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APPENDIX:  SUMMARY OF MARIJUANA AND HEALTH

The Institute of Medicine (I0OM) of the National Academy
of Sciences has conducted a L5-month study of the
health-related effects of marijuana, at the request of
the Secretary of Health and lluman Services and the
Director of the National Institutes of Health. The 10M
appointed a 22-member committee to:

e analyze existing scientific evidence bearing on
the possible hazards to the health and safety of
users of marijuana;

e analyze data concerning the possible
therapeutic value and health benefits of marijuana;

e assess federal research programs in marijuana;

e identify promising new research directions, and
make sugggestions to improve the quality and
usefulness of future research; aid

e draw conclusions from this review that would
accurately assess the limits of present knowledge and
thereby provide a factual, scientific basis for the
development of future government policy.

This assessment of knowledge of the health-related
effects of marijuana 1is important and timely because
marijuana 1is now the most widely used of all the illicit
drugs available in the United States. In 1979, more
than 50 million persons had tried it at least once.
There has been a steep rise in its use during the past
decade, particularly among adolescents and young adults,
although there has been a leveling-off in its overall
use among high school seniors 1in the past 2 or 3 years
and a small decline in the percentage of seniors who use
it frequently. Although® substantially more high school
students have used alcohol than have ever used
marijuana, more high school seniors use marijuana on a
daily or near-daily basis (9 percent) than alcohol (6
percent). Much of the heavy use of marijuana, unlike
alcohol, takes place in school, where effects on
behavior, cognition, and psychomotor performance can be
particularly disturbing. Unlike alcohol, which is
rapidly metabolized and eliminated from the body, the
psychoactive components of marijuana persist in the body
for a long time. Similar to alcohol, continued use of
marijuana may cause tolerance and dependence. For all
these reasons, it is imperative that we have reliable
and detailed information about the effects of marijuana

use on health, botli in the long and short term.
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What, then, did we learn from our review of the
published scientific literature? Numerous acute effects
have been described 1in animals, 1in isolated cells and
tissues, and in studies of human volunteers; clinical
and epidemiological observations also have been |
reported. This information 1is briefly summarized in the
following paragraphs.

EFFECTS ON THE NERVOUS SYSTEM AND ON r.FUAVIOR

We can say witli confidence that marijuana produces acute
eff:cts on the brain, 1including chemical and
electrophysio Xgical changes. Its most clearly
established acute effects are on mental functions and
behavior. With a severity directly related to dose,
marijuana 1impairs motor coordination and affe.-ts
tracking ability and sensory and perceptual functions
important for safe driving and the operation of other
machines; it also impairs short-term memory and slow-
learning. Other acute effects include feelings of
euphoria and other mood changes, but there also art
disturbing mental phenomena, such as brief periods u
anxiety, confusion, or psychosis.

There 1is not yet any conclusive evidence as to
whether prolonged use of marijuana causes permanent
changes 1in the nervous system or sustained impairment of
brain function and behavior 1in human beings. In a few
unconfirmed studies i:i experimental animals, impairment
of learning and changes 1in electrical brain-wave
recordings have been observed several months after the
cessation of chronic administration of marijuana. In
the judgment of the committee, widely cited studies
purporting to demonstrate that marijuana affects the
gross and microscopic structure of the human or monkey
brain are not convincing; much more work 1is needed to
settle this important point.

Chronic relatively heavy use of marijuana is
associated with behavioral dysfunction and mental
disorders in human beings, but available evidence does
not establish 1if marijuana use under these circumstances
is a cause or a result of the mental condition. There
are similar problems 1in interpreting the evidence
linking the use of marijuana to subsequent use of other
illicit drugs, such as heroin or cocaine. Association
does not prove a causal relation, and the use of
marijuana may merely be symptomatic of an underlying
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disposition to use psychoactive drugs rather than a
"stepping stone” to involvement with more dangerous
substances. It is also difficult to sort out th -
relationship between use of marijuana and the complex
symptoms knowr as the amotivational syndrome.
Self-selection and effects of the drug are probably both
contributing to the motivational problems seen in some
chronic users of marijuana.

Thus, the long-term effects of marijuana on the human
brain and on human behavior remain to be defined.
Although we have no convincing evidence thus far of any
effects persisting in human beings after cessation of
drug use, there may well be subtle but important
physical and psychological consequences that have not
been recognized.

EFFECTS ON THE CARDIOVASCULAR AND RESPIRATORY SYSTEMS

There 1is good evidence that the smoking of marijuana
usually causes acute changes in the heart and
circulation that are characteristic of stress, but there*
is no evidence to indicate that a permanently
deleterious effect on the normal ccrdiovascular system
occurs. There 1is good evidence to show that marijuana
increases the work of the heart, usually by raising
heart rate and, 1in some persons, by raising blood
pressure. Thi6é rise in workload poses a threat to
patients with hypertension, cerebrovascular disease, and
coronary atherosclerosis.

Acute exposure to marijuana smoke generally elicits
broncho-dilation; chronic heavy smoking of marijuana
causes inflammation and pre-neoplastic changes in the
airways, similar to those produced by smoking of
tobacco. Marijuana smoke is a complex mixture that not
only has many chemical components (including carbon
monoxide and "tar"™) and biological effects similar to
those of tobacco smoke, but also some unique
ingredients. This suggests the strong possibility that
prolonged heavy smoking of marijuana, like tobacco, will
lead to cancer of the respiratory tract and to seridus
impairment of lung function. Although there is evidejitfh
of impaired lung function in chronic smokers, no direct
confirmation of the likelihood of cancer has yet been
provided, possibly because marijuana has been widely
smoked in this country for only about 20 years, and data
have not been collected systematically in other coun—
tries with a much longer history of heavy marijuana use.
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EFFECTS ON THE REPRODUCTIVE SYSTEM AND ON CHROMOSOMES

Although studies 1in animals have shown that delta-9-THC
(the major psychoactive constituent of marijuana) lowers
the concentration in blood serum o pituitary hormones
(gonadotropins) that control reproductive functions, it
is not known if there is a direct effect on reproductive
tissues. Delta-9-THC appears to have a modest
reversible suppressive effect on sperm production in
men, but there 1is no proof that it has a deleterious
effect on male fertility. Effects on human female
hormonal function have been reported, but the evidence
is not convincing. However, there is convincing
evidence that marijuana interferes with ovulation 1in
female monkeys. No satisfactory studies of the relation
between use of marijuana and female fertility and
child-bearing have been carried out. Although
delta-9-THC is known to cross the placenta readily and
to cause birth defeats when administered in 1"rge doses
to experimental animals, no adequate clinical studies
have been carried out to determine if marijuana use can
harm the human feuus. There 1is no conclusive evidence
of teratogenicity in human offspring, but a slowly
developing or low-level effect might be undetected by
the studies done so far. The effects of marijuana on
reproductive function and on the fetus are unclear; they
may prove to be negligible, but further research to
establish or rule out such effects would be of great
importance.

Extracts from marijuana smoke particulates (“tar")"
have been found to produce dose-related mutations in
bacteria; however, delta-9-THC, by itself, is not
mutagenic. Marijuana and delta-9-THC do not appear to
break chromosomes, but marijuana may affect chromosome
segregation during cell division, resulting in an
abnormal number of chromosomes in daughter cell3.
Although these results are of concern, their clinical
significance 1is unknown.

THE [IMMUNE SYSTEM

Similar limitations exist in our.understanding of the
effects of marijuana on other body systems. For

example, some studies of the immune system demonstrate a
mild, immunosuppressant effect on human beings, but
other studies show no effect.



"merapeutic potential

The committee also has examined the evidence on the
therapeutic effects of marijuana in a variety of medical
disorders. Preliminary studies suggest that marijuana
and 1its derivatives or analogues might be useful in the
treatment of the raised intraocular pressure of
glaucoma, in the control of the severe nausea ana
vomiting caused y cancer chemotherapy, and. Ln".tha
treatment of asthma. There also is some preliminary>i
evidence that a marijuana constituent (cant.abidiol)
might be helpful in the treatment of certain types of
epileptic seizures, as well as for spastic disorders and
ocher nervous system diseases. But, in these and all
other conditions, much more work is needed. Because
marijuana and delta-9-THC often produce troublesome
psychotropic or cardiovasculat side-effects that limit
ttfeir therapeutic usefulness, particularly in older
patients, the greatest therapeutic potential probably
lies in the use of synthetic analogues of marijuana
derivatives with higher ratios of therapeutic to
undesirable effects.

THE NEED FOR MORE RESEARCH ON MARIJUANA

The explanation for all of these unanswered questions is
insufficient research. We need to know much more about
the metabolism of the various marijuana chemical
compounds and their biologic effects. This will require
many more studies in animals, with particular emphasis
on subhuman primates. Basic pharmacologic information
obtained in animal experiments will ultimately have to
be tested in clinical studies on human beings.

Until 10 or 15 years ago, there was virtually no
systematic, rigorously controlled research on the human
health-related effects of marijuana and its major
constituents. Even now, when standardized marijuana and
pure synthetic cannabinoids are available for
experimental studies, and good qualitative methods exist
for the measurement of delta-9-THC and its metabolites
in body fluids, well-designed studies on human beings
are relatively few. There are difficulties in studying
the clinical effects of marijuana in human beings,
particularly the effects of long-term use. And yet,
without such studies the debate about the safety or
hazard of marijuana will remain unresolved. Prospective
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cohort studies, as well as retrospective case-control
studies, would be useful in identifying long-term
behavioral and biological consequences of marijuana use.

The federal investment in research on the
health-related effects of marijuana has been small, both
in relation to the expenditure on other illicit drugs
and in absolujte terms. The committee considers the
research particularly inadequate when viewed in light of
the extent of marijuana use in this country, especially
by young people. We believe there should be a greater
investment 1in research on marijuana, and that
investigator-initiated research grants should be the
primary vehicle of support.

The committee considers all of the areas of research
on marijuana that are supported by the National
Institute on Drug Abuse to be important, but we did not
judge the appropriaceness of the allocation of resources
among those areas, other than to conclude that there
should be increased emphasis on studies in human beings
and other primates. Recommendations for future research
are presented at the end of Chapters 1-7 of this report.

CONCLUSIONS

The scientific evidence published to date indicates that
marijuana lias a broad range of psychological and
biological effects, some of which, at least under
certain conditions, are harmful to human health.
Unfortunately, the available information does not tell
us how serious this risk may be.

The major conclusion is that what little we know for
certain about the effects of marijuana on human
health- and all that we have reason to

suspect- justifies serious national concern. Of no less
concern 1is the extent of our ignorance about many of the
most basic and important questions about the drug. Our

major recommendation is that there be a greatly
intensified and more comprehensive program of research
into the effects of marijuana on the health of the
American people.
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Irwin RAVIN, Petitioner,
V.
STATE of Alaska, Respondent.
No. 2135.

.Supreme Court of Alaska.
May 27, 107.".
As Amended May 2S, 197ii.

Proceeding was instituted on defend-
ant's motion to dismiss charge of violation
of statute proscribing possession .of,mari-
juana. The District Court, Third Judicial
District, Anchorage, Dorothy D. Tyner,
denied motion to dismiss and the superior
court affirmed and petition for review
from the superior court’s affirmance was
granted. The Supreme Court, Rabinowitz,
C. J., held that need for control of drivers
under influence of marijuana and existing
doubts as to safety of marijuana demon-
strate a sufficient justification for statuto-
ry proscription of possession of marijuana,
and thus an individual's right to possess
or ingest marijuana while driving is sub-
ject to statute proscribing possession of
marijuana: and that no adequate justifica-
tion exists tor State’s intrusion into citi-
zen's right of privacy by its prohibition of
possession of marijuana by an adult for
personal consumption in home, and thus
possession of marijuana by adults at home
for personal use is constitutionally protect-
ed.

Remanded for further proceedings.

Boochever and Connor, ]}., filed spe-
cially concurring opinions.

I. Criminal Law C=1030(2)

Issue of cruel and unusual punishment
in application of statute proscribing posses-
sion of marijuana to possession of mari-
juana for personal use was not considered
by Supreme Court, since issue was not
raised below or in petition for review to
Supreme Court. Rules of Appellate Proce-
dure, rule 24(c); AS 17.12.010, 17.12.150.

REPORTER, 2d SERIES

2. Constitutional Law C=B2
Once a fundamental right under State
Constitution has been shown to be involved
and it has been further shown that this
constitutionally protected right has been
impaired by governmental action, govern-
ment must come forward and meet its sub-
stantial, burden of establishing that abridg-
ment in question was justified by a com-
pelling governmental interest.

3. Constitutional Law ©=82

When governmental action interferes
with an individual’s freedom in an area
which is not characterized as fundamental,
a less stringent test is ordinarily applied
and, in such cases, court’s task is to deter-
mine whether legislative enactment has a
reasonable relations .tip to a legitimate gov-
ernment purpose, and under this "rational
basis” test state need oniy dcmonstf-ate"ex-"_
istcnce of facts which can serve as a ra-
tional basis for belief that measure would
properly serve public interest.

4. Constitutional Law <>82

If governmental restrictions interfere
with individual’s right to privacy, court
will require that relationship between
means and ends be not merely reasonable
but.close and substantial;

5. Constitutional Law 0=82

Federal right to privacy arises only in
connection with other fundamental rights,
such as the grouping of rights which in-
volve the home, and even in connection
with penumbra of home-related rights,
right of privacy in sense of immunity fron”
prosecution is absolute only when private
activity will not endanger or harm the gen-
eral public.r Const, art. I, 822; U.S.C.A.
Const. Amends. 1, 3-5, 14.

6. Constitutional Law C=U2
Drugs and Narcotics ©=41

Right to privacy amendment to Alaska
Constitution cannot be read so as to make
the possession or ingestion of marijuana it-
self a fundamental right. Const, art. 1, §
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..-7. Constitutional Law > 82

Privacy amendment to Alaska Consti-
tution was intended to give recognition and
protection to the home. Const, art. 1, § 22.

8. Constitutional Law >82

Privacy in the home is a fundamental
right, Const, art. 1, § 22; U.S.C.A.Const.
Amend. 4.

9. Constitutional Law >82

Right of privacy in the home must
yield when it interferes in a serious man-
ner with the health, safety, rights and priv-
ileges of others or with the public welfare.
Const, art. 1m§ 22; U.S.C.A.Const. Amend.
4.

10. Constitutional Law > 82
N'o one has an.absolute right to do

things in the privacj of his own home
which will affect himself or others ad-
versely. Const, art. 1, § 22: U.S.C.A.

Const. Amend. 4.

11. Constitutional Law > 92

Right of privacy in home is limited in
that possession of substances is guaranteed
only for purely private, noncommercial use
in home. Const, art. 1, § 22; U.S.C.A.
Const. Amend. 4.

12. Constitutional Law >70.1(10)

.In determining validity of legislative
proscription of possession of marijuana, it
is not function of court to reassess scien-
tific evidence in the manner of a legisla-
ture.

13. Constitutional Law > 82 *

State cannot impose its own notions of
morality, propriety, or'fashion on individu-
als when the public has no legitimate inter-
est in the affairs of those individuals.

14. Constitutional Law > 82

The right of an individual to do as he
pleases is not absolute and it can he made
to yield when it begins to infringe on the
rights and welfare of others.

*5. Constitutional Law >81
Authority of state to control ac.ivitics
of its citizens is not limited to activities

which have a present and immediate im-
pact on public health or welfare.

16. Constitutional Law > 82

State is under no obligation to allow
otherwise "private" activity which will re-
sult in numbers of people becoming public
charges or otherwise burdening the public
welfare.

17. Health and Environment >20
Statutes designed to protect the public
health will receive a liberal construction.

18. Health and Environment >20
There is a presumption in favor of
public health measures.

19. Health and Environment >20

When there is substantial doubt as to
safety of a given substance or situation of
public health, controls intended to obviate
the danger will usually be upheld.

20. Automobiles >332

Need for control of drivers under in-
fluence of marijuana and existing doubts
as to safety of marijuana demonstrate a
sufficient justification for statutory p:o-
scription of possession of marijuana; and
thus an individual’s right to possess or in-
gest marijuana while driving is subject to
statute proscribing possession of marijua-
na. AS 05.25.060, 17.12.010, 17.12.150, 2S.-
35.030; Const, art. 1, §22; U.S.C.A.Const.
Amends. 1, 14.

21. Drugs and Narcotics > 43

N'o adequate justification exists .for
State's intrusion into citizen’s right of pri-
vacy by its prohibition of possession of
marijuana by an adult for personal con-
sumption in home, and thus possession of
marijuana by adults at home for personal
use is constitutionally protected. AS 17.-
12,010, 17.12.150; Const, art. 1, § 22; U.
S.C.A.Const. Amends. 1, 4, 14

22. Constitutional Law > 82

Privacy of individual's home cannot he
breached absent a persuasive showing of a
close and substantial relationship of the in-
trusion to a legitimate governmental inter-
est.
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23. Drugs and Narcotics G=G2, 68

Xcithcr federal nor Alaska Constitu-
tion affords protection for the buying or
selling of marijuana, nor absolute protec-
tion for its use or possession in public.
AS 17.12.010, 17.12.150; Const, art. 1, §
22; U.S.C.A.Const. Amends. 1,4,14.

