














The only real pattern for monitoring. behavior change is some
pattern of observation or follow-up monitoring which would
probably not be statutorily permissible based on the'non-criminal
nature of marijuana violations. Asking the participants them­
selves whether or not there has been some level of change is
probab-ly the next best process for measuring impact. A more
subtle instrument had initially been designed which attempted
to subtly measure attitudes. However, because of the dynamics
involved with individuals prior to administering the attitude
analysis, the University determined that the attitude analysis
process would not be likely to give accountable impact analysis.

Results

Because the instrument involves subj ective ans\vers, Universi ty
.staff first analyzed the nature of the answers and then lo90ed
them into categories without placing any value judgement on the
impact'level of the answer. The answers seemed to fall into
certain clusters of responses. A computerized structure of logging
the responses was finally employed after the categories had been
defined.

Question 1: "Nhat is most interesting to you?" The following are
the lists of categories in the response. It must be remembered
that while each program deliverer has leverage in terms of delivery,
,the program is basically modular and the same basic components
are inherent in every program.

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

8.
9.

lOG
11".

12.

13.

Movies
Psychotropic effects of drugs
Why people like to get intoxicated
(attitudes)
Discussion in general
Information regarding the procure­
ment of street drugs, information
regarding arrests and criminal law,
information on "bad trips", infor­
mation regarding buying and. selling
corrupted drugs, etc.
Instructor's presentation style

"-No response or the answer not
responsive
Nothing
Marijuana information specifically
Everything
Self-reflection (personal awareness
or understanding)
Legal aspects (current laws, civil
rights, etc.)
Evaluations, test?, questions

-3-

16.8%
14.4

13.7
13.7

13.3
7.4

6.0
4.9
3.0
2.5

2.1

1.4
• 7



Question 2: "What new information did you get out of this
class?"

1. Nothing
2. Relationship of attitudes and

behavior to the use or misuse of
drugs'

'3. Street drug analysis - impure drugs
illegally sold

4. No response or no answer
5. Legal aspects
6. Psychotropic effects of drugs

-7. Facts regarding marijuana use
8. Self-reflection
9. Polydrug effects

10. Overdose treatment·information

21. 8%

16.5

11.6
10.9
10.5

8.4
5.6
5.3
4.6
4.2

Question 3: "What, for you, was a.waste of time?" Each group
was asked to isolate one element that seemed not to be of value
to them. Therefore, criticizing a portion of the program does

, not constitute an indictment against the entire program, but
may have some inference regarding freedom to criticize.

1. Movies
2. Nothing - nothing in the entire

program was a waste of time
3. Everything in the program was a

waste of time
4. No response or-answer not responsive
5. Discussion in general
6. The cost of the class
7. Legal involvement
8. Filling out this questionnaire
9. Discussion about alcohol

10. Discussion about marijuana

29.8%

21.4

17.2
14.4

4.9
3.9
2.8
2.5
2.1
1.1

Question 4: "In what way do you feel your day to day behavior
may change as a result of this class?"

1. No change
2. Thi~ about appropriateness and

inappropriateness of using drugs
3. Being more cautious about the use

of drugs
4. Reduce use or otherwise change use
5. No response
6.. Assume more responsibility regarding

intoxication
7. Seek information
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34.0%

27.7

18.2
10.2

5.6

3.2
1.1



Analysis-

Because the prime objective is always to impact behavior as
opposed to simply having an enjoyable session or even, increased
information, those cateoories that seemed to reflect a behavioral
change' were rated as ha~ing highly positive characteristics. In
the first question, any an~wer that seemed to indicate self­
reflection regarding drug use, increased awareness and sensitivity
to legal issues regarding drug use and how they may jeopardize
career development, etc., psychotropic effect of drugs or the
reasons for people becoming intoxicated, was viewed as potentially
profiling behavioral impact. These were rated as highly positive
and a composite of 35.1% answered in this category. .

Those responses in the first question which related to simply
enjoyment of the class or interesting components of the class,
such as enjoying the. movies, etc., were rated as positive. 54.4%
answered in this category ..

6.0% of the answers were not responsive and 4.9% of the responses
indicated there was nothing o£ value in the class.

Using the same criteria, the second question, "What new information
did you get out of the class?", ~6.0% answered in patterns that
would seem to indicate behavioral impact, such as self-reflection,
relationship and attitudes regarding behavior and drug use, over-
dose treatment information, etc. .

