educetion.

¢/ State Board of Education Adopted Standards.
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Percent of states requiring substance abuse education which specify where

Table 2

it should fit in the urriculum, by school le vel and state characteristics

Percent of States Requiring Substance
Abuse Education?/

No Taught
Requirement Format Taught Taught as a
Sche ! Level and at Grade Not in Health in Driver Separate
State Charsacteristic Level Specified  Curriculum Training Course Other®/
Elementary (total) 8 36 56 NA 0 5
Earcliment
Less than 400,000 0 33 67 NA 0 8
400,000-999,999 6 44 44 NA 0 6
1,000,000 or more 22 22 67 NA 0 0
Region
Northeast 8 33 58 NA 0 0
Central 13 50 38 NA 0 0
Southeast 11 0 78 NA 0 22
West 0 60 50 NA ) 0
Junlor High (total) £ 36 56 3 3 5
Enroliment
Less .nan 400,000 0 33 67 0 0 8
400,000--99,999 6 44 44 6 0 6
1,000,000 or more 22 22 67 0 11 0
Region
Northeast 8 33 58 0 0 0
Central 13 50 38 0 0 0
Southeast 1§ 0 78 11 0 22
West 0 30 50 0 1C 0




Table 2 (continued)

Percent of States Requiring Substance
Abuse Education¥/

No Taught
Requirement Format ‘ Taught Taught asa
School Level and at Grade Not in Health in Driver Separate
State Characteristic Level Specified  Curriculum Training Course Other?/
Senior High (total) 8 36 54 21 5 3
Enrollme:-
Less than 400,000 8 33 58 8 0 0
400,000-999,999 0 44 44 22 6 6
1,000,000 or more 22 22 67 33 1§ 0
Region
Northeast 17 33 50 8 0 0
Central 0 50 38 25 13 0
Southeast 11 0 78 33 11 11
West 0 60 50 20 0 0

2/ Percentages are based on res
abuse education.

b/ Includes safety (grades K-4), science classes, one week of annual in
(grades 6-12).

ponses from the 39 states that require substance
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Table 3

Requirements on substance abuse education, minimum curriculum
standards, and teacher certification, by state

State Certification
Requires Minimum Requirement in
Sukstance Curriculum Sabstance Abuse
Abuse Standards Education for
State Education Provided All Teachers

Alatama Yes Yes No
Alasks No Yes No
Arizona Yes Yes No
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes
California Yes Yes No
Colorado Yes Yes No
Connecticut Yes No No
Delaware Yes Yes No
District of Columbia Yes Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes No
Georgia Yes Yes No
Hawaii No Yes No
Idaho Yes No No
Illinois Yes Yes
Indiana No Yes
Iowa Yes No
Kansas No No
Kentucky Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes No
Maine Yes No
Maryland Yes No
Massachusetts No No
Michigan Yes No
Minnesota Ces Yes
Mississippi No No
Missouri No Yes
Montana No No
Nebraska No No
Nevada 0 Yes Yes
New Hampshire No No
New Jersey No Yes
New Mexico Yes No
New York Yes Yes
North Caroliaa No No
North Dakota No No
Ohio No Yes
Oklahoma No No
Oregon No No




Table 3 (continued)

State Certification
Require: Minimum squirement in
Substance Curriculum  Substaace Abuse
Abuse Standards Education for

State Education Providzd All Teachers
Pennsylvania Yes Yes No
Rhode Island Yes Yes No
South Caroiina Yles No No
South Dakota No INo No
Tennessee No Yes No
Texas Yes Yes No
Utsh Yes Yes No
Vermont Yes Yes No
Virginia Yes Yes No
Washington Yes Yes No
West Virginia Yes Yes No
Wisconsin Yes Yes No
Wyoming No No o
Total number with

requirement 39 32 11
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Table 4

Percent of states offering different forms of assistance, by state characteristics

Percent of States Offering Technica! Assistance

Enforce- General Advice Services Coordi- State-
Develop- merit Pro- Informe- on Effective to nation Finan- wide
ment of visions tion on Specific Guides Program Program High- with cial Curri-
State Sciiool and Pro- Legal Legal to Re- Strato- Evalu- Risk Commmity Assis- culum
Characteristic Policies cedures Issues Probiems sources gies ation Students Groups tance Packages
Total 75 55 B 61 84 T8 45 47 80 45 n
Enrol lment
hen Less than 400,000 a8 n n 53 a8 n 59 8] 82 47 29
400,000-999,999 65 43 a3 61 87 a3 k{4 52 78 43 26
1,000,000 or more 82 55 64 4] 3 az 36 45 82 45 45
Region
N rtheast 92 2] a3 67 92 a3 58 50 92 67 42
Central ™ 50 67 50 B 2] 50 3 67 58 7
Southeast 67 3 a3 2] a3 a3 33 58 B 13 13
West 4] 60 67 53 87 4] 40 &7 87 27 13
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Table §

Total and average number of staff per 1 million students with full-time or
part-time responsibilities concerning substance abuse education,
by state characteristics

Total Staff and Average Number of Staff r
1 Millica Students

Full-time Part-time
State
Characteristic Total Averags Total Average
Total 79 2.0 60 '5
Enrollment
Less than 400,000 26 9.3 30 10.7
400,000-999,999 27 1.8 18 1.2
1,600,000 or more 26 1.2 12 0.6
Region
Northeast 39 4.8 14 1.7
Centra! 9 0.9 15 1.5
Southeast 25 2.6 12 1.3
West 6 0.5 19 1.6




Average expenditures Per state and per 1,000 students by stete education agencies for substance abyse education,
by stete characteristicg

Mumber of States Average Expenditure per Stoter Average Expenditures per 1,000 Studentss
State Program Program Combined Program Comb’ned
Characteristic Saleries Funds Saleries Funds Expenditures Saleries Funde Expenditures
Total 37 35 $57,°0 381,600 $140,600 s 7 8112 s221
Enrol lment
Less than 400, 000 2 i 62,46, 67,700 131,600 392 416 so8
400, 000- 999, 999 19 19 45,700 49,800 95,500 70 76 167
o 1,000,000 or more 6 H 83, 000 233,000 332,000 39 1c3 73
Region
Northeast 1] n 96,900 91,600 188,500 132 - 125 256
Centrel 8 7 41,300 34,200 74,800 61 45 164
Southeast 7 6 54,700 55,800 119,200 66 e 226
West " " 30,500 115,900 146,400 43 164 207

* 8ased on stotes providing the information.




Table 7

coordination with state agencies and private groups

Percent of state education ugencies reporting various degrees of

Percent of SEAs Reporting Each Degree of Coordination

Coordination
No Being Limited Moderate Extensive
Coordination Plasned Coordination Coordination Coordination

State Agencies

Aicohol and drug

abuse agency 0 4 14 39 43

Governor’s office 2 8 31 27 31

Health, mental

health, & social

service agencies 2 4 18 47 29

Legal agencies 12 8 37 27 16

Otl.er 0 0 10 38 52
Private Groups

Parent groups 13 10 31 35 14

Business groups 20 12 47 16 6

Civic groups 25 g




Table 8

The collection of information by state education agencies on the extent
of substance abuse among students, by state characteristics

Percent Collecting

for Each®
Total Last
Number Percent Collected
State of Collecting in 1986 Junior Senior
Characteristic States Infoimation or 1987 Elementary High High
Total 5! 39 70 40 85 100
Enrvllment
Less than 400,000 17 41 86 43 86 100
400,000-999,999 23 43 50 50 90 100
1,000,000 or more 1! 27 100 0 67 100
Region
Northeast 12 58 86 14 71 100
Central 12 33 25 25 75. 100
Southeast 12 50 100 67 100 160
West 15 20 33 67 100 100

s Percentages are based on responses from the

20 states that collect inf ormation on
the extent of student substance abuse.




Table 9

Perceptions of state officials regarding changes in the past two years
in the rate of substance abuse among students, by state characteristics

N

Alcohol Drugs
State Remained Remained
Characteristic Decreased the Same Increased Decreased the Same Increased

(Percent of states reporting changes)

Total 21 31 48 44 25 31
Enroliment
Less than 400,000 13 3 50 44 13 44
400,000-999,999 27 27 45 45 36 18
1,000,000 or more 20 30 50 40 20 40
Region
Northeast 33 25 42 42 17 42
Central 18 45 36 45 45 9
Southeast 25 25 50 75 8 17
West 8 31 62 15 31 54

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY, DATA RELIABILITY, AND QUESTIONNAIRE

In May 1987, questicnnaires were mailed to the 50 states and the District of
Columbia. The survey was a mail sur -y with telephone follow-up. The questionnaires
were sent to cach state’s coordinator of aicohol and drug abuse education, who was
asked to have it completed by the person most knowledgeable about the state’s
substance abuse activities. Data collection was completed in June with & response rate
of 100 percent. '

Because this survey was a census and had a 100 percent response rate, sampling
error is not a factor in this survey. However, survey estimates are also subject to
errors of reporting and errors made in the collection of the data. These errors, called
nonsampling errors, can sometimes bias the data. Nonsampling errors are not easy to
measure and usually require ttat an experiment be conducted as part of the data
collection procedures or that data be used external to the study.