24. Drugs and Narcotics <3=G6

Possession at home of amounts of
marijuana indicative of intent to sell rath-
er than possession for personal use is un-
protected. AS 17.12.010, 17.12.150; Const,
art. 1, § 22; U.S.C.A.Const. Amends. 1, 4,
14.

25. Constitutional Law <3=250.1(2)
Drugs and Narcotics <3=43

Statute proscribing possession of mari-
juana is not violative of equal protection
on ground that other commonly used recre-
ational drugs, such as alcohol and tobacco,
are not proscribed, even though they may
inflict more damage on user than does
marijuana. AS  17.12.010, 17.12.150;
Const. a:c. 1, § 22; U.S.C.A.Const. Amend.
1, 14

26. Ht.lth and Environment C=20

It is not irrational for legislature to
regulate those public health areas where it
can do so, when other areas exist where
controls are less feasible.

27. Dri'i,s and Narcotics C=43

Pact that marijuana may bi »he least
harmful of drugs covered by st; utc pro-
scribing possession is not alone sufficient
to make classification of marijuana with
other drugs covered irrational. AS 17.10.-
010 et seq., 17.12.010, 17.12.150(3); U.S.C.
A.Const. Amends. |, 14.

28. Constitutional Law C=70.3(12)

Wisdom of statute proscribing posses-
sion of marijuana was for legislature,
rather than judiciary. AS 17.10.010 et
seq., 17.12.010, 17.12.150(3).

I. AS 17.12.010 provides:
Except ns otherwise provided in this chap-
ter. it Is unlawful for a ixirson to manu-
facture. com/K>un>l, counterfeit, possess. linvc
under Ids control, sell, prescribe, administer,
dispense, give, barter, supply or distribute
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R. Collin Middleton and Robert H.
Wagstaff, Anchorage, for petitioner.

Stephen G. Dunning, Asst. Dist. Atty.,
Joseph D. Balfe, Dist. Atty., Anchorage,
Norman C. Gorsuch, Atty. Gen., Juneau,
for respondent.

OPINION

Before RABINOWITZ, C. J., and
CONNOR, ERWIN, BOOCHEVER and
FITZGERALD, JJ.

RABINOWITZ. Chiei Justice.

The constitutionality of Alaska’s statute
prohibiting- ,ossessior. of marijuana is put
in issue in this case. Petitioner Ravin was
arrested on December 11, 1972 and charged
with violating AS 17.12.010.1 Before trial
Ravin attacked the constitutionality of AS
17.12.010 by a motion to dismiss in which
lie asserted that the State had violated his
right of privacy under both the federal and
Alaska constitutions, and further violated
the equal pro. -ction provisions of the
state and federal constitutions. Lengthy
hearings on the questions were held before
District Court Judge Dorothy D. Tyner, at
which testimony from several expert wit-
nesses was received. Ravin’s motion to
dismiss was denied by Judge Tyner. The
superior court then granted review and
after affirmance by the superior court, we,
in turn, granted Ravin’s petition for review
from the superior court’s affirmance.

[1] llerc Ravin raises two
claims: first, that there is no legitimate
state interest in prohibiting possession of
marijuana by adults for personal use, in
view of the right to privacy; and secondly,
that the statutory classification of marijua-
na as a dangerous drug, while use of alco-
hol and tobacco is not prohibited, denies

In nny manner, a ib'pressnat, hnlhtciiiOKcnic
or Ktimninnt tirae.
AS 17.12.1.10 itcfinvs “ileprcssnnt. linlinriuo-
Kcaie, or Mimiiluiil ilnut" to ineluilo nil parlx
of thc plant Cannulih .S'afiro L.

basic
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him due process and equal protection of
law.®

We first address petitioner’s contentions
that his constitutionally protected right to
privacy compels the conclusion that the
State of Alaska is prohibited from penaliz-
ing the private possession and use of mari-
juana. Ravin’s bas(c thesis is that there
exists under the federal and Alaska consti-
tutions a fundamental right to privacy, the
scope of which is sufficiently broad to en-
compass and protect the possession of mar-
ijuana for personal use. Given this funda-
mental constitutional right, the State would
then have the burden of demonstrating a
compelling state interest in prohibiting pos-
session of marijuana. In light of these
controlling principles, petitioner argues
that the evidence submitted below by both
sides demonstrates that marijuana is a rel-
at:vcly innocuous substance, at least as
compared with other less-restricted sub-
;tances, and that nothing even approaching
a compel..’ng state interest was proven by
the State.

Ravin's arguments necessitate a close ex-
amination of the contours of the asserted
right to privacy and the scope of this
court's review of the legislature’s determi-
nation to criminalize possession of mari-
juana.

[2] We have previously stated the tests
to be applied when a claim is made that
state action encroaches upon an individu-
al's constitutional rights. In Brcac r.
Smith, 501 P.2d 159 (Alaska 1972), we had

In Mm briefs before ibis court, Itnvii also
attempts io ruisn ilie issue of cruel iliul un-
usual punishment in die application of AS
17.111.010 to passrstiinn of imirijiimiti for per-
sonal use. llccnusn this issue was not mixed
below or in the petition for review to this
court, we decline to consider the issue in this
proeccdintr.  9BC Appellate Itule 24(c). Cf.
Moran v. Holman, not I'lid 7(i0. 770 u. 1
' (Alaska 1072), te

2.

GOl t'.2d nt 171. SEC .State v. Wylie, 510
IMM M2 (Alaska JN7*0 ; Ntnta v. Van i>or>,
302 I\2d -INN (Alaska 1072) ; Cray V. State,
025 P.2,1 521. 527 (Alaska 1074); Hilbert
v. State, 021) N2.1 1131. 1133 (Alaska 1971) ;
Stato %/.PAdams. 522 P.2,1 1123 (Alaskn 1071).

3.

STATS Alaska 497
037 r.2d 491
before us a school hairlength regulation

which encroached on what we determined
to be the individual's fundamental right to
determine his own personal appearance.
There we stated:

Once a fundamental right under the
constitution of Alaska has been shown to
be involved and it has been further
shown that this constitutionally protected
right has been impaired by governmental
action, then the government must come
forward and meet its substantial burden
of establishing that the abridgement in
question was justified by a compelling
governmental interest.3

This standard is familiar federal law as
well. As stated by the United States Su-
preme Court:

Where there is a significant encroach-
ment upon personal liberty, the State_
may prevail only upon showing a subor-
dinating interest which is compelling.*

The law must be shown “necessary, and
not merely rationally related, to the accom-
plishment of a permissible state policy.”5

[3)  When, on the other hand, govern-
mental action interferes with an individual's
freedom in an area which is not character-
ized as .'undnmcntnl, a less stringent test is .
ordinarily applied. In such cases our task
is to determine whether the legislative en-
actment has a reasonable relationship to a
legitimate governmental purpose.0 Under
this latter test, which is sometimes referred
to as the "rational hr-is" lest, the Slate

llatox v. Mirle Roi-k. 3U1 U.S. .511l, 321. fiO
S.Ct 412. 417, 4 MK.1.21 -ISO, 1SO (1000).
See Koe v. Wmle, 410 U.S. 113. 155. 1)3 S.Ct.
705,35 I,.IMAM 147. ITS (1U7:i).

MeMiushliu v. Khiri.la. 370 U.S. 184, UXi.
S3 S.Ct. 2X1.200. 13 MT-M.2il 222. 231 (1(104).
ipinte.1 in the coiii-liricnee of Mr. Justice
(iohlherc in (irixwohl v. Connecticut, 351 U.S.
«170. 407. S3 S.Ct. .1078. 14 fi.I-M.2il 310. 323
(1905).

G. See ('ouecriieil Citizens v. Kenul [I’eiiinsiihi
liuniugli, 527 1VJil 417. 452 (Ahi.skn 107-1):
Mobil Oil Curp v. Luc-1 Uminihiry Conim'n.
518 IV-iil 02. 101 (Alnsku 11)74): Meyer v.
Nebraska. 202 U.S. 3(H). 43 S.Ct. 025. 07 1.
1-11. 10-12 (1023).

4.

5.
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SCHOOL™DISRCT

4600 DeBarr Avenue =Anchorage. Alaska
99504
AREA CODE 907-333-9551
2508 Blueberry Phone //276-1992

October 23, 1986

Ms. Alyce Hanley
Representative

1024 E. 6th Ave., Suite 200 A
Anchorage, Ak 99501

Dear Rep. Hanley:

I have enclosed for your information the names of the schools that were in attendance at the
Alaska Association of School Governments fall conference held at Dimond High school. The list
also contains the name of the student that was designated by their school to serve as the spokes—
person on business items.

The students did finish the just say no flag and have made arrangements for the flag to be sent
to Juneau and presented to the governor. The students also passed a resolution during their
business meeting to support the establishment of Just say No clubs in schools, support for ad—
ditional Drug Education Programs and unanimous support for repealing the current marijuana stat—
ute for the state of Alaska. | have taken the liberty of enclosing a copy of the resolution

for you. | think it would be wonderful if you would present this resolution to the house for
the students. Likewise, if you could reccnmend a senator, perhaps Jan Faiks, that would like

to do the s-une in the senate, 1 would be interested in your reccmrcndation.

Please let me know if it is possible for you to present the resolution on behalf of the students.
If 1 can be of any further assistance to you, please let me know.

Also for your information, the Alaska Association of Secondary School Principals passeda res—
olution for repeal of the marijuana statute. Larry Graham would be the contact person for in—
formation about that resolution.

Thank you for youc”continued support of students & education.

Sincerely/?

<Culresi| JohnSpTPnagrpm Administrator

TJ:srv
cc: Dennis Jolmson

St. Dir. aasg ANCHoEM E. S:HO0Ot DISTRICT



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Juneau, Alaska 9981 1-3100'
Mail Slop 3100
(907) 405-3991

December 3, 1986

MEMORANDUM
T0: Representative Alyce Hanley

ATTN: Cassie Russell
/
FROM: Penelope Weyhrauch?
Legislative Analynm

RE: Recriminalization of Marijuana
Research Request 87.047

You requested a discussion of federal and State law criminalizing
marijuana, and were interested in which states had amended- their constitu—
tions to conform with federal drug law. You also asked for information on
recriminalizing marijuana in Alaska by <constitutional amendment and/or

legislation.

Federal Law

The Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Treatment (CDAPT) Act of 1970
(also known as the Controlled Substances Act) criminalizes the possession
and distribution of marijuana. Under the act, possession of any amount of
marijuana 1is a criminal offense. Both a fine and incarceration can be
imposed on a person possessing marijuana, subject to a court"s discretion.
Any offense other than simple possession (first offense) is a felony.
Attachment A contains a copy of applicable sections of the CDAPT Act.

The Anti Drug Abuse Act of 1986 set mandatory sentences for simple
possession of marijuana and for possession with intent to distribute.
Penalties are specified in Table 1. The act also specified penalties for
distributing drugs to juveniles and pregnant women, distributing drugs near
schools and appropriated funds for states to improve narcotics control.

Federal drug laws may be enforced 1in any state by federal agents. State
law enforcement officersmay also enforcefederal drug laws. According to
Gretchen Derr, Special Assistantto the Alaska Commissioner of Public

Safety, Alaska State Police usually will not pursue a federal offense until
the U.S. Attorney®"s office authorizes such act®on.



TABLE 1
FEDERAL PENALTIES FOR THE POSSESSION OF MARIJUANA

First Offense Second Offense
Fine Incarceration Fine Incarceration
10001 (Years) (000) (Years)
Simple Possession $5 1 or probation $1 to $5* u

Possession with Intent to Distribute

Quantity (kilograms):

0 to 50
individual 250 500 10
corporation 1,000 2,000
50 to 99
individual 1,000 20 2,000 30
corporation 5,000 10,000
100 to 999
individual 2,000 5 to 40* 4,000 10 to life*
corporation E 000 10,000
1000 and up
individual 5,000 10 to life~* 3,000" 20 to life*
corporation 10,000 2.>, 0
Cultivation:
< 100 plants &
0-50 kg 250 5 >00 10
> 100 plantj &
0-99 kilograms 1,000 20 2,000 30
NOTES:
¢--Mandatory Sentencing.
Simple possession by quantity 1is not defined 1in federal law. A first
offender of simple possession will often be put on probation, with the
record expunged after the completion of probation. If the offense 1is

repeated, courts then applyeither the first or second offense penalties.

Possession with intent to distribute can be 1inferred by the quantity of
marijuana in possession, even if a sale has not occurred. Distribution of
asmall amount of marijuana for no renumeration 1is often treated as simple

possession.

Cultivation of more than 100 plants with a weight greater than 99
kilograms, carries the same penalties, according to the quantity, as
possession with intent to distribute.

"Corporation" includes any organization, asssociation, or group of drug
traffickers.

Prepared by the House Research Agency, December 1986.
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Page 3

According to Jim Walsh, Assistant Attorney with the U.S. Department of
Justice Controlled Substance Unit, the federal government has no interest
in prosecuting for possession of small amounts of marijuana. Federal
enforcement agencies are interested in the smuggling a~d trafficking of
large amounts and rarely pursue or prosecute small-scale possessors.

State Law

Although most states have traditionally followed the federal lead regarding

drug legislation, a state 1is not 1in violation of federal law because its
prohibitions on the possession and distribution of marijuana differ from
federal law. Adoption of federal provisions in this area 1is not mandatory,

and states may develop their own policies regarding marijuana within their
state boundaries. No state has amended its constitution in order to con-—
form with federal drug legislation. The Uniform Controlled Substance Act
_of 1970--model legislation drafted by the National Conference of Commis—
sioners on Uniform State laws--was designed to make state Jlav/s more
compatible with federal law. Between 35 and 40 states have adopted the

Uniform Act. - -

State marijuana laws are listed on Table 2. As shown on this table, eleven
states--Alaska, California, Colorado, Maine, Minnesota, Mississippi,

Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, and Oregon--have decriminalized
marijuana. Decriminalization means that the possession of marijuana 1is
considered a civil offense or a criminal infraction and is not punishable*
by 1incarceration. In states which have decriminalized marijuana, a cita—
tion and a small fine are the usual penalties for vitiations. None of the

states that have decriminalized marijuana have recriminalized 1it.

Twenty-eight states allow for a conditional discharge for first-time,
simple possession violators; defendants are released, generally without an
adjudication of guilt, on condition that they satisfy certain requirements,
such as participation 1in a drug education program. In Massachusetts, a
first offense possessor of any amount of marijuana 1is subject only to
probation.

State laws relating to subsequent violation of simple possession provisions
and for cultivation and selling marijuana vary greatly. In a majority of
states, cultivation 1is punished as heavily as the sale of marijuana.
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Sintc

Kcdernl ljiw

Alnkunvnt

Y, jvViw W '.f* Pe/sonal home*.;*/.

ey.K.W V N i?
/< -
'V ViSKU

5; -

Arirnnat

Arkansusf

taUfombfv*'?

Amountl

any amount

up to 2.2 Ibs. tor
personal use

up to 2.2 I»w not
fur perat»iitil OMP

2.24 IMM lhs
2. (Ktri.|ti,ntVHh«
over 10.fXI lint.

y simount "not
S'fria publicplace'l. c *tov «ite,'te5 K

Possession

01 yr. ft S5.000*
0*1 yr. A St.020

2*15 yr*. ft $25.000

2 15yrs. & S25.000
5-15 yrs. ft *50.000
15 yrs. ft $200,000

tMrforM MserA'iv.S§S:"'”

public use or
display over lor.

or |kiss. over 4 or.

any amount not
(«r sale

any amount tor
sale

up tu 1it/, for
personal use

lcr.10 Ihs.
WiiK.intiib*
over H)O0 Ibs.

uver 1

Coloradof *V/;o0-lbiinol Ifrr
*v .Vii..::Evvi public e,

Cntim'Cfieiilt

Delaware

Floridat

Hawaii

I1d.1110

HliunUt

0 lor. in public
1itf.-H nr.

uver Hn/.

H{E -1t/

4 ul.*2,2 llrs.
nver2.2 llls.

up In .70 1ks.
vj.urn iiis.
LIHXI5.0¢10 Ills.
uvei 5.0UGIbs
up in 20 rjms.
illpms.lilOUis.
100%2.000 Ibs.
2.1SX110.IXI0 Ibs.
over KLIXXI Ihs.
up 10 101.
1nr.-100 llls.
100 2 .IKW Ibs.
2.0007*10.00(1 IllIs.
over lii.(Xh) k.
up In 1nr.

12 or.

2nr. 2.2 llis.
ini-r2.2 s,

up M2/,

nver n/.
iinilrr 2 fipms
2.5 10 puis.

10 20 pins.
e/l.-am pins
i<M*r /HI pins.

