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Law Office of

Council &&Crosby

T Council A Phofessional Gohporation (©07) 300-1780

David C. Ciiosdv *24 South Fhanklin Street

Juneau,Alaska 00001
March 21, 1988

The Hon. Johne Binkley
The Hon. Rick Halford
Alaska State Senate

P. 0. Box Y

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senators Binkley and Halford:

I am writing to you as Co-Chair of the Finance
Committee to urge you to schedule C.S.S.B. 383 relating to
minor consuming and driving privileges, for early Finance
Committee action. S.B. 383 was originally co-sponsored by
yourselves, along with Senators Fischer, Kelly, Rodey,
Sturgulewski, Hensley, Josephson and Faiks.

The Juneau Blue Ribbon Commission on Youth 1is preparing

a draft final report for circulation to the public. I
anticipate that the Commission will make passage of C.S.S.B.
383 its top legislative priority. I cannot stress too much

the importance of passing this crucial piece of legislation.
Survey results given to the Juneau School District indicate
to me that we are continuing to lose ground in the war on
substance abuse by minors. This type of legislation has
proven to be effective in Oregon, where it reduced juvenile
drug violations by 22% 1in the first year following 1its
passage. Please do not let this critical piece of
legislation die.

I am enclosing with this letter materials that 1.
submitted to the State Affairs Committee 1in support of S.B.

383. If there 1is any further information that 1 can provide
to you, I would be pleased to meet with you or a member of
your staff. Please be sure to have someone notify me of any

scheduled hearings on the bill.

ISinclerely yoursy

0O I y\A /s

DcfyTd c¢c. Crosby, Co-Chair
Juneau Blue Ribbon
Commission on Youth

Member, Juneau School Board

cc(w/enc.); Senator Paul A. Fischer
Senator Rick Uehling
Senator Jim Duncan
Senator Fred F. Zharoff
Senator Willie Hensley
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Council Sc Crosby
William T. Co ”iNrij. A Phofessional Corporation (007) 500-1780
David C. Chosdy 424 North Franklin Street

Juneau,Alaska 09801

March 21, 1988

The Honorable Jalmer M. Kerttula
Alaska State Senate

P. 0. Box Y

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Kerttula:

I am writing to you as Co-Chair of the Juneau Blue
Ribbon Commission on Youth and as an elected member of the
Juneau School Board to urge you to schedule early Judiciary
Committee hearings on C.S.S.B. 383,

The Juneau Blue Ribbon Commission on Youth 1is preparing
a draft final report for circulation to the public. I
anticipate that the Commission will make passage of C.S.S.B.
383 its top legislative priority.

I cannot stress too much the importance of passing this
crucial piece of legislation. Survey results given to the
Juneau School District indicate to me that we are continuing
to lose ground in the war on substance abuse by minors.

This type of legislation has proven to be effective 1in
Oregon, where it reduced juvenile drug violations by 22% 1in
the first year following its passage. Please do not let
this critical piece of legislation die.

I am enclosing with this letter materials that |
submitted to the State Affairs Committee in support of S.B.

383. If there is any further information, that | can provide
to you, | would be pleased to meet with you or a member of
your staff. Please be sure to have someone notify me of any

scheduled hearings on the bill.

Sincerely yours,

David C. Crosby, Co-Chair
Juneau Blue Ribbon
Commission on Youth

Member, Juneau School Board

cc(w/enc.): Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Senator Joe P. Josephson
Senator Jan Faiks
Senator Patrick Rodey
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The

Alaska House

Room 318 Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801
Re: Senate Bill No. 383 (Minor Consuming

and Driving Privileges - "Use and Lose")
Dear Senator Binkley:

Due to some confusion regarding the time
held on February 8, 1988, regarding Senate
was unable to testify. Please include

legislative
scheduled.

Enc

CcC:

Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator

Law Office ok

Council & Grosbyv

A PnorcssioNAL Compohatjos

*»m* Nohth Fkanklin Stheet
Jvnf.all Alaska 9'jBOI

February 10, 1988

Honorable John E. Binkley

of Representatives

Sincerely yours,

COUNCIL & CROSBY

David C.

Mitch Abood

Rick Uehling

Jan Faiks

Willie Hensley

Joe P. Josephson
Jalmer M. Kerttula
Arliss Sturgulewski
Rick Halford
Patrick Rodey

Crosby

Bill
the enclosed

testimony and attachments in the .ecord and have ycur
assistant call me if further hearings

(907) 500-1700

of the hearing
383, |1



TESTIMONY OF DAVID C. CROSBY
SENATE BILL 383 (MINOR CONSUMING AND

DRIVING PRIVILEGES - "USE AND LOSE™)

I am the parent of two teenagers, one of whom was
diagnosed as alcohol dependent and drug abusive at age 14.
I am a member of the City and Borough of Juneau School
Beard. "Prior to my election in 1986, | served on a citizen
committee that drafted drug and alcohol disciplinary
regulations for the Juneau-Douglas High School. In March of
1987 | was appointed as the Co-Chair of the Juneau Blue
Ribbon Commission on Youth, which was created by the Mayor
and Assembly at the request of the Juneau Youth Advocates

Coalition, of which I am also a member.

Before getting into the specifics of Senate Bill 383, 1
would like to supply the Committee with some background
statistics. Attached to this letter is a brief summary
taken from the magazine "Alaska Medicine,"” January-March
1937 issue. According to this source, Alaska youth ages 12
to 17 have an experimentation rate with marijuana twice the
national average, cocaine nearly three times the national
average, and alcohol roughly 10% higher than the national
average. These statistics correlate with drug and alcohol

surveys performed for the Juneau School District on an

annual and five year basis.



The most recent five year summary from the University
of Alaska indicates that use of illegal substances has
increased by approximately 15% 1in Juneau over the last five
years. Perhaps more ominously, the average age when
experimentation begins has dropped from 13 to 12 over that

same five year period.

In addition to the individual tragedies caused by this
epidemic of drug and alcohol use by teenagers 1in Alaska,
recent statistics from the State Office cf Alcohol and Drug
Abuse document that minors are involved Ln a
disproportionately large number of serio is automobile
accidents where drug or alcohol use is the contributing
cause. (Drivers under 21 constitute 7% of “he driving

public, but account for 14% of the serious drui and alcohol

related accidents.)

I am also enclosing for the record a copy of a recent
editorial and "My Turn"™ column published by the Juneau
Empire. These articles discuss the impact of adolescent
substance abuse in Juneau, 1including the recent tragic
single-car autmobile accident that left one high school

student dead, one in a coma and one probably paralyzed for

life.



As you may know, Representative Bill Hudson 1is also a
member of the Juneau Blue Ribbon Commission on Youth.
Representative Hudson has been instrumental 1in introducing,
through the House HESS Committee, a version of the so-called
"Use and Lose"™ law that is similar in many respects to
Senate Bill 383. At a recent hearing held by the Juneau
Blue Ribbon Commission on Youth, nearly all witnesses
testified favorably in support of a Use and Lose law for

Alaska. The Juneau Blue Ribbon Commission on Youth supports

this approach, as dees the Governor®s Blue Ribbon Commission

on Youth.
The objectives of the Use and Lose law, as | understand
it, are twofold. First, the law would assist in removing

from the highways a class of drivers who are responsible for
a disproportionately high incidence of serious, drug and
alcohol related highway tragedies. Secondly, the Use and
Lose law sends a potent message to adolescents who are
struggling with the decision whether to use drugs and
alcohol. The Senate Bill, as presently draftee. would

accomplish neither cf these objectives.

Under Senate Bill 383, as presently drafted, a minor
could be convicted twice of drug and a".cohol related
offenses and still receive his or her driver®s license on

his or her 16th birthday. This 1is a meaningless sanction,



for at least two reasons. First, the right to obtain a
perr.it, which can only be used in the presence of an adult,
is not nearly so significant as the right independently to
operate a motor vehicle. It is the latter event that marks
the division between the dependence of youth and the

independence of adulthood in the minds of many adolescents.

Secondly, I submit to you that we already have a major
problem of credibility in enforcing the criminal law with
juveniles. Overworked prosecutors (in Juneau there are two
prosecutors and three public defenders) do not charge what
they regard to be as "insignificant offenses." If the
prosecutors won"t charge, sooner or later the police stop
arresting. Testimony at the recent hearing held by the Blue
Ribbon Commission on Youth suggests that this 1is precisely
what 1is happening with the r.inor consuming laws in general.
Juneau Superior Court Judge Walter Carpeneti advises me that
he cannot recall seeing a prosecution for minor consuming in
his years on the bench. The sanctions imposed in Senate
Bill 383 are so trivial that neither police nor prosecutors

will bother with enforcement.

I am also enclosing with this testimony a brief summary
of Use and Lose laws from other jurisdictions. While these
summaries are no substitute for a detailed analysis of the

legislation from other jJurisdictions, it nevertheless



suggests that Alaska would be unique in permitting a minor
to be convicted of drug and alcohol related offenses and
still receive a driver®"s license on his or her 16th

birthday.

I realize that the House HESS version, which would
defer or suspend the license privilege for one year or until
the 17th “birthday for the first offense, and until the 18th
birthday for the second offense, may seem harsh or
"punitive." It does send a message to the kids that we are
very serious about drug and alcohol use by minors. We don"t
do the children any favors when we set up a system of rules
that lacks credibility and that is so slow to impose
meaningful sanctions that bad habits - possibly even
addicting habits -- have been permitted to take root before
the child encounters any meaningful sanction from society.

By that time, it is too late.

For those who are concerned about the harshness of the
House Bill, 1 would suggest that both the House and Senate
version give the judge some leniency to restore privileges.
IfT this restoration were made contingent upon successful
completion of drug and alcohol counseling, the harshness of
the penalty could be mitigated, as it should be, by a

showing of a good faith effort to correct the behavior that



is so dangerous to the child and the others who must share

the highway with him or her.

Finally, the statistics received by the Juneau School
District suggest that the starting age for juveniles
affected by the law should be reduced to age 12 to
correspond with the age when experimentation is most likely

to begin®.

To summarize, the Use and Lose concept holds perhaps
the greatest promise for both deterring adolescent drug and
alcohol use and for reducing drug and alcohol related
traffic accidents by modifying the behavior or denying
licenses to a class of drivers that is statistically more
likely to be involved in serious drug and alcohol related
traffic accidents than members of the driving public 1in
general. In order to accomplish these worthwhile

objectives, | suggest that the language of Senate Bill No.

383 be amended as follows:

1. Strike "13" and insert "12" in the first

sentence of AS 28.15.185.

2. Strike "six months"™ and "14 and one-half"

from AS 28.15.185(b)(1l) and 1insert in their stead "one

year" and "17."



Strike "15" in AS 28.15.185(b)(2) and insert

"IS_ (1]

4. Insert in AS 28.15.185(c) following "Upon
petition of the person,” the following language: "and
upon proof of successful completion of an approved drug

and/or alcohol counseling program,”

Thank you for affording me the opportunity to express
my views on this vital piece of legislation. I would very
much appreciate the opportunity to state my views 1in person,

should the Committee hold additional hearings.
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Local tragedy
being addresses

N othing is so tragic as a needless injury 0,
of life, but that tragedy is even greater’
it involves a young person. In Juneau, a
increasing number of young people - our young p
- are being hurt or killed or permanently injured

The cause of this tragedy? It’s not disease, or a
natural disaster. It is the ready availability of dru
and alcohol to teen-agers.

That is one of the findings of the Juneau Blue R
Commission on Youth, a group of concerned citize
l.iat has been probing the complex and as-yet
unresolved problems facing young people here.

Today, we are
publishing a “My Turn" ISSUE: Youth
column written by David
Crosby, a lawyer who is  panel progress”™

co-chair of the .
commission and a toward solution

member of the Juneau

City-Borough Board of Education. It expresses be:
thnin any stack of statistics or studies the tragedy !
and alcohol abuse is working on our young people,

it is happening and some of the ways we might be

to stem its tide.

Do not misunderstand the message of this
commission. All of our young people are not alcohc
or drug addicts. But the overwhelming prevalence
serious alco: ol and drug abuse in our community
demands our attention.

Recognizing the problem and formulating possit
solutions is a giant leap, but the commission recog
that the real progress will be made with action - i
Alaska Legislature, the Juneau City-Borough
Assembly, the school board, the Juneau Police
Department and all the way down to individual
families. If each segment does its part, there is litt
doubt the community as a whole will be making a p
stride towards solving the problem.

The commission deserves the thanks of the
community for its work so far, but its members
recognize that much remains lobe done.

The real celebration will come once the appropri
steps are taken and our young people are living bet
more fulfilling lives.



THE FOLLOWING DOCUHENT(S) MAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE-OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL.