Similarly, 40.7% gave answers rated as positive, which seemed to
indicate the class was enjoyable and more information was gained,
such as marijuana facts, psychotropic effect of drugs, street
drug analysis availability, etc. .

10.9% did not answer or did not give responsive answers and 21.8%
gave what would be labeled as negative answers, actually making
statements that there was no new information that was of value
to them.

Question 3, "What, for yo~, was a waste of time?", involved
isolating one particular incident in the program that did not
'appear to be of value to them. Again, there was a subtle attempt
to determine whether or not the group was honestly responding to
the question. It would logically be unlikely that a substantial
portion of the group would find nothing negative in the entire
program. .

21.4% indicated that nothing was a waste of time or that every­
thing in the program was positive for them.

23.6% indicated that certain portions of the program were negative
over which the program deliverers had no control, such as the
actual legal process that brought them into the class, the cost
of the class, and filling out the questionnaires.
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""i. I \\ isolated some sect'ion of the program as negative, such
.\t\ I he movies, the discussion about marijuana, the discussion

,nbOl1t the'law, etc.

'1'lIp fourth and most significant question, focused on actually
\oIltf'! her or not the participants perceived that ther'e would be
lH~hilvioral change. "In what way do you feel your day to day
hplI.'wior may change as a result of this class?lI

Cd). 4.,.. specif ically indicated some pattern in which their behavior
\-It III I d change for the better, such as thinking more about approp­
rlolo use of intoxication, seeking more information before using
II (Irllq, more cautious or less use of certain kinds of chemicals,
l\ot lwing illegal substances, etc.

J~.G~ did not resp?nd or indicated there would be no change.

Conclusion

I 1\"H1(~d on the observation that the participant,s were generally not
~flilid to find criticism with the program, there is some proba­
hLllly of honesty in the responses. It is clear that well over
h~lr, but below three-quarters,~f the population appear to honestly
be' 1 i.l~ve that the infonnation 'and the program, in general, will
HIlt VO to alter their use of intoxication in a pattern that is
11I01:'U likely to safeguard their personal health.
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~PPENDIX I

Evaluation Instrument

Ma~ijua~a Education

Participant Summary Form

Age:

Today's Date:

1.

2.

What, during this four hour class, was most interesting to you?

What new information did you get out of this class?

•

3. l~at, for you, was a waste of time?

i
i
i

4. In what ways do you feel your day-to-day behavior may change as a result of
this class?

5. What changes would you suggest to make this class more interesting/informative?

DMA/sw 2/17/77
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. Aitkin 13
Anoka 299
Becker 2
Beltrami 11

i Benton 10
Big Stone 0
Bl ue Earth 51
Brown 0
Carlton 33
Carver 24
Cass 4
Chippewa 4
Chisago 13
Clay 46
Clearwater 0
Cook 30
Cottonl-/ood 5
Crow Wing 19
Dakota 137
Dodge 0
Douglas 32
Faribault 14
Fi·ll roore 11
Freeborn 30
Goodhue 9
Grant 1
Hennepin 598
Houston 2
Hubbard 3
Isanti 4
Itasca 39
Jackson 11
Kanabec 11
Kandiyohi 19
Kittson 4
Kooehiehing 26
Lac qui Parle 1
Lake 8
Lake of the Woods 48
LeSueur 11

. Lineo1n............
Lyon ~ 2
Mahnomen 0
Harsha 11 4
Hartin 43
~~Leod 6
Meeker 29
Mille Lacs 33
Morrison 26
Mower 60
Murray 0
Nicollet 25
Nobles 30

Norman
Olmsted
Otter Ta il
Pennington
Pine
Pipestone
Pol k
Pope
Ramsey
Red Lake
Redwood
Renville
Rice
Rock
Roseau
St. Loui s
Scott
Sherburne
Sibley
Steapns
Steele
Stevens
Swift
Todd
Traverse
~labasha

Wadena
Waseca
~lashington

Watomlan
Wilkin
~li nona
~lri ght
Yellow Medicine

o
76
32
22

5
2

37
19

288
1

10
10
37
o

13
214
137

21
6

29
2
o
4
1
6

14
o
o

40
5

35
17
17
'0
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