0®(ldays & $1,000

1.5yrs. ft SO*
SI5(LXX

4 yrs. ft SO S150.1XK)
0-1yr.' ft S1.000

410 yrs. ft $25,000
5*20 yrs, A *50.000
6*20 yrs. si $100.01XI

OK mns.
*500

0 Indays
SOS 100

0*2 vrs.
81*500

%2 yrs

Iniyr.ft S1000
0*5 yrs. ft $2,(XXI
0*5 yrs. ft S2.01X)
112 yrs.* ft $50(1

2 yrs. ft S50.000

5 yrs. ft $100.000
15 yrs. ft $400,000
0*1 vr* ft S1.000
0*5 yrs. ft S5.000
2*20 yrs. ft $25.000
5-30 yrs. ft $50,000
15-20 yrs. ft $200,000
0*1 yr.* ft SLIXXI
MO yrs.

5*10 yrs. ft S23.IXXI
7*10 vrs. ft STid.IKHI
15yrs. ft S200.1XX)
020 ilavs* ft *51X1
01 yr. ft SLIXXI

I 1 vr. ft SLIXXI

115 yrs. ft *5.(XX|
0*1 yr.” ft SLIXXI
05 yrs. ft Slil.Ixx)
0%2(Lilnvs* ft *51X1
I1li mns. ft *500

0 1yr. ft S1.000

12 yrs. ft SIO.UIXI
25 vrs ft $1L,XX

Cultivation

05 yrs. ft $15,000
2*15 yrs. ft $25,000

2*15 yrs. ft $25.000

115 yls. ft $25,01X1
5*15 vrs. ft *50.000
15 yrs. ft S2(X).000

V-AVIT A Ti*,

5;$p-$ioo *;sV*iej'v’7;

~or

N.A.

1.5yrs. ft SO*
S150.000

4 yrs. ft SO*$150.(XXI

2*10 yrs. ft S10.000

4*10 yrs. & S25.IXXI

5-20 «r«. ft *50.(XVI

6*20 yrs. ft $100,(XXI
ICmo.,20r3 yrs.

IKmu..2nr3 yrs.

2-4 yrs.

2%4 yrs.

2*1 yrs.

2%4 yrs.

0*7 yrs. ft $1,000
0-7 yrs. ft S1.000
5%20 yrs.

0*10 yrs. ft $10,000
‘MO yrs. ft *50.000
5yrs. ft $100,01X1
15 yrs. ft *100.000
0*5 yrs. ft *5,(XXI
0*Syrs. ft *5,1X10
3*20 yrs. ft S25.1XX)
5*30 vrs. ft S50.000
15-20 vrs. ft S200.IXXI
1-10 yrs.

1*10yrs.

5*10 yrs. ft $25,00(1
*10 yr*. ft S50.MXI
15yrs. ft $21X1.000
11’80 days ft *51X1
0*1 yi ft SLIXXI

0 1yr. ft SLIXXI
0.5yr- ft **101X1

0 5 yrs. ft SLIXXI
05 vyis.ftS15.0ilo
I1li mns. ft *51X1

11 1yr. ft SLIXXI

12 yrs. ft SHLixx|
25yr- ft *50.IXXI
2 7 yr-. ft Slixi.ixxi

Sale

0*5 yrs. ft $15,000
2*15yrs. & S25.000

215 yrs. ft S25.000

itISyrs. ft $25.uuu
5*15 yrs. ft *50.000
15 yrs. ft $200,000
N.A.

N.A

0*5 yrs. & SI0.000

N.A.
7 yrs. ft S0 S150.000
2*10 yrs. ft SI0.000

4-10yrs. * 525.000
5*20 yrs. ft $50,000
0*20 yrs. ft SI00.000
2.3,0r 4 yrs.

23.014yrs.
2-4 yrs,
2-4 yrs.
2%4 yrs.

2*4 yrs

0*7 yrs. ft SLIXXI
07%7 yrs. ft SLtxxi
5%20 yrs.
Ol0yrs.&S10.00(>
3 10 yrs.ftS.50.IXXI
5 yrs. ft SIXLIXXI
15 yrs.& S 4(XLixxi*
0*5 yrs. ft *3.000
a5 yrs. ft *5.1X10
3*30 yrs. ft $25.000
5*30 yrs. ft *50.(XX)
15-30 vrs. ft S200,(XXI
Milyrs.

MU yrs.

5-10 yrs. ft $25.1X10
710yrs.ftS5(LIxxi
15 yrs. ft S2(Ki.ixxj
il I yr ft SLixxi

0*1 yr. ft SLixxi

05 yrs. ft *5.01X1
05 yrs. ft *5.1Xxl
05 yrs. ft SLixxi
05 yrs.ftS15.ixxi
OK mns. ft *'xm

01 yr. ft SLIXXI
1*3yrs. ft SliLixx|
2*5 yrs. ft *5tLIXXI
3*7 vrs. ft SHXLIXXI

Slate

M issouri

Munlunut

Nebrnxki)’

Nvvuilut

New
lInm psliiret

New Jersey!

New Mexicot

Neiv Yorkf
.V

North .
Cnrolinnt

Nortli Dakota

Ohiof

Oklalumiat
OreRont

Pennsylvania

Rhode
Islandt

South
Carolinat

Sooth Dakota

Tviinesscct

Amount' Possession

0 1yr. & S1.000

0ro yrs.fi S1.000

0 6 mns. A SftJO

0 5 yrs. <R Sfi0.000
'up to 1 ox;e*£$£/*-m3100 A drug cdiVi-S

up lo.TiRms.
aver 35 Rms.
up to liORms.
tiver GORms.

1OX*111). 0*7 days A $500
over 11l 0*5yr>. A 510.000
up to 10/. by 0*6 yrs.* A $2,000

person under 21
up to UK) Ilis. (any prrbatmnb yrs. &

9KM $5,000
1062 .(KM) llis. 3*20 yrs. A $25,000
2.000 1U.ODO Ws.  5*20 yrs. A $50,000
over 10.thki Ihs. 15 vrs.life A
$2tW.0X)
up to I Ib. 0*1 yr. A $1,000
over 1 lb. 0*7 yrs. & $2,000
up to 25 pins. 0 fi nu»>.“ A $500
2 yr. driving
suspension

over 23 urns. 0*5 yrs A SI15.IKX)

up to 10x. 0*15 days A $100
10X.-80X. 0*1 yr. A $1,000
Hn?.+100 11k 11*|H mo*. A $3.000—
over 100 Ibs. 2 yrs. A~$5.000

id 25 gis:in:-7*0 $10d:*V ~-:>7
upi gis:in $ LY N

eprivate . * e Keqe

25 pms.*22in. 0*3 mas. ft S300
2*1n/ 0 1yr. ft SLIXX)
4*ur, CM yr. ft S1.000
flii/.-1 Ib. (% yrs.

1111 1ls. a7yrs.

uver I H** 1*15 yrs.
[ e N

.Up to lux. "% sasiou '4**TT
over lur. n; >r-. ft sJ.fxxi

up to .an/, not in
vehicle

(1*30 days* ft * (XI

fi-l ux.or up to .5
o/. in vehicle

11 yr. f* SLIXX)

over lax. 0*5 yrs. ft *5.1XXI

up to IOp Kms. kio<r*

100*200 Rms. 0%3(1days ft $250

2tKM)tKI Rms. limna.-S yrs. ft

S2 5IXI

over utldRins. t ill yrs. ft *5,0(20

an> amount 0*1 yr.*

up to 1or. ;sasioo -7

over 1or. prnkitmn-10 vrs. ft
S2..VKI

up HIORIll*. U3l days* ft S5IXI

over j«l riiis. 0 1vr. ft *5.(XX

anv aiiiotini (Il yr. ft S51X

up to 10/. 11.Urday s* ft SJIXI

over 1u; 05 yrs, ft *5,(XXI

1)) nr10/. IL1ililirs ft SUXI

lo/. 11N I 1yr ft SLIXXI

1 Hlli>, 02 yrs. ft S2.X

over Il Hu. watyr- ftSHLIXXi

Ul hi . W 11 1vr. ft SLIXXI

fior> I lift 1 Lvr ft SLIXXI

over Il lift 4 Nlvrs ftSin.Ixxi

Cultivation

0*5 yrs. ft SLOvXI
05 yrs. ft S1.(-/)
1yr. lifc ft *50.000
1yr. lifr ft *V1.CrX)
05 yrs. ft SW.uX)
05yr-. ft $1»m)
05 yrc.* JIO.ixy)
115 yrs. ft S5/XXJ

1-15 vrs. ft ST.O00

3*20 yrs. ft *25.000
520 yrs. * 530.000

15 vrs.*Idv ft
S2IXLOIXI

0*15 yrs. ft S /XJ
015 yrs. ft SL.Otx)
0*5 yrs. ftSlu.KX)

0*5 yrs. ft Slajx.t
9 yrs. ft Slu iXiO
9 yrs. ft S!J.ixx)
yrs A $)“»<vj
9 yrs. ft SIO.Wrl
0*1 yr. ft SLOCO

al yr. ft SLftX)
0*1 yr ft S1.Oxi
0 1yr. ft SItLoixj
0*4 yrs.

0*7 yrs. |
Olayr- |
0*2 yrs. ft 52.00)
»2yr- ft Syl
aioyrs. ft Slu.'»«i

0 10 yrs. ft SlLixx|

I*10 yrs. ft Stn.IXKi

Kmns*5yrs. ft
$2,500

ij mos.-fi vr». ft
$2>6U0

1*10 yrs. ftSS.iXXI

2-15yrs. ft S7.M)
2*1(1yrs. A $5.1X10
O ld vr- ft $2.51X1
(@ Hlyrs ft S2.3IXI

0*5yrs ft 517.0m
115yr- ft $15.11x1
)31 yr- ftSjri.ix)

05yrs >7,11X1
i>5 jr- ft **iix>i
03 llrliv-ft Slixi
0 1vr ft- ,-LIxxi
02 vrs. ft $2.1X11
(1l yr- ft SIO.IX.I
15 yr- ft *LI>xi
15yr- ft *11 1
4 vrs ft SlivMlI

_—

Sale

5 yrs.lde

5 yrs «lde

1yr.-life A *70/
1yr lde ft S70<
0*5 yrs ft SUM*
0*5 vrs ft Sln.i*
0*5 yrs ft* JUi.ir
1-15yrs. ft S7.i>

1*15 yrs. ftx *7.i*

3*20yrs. ft $27*
3*20 yrs. A *70/

15yrs.-lifr A
#2 IXLIXXI

*MS >rs. ft* S2/*
a 17>rs. ft S2.n
0*5 yrs. ft* $1.7.(*

il*5yrs. ft S15.1*
le mns. ft* *7.0>r
I1# mos. ft *7.1%¢
IKmns. ft* $5,1¢*
Jyrs. ft *70 X1
at yr. ft SLIXX”

0*4 yrs.
04 yrs.
0*7 yrs.
0*7 yrs.
0*15 yrs.
015 yrs.
02 yrs. ft S2.IX*
02 yr* ft521'm
ii lu>rs. ft* Sin*

0*111vr-. ft* Sin,.

I*fii yrs ft #10 m

I*niiis.*5 yrs. ft*
S2.5(XI

@mns.*5vrs. ft
#2 5Wi

1*10yrs. ft *7/v

2*15yrs. ft $7,7.
2*10 yrs. ft *7.0
o Ivr-. ft $2.7*
I yrs. ft $2.7

0.7 vrs. ft #17.1*
0 5 vrs. #17.01X1
o*211vr-. ft *70.i

0.7 yrs. ft* S7.ix«
lis vrs. ft *7.1X%>
I1yr. ft #lIxxi
0 2 yrs. ft S2.IX*
0 10 vr- ft #l0.i
0 Inyr- ft $10/
0 1yr ft $l.fxin
1*5yrs. ftil.ixr
1-IDvr-. ft Sill



trpvre /AA&.UUA_M/K 1a”s$S
Indim iH up In W Ul yrr ft 85.1XX) 0 Lyr. ft $SAXXI PILyr. ft S3.XXI Ti'Miinh V up lu 2 u/ tillmns * ft SLIXXI e mi-, ft Ilixn 2 Hlyis ft
uver ¥ »;m* 02 yrs. ft SIUAXXI 112 yrs. ft SiLixx| 02 yrs ft Sin.ixxi = lur <11 tr ft JZ.ixxi vt ft Sltuxa 2 1M MSs ft {'m
lowM f any ant'Hinl 1 03 yrs. ft 52300 05 yrs.ft SHlixxl Met 111V 2 10 yrs. ft S5.IXXI tiiyis ft S.iixrx 220 )» ft sI
KmtsA * any auiHini Wl jr* 4 UM 1 0 lyr.ft S231XI 1-10 yrs. ft SIU.IXXI inti situdiuiM ind Wliinn. =ft R * 1 05 vrs ft s.IXU 113 yrs ft s3.
K riitiirky Ul inXxo02. O 'Kldays' A J2511 0JOdays ft 5250 " 01 yr.ft J501 Vermont* up lu .in/ H"H r. ft gtoo 05 yrs ft S3.IXH 05 yrs ft s3°
Kui.* U llis. 01 yr.ftd.s00 see fixjlnoir- 'lwlow 13 yro. ft J5.UXXI «2o0l/. I lyrs. ft SLIXX) 05 yrs. ft S3.UO 05 yrs ft s3.
uvrr & IM 0-1 yr. ft $500 15 yrs. ft $5.0001 5-10yrs. A S10.000 uulz 1w 05 yrs. ft $5.U00 05yrs A J3.0) 0sy.» ft s3°
Up In KM)lin» 0.6 mns.* ft $500 0-10 yrs. ft §15.000 010 yrs. ft S15. XXI Voirtfiniuf up in .Sor 0:W day*ft SSOO " O:t0 days A $50) 01 yr. A Sii>
100 2 IHXI s, 5-1S yrs. A $50.000 5 1S yrs. ft 150.000 5-15 yrs. ft . 0.000 RLEIRSERIIE 0 :«ldays ft 500 O-il0 days ft £ 43 010 yrs ft JI

uverllis (I.m davsft SSIX) 5 :MIyfs 5 tuiyrs.

2.f*H ULDuO Ins 1523 yrs. ft J200.000 1323 yrs. ft JUOO.UOO 1525 yrs. ft J2IXL4XXI

uvrr 10.IXMI Ilis 23-35 yrs. A JS00.000 25-35 yrs. ft S500.UXX) 253 yrs. A SVXMXXI WiishiiuM uut uplu UlipMs I'X1days ft s2541 05 yrs. ft SIU.HX) 113 yrs ft JH

Ifefp'oh;T\” JfC in 2 lirw ni7irf mer -lllgins 1S yrs. ft- SIUIXXI 05 yrs. ft S10.UXI 05 yrs. 4 JH
‘persuns!vse“wl'y_wI 0 . t* W tfkl up in lupins diwh.iryjr* 15 yrs. ft JIiC ifl IS yrs. A Si
irrtr/ .-y s Cepinlibt.:, tote ilyr ft§hixxi Virtfiniut uvi-r L' Unix txldays.lirim s ft 15 yrs ft s15.UXI layrs. ft st
1.ui.2 Hre 01 yr. ft S$1.000 LI yr. ft SLIXX) 01 yr.ft Slixxi SLIXXI
2 1M 1 Ib< 03 yrs. ft s2.51X1 03 yrs. ft $231x1 D5 yrs. ft $2.34XL Woisvuiisiiit any aiiiu tiiil lsflldays* ft saTX| 05 yrs ft- 5 li'xx) 05 yrs ft JI
uvrr 1.000 1%, O il)yrs. ft SHLixxl w Ly rs. ft SIULIXXI 1) Miyr>. ft Sinixxi W yoming any amount or.nun *ft SLIXXI (1IBnun ft shuxl 010 yis. ft V
M nrylinnJ any .mmuM fur 01 yr.* ft SLIXXI Ol yr.ft SLIXX) ik*» \rs. & $L*i.in«(i
[hTmhiilusr
any other amuutii 113 yrs. ft SI3.IHXI 1S yrs. ft S15.0XXI 0 myrs. & Sir>.<X*l

imimriuver 100 0-23 yrs. ft S50.IXX! U25yre. ArsM U *X) Amimnl Possession Cultivation sale

- If>. m iusiair

M n*HnrhoM *itKiifty am m ini lim itation* 02 yrs. ft 15.00 (12 yre. % $u*XXI
M oirliK unt anv .iiiH niiii el yrs ft SLIXXI 0 4 yrs. ft $5.000 0 Lyrs W S.V*>M Amvrivu any .iiihunil IH v * ft <51X1 0-20 yrs. ft SM .nx) 020 vrs. ft- >
sniniM i
uv (1'XIdays ft SIXI
DiM riet of 1" u Ty ft Shixxi li-l yr. ft SIH "1 lilyr ft s1°
hflnnecwolnt-iv'up lo1.502 0-5 yrs. ft $30.1XXI (*f yrs. & 5 (0 .20U anyatlium y y y
Coluittliia
uvei 1'lur H-1yrs ft S.LIXXI 0-5 yrs. ft S30.XX) O uvrs SrSUM#*%)
(ilH IH anvaniniiiil (1-3mns.* ft 531X1 1) 5 yis. ft $5.<%) 115 yrs. ft s3
M ifm Usippl ' ‘uplo lor.notin* «SIIX>8250:-"- Oilyrs. ft SlLixxi 0*%ivrs. & SItCMXI
Puerto Kien liiv aiiituini 15 yrs.* ft $3.1x 10 3-20 yrs ftSW X X1 520 yrs. ft i
vehicle
Tnim t In 1 SO s50 * 03 yrs. ft 83 *«di 113 yis 4 s3
txit 1 in O W ldnysA SLIXXI IKUyrs. ft J.lixxi -i3 vr%. A: ' . up in lor y «
erritor o
vi-hn'k- Y inr.2.2 lir> 1ilintn. SVA) 03 yrs. ft $S-XXxl Iv5 yrs. ft- s
M icronesia =
114, 2.2 His. 0-2 yrs. ft $3.<XX) 0-20 yrs. ft $30.0U0 U20yrs. & uver2.2 Ills. 111 yr.Jfc SLKCM) 05 yrs. ft svcco 05 yrs ft s3
IVIT 2 2 1ifs 11-20 yrs. ft SI niittiun 030 yrs. ft S1 million O-i0 yrs. & 51 million Virgin Islands any amounl -lyr. 4 $5,004 05 yrs. ft SUSsIXx) 05 yrs. ft Si

Note: 'l his chart contains the penalties for first offense possession, sale, and cultivation of marijuana.
The Il states which have decriminalized possession are shaded and indicated as follows: Alaska.