MY TURN

i, DAVID CROSS»
»
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Somewhat less dramatic, but
nonetheless disturbing. 1 have car-
rie-d a young, serr.t-co.nscious hieh
school girl tnio the emergency room
uf Bartlett Memorial Hospital after
she and a friend tried to down a bot-
tle of vodKa ir. 15 minutes | have
picked a young woman up off the
r.ighwav ar.J delivered her to the
same emergency room after she
stepped ou! of a ntjvtng vehicle on
Egan firivi- The cr.ver was charged
with D\W1 | Khuw of two middle
scr.vol students wr.v wer.t to the
emergency room ir. alcohol induced
cumas after a recent party If you
have kids in middle school or high
school and you keep your ears open,
you know that my stories are just the
i-p of the iceberg

Exter.o the cefmtlior. of "youth" a
little ibut not mucr.i and you have
the yuur.g man whose body was
thrown into Montana Creek by his
uwn friends after he overdosed on co-
caine The poignant letter to the edi-
tor front that young man's mother
hinted a: what the mother of every
drug or alcohol addicted child knows
in her heart - there is a kind of liv-
ing death that consists of watching
what was once a bright, energetic,
loving young person destroy him or
her self, and fur which tr.e death of
the child comes almost 3S a welcome
release

Teenage crime goes hand in hand
with substance use Steal from your
parents Stel>from your friends One
young Janea. mar. narrowly escaped
a murder charge wnen the gun he
pointed a: the liquor store owner
failed to gu off lie was living with an
ionlyi slightly older companion who
was charged with dealing cocaine
Arrests by the Juneau I'ol.ce Depart-
ment for violation uf the **ug laws

by juveniles jumped from 31 in 1935
to 77 in 1986. Arrests for violation of
the liquor laws by juveniles jumped
from 110 to 148 over the same period.

I'm staying within my two year
time frame. Are you still listening? |
moved to Juneau from a suburb of
Seattle, where 1 lived for eight years

across the street from the high
school In eight years in that town
tRentoni. | do not recall as many

drug and alcohol related tragedies as
lhave seen in Juneau in just two.

Statistics for the Slate of Alaska
suggest that one of every two stu-
dents in Juneau will use marijuana
before graduating from high school.
iThe national average is one in
fourj. One in six will do the same
with cocaine. (The national average
is closer to one in twenty.) Three out
of four kids will use alcohol by the
time they graduate, which is slightly
higher than the national average.
One recently released study of Ju-
neau students found a 15 percent in-
crease in drug and alcohol use since
1982. The average age at which ex-
perimentation starts is now 11-12
years old tdown from 13 five years
afioj.

Some of these kids, like those 1
just mentioned, will kill themselves
quickly and by accident. Some will
kill themselves deliberately. (Nine of
ten adolescents who attempt or suc-
cessfully commit suicide are harm-
fully involved with drugs or alcohol.)
Some of them will kill others. Al-
though minors in Alaska are only 7
percent of the drivers, they are re-
sponsible for 14 percent of the tralTic
deaths linked to substance use. Still
others will just kill their dreams, or
the dreams of those who love them.

Is there anything we can do about
this? The Commission is looking at
long range proposals that focus on



vO.rj'.iyr. ana proviamg nealthy a''
li-rna:tvi-s to crugs ar.d alcohol We
arc also looking at the laws relating
to, substance use by juveniles Or.
Kit i. at 7 f m in the Sch-».il Dis
tr:ct Cur.feriT.ee Room, the laws sot
o< rr.mtttcT- of tr.c Blue Hitler. Com-
mission or. Youth w;!l hole a hearing
«r. substance use and related prob-
lems in Juneau ar.d proposals for lo-
cal reform

Among tr.e most promising of re-
forms put forth to date ii a s'xalle-
use ar.d lose" law Tr.c concept >
jtmpie use. p»tssess or sell drugs or
alcohol to a m;r.. r ar.d the time wr.er.
>vu car. apply for a driver's license
5 put off - tr.c year for the firs; cor.-
e.0.ticr. ar.d another year for the sec-
tr.d offense Fc-r most k.ds the day or.
which they get their driver s licer.se
marks the*passage from 'r.e status of
a depi-nde.nt cr..ld to thn! r.r an inde-
pencc-nt adult It is. a: mvs: who
read this will r.o doubt recall, the
mast long a*aite-d day of your short
t.fc For kids who use drugs or alco-
because tm-y think it is accept-
able ’acult" behavior the "use ana
:-se ' law sends a fmter.t message

The Commission r.as alsu re-
"eivi-c nurr.erc-s communications
urging it to ;-.r. scr.uol aistr.rts and
ther organ.rat.tr.s eur.verr.c-. 3b
aot-iescer.t substance use :r. cali.r.g
far the recnmir.aiizatior. of marijua-
na Locally bo'r. the Suho.l Moore
ar.d the Assembly have passed resc-
lut.ons call for re:r;m:r.ai:za’ivr.

Altr.o-gh state law currently for-
b.ds use or possv sior. of marijuana
by minors, tre fat vhal state law le
galizes pissess.cn and use fur adults
mor.c-s marijuana more readily
available to ail Lire liquor, smoking
marijuana has become a litmus test
of the adull status mat adr-lesccr.ts

.LD. ESD-t" f£3S.-i5y 3,19¢a 5

)\nith. substance use. and the law

CeSperately covet I'ut a slightly
d.fferer.t way. patterns of adolescent
j-ubstfince use tend to mirror use in
the community as a whole Kids arc
>er.'itively attuned to adult hypo-
crisy As one high school student tes-
tified at hearings or. the marijuana
recrimmnlizatiur. bill las: year. "If
it's pu g.n.d for me. i. s no good for
you " Sr.e may also have had in mind
the converse of her own statement
"If it ? g">n he you its g-uid for
m.

The Cumm:s>.ir. [.dS received
eo::>iderahle i-. ideiiee d-cuinenting
the harmful eftects of marijuana us-
age. especially upon developing ado-
l.-seer.t." The so-called "Haven" de-
cision. in which the Alaska Supreme
Court found a constitutional right of
privacy for adults to use and possess
marijuana in their homes inotwith-
standing fecera! laws prohibiting the
same conduct i. left the dvur ajar to a
different result should advances in
medical evidence suggest that the
drug is more harmful man was gen-
eraliy believed a decade ago. when
that case whs decided Many citizens
now believe the case for
re'.r.m.nalizatiur: car. and should be
mace Juneau Hep Hall Hudson, a
Commission member, recently add-
ec n.s n.i.me to tt.e list of co-sponsors
of the b.Il to recrimir.alizc marijua-
r.n

Other citizens have expressed dis-
may and outrage at the apparent
ease wiih which kids arc able to ob-
tain alcohol in Juneau In a poll cor.-
djctc-a by the high schcio! newspaper
a few years ago. of those students
wnc drar.k ia majority of the school
populationi. only 5 percent reported
that availability was a problem Al-
coi.ui is sold tv minors not because it
is d.fficui: to determine who is a mi-
ii-t and who is not It is sold because
it is profitable The kids quickly
learn who checks 1L) and who does
not. and give their not inconsiderable
business accordingly

Although it is illegal for a liquor
I:ien-0.u to v ’itv.a minor, a violation
of this prov.smn is treated no more
Mriou.-iy than any other offense Un-
der current law. a liquor license may
re-t be revoked until the third viola-
tion There appears to be no legiti-
mate reason for this tolerant atti-

tude. when a simple check of the
drivers license could provide a com-
plete defense to prosecution.

The Commission has aiso re-
ceived a ropy of a Washington "keg
law." requiring liquor store owners
to record the names and addresses of
pwrenns pnrrhaitnc VcgS All lon of-
ten when police bust a keg parly it is
impossible to determine who pur-
chased the alcohol giver, to the kids,
and who sold it to them.

The Commission will also look at
enforcement issues Many citizens
have observed that perhaps a better
job could be done of pilscing areas
where drugs are used ar.d distributed
by and to students, such as the
graveyard and the small boat harbor
across from the high school. "Sting"
operations could and should be
mounted against liquor store owners
suspected of selling to kids The
Commission has received several
complaints that police "bust" parlies
where drinking is evident, but simply
issue verbal warnings If true, this
conduct on the part of the police
sends a message that drinking by ad-
olescents is acceptable ar.d expected,
as long as it "doesn't get out of
hand" which, of course. H never
docs until someone climbs the high
tension tower, or walks into the lake,
ur walks into the river, cr crosses thi
median

The Commission has received
communications from some parents
who. for very understandable rea-
sons. might be unwilling to give pub-
lic testimony. The Commission un-
derstands and respects this need for
confidentiality. If you have informa-
tion or an opinion that you would like
to express to the Commission in con-
fidence about adolescent substance
use or related problems in Juneau,
you may mail your testimony to the
Juneau Blue Ribbon Commission on
Youth, care of Rep Bill Hudson.
Pouch Y. Juneau, Alaska 99311. Oth-
erwise. we hope that you will attend
the public hearing on Feb tat 7 p.m.

at the School District Conference
Room

Oivid Croiby ii co-chtir ol th» Blu*
Ribbon Comm luion on Youth «nd
membot of th« Juntiu Ciry-Borough
School Boitd
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DRUG USE

- among Alaska youth

Pfc ceniaoe of A;csi<a U S youthwho hove tried drugs

Alaska youth U.S. youth
Drug ages 12-17 ages 12-17
Marijuana 47 4 26.7
Hallucinogens 7.9 5.2
Coccme 16 6 6.5
Herom 23 01
Stimulants 259 6.7
Depressants 140 55
Tronauilizers 111 49
Alcohol 7 65.2
Tobacco 550 49.5

H}'(I IGO0 Mddrf. Jouor* Mae*
) Ni.<



Senator Johne Binkley

Senate Finance Committee
P.O. Box V ¢ Juneau, Alaska 99811 « (907) 465-4985
Finance Committee

February 11, 1988 Co-Chairman

David C. Crosby, Esq.

Council & Croshy

424 North Franklin Street 7 uoa
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr. Croshy: oa L<nvJ-iLL f

I have received your letter dated February 10 regarding SB 383,. the so-
called "use and lose" bill, along with the attachments. Your written testimony is
excellent and the "My Turn" article was very moving. ThanK you so much for
providing this information to me and my Sena. 3 colleagues.

I have written to Senator Abood expressing my agreement with the
proposal to increase the ages for revocation to 16-1/2 for the first offense (or 6
months, whichever is longer) and 17 for the second offense (or one year,
whichever is longer). 1know you advocate a one year revocation for all
offenses, giving the coi'*4the ability to reinstate the license sooner. |have a
couple of problems with making the initial offense a one year revocation. First, |
think its important in the f'rst go-around that the revocation period be within a
time frame that will have meaning to the minor. To make it too long, 'm afraid,
will make the reinstatement seem unobtainable and therefore, the penalty may
lose its poignancy. Second, by giving the court the ability to shorten the
sentence may serve to benefit only those minors who are themselves or whose
parents are familiar with and unintir. idated by the "system."

I certainly agree that the penalty must be significant. Raising the ages
and perhaps req-iring evaluation for treatment for alcohol or drug abuse upon
the second conviuion would, | believe, fit the criteria.

Again, Iwant to thank you for taking such an interest in this bill. | have
been advised by the State Affairs Committee that it will be heard again on
Friday, February 19 at 1:30 p.m. I'malso told that a number of teenagers plan to
attend to protest. | hope you too will be able to attend.

Sincerely,

Senator Johne Binkley
Yukon-Kuskokwim and
Interior Rivers
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February 13, 1988
David C. Crosby
Council and Crosby
424 North Franklin Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801
Dear Mr. Crosby:
Thank you for providing a copy of your written testimony
regarding SB-383, concerning minor consuming alcoholic bever —
ages and driving privileges, or popularly known as the "use
and lose"™ bill.
I just want to let you know that 1 found your presentation to
be excellent in its content and organization. I find myself

in agreement with your
the legislation.

Thank you
proposed

the
S0 pervasive

for taking time
legislation.

among

JF/mg
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points

Thanks,
effort to stem the tide

and your suggested amendments to

about this
involved in
that 1is

to submit your
too, for
of alcohol

thoughts
getting
and drug abuse

our young people.

Jan/Faiks

out of session

AnCMORAGC. ALASRA 9950S  907-S61-7610
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February 19, 1988

The Honorable John E. Binkley
Alaska House of Representatives
Room 318 Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Re: Senate Bill No. 383 (Minor Consuming
and Driving Privileges - "Use and Lose")

Dear Senator Binkley:

Thank you for notifying me of the hearings on SB 383.
Thank you also for your kind letter of February 11, 1988.

Enclosed 1is a supplement to the testimony | submitted
to you under cover letter of February 10, 1988.

Due to time constraints, | was unable to run off copies
for all committee members. I would appreciate it if you

would have your staff make copies and distribute thenm
accordingly.

Sincerely yours,



SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF DAVID C. CROSBY

SENATE BILL 383 (MINOR CONSUMING AND
DRIVING PRIVILEGES -- "USE AND LOSE™)

I would Ilike to supplement my testimony submitted under
cover letter of February 10, 1988, to Senator Binkley, with

the following information:

1. H. W. Smith, "Oregon says "No"™ to Driving by
Minors Who Use Drugs,"™ The Challenge magazine. Attached to

my testimony of February 10, 1938, was page 19 of an article

printed in The Challenge magazine. This is a United States
Department of Education publication. I am sorry that |1
cannot provide the volume number or date. The article
appeared, however, within the last year. The author,

H. Wesley Smith, 1is generally regarded to be the father of
the "Use and Lose"™ laws. The additional materials submitted
provide statistical confirmation that Oregon®"s Use and Lose
law (which is virtually 1identical to H.B. 361 and similar to
S.B. 383, with the exception of the penalty provision) has
been effective 1in reducing alcohol and drug use by minors,
including use 1in connection with driving. The law is
credited with reducing juvenile drug arrests by nearly 30%

in the four years since its enactment.