Nonsampling errors may include such things as differences in the interpretation of
the questions by the respondents, differences reiated to the particular time the survey
was conducted, or errors in data preparatiow. During the design of the sr'rvey and
survey pretest, an effort was made to check for consistency of interpretation of
questions and to climinate ambiguous items. The questionnaire was reviewed by
respondents like those who completed the survey, and the questionnaire and
instructions were extensively reviewed by Center for Education Statistics (CES), the
Committee for Evaluation and Information Systems of the Council of Chief State School
Officers, and several other persons concerned with (ederal and state policies on
substance abuse. Manual and machine editing of the questioanaire forms was conducted
to check the data for accuracy and consistency, and extensive data retrieval was
performed on missing or inconsistent items. Thus it appears unlikely t} -t nonsampling
errors severely biased the data from this survey.

Data are presented for all states and by the following state characteristics:
enrollment size and region. State enrollment was divided into three categories (less
than 400,000, 400,000-999,999, 1,000,000 or more). It was based on fall 1985 enrollment
in public elem. *tary and secondary schools, as reported by the US. Department of
Education, Center for Education Statistics, in Digest of Education Statistics, 1985-86.
Region classifications are those used by the Bureau of Econom:.c Analysis of the US.
Department of Commerce, the Naticnal Assessment of Educational Progress, and the
National Education Association. The Northeast includes Connecticut, Delaware, District
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o{ Columbia, /aine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont. The Central region includes Illinois, Indiana,
lowa, Kansas, Michigan, Mianesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohie,

South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The Southeast includes Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, * 4ississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessce,
Virginia, and West Virginis The West in..udes Alaska, Arizvua, California, Colorado,
Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Okishoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming.

The survey was performed under contract with Westat, Inc., using the Fas:
Response Survey System (FRSS). Westat's Project Director was Elizabeth Farris, and
the Survey Manager was Bradford Chaney. Helen Ashwick was the CES Project
Officer, and Ralph Lee was the CES Survey Managsr. The GPBE data requester, who
participated in the design and analyses, was Elizabeth Farquhar. FRSS was established
by CES to collect quickly, and with miniwum burocn on respondents, small qur atities of
data needed for education planning and policy.




QUESTIONNAIRE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEME \T

CENTER FOR EDUCATIUN STATISTICS

May 1987

Dear State cocrdinator of alconol and drug abuse education:

We request your coopsration in coarleting a national survey of State programs
concerning substance abuse education and prevention. The purpose of the
lurvey is to obtain current information on the suverity of substance abuse and
what States have been doing to prevent it. The survey vas requested by the
Department of Education’s 0ffice of Planning, kudget and Evaluation in dice-t
Tesponse to a Congressional mandate to collect information on existing Scace
and local substance abuse prevention activities. We are seeking information
on the kinds of activities States have undertaken or planned prior to the
Federal assistance availabls uider the Drug Free Schools and Cummunities Act
of 1986.

All 30 Scatss and the District of Columbia are included in this survey. The
survey has been 2::signed to be completed by the person most knowledgeabl~
about your substance abuse prevention activities. A few items on the public
record, such as vhether your Szate requires substance abuse education, may be
tabulated as State-hy-State liscings. Items that -equire an evaluation by
you, such as the effectiveness of your subst. - gbuse education activit.es,
will be presented as aggregated statistics only, with no individually
identifying information. Your participation {: voluntary, but each individual
Tesponse is iuportant to ~htain relisble national data. The survey has been
Spproved by tae Office of Managemeat anl Sudget and coordinated with the
Souncil of Chief Scats Schocl 0fficars through its Committee for Evaluation
and Information Systems (CEIS).

sbs survey is being conducted utilizing the Fast Response Survaey System
(FRSS). Established by the Cente— for Educscion Scatistics (CES), FRSS was
designed to collect limited umornte of policy-oriented data on important
educational issues. Following the I'BSS practice, you will receive a rep. t of
the survey findings when thevy are available.

We would appreciats your completing the questionncire and mailing ic co
Westat, Inec. . 1f you have any questions about the survey,
Flease call Bradford Chaney of Westat at th« coll frae Westat number (800)
638-8985 or Ralph Lee, the CES Survey Manager .>r FRSS, at (202) 3%7-6732.
Your cooperation is greatly a)preciated.

Sincerely,

‘f i .
Emerson J. Elliott
irector
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PREVENTION ACTIVITIES OF STATE ALCOHOL AND LRUG ABUSE AGENCIES

INTRODUCTION

This report discusses the results of a poll conducted in 1987 by the National
Association of State Alcohol and Dr1g Abuse Directors (NASADAD) of its alcohol and
drug abuse prevention activitiee. The poll queried members of the National Prevention
Netwark, a group compozed of prevention coosdinators in each state alcohol anu drug
abuse agency.

The state aicobo! and drug abuse n.gencies have primary responsibility for
planning, implementing, and monitoring the effectiveness of prevention, treatment, and
recovery serices throughout their states. These agencies not only fund and administer
statewide service systems, but they also collect information on the distribution of
resources to carry out these tasks.

In 1981, Public Law 97-35 created the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health
Services (ADMS) block grant. One requirement of the legislation was tha: at least 20
percent of federal alcohol and drug monies should be spent on preveation services.

Tod~y, according to a recent NASADAD survey of prevention activities (the
National Prevention Profile Survey?), the statc agencies administer an estimated §129
million Tor prevention zctivities such as curriculum development, training (both for
preveation specialists and student leaders), statewide conferences, and the distr bution
of information abou: prevention.? Many prevention coordinators work closely with the
schools.

METHODOLOGY

The poll, conducted in spring 1987, covered seven major acvivity areas, which are
descritsd in the next section. Fif ty states, the District of Columbia, and .hree other
jurisdictions responded to the po!'. The data appear in tables presented within the
subsections. The seven major areas are as follows:

The survey reports fiscal 1986 data obtained from 50 states, D.C, and the
territories.

3n addition to the $129 million specif ically earmarked for prevention, the state
ag:ncies report $69 million for early intervention and $34 million for a combination of
carly intervention and prevention services.
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Surveys of snbstance abuse b students,

Services provided to state educatian agencies (SEAs) and Jocal
education agencies (LEAS),

Curriculum adoption practice. in the states,
Components of drug abuse education,

Inventory of evaluation studies, ‘

Levels of coordination with other state agencics., and

Staff assigned to drug education.

The respondents are prevention professionals in the state alcohol and drug abuse
agencies. Many, if not all, of these agencies work closely with the SEAs and
frequently with LEAS in planning and conducting alcohol and drug abuse prevention
activities. Although state prevention coordinators are not part of the school system,
many of them have direct knowledge of the alcoho! and drug abuse prevention efforts
taking place in the schools.

The results of the poll are presented in the next section. The survey instrument
appears as an 2ppendix to this repo t.




RESULTS OF THE SURVEY

SURVEYS OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE BY STUDENTS

Twenty-four state alcoho! and drug abuse agencies renorted that they survey
substance abuse by youth in the schools in their state. The most requently surveyed
grades were the scventh through twelfth grades. Nine states reported plans for future
surveys.

A few states (Arkansas, Nebrasks, New Jersey) conduct surveys every year at all
grade levels. Others conduct surveys every other year. All but three of the 24 have
collected data since 1980.%

Table |

States Ccllecting, or Planning to Collect, Informatios on
Substance Abuse Amos .8 Students

(N=24)

State Yes/Plan Grade Levels Latest Year
Alaska Yes 7-12 1987
Arizons Plan - =
Arkansas Yes - All 1987
California Yes 7-9-11 1986
Connecticut Plan 7,9,10, 11,12 -
Delaware Yes 9-12 1980
District of Columbia Yes 7-12 1985
Florida Yes 5-12 1986
Georgia Plan - -
Illinois Plan - -
Indiana Yes 5-7-9-11 1980
Inwa Yes 6-8-10-12 1985
Kansas Yes 5-12 1987

SAlthough the survey was directed to the state alcohol and drug abuse agency
personnel and was framed in such a way as to determine whether the state alcohol and
d-ug abuse agency it.elf conducted the survey, it is possible that some¢ of the
responcents reported the conduct of surveys that, in fact, were performed by the SEA
or the LEAs.
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Table 1 (continued)

State Yes/Plan Grade Levels Latest Year
Kentucky Yes 7-12 1986
Maryland Yes 8-10-12 1984
Massachusetts Yes 6-12 1987
Missouri Plan - -
Nebraska Yes All 1982
New Jersey Yes All 1986
New Mexico Yes 4, 7,9, 12 1985
New York Yes 7-12 1984
North Caroiina Yes 7-12 1987
North Dakota Yes 7-12 NA
Ohio Plan - -
Oregon Tes 8, 11 1985
Pennsylvania Yes 7-12 1985
South Carolina Plan 7-12 -
South Dakota Yes 12 1986
Tennessee Plan - -
Utah Yes 5-12 1984
Vermont Yes 8-10-12 1987
Washington Plan - .
Wisconsin Yes 7-12 1980

SERVICES TO SEA/LEAS

The education poll listed 10 services relevant to school-based prevention programs
and asked state agencies to identify the services that thev most often provide to SEAs
and LEAs. Virtually all the states mentioned community coordination, high-risk youth
services, azd program design support. Thirty-aine or more states provide teacher
training, curriculum development, assistance in developing school policies, and training
for student leaders.