Many states have increased penalties for subsequent offenses. A number of states also have separate penalties for offenses not included in this summar
chart, including possession with intent to distribute.

The penalties set out above are the maximum authorized by law. When the penalty is a prison term and a fine, both can be imposed unless the chart
specifically indicates otherwise. For example, the penalty for possession in Alabama can be up to | year in prison and/or a fine of up toSI.000.

* Conditional discharge is authorized for first offense possession. This permits judges to release defendants, generally without an ajudication of guilt, o
condition that they satisfy certain requirements, such as participation in a drug education program. If the conditions of the program are satisfied, the
criminal case will then be dismissed.

| These states have enacted laws allowing for the medical use of marijuana, generally for patients Ivitig treated for glaucoma and cancer. Marijuana In
counteract the nausea associated with chemotherapy treatment.

1Many state laws have different penalties for possession or sale of different amounts of marijuana. Some of these statutes distinguish by ounce (0z.)
weights, and others by gram (gin.) weights. For eomparitive purposes:

loz. =28.35 gnts. 11b. =-153.59 guts. 2.2 Ibs. =1 kilogram

71In 1975, the Supreme Court of Alaska held that the constitutional Right of Privacy protects the jxissession of marijuana for ix*rsonal use in the home
adults.

J Cultivation of under 25 plants is punishable as possession: cultivation of 25 or more plants is punishable by 1-5 yrs. and a $5000 fine.

" There is a rebuttable presumption that possession of more than 1.5 ozs. is with intent to distribute, which has the same penally as sale.
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Alaska Law

In Ravin v. State, the Supreme Court of Alaska held that the possession of
marijuana for personal use in the home by adults is protected by the right

to privacy clause in the Alaska Constitution. Decriminalization of
marijuana, however, applies only to the possession of marijuana in the
home, as the Ravin case states. Possession outside the home in any amount

is a criminal violation.

Under Alaska law, penalties for the possession of marijuana 1increase as the

quantity involved 1increases. It is a criminal violation to possess up to
one ounce of marijuana 1in. a public area (AS 11.71.070). It is a class B
misdemeanor to possess one ounce or more in a public area or to possess
more than four ounces of marijuana anywhere (AS 11.71.060). According to

Gayle Horetski, Assistant Attorney General with the Criminal Division of
the Alaska Attorney General®s office, AS 11.71.060 <could apply to the
possession of more than four ounces 1in a private home. Alaska statutes
prohibiting the possession and distribution of marijuana are Attachment B

of this memorandum.

Recriminalizing Marijuana

/Recriminalization of marijuana in Alaska could occur by amending the Alaska

Constitution (ot)by repealing existing legislation and enacting new legis—

lation. IT tTTe Alaska Constitution were amended to exempt the possession

of marijuana from the right to privacy clause, State statutes would still
have to be amended in order, to criminalize possession of small amounts of
marijuana. -If State statutes were amended to criminalize marijuana and the
constitution were not amended, the amended statutes would probably be
challenged under the Ravin decision.

Amending the Alaska Constitutionrequires a two-thirds vote of the
egislature and a majority vote by the people [Article 13, Section 1 of the

constitution (Attachment C)]. Ms_Horetski suggests that langauge to

exempt the possession of marijuana from the constitutional right to privacy
ight be: "Rights embodied 1in this section do not extend to the possession
T EORELAT e SHDREANCRS (RIq JEr IAND) siaedl 19985 qn2elafee yajakutiop, yas

pr%Posed. to exempt the poss eSS|on % ont g ubstachs from thg
hdve rl%ht to. R tvacy ~clause elr cons utio altfornra an

constllyt% nal rignht 58 grlvg y Att .
Hawail ave also addresse th ause |n regard to possession of mari—
juana. In both states, the courts found the claim to be untenable.
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Amending State statutes would involve redesigning the structure of the

current drug statutes. This would 1include the repeal of AS 11.71.070,

amending statutes which specify penalties for possession of marijuana, and

cross referencing statutes to amend all statutes that relate to marijuana.

According to Ms. Horetski, 1if the constitution were not amended to exclude

marijuana from therigit to privacy clause, statutes criminalizing mari—
juana could bestruck down atthe trial court level and the case would

probably be appealed co the Supreme Court. According to a fiscal note

prepared by the Attorney General®s office, convincing the trial court to
reverse the Ravin ruing would require that the prosecutor present scien—
tific evidence that the effects of marijuana use are so injurious to a
person®s mental.and physical health as to justify the legislative decision"
-to prohibit the use of marijuana by anyone at any time.™

On appeal, the Supreme Court would decide whether the State has proved that

there 1i1s a "compelling state interest”™ 1in prohibiting the use of marijuana
which outweighs an individual®s right to privacy under the State Constitu—
tion. The fiscal note alsostated that to prove a compelling State

interest, "the State must show that the legislature™s consideration of the
recriminalization of marijuana 1included extensive public hearings., debate
on the merits of vrecriminalizatTon and discussions of the most recent/
studies regarding the physical, emotional, and social effects of marijuana/

usage-

I hope this information 1is helpful to you. Please contact us if you have
any questions or if we can be of further assistance.

RV

Attachments
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AWYERS NOT involved in the defense of drug
eases must start paying attention to thedamage
being done to our legal system by ovcrzealous
enforcement of the drug laws.

In the past few years the government has changed
radically the rules indrug eases so that the tradition—
al concepts of American justice no longer apply. The
constitutional right to ball has been replaced by rou—
tine preventive detention.” The constitutional re—
quirement of due process before seizure of property
has been replaced with forfeiture laws that allow
seizure of up to $100,000 in property without a judge, "
seizure of all property before convictionland even
allow the government to keep seized property if a
defendant is acquitted. Individual sentencing and pa-

Mr. 7jcc.sc ivnational director of the National Orga-
nization for the. Reform of Marijuana Laws in Wash-

ington, D.C.

role are being replaced by mandatory sentences, de —
terminate sentencing and the abolition of parole. The
dice have been so loaded that the results of drug
eases are almost preordained.

As if that were not enough, tactics by the U.S.
Justice Department arc undermining effective assis—
tance ot counsel. According toa survey of 1,646 crimi —
nal defense uttorneys, 24 percent of those who
specialize in drug cases have been subpoenaed to
testify against their own clients, 33 percent have
faced attempts to disqualify them. 41 percent have
had informants for the government invade the de—
fense camp and 28 percent have had their legal fees
questioned.* Attorneys now must give their clients
MIranda-l1lkc warnings because of the likelihood of
being forced to provide the government with infor—
mation about their clients.

The rules arc changing so that itisno longer a fair,
adversary system. It isbecoming a system that pre—
sumes guilt, denies bail, denies counsel of choice,
seizes property before conviction and avoids individ—
ualized sentencing.

Continued on page 38



Continued from page 13

HE DRUG WAR also has undermined privacy

by eroding the Fourth Amendment, increasing

electronic surveillance, expanding data banks
of personal information and using high-technology
searches. As Justice Lewis F. Powell Jr. noted In a
recent dissent: "After today, families can expect to be
free of official government surveillance only when
they retreat behind the wall of their homes."4

Recent Supreme Court decisions 1in marijuana
cases have held that police can get a search warrant
based on an anonymous tip,* conduct® warrantless
aerial searches of backyards,lsearch a locked brief—
case in a locked trunk of a car without a search
warrant®™ and search private property without a
search warrant/

These decisions have helped bring about vastly
expanded police powers and have created an atmo —
sphere in which mass urine testing for drug use can
flourish. Mass random searches for drugs are the
opposite ofwhat the Constitution stands for; there is
no individual suspicion, no probable cause and no
grounds for a search — yet a very personal, Invasive
search takes place.

Electronic surveillance also ison the increase. The
784 wiretaps approved In 1984 amounted to a 32 per—
cent rise over the number approved in 1980, and more
than 55 percent of wiretaps are used indrug cases.""A
presidential commission recently went further and
recommended that such laws be weakened,™ even
though all but two requests for wiretaps were given
judicial approval.

drug laws 1is that they undermine respect for
the rule of law — inpart due to extreme enforce—

ment tactics and corrupt public officials, but also
because they arc based on exaggerated claims about
the effects of drugs and are viewed as hypocritical.
Some of the soldiers in the drug war act. as If:

PERHAPS THE MOST dangerous effect of the

Even within the current legail
scheme there are alternatives to
extreme enforcement. The least
radical of them would be placing
a greater emphasis on education.

anything they do Is acceptable In the last year New

York City police officers hwe been convicted of
using an eiectric stun gun tr burn a hlgh-school stu—
dent accused of a petty marijuana offense, marijua—
na raiders in California h-ive been put under court

supervision to prevent them from abusing the rights

of local residents, and a township in New Jersey

announced that elementary school students will be

subject to strip searches for drugs. The justice sys—
tem was not designed as a weapon of war; it was

designed as a method of finding the truth and admin—
istering justice. Its misuse as a weapon of war is
inefficient and destructive.

Another example of diminishing respect for the
law is found in the widespread corruption of public
officials. Over the past three years at least 300 elect—
ed or appointed public officials in the United States
have been indicted or convicted of drug offenses.
Charges include petty sales, major smuggling, sell—
ing Information and murder.

All of this has done nothing to bolster confidence in
laws that many citizens view as hypocritical. Mari —
juana Is a milder intoxicant than alcohol and much
less addicting than tobacco. Indeed, while there are
more than 300,000 deaths each year from tobacco and
alcohol use (not including accident fatalities), there
has never been a single death caused by marijuana.

Anyone who reviews the various reports of impar —
tial commissions that have analyzed marijuana poli—
cy also will note the hypocrisy of marijuana prohibi—
tion. The most recent review of marijuana policy was
conducted by the National Academy of Sciences. In
June 1982 the NAS recommended that marijuana Im—
mediately be decriminalized and in the long run be
regulated and taxed.” On the same day, President
Rcngan announced his escalation of the marijuana
war .

The NAS reportwns only the most recent torecom—
mend reform. In 1972, much to his surprise, a com—
mission appointed by President Nixon did the same,
recommending marljunna decriminalization."

The mass violations of the drug laws result in loss
of respect for all laws. More than 30 million Amcri-

ijuana consumers than there arc people over the age
of 65, These people arc criminals. In order for them
to get marijuana they are often forced to deal with
criminals and are introduced to other illegal drugs.
Criminality becomes an accepted way of life and
even ifmarijuana consumers do not become robbers
or burglars, they have lost respect for the law and
view the police as an enemy.

E ADMINISTRATION of justice has become

I increasingly gridlocked, a breakdown in justice

that has developed as the drug war has escalated.

The failure begins on the street. In 1984, 4,700 mur —
ders were unsolved, as were 83 percent of reported
robberies or rapes. But at the same time police were
busy arresting an average of 81 drug offenders per
hour, 49 of whom were charged with offenses involv—
ing marijuana. Indeed, more than twice as many
people were arrested on marijuana charges as for
rape, robbery and murder combined. Even more
shocking is the fact that 85 percent of marijuana
arrests are for mere possession and not sale of
marijuana."

The courts also have become severely overworked
with long backlogs in many jurisdictions. Indeed, 29
percent of the criminal cases in federal courts in 1983
Involved drugs, and nearly 20 percent of drug cases
involved marijuana charges.” Drug offenses also
made up 24 percent of pending cases in U.S. attor—
ney"s offices that year, with the next closest category
beinglfraud, at 6"percent//-~/

The prison system ii overcrowded not only be—
cause of preventive detention but also because mis —
placed priorities result in an average sentence for a
drug offense of 40.8 months, while the average for
first-degree murder is 36 months, second-degree
murder is 24 months and assault is 30.3 months." In
1972, 19 percent of federal prisoners were drug of—
fenders, while now the figure is one-third of all feder—
al prisoners.""

ECENTLY, A presidential commission argued

that the drug problem is caused by our "friends,

relatives and colleagues — and other fespect-,
able people” "and went on to declare war against
these "respectable” American citizens.””This call for
escalation In the drug war continues in the face, of
failure because the current administration refuses to
examine alternatives. Ironically, the more that enforce—
ment fails, the more power and money it is granted.

However, a variety of alternatives should be con—
sidered. Among them are decriminalization, legal—
ization, regulation and medicalization.

The easiest drug with which to deal is marijuana.
While no one claims marijuana is benign, the evi—
dence clearly shows that it is in no way a devastat-
Ingly dangerous drug.

Prohibitionists argue that reform of the marijuana
laws will result in massive increases in marijuana
use, especially by adolescents. However, the empiri—
cal evidence does not support such an intuitive asser —
tion. Since"1978;.marijuana--"has Been Sold in you"th
centers and cafes InHhe Netherlands. That country
actually-hasvseen "addlescent” use go down and, Ih
comparison..with”he ,United. States, its problenm .is
now"inslgniflcant”l

There has been a somewhat similar experience in
the United States. In the mid-1970"s, marijuana
charges often were reduced to misdemeanors. Since
that time adolescent use has dropped from 37 percent
in 1979 to 26 percent las* year.””l am not suggesting
that the reforms caused the decrease (other factors
have an impact) but it is obvious that criminal laws
are not the key factor in controlling use.

We can see the same with tobacco. Since 1965, over —
all tobacco use has dropped 25 percent in the-Unitcd
States even though tobacco is legal, very addicting
and heavily advertised. Over that same time, mari—
juana use tripled. It seems that Information, educa—
tion and discouragement in dealing with the tobacco
work better than war, prisons and propaganda. If
marijuana we"-e legalized, a well-funded program
could discourage its use.

Even If a middle-ground position on marijuana
were taken - for example, allowing adults to grow
their own marijuana would mean they would use the
money they might have spent on marijuana in the
black market to purchase items that would benefit
the economy - we would still achieve many of the
benefits of reform. In addition, the marketing of mar —
ijuana would be avoided. This type of approach has
been in effect in Alaska since 1975 and is to be voted
on this November in Oregon.

Reform of the marijuana laws would be helpful in
dealing with harder drugs, whether or not they re—
main Illegal. For example, legalization of marijuana
will allow enforcement authorities to focus their ef—

forts on harder drugs. Many of the negative Impacts
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ijuana consumers than there arc people over the age
of 65. These people arc criminals. In order for them
to get marijuana they are often forced to deal with
criminals and arc introduced to other illegal drugs.
Criminality becomes an accepted way of life and
even ifmarijuana consumers do not become robbers
or burglars, they have lost respect for the law and
view the police as an enemy.

E ADMINISTRATION of justice has become
increasingly gridlockcd, a breakdown in justice
that has developed as the drug war has escalated.

The failure begins on the street. In 1984, 4,700 mur —
ders were unsolved, as were 53 percent of reported
robberies or rapes. But at the same time police were
busy arresting an average of 81 drug offenders per
hour, 49 of whom were charged with offenses involv—
ing marijuana. Indeed, more than twice as many
people were arrested on marijuana charges as for
rape, robbery and murder combined. Even more
shocking is the fact that 85 percent of marijuana
arrests are for mere possession and not sale of
marijuana.l”

The courts also have become severely overworked
with long backlogs in many jurisdictions. Indeed, 29
percent of the criminal cases in federal courts in 1983
Involved drugs, and nearly 20 percent of drug cases
involved marijuana charges.® Drug offenses also
made up 24 percent of pending cases in U.S. attor—
ney 3 offices that year, with the next closest category
being fraud, at 6 percent.!1

The prison system 1is overcrowded not only be—
cause of preventive detention but also because mis —
placed priorities result in an average sentence for a
drug offense of 40.8 months, while the average for
first-degree murder 1is 36 months, second-degree
murder is 24 months and assault is 30.3 months. Lk In
1972, 19 percent of federal prisoners were drug of—
fenders, while now the figure Isone-third of all feder—

al prisoners.1, -

ECENTLY, a presidential commission argued
that the drug problem Is cau :ed by our "friends,
relatives and colleagues — and other "respect—

able people™ and went on to declare war against

these "respectable™ American citizens.”™This call for
esca”.alion in the drug war continues in the face-of
failure because the current administration refuses to
examine alternatives. lronically, the more that enforce—
ment fails, the more power and money it is granted.