2. State of Oregon, interoffice memo dated April 8,
1987. This memorandum provides statistical information

similar to that recited in the Smith article, covering the

years 1982 through 1984. (The Oregon statute was passed 1in
1983 .)

3. State of Oregon v. Day. 84 Or. App. 291, 733 P.2d
937 (1987), Petition for Review denied. P.2d. (1987).

This case upheld the Oregon statute against contentions that
it denied equal protection (including a contention that it
created a suspect classification of minors) and a contention
that the law violated the prohibition against cruel and
unusual punishment. In the course of 1its opinion, the

Oregon Court of Appeals had the following to say:

The legislative history reveals that the law
was 1intended to meet two goals: Deterrence
of drug and alcohol possession and use among
young people and promotion of highway safety.
Both goals are legitimate. The legislature
considered the sanction appropriate to meet
these goals because of the lack of other
meaningful penalties for the group and the
recognition that driving 1is a privilege young
people do not want to lose.

We conclude that the 1interest in possessing
an operator®s license, although an important
entitlement, 1is outweighed by the State"s
goals of promoting highway safety and
deterring drug and alcohol possession and use
by those between the ages of 13 and 17.



4. Praete v. Commonwealth. 722 S.W.2d 602 (Ky App.
1987). In this case the Kentucky Court of Appeals held that
the legislature could constitutionally impose more stringent
penalties upon minors than others 1in connection with drug
and alcohol use and driving. The Court of Appeals quoted
the lower court®s statement:

Those between the ages of 16 and 18 . . . are
still deemed to be minors and the legislature
may reasonably regard them as a class
requiring closer supervision than those over
the age of 18. More importantly, the
legislature may properly decide that members
of the general public are entitled to greater
protection from those minors who have
demonstrated a lack of maturity 1in both the
consumption of alcohol and the operation of a
motor vehicle upon the highwrys of the State.

5. SOADA Statistics and Bar Graph. In my testimony
of February 10, 1988, | represented to you that "drivers
under 21 constitute 7% of the driving public, but account
for 14% of the serious drug and alcohol related accidents."”

Attachment 5 is the supporting documentation for this

statement.

6. Adolescent Drug-Taking Behavior Follow-up Study,
Juneau: Grades 7 through 12 (University of Alaska, 1987).
This 1is a five-year follow-up study on drug and alcohol use
among Juneau school students, highlighting changes from 1982

through 1987. The study 1is marked "Confidential." The



Juneau School District, however, has elected to release the

report to the public.

There are two significant findings in this report. The

first appears on page 6:

Presently, 58.4% of those surveyed, over half

of the sample, reported having tried one or

more of the chemical substances listed 1in the

qguestionnaire during their lifetime. The

number of students reported having tried one

or more drugs 1in 1982 was 42.6%. The

difference between the two statistics

represents an increase of 15.8% (over a five
year period).

This statistic should be contrasted with the Oregon
statistics set forth in Attachment 1. While the two studies
do not purport to measure precisely the same behavior (drug
and alcohol violations, as opposed to reports of lifetime
experiences with drugs and alcohol), one would logically
expect statistics regarding violations to have some logical
correspondence to usage. Without attempting to draw any
conclusions from the magnitude of change in either study, it
is significant to note that Oregon and Alaska appear to be
headed 1in quite different directions concerning the extent

of drug and alcohol usage among minors.

The second significant finding appears on page 12:



research suggested that age 13 was

initiation into drugs, but
now

Previous

the peak year for
the present findings indicate thav. age 12

appears to be the critical year for
initiation into drugs.

I cited this finding to you on page 6 of my original

testimony. I wanted the Committee to have the supporting

doc-".entation.

Thank you for the opportunity to present these

additional materials to you.
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Administrator

13 to 18 Year Old Driver®"s License Denial Law

The 13-18 year old driver"s license denial law took effect October 15,
1983. Under the terms of this law, a person between the ages 13 and
18 who 1is found to have violated alcohol or drug laws loses their
privilege to drive for one year or until age 17 whichever is longer.

A second offense results in a denial for one year or until 18,
whichever 1is longer. A judge can end the denial period after 90 days.

This law was proposed by school officials, particularly Wes Smith
(967-4515), to reduce the consumption of alcohol and other drugs by
students. The law was backed by traffic safety advocates because
juveniles who illegally consume alcohol and other drugs inevitably

either drive while under the influence or aid and abet other young
people in doing so.

This law is virtually cost-free and has been a more effective deter —
rent than the sponsors of the legislation hoped. The driver®s license

is the equivalent of a right of passage in America and is highly
prized.

Since the law took effect during 1983, a relevant evaluation is to
compare 1982 with 1984 data. The following table contains the number

of ARRESTS for juveniles (persons under 18) for offenses which
result in a denial of the driver"s license.

Offense Cateoorv // Juveniles Arrested % Chanoe "82-7"84
1982 1984

DU I 456 378 -175;

Open Container 373 205 -455i

All Liquor Law

Vio lations 4,496 3,970 -127;

AIl Drug Violations 969 755 -22%

There were 1,760 driver®s license denials for alcohol offenses in
1986. 0Of this number, 207 were second denials, 27 were third,denials,

A were fourth denials and one person was denied a driver®s license
five times.

GB:cek

bcc: Wes Smith



uulUinark 111 v. Anderson

nnd (hose people apparently is not the same, and in each®
Jiose cases they said, ‘In this case, the trial judge abused Il
tion." So | would suggest that you be very optimisty**

AV re was no discretion for the trial court U”abuse in
lhis instancS”~The judgment should have been »Ct aside as
having been gSnited in violation of ORCP QfR3(2), which
provides, in part'

"If the party against whom judgment by defmfft is sought has
appeared in the actiSn or if the party sockmg judgment has
received notice that nm party againstlvhom judgment is
sought is represented by\n attorney in”™lie pending proceed-
ing, the parly against wimmdudgmciHjis sought (or, ifappear-
ing by representative, suclAmrly'“*representntive) shall be
served with written notice of the application for judgment at
least 10 days, unless shortene$\y the court, prior to the

hearing on such application./

In Denkers u. DtirUfim Lcasfhg Co., 299 Or 54*1, 704
P2d 114 (1985), the Supreme Court hcluMiat there is no notice
requirement for the entn/of nn order of uafault. That entry is
a purely ministerial awhich may be donXby the clerk. The
ten-day notice to a/represented p-rty required by ORCP
69B(2) isa notice~fan application lor ajudgnwnt by default,
which presupposes an existing order of dclYilt. See also
Morrow Co. Sen. Dist. u. Oreg. Land and Water C\, 78 Or App

296, 716 P2d>7G6 (1986).

Htfre, defendant’s motion was to set asidAthe judg-
ment, rult the order of default. Tire motion was u\ll taken
hecaus.e of plaintiffs failure to give the notice required by
ORCjP G9B(2) after an order of default is taken. EntryVf the
judgment was therefore erroneous, nnd the court should\invc
sMyit aside.

Reversed and remanded.

INTHE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE
STATE OF OREGON

STATE OF OREGON.

Ih*sptuullenl .
f
PAULA MARIE DAY, fr/ <17l
Appellant. 7?3 4957

(M81-1158; CA AD9279)
Appeal from District Court, Douglas County.

Robert H. Anderson, Judge.
Argued and submitted September 11, 1988.
Philip M. Suarez, Roseburg, argued the cause and filed the

brief for appellant.

Carol Munson, Assistant Attorney General, Salem, argued
the cause for respondent. With her on the brief were Dave
Frohnmayer, Attorney General, and Virginia L. Linder, Solic-

itor General, Salem.
Before Buttler, Presiding Judge, and Warren and

Rossman, Judges.

ROSSMAN.J.

fa/tii, K -v
Pt-iifd o

Avi®<i- "~ cwH T
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State \

ROSSMAN, «.

Defemltinl opptids her conviction for driving while
suspended, contending that tin* statute under which her
driver's license was .suspended is unconstitutional under the
Oregon Constitution. She was looml to have violated OKS
+171.<130, which prohibits persons under 21 years of age from
possessing alcohol. Because she was 17 years old.1lher driver's
license was suspended pursuant to farmer OHS 482.593(1),-

which provided:

“Whenever nperson who is 17 years of age or younger, hut
not younger than Il years ofage. Is convic ted of any offense
described in this subsection or determined by a juvenile court
to have committed one of the described offenses, the court in
which the person is convicted shall prepare and send to the
Maotor Vehicles Division, within 24 hours of the conviction or
determination, an order of denial of driving privileges for the
Person so convicted. This section applies to any crime, vio-
ation, infraction or other offense involving the possession,
use or abuse of alcohol or controlled substances."

Defendant first contends that that statute violates
Article I, section 20, of the Oregon Constitution:

~ "No law shall be passed granting to a_n?; citizen nr class of
citizent privileges, or immunities, which, upon the same
terms, s... *not equally belong to all citizens."

She does not challenge Ihe legal authority of (he legislature to
pass legislation controlling alcohol possession or motor vehi-
cle operation, see State i\ Freeland. 295 Or 367. 667 P2d 509
(1983), but challenges the content of the statute as constitut-
ing a constitutionally impermissible classification. She con-
tends that it violates Oregon's Privileges and Immunities
Clause, either because its classification is a “suspect class" or
because the statute impinges on a "fundamental right,” either
of which requires the court to apply the strict scrutiny test.

We turn first to defendant's suspect class argument.
Here, the state has granted the privilege of driving, which,

1in Stair ex rrl Juv. Depl iy White. 81 0r App 225. *10 P2d 1279 (19801. »e held
(hat /urn\cr ORS «182.291 applied In pcn-nns up In their richiremh birthday*

"Former ORS +182591 was repealed by Or turns 1081 rh 16. § 175. and replaced
by ORS 809.260, Or tunes 1985. ch 16.1 206 (which became cffeclive' loiviory I. 1986,

Or Lows 1985. ch 16. 54761



under Article I, section 20, must be available to all citizens
"upon the same terms,” unless n denial can be reasonably
justified. Former ORS -182.593 denies driving privileges (or the
ability to apply for the privilege) to persons who are 13
through 17 years old and are guilty of being a minor in
possession. The group to whom the privilege is denied is not
based on an immutable personal characteristic that can be
suspected of reflecting "invidious" social or political premises,
/>., "prejudice or stereotyped prejudgments,” and therefore it
is not a suspect classification. See Hewitt u. SAIF, 294 Or 33,

+15, (553 1>2d 970(1982).

Because the classification is not suspect, the question
is whether the legislative distinction "bears a rational rela-
tionship to some legitimate state interest.” Ritchie f. Hoardnf
Pamir, 35 Or App 711, 717, 583 1’2d 1 (1978), adhered to as
modified 37 Or App 385, 587 P2d 103(5 (1978). See Olsen v.
Stole cvrclJohnson, 27(5 Or 9. 19, 551 P2d 139 (197(1). Wo will
not hold it invalid "if any stale of facts reasonably may be
conceived to justify it." Pmwn u. Portland School Hist, til, 48
Or App 571, 57(5, (517 P2d (505 (1980), rev'd on other grounds
29! Or 77, (528 P2d 1183 (1981).

The legislative history reveals that the law was
intended to meet two goals: deterrence of drug and alcohol
possession and use among young people and promotion of
highway safely. Both goals arc legitimate. The legislature
considered the sanction appropriate to meet these goals
because of the lack of other meaningful penalties for the group
and the recognition that driving is a privilege young people do
not want to lose. We hold that former ORS 482.593 is
rationally related to legitimate state interests.

As a separate challenge, defendant argues that the
abili'y to drive is a "fundamental right" and that, under
Article |, section 20, any infringement, of that right must be
subjected to.strict scrutiny. This federal "fundamental rights"
analysis does not apply to privileges and immunities chal-
lenges under the Oregon Constitution. In Olsen u. State ex rcl
Johnson, sopm, the court instead balanced the interest
involved against the state’sjustification for denying the inter-
est to a certain group.

Thus, we balance the privilege of driving against the
justification for denying it to persons 13 to 17 years of age who

Cite os 84 Or App 291 (1987) 295
are convicted of minor in possession. We conclude that the
interest in possessing an operator's license, although an
important entitlement, is outweighed by the state’s goals of
promoting highway safety and deterring drug and alcohol
possession and use by those between the ages of 13 and 17.
Accordingly, we hold that former ORS 482.593 does not violate

Article 1, section 20.

Defendant also argues that the statute violates Arti-
cle I, section 16, of the Oregon Constitution, which provides in
pertinent part:

“Cruel and unusual punishments shall not be inflicted, but
all penalties shall be proportioned to the offense.”

She contends that the license suspension penalty is out of
proportion (o oilier penalties for more serious conduct. .Juve-
niles are subject to legal consequences in the juvenile system,
including detention or other loss of personal freedom, for
misconduct that would not constitute a crime if committed by
an adult, e.ft.,, the status offense of being a runaway. A loss of
driving privileges for conviction of minor in possession is not a
disproportionate penalty when compared to the loss of liberty
that can bo imposed for other offenses.3

Affirmed.