The threc forms of assistance in the questionnaire that the agencies provide least
often were drug policy guidancs, program evaluation, and financial assistance. Only 20
of the state agencies provide technical assistance to Gistricts or schools concerning
procedures for enforcing school policies, perhaps because tiiese issues are seen as the
responsibility of school administraZ=rs rather than the health auchorities.
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Table 2

State Agen.y Services to SEAs/LEAs

Neither
Provided
Currently Being Nor
Provided Planned Planned
Coordination with Community Groups 51 0 2
Services to High-Risk Youth 48 3 2
Program Design Support 48 2 3
raining for Teachers 44 2 7
Curriculum Development 44 1 8
School Policy Development 42 4 7
Student Leadership Training 39 8 6
Financial Assistance to SEAs end LEAs 29 1 22
Program Evaluation 26 10 17
Policy Enforcement Procedures 20 L] 26

Note: Data include 50 states and D.C., and three territories.

State agencies 2re planning to increase their services in some areas where they
are at present least active. Most notable is the increased emphasis (0 be placed on
evaluation. The rank order of planned services is as follows:

Program evaluation

Student leadership training
Policy enfo:cement procedures
School policy development
Services v high-risk youth
Training for teachers

Program design support
Curriculum development

Financial assistance to SEAs and LEAs
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STATEWIDE CURRICULUM PACKAGES

Almost all the curricula that have achieved the widest use in the United States
were developed with federal or state government funding.

State alcohol and drug abuse agencies were asked which curriculum packages and
materials had been adopted for statewide substance abuse education.* Two types of
curricula were frequently mentioned: "commercially available” curricula and those
developed by the state itself. The commercial packages range from short, 15-less0n
curricula designed to accomplish a specific outcomc over a short period of time (such
as peer resistance strategies) to X-12 curricula with as 11any as 50 lessons. The state
materials range from fairly simple topical outlines or subject matter guides to fully
articulated, comprehensive curricula with detailed lesson plans and materials.

Commercial Curriculs

One commercially ava’lable curriculum was mentioned by about one-{ifth of the
states. This curriculum, calles "Here's Looking At You" when it was first developed
with funding from the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and A‘coholisia, has been
through two revisions.

Three other available curricula received two mentions each:

o CASPAR -- a curriculum developed in Massachusetts and
disseminated throegh the Department of Education’s National
Diffusion Network (NDN),

o LIFE SKILLS TRAINING -- a short, intensive cycle of peer
resistance training developed and rescarched under a grant from
the Nationei Iustitute on Drug Abuse.

0 QUEST -- a curriculum endorsed by the Lions Club and funded in
many local sit2s by Lions Club fundraising activity.

Five other curricula were mentioned by one state e.ch:

0 AL-CO-HOL -- a prevention curriculum for high school youth on
dricking and driving developed by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration.

o ME-ME -- a curriculum originally approved and diss»minated by
the NDN.

‘Although the respondents were asked to designate those curricula that have been
formally adopted by their states, in some cases they may have provided instead the
names of curricula that are widely used or highly recommended.
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o OMBUDSMAN -- a comprehensive NDN-appraved curriculum.

(] PROJECT SMART -- a peer resistance program for prz-adolescents.

o PROJECT STAR -- another peer resis:an ‘e curriculum for pre-
adolercents.

State-Developed Curricuia

State-generated curriculum packages were mentioned by Utah, Nebraska,
Puerto Rico, Arkansas. Maryland, Kentucky, Michigan, Idaho, Nebraska, and New York.

Other Curriculs

Another group of curricula were aiso mentioned by respondents as "widely used”
within the state but not formally adopted at the state level. The following curricula
are in this group:

0 DARE -- a curriculum deli ‘ered by trained police officers and
school counselors 0:.4.08.° g in the Los Angeles area

o Here's Looking At You -- muntioned by several states.

o Project Charlie -- s curriculum originating in Minnesota but
disseminated widely by a cadre of consultants (this curriculum has
parent organizing an4 community development components).

0 Projects SMART and CASPAR.
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Table 3

Curriculum Packages Adopted or Used by States

State Title
Alasks Here’s Looking at You
———— ——_ _____ Arkansas State Developed
Colorado Growing Healthy
Georgia Life Skills Training
Idaho Here’s Looking at You
Kaneas Project STAR
Kentucky State Developed
Maryland Project SMART
AL-CO-HOL
Massachusetts CASPAR
Here’s Looking at You
Michigan State Developed .
Nebraska State Developed
New Hampshire Project Quest
Here’s Looking at You
ME-ME
OMBUDSMAN
New York State Developed
Pennsylvania Here's Looking at You
Puerto Rico State Develeped
Texas Here’s Looking at You
CASPAR
Utah State Developed

Here’s Looking at You
Project Quest
Virginia DARE
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PROGRAM COMPONENTS

State agency respondents were asked to specify the components of prevention
programs in their states and to rate the three most ef fective.

Four components listed in the questionnaire were mentioned by most respond.nts:

o Improving students’ self-estecm (52)

0 Improving students’ skills to resist peer pressure (52)
9 Teuching causes and effects of substance abuse (51)

a Peer programs (e.g., peer counseling, Students Against Drunk
Driving--SADD) (47).

Another cluster of items was mentioned somewhat lcss frequently:
0 Services for high-risk students (42)

0  School substance abuse policy enforcement (40)

o Teaching laws regarding substance abuse (39)

o Counselirg (37).

Table §

Use and Effectiveness of Components

Percent &Y States

Number of States Number of States Using and
Using Judging Effective  Judging Effective
Improving student
self-esteem 52 31 60%
Improving students’
skills to resist
peer pressure 52 32 62
Teaching csuses
and effects of
substance abuse 51 11 22
Peer programs
(e.8., peer
cnunseling, SADD) 47 27 57
9
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Table 5 (continued)

Percent of States

Number of States Nun.ber of States Using and
Using Judging Effective  Judging Effective

Services for
high-risk
students 42 16 38%
School substance
abuse pctricy/
enforcement 40 6 i5
Teaching laws
regarding substance
abase 39 | 3
Counseling 37 5 14

Note: Data include 50 states, D.C., and three territories.

With one notable exception, the components that are most in use are also
considered the most effective. For example, of the four most f requently used
components mentionid above, three were judged effective by about three-fifths of the
states using that ccaaponent. These were:

0 Improving self-esteem

(+] Improving student skil's to . esist peer pressure
o Peer programs.

"Teaching causes and effects of substance abuse® offers an interesting anomaly:
51 states use it as a component of the educational offering but caly 11 states judged
it effective.

Of the program compoaents mentioned least f requently, three were rated effective
by less thar: 20 percent of the states reporting their use. These are counseling (14
pe.cant), school substarce abuse policy and enforcement (15 pescent), and teaching
about laws regarding substance abuse (3 perceat).

10
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Seventeen "Other” program components were mentioned. Of these, 12 were also
rated among the most effective. Those rated effective were:
o Cross-age peer pairing programs (4 states)

o High sciiool extracurricular programs in peer leadership, student
assistance programming, and youth leadership (3 states)

o Training and technical assistance to school personnel (3 states)
o Decision-making program (i state)
o Positive alternatives program (1 state).

A small number of respondents objected to the concept of picking only the three
most effective components, believing that a full complement of components is important
in building an overall effective program, and that choosing among components begs the
question of comprehensiveness.

The respondents were also asked to identif y the basis of their judgment
concerning the effectiveness of tae various components. By far the most frequently
cited basis was the respondent’s professional judgment (93 percent). Only 9 percent
indicated that their ratings were derived from school district records, and 22 percent
indicated that formal evaluations bore out their assertion that the component was
effective. However, 43 percent cited other reasons.