However, a variety of alternatives should be con—
sidered. Among them are decriminalization, legal—
ization, regulation and medicalization.

The easiest drug with which to deal is marijuana.
While no one claims marijuana is benign, the evi—
dence clearly shows that itis in no way a devastat-
ingly dangerous drug.

Prohibitionists argue that reform of the marijuana
laws will result in masshe increases in marijuana
use, especially by adolescents. However, the empiri—
cal evidence does not support such an intuitive asser —
tion. Since ;1978,rvmarijuanaiha¥"beeff Sbl(l in"youth
centers and cafesdn-the*-Netherlands"That-country
actually-fha3. ”seen*adolescent”use-go-down-andrih
comparison..witfy*tJj£5.ynited. iStates;Mts:problem.;is
now. Sinsignificaqtjflffi

There has been a somewhat similar experience in
the United States. In the mid-19703, marijuana
charges often were reduced to misdemeanors. Since
that time adolescent use has dropped from 37 percent
in 1979 to 26 percent last year.””l am not suggesting
that-thc reforms caused the decrease (other factors
have an impact) but it is obvious that criminal laws
arc not the key factor in controlling use.

We can see the same with tobacco. Since 1965, over —
all tobacco use has dropped 25 percent in the United
States even though tobacco is legal, very addicting
and heavily advertised. Over that same time, mari —
juana use tripled. It seems that information, educa—
tion and discouragement in dealing with the tobacco
work better than war, prisons and propaganda. If
marijuana were legalized, a well-funded program
could discourage its use.

Even if a middle-ground position on marijuana
were taken - for example, allowing adults to grow
their own marijuana would mean they would use the
money they might have spent on marijuana in the
black market to purchase items that would benefit
the economy — we would still achieve many of the
benefits of reform. In addition, the marketing of mar —
ijuana would be avoided. This type of approach has
been in effect in Alaska since 1975 and is to be voted
on this November In Oregon.

Reform of the marijuana laws would be helpful In
dealing with harder drugs, whether or not they re—
main Illegal. For example, legalization of marijuana
will allow enforcement authorities to focus their ef—

forts on harder drugs. Many of the negative Impacts
—. * ..y Vi« qv«tcm — mmh n*

erosion of civil liberties, gridlock, corruption and dis—
trust — would be greatly diminished. Similarly th4
negative impact of the drug laws on our economy,
children, families, schools, growth of organized crime,
foreign policy and other areas would be diminished.

Even within the current legal sch® me there arc a
variety of alternatives to extreme enforcement. The
least radical of them is to place greater emphasis on
education and less on enforcement. Currently thel
federal government spends 550 pendrug user on Cn-j
forccment and. less, than.50 ,cents.s.pn each user fon
education and prevention programs.”™ Yet all the ex—
perts agree that reducing demand is the key to a
successful drug policy.

Another humane alternative Is to allow doctors to
use narcotics to treat narcotics addicts. We already
allow physicians to treat addicts with the highly ad —
dicting drug methadone; why not let the doctors use
the drugs preferred by the addicts? Certainly that
way the addict would be encouraged to get off the
street and under the care of a doctor. The result
would be decreased crime, reduced spread of dis—
eases such as AIDS and the treatment of addiction as
a disease rather than as a crime.

In examining policy options we also should consid—
er more radical alternatives. One idea Is to treat the
individual rather than the drug. People who want
drugs could be required to take a course and pass a
test that demonstrates their understanding of the
dangers of various drugs. Then they can purchase
some drugs, while others could be restricted to pre—
scription. This approach would make it clear that
drugs are dangerous and should be discouraged and
used with caution.

NE MATTER THAT should be kept in mind,
Owhich is confused by the “War ””strategy, is
that there is no final solution (or victory) to

the drug problem. There always will be use and
abuse of drugs whatever the laws. The choice is not

Lawyers who support our system
of justice have a responsibility

to help stop the destruction of
the justice system being caused
by extreme drug enforcement.

between no drugs or legal drugs; the choice is be—
tween illegal drugs or legal drugs. If the laws are

reformed we will only be changing strategy, not sur—
rendering. Ultimately, though, it will be easier to
discourage drug abuse and treat drug users when we

stop threatening to Imprison them.

Lawyers who support our system of justice have a
responsibility to help stop the destruction of the jus—
tice system being caused by extreme drug enforce—
ment. Itis time for America to stop blindly following
a path of perpetual war, with its destructive effects
on our society. It is time >0 seek new solutions, not to
repeat old mistakes.
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“HOW DANGEROQUS IS MARIJUANA. ..
IN COMPARISON To0

OTHER SUBSTANCES?”

According to World Almanacs, Life Insurance Actuarial (death)Rates, and the
last 12 years of the U.S. Surgeon General’s Reports, Americans DIE, directly

~or primarily," from the following (selected) causes per year Nationwide.
(Figures are for 1979 from the Federal Governments Bureau of Mortality

Statistics, and NIDA, the last complete year at the time of this writing.)
TOBACCO{ ................................................................... '. .200,000 to 300,000

ALcoHol](not including 50% of all highway deaths
and ejs% of all murders) ..18,951 to 130,000

AsPIRIN (including deliberate overdose).............. 180 to 1,000 plus

CAFFEINE (from stress, ulcers, and triggering
irregular heartheats, €tC.) .o, 1,000 to 10,000

oVvERDOSE (deliberate or accidental) from prescribed
legal or patent medicines andlor mixing with alcohol

— e.g., Valium.'alcohol ..o 7,101 to 21,000
ovERDOSE (deliberate or accidental) from all

llegail drugs A\**9g to 3,600

MARIJUANA (Including overdoSe). ... —0—

Marijuana users also have the same or lower incidence of murders
and highway deaths and accidents than the general non-marijuana
using population as a whole. Crancer Study, UCLA; u.s. Funded
($6 m||I|on),fJama|can Study(s) 1st and 2nd, 1968 to 1974; Costa Rican
Studies, 1980 to 1982; et al.

| LOWEST TOXICITY

100% of the studies done at dozens of American universities and research
facilities show pot.toxicity does not exist. Medical history does not record
anyone dying from an overdose of marijuana (UCLA, Harvard, Temple, etc.)



What the Alaska Supreme Court Said About Marijuana

In 1975 the Ia?ka Supr me ourt Ieﬂalrzhdmarr uana for persopal
Hessessron an cf t(yatrf % #r]ts In The home. The argum ntst at
Court considered in 1975 are the same arguments heard'today in t

denate over Measure Five.

N Ravin v. state, the Alaska Supreme Court unanimously:

* Rejected the notron that marijuana is physically addictive,

0 Foun no cron iIrmed report of @ human éver having died from an
Loverdose of cannabis.

0 Saw no statistical difference in (academrcPerformance of gvrdence

reduce motrvatron In a study comparing non-user and heavy-
user college students.

» Observed that the "amotivatjon sréndrome" was exhibited by large
numoers 0f non-users as weII & ¥ some USers.

0 Found'that amopﬂ users n%sr ni l)cant hS\caI bf]ochemrcal or
menlt<ala normalities could be attributed solely.to their marijuana
smokin

¢ De erm?ned that it ap ears hat effe s qf marrrj1 uana on th

vidua areno(tiserr u% rép widespre (H r}]
eastascompare with the Tar 0r€ cangerous ects 0

barbituates, and amphetamines.” *

In Al

arr})en

»What Alaska Officials Say About
Their Law

"Personal use legalization of marijuana has been
a positive step for Alaska. The legalization of
marijuana for personal use has caused no problems

‘ of note and there certainly have been no negative
‘effects on Alaska as a whole. Alaska does not con-
. done marijuana use any more than it condones the.

use of alcohol and tobacco. The Alaska law just

esaves a tot of.resources for more serious law

enforcement problems."” -
— Daniel Hickey
» former chief of the Criminal Division

Alaska Attorney General's office

"Our marijuana law is reasonable and practical
and has worked very well. Law enforcement offi-
cers seem to generally agree that it has been an
improvement." o= .

— Andre Marrou
Alaska State Representative

An Interestrng Fact From Alaska
er ma uana se 1S Ie%al %rlar use of marijuana

nts Wert egon. ¢

«

“tv. < m

savSigi

an StUCPntS US marrru Na regu

orrtoeor morea ay—compare with 5.8% irf Oregon.
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Adolescent Marijuana Use Decreases
In Netherlands Since Legalization

A report in the Netherlands
which studied the effects of their
liberal marijuana policy on adoles-
cent drug use found that the use of
cannabis has not increased since
marijuana was "legalized." The
report, entitled "The Use of Drugs,
Alcohol, and Tobacco," surveyed
1300 people aged 15 to 24 years in
the Netherlands about their use of
various drugs.

While marijuana use by young
people differed widely among vary-
ing age groups, regions and munici-
pality size, use did not appreciably
change when the categories are
compared between 1‘>76 and 19X5.
It was in 1976 dial the Netherlands
enacted a form of decrimiiiah/.ition
of cannabis jn the Amendment of
the Opium Act. Cannabis ha- been
sold in cafes and youth centers
since 1978.

A study undertaken in 1976 in
the city of Utrecht was compared
with the current report. There has
been no marked increase in the
prevalence of cannabis use among
those adolescents aged 15 to IS. lu
1976, 5% of the 15 and 16 year
olds and 10% of the 17 and 18 year
olds had used cannabis at some
time. The new figures are 2% and
6% respectively, showing a decline
over the years since the liberal
policy was placed in effect.

When the whole sample i>com-
bined, 12% of the people aged 15
to 24 had used marijuana at some
point. Only 5% of the sample were
current cannabis users, thus over
half the usois did not continue their
use. Only 1.6% of the sample were
regular users (once a week or
more). The 88% of the people who
had never used cannabis did not
seem inclined to do so. Of this
group, S3% did not think it wise to
use it and 70% disapproved of the
practice.

Comparing these figures to
adolescent use in the U.S. results in
the unarguable conclusion that
American kids use more marijuana
than young people in the Nether-
lands. According to the m >4 recent
report by the Federal government,
in 1985 54% had tried marijuana,
25.7% arc current users and 5% arc
daily users. This compares to 12%,
5% and 1.6% for similar categories
in the Netherlands.

The report found that age made

ADOLESCENT USE

continued from page 3

parental attitudes about use, spon-
taneous knowledge of drugs, loca-

tions where cannabis is obtained,
among others.

The survey was carried out by
the Foundation lor the Scientific

Study of Alcohol and Drug Use at

the request of the Netherlands’
Ministry of Welfare, Health and
j Cultural Affairs. The Dutch
government requested the research
I as a result of international disap-
proval of their liberal marijuana
policy. This disapproval was

reflected in the United Nations In-

ternational Narcotics Control

Board's demand of the Dutch for
an explanation of then policy.

Two countries that protested the
Dutch policy the most were Norway
and the Federal Republic of Cier-
many, both with distinctly repres-

sive drug policies. In Norwav
(1981). 7% of the 15 to 19 year
olds used cannabis at some time

compared with 4% in the Nether-

lands. In West Germany, 15% of
the 18 to 24 age group had used
cannabis, compared with the
Netherlands 18%. These figures
confirm that while a repressive

policy does not deter young people
from experimenting with catmahix.

a liberal policy does not promote
the desire to experiment

Adolescent Marijuana Use In the
United States and the Netherlands

a difference in use. Only 2% of 15
and 16 year olds had used cannabis
at some time, while 30% of 23 and
24 year olds had. The population of
the municipality made a large dif-
ference in use rates. In towns with
populations of five to ten thousand,
only 4% of the young people had
used cannabis at some time. 'This
compares with 12% in towns of
50,(¢¥) to 100,(X¥) and 30% in cities
of 500,000 or more. Unlike alcohol
and tobacco use rates, sex did not
seem to play a factor in cannabis
use.

Many interesting areas were ex-—
plored in the study. It found that
among current users, those who
used it most frequently described
their parental relationships as being
less satisfactory than did those who
used it less frequently. A higher in-
cidence of parental divorce was also
found among current users as com-
pared with non-users. The report
also found that 90% of cannabis
users said heroin was the most
harmful drug, Cannabis users also
believe alcohol is far more harmful
than marijuana. Interestingly,
more users identified coffee, tea,
and nicotine as drugs than the
non-users.

The Survey found no iclatiou
ship between the use of cannabis
products and educational achieve-
ment, neither was there any in -
ference between users and non-usei-
in regards to the extent to which
they enjoyed going to wi.uk or
school. There is no detectable hnk
between the number ol involve-
ments with the police in the course
of the previous year and the use or
non-use of cannabis; nor had the
users been to the doctor more often
than the other respondents during
the past year.

97% of current users and 90%
of past users agreed that "everyone
must decide for himself or husell
whether or not to use marijuana."
74% of the current users and 60%
of the past users disagreed with the
statement “ If you use hashish or
marijuana you will eventually lose
interest in your job, your school
work, or your career."” 91% of the
current users and S3% of the past
users felt marijuana use will not
lead to the use of hard drugs.

Other areas explored in the
report arc: cannabis use and leisure,
reasons for using and not using
cannabis, age of first use, peer and

continued on page 4

t



YXoah o

0 B3 NOYON 2O5!

Cy Dr. William J. Kinnnrd Jr.

n r\ he drug-reinted de.nths of young nnd

promising athletes focuses attention on a
nnjor problem in the Uiu'led States. To

stctn the tide of illicit drug use, people
arc calling for greater iuw enforcement, the use cf
drug testing and more educational programs. Vet
none of those actions gets to the heart of the mat-
ter.

The real issue is the inappropriate use of all
drugs by each of us. Our national drug problem is
not just the free-basing of cocaine, excessive use
of alcohol or the misuse of prescription drugs. It
is our casual attitude toward all the drugs we
take and our lack of appreciation of their potency
and toxicity. It is our unwillingness to under-
stand that many chemicals are actually drugs,
and our willingness to put those chemicals into
our bodies unnecessarily.

The tonnage of chemical compounds that this
nation swallows, injects, inserts or inhales into its
collective body each year is astronomical. We're so
casual about the use of drugs that we don’t even
consider alcohol, nicotine, aspirin, caffeine and the
theobromine in chocolate to be drugs.

The crucial factor in all of this is attitude. We
must adopt a new national philosophy toward
appropriate drug use. We must minimize usage,
limit the effects of the so-called social or cultural
drugs and use prescription drugs in a cost-con-
scious and therapeutic lly effective manner.

Making such changes in our heterogenous so-
ciety will be difficul.; cynics might say impossi-
ble. But I am not a cynic. The current antismok-
ing campaigns have shown that massive change
can happen.

Alcohol use car t be effectively banned; that
was tried and f.iled 60 years ago. However,
while each indi- idual should continue to have the
right to use alcohol (and tobacco), that use
should not impact negatively on other persons.

While .he sale of alcoholic beverages should con-
tinue, penalties for drunk driving should be severe.
The efforts of Mothers Against Drunk Driving
(MADD) and similar groups should be supported.
The use of the breathalyzer test should be required
when erratic behavior is seen. The effect of alcohol
on job performance should be clearly identified and
treatment programs made easily accessible and
required for abusers. Repeat offenders should face
disciplinary- action.

Serious consideration should be given to the
further decriminalization or even legalization of
marijuana. Legal control of marijuana is almost
impossible, and our limited resources should be
directed to the control of the more toxic illicit
substances. While there have been claims that
.the use of marijuana leads to the use of more
potent substances, that has not been substanti-
ated. Just as in the case of alcohol, the individ-
ual's right of use in private should be allowed,
but drug-related public actions, such as impaired
driving, severely penalized.

Increased taxes on social drugs—alcohol, tobac-
co and marijuana—would directly support an ex-
panded National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA).

Over-the-counter drugs are generally consid-
ered by the public to be non-drugs, an idea rein-
forced by their relative safety and accessibility. Yet
each drug does cause side effects, some serious.
Many interact negatively witlfolher drugs.

Intelligent self-medication should be the go.i;
of each person taking OTCs. This is even n.orc
important as the Food and Drug Admir.istra'.i;;-
continues its efforts to release additional pre-
scription drugs to the OTC market.

Prescription drugs are a major part of o,r
lives. When we visit a physician, we expect lo
receive a magical piece of paper called a pre-
scription. We must learn tr accept that there are
times when drug treatment is inappropriate.

As for illegal drugs, we cannot afford, either
financially or philosophically, to create the kind
of enforcement envelope around this country
that would be required to block the flow. There-
fore, if the supply can’t be.substantially reduced,
we must.work to reduce the demand.