1Defendant also cnnlcmU lIiml tlie statute violates Article t, section 16. because
the penally is nut edated to the offense. It is.



722 SOUTH WESTERN REPORTER,

Michael D, PRAETE. Movant,

COMMONWEALTH of
Kentucky, RespondenL

Jon T. EMNETT, Movant,

COMMONWEALTH of
Kentucky, RespondenL

Court of Appeals of Kentucky,
Jan. 9, 1987.

On discretionary review from orders of
the Circuit Court, Taylor County, William
M. Hall, J., and the Circuit Court, Fayette
County, Armand Ar.gelucci, J., the Court of
Appeals, Wilhoit, J., held that statute relat-
ing to revocation of driver’s license upon
conviction for driving under the influence,
by providing for potentially harsher penal-
ties for driven under age 18, did not vio-
late equal protection, did not constitute spe-
cial legislation and did not contravene pro-

hibition against cruel and unusual punish-
ment.

Affirmed.

1. Constitutional Law <5=230.5
Automobile drivers under age of 18 do
not constitute suspect class for purposes of

equal protection analysis. U.S.C.A. ConsL
Amend. 14.

2. Automobiles <2=132
Constitutional Law <2=230.5
Criminal Law C=12J3.2(l)
Statutes <5=77(1)

Statute relating to revocation of driv-
er’s license upon conviction for driving un-
der the influence, by providing for poten-
tially harsher penalties for drivers under
age 18, did not violate equal protection, did
not constitute special legislation and did
not contravene prohibition against cruel
and unusual punishmenL KRS 1S9A.070,
189A.070(1, 2); U.S.C.A. ConsLAmend3. 8,
14; ConsL § 17.

Phil Allan Bertram, Bertram & c«

Campbell3ville, for movant Michael n
Praete.

Jim M. Alexander, Alexander <€ Schreia.
er, Lexington, for movant Jon T. Emnea.

David L. Armstroig, Atty. Gen., Kay

Winebrenner, Asst. Atty. Gen., Frankfort,
for respondent Com.

Before CLAYTON, HAYES and
WILHOIT, JJ.

WI1LHOIT, Judge.

These two cases are before the Court on
discretionary review from an opinion and
order of the Fayette Circuit Court and of
the Taylor Circuit Court which affirmed
orders of the respective district courts.
The only question presented is whether
KRS 189A.070 is unconstitutional.

Section (1) of KRS 189A.070 provides
that if a person 18 years of age or older is
convicted of operating a motor vehicle
while under the influence of alcohol or oth-
er impairing substance, that person's driv-
er’s license shall be revoked for six months
for the first offense, 12 months for the
second, and 24 months for subsequent of-
fenses. Section (2) of the statute provides
that if a person under the age of eighteen
is convicted of such an offense, his driver’s
license shall be revoked until he reaches
the age of 18 or for the period of time set
out in Section (1), whichever is longer.

The movants contend that the statute's
disparate treatment of drivers under the
age of 18 and those over that age offends
both the Constitution of the United States
and the Constitution of Kentucky. They
maintain that the equal protection guaran-
tee of the Fourteenth Amendment to the
United States Constitution is violated be-
cause the statute has created a "suspect
classification" (drivers who have not yet
reached the age of majority), which re-
quires strict scrutiny by the courts, and
that there is no rational basis for not im-
posing the same penalty upon all drivers
who are under the legal age for drinking
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PRAETE v. com.
Cite u, ky.App 722 S.WJJ 602

(21). rather than singling out those who are
ucder 18 for potentially harsher treatment.

(j) We do not believe that automobile
Jriver3 under the age of 13 constitute h
juspect class for purposes of equal protec-
tion analysis. See Massachusetts Board of
Retire"'ent v. Murgia, -127 U.S. 307, 96
S.CL 2562. 49 L.Ed.2d 520 (1976); hence,
we must consider only whether the stat-
ute's treatment of those under 18 is so
unrelated to the achievement of any legit-
imate purpose that we can only conclude
that the legislature’s actions were irration-
iL See Vance v. Bradley, 440 U.S. 93, 99
S.Ct 939, 59 LEd.2d 171 (1979).

[2] The opinion of Judge Angelucci of
tie Fayette Circuit Court points out as well
is could we why the statute does not fail
the "rational basis test." That opinion held
as follows:

While it is true that individuals between

the ages of eighteen and twenty-one can-

not legally purchase alcoholic beverages
in Kentucky, under KRS 2.015 they are
deemed to be adults for all other pur-
poses unless they are handicapped.

eighteen, on the other hand, are still
deemed to be minors and the legislature
may reasonably regard them as a class
requiring closer supervision than those
over the age of eighteen. More impor-
tantly, the legislature may properly de-
cide that members of the general public
are entitled to greater protection from
those minors who have demonstrated a
lick of maturity in both the consumption
of alcohol and the operation of a motor
vehicle upon the highways of the state.

For these same reasons the statute does
flat constitute special legislation in contra-

vention of Section 59 of the Kentucky Con-
stitution. The statute applies equally to all
drivers who have not attained the age of
majority, and as pointH out by Judge An-
gelucci, there are distinctive and natural
reasons, based upon a consideration of ma-
turity, or rather a lack thereof, for making
such a classification. As also pointed out,
the classification beare a reasonable rela-
tionship to the legislative purpose of pro-
tecting public safety. See Schoo v. Rose,
Ky., 270 S.V/.2d 940 (1954). Likewise, the
statute does not violate Section 3 of the
Kentucky Constitution. See Markendorf
v. Friedman, 2SO0 Ky. 484, 133 S.W.2d 516,
127 A.L.R. 416 (1939).

Finally, we do not believe that the stat-
ute contravenes the prohibition against cru-
el and unusual punishment found in the
Eighth Amendment to the United States
Constitution, or Section 17 of the Kentucky
Constitution. For one thing, the penalty
imposed upon those under 18 does not
shock the conscience, neither is it greatly
disproportionate to the offense, ncr does it
go beyond what is necessary to achieve the

monwealth, Ky., 429 S.\W.2d 374, 33 A.L.
R.3d 326 (1968).

The judgments of the trial
affirmed.

courts are

All concur.
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By H. Wesley Smith

Whnt H. Wesley Smith was a school
principal in Albany, Oregon, he led the
movement to enact the 1983 Oregon law
that suspended the driving privileges of
teenagers who violated alcoholand drug
laws.

n 19B31 was principal ofaschool

that was considered to have an
outstanding drug education pro-
gram. And yet, the students were
still using drugs.

| felt there had to be a way to
motivate young people to stop using
drugs. I thought that students might
be encouraged to stay away from
drugs to protect their privilege of
driving. Receiving a driver's license
is important to a teenager.

With this in mind, | exercised rnv
right as an Oregonian to submit a
proposal to the state legislature. My
proposal stipulated that 13- to 17-
year-olds found in violation of anv
drug nralcohol laws would lose their
driving privileges for | year or until
age 17. whichever was longer. The
violator would be unable toapplv for
alicense during the pcnaliv period.
In the <aseol a 1S-ycar-old violator,
the youth would have to wait until
age 17 toapplv. invoicing the I-year
pcnaltv alter the voulh became
eligible at the age ol Ili. This pcnaltv
would be imposed u hether or not a
motor velnrle was involved. A sec-
ond violation would require the
suspension ol driving privileges lor
J years or until age. IS. whichever
was longer. I'lie proposal also provi-
ded .m appeals procedure.

Alter much deliberation, the
"Oregon Denial Law" was passed hi
IUS3. Il,elaw was creduc'd with

Denial
inDrug Use

Law Causes Sharp Decline

Driving Under the Influence Arrests

" erglV-."
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"Open C.oniainer-iii-Car Violations

KISt
182

[ I
No. of arrests  1Jit) 200

All Licpior lain Violations

[IHti
I I
No. ol arrests hifel] 201
All Diug Violaiions
(85 1] [

No. ol airests IO

i r 1

ill mm fitll)
i i i
i 1t liolo



reducing juvenile drug arrests 22

percent by the end of 1984 and an

additional 7 percent by the end of

1986. Open-container-in-vehicle

violations were reduced 45 percent

by the end of 1984 and an additional

19 percent by the end of 1986.

The most persuasive arguments
in favor of the law's concept were:
¢ It helped youth by giving them

a reason to say "no" which was

acceptable to their peers.

e lItgavejudges an effective tool to
use in responding to drug vio-
lators.

* Incontrastto traditional preven-
tion programs, this penalty
program was nearly cost-free to
the state.

e It provided positive reinforce-
ment to drug-free teenagers by
maintaining their eligibility to
drive.

e It demonstrated society's com-
mitment to light drug use by
taking firm legal action.

e It provided an absolute conse-
quence to drug violations.

e« The law supported parents,
schools, and others figluingdrug
abuse.

Passage of the law was not without
struggle. Although opponents of
the bill criticized it as harsh, and
possibly in violation of the state
constitution, we answered those
criticisms. Oregon courts have up-
held the law.

Public response to the law has
been overwhelmingly positive. To
obtain more information about the
law. write to H. Wesley Smith,
Assistant to the Superintendent.
Cteater Albanv Public Schools. 718
Seventh Avenue. S.W.. Albanv. OR
9/.121 or telephone (5031967-4515.

THE CHALLENGE 1

tSeniai AJwneiid

In April 1987, the Oregon Courtof Appeals upheld that state's "Denial
Law," which had been challenged on state constitutional grounds. In
affirming the constitutionality of the statute, the court held that:

e« The law meets itstwo intended goals—deterrence ofdrug and alcohol
possession and use and promotion of highway safety; and

« A teenager’s interest in possessing a driver's license is outweighed by
the state's goals in this instance.

The courtalso rejected the claim that enforcementof the law constituted
cruel and unusual punishment, that it treated minorsunconstitutionally as
a"suspectclass." and that the license suspension penalty isout of proport.on
to more serious conduct.

The statute also survived an earlier court challenge based on arguments

that it denied students their rights to equal protection under the state
constitution.

32323s hvSiJ-tas'y 1©srs

Several states have been actively considering proposals similar to Oregon's
"denial” law. Here’sa progress report from around the country:

New Jersey’s new anti-drug law, effective since July 1987, contains
provisions that relate drug use to driving privileges. New Jersey minors
face a$55.0 fineand a6-inonih license suspension ifcaught with even one
marijuana cigarette. Students found in possession ofdrugs before receiving
a driver's license will have to wait 6 months past the normal date of
eligibility before applying for a driver’s license.

Missouri students will be subject to provisions of that state’snew "abuse
and lose" law scheduled totakeeffecton Sepiember28,1987. In Missouri,
students under age 21 who are convicted ofdrunk drivingor drug violations
stand to lose theirdriving privilege for 1year. Those under 16 would face
a lyear suspension beginning on their 16th birthday.These strict penalties
also apply to students convicted of falsifying identification cards or earning
such cards.

The California legislature is considering a bill that would suspend nr
delav driving privileges of residents under 21 who are convicted of drug
violations. Conviction for any drug or alcohol violation would result in a
mandatory |-year suspension of driving privileges for those with licenses.
Students under 16 would be penalized by delaying theireligibility to drive
for | year. The bill passed the California Senate by a vote of 21 to 4 and
lias been forwarded to the Assembly for further consideration.

In Georgia. Representative Thomas E. Wilder lias introduced a bill in
the General Assembly to deny auto licenses until the age of 17 to persons
convicted ot misdemeanors while under the influcucenfalcohol or drugs.

Wilder plans to seek passage of the bill in the next session of the General
Assembly.
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A PUBLICATION OF WSSAC

Focusing On
The Future

‘Abuse Free Washington’

WHAT.  5th Annual WSSAC Legis-
lative Update Event
WHEN:  Wednesday, January 27,
1988, 9:00 a.m.-3:00 p.m.
WHERE: Westwater Inn, Olympia
WHY:  -To disseminate factual informa-

tion for use in your community.
-To provide an op,oonunlty to
interact with your legislators.
-To provide an opportunity for
adults and youth statewide to
network. _

-To focus on how best to insure
continued emphasis on this
social issue.

Mark your calendars now and watch for

details.

lan to attend..another WSSAC

event scheduled with YOU in mind.

The 1, \V/.ZBZI'/i WEIimRC:

Students Irom Kennewick High, the 1988 Challenger
School, acce{)t a trophy from Olympic Gold Mrwalist
r

Debbie Arms

ong and Governor Booth Gardm r at

a Recognition Rally in Olympia.
73% ol Kennewick's 1550 students took the pledgel

Number 3

Alcohol, Other Drugs And The Law

This is a summary of the Washington
laws pertaining to the possession and use
of alcohol and other drugs by minors, and
to the Adult Responsibility for the use of
alcohol and other drugs by minors. For
more information, please contact your at-
torney or local law enforcement agency.

1. Minorinpossession, or consum-

ing alcohol: Any person under age 21
who has alcohol in their possession may be
quilty of misdemeanor, punishable by afine
up to $500 and/or 60 days maximum in
jail. It is also unlawful for a person under
age 21 to consume alcohol unless; 1) it is
done with parental or guardian ag roval at
the parents or guardians home, f_n IS ad-
ministered by a physician or dentist from
medical purﬁose_s, .33/ it is consumed in con-
nection with religious services. Consump-
tion of alcohol by a minor under any other
circumstances isa misdemeanor punishable
by a fine of up to $500 and/or imprison-
ment of up to 60 days. (RCW 66.44.270)

1GYOUTH OHAL1.L £MGH: !