It is interesting to note that many respondents are willing to accept "feedback
from participants” as a basis for an eff ectiveness rating. Resporndents also identif y
sheer growth of the program as evidence of ef fectiveness.

EVALUATION STUDIES

Twenty-one states reported evaluation studies under way and seven others are
planning evaluation efforts. The f ollowing types of studies were identified:

(+] Program evaluation, monitoring, participaat reporting and other
process evaluation mechanisms

o Curriculum evaluation studies
(] Surveys of substance abuse among youth
o Multiyear studies of program implementation and effectiveness

0 Provision of evaluation management training to program staff.
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DEGREE OF COORDINATION WITH OTHER STATE AGENCIES

Respondents were asked to idertify the level of coordination among various state
agencies. State alcohol and drug abuse agencies have active relationships with the
health, mental health, and human resources agencies in state government (42 mentions
of moderate and extensive coordination). The state education agency and the
governor’s office are close bzhind (40 mentions of a high degree of coordination),
followed by the criminal justice agencies (27). )

Numerous other entities were mentioned as organizations with which state alcohol
and drug abuse agencies has moderate to extensive coordination. Of these, the Motor
Vehicle Division or Highway Department was most frequently mentioned.

Table 6

L2vei of Coordination with Other State Agencies

Number of States Reporting Levels of Coordination

Agency Type None Planned Limited Moderate Extensive
State education agency 2 10 19 21
Governor’s of fice 1 3 9 18 22
Health, mental health, social

services and human resources 2 2 6 26 16
Criminal justice and legal 4 1 19 20 7

These results reflect the fact that prevention specialists work closely with other
health professionals and are often housed in the same agency with health promotion,
cigarette smoking prevention, adolescent suicide preveation, and other programs. Also,
many of the state agency prevention offices have direct responsibility for carrying out
governors’ initiatives and statewide prevention conf erences.

Respondents were also asked to indicate the degree to which they were
coordinating their activities with parent, business, and civic groups. For:y-one
reported moderate to extensive relationships with parent groups, 24 with civic groups,
and 13 with business groups. A large number of other entities were identified as
coordination partners, including youth groups, treatment providers, nonprofits,

12
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professional organizations, news media, citizens’ groups, substance abuse program
network, a private school, community leaders, American Indian organizations, Just Say
No clubs, and Champions Against Drugs.

Table 7

Level of Coordination with Nongovernment Agencies

Number of States Reporting Levels of Coordination

Nongovernment Agencies None Planned Limited *Moderate Extensive
Parent groups 0 2 9 20 21
Business groups ] 4 26 5 0
Civic groups 3 2 20 16 10
Educational institutions - - - - 5

STAFFING

Forty-nine states reported that professional staff at the state alcohol and drug
abuse agency were working in substance abuse education during the 1986-87 school
year. Of these, 35 had one or more full-time staff members devoted to prevention,
and an additional 14 states indicated some staff assigned part-time to this activity. On
the average, these states report three full-time and two part-time staff working on
prevention.

A few of the respondents may have counted as state ageacy employees persons
who were working for localities under state-granted funds or those working in schoo!
districts with partial funding from the state alcohcl and drug abuse agency.

13
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Table 4

Professional Substance Abuse Education Staff

State Aicohol and Drug Agencies

State Full-Time Part-Time State Full-Time Part-Time
Alabama 2 1 Missouri | 0
Alaska 5 0 Montana 0 |
Arizona 1 0 Nebraska 0 1
Arkansas 2 3 Nevada 0 1
California 13 2 New Hampshire 6 l
Colorado 2 1 New Jersey 1 1
Connecticut 0 3 New Mexico 6 0
Delaware 2 0 New York 19 0
District of Columbia | 0 North Carolina 13 0
Florida 1 0 Ohio 3 0
Georgia 0 18 Oklahoma 1 0
Guam . . Oregcn 0 1
Hawaii 1 2 Pennsylvania 8 0
Idaho 0 4 Puerto Rico - -
Hlinois 3 0 South Carolina 7 0
Indiana 0 i South Dakota 1 0
Iowa 2 0 Tennessee 0 6
Kansas 2 | Texas 3 0
Kentucky 4 0 Utah 1 0
Louisiana 0 11 Vermont 10 4
Maine 1 0 Virginia | 0
Maryland 0 | Washington 1 1
Massachusetts | 6 West Virginia 0 25
Michigan 6 0 Wiscoasin 4 5
Minuesotz 0 3 Wyoming 2 |
Mississippi 0 1

Total 137 106
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APPENDIX A - QUESTIONNAIRE

STATE:

CONTACT:

DRAPT PORMAT POR REVIEW |

NPN Education Poll
Does your State Alcohol/Drug Agency collect informaticn on the extent of substunce abuse among students’
= Yes = No 3 Being Manned
Which grade levels are included” (ciecle) 1 2 3 4 5 6] 7 8 9] 10 1112
In what year was the last survey conducwed?
With reference to substance abuse education, which of the following services did Saate Alcohol/Drug Agency (or its
mmdcmm)mmulmnmwmhmh&mm(sn).onoLoc:u
ducation Agencies (LEA's), or o individual schools in your Suase?
Neither

Cusrently Being Provided
Provided Planned nor Planned

Technical assisance in substance abuse curriculum development
Generalized substance abuse training for teachers

Specific technical assistance or training 10 LEA's or schools in:
1. School policy development

2. Enforcement provimons and procedures

3. Curriculum seiection, referral groups, and effective progna
sTatepes

4. Student leadership development training evenus
5. Progium evaluadon
6
7

. Services to high-tisk students — —

Coordinaton with community groups and agencies
Direct financial assistance to0 SEA, LEA's, or individual schools

Pl.ase name any curriculum paciages/materials that have been adopted sasewide for substance abuse educaton
Cive due and publisher. If you have 0ot sdopted any satewide, piease write ‘none’.

For the 1985/87 schoni year. write the number of Swate Alcohol/Drug Agency professional saff who have full-ume or
pin-ume responmbiines for subsance abuse educason. ___ Fullume __ Partume

<00




$a Check the components that are currently parn of your Saate's school-related substance abuse program/acuvines Then
check the threg components that are the most e¢ffecuve in lessening the exent of subsaance abuse.

Part of Most

Effective
8 Teaching scudents about causes and effects of substance abuse
p Teaching students about laws regarding substance abuse
8 Improving student seif-emeem

8 Student skills to resist peer pressure

8 Peer progaams (e.g: peer counseling SADD)

8 School substance abuse policy/enforcement procedures

B Services for high-risk students

» Counseling —
8 Other (specify) —

T

5b. On what do you base this judgment concerning eSectiveness’ (Check all that apply) ) District records — Forma
evaluaton [ Professional jvdgment [ Other (specify)

6. Towhummmmmwmmmdu-mmmm%aez

or groups’
LEYEL OF COOPRDINATION
None Planned Limited Moderate Extensiv

' %uxe Educanon Agency

]
8 Govermor's Office

(] Health, Menwl Health, Social Services, Human Resources
|

e

Legal (Courts, Juvenile Justce, Police, Probation, etc.)
Other agencies (please spedify)

.

Business Groups
Civic Groups
Other (piease specily)

7. Memhm.orcutdm(m«bymm)Mmmmdweabmeeduaﬂonmuesahng
Pisce 1 your Sawe? 5 No () Being planned [ Yes (If yes, please describe and provide contact)
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PREVENTION ACTIVITIES OF LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Local school districts take an active role in cubstance abuse education. Roughly
three-fourths of & nationally representative sample of 700 surveyed report that they
have a written policy on substance abuse, and three-fifths require education about
substance abuse for at least some grade levels. Districts undertake a wide range of
activities related to substance abuse by students; of these, the three that district
officials consider most effective are improving student self-esteem, teaching about the
causes and effects of substance abuse, and teaching students how to resist peer
pressure. One action seldom taken by districts, however, is drug testing; only 4
percent have drug testing programs.

When officials in the school districts were asked to describe the trends in the
rates of abuse for alcohol and drugs, almcst half (47 percent) expressed a belief that
drug abuse has decreased in the last two years compared with 11 percent who perceive
an increase and 42 percent who perceive no chanfe. For alcohol abuse, 16 percent
perceive a decrease, 29 percent an increase, and 46 percent perceive no change.

These are some of the findings of a recent survey performed under contract with
Westat, Inc., for the Center for Education Statistics (CES), U.S. Department of
Education, through its Fast Response Survey System (FRSS).! The survey was
requested by the Planning and Evaluation Service within the Office of Planning, Budget
and Evaluation (OPBE).