" Why do people take illegal drugs? The reasons
are numerous and complex. Some include the

Serious consideratimi should

teqgiven to efurther

decriminalization or even

le al|zatJon ofmarijuana.

0 _|m|tgd resources should
irected to the.control 0
more toxic 1llicit |

SunStances.

need to isolate oneself mentally from poor living
conditions; the thrill of the risks involved; the
affluence of American society and the gre3t in-
crease in leisure time; peer pressure; and the
lack of knowledge of toxic effects.

One of the most obvious ways of combating
Aillicit drug use among the poor is simple, albeit
expensive and complicated; their environment
, must be changed. This means better housing,
jobs, education and other activities that help
build self-esteem, especially among our young
people. There is no higher priority;

Stopping the use of cocaine and other illicit
drugs by the affluent will require them to change
their attitude. They must be educated to under-
stand that these drugs are not Kvithout toxicity,
and that each user contributes to the support of a
terrifying underground drug distribution system
that will ultimately, if unchecked," destroy the
entire texture of American life.

Admittedly, change is difficult, but until we do,
cocaine will continue to flow across our borders
nnd up the noses of abusers; heroin, another
"hound of hell" in the Rev. Jesse Jackson’s mem-
orable phrase, will murder our national spirit;
drunk drivers will kill thousands of innocent per-
sons; and the costs to society for the inappropri-
ate nnd misuse of over-the-counter and prescrip-
tion drugs will escalate. « -,,. - n

Dr. William J. Kinnardfr.is the dean ofthe
School ofPharmacy'at the University of
Maryland at Baltimore,

Second Opinion isaforum for points of view on
health-related topics. Send articles to Second
Opinion. Health Section, The Washington Post,
1150 15th St. NW. Washington, D.C. 20071.
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TOGIAK CITY COUNCIL

P.0. Box 99 a0 QTR7
Toglak, Alaska 99678 A *
(907) 493-5820
reoruar . 1937
Senator jalmar M . Kerlluia
Alaska State Leqgistature
Pouch V *x
Juneau , Alaska 90Sil
bear Mr. Kerllula:
So recrimnalization of marijuana 1is out tor Alaska. It

seems the orlvate rights o+ some ane more Imoortant than the

future generation of Alaskans.

Well. okav. Then how about it we look at the done
situation Prom a diPPerent aoDroach. In Alaska. to selLl
alco.ioiic beverages. vou must have a liguor license and in
uanada vou go to a state liouor store u buy liquor. Since

marijuana is a drug, whv not at Ileast have it licensed so we

can get it out at the hands of dope dealers and criminals.

Her e village of Togiak. the kids oav”~10 .00 for

aDout *.50 worth oP njari.iuana in one tinv cigarette.

IP the citv here was selling the drug out oP the clinic
at the nrice oP *3.00 ($1.00 cost, *1.00 citv tax, *1.00
staf- tax) then the aoDe business could be taken out oP the

nands or the criminals and dooe dealers who are rmoinc oPP



Senator Jalrnar M . Kerttula. Page £

fes. all o1 us, Thev oav no taxes because thev show no

income This also allows them to s.rt back on welfare

energy assistance. and food stamps so the state 1is already
financing the ciods business. Also, by charoina sucn hian
orices tor an addictive substance, our local economy is

going uo in smoke.

Another ooint which should be brought wuo is it the
legislature 1is real Iv concerned about peonies”™ rights is the
pualitv or the mari.iu.ana. I think it should be tested tor
pesticides and other harmful oolutents. It should also be
tested tor imouritives or more harmful drugs which mav be

mixea 1into the mari.iuana.

it seems to me it vou legislatures can-t make mari.iuana
illegal. the least vou can do is make it a controlled
substance which 1is controlled by the state gust [like alcohol.

Sincerelv.

Moses Kritz
liavor
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Highlights of the Study

A. Introduction

This report presents the findings from a study conducted by the Center for

Alcohol and Addic-fcion Studies (CAAS) of the University of Alaska, Anchorage.

The research, sponsored by the State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse

(SOADA), surveyed students in grades 7-12 in school districts in eight locations
in the state: Anchorage, Barrow, Bethel, Kotzebue, Fairbanks, Juneau, Home and
Sitka. The project was designed to obtain information on the use O nonuse of a
broad spectrum of chemical substances, ranging from legal socially-sanctioned
drugs for those of legal age, such as alcohol and tobacco, to illegal and
unsanctioned drugs tiaken for nonmedical "purposes, such as marijuana, cocaine,
hallucinogens and stimulants, among others.

In recent years American society has experienced an increase in the fre—
quency and intensity of substance use and abuse, particularly among college and
secondary school age youth. In particular, the nonmedical use of illicit mood-
altering drugs by youth of elementary, junior and senior high school age has
become a problem of major concern. Although legal and social sanctions exist to
preclude nonmedical, use of psychoactive drugs for recreational or social pur—
poses, they continue to be taken, and youngsters who take them are placing them—
selves at risk for potential legal, social, and health problems.

Recent research, (c.f., Richards, 1981) has shown that the prevalence of drug
use 1is generally fairly low among elementary school youth, but that the preva—

lence increases dramatically among junior and senior high school students. The

1



use of drugs among school age youth began to emerge slowly in the early 1960"s,
and increased dramatically during the mid to late 1970"s. Although the preva—
lence of drug use 1is believed to be moderating (Miller, 1983; Johnston, Bachman,
& O0"Malley, 1982), the overall level of drug use by youth remains a significant
concerno

Interest in learning about the nature and extent of drug use by school age
youth has prompted a number of national surveys sponsored by the National
Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA), as well as a myriad of research studies directed
at investigating adolescent drug use (c.f., Richards, 1981). Alaska has been
isolated from participation in these studies, thereby leaving a void with
respect to reliable information on the use ang fgguse of drugs ?y A{aska's
school age youth. Without this information state and local agencies are
hampered in their planning for drug related services, education, and prevention
programs.

The present research 1is directed at achieving information concerning
experiences with mood-altering drugs by school age youth. It is the specific
aim of the 3tudy to identify current trends and patterns of use by these youth-—
ful Alaskan residents, and to also obtain knowledge about students® perceptions
and consequences of using drugs. In order to achieve these objectives, surveys
were conducted in eight school districts (listed above) 1in diverse locations
within the state. The major topics to be addressed from the results of the sur—
vey 1in this report are the current prevalence of drug use among the students
and an analysis of some of the characteristics of those who have had experiences
with psychoactive drugs. Also reported are data on use by grade, age of first
use, intensity of drug use, and perceptions about taking drugs. Emphasis is
also given to addressing the non-using student, and to explore why they did not

experiment with chemical substances.



The results to be presented have been summarized in a series of tables,
charts and graphs; a discussion of results follows the presentation of the
tables. In the following section a glossary has been provided to help define
terms and to provide a key to the interpretation of the graphic figures. When
appropriate, comparisons of the Alaskan data have been made with comparable
school age youth included in some of the national survey research.

It is envisioned that the findings of the drug survey will be useful to
schools in their -iioixs to develop education programs designed to address the
issue of drug-taking behavior. Additionally, the study is designed to assist
SOADA with respect to its planning and policy development, as well as to be of
value to local and state governments and govermental agencies in their efforts

/ &
to understand and deal with the health, social and legal consequences of drug-
taking behavior by school age youth.

In summary, the five sets of results share several critical characteristics
which contribute to the integration of findings, and which alsocontribute to
their utility to estimate drug use among the general population ofschool age

youth in Alaska:

- data collection from students in grades 7-12, which consistently
includes those in age from 12 to 18;

- adequate and consistent sampling methodology;

- comparability of drugs investigated;

- comparability of question formats; and

- accessibility of detailed tabular data.

Each of the five data sets are found in Chapter 111, the section on results.
Chapter 1V contains a discussion of the results, followed by conclusions and

recommendations (Chapter V).



This section
the terms and concepts used
nitions of substances and frequently used terms,
reading tables,
listed

Phrases are

Adults

Alcohol

Barbiturates
Cocaine

(see
stimulants)
Confidence
Level
(Interval)

Current Use

Depressants

Drug

Frequency
Ever Used

Hallucinogens

Heroin

is provided to acquaint the reader vith precise definitions of
in this report. Included in this glossary are defi—
as veil as information on

and clarification of the statistical terms used in the repc.t.

in alphabetical order.

This category
other age groups see:

includes persons age 26 years and older, For
Youth and Young Adults.

Alcoholic beverages - beer, vine, such as gin, and

other hard liquors.

andvhiskey,

See depressants.

stimulant drug taken to induce a "rush" vhich
intense euphoria and a sense of vell-

A behavioral
involves a feeling of
being.

A range of values vithin vhich the true statistic or value may
be found, or vhere there is a probability of locating the true
population value.

Has used vithin past month.

Chemical substances thich act to exert a nonselective general
depressant action upon the central nervous system, and vhich are
taken to induce a mild state of euphoria similar to alcohol
intoxication. Sedatives sire divided into four subgroups:
intermediate/long acting barbiturates, nonbarbiturate/
nonbenzodiazepine sedatives, short acting barbiturates and
Dalmane.

a drug 1is defined as any chemical
perception, or consciousness.

For purposes of the study,
substance that alters mood,
once a veek,

Hov often a drug vas taken, e.g., veekly, etc.

Taking/trying a drug one or more times during one"s lifetime.
Drugs classified as hallucinogens and/or psycuedelics have the
capacity to induce visual, auditory, and other hallucinatory
experiences, and to separate the individual from reality. Such
drugs as LSD, phencyclidine (PCP), mescaline, psyote, psilocy—
bin, and DMT, among others, are included vithin general data on
hallucinogens.

A semisynthetic opiate produced by a cnemical modification of
morphine, taken to induce a subjective experience characterized
by an extremely pleasant, euphoric state, feelings of varmth,
veil-being, peacefulness and contentment.



Inhalants

Lifetime
Prevalence
(Ever Used)

Mari.iuana

Nonuse

Ooiates

Past Month,
Past Year Use

Percents/

Percentage

Prevalence

Recency of
Use

Relative
Percent

Rounding

Sedatives

Significance
(level of)

For the purpose of this report, substances currently being
inhaled to alter subjective states are being defined as inha—
lants. Inhalants may be classified into three basic classes:
commercial and related volatile solvents, aerosols, and anesthe—
tics. The following substances have been defined as inhalants:

1) Gasoline or lighter fluids; 2) Spray paints;

3) Other aerosol sprays (PAM or deodorants);

U) Shoe shine, glue, or toluene; 5) Lacquer thinner,

or other paint solvents; 6) jrayl nitrite, "poppersll

7 “Halothane, ether, or other anesthetics; 8) Nitrous

oxide, whippets; 9) Locker room odorizer; 10) Other

substances used as inhalants.

Percent who ever used; i.e., has used the drug one or more
times in lifetime.

A mixture of the crushed leaves, flowers, and small branches
obtained from the hemp plant, and taken to induce feelings of
well-being, relaxation, tranquility, and a heightened state of
awareness.

A "No" answer to any of the questions which inquire whether one
had ever taken a chemical substance.

Any natural or synthetic drug that acts in the same way as
morphine to relieve pain, such as codeine, demerol and other
such drugs.

See: Use in Pa3t Month, Use in Past Year.

A given part or amount in every hundred, e.g., a 20% rate means
20 in every 100. Percents are shown to the nearest tenth for
the data in this study.

The incident of drug taking, represented by the percent of
respondents who tried a drug, such an U0% tried a drug 6 or more
times.

The categories of recency are: past 30 days, past year, and
lifetime use.

The amount or number of persons among those within a specific
group, e.g., taking or not taking a specific drug, who have

responded to questions which pertain only to use or non-use of
the drug.

The tabxes sometimes add to 99% or 101% when they should add to
100%. Similarly, tables shown to one decimal place sometimes
add to 99*9% or 100.1% instead of 100%. These discrepancies are
due to the rounding of percents.

See depressants.

The reliability of finding or the dependability one car. place
on an obtained statistic as an indicator of the true population



C. Major Findings
The major findings of the study are summarized in the tables, graphs and

figures vhich follow, and in the summary statements listed below:

- Half the students sampled have reported experiences with one
or more illicit mood-altering drugs. A substantial proportion
of these experiences involved marijuana. The percentages of
students who tried different illicit drugs is illustrat :d in
Figure 1. After marijuana, the other drugs experienced reflect
the following order of lifetime prevalence: stimulants, cocaine,

inhalants, depressants, tranquilizers, hallucinogens and heroin.

- The level of lifetime experiences with psychoactive drugs among
students is high. The extent to which drugs have been tried/
taken among Alaska®"s students is illustrated vividly when the
present findings are compared to results of a national survey of
drug use among a sample of 12-17 year olds. Although the ages
of the two samples are not exactly comparable, the national data
nevertheless provides a "baseline *which helps to achieve a per—
spective on drug use by Alaska"s youth. The comparison in Figure
2 shows clearly that Alaskan students are having more experiences

with psychoactive drugs than their counterparts in the "lower U8."

- Although many students have tried drugs, the majority of such use
has been chiefly experimental. Only a small, percent of students \
have taken drugs with any consistency or regularity. Marijuana,
however, 1is the exception, with about of the sample using it

once or more a day. \
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Inhalants For the purpose of this report, substances currently being
inhaled to alter subjective states are being defined as inha—
lants. Inhalants may be classified into three basic classes:
commercial and related volatile solvents, aerosols, and anesthe—
tics. The following substances have been defined as inhalants:

1) Gasoline or lighter fluids; 2) Spray paints;

3) Other aerosol sprays (PAM or deodorants);

U) Shoe shine, glue, or toluene; 5) Lacquer thinner,
or other paint solvents; 6) Amyl nitrite, "poppersZl;
T) Halothane, ether, or other anesthetics; 8) Nitrous
oxide, whippets; 9) Locker room odorizer; 10) Other
substances used an inhalants.

Lifetime Percent who ever used; i.e., has used the drug one or more
Prevalence times in lifetime.
(Ever Used)

Marijuana A mixture of the crushed leaves, flowers, and small branches
obtained from the hemp plant, and taken to induce feelings of
well-being, relaxation, tranquility, and a heightened state of
awareness.

Nonuse A "No"™ answer to any of the questions which inquire whether one
had ever taken a chemical substance.

Opiates Any natural or synthetic drug that acts in the same way as
morphine to relieve pain, such as codeine, demerol and other
such drugs.-

Past Month,
Past Year Use See: Use in Past Month, Use in Past Year.

Percents/ A given part or amount in every hundred, e.g., a 20% rate means
Percentage 20 in every 100. Percents are shown to the nearest tenth for
the data in this study.

Prevalence The incident of drug taking, represented by the percent of
respondents who tried a drug, such an U0% tried a drug 6 or more
times.

Recency of The categories of recency are: past 30 days, past year, and

Use lifetime use.

Relative The amount or number of persons among those within a specific

Percent group, e.g., taking or not taking a specificdrug, who have
responded to questions which pertain only to use or non-useof
the drug.

Rounding The tables sometimes add to 99% or 101% when they should add to
100%. Similarly, tables shown to one decimal place sometimes

add to 99*9% or 100.1% instead of 100%. These discrepancies are
due to the rounding of percents.

Sedatives See depressants.
Significance The reliability of finding or the dependability one can place
(level of) on an obtained statistic as an indicator of the true population
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value. Significance always refers to probability, or how much
an obtained value can be explained as a chance occurrence. The
significance value used in this research is p = .05, which means
that we anticipate that 95 times out of 100 chances we have
obtained reliable statistics.

Any drug that increases behavioral activity is defined as a
stimulant drug. Stimulants are divided into amphetamines,
nonamphetamine anorectics, Ritalin, and Cylert. These drugs are
generally taken to feel more alert, to achieve a "rush," or to
enhance the effects of other drugs.

Psychoactive drugs which are used principally to reduce anxiety,
stress or tension and to treat neurotic disorders. The
tranquilizers concerned in this survey are Librium, Valium,
Equanil and other such types.

Reports given which indicate have taken a drug one or more
times during the past 30-day period.

Respondent reports use one or more times during year prior to
interview date. T .. ,

This category includes persons age 18 to 25 years. For other
age groups see: Youth and Older Adults.

This category includes persons who participated in Junior and
Senior High School samples. Age of respondents will vary but
will generally range from 12 to 18. For other groups see Adults
and Young Adults.

Key to Graphs and Figures

MJ - Marijuana ST - Stimulants

HL - Hallucinogens DP - Depressants
CK - Cocaine TQ - Tranquilizers
HR - Heroin OP - Opiates

IH - Inhalants TB - Tobacco

AL - Alcohol



C. Major Findings
The major findings of the study are summarized in the tables, graphs and

figures which follow, and in the summary statements listed below:

- Half the students sampled have reported experiences with one
or more illicit mood-altering drugs. A substantial proportion
of these experiences involved marijuana. The percentages of
students who tried different illicit drugs is illustrated in
Figure 1. After marijuana., the other drugs experienced reflect
the following order of lifetime prevalence: stimulants, cocaine,

inhalants, depressants, tranquilizers, hallucinogens and heroin.