Orugs tnccmirn ::oon! i
1
Campaign nins mid-January to mid-March. i
Registered schools collect signatures Irom those
students who choose to say NOI to the use
ol harmful and illegal chemical substances.
All'mlddlo, [uniorand senior highs in
Washington may participate!

VopiSIC-S-.
"rroonrgt n. ...

Last year, 24,000 kids fgr.6-12)
in 78 Washington schools signed!

Watch the next issue of the
Straight Source for details.

2. Parental permission: Any parent or
guardian may permit his or her child, who
IS under 21, to consume alcohol in their
home. (RCW 66.44.070)

3. Supplying liquor to minors: Any
person, ot?]/er than a consenting parent or
guardian who furnishes alcohol to a minor
IS guilty of supplying liquor to @ minor. This
includes a Person who allows a minor to
consume alcohol on premises under his/
her control. Such an offense is a misde-
meanor punishable by a fine of up to $500
and/or imprisonment of up to 60 days.
(RCW 66.44.270)

4. Driving while under the influ-
ence of intoxication and/or drugs:
It is unlawful for a person under the in-
fluence of intoxicating liquor or other drugs
to drive Driving under the influence of
alcohol/other drugs isa gross misdemeanor
punishable by a minimum fine of $400 and
up to 180 days in jail (mandatory minimum
jail sentence of 1 aﬁ/L Upon conviction, the
operators license will be suspended unt? age
19 for a minor. Subsequent offenses result
in &neaterfmes and penalties. (RCW 46.61
502-504)

5. Minors in taverns: Itis unlawful for
any person under age 21 to be found in
or about a tavern, regaidless of whether that
person is consuming alcohol. This offense
Isa misdemeanor and punishable by a fine
of up to $350 and/or imprisonment of up
to 90 days. (RCW 66.44.310)

6. False identification to obtain li-
quor: It is a misdemeanor for a person
under age 21 to use identification to make
false representations as to his age to obtain
liquor. It is also unlawful to transfer iden-
tification to a person under age 21 for such
purposes. Violation results in a fine of ug
to $350 and/or imprisonment of up to 9
days. (RCW 66.44.325)

—continues on page 2



ALASKA

WE SUPPORT

HB3&1 - "Use | Lose’

CSSB331 - Drug Paraphernalia

HB174 - Minor drinking at ho«e
SB32 - Marijuana ftecrinnalization

HB361 s
newsletter.

explained  elsewhere

CSSB331  would wake

HP174 would correct a problei
state law where a linor can
alcoholic beverage in the hoie wi
pernssion and then leave the
under the influence.

SB32

passed the Senate 15 -3

1968. Me have less than eighty
this bill to the floor of the
vote.

it illegal to sell drug
paraphernalia anywhere in the state.

Yy tu th i

LEGISLATIVE UPDATF

WE DO NOT SUPPORT

CSHB283 - Drug Testing

Dur

objections to HB283 - Drug Testing - are

that we support drug testing, and this bill

as

in this

presently

written would disallow

prt-eiployaent testing which has been court

tested &
aust be done
that a positive

by a second test.

upheld. Me do feel that testing
in a qualified laboratory and
test should be followed up

Me do not feel that drug

. testing should be wused to fire an iipaired
in present i
person, but to help that eiployee get
consuae an
treataent.
th parental
h whil . -
0s€ ¢ Me urge each of you to send a public opinion
aessage  (POM). Mrite a letter or aake a
Feb. 18 phone call to your Senator and
7 Representative.  Hake your opinions known on
days to get .
these issues.
House for a

C OREGON SAYS "NO" TO DRIVING BY MINORS WHO USE DRUGS

by H. Wesley Smith

In 191) | was principal of a school that was
considered to have an outstanding drug educa-
tion program. And yet, the students were still

using drugs.

| felt there had to be a way to motivate young
people to slop using drugs. 1thought that stu-
dents might be encouraged to stay away from
drugs to prulect their privilege of driving.
Receiving a driver's license is important to a
teenager.

With this in mind, | exercised my right as an
Oregonian to submit a proposal to the state
legislature. My proposal stipulated that 13- to
17-year-olds found in violation of any drug or
alcohol laws would lose their driving privileges
lor one year or until age 17, whichever was
longer. The violator would be unable to apply
for a license during the penalty period. In the
cate of a l)-year-olU violator, the youth would
have to wait until age 17 to apply, invoking
the l-year penalty alter the youth became eli-
gble at the age ol 16. This penalty would be
Imposed whether or not a motor vehicle was
involved. A second violation would require the
suspension ol driving privileges lor two years
or until age IS, whichever was longer. A
second violation would require the suspension
ol driving privileges for two years or until age
II, whichever was longer. The proposal also
>-»*ided an appeals procedure.

much deliberation, the “Oregon Denial

Law" was passed in 191). The law was credited
with reducing juvenile drug arrests 22 percent
by the end ol 19S9 and an additional 7 percent
by the end ol 1916. Operyv-container-in-vehicle
violations were reduced Ni percent by the end
ol 1934 and an additional 19 percent by the
end of 1916.

The most persuasive arguments in favor of the
law's concept were:

¢ It helped youth by giving them a reason to
say "no" which was acceptable to their
peers.

* It gave judges an effective tool to use in
responding in drug violators.

« In contrast to traditional prevention
programs, this penalty program was nearly
cost-free to the slate.

* |t provided positive reinforcement to
drug-lree teenagers by maintaining their
eligibility to drive.

* |t provided an absolute consequence to drug
violations.

« The law supported parents,- schools, and

others lighting drug abuse.

Passage ol the law was riot without struggle.
Although opponents ol the bill criticized it as
harsh, and possibly in violation ol the state
constitution, we answered those criticisms.

Oregon courts have upheld the law. Public re-

to the law has been overwhelmingly
positive. To obtain more information about the
law write to H. Wesley Smith, Assistant to the
Superintendent, Greater Albany Public Schools,
711 Seventh Ave., SW., Albany, OR 97)21 or
telephone (503) 967-6313.

OREGON DENIAL LAW UPHELD

In April 1917, the Oregon Court of Appeals
upheld that state's "Denial Law,"” which had
been challenged on state constitutional
grounds. In affirming the constitutionality ol
the statute, the court held thati

¢ The law meets its two intended goals -
deterrence of drug and alcohol possession
and use and promotion of highway salctyi

« A teenager's interest in possessing a
driver's license is outweighed by the state's
goals in this instance.

The court also rejected the claim that enforce-
ment of the Law constituted cruel and unusual
punishment, that it treated minors unconstitu-
tionally at a “suspect dau,” and that the
license suspension penalty is out ol proportion
to more serious cinduct.

The statute also survived an earlier court chal-
lenge based on argunentt that it denied
students their rights to equal protection vaver
the stale constitution.



Confidential
Adolescent Drug-Taking Behavior Followup Study

Juneau: Grade 7 thru 12

THE CENTER
S FOR
ALCOHOL
AND
ADDICTION STUDIES

°fFAlaska

Bernard Segal, Ph.D.
The Center for Alcohol and AddicUMjBtudies
University of Alsska”AnchorageC/” .V
October, 1987---------- —

Funded by a grant from the State Office of Alcoholism and Drugs Abuse,
Depaerment of Health and Social Services



Preface

Adolescent prug-Taking Behavior Followup Studu
(Preliminary Findings)

During 1981 and.1982 an extensive statewide study, sponsored by the State
Office of Alcoholis'm and Drug abuse (SOADA), was undertaken by the Center
for Alcohol and Addiction Studies (CAAS) to estimate the prevalence of
drug-taking behavior among Alaskan youth. A comprehensive report of the
findings was released in 1983 (Segal et al., 1983). That research involved
eight widely separated urban and rural school districts representative of the
different regions of Alaska, except for the Aleutian chain. The locations were
Anchorage, Juneau, Bethel, Fairbanks, Juneau, Kotzebue, Nome, and Sitka.
These sites were selected in order to obtain arepresentative sample of the
state’s junior and senior high school students. This research also served to
establish baseline information about drug-taking behavior among Alaskan
youth so that comparisons could be made with subsequent sluaieo.

The present research, also under the auspices of a grant from SOADA, is a
follow-up study of the initial study undertaken during 1981-1982. The overall
aims of the current study are: (1) to assess the nature and extent of current
drug-taking behavior among Alaskan youth, (2) to compare the current findings
with the initial study of drug-taking behavior, (3) to examine psychosocial
characteristics associated with use and nonuse of chemical substances, and
(4) to explore some of the implications that the findings have for prevention
of substance abuse. Some of the specific objectives are:

(1) To obtain demographic and socialization information about adolescents
in grades 7-12 relative to use or nonuse of chemical substances.

(2) To obtain information on the prevalence of specific chemical suostances,
including alcohol and tobacco.

(3) To obtain data relating to the patterns of drug-taking behavior,
including alcoholic beverages and tobacco products.

(4) To obtain data relating to actual or perceived peer group use of specific
drugs, including alcohol and tobacco.

(5) To obtain information on the consequences of drug-taking behavior

(6) To obtain information about which factors serve to contribute to or
mitigate against drug-taking behavior.



The preliminory results of the study pertoining to Juneou students is
presented os o confidential report to the Juneau Borough School District. The
findings will not be made public in any manner* by CAAS, and will not be
oresented in any way that will allow Juneau to be identified in published
documents. If the school district chooses to make the findings public, only
then will the information be in the public domain.

This document presents a summaru of the major findinos. specifically
focusing on substance use, alcohol, and tobacco. Comparisons will be made
with previous findings and with findings from other Alaska communities. A
complete report of the findings will be released by SOADA upon the study’'s
completion. Additional findings pertaining to Juneau will be forwarded after
further analysis of the data is completed.

I would like to express my appreciation to the Juneau Borough Schools for
enabling me to include Juneau in this follow-up study.

Bernard Segal, Ph.D.
Principal Researcher and,
Director, Center for Alcohol and Addiction Studies



identifying information on the questionnaire was age, gender, grade, and
ethnicity, none of which could be used to identify any single student.

Method
Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in the 1987 study was similar to the one used in the
previous study, but with a different format. The questionnaire was designed
to be self-administered and restricted to an administration time of one class
period (about 50 minutes). The types of data items outlined below were
collected through the questionnaire shown in Appendix A.

(1) Demographic
This section included question that inquired about: gender, ethnic
background, age, participation in drug education programs, grades obtained,
and length of time lived in community.

(2) Drug Usage
Information on drug usage included an extensive set of question on
nonprescriptive or social/recreational use of marijuana , cocaine, crack,
stimulants, hallucinogens, depressants, heroin/inhalants, and
tranquilizers, with specific reference to recency 8nd frequency of use,
problems from use, age of first use, and level of peer use.

(3) Alcohol ' -
This section includes information about the quantity and frequency of
consumption, and about some adverse consequences of drinking.

(4) Tobacco : &
Information on cigarette smoking and on use otsmokeless tobacco
products, including the quantity and frequency of use. s

(5) Personality Items -’

The use or nonuse of drugs is in part influenced by personality -|
characteristics. The incorporation of a measure of personality attributes

facilitates an evaluation of what,personality traits are related or ..* ”
unrelated to nonuse of drugs and to differing pattern of drug use.

The Sample

Sampling within the Juneau schools was undert”™en by the School District
itself, utilizing the method of stratified random sampling to obtain a
representative sample of students in grades 7-12. Stratification was based
on class and gender. A total of 418 completed questionnaires were obtained.
A response rate cannot be provided because the total number of students asked
to complete the questionnaire is not known. Additionally, since the total



number of students in grades 7-12 is not known, it is not possible to report
what percentage of the total population of students in grades 7-12 is
represented in the sample.

A description of the samples follows.

Characteristics of the Juneau Student Sample

Gender i 96
Males 199 47.6
Females 218 52.2
Unreported L .2
Total 148

*Not reported

Ethnicitu

Alaska Native

White
Am.
Asian-Pacific
Black
Hispanic
Other

Not reported

Indian

N

41
317

n
21
10
6
6
6

%

10.0
75.8

2.6
5.0
2.4
1.4
1.4
1.4

Grade

7

8

9

10
1
12
NR*

Participation bu School. Gender*, and Grade*

Grade
School

Drake
Males
Females
Dryden
Males
Females
J. Alternative
Males
Females
Juneou-Douglas H.S.
Males
Femoles

Total:
Males

Females

7
21
22

20

2/

86

8 9
22
27
17
21
1 19
15
1
25
88 70

JO

37
28

66

11

37
41

78

J1

43
49

37
44

21
15

13
16

98
110
29 417
199
218

*One student did not report gender, and one did not indicate grade.

N
86
88
70

66
78
29

1

Tptal

%
20.6
21.1
16.7

15.8
18.7
6.9

The extent to which this sample is representative of the school district’s
student population cannot be estimated because the actual class sizes and



representation by gender are unknown. What is evident, however, is that the
sample is that seniors ore underrepresentoted and, overall, more females than
moles are represented in the sample.