DISTRICT POLICIES

An estimated 73 percent of school districts have a written policy concerning
substance abuse (sce table 1). An additional 17 percent are either planning or
considering a written policy, leaving only 10 percent with no declared interest in
establishing a written policy. Written policies are more common in large districts with
enrollments of 10,009 or more (88 percent) than in small districts with less than 2,500

1CES"; Fast Response Survey System is a special service that, upon request,
quickly obtains nationaily representative, policy-relevant data from small surveys to
meet the needs of U.S. Department of Education policy officials.
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students (68 percent), and in urbaa districts (87 percent) than in rural ones (63
percent).?

District of ficials also were asked which of seven actions they might take in
handling student substance abuse infractions. Essentially, they are willing to take the
full range of potential actions: six of the seven actions are listed by at least 75
percent of the districts (table 2). The possible actions most often listed are
notification of parents (99 percent), suspension (95 percent), counseling (95 percent),
and notification of police (92 percent). In addition, 83 percent of the districts indicate
they might refer students for clinical assessment, 75 percent might expel students, and
49 percent might send students to alternative schools.

When district officials were asked whether each action had been taken five times
or more in the 1986-87 school year, nowever, the percentages were much lower. It
should be noted that the frequency of these actions depends on such factors as the
extent and nature of substance abuse and the size of the district. The actions most
commonly taken are counseling (39 percent), notification of parents (38 percent), and
suspension (30 percent). Less common are referrals for clinical assessment (23
percent), notification of police (20 percent), alternative schooling (10 percent), and
expulsion (7 percent).

District officials’ willingness to take action appears to be related to the existence
of a written substance abuse policy. Figure | displays the percentage that reportedly
might take each action depending on whether a written policy already exists, is being
planned or considered, or if it is neither planned nor considered. In every case, the
percentage that might take an action is higher among those who have a policy than
among those who are neither planning nor considering it; the percentage that might
take action among those planning or considering a written policy is always between
these two figures, although the differ nc = is not necessarily statistically significant.

SUBSTANCE ABUSE EDUCATION

Most districts (63 percent) also require substance abuse cducation for at least
some instructional levels (table 3). As is true of written policies, requirements

3Urban districts tend also to be large, so it is difficult to separate the effects of
metropolitan status from the effects of size. There are good reasons for both factors
to be important independently, because urban districts may face a wider availability of
drugs for their students, and large districts would typically have more resources to
devote to substance abuse education.
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concerning substance abuse education are more common in urban districts (82 percent)

than in rural (57 percent), and in large districts (81 percent) than in small (58
percent). Typically, the districts that have a requirement apply it to all instructional
levels (clementary, junior high, and senior high schools): for each level, almost 90
percent have a substance abuse education requirement. Districts differ very little with
respect to which instructional levels are required to of fer substance abuse education.

Having written policies on substance abuse and offering substance abuse education
appear to be related. Thus, 73 percent of the districts with written policies also
require substance abuse education, whereas only 38 percent of the remaining districts
have similar requirements.

Substance abuse education may be offered in districts even if there is no specific
require.nent for it. At least 95 percent of districts indicate that they provide
substance abuse education. Most typically--in 85 percent of the districts (table 4)--the
education is part of the health curriculum. The next most common method is through
special assemblies and events; this is used by three-fourths of districts at the junior
high and senior high levels and by 58 percent at the eclementary level. (Special
assemblies and events typically supplement other substance abuse education; only |
percent of districts use them as their sole method of education.) Substance abuse
education is frequently offered as well through driver training at senior high schools
(55 percent). Separate courses on substance abuse are provided by 12 percent of the
districts at the elementary level, 16 percent at the junior high level, and 15 percent at
senior high.

PROGRAMS TO PREVENT SUBSTANCE ABUSE BY STUDENTS

Districts perform a wide range of activities in acting to prevent or control
student substance abuse. One possible action recently receiving attention, drug testing,
is quite rare, with only 4 percent of districts having drug-testing programs. Yet many
other activities are common.

Districts were shown a list of eight activities and asked which were part of their
programs and activities: of the eight, all but one (services for high-risk students) are
used by a majority of districts and three are used by 90 percent or more (figure 2).
The top three activities are teaching about the causes and effects of substance abuse
(98 percent), improving student self-esteem (93 percent), and teaching students about
laws regarding substance abuse (90 percent) (see table 5).
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For most of these components, districts vary little in their frequency of use.

Two exceptions are the offering of peer programs aad services for high-risk students.
The frequency of peer programs ranges from 56 percert among small districts to 83
percent among large districts, and the offering of services for high-risk students
ranges from 36 percent among small districts to 60 percent among large districts.

Asked to rank the three most effective activities, districts show widespread
agreement in listing improving self-esteem (66 percent), teaching about the causes and
effects of substance abuse (66 percent), and developing student skills to resist peer
pressure (55 percent) (table 5). No other activity receives comparable evaluations, with
the next highest rating being given to peer programs such as peer counseling and
Students Against Drunk Driving (SADD) at 27 percent. The components least often
ranked among the top three are services for high-risk students (5 percent),
enforcement procedures (20 percent), and teaching students about laws regarding
substauce abuse (22 percent). (Because districts were asked to rank the top three
comronents in their current programs, no activity could receive a high ranking unless
it is commonly used in the school districts. However, because six of these components
are used by at least 75 percent of the districts, there is generally a large base cf
districts to provide evaluations of these activities.) Evaluations are based primarily on
respondents’ professional judgment (95 percent), although 30 percent cite the use of
student surveys and 24 percent cite district records as sources of information.

In a few cases, there are substantial differences among districts in their
evaluation of these componen?s. Rural districts gave a much higher ranking to
teaching about the causes aund eff cts of substance abuse (71 percent) than do suburban
districts (56 percent), and small districts rank it among the top three (71 percent)
more often than large districts (43 percent). Teaching about laws concerning substance
abuse shows a similar pattern, receiving a higher ranking from small districts (24
percent) than from large districts (11 percent). Urban districts give higher evaluations
to services for high-risk students (18 percent) than rural districts (3 percent), although
this evaluation is also related to the higher frequenuy of such services in urban
districts. A similar pattern exists for large districts as compared with small districts.
Some regional variations also exist, with the Southeast showing higher rankings of
enforcement procedures than do the other regions.




DISTRICT RESOURCES FOR SUBSTANCE ABUSE EDUCATION

In terms of staffing, 91 percent of districts have no staff working full-time on
substance abuse education, and 36 percent have no staff working part-time; 28 percent
have neither full-time nor part-time staff (table 6). Overall, dis:ricts have an average
of 0.6 full-time staff per 10,000 students and 4.4 part-time staff. Small districts might
be expected to have less need and resources for main‘aining staff, yet these districts
have a significant number of staff and, in fact, a greater number of staff per students.
Thus, small districts (less than 2,500 students) account for 77 percent of all districts
and have 73 percent of the full-time staff and 72 percent of the part-time staff. But
because these districts enroll only 23 percent of the students, small districts have more
staff per 10,000 students than do large districts.

Most districts receive technical assistance for their substance abuse programs
from outside agencies. Thus, 80 percent of districts receive technical assistance from
local agencies, 78 percent from the state education agency, 50 percent from the st te
alcohol and drug abuse agency, and 25 percent from one of the U.S. Department of
Education regional centers (table 7). Overall, 95 percent receive technical assistance
from at least one of these sources, and 75 percent receive assistancs from more than
one source.?

In general, districts do not differ greatly in their sources of technical assistance,
but there are a few excepiions. Small districts (77 percent) are less likely to receive
assistance from local agencies than are medium-sized districts (92 percent). Districts
in the Northeast are more likely to use the state alcohol and drug abuse agency (64
percent) than in the West (43 percent).

Of the cight specified types of assistance, the most commonly received are guides
to resources (74 percent), parent/community involvement (62 percent), genaral
information on common legal issues (62 percent), and effective program strategies
(59 percent). In no other ares does a majority of districts receive technical assistance
(table 8). Districts tend to receive assistance in multiple areas; 50 percent receive
assistance in five or more areas, znd 75 percent in three or more areas. Districts also
express a desire for further assistance; a majority desire more technical assistance in
all areas but school policy development and enforcement provisions and procedures, and
even in these two areas, close t1 a majority (49 and 48 percent, respectively) desire

3The amount of assistance received is even greater than indicated here, because
other agencies provided assistance besides those mentioned in the survey,
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more assistance. The three areas in which districts most desire additional assistance

are effective program strategies (71 percent), guides to resources (70 percent), and
parent/community involvement (70 percent).

PERCEPTIONS OF THE SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROBLEM

When asked whether substance abuse had incr>ased or decreased in the past two
years, district of ficials perceive different trends for alcohol as compared to drug abuse.
Most districts (56 percent) perceive that the level of alcohol abuse has remained the
same, while the next largest group (29 percent) perceive an increase, and 16 percent
perceive a decrease (table 9). For drug abuse, 47 percent perceive a decrease, while
42 percent believe the level has remained the same, and 11 percent perceive an
increase. Thus, for both types of abuse a large number of officials perceive no
change, while proportionately more districts perceive an increase in alcohol use than in
drug use.