- The level of lifetime experiences with psychoactive drugs among
students 1is high. The extent to which drugs have been tried/
taken among Alaska"s students is illustrated vividly when the
present findings are compared to results of a national survey of
drug use among a sample of 12-17 year olds. Although the ages
of the two samples are not exactly comparable, the national data
nevertheless provides a "baseline” which helps to achieve a per—
spective on drug use by Alaska®"s youth. The comparison in Figure
2 shows clearly that Alaskan students are having more experiences

with psychoactive drugs than their counterparts in the "lower ~8."

- Although many students have tried drugs, the majority of such use
has been chiefly experimental. Only a smai T percent of students
have taken drugs with any consistency or regularity. Marijuana,
howe Fer, is the exception, with about of the sample using it

once or more a day. °
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- Slightly higher proportions of males than females are involved in

taking/trying drugs.

- Distinct relationships exist between age, grade, and drug-taking
behavior. These relationships are represented by the following

results:
(1) Age and First Trying Psychoactive Drugs

As age increases, the proportion of students who
try/take drugs increases correspondingly, but this
relationship appears to be non-linear. That is,
as age increases, the number of students who try
different drugs varies at different age levels,
thereby presenting distinct patterns for trying
each drug. Figure 3 illustrates this process for
the three most widely tried/taken drugs - marijuana,
stimulants and cocaine - for all. but the Anchorage
school sample (where the question of age of first
trying each drug was not asked).

(2) Grade and Drug-Taking Behavior

A direct, almost linear, relationship exists between
grade level and the talLking of drugs. As grade level
increases, the percent of students who have tried/
taken drugs increases correspondingly. The nature
of this relationship is illustrated in Figure U, for
the three most tried drugs - marijuana, stimulants
and cocaine.

(3) Junior-Senior High School Comparisons
The extent of drug-taking behavior differs signif—
icantly between Junior high school (grades 7-9) and
senior high school (grades 10-12) students. Senior
high school students experiment with taking drugs
more frequently than Junior high school students.
- Most students who do not try drugs report that it is because of concern

that drugs would "hurtl their minds, and because of fear that drugs would also

cause physical harm.
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- Of those who have tried/taken drugs, the reasons for stopping are also

mainly because of concern over psychological and physical harm.

- More students who have tried drugs express aneed for drug education

than those who did not try drugs.

- Corresponding to the relationship betveen grade level and drug-taking
behavior, problems related to drug-use increase as grade level increases,

but there is much variation within and betveen grade levels.

D. Abstraction of Summary and Conclusions

In reviewing the overall findings from the statewide study, it is readily
apparent that the opportunities to try mood-filtering drugs are very- high, and
that the rate of trying drugs is also correspondingly high. Athough it is not
known whether it is the "real thing" as opposed to a "look-a-like" or a substi—
tute chemical that students are taking/trying, the important fact is that stu—
dents report that they are involved in drug-taking behavior. A question which
arises is, Why is the opportunity to try drugs so very high?

The most apparent answer is that the drugs are available for themto try.
It is clear the these youth are reflecting what is alleged about druguse 1in
general in Alaska, especially in the larger communities - that it is high. The
drags that are available - albeit illegally - find their way down to adolescents
and early teenagers in the school system. Also, a large percent of students are
willing to try certain illicit drugs such as marijuana, cocaine and stimulants
among those available.

Another questions is, Why do so many students experiment with drugs? There
are several possible answers to this question. One is that many of the illicit

drugs such as marijuana, stimulants and cocaine have become incorporated into



the "lifestyle””of so many people that adolescents themselves experiment with
them as part of their own "normative””’behavior. That is, the wide scale preva—
lence of drug use in general makes it a phenomenon which adolescents may pursue
in order to know what drug experiences are like. It thus appears that ado—
lescent drug use may be related to the attitudes and behavior found in the
larger adult society. Research by Segal (1983), which has shown that experimen—
tation with drugs and even moderate drug taking by a significant percentage of
youth 1is divorced from any particular pattern of deviant behavior or severe emo—
tional distress, tends to support the above conclusion.

The 1implications from the study are clear. Efforts need to be directed
toward reducing the high rate of experimentation with drugs by a large number
of students, as well as reducing the on-going usage by the small percentage of
students who are involved in such behavior. The data suggest that .Intervention
strategies should be emphasized within grades 8 and 9» or at least prior to age

since experiences with drugs tend to peak: by lk years of age.
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RESULTS

Overview

This section provides the report of the results of the school surreys with *©
respect to nonmedical drug-taking behavior by students in eight different loca—
tions within the state in grades 7 through 12. Also included is data on alcohol
consumption and cigarette smoking.

Information compiled from surveying over 3,000 students, utilizing a compre—
hensive questionnaire, can be very extensive. There are a multitude of dif—
ferent ways of reporting results, some may have either special or unique signi—
ficance, and some may be too general to be of value. It was therefore necessary
to place some limitations on the reporting of the survey findings with the aim
of presenting data which would be best utilized by the schools, by the State
Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse (SOADA), by health planners, and by govern—
mental bodies. Thus, the primary emphasis of this section, in keeping with the
study"s research objectives, is to present information which describes the
extent, type, patterns, frequency, and distribution of nonmedical drug use among
a large sample of Alaska®"s Junior and senior high school students. Addi—
tionally, the results also describe age and grade differences with respect to
drug-taking behavior, as well as data on some of the motivations for trying or
not trying drugs, and on some consequences of drug-taking.

The data to be reported are presented in tabular and graphic form. They
illustrate the prevalence and frequency of drug use for eight major drug cate—
gories (marijuana, inhalants, hallucinogens, cocaine, heroin, stimulants, seda—
tives, and tranquilizers) listed by frequency of occurrence, by gender, and by
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selected school-related characteristics such as grade and comparison of Junior
and senior high school. A table and graph illustrating the relationship between
age and first experience with drugs is also included.

Contingency tables have been utilized to help describe the results. This
procedure i3 a way of showing the relationship between two or more classifica-
tory variables. The display of the distribution of cases by their positions on
two or more variables is the chief component of contingency table analysis and
is a commonly accepted and popular procedure used by social scientists. The
Joint frequency distributions can be systematically analyzed by certain tests of
significance (e.g., the Chi Square statistic) to determine whether or not the
variables are statistically independent; these distributions can also be sum—
marized by a number of measures of association, such as the contingency coef—
ficient, which describes the degree to which the values of one variable predict
or vary with those of another.

Contingency tables or cross-tabulation tables also allow for a determination
of whether the differences which occur with respect to selected variables
(e.g., specific sample characteristics such as selected demographic variables)
are significantly different.

Finally, the surveys from the eight school districts have been grouped
together to form five sets of results. This procedure was followed for two
basic reasdns: (a) to account for the procedural differences which necessitated
using revised forms of the school survey in different school districts, and (b)
to facilitate regional comparisons. The classification of results is as

follows:

1. Total Sample (Tables T-1 - T-1U)
This section links together all similar items which were used in Anchorage,

Barrow, Bethel, Fairbanks, Juneau, Kotzebue, Nome and Sitka. It provides a
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comprehensive summary of the responses of 3,609 students, giving an extensive
overview of the nature and pattern of drug use by students in grades 7-12. The
remaining four sets of tables represent subset", of the total results and, except
for items not in the total sample, they essentially mirror the total findings,

with some minor fluctuations.

2. Total Less Anchorage (Tabes A-1 - A-1U)

This data set contains the aggregated results from all the communities less
Anchorage. Thus, Barrow, Bethel, Fairbanks, Juneau, Kotzebue, Nome, and Sitka
are represented. Since the Anchorage sample constitutes such a large percent of
the total () , and since Anchorage is the state"s largest school district it

was decided to compare the aggregated data from all other locations with the

Anchorage sample.

3. Anchorage, Barrow, Kotzebue, Nome, and Sitka (Tables Al-1 - Al-13)

The results were aggregated because they were obtained from a total school
district or were obtained from a random survey of students representative of the
district. These compiled results not only link the findings from different sec—
tions of the state, but they are also used to contrast with schools where

nonrandom samples were obtained.

k. Bethel, Fairbanks, and Juneau (Tables A2-1 - A2-13)
This aggregation represents those school districts in which a nonrandom
sample was obtained. These districts required parental permission and only

students with such authorization were surveyed.

5. Barrow, Kotzebue, and Nome (Tables A3-1 - A3-13)
This aggregated unit links the three northern communities into a single data
set, and also provides a means of maintaining the anonymity of each location.
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In summary, the five sets of results share several critical characteristics
vhich contribute to the integration of findings, and vhich also contribute to
their utility to estimate drug use among the general population of school age

youth 1in Alaska:

Data collection from students in grades 7-12, vhich includes
those in age from 12 to ;

Adequate and consistent sampling methodology;

comparability of drugs investigated;

comparability of question formats; and

accessibility of detailed tabular data.

Each of the five data sets are found in the folloving pages. The next
/ >

chapter contains a discussion of the results.
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Drug
Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants

Trunquilizers

Number of
Students
Having a
Chance to
Try a Drug

2381*

653

101%6

261

968

1288

725

573

TABLE T-1

OPPORTUNITY TO TRY AND TRYING DRUGS

Lifetime Experiencea

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12

(H

Percent of
All Students
Having a
Chance to
Try a Drug

66.1
18.1
29.0

7.2

26.8

35.7

20.1

15.9

= 3609)

Number of
Students
“ Reporting

Having Tried

a Drug
1781*
3Hl1
662
78

595

982
516
)

k

Percent of
Students
who Had a
Chance to

Try and Did
Try a Drug

4.8
8.1
63.3
22.9
61.5
76.2
71.2
2.6

Percent of
All Students
Trying a Drug

*19.5
8.7
18.3

2.2

16.5

21.2

I*.3

11.5



HGURE T-I

CPQ) BRR = (HNE TO TRY
HILLED BAR=DID TRY



Drug
Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants
Tranquilizers
Alcohol

Tobacco

TABLE T-2
LIFETIME EXPERIENCES WITH PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12

(N = 3609)
Number of Percent of
Students Percent of Sample who
Reporting Lower™* Sample who Upper* Tried Within
Trying Limit Ever Tried Limit Past Year
178U * 147.2 149.5 51.6 .6 1
21b 7.5 8.7 100 . 7.i
662 18.3 18.3 16.6 15.6
78 1.9 2.2 2.7 1.7
595 15.1 16.5 18.0 11.9
982 25.1v 27.2 29.2 22.0
516 12.5 1%1.3 16.2 v .8
u1b 10.2 11.5 11.6 11 .«
2589 69.7 71.7 73.8 -
1986 3.3 . 55.0 57.2 56.9

¢Confidence Limits
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Dru”
Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants

Tranquilizers

"Because of missing responses,

Percent of
Sample
Responding

88.0
82.0
83.0

81.9

82.6
83.1

62.2

81.7

TABLE T-3

FREQUENCY OF DRUG-TAKING BEHAVIOR
Pust Year Experiences

Percent of Students Who Have Tried/Taken a Drug

Total Schoolb
Students Grades 7-12

(N = 3609)
Frequency*
Once a 2-3 Once 2-5
Not Month Times A Tines
Taken or Less  a Month Week  a Week  Daily
16.6 19.0 7.1 1*0 6.0 2.4
75.5 1*.9 0.7 0,2 0.2 0.2
67.7 11.0 2.5 06 0.7 0.3
79. % 1.7 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
12.2 7.1% 1.k 0.5 0.k 0.k
62.1 112.2 1.0 1.7 1.3 0.8
70.9 7.3 2.1 0.6 0.6 0.2
72.3 6.5 1.k 0.6 0.3 0.2

those who report having tried a drug in the past year will

correspond to the percent who reported ever trying a drug.

More
Than
Once
a Day
2.3,-

0.0
0.%
0.3
0.k
0.9

0.5

0.%

not always

Total

Once
or

More
1*1.5
15.5

2.5

10.5
20.9

11.3

9.1*



Drugs
Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants

Tranquilizers

TABLE T-U

LIFETIME EXPERIENCES WITH PSYCHOACTIVE

DRUGS BY GENDER

Females and Males Who Reported

Ever Having Tried a Drug*

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12

(N = 3609)
Males
(N=1770)

1 2 3 1
Number Percent of Percent of Number
Having Males vho All Students Having
Tried Tried a Drug vho Tried Drug Tried

90U 51.1 51.9 837
185 10.5 60.5 121
351 19.8 bu.it 29U

57 3.2 73.1 21

317 17.9 5U.7 262
60 26.3 16.8 u89
272 15.u 53.5 236
219 12.u 53.8 188

*107 students did not report gender.

Females
(N=1732)

2

Percent of
Females vho
Tried a Drug

Us.3

87.0

17.0

1.2

15.1
28.2

13.6

10.9

3
Percent of

All Students
vho Tried Drug

18.1
39.5
145.6
26.9
145.3
1+49.1

1+6.5

16.2



TABLE T-5

LIFETIME EXPERIENCES WITH PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS
Junior-Senior High School Comparisons

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12
(N « 3609)*

Junior High School** Senior High School «*
Grades 7-9 Grades 10-12
(N=1950) (N=1567)
1 2 3 1 2 3

Percent of Percent of

Jr. H. S. Percent of All Sr. H. S. Percent of All

Students vho Students who Percent of Students who Students who Percent of

Ever Tried Have Tried Total Sample Ever Tried Have Tried Total Sample
Drugs (N=1179) each Drug (N=790) (N=291) each Drug (N=798)
Marijuana 116 36.7 .9 19.8 1033 . 65.9 59.1 28.6
Hallucinogens 105 3u.l 2.9 203 13.0 65.9 5.6
Cocaine 199 10.2 30.7 5.5 1i50 28.7 69.3 12.5
Heroin 32 1.6 1.0 0.9 b 2.9 59.0 1.3
Inhalants 290 lit. 8 50.0 - 8.0 290 18.5 50.0 8.0
stiinulunts 373 17.6 35.7 9.5 618 39.4 6+1.3 17.1
Depressants 207 10.6 1)0.5 5.7 301* 194 59.5 8.1
Tranquilizers 151 7.7 37.1 1i.2 256 16.3 62.9 7.1

*09 students did not report grade level.
**The differences in frequencies and percentages between Junior and senior high students are statistically significant

for each drug (p <_01).
***F=Frequency or number of students reported having tried each drug.
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Drug

Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants

Tranquilizers

TABLE T-6A

FREQUENCY OF TAKING DRUGS:
Past Year Experiences

Total Schools
Junior H. S.*

(N = 1953)
Percent of
Jr. H. S.
Percent of Students who
Jr. H. S. Have Tried
Students Not Up to 3 Times
Responding Tried a Month
86.u 63.6 2U.5
80.9 9k.8 u.5
81.9 88.0 10.6
80.8 97.3 2.0
82.0 86.9 11.0
82.0 82.9 13.6
81.u 89.3 8.9
80.5 91.7 6.9

«30u students did not report grade level.

-32-

Percent of
Jr. H. S.
Students vho
Have Taken
Once a Week
or More

3.5
18

.U



TABLE T-6B

FREQUENCY OF TAKING DRUGS:
Past Year Experiences

Total Schools

Senior H.
(N = 1567)

Percent of

Sr. H. S.

Students Not
Drug Responding Tried
Marijuana 90.8 39-9
Hallucinogens 8U.1 88.7
Cocaine 85.3 73.U
Heroin 83.9 96.6
Inhalants 8u.1 88.2
Stimulants 85.3 * 6U. 7
Depressants 8uU.1 82.3
Tranquilizers 83.9 8U.6

*30U students did not report grade level.

-33-

Percent of
Sr. H. S.
Students vho
Have Tried
Up to 3 Times
a Month

35.9

9-9
26.8

1H. 8

12.7

Percent of
Sr. H. S.
Students vho
Have Taken
Once a Week
or More

2b.2



Drug
Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants

Tranquilizers

*301* stuuents did not report grade

TABLE T-7

DRUG-TAKING BEHAVIOR BY GRADE

Percent Within Each Grade Who Reported
Trying/Taking a Drug

7
(=665 )
23.3
2.9
u.8
0.9
12.0
8.1
6.2

3.8

8

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12

(N

(N=685)

38.7

5.5

12.1

1.8
18.0
20.0
12 %

9.6

-3U-

= 3609)
Grade*

9 10 11
(N=603)  (N=658) (N=561*)
1791 60.6 69.9

8.0 10.9 13.8
13.9 21.9 31.6
2.3 2.6 1
V.U 18.8 18.8
25.2 36.0 k.6
13.1* 18.7 21.1
10.0 15.7 18.3

levels.