Results

Part |I. Chemical Substances

Qpportunitu to Tru and Truing Drugs

Trying mood-altering drugs does not occur without an opportunity to be
exposed to such substances. After exposure, a choice is then made to try or
not try a given drug. Table 1, which is represented graphically in Figure 1,
presents the findings with respect to the number of students who indicated
that they had an opportunity to try one or more of the different mood-altering
substances listed in the questionnaire. A comparison with the 1902 findings
is also presented.

inspection of the findings indicate that some changes in students' oppor-
tunity to try, or exposure to, chemical substances has occurred since 1982.
host noticeoble is the increose in opportunities tn try inhalonts (+18.9%),
which is almost doubled since 1982. A large increose in opportunities to try
tronquilizers (+11.0%) hos also taken place. In contrast, opportunities to try
cocaine decreased since 1982 (-4.5%). Although some other changes have also
occurred, the nature of these shifts suggest that exposure to these substances
has remained fairly constant. Overall, what these findings suggest is that
adolescents may be trying to keep up with current drug trends or “fads." It is
thus possible that an octual increose in the actuol available of these
substances has not occurred, but that the changes reported by the students
reflects a shift in their pattern of use.

Lifetime Experience (Prevalence)

(1) Prevalence of Use: Trying One or More Drugs

Figure 2A shows how many respondents reported actually having tried one or
more chemical substances. Presently, 58.4 percent of those surveyed, over
half of the sample, reported having tried one or more of the chemical
substances listed in the questionnaire during their lifetime. The number of
students reported having tried one or more drugs in 1982 was 42.6 percent.
The difference between the two statistics represents an increase of 15.8
percent (over a five year period). Table 2 shows the patterns of use reported
by the students.

(2) Lifetime Prevalence: (Ever vs. Never Trying a Chemical Substance)
Table 2, accompanied by Figure 2B, indicates how many adolescents in the



Prug

Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants
Tranquilizers
Crack

Table 1

Opportunity to Try and Trying Drugs:
Comparison of 1982 and 1987 Findings

Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12

1987
(n=418)
Percent of Sample
Havina a Chance to Tru

69.4
251
30.1

8.6
47.4
46.2
22.7
24.2

1.4

1982
(n=298)
Percent of Sample
Havina a chance to Try

68.7

26.5

34.6

9.1

285

44.6

18.1

134



Tranquilizers

Inhalants

Heroin

Depressants

Hallucinogens

Stimulants

Cocaine

Marijuana

Figure 1

Juneau Schools

Opportunity to Try Chemical

Substances

Comparison of 1987 and 1982 Findings

Grades 7-12

Percent of Sample

U 1982 (n=298)

| |1 987 (n=413)



Figure 2A
Junenu Schools
Lifetime Experience with One or More Chemicol Substances
Grades 7-12
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Table 2
Lifetime Experience with One or More
Chemical Substances
1982 and 1987
Juneau Schools

Grodes 7-12
Lower* 1987 Upper* 1982

Druq Limit (n=418) Limit (n=298) Chanoe
Marijuana 48.5 53.3 58.1 51.7 .+ 1.6%
Hallucinogens 10.6 13.9 17.2 8.1 + 5.8%
Cocaine 9.5 12.7 15.9 18.8 - 6.1%
Heroin 0.8 2.2 3.6 2.7 - 5%
Inhalants 18.2 22.2 26.2 20.8 + 1.4%
Stimulants 25.0 29.4 33.8 32.2 - 2.8%
Depressants 8.2 11.2 14.2 12.8 -1.6%
Tranquilizers 9.5 12.7 15.9 9.4 -3.3%
Crack 0.3 1.4 2.5 - -

*95% C .idifence Interval. These figures repesent the lower and upper

confidence intervals within which the true population value lies (95 out of
100 times).



Substance

Tranquilizers

Inhalants

Heroin

Depressants

Hallucinogens

Stimulants

Cocaine

Marijuana
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Figure

2B
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sample indicated having tried one or more of the different substances during
their lifetime. (Also incorporated in Toble 2 are the upper and lower
confidence levels for the statistics obtained from the 1987 sample. These
figures represent the ronge within which the true populoticn value would be
found 95 out of 100 times.) Based on these findings it is clear that marijuana
was the most commonly experienced drug, but that the number of adolescents
trying it has increased very slightly since 1982 (+1.6% ). The largest increase
in lifetime experience wos for hallucinogens (+5.8%). Experiences with
cocaine have shown a decrease (-6.1%), and stimulant use has also declined
(-2.8%). Inhalants have shown a modest increase of 1.4%.

The overall pattern of use, however, has generally remained the same since
the initial study. Marijuana, stimulants, and inhalants, continue to be the top
three drugs tried, respectively. Cocaine, which was fourth in 1982, is
presently tied for fifth place with tranquilizers. The decline in the prevalence
of cocaine is consistent with national trends indicating a decrease in its use
among youth (NIDA, 1987).

Number of Drugs Tried

Figure 3 shows the number of drugs tried by gender. The largest number of
students tried only one drug, with males exceeding females by 14.2%, but more
females tried two or three drugs than males. An equal number of moles and
females have tried four drugs (50%), after which the pattern varies between
males and females os to who hod tried more drugs. After four drugs, however,
as the number of drugs tried increases, the numbnerof students trying five or
more drugs decreases.

i

Experience With Drugs bu Grade

Figure 4A provides a report of drug use according to grade and gender. What
this table describes is the percentage of students who have tried one or more
drugs by the time they hove reached their current grade level. Inspection of
the data shows that as grade level increases there is a corresponding increase
in drug-taking behavior. The increase between grades 7 - 10 is particularly
striking, increasing at what appears to be a consistent rate of about 6 percent
per year. Although there is a slight decreose in the number of students who
tried drugs by the 11th grade, this decline is offset by a slight increase in
drug use among seniors (12th grade).

Experience with Druos bu Gender Within Grode Levels

Figure 48 expands the data in Table 4A by including gender. As can be
observed, in the early grades (7 and 8) males tend to have tried more drugs
than females, but that by the 9th and 10th grades, females begin to exceed
males with respect to experiences with chemical substances. These two
grades also appear to be the grades levels during which drug-taking behavior
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Number of Drugs tried by Gender
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
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Figure 48

Experience with Drugs by Gender and Grade
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Grades 7-12

1987
60 ->
Males
50 -
3 -
a 40 Mil
3>
3 MU
30 - W
1115 liilillr
JH I U

20 o M

G
%

T Sill m

' N LGN

difl

it #{j#'!!_ ijijiih

7 8 9 10

(rv=25) (r>=41) (n-44) (n=53)

Grade

i
1S

« i
it
i

(n=56)

X:| Females

12
(n=24)



begins to peak. By the 11th and 12th grades dr jgs-toking behavior begins to
decline, with more females, having experienced drugs in the 11th grade than
molest This process is dramatically reversed in the 12th grade where

femoles exceeded the number of moles with respect to drug- toking behovior.

Freouencu and Recencu of Use

The report thus far has described data pertaining to lifetime experience
with drugs, that is, ever having tried one or more drugs without respect to the
number of times tried or how recently a drug may have been taken. This
section focuses on how may times respondents reported having used a drug
during the month prior to sampling (past month), during post year, and during
their lifetime. The data is based on on analysis of the reports of use by those
adolescents who have indicated that they have tried any substance. Both crack
and heroin were not included because of their low prevalence rates. It should
be noted that the reports of lifetime experience, past year, and past month
experiences may not have been treated as mutually exclusive categories by the
respondents. Therefore the data presented may reflect a summation of
experiences, in which an individual reported that he or she tried a substance
once during their lifetime, which occurred either during the past year or past
month or both. It is imperative to recognize that the following seven figures
(5A-5G) depict three unigue percentages (lifetime, past year, past month)
derived from the total number of students who ever tried each of the sub-
stances. The number of students who have ever tried each substance for the
given time period is included in the legend within each figure.

1. Marijuana

Figure 5A shows the distribution of reports of freguency and recency of use
of marijuana. What is evident is that the prevalence of marijuana has been
high, and that both experimental and regular use has occurred. Experimental
use (1-2 times) was highest during the past month, suggesting ongoing
infreguent or experimental use. In contrast to this pattern, a large number of
students have used marijuana more extensively. Over 30$ of those having used
marijuana did so 40 or more times during their lifetime, over 20 percent did
so during the past year, and slightly over 5 percent reported having used
marijuana forty or more times during the past month. Overall, many students
have apparently tried and continue to use marijuana, following a pattern that
ranges from infreguent to what may be termed "regular™ use.

2. Cocaine

Table 5B shows that of those adolescents who have indicated having tried
cocaine at some point in their life, the clear majority do so experimentally or
infreguently (five times or less). Of these, 80 percent had tried it during the

past month, over 50 percent reported having tried it during the past year, and
over 40 percent hod tried it at some point during their lifetime. A smoll



40

Figure 5A
Frequency and Recency of Marijuana Use
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987



Figure 5B
Frequency ond Recency of Cocaine Use
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987
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Figure 5C
Frequency and Recency of Stimulant Use
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987
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Figure 5D
Frequency and Recency of Hallucinogen Use
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987
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Percent of Students Vho Tried Depressants

Figure 5E
Frequency and Recency of Depressant Use
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987
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Figure 5F
Frequency and Recency of lhnalants Use
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12

1987
BED Lifetime (n=92)
0O Past year(n=38)
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Percent of Students Vho Tried Tranquilizers

Figure 56
Frequency and Recency of Tranquilizers Use
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987
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Figure 6
Age of Iniation into
Marijuana, Stimulants, and Cocaine
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987
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morijuono, stimulants, ond inhalants, the three drugs tried mo3t frequently by
the somple. At nine years years or less a small number of students have been
initiated into substance use, with the highest number trying an inhalant type
substance. Subsequent to nine years there is a decrease in initiation until age
12, where the first major peak occurs for all three substances. This high
initiation level then drops sharply for inhalants, increases slightly for
marijuana, and remains stable for stimulants at age 13. Subsequent to this
point initiation into marijuana declines sharply. By age 14 initiation into
stimulants peaks again at age 14, then drops sharply. Initiation into inhalants
also increases, and then declines.

What the configuration of these three curves suggests is that inhalants
tended to be used more than marijuana ond stimulants at an early age, but that
as age increases, interest shifts to experiencing marijuana and stimulants.
Twelve years appears to correspond to a ‘critical period” of initiation into
tying marijuana, inhalants, and stimulants. Subsequent to age 12 initiation to
these substances declines, except for stimulants, which seems to attract the
attention of 14 year olds. The data also suggests that if these substances
were not tried by or before age before age 17, initiation into their use
declines.

Part Il. Alcohol
Lifetime Prevalence of Experience with Alcohol

Figure 7 shows the number of students who reported ever having tried
alcohol in 1987 and 1982. (The lower confidence limit for the statistic
pertaining to the number of students who drank is 64.7; the upper limit is
73.5.) As can be observed, the prevalence of lifetime experience with alcohol
has decreased very slightly (1.4%) since 1982. The difference, however, is
sufficiently small to conclude that the number of students who tried alcohol
in 1982 and in 1987 remains at a consistent level.

Frequencu of Drinking During the Past 30 Daus

Figure 8 reports the frequency of alcohol consumption among students who
indicated having consumed alcohol during the past 30 days. Of those, over 30%
indicated that they did not drink during the past 30 days. Among those who did
report that they consumed alcohol, the largest number reported drinking 2-3
times a week. What seems evident from the data is that alcohol is being
consumed, and its use ranges from infrequent for a majority of respondents, to
more frequently (more than 3-4 times a week) for a smaller number of
students.

Drinkino bu Gender

Figure 9 reports on use of alcohol by gender, comparing lifetime and past
year experience with alcohol. Interestingly, more females than males showed

10



Figure 7
Lifetime Experience With Alcohol
Comparison of 1982 and 1987
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12

Ever Never Ever Never
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Figure O
Freguency of Drinking Past 30 Days
Juneau Schools Grades 7-12
1987
(n=289)

Percent
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Figure 9
Alcohol Use by Gender During
Lifetime ond Past Yeor
Juneau Schools
1987

Lifetime



both higher rotes of lifetime prevalence ond use during the post yeor

Consequences of Drinking

Figure 10 shows how mony respondents reported the frequency with which
their dnnking resulted in either feeling high, getting drunk or very high, or in
having gotten sick during the post yeor. Inspection of the findings indicote
that most of the students who drank did so to get high, but many of those who
did drink experienced drunkenness or became sick one er more times. There
are some students, however, who report more frequent incidents of adverse
consequences associated with their drinking, and if these srif-reports are
accurate, these occurrences meet established cr.teria representative of
"problem drinking' among adolescents (Rachel et al., 1980).

Part a\. Tobacco

Smoking and Chewing/Smokeless Tobacco

Figure ! 1 provides a description of the prevalence rates for lifetime use of
tobacco (ever tried), and a comparison of the present findings with those
obtained in 1982, Data for comparing the prevalence rates from the 1982
sample for chewing/smokeless tobacco were unavailable. As con oe noted, the
prevalence of cigarette smoking has increased (by 24.7 percent) since 1982.
*Over a third of those sampled have also indicated having used smokeless or
chewing tobacco.