Some of the differences in trends perceived appear to be related to district
characteristics. Thus, only 25 percent of small districts report an increase in alcohol
use, as compared with 41 percent of medium-size districts.

In assessing the level of abuse, distri.t respondents base their perceptions on

professional judgm.nt (93 percent), district recorcs (33 percent), and student surveys
(28 percent).




Table 1

Percent of districts with written substance abuse policy,
by district characteristics

Percent with No Writtea Pnlicy

Policy
Percent Neither
Total VWith a Policy Planned
District Number of Written Being Policy Uader Nor Under
Characteristic Districts Policy Planned Consideration Consideration
Total 15,300 73 9 8 10
Metropolitan Status
Urban 300 87 7 6 0
Suburban 5,100 81 4 7 8
Rural 9,900 68 12 9 11
Enrollment
Less than 2,500 11,800 68 10 9 12
2,500-9,999 2,900 89 s 4 3
10,000 or more 600 88 9 2 1
Region
Northeast 3,000 82 6 11 1
Central 6,000 69 12 7 12
Southeast 1,700 86 7 3 3
West 4,600 66 9 8 16
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Table 2

Number and pe:cent of districts that reported they might take various
actions in response to substance abuse infractions, and number
and percent that took the actions five or more times in last year

Taken Action
Might Take Action Five or More Times

Action Number Percent Number Percent
Notification of police 14,000 92 3,100 20
Notification of parents 15,100 99 5,900 38
Suspension 14,400 95 4,600 30
Expulsion 11,300 75 1,100 7
Refer for clinical assessment 12,700 83 3,500 23
Counseling 14,500 95 6,000 39
Alternative schooling 7,600 49 1,500 10
Other 1,500 10 600 4

m277




Table 3

Total number and percent of districts requiring any substance abuse
education, and the percent requiring it at each instructional level.
by district characteristics

Have Instructional Level with Requirement
Requirement (Percent®)
District o
Characteristic Number Percent Elementary Junior High Senior High
Total 9,600 63 86 94 90
Metropolitan Status
Urban 300 82 94 98 100
Suburban 3,800 75 85 91 89
Rural 5,500 57 87 96 90
Enrollment
Less than 2,500 6,700 58 86 95 88
2,500-9,999 2,400 83 86 93 93
10,000 or more 500 81 94 N 88
Region
Northeast 2,600 86 93 98 94
Central 3,400 58 80 93 90
Southeast 900 57 88 96 93
West 2,700 58 87 92 85

* Percentages are based on districts with a substance abuse education requirement.
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Table 4

Percent of districts offering substance abuse education in different areas
of the curriculum, by instructional level and disirict che -~cteristics

Percent of Districtst/ Of feriny Substance Abuse Fducation®/

Instructional Taught  Taught at
Level and Taught Tauvght as a Special
District Not in Health in Driver Separate Assemblies
Characteristic Taught Curriculum Training Course or Events Others/
Elementary (total) 5 85 NA 12 58 18

Metropolitan status

Urban 4 84 NA 10 69 23

Suburban 4 83 NA 13 55 20

Rural 5 84 NA 12 58 17
Earoliment

Less than 2,500 5 85 NA 1? 56 18

2,5C2-9,999 4 83 NA 15 63 21

10,000 or more 2 88 NA 22 66 19
Region

Northeast 5 82 NA 11 65 20

Centraj 6 85 NA 10 54 16

Southeast | 91 NA 12 62 24

West 5 83 NA 16 56 19
Junior Hlgh (tatal) 4 L4 S io 12 21
Metropolitan Status

Urban 1 90 2 16 78 29

Suburban 3 84 8 14 73 22

Rural 4 87 10 16 71 20
Enrollment

Less than 2,500 “ 8o 10 15 72 21

2,500-9,999 1 88 6 15 73 22

10,000 or more 2 83 4 21 66 27
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Table 4 (continued)

.

Percent of Districts®’ Offering Substance Abuse Education?/

Instructional Taught  Taught at
Level and Taught Taught asa Special
District Not in Heslth in Driver Separate Assemblies

Characteristic Taught Curriculum Training Course or Events Other?/
Region

Northeast 6 85 6 17 80 23

Central 2 91 Il 13 67 18

Southeast | 94 17 8 77 24

West 6 79 6 21 71 23
Senior High (total) 4 83 55 15 77 26
Metropolitan Status

Urban 0 90 51 Il 80 28

Suburban 5 82 52 15 76 26

Rural 3 83 56 15 78 26
Enrollment

Less than 2,500 4 82 57 15 77 27

2,500-9,999 | 86 50 14 80 24

10,000 or more | 89 48 20 72 31
Region

Northeast 2 84 57 16 87 33

Central 2 85 (Y 15 74 20

Southeast | 91 48 8 81 29

West 8 77 46 18 73 29

2/ Percentages are based on 15,300 districts.

L/ Percentages add to more than 100 because districts could offer substance abuse

education thrcugh more than one method.

¢/ Exampies include science and biology classes, other classes, counseling, and

peer groups.
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Table 5

Percent of a1. 'ricts including various Components within their substance abuse program, and district
rankings of the most effective camponents, by district characteristics

Percert of Districts Including Component Within Program
(Percent of Times Ranked Among Three Most Effective Components)

Teaching Improving skills to Service
on Causcs Student Resist for Nigh
District and Effects Teaching Self- Peer Peer Enforcement Risk
Characteristic of Abuse on Laus Esteem Pressure Programs Procedures Students Counseling
Total 98 (66) 90 (22) 93  (66) 88 (5%5) 61 (2D 7 (20) 42 (5) 8
Metropoliten Status
— Urban 100 (56 9 (9 9 (D) 9% (63) Te (32) 8 (21) 59 (18) 89
& Suburben 9 (56) 88 (19) w (T 91 (58) 65 (2N 80 (24) 8 (8) 80
Rursl 98 (1) 9N (2%) 91 (63) 8 (54) 59 (26) m an 38 (33 86
Enroliment
Less then 2,500 8 (M) 89 (24) 93 (65) 87 (53) 56 (25) (A § [} 3 3 a2
2,500-9,999 9 (50) 93 (k) s (M % () 7 (31 85 (223 60 (11) 91
10,000 ¢r more 9 (43) 93 AN 91 (66) 89 (&) 83 3" 85 (%) 60 (13) £y
Region
Northeast 100 (68) 93 (16) 97 (68) 90 (59) T2 (30) 88 (22 58 (D) 81
Central 98 (65) 93 (22) 92 (61 88 (56) 59 (31 S5 (16) B (@) 8
Southeas: 98  (65) 93 (28) 91 (52) 89 (44) 67 (18) 83  (35) 48 (8) 92
West 97  (65) 8 (21) 93 (T0) 86 (56) 56 (23) 75 (16) 38 (5 84

Note: Percentages are based on 15,300 districts.
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Table 6

Total and average number of staff per 10,000 students with full-time or
part-time respons.uilities concerning substance abuse education,
by district chrracteristics

Tctal Staff and Average Number of Staff Per
10,000 Students

Full-time Part-time
District
Characteristic Totals/ Averagel/ Totalt/ Average?
Total 2,500 0.6 17,100 44
Metropolitan Status
Urban 200 0.2 400 0.5
Suburban 1,300 0.7 5,400 3.1
Rural 1,000 0.8 11,300 9.3
Enrollment
Less than 2,500 1,800 2.1 12,400 14.0
2,500-9,999 400 0.3 3,700 2.8
10,000 or more 300 0.2 1,000 0.6
Region
Northeast 600 0.7 2,600 3.2
Central 1,000 1.0 6,100 6.0
Southeast 400 0.4 2,300 24
West 500 0.4 6,200 5.6

2/ Numbers have been rounded to the neasest hundred. Details may not add to
totais because of rounding.

b/ Averages were calculated by summing total numbers of staff and students and
then computing the ratio.
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Table 7

Percent of districts receiviag techaical assistance from various sources,
by district characteristics

State U.S. Dept.
Alcohol of At Least
State and Drug Education One of
District Education Abuse Regional Local These
Characteristic Agency Ageacy Cenrter Agencies  Sources
Total 78 50 25 80 95
Metropolitan Status
Urban 80 62 27 93 100
Suburban 77 49 26 86 96
Rural 78 50 24 77 94
Enroliment
Less than 2,500 78 48 25 77 94
2,500-9,999 79 56 27 92 99
10,000 or more 69 53 23 89 92
Region
Northeast 82 64 28 86 98
Central 77 48 16 79 94
Southeast 88 45 33 85 99
West 72 43 31 77 94
[y ]
<"
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Table 8