12
(N-31* =
69.6
15.1*
37.1

1.2
17.1%

1#0.9
18.0
0.5






TABLE T-fl

REASONS FOR NOT TRYING OR HAVING STOPPED
EXPERIMENTING WITH PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12

(N = 3609)
Reasons Given: For Not Trying Drugs For Having Stooned
Experimenting with Drugs

Percent of Percent of

Total Respondents Respondents

Number of Not Trying who Tried

Students for each and Stopped

Responding Reason for each Reason

1. May hurt my body. 2779 18.3 Hi.9
2. May hurt my mind. 2780 15.8 HU.6
3. May cause addiction. 27N 20.6 HO.O

H. Friends disapprove. 1675 37.7+ 17.9



TABLE T-9
DRUG EDUCATION AND TRYING DRUGS
Percent of Students Responding

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12

(N ~ 3609)

Percent of Have Had Drug Have Had Drug Have Not Had Have Not Had

Students Education Education and Drug Education Drug Education
Drug Responding and Have Have Not Tried and Have Tried and Have Not Tried
Marijuana 72.2 28.6 18.3 3*».2 18.9
Hallucinogens ﬁ5.2 7.9 38.0 9.9 *4*].2
Cocaine 50.5 13.5 31.8 20.1 3.6
Heroin 37.7 2.1 *42.5 3.0 52.%4
Inhalants 7.7 15. % 31.5 16.2 36.9
Stimulants 5¥* 5 20.5 26.0 25.1 28.1
DepressantB *12.9 13.0 32.0 17.2 37.8

Tranquilizers '40.2 10.8 33.9 16.0 39-3



STUDENTS™

TABLE T-

Total
Students Gra
(N a

10

PERCEPTIONS OF DRUG-TAKING BEHAVIOR

Schools

es 7-12
0)

Percent of Students who*

Expressed Expressed
Students who: a need no need Total
for drug for drug
education education
Have Tried Drugs 1*3.2 12.8 56.0
Have Not Tried .
Drugs 37.1 6.9 }1.0
Total 80.3 19.7 100.0

*The differences betveen classifications are not statistically significant
X2 = 1U.1, d.f. =1, p< .001.
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TABLE T-11
PERCENT OF STUDENTS RESPONDING "TRUE™ TO VARIOUS STATEMENTS

Total Schools
By Grade Levels

(N = 3609)
Grades™*

Statement 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
1. 1 have missed school

because of drug use. 2.1 5.8 8.2 11.7 1U.8 17.3 9.2
2. 1 have had problems in

school because of drug

use. U.3 5.6 " 8.5 11.1 I.k"" 12.9 8.6
3. I have had problems out—

side of school because

of drug use. 6.3 10.0 11.6 16.0 15.8 15.0 12.1

*Each statistic represents the proportion of students vithin each g-rade vho
answered "yes"™ to each question. The total represents the percent of all stu—
dents responding "yes" to each question.
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Drug
Marijuana
Hallucinogens
Cocaine
Heroin
Inhalants
Stimulants
Depressants
Tranquilizers
Alcohol

Tobacco

“Miller, 1903.

TABLE T-12

COMPARISONS OF LIFETIME EXPERIENCES WITH PS7CHOACTIVE DRUGS

Surveys: Percent Who Ever Tried Each Drug
Total Schools
Students Grades "i-L2
Anchorage
Sitka Total
Nc fle Sample Bethel Barrow
Total Barrow Less Juneau Kotzebue
Sample Kotzebue Anchorage Fairbanks Nome Anchorage
(n=3609)  (N=2811)  (N=2021) (N=798)  (n=Doo) (N=1588)
9.5 50.7 50.8 41.9 58.8 51.%
8.7 8.7 9.%» 8-6 9.2 9.%i
18.3 18.5 17.0 17.8 18.0 23.5
2.2 2.1 1.8 2.3 2.2 3.2
16.5 15.5 17.3 20.1 15.0 18.11
217.2 26.9 28.6 28.2 25.8 29.6
1*1.3 Hi. 6 12.5 13.2 10.5 19.9
11.5 12.0 8.9 9.9 6.3 17.9
71.7 Mi.8 65.8 66.2 62.0 82.1
55.0 34.0 50.9 *tt. 5 5*i.7 04.9

1982*
National
Survey of

12-17 7r. 0Olds

(N=1581)

26.7

5.2

6.5

<1

- 6.7

5.8

*1.9

65.2

*e9.5
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TABLE T-13

COMPARISONS OF LIFETIME EXPERIENCES WITH PSYCHOACTIVE DRUGS
ALASKAN SENIORS AND NATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY

High School Seniors Who Ever Tried Each Drug

Total Schools
Students Grades 7-12

Anchorage
Sitka Total 1982“
Nome Sample Bethel Barrow National
Total Barrow Less Juneau Kotzebue Survey
Sample Kotzebue Anchorage Fairbanks Nome Anchorage 12-17 vr. 1
Drug (N=3U5) (N=277) (N=215) (N=68) (N=73) (N=123) (N=17500
Marijuana 69.6,s 77.2 77.2 72.1 78.9 60.2 5875
0
Hallucinogens ,15 A* 17.7 17.7 AT 9AA; 12.2 12 5.
Cocaine 37. 1. 1i0.0 10.0 12.6 39.7 31].1 16.0,
Heroin 1.2\ 1A 1A 0.0 i*.i 0.8 1.2
Inhalants t 17 Av 19.5 19.5 17.6 17.8 A b 18.0
stimulants 00 18.8 18.8 12.6 1#9.3 29.3 27.9
Depressants 18.0 17.7 17.7 17.6 13.7 - 19.5 15.2 5
Tranquilizers A . Buy 126 126 118 82 187 AO i

“Johnston, Bachman, & O0"Malley, 1982.



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The major objective of this project was to assess the extent, type of pat—
terns, frequency and distribution of drug-taking behavior among school age youth
in grades 7-12 in eight locations of the state: Anchorage, Barrov, Bethel,
Fairbanks, Juneau, Kotzebue, Nome and Sitka- The results of this undertaking
found generally high rates of lifetime experiences with mood-altering drugs
among students surveyed. This high level of drug-taking behavior contrasts dra—
matically with reports from surveys conducted in the "lover U8," which indicate
that "American young people are continuing to moderate their use of illicit
drugs..." (Johnston et al., 1982, p. 9)* Reports from two recent national sur—
veys (Johnston et al., 1982; Miller, 1983) indicate that there have been declines
in use of marijuana and in other drugs and a leveling off of cocaine use by
youth. Although there is no previous survey data of Alaskan youth to compare
trends, a comparison of current findings of Alaskan youth with their counter—
parts in the "lower U8" shows considerably higher levels of drug use, except for
heroin, which is Just slightly higher.

One factor which may contribute to the extensive differences found between 1
the National Survey of 12-17 year olds and Alaskan youth may be related to dif-"'J
ferences in methodology." The National Survey conducted face-to-face interviews
while our procedure involved anonymous responses to questionnaires. It may be
that when youth are selected from a general population and interviewed, the

reports of prevalence of drug use may be more guarded than when responding ano—

nymously to a survey.
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Prior to elaborating on these findings it should be restated that it is not
known whether the students who report having tried a drug actually took the
drug, that is, whether it is the "real thing"” as opposed to a "look-a-like" or a
substitute chemical. The important fact, however, 1is that students apparently
believe that they took the reported drug. Also, students, whether taking real
or substitute drugs, were involved in drug-taking behavior.

What 1is evident in the results is that when there is an opportunity to try a
drug, particularly marijuana, large percentages of those students having the
chance will try it. The question which arises is, Why is the opportunity to try
drugs so very high among junior and senior high school students?

A factor which seemingly contributes to the high prevalence rates reported
in our study is that drugs are generally available in the state, a phenomena
which is supported by anecdotal evidence. The drugs which are available -
albeit illegally - find their way down to adolescents and early teenagers who
are willing to try them. Additionally, it also appears that these youngsters
can afford to buy the available drugs.

Thus, with apparent opportunities to try, students are trying/taking drugs,
and the number of students reporting such experiences is high. The pattern of
drug use generally follows the pattern described for the "lower U8." Marijuana
is the most frequently tried/taken ding, followed by experiences with stimulants
and cocaine. While experiences with the other drugs vary, a consistency exists
in that heroin is the least tried. In all the findings indicate that at least
half of all students are likely to try marijuana and/or some other drug by the
time of high school graduation. More than T5% of students will have also have
tried/consumed alcohol prior to their graduation from high school. Most of the
"hard" drug use, however, will be experimental.

The important question is, Why do so many students experiment with and/or

-1U3-



take drugs? There are several possible answers to this question. One is that
many of the illicit drugs such as marijuana, stimulants and cocaine, have become
incorporated into the "lifestyle”™ of so many people that adolescents themselves
experiment with them as part of their own "normative" behavior. That is, the
wide scale prevalence of drug use in general makes it a phenomenon which ado—
lescents may pursue in order to know what drug experiences are like. It appears
that adolescent drug use may, to a large extent, be related to the attitudes and
behaviors found in the larger adult society. Simply put, the "kids"™ do what the
adults are doing!

Related to this "imitation" phenomena is what may be called a "curiosity"
motive for trying drugs. This motive is discussed in greater detail in the
Anchorage School District Report (see Appendix 2), inwhich an analysis of
students®™ motives for trying/taking drug3 was completed. Briefly, a common
reason for many youngsters to try mood-altering drugs 1is curiosity - just to
see what it is like. Many students try a drug once, or several times, with
no intention to continue use in the future. However, this motive may not be
totally applicable to use of alcohol, cigarettes, marijuana and, to a lesser
extent, stimulants and cocaine.

Another reason for the trying/taking of drugs, interrelated with the
"curiosity" motive, is a willingness to seek new and different experiences.

This motive was found to prevail within the Anchorage School sample and has been
reported in other research (Segal, 1982; 1983, in press). Drugs do provide a
new and different experience; some students seem to find it rewarding or gra—
tifying whereas others do not find it pleasurable.

Some youngsters may use mood-altering drugs to gain the ability to cope with

personal problems and/or stress. Drugs may not only temporarily help one to
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

*

The major objective of this project was to assess the extent, type of pat—
terns, frequency and. distribution of drug-taking behavior among school age youth
in grades 7-12 in eight locations of the state: Anchorage, Barrov, Bethel,
Fairbanks, Juneau, Kotzebue, Nome and Sitka. The results of this undertaking
found generally high rates of lifetime experiences with mood-altering drugs
among students surveyed. This high level of drug-taking behavior contrasts dra—
matically with reports from surveys conducted in the "lower U8," which indicate
that "American young people are continuing to moderate their use of illicit
drugs..." (Johnston et al., 1982, p. 9)* Reports from two recent national sur—
veys (Johnston et al., 1982; Miller, 1983) indicate that there have been declines
in use of marijuana and in other drugs and a leveling off of cocaine use by
youth. Although there 1is no previous survey data of Alaskan youth to compare
trends, a comparison of current findings c£ Alaskan youth with their counter—
parts in the "lower U8" shows considerably higher levels of drug use, except for
heroin, which is Just slightly higher.

One factor which may contribute to the extensive differences found between 1
the National Survey of 12-17 year olds and Alaskan youth may be related to dif- "}
ferences in methodology.*:" The National Survey conducted face-to-face interviews
while our procedure involved anonymous responses to questionnaires. It may be
that when youth are selected from a general population and interviewed, the

reports of prevalence of drug use may be more guarded than when responding ano—

nymously to a surrey.
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Prior to elaborating on these findings it should be restated that it is not
known whether the students who report having tried a drug actually took the
drug, that is, whether it is the "real, thingl as opposed to a "look-a-like" or a
substitute chemical. The important fact, however, is that students apparently
believe that they took the reported drug. Also, students, whether taking real
or substitute drugs, were involved in drug-taking behavior.

What 1is evident in the results is -hat when there is an opportunity to try a
drug, particularly marijuana, large percentages of those students having the
chance will try it. The question which arises 1is, Why is the opportunity to try
drugs so very high among junior and senior high school students?

A factor which seemingly contributes to the high prevalence rates reported

er - * \
in our study is that drugs are generally avai;able in the state, a phenomena
which is supported by anecdotal evidence. The drugs which are available -
albeit illegally - find their way down to adolescents and early teenagers who
are willing to try them. Additionally, it also appears that these youngsters
can afford to buy the available drugs.

Thus, with apparent opportunities to try, students are trying/taking drugs,
and the number of students reporting such experiences is high. The pattern of
drug use generally follows the pattern described for the "lower 1+8." Marijuana
is the most frequently tried/taken drug, followed by experiences with stimulants
and cocaine. While experiences with the other drugs vary, a consistency exists
in that heroin is the least tried. In all, the findings indicate that at least
half of all students are likely to try marijuana and/or some other drug by the
time of high school graduation. More than 75~ of students will have also have
tried/consumed alcohol prior to their graduation from high school. Most of the
"hard" drug use, however, will be experimental.

The important question is, Why do so many students experiment with and/or
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take drugs? There axe several possible answers to this question. One is that
many of the illicit drugs such as marijuana, stimulants and cocaine, have become
incorporated into the "lifestyle” of so many people that adolescents themselves
experiment with them as part of their own "normative" behavior. That is, the
wide scale prevalence of drug use in general makes it a phenomenon which ado—
lescents may pursue in order to know what drug experiences are like. It appears
that adolescent drug use may, to a large extent, be related to the attitudes and
behaviors found in the larger adult society. Simply put, the "kids" do what the
adults are doingl

Related to this "imitation™ phenomena is what may be called a "curiosity"
motive for trying drugs-. This motive is discussed ingreater detail in the
Anchorage School District Report (see Appendix 2), inwhich an analysis of
students® motives for trying/taking drugs was completed. Briefly, a common
reason for many youngsters to try mood-altering drugs is curiosity - Just to
see what it is like. Many students try a drug once, or several times, with
no intention to continue use in the future. However, this motive may not be
totally applicable to use of alcohol, cigarettes, marijuana and, to a lesser
extent, stimulants and cocaine.

Another reason for the trying/taking of drugs, interrelated withthe
"curiosity" motive, is a willingness to seek new and different experiences.
This motive was found to prevail within the Anchorage School sample and has been
reported in other research (Segal, 1982; 1983, in press). Drugs do provide a
new and different experience; some students seem to find it rewarding or gra—
tifying whereas others do not find it pleasurable.

Some youngsters may use mood-altering drugs to gain the ability to cope with

personal problems and/or stress. Drugs may not only temporarily help one to
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escape from personal discomfort, but they also help to delay having to deal vith
conflict or stress. This motive for taking drugs has been found consistently in
research investigating both adolescent and adult drug-taking behavior (Jessor 4
Jessor, 1977; Segal, Huba, 4 Singer, 1980). It isunlikely that the high level
of drug use found in this study is attributable tothis motive, but it is
possible that a small percentage of students, particularly those .who take a
variety of drugs with some degree of frequency, may be using drugs to "feel
benter” an well as to feel "high."

An important finding in this study is that age, opportunity to try and first
experiences with mood-altering drugs are signficantly interrelated and also
vary greatly for each drug. As experiences with some drugs, such as marijuana,

/ &

begin to taper off, first experiences with other drugs, such as cocaine, tend to
increase. The relationship between age and first experiences with drugs is
revealing itself to be curvilinear, that is, a relationship which can change
direction at any given age level for any given drug. The most frequent ages for
trying drugs are 13 and 15, which are® related to beginning Junior and senior
high school. It may be, as advocated within some recent research literature
(Huba, Winegard and Bentler, 1979; Segal, 1983; Segal, Huba and Singer, 1980;
Segal, Cromer, Hobfoll and Vasserman, 1982) that drug-taking behavior by ado—
lescents is mainly experimental and is in large part "normative" and unrelated
to any pattern of deviance or serious emotional distress.

Another interesting finding which characterizes the Alaskan findings (as
discussed more fully in the Anchorage School District Report) is that peer
pressure or influences do not appear to be as significant a factor as is

reported in other studies (Jessor 4 Jessor, 1977; Kandell, Kessler, 4 Margulies,
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1978). Why this is the case is not totally clear; it may be that drug-

taking behavior has become so acceptable among all youth that the traditional
schism betveen "users" and "nonusers" no longer exists, thereby making it unnec—
essary for those who take drug3 to seek mutual support from others vho take
drugs. Additionally, the generally videspread use of drugs may offset any spe—
cial status attributable to those vho take drugs, thus reducing the peer
influences to try or not try drugs.

In summary, it is evident that drug-taking behavior is attributable to many
interrelated factors, some exerting greater influences than others at different
points during one"s secondary school career. Further research is needed to
focus more specifically on students®™ perceptions of vhy they take drugs and the
particular expectations that they have of vhat drugs vill do for them.

The results of the present study have a number of implications concerning
drug education/prevention programs. One important consideration is that the
students perceive a need for such programs, particularly the ones vho have had
experiences vimh psychoactive drugs. This finding suggests -that the students

may be inferring that if other students are "educated," or if they themselves
learned more about "drugs," the risks of taking drugs may be reduced. It is
presumed that presentation of information regarding the "dangers" and risks of
taking drugs, especially in light of the findings that most students fear the
harmful psychological and physical effects of taking drugs, can help to lessen
the curiosity to experience the anticipated sensations vhich drugs can engender.
The 1issue becomes one of hov to develop and implement an effective drug
education/prevention program. This question is one vhich educators and
researchers have been struggling with for over a decade. While the evidence

supports the continued need for educational efforts (Wepner, 1979), it is

apparent that such programs generally tend to restrain young persons vho vere