Part IV. Students’ Perception of Increase or Decrease in Drug Use

Figure 12 presents the summarized results of questions that asked students
to report whether they thought use of any of the substances had increased or
decreased in their school during the past year. The students' perception of the
level of use, for the most port, appears to be consistent with the pattern of
drug use observed with respect to the reports of recency and frequency of
substance use. Marijuana, cocaine, hallucinogens, and stimulants, which
showed a recent ond frequent pattern of use, are all perceived by the students
as having increased in use during the past year. Surprisingly inhalants, which
shoed a recent ond frequent pattern of use, was perceived os having decreased
in use by the students. The students also report that alcohol and tobacco use
have increased during the past year, and this perception is almost universal.

Port V. Comparison with Other Alaska Communities

Figure 13 provides a comparison o> the findings for reports of lifetime
experience with chemical substances from Juneau with two other Alaskan
communities surveyed in the spring of 1987. As can be observed Juneau,
except for lifetime experiences with stimulants, either shows the lowest, or
second lowest, prevalence rate among the three communities.

u



Figure 10
Consequences of Drinking During
the Past Year
Juneau Schools
Grades 7-12
1987
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Figure 11
Use of Tobacco Products
Lifetime Experience
Juneuu Schools
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Figure 13
Lifetime Prevalence
Comparison of Experiences with Chemical
-Substances Among Three Alaska Communities
1987
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Discussion ond Implications

In summarizing the findings, it is apparent that drug-taking behavior is
prevalent in varying degrees among the students responding to the
questionnaire, and that changes in the pattern of drug use has taken place
since the previous;survey was undertaken in 1982. Increases have occurred in
the use of some substances, some have appeared to stabilize, while others
have decreased. Although marijuana continues to show the highest overall
prevalence, experience with hallucinogens and inhalants have increased
slightly, while cocaine has decreased. While the findings do suggest that the
drug-taking behavior reported by the students can largely be described os
experimental or infrequent use, a . attern of more frequent use is also evident.
Of special interest in this pattern of use is that more females than moles are
involved in drug-taking behavior. Additionally, the present findings indicate a
downward trend in age of initiation into drug use. Previous research (Segal,
1986) suggested that age 13 was the peak year for initiation into drugs, but
the present finding indicate that age 12 now appears to be the critical year for
initiation into drug use.

The prevalence of alcohol use was also high, and encompassed a wide range
of different types of consumption, one of which is consistent with criteria
indicating problem drinking among a small number of students. The extent of
smoking is also high, having increased by 25 Percent since 1982.

The findings suggest that efforts are needed to reduce or minimize teenage
involvement with chemical substances, tobacco products, drinking, and its
associated negative consequences. Both direct and indirect strategies can be
utilized to modify the situation. Direct strategies encompass drug education
or prevention programs within the school setting that deal directly with the
problem. Indirect strategies focus on modifying conditions believed to
influence adolescents’ behavior with respect to use of drugs. An example of an
indirect strategy is a program to help students develop decision making skills
useful in dealing with high risk situations. Such a program, however, needs to
correspond to the point at which students are at a high risk for initiation into
drugs, alcohol, or tobacco products. Based on the results of this study, a
critical point would be at the grade level corresponding to age 11, one year
before the first peak initiation period occurs.

In approaching the problem of preventing/minimizing the use of mood-
altering substances, smoking or use of chewing/smokeless tobacco, and use of
alcohol, it is important to take note that illicit drug use, smoking, and
drinking, have become incorporated into the American lifestyle. Adolescents
are thus, to a large extent, reflecting the value system of the larger society,
and their behavior with respect to alcohol, drugs, and tobacco, can be

12



considered, to some extent, to be 'normative"” behavior. Many adolescents thus
become involved with drugs in order to know what drug experience are like.
Segal (1985-86) has shown that a major reason given by adolescents who try
drugs is to experience the sensotion thot drugs provide. This does not
diminish the need, however, to eliminote or reduce drug use among youth,
porticulorly when other adolescents have reported that they used drugs to
reduce stress (Segal, 1985-86), a motive that suggests that some adolescent
drug users may be in need of help.

An effective way to combat the problem 0] drug use is a combination of both
direct and indirect programs, in which the school and community cooperote on
establishing an education/prevention program that is designed to meet
common goals ond objectives. A broadbased, community-wide opprooch,
involving all elements of the community (parents, children, educators, police,
governmental officials, counselors, etc.) is required to alleviate the problem
of teenage smoking, drinking, and drug-taking behavior.

13
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The Center for Alcohol and Addiction Studies

University of Alaska, Anchorage

Confidential Student Questionnaire

Dear Student:

The purpose of this study is to help us to understand better your feelings
and experiences with respect to alcohol end other drugs. About 3,000
students across Alaska will take part in this study. Your answers will be
kept absolutely confidential. There is no way to identify any student who
responds. We do not ask your name - do not write it anywhere on the
questionnaire. Your participation is voluntary. We need your help, and
hope that you will contribute to the success of this study.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Directions

This is not a test and you are not timed on any section or gmup of questions.
Please read carefully ail the directions for each question. It is important
that you follow the order of questions within each section. If you do not
understand or cannot read a question raise your hand and someone will
assist you.

When you have finished the questionnaire put it in the envelope that has
been provided by the monitor. No one at the school will see or read your
answers. The envelope will be sealed after the last questionnaire is
completed. All the envelopes will be immediately taken to the University
to be coded and entered into the computer. All questionnaires will be
destroyed after the computer file has been set up.



Part 1. BaclcfTMHtd tafarmattM
1. Iam
Ftmal#

Mai*

2. Hjj »thnic background k? (PI*as* check th* correct on*.)

Alaska NattY* ___Hispanic
American Indian __YhH*

Asian or Pacific blander Other: Yhich_
Black

3. Hov old v*r* you as of your last birthday ?
4. Yhat grad* art you in? (Pleas* check the oonrtot on*.)
6th 7th fith 9th 10th 11th 12th
5. Have you *y*r taken part in an alcohol or drug education/prevention program in on* af your classes?
No(Goto 1)

Yes (continu*)

6. At vhich grad* did you lak* part? (Ch*ck all that apply)

3th grad* or b*lov _9th grad*

6th grad* ___10th grad*
7th grad* __ llthyad#
8th grad* ___ 12th grad*

7. Yhat grades do you usually 9t? (Cheok th* on* that appHes to you for tach oohmn.)

~*ar term te*sue Hf*r*
MartVj A's Mostly A's
Mostly A's and B’s ___-Mostly A's and B's
Mostly B’s ____Mostly B's
Mostly B's and C's ____ Mostly B's and C's
Mostly C's — Mostly C's
Mostly C's and D's ____Mostly C's and D's
Mostly D's and F's __ Mostly D's and F's

8. Hov many y*ars hav* you hy*d n this community ?

Part 2. This s*t of qu*stions asks about your #xp#ri*ooe* vith r*cr*ational d-ugs us*d to 9*t high or to **I

good.

aaangRi- My iamHi
Marijuana, which is sometim#* o»Trd "grass," "pot," "w**d," "smok*," "hud," "Mary Jan*,"or "joint," is a
substano* that is usually smok*d.

9. Hav* you *Y*r had a chano* to try marijuana? No Y «

10.Hayey u *Y*r trird marijuana?
No (Go to Section 2)
Y*s (Contirwe)

11. Hov old v*r* you vtwn you frst triad it?.

12. Hay* you tvrr been high or ston*d on marijuana to th* point vt>*r* you v*r* pretty sur* that you had
experienced its *ff*<rt?
Inever got trkN---------------mmememe e Hay* gotten hfcNi mor* than ooo*
Hay* gotten high cno*------------- ------ 1get high aknost *v*ry tim* | ust# it



13. Hov mkiy different times have you used marijuana?

No 1-2 3-3 6-9 10-19 20-39 -40+
times times tmes time* time* times times

h your lifetime......c...ccoeveiiiieennns

During the Ust 12 mootits.................
During th# last 30 days.................

SoatS— 2. C*ui»».

Cocaine, vtiich ts caned “coke," “toot/ "blov/ or “snov," or o> tames, ts j vtitte povdery substance that
is usually sniffed or smoked.

14. Have you ever had a chance to try cocaine? No Yes

<5. Have you ever tried cocaine?
No (Go to Section 3)
Yes (Continue)

16. Hov did you use it? (Check all the apply to you.)
I have miffed tt
| have smoked it
I have injected tt (shot tt up)

17. Hov old vere you vhen you frst tried H?

18. Have ycu ever been high on cocaine to the point vhere you vere pretty sure that you had experienced its
effect?

I never got high Have gotten high more than onoe
Have gotten high once 1 get high aVnost every time { use it

19. Hov many different times have you used cocaine?

No 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20-39 40+
times times times times times times ttnes

h your ttfettne...............c..co.
During the last 12 months..............
CHring the last 30 days..................

Seeti— 3. Cr—k

Ancther type of cocaine is /vd “crack.” This form of cocaine looks tike a piece of rock or soap, and is
smoked.

20. Have you ever had a chanoe to try crack? No Yes

21. Have you ever tried crack?
No (Go to Section 4)
Yes (Continue)

22. Hov old vere you vhen you first tried it?

23. Have you ever been high on crack to th# point vhere you vere pretty art that you had experienced its
effect?

I never got high
Have gotten high onett
Have gotten high more than one



24. Hov mvy different times hav# you us#d crack?

Ho 1-2 3-3 6-9 10-19 20-39 40+
times tim»s  times times times Hmw tin»s

Inyotr lifetime — — — —
During the last 12 months.............. — —
During th# list 30 days.................. — —

Seats— 4. Sthmml+mis (*1.m—ers")

Simulants or amphe'txntie <*'ugs, knovn as "uppers," 'speed,' 'crystal,’ "bennies,’' 'dexies,"' >+p pfils,*
“nrosstabs,* ‘crossroads,' and "'crisscross,”" among oth#r names, v# used to mele# orwt fy#l mor» alert,
energetic, or to obtain ahigh. They are usually taken in pin form.

23. Have you ever had a chance to try stimulants? Ho Yes

26. Have you ever tried stimulants?
Ho (Go to Section 5)
Yes (Continue)

27. Hov old vere you vhen you first tried any?

28. Haye you eyer been high on a stimulant to the point vhere you vere pretty sure that you had experienced
its vffect?

I neyer got high ____Hay* gotten high more than once
Have gotten high once ___ | get high almost every time | us# it

29. Hov many different times have you used stimulants?
Ho 1-2 3-3 6-9 10-19 20-39 40+
times  times  times times trues times times

h your lifetime.........c..ccoooiiins
During the last 12 Months..........ooiii e,
During the last 30 days......c...........

5.
Hallucinogens, vtiich are also called psychedelics, consist of such substances as ISO (‘ Acid'), Mescaline, and
PCP, among other substances. Som# of th# slang names for hallucinogens are 'mushrooms,” “ecstasy,’” cr
"angel dust, ’ “vindov pane,” and "blotter acid.” These substances are used to experience hallucinations, or to
alter hov things are seen, change one's mood, ,eelings, or level of avareness.

30. Have you #ver had a chanoe to try haftjcinogero? Ho Yes

31. Have you ever tried hallucinogens?
Ho (Go to Section 6)
Yes (Continue)

32. Hov old vere you vhen you first tried any ?

33. Have you ever been high on an hallucinogen to the point vhere you vere pretty sure that you had
experienced Its effect?

1never got high ___ Have gotten high more than once
Have gotten high ono# ___ | g#t high almost »v#ry time | us# it

34. Hov many different times have you used hallucinogens?

Ho t-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20-39 40+
times times times times times times times

h your lifetime.......ccc.cccooivvieeennn.
During the last 12 months..............
During the last 30 days......c...........



SeetUe 6. Depressants ('O tvw j')

Depressant or “dovner" type drugs, knovn as barbiturates, one of vhich is called Ojaalude, ire chemical
substances used to cavn oneself dervn or to 9t a high, much Ike using alcohol. Suoch drugs art usually taken in

pill form, and ire called "barbs,” "blurs' or "blur devils,* "yelkrv Jackets,” "purple hearts,* "siapers," or
"lud**.*

35. Have you ever had a chance to try depressants? No Y «

36. Hove you ever tried depressants?
No (Go to Section 7)
Yes (Continue)

37. Hov old vere you vhen you first tried any?

38. Have you ever been high on adepressant to the point vhere you vere pretty sure that you had experienced
its effect?

I never got high ____Have gotten high more than once
Hove gotten high ooce ___ lget high almost every tiw luse it

39. Hov many different times have you used depressants?
Ho 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 2039 40+
times times times times times times times

Inyour lifetime......cc..coeiveeiiiennnnns
During the last 12 months..............
During the last 30 days......c...cccevveevennnnes

Section 7. Herew
Heroin, vhich is sometimes called *H,* “horse,* "junk," “Mexican brovn,* or *smaok,” can be a vhrte or
brovnish povdery substance that can be injected (shot up), sniffed, or smoked.

4. Have you ever had a chance totryheroin? No Yes

41. Have you ever tried heroin?
Ho (Go to Section 8)
Yes (Continue)

42. Hov old vere you vhen you first tried it?

43_ Hav? you ever been high on heroin to the point vhere you vere pretty sure that you had experienced its
effect?