Percent of districts receiving technical assistance and desiring more
technical assistance, by area of assistance

Percent
Percent Desiring
Receiving More
Areas of Technical Assistance Assistance Assistance
School policy development 45 49
Enforcement provisions and procedures 47 48
General information on common legal issues 62 61
Advice on specific legal programs 47 54
Guides to resources (curricula, referral groups, etc.) 74 70
Effective program strategies 59 71
Prcgram evaluation 34 65
Parent/community involvement 62 70
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Table 9

Percent of districts indicating a change in the rate of student
substance abuse over the past 2 years, by district characteristics

Alcohol Drugs
District Remained Remained
Characteristic Decreased the Same Increased Decreased the Same Increased
Total 16 56 29 47 42 11
Meiropolitan Siatus
Urban 16 49 35 3C 39 31
Suburban 14 59 28 47 46 8
Rural 16 55 29 47 4] 12
Enrollment
Less than 2,500 16 59 25 46 44 9
2,500-9,999 13 46 41 49 35 16
10,000 or more 16 43 41 43 36 20
Region
Northeast 16 52 32 51 43 6
Central 14 57 29 46 44 9
Southeast 16 50 34 50 39 11
West 17 59 24 44 40 16

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY, DATA RELIABILITY, AND QUESTIONNAIRE

In May 1987, questionnaires were mailed to a national probability sample of 700
public school districts from a univarse of approximately 15,300. The survey was a majl
survey with telephone follow-up. The questionnaires were sent to school district
superintendents, who wers asked to have them completed by the person most
knowledgeable about the district’s substance abuse prevention activities. Data
collection was completed in June with a response rate of 98 percent. The sampling
frame used for the survey was the 1984-85 Common Core of Data Universe of Public
School Systems.

The sample was stratified by enroliment category (less than 2,500, 2,500-9,999,
10,000 or more) and metropolitan status (urban, suburban, rural). The allocation of the
sample to particular enrollment/metropolitan status classes was made approximately in
proportion to the aggregate of the square root of the average enroliment in the
stratum. Such an allocation is efficient for estimation of proportions as well as
aggregate measures. Districts within a stratum were sampled at uniform rates. Tne
survey data were weighted to reflect these sampling rates (probabilities of selection)
and were adjusted for nonresponse. )

Because the estimates were obtained from a sample of districts, they are subject
to sampling variability. For this reason, numbers in the tables and text have been
rounded. Calculations of pcrcentages and averages have been based on the actual
estimates rather than the rounded values.

Survey estimates are also subject to errors of reporting and collection of the
data. These crrors, called nonsampling errors, can sometimes bias the data. Although
general sampling theory can be used to determine how to estimate the sampling
variability of a statistic, nonsampling errors are Jess ¢asy to measure and usually
require that an experiment be conducted as part of the data collection procedures or
the use of data external to the study.

Nonsampling errors may include such things as differences in the interpretation of
the meaning of the questions by the respondents, differences related to the particular
time the Survey was conducted, or errors in data preparation. During the design of
the survey and survey pretest, an effort was mau. to check for consistency of
interpretation of questions and to eliminate ambiguous items. The questionnaire was
reviewed with respondents like those who completed the survey, and the questionn'aire
and instructions were extensively reviewed by the Center for Education Statistics
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(CES), the Committee for Evaluation and Information Systems of the Council of Chief
State School Offices, and several other persons concerned with federal and state
policies on substance abuse. Manual and machine editing of the questionnaire forms

was cinducted to check the data for accuracy and consistency, and extensive data
retrieval was performed on missing or inconsistent items. Because the survey had a
very high response rate (98 percent), it appears unlikely that nonsampling errors
severely biased the data from this survey. ‘

Data are presented for all districts and by the following district characteristics:
district enrollment, metropolitan status, and region. Metropolitan status is defined as
follows: urban districts are those in central cities within an MSA (Metropolitan
Statistical Area); suburban districts are those within an MSA but outside a central city:;
rural districts are all other districts outside an MSA. Region classifications are those
used by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the US. Department of Commerce, the
National Assessment of Educational Progress, and the National Education Association.
The Northeast includes districts in Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, and Vermont. The Central region inciudes districts in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota,
and Wisconsin. The Southeast includes districts in Alsbama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
and West Virginia. The West includes districts in Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Hawaii, Ids.ho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming. )

The survey was performed under contract with Westat, Inc., using the Fast
Response Survey System (FRSS). Westat’s Project Director was Elizabeth Farris, and
the Survey Manager was Bradford Chaney. Helen Ashwick was the CES Project
Officer, and Ralph Lee was the CES Survey Manager. The OPBE data requester, who
participated in the design and analyses, was Elizabeth Farquhar. FRSS was established
by CES to collect quickly, and with minimum burden on respondents, small quantities of
data needed for education planning and policy.
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QUEST TONNATRE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT

CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS
May 1987

Dear Schoel Districe Superintendent:

We request your cooperation in completing a national survey of districc
Prograns concerning substance abuse education and prevention. The purpose of
tha survey is to obtain current information on the severity of substance abuse
and vhat districts heve been doing to prevent ic. The Survey was requested by
the Department of Educacion’'s 0ffice of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation in
direct response to a congressional mandate to collect information on existing
State and local substance abuse Prevention activi.ies. Ue are seeking
infornmation on the kinds of activities districts have undertaken or planned
prior to the Federal assistance available under the Drug Free Schools and
Communities Act of 1986.

districts. The survey hgs been designed to be completed by the person most
knowledgeable sbout your substance abuse Prevention activities. The

voluntary, but because there are a limited nuaber of d{strices {n our sanple,
each individual response is important to obeain reliable national data. The
Survey has been approved by the 0ffice of Managesent and Budget and
coordinated with the Council of Chief State School Officers through ics
Committee for Evaluation and Information Systems (CElS).

The survey is being conducted utilizing the Fast Response Survey Systenm
(FRSS). Established by the Center for Education Statistics (CES), FRSS was
designed to collect limited amounts of policy-oriented daca on important
educational igsues. According to Frss practice, you will Teceive a report of
the survey findings when they are available.

We would appreciate your completing the questionnaire and mailing it to the
address on the back of the form . If you have any questions
about the Survey, please call Bradford Chaney of Westat at the toll free
Westat number (800) 638-8985 or Ralph Lee, the CES Survey Manager for FRSS, at
(202) 357.6732. Your cooperation is greacly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Emersdn J. Ellioce
Director

Enclosure

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

GFOR MR SN FTATIITICE Pore sgproves

At MR 0.9. NVBOIR & WTATIN OB M. 18390803
SAVET SITIR (M) WD, 5.C. 200001000 . ty. 12/07
OIFIRICT AOVEY @ This rupowt 10 anierised by lov (30 6.5.C. 13310-1). Wle ps ase amt © repmt, you 18 ronded

SRFTAEE AL BRCATION  to Gaie the resuite of this GFYOY CEIPEURINSIT, GIOWNLS, NS timsly.

[ Sehame snme refore to dloshel. 4FNgR, oF b,
(1. Substanse ohuse eOumstiss Tefefs 10 laaFRASg &5tivities and TOLOtAS PBiicien t0 PUUSEIS oF retuse ubetamss abuss by yeuts It ¢onn gpt

\Rsluge cliatac) tsestmmed oF refabilitatiem,
Gk % vill 0 rometsy Amls Wougs e g feen Gatenis end GEmENities Am of VDS B e imlvs = pepgrs G2y N
afogingd bosame of Gune hmin.

1. Soms yoar ¢A0eriet Rove ¢ WItUR SNOBAANNS ale Meidey? ! Yes: - BB et I0LSG plammat; ‘e Unite considerution.
1. S00s your ¢erict WOV ¢ SuteEt GNg Ut prepIE ! Tess il ey Detag ylamsd; ! URASP cmEB deTERien.
3. vl—m“d-hlmu_—m-‘lu—u-m alge vifsast - NEl has Basn
A {10 tioes oF SIve (0 the 190067 catwel JuET o5 ¢ Fasuit of WubSAENS abuse iafvestiens.
Sumrist am § e o Slaeriat Taban § timme or
[ ] [ WS - ) et e SRERAAMg0)
atam Tes » [Ty Yoo ] Tes ]

s Btifiastien of mites -t - o. lufer for clindenl sooemmmat

b Atiftescies of parests it et C. Cnmmelteg o S et S et B e
e Supemsiem [ 8. Altmmmttve esheslisg N S o
4. Npuisies S S b Gar (Spwsify) L7 —— -
. Is uutanSe sluss stmetien Tagulrwd (o yeur distrist? [l Tes; et W93 feanes D0 planned) [— X 1Y 3T W
b. I 0%, & Wieh typm of ahenle (9 CUINAERES abuRe edwmetion veguises? (et alt W aggpiy.)
— Dammary; !__! Jaev Meh; - SERASE Big.
3. Now ¢o calels 1A YO ¢iotrist offer subsuanse oSS emAtien (a 1906-6TY (Gmet all thee @ply.)
Hada "aia fpunial
e alth arivar Sepasete assmmbl \an Owae
Dreal abenl tagit ewTimle  tsaiaieg e (Spsaity)
Slamantary - [ ! et ! -
Jater LUgh - - [— -
Sanie; Righ  — ! - - ' —-—
6. Nes yam & cmhnted oval of W% subotame ahuse CBmEtion astivities offeres by yuw sehsels!
j— T} - 93 -t 30408 plammng; ! et GROES camsidoretion.

Ta. et Be empIInts Ut arv Garvently gart of yUur ulSOAES alge PUSUIY GStivities. b chat e JENE SEIpEAELS TASC are
e eeet affestive (8 leonenisg W9 cPAEt of SUUIORt UbOSENS abus.

|- ¥ T Pare of aaad . ¥ - Pary of est
g offeruuve pregrme  offextive

6. Tenlisg sudents showt emses amd o. Peur pougiuis (e.g., pesr emmpeling, USD) " J—

offests of cubsranns abate ' - * . imel admamme shme misey/

b, Teashdsg stutents showt Ll afersmmt prosshures | — -—

regarding sulutane shuse - f— 8- Swrvises for Righ risk semtants ! — -

¢. lmprevieg st ooif-estemn - - 8. Coaseling ' -

O, Soutent ills T resMt paar premewe ! [ t. ®her (Spmily) - _
2. O vht ¢v yu hase LS JUAPEING enSaceng offestivesmne? (Chesk all wse oply:) .. Mriet resares; ' -at JOTEBL oVeiuations,

(e Sl oureeyes ! Pvefessiemal jutgmmmt; - SRR (Spmaify)

8. '-hI‘-ﬂ—l,-.m-—dmmh—mwmn-nhn-m-m-u-
oIpeSINtiities for cubotanye sume afusetien.

pE— LT YR g pam— LY

et RO SRties Agmmy; . Mot Alestel and Bng Alme Agumey; ‘et 6.8. iynremmmt of Mhmetien regionsl emmtas;
- 08l cgmsie.

.. hnl-l.‘*n..muﬂt‘-l-_u‘d-ulm“. is eshumn 1, chonk whecther you
wnld 1k T rasedve EIOR LONERLSS! MASLSLEENS 18 WS aress.

Aseas of wmimicnl assistanss 1. Sessived sestmiend 1. Wmid lie ove

Ltetange sbme mix) ——tRMIANS iaNinessl sseistamns
Yes » Tes L]
a faiesl mitey Govniopmmt [ ! - '
b Dufesapat provisian end sressdmvs H—  — - }
6. Gummsel ARfOVERS1S0 & cammm legel toswme H H— ¢ ! S
¢ M0vise e wpmifie \qgal prebiam [ - H— '
o. Guidis to IRV (GETissbmn, rfarsal gregs) - - - —
{. ifenive progum swetegies p— e - [
s PNups enimtie ! et - et -
5. Feremel/cammity iovelvemst [ - [ [

6. -a—-—-—n-mm—-—a-un-um-)-—.-—--—.-u——-
a Ws las G yeas? (Plense Samie your O epinian 4f yoe Mve aSt esilesusd iafemmtiea.)

Alostels ! Dessvases; | et RGN W omm) v lonunsed,
g () Dessesses; e RGN W emmi —py N

b &b et do e bams LS jetgEEm? (Chesh all Wet gPly.) ! WSl semesds;  (__! Pemml esslasaiess; ! ! STtORt BvOyS;
et TVOfaEStMEd Jetgmamt;  !__! Gume (SifY) .

forem empioting fosn b, 117

Selmsl Sletriee Nate Selaphmme ( )

QB Pem By, 379-29, /87

23] BEST COPY AVAII ARVF




APPENDIX A

232




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The Report to Congress on the Nature and Effectiveness of F:dsral, State, and
Lccal Drug Prevention/Education Programs was prepared by the Uffice of Planning,
Budger and Evaluation (OPBE), U.S. Department of Education (ED). Elizabeth Farquhar
was responsible for designing and directing the project and writing Part I. Within
OPBE, Alan Ginsburg and Vaiena White Plisko provided overall supervision, Daphne
Kaplan assisted in overseeing contractor work, and Brenda lL.ong provided typing
assistance.

The project was designed and conducted in conjunction with the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Ser. :ices (HHS). Mel Segal, Office of Substance A" use
Preventiou, HHS, was particularly heipful in obtaining HHS revie'ws of draft mate. .Is
and making suggestions for improvement. William Bukoski, HHS, providid reviews of
Part I1.

Grateful acknowledgement is also given to William J. Lennox, Jr., Office or the
Secretary, ED, for his cncouragement suu help. Many cther individuais within ED
contributed to the project: Dianne Carter and Judy Cherrington, Office of the
Secretary; Margaret Guenther, Office of the Uadersecretary; and Helen Ashwick and
Ralph Lee, Center for Educational Statistics, who monitored the two Fast Response
System Surveys.

Finally, contractcrs for this project worked patiently and rapidly to produce a
broad and varicd inventory in a short time. They include the following: Michael
Klitzner, Center for Advanced Health Studies, who authored Part I7, ap2 Robert Felner,
Karol Kumpfer, and Joel Moskowitz, v-ho provided reviews of Part 1i; Donna Ruane
Morrison, June Sivilli, and S¢''y Ann Carr, Decision Resovrces Corporation, who
prepared Part ill; Bradford Chaaey and Elizabeth Farris. Westat, luc., who were
responsible for the surveys contained in Parts IV and VI, and William Butynski, Marion
Ciaccio, and Christopher Faegre, National Association of State Alcohoi and Drug Abuse
Directors, who provided informasion for ™art V. In addition, Priscilla Taylor provided
editorial assistance and Adrienne von Glatz, with secretarial assistance from Saunders
Freeland and Rosemary Harris, Decision Resources Corporation, bore responsibility for
producing the final copy. David Myers directed Decision Resources Corporation’s
participation in the project.

US. Department of Education

October 1987

233




TN

Attachment A

mEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTAMDING BETWEEN
U.S. NEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
AND
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTE AND HUMAN SERVICES

This memorandum of understanding explains the nature of collaboration between
the U.S. Department of Education (ED) and the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) on Section 4132(d) of the Drug-Free Schools and Cormunities
Act of 1986. This section mandates the Secretary of Education, in conjunction
with the Secretary of Health and Human Services, to study the nature and
effectiveness o7 federal, state, and local drug prevention and education
programs,

The study will consist of severa! interrelated components: (1) Information
from 1ocal schoo! districts, state education agencies, and state alcoho! and
drug abuse agency directors concerning substance abuse prevention programs;

(2) a survey of Federa! agency prevention sctivities aimed at school-age

youth; and (3) an analysis of current research on prevention program effective-
ness and related policy {ssues.

Lead Ag!nc!

The U.S. Department of Education shall be the isad agency 1n undertaking this
study, as mandated in the legislation. However, in conduciting the study, ED
will work closely with HHS.

Resources

I. Financial

The entire study will be funded by ED appropriations under the Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Act, Section 4132 (Federal activities).

II. Administration

A. Designation of Key Staff

HHS and ED have de<ignated persons to serve on the coordinating
comittee for the study.

8. Responsibilities

1. ED has been respcnsible for designing the study. Study plans have
been discussid with an interagency drug prevention committee tha*
meets under tha leadership of the Department of Education, Office of
the Secretary. In these meetings, HHS staff members have provided
ideas for the overall study design.




2. ED is responsible for managing the study and preparing the final
report. The study will be conducted, however, with the assistance
of HHS staff. These advisors will review draft reports and
questionnaires. ED will keep HHS staff informed of the progress

of the study and send them final copies of questionnaires and
reports.

3. ED will be invited to meetings concerning an HHS/NASADAD
study of prevention programs and will be sent copies of all
draft and final reports. The results of this project will be
included in the ED study.

4. The Secretary of Education will be ~esponsible for transmitting
the study to the President and the Con, ss. The transmittal
letter, however, will be signed by both the Secretary of Education
and the Secretary of Health and Huma: Services. The nature of
interagency cooperation will be explained as an attachment to

the study.

Duration of Agreement

This agreement is effective when sig.ed by the participating agencies
and will be terminated when all funds are properly executed under its
authority.

Acceptance

e /ﬂzz-‘-éfiﬁ'«f"}1

an J." Lennox, Jr. Kee » M.D.
Special Assistant %o Acting Director, Office for
the Secretary Substance Abuse Prevention
U.S. Department of Education U.S. Department of Health and

Human Services
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