I never got high ___Have gotten high more than once
Have gotten high onoe __1get high almost every time | use it

44. Hov many different times have you used heroin?

No 1-2 3-3 6-9 10-19 20-39 40+
times times times {Svs times times times

hyour Hfetii*.......ccoooveeiivineenn.
During the last 12 months..............
During the last days..................

Seetjee 8. hhiUgts

Inhalants are chemical substances, such as gasoline, kerosene, aerosol sprays, paint, glue, and other
chemicals, or drugs such as nitrous oxide or amyl nitrate, that are sniffed or inhaled to nduoe ahigh.

45. Have you ever had a ohanoe to try inhalants? No Yes
46. Have you ever liled any inhalants?

No (Go to Section 9)
Yes (Continue)
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Part 4. Th* question* in this pirl ask about your experiences vith b«f, vine, and liquor.

60. Hav# you erer had adrrilc of vine, b##r, or liquor - not jurt arip or taste - vith fri#nds outside of
your home?
No (Go to Part 5)
Yes (Continue)

61. Haye you had adrink of vine, beer, or liquor - not just asip or taste - vith friends outside of your home

during th# part year?
Ho
Yes

62. Hov old vere you vhen you had your frst drink (not just asip or taste) vith friends at aparty or
some other kind of get together outside of your home?

63. Hov many times did you drink beer, vine, or liquor dring the past 30 daus?
time
1 time
.2-3 times
1 -2 times avtek
5-4 times a veek
times aveek
aday

More than once aday

64. Think of all the times vhen you had beer, vine, or liquor during the past 30 daus. Hov many drinks dc

you usually have ?
(Think of one can of beer, aglass of vine, cr amixed drink as equal to one dink.)
1 did not drink during this time
! drink
2 drinks
3-3 drinks
6-10 drinks
11 or more drinks

65. During the past uear. about hov many times did you drink just to feel atittle high or tight-headed?
Hone 2-3 times 6-10 times Tvice amonth
One time ___4-3 times Once amonth __Onc* aveek or more

66. During the part gear. about hov many times have you gotten dkunk or very, Yery high?
Hone 2-3 times ___ b- 10 times Tvice a month
One time __ 4-3 times Once amonth — Once a veek or more

67. During the part year, about hov many times have you gotten sick (hauseas or Ycmtting) as aresult of

drinking?
Hone 2-3 times ____6-10 times Tvice amonth
One time - 4-5 times Once amonth  __Onoe aveek or more

68. HaYe you ever had any of the fottoving happen to you as a result of drrking?
(Plaoe a check vhere rt applies to you for each item.)

Heyrr Ox* 2-3 Times 4 or mere Times

Gotten into trouble vith your teachers or principal

Hed it get in the vay of school vork...........cc.coeeeiiennnen.
Gotten ycu in trouble vtth your friends..........c....ccoeee.
Gotten you in trouble vith the police..............c...co.oee.
Gotten you in afight..........cooooi i,
Resulted Vi an accident or irijury to you or others

Have d-rven vhen drinking?.........cccoooiiiiiiiii i,



69. Hov many of your close friends drink aloohoho beverages at Wart once a veek?
Most of my fnends don’t drink at all
Non* of my friends drink at Wart one* a veek
Some of my friends drink at Vast one* avwk
Most of my friends drink at Wart one* av**k
All of my frWnds drink at Wart one* a veek

Part 3. Tefcacc*

70. Hav* you rv*r tri*d smoking cigarettes?
No (Go to *78)
Yes (Contino*)

71. Hav* you smoked mcr* than tvo or thr** ttn*s?
No
Y*s

72. Hov old v*r* you vh*n you first tri*d smoking cigarettes?

73. Hov many tim»s during th* oast 30 daus hav* uou smok»d cigarettes?
Noov (Go to *77)
| tiro*
2-3 times
1-2 tim*s av**k
3-4 times av**k
3-6 tine-s av**k
Once aday
Tvo or thr** times aday
More than four times a day

74. Think of all the times vhen you have smoked during the oast 30 daus. About hov many cigvettes did you
smoke during a day ?
1-3 cigarettes a day
6-10 cigarettes
11-15 cigarettes
16-20 cigarettes
21 or mere cigarettes

75. Youkl you consider yourself:
occasional smoker (90 to *79) - A moderate smoker (Go to *76)
lignt smoker (Go *76) Aheavy smoker(Go to *76)

76. Hov old vere you vhen you became a light, moderate, or heavy smoker?
(Skip to *79)

77. If you hav* stopped smoking, vas it for any of these reasons? (Check 1 that apply to you.)
cknt didnt feel a need to smoke anymore
Fear of damage to my body
Parents disapproved
Friends disapproved
Because of something | Warned in school
Other-
(Go to *79)

78. If you have never smoked, vas it for any of the folloving reasens? (Check all that apply to you.)
Just don't feel a need to smcke
Fear of damage to my body
Parents disapproved
Friends disapproved
Because of something | Warned in school
Other:
(Go to 879)




T9. Have you ever tried cheving tobacco or smokeless tobacco (such is Skoll)?
Mo (Oo to *83)
Y «

80. Hov old vere you vhen you first tried smokeless tobacco?

81. Hov many times duriny the past month (30 days) have you used either cheving or smokeless tobacco?

(Check the columns ttut appty to you for both types of smokeless tobacco.)

Cheving Smokeless
Hone."........cc......... (Go to *84)
3time..oviiiieeee e
2-3 times................

-2 times j veek...
3-4 times aveek...
5*6 times aveek...

More than once aday. _

82. Vould you consider yourself:
An occasional user (Oo to *84)
A moderate user (Go to *83)
Atight user (Go to *83)
Aheavy user (Go to *83)

83. Hov old vere you vhen you became a tight, moderate, or heavy smokeless or cheving tobacco

user?
(Skip to Part 6)

84. tf you Kaye used smokeless or cheving tobacco but have nov stopped, vas it for any of these reasons?

(Check *n that apply to you.)

cXjst didn't feel a need to use it anymore
Fear of damage to my body
Parents disapproved
— Friends disapproved
Other:

85. If you have never used smokeless tobacco, vas it for any of the folloving reasons? (Check all that apply

to you.)

Just don’t feel a need to use it

Friends disapproved

Parents disapproved

Fear of damage to my body

Because of something | learned in school
Other:

Pkm OMiim t« tW Kext Pwe
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It 1s an honor to address this White House Conference for
a Drug-Free America.

I have said on previous occasions that the foremost
responsibility of any society is the nurture and protection of
its children. This is the standard, 1 believe, by which a
civilization must ultimately be judged. And iIn America today,
one of the most serious threats to the health and well-being
of our children 1is drug use.

Having served as Secretary of Education for almost three
years now — after having discussed the problem of school-age
drug use with parents, educators, and narcotics officers and
after having seen firsthand how drugs can destroy schools — |
am more convinced than ever of the dangers to our children
from drugs. When i1t comes to drugs iIn schools, my message Iis
a simple one: get them out. In some cases, It may require
very tough measures on the part of teachers and principals;
for example, i1t may necessitate expelling students who are
drug pushers. Drugs should have no place in the lives of our
children.

In the efforts to curb drug use iIn our schools (as well
as drug use among adults), 1 do think we have some grounds for
hope, some reason for cautious optimism. We have, as a
nation, Tfinally become serious about drug prevention. It is
now an issue of high national priority. It Is now an iIssue
that has the attention of our young people. It Is an 1issue

that has brought groups together — parents, teachers, school



boards, law enforcement personnel, local, state, and federal

officials — to send a consistent, firm, and morally sound

message: Drug use iIs wrong; drug use is dangerous; and drug

use must be stopped. Drugs undermine learning, shatter

fam lies, and take lives. This message is having an effect.
An article from last month"s Baltimore Sun entitled 'The

New No Generation: Pendulum is Swinging Away from Drug Use

Among Teenagers'™ helps i1llustrate my point: "The alliance
that seemed so inalienable only a decade ago — the alliance
of 1llicit substances and youth — 1is beginning to dissolve.

Abstention has acquired cool. The war on drugs is finding
allies not only among the old guard but also among the
youthful avant-garde.” National surveys iIndicate that in
general, drug use by high school seniors has declined between
1981 and 1986.

Why did these changes occur — and more importantly, hot"
do we sustain and extend them? Any discussion of drug
prevention in America must begin, of course, with the First
Lady, who has worked tirelessly against drug use by children
and, iIn so doing, has drawn national attention to the
problem. President Reagan has done much in this area as well.
Last October, he signed the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986,
providing $1.7 billion in federal funds to supplement tne $2.2
billion already spent each year, to improve enforcement,
treatment and education programs. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act

also toughened sentences for drug violators. As Mark Moore, a



professor of criminal justice policy at Harvard University”s
John F. Kennedy School of Government has said, '"'The
Administration has been remarkably successful iIn changing
attitudes and norms. The President®s public role has
legitimized the drug issue."

At the Department of Education, we have taken several
steps to help get drugs out of schools. In September 1986, we
released Schools Without Drugs, a handbook that provides
practical information for parents, teachers, principals, and
community leaders iIn combating the problem of drugs among our
young people. I"m proud to say Schools Without Drugs iIs now
one of the most popular books in federal publishing history
(1.7 million copies distributed), and many of its
recommendations have been adopted by schools throughout the
country. To help with the implementation of local anti-drug
measures we have followed up Schools Without Drugs with "The
Challenge Campaign,'™ a cooperative program of 14 national
organizations to help schools and communities apply the proven
methods set forth in Schools Without Drugs. And we are now
developing a similar program for colleges and universities.

With the passage of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act, our
department also implemented 15 programs and disbursed $200
million designed to lend support to sound anti-drug efforts in
our schools. So, here and elsewhere in the federal
government, we"re helping schools and communities to put an

end to drug use.



More i1mportantly/ Americans themselves are turning the
tide In the battle against drugs in our schools. The methods
that have been used and the actions that have proven effective
are no mystery. We know what works. We know that drug use
can be stopped. We know what needs to be done. And we have
provided the financial resources to do the job.

Of course, there is more to be done. Drug use among our
students is still unacceptably high, r.till outrageously high.
Over one-half of last year®"s high school seniors used illegal
drugs and, unlike the decline iIn the use of most other drugs,
cocaine use has shown no appreciable decline. Seventeen
percent of last year®s seniors had used cocaine. Drug-related
crimes still plague our society, and strain our courts, sccial
service agencies, and police. Experience tells us that iIn the
end, curbing drug use among the young will depend — as it
depends 1n so many areas of life — on the active iInvolvement
of adults, speaking and acting In a manner that conveys to
young people the message that drug use is wrong and harmful
and should be avoided.

Ladies and gentlemen, this iIs not a time to rest, or to
lose clarity about what needs to be done, or to grow weary iIn
our war against drugs. This war iIs not over. It 1s a time
instead to take the next step. It is time, in short, to
attend to the unfinished business of ensuring 'a drug free
America."”

Let me be more specific. Curbing drug use depends on two



things — reducing supply and cutting demand. As we continue
to expand our efforts at interdicting the drug supply, we must
also iInsist on a proportionate effort at reducing demand. Let
me be candid: On the demand side, we still have much to do.
We have paid too little attention to the principle of user
responsibility. This country still consumes 80 percent of the
cocaine coming out of Latin America. This demand feeds the
web of criminality that disrupts life iIn these foreign
countries as well as destroying lives iIn this country. In
Colombia, guerrilla organizations such as the Colombian
Revolutionary Armed Forces guard fields and landing strips for
producers, while the National Liberation Army and the
terrorist group M-19 cooperate with traffickers. American
users are funding terrorism and iInsurgency when they buy
cocaine and marijuana.

At home, we read all too frequently of neighborhoods that
have been virtually taken over by the drug trade;

neighborhoods that have become unsafe for children as well as

adults.
We must send the message to young people — and to all
adults — that they are responsible for their actions. We

have not done enough to establish the principle of user
responsibility when i1t comes to drugs. Holding users
accountable is a necessary element establishing a community
in which drug use i1s not tolerated. We need to enforce

greater user responsibility for adults, and there is much that



we should do to promote greater responsibility among young
people. School districts iIn particular need to adopt drug
policies that are fair, but tough — +tougher, 1 believe, than
we now see In many places. Let me give you an example of one
school district that has put into place a particularly sound
drug policy.

In Anne Arundel County, Maryland, the school district has
developed its current policy In response to particularly
serious drug-related incidents in the 1979-80 school year.
Today, when a student is found using or carrying drugs in Anne
Arundel County schools, strong and effective steps are taken.
First, the police and parents are notified and the student is
suspended from one to five school days. Next, the special
assistant to the superintendent meets with both parents and
student, and the student, iIn order to gain readmission to
school, 1s asked to tell from whom he got the drugs. At the
same time, the student must choose either to take part iIn the
district Alternative Drug Program at night, while going to
school during the day, or enroll iIn evening courses. He must
also take five hours of counseling while accompanied by his
parents. Failure to complete the Alternative Drug Program
results In automatic enrollment iIn evening courses. Second
time use or possession brings expulsion.

Anne Arundel®s approach works because it has tough rules
that are strictly enforced. Drug offenses have declined by 58

percent (from 507 offenses iIn 1979-30 to 211 in 1984-85).



