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'l'he following evaluation report on Minnesota's Drug Education 
Program has been prepared by t~e Evaluation Consortium of 
the University of Minnesota. 

.. 
The information utilized in th~ preparatio~ of this report is 
confined to program participants' responses to five questionnaire 
items. Implications and generalizations ~ust be limited by this 
consideration . ~1~· 

Those readers wishing a surrunary of the report should proceed 
to the Section V Discussion. 
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AN EVALUATION OF MINNESOTA'S DRUG EDUCATION PROGRAM 

FOR MINIMAL POSSESSION MARIJUANA VIOLATORS 

I. Program Description 

Minnesota's statewide drug education program was instituted in 
April of 1976, to serve primarily as a non-punitive and non­
treatment alternative court disposition for "small amount" 
marijuana pOS$eSsion cases . The program is not based on inter­
personal c·ounseling or· therapy, but rather on providing information 
in an honest, persuasive manner that will encourage participants 
to adopt more social.ly responsible behaviors that are compatible 
with lawful c onduct and good health practices. The singular 
objective of the program is to persuade participants not to 
misuse non-alcoholic or alcoholic drugs in the future . 

II. Study-Procedure 

Approximately 3,500 i ndividuals, referred by Minnesota municipal 
and county courts for possession of marijuana, had attended the 
state's certified drug education program as of May 31 , 1978. The 
last 1,650 of these participants completed anonymous questionnaires 
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designed to assess thei r i mpressions of the program, attitude 
change, and self-reported predictions of future behavior change. 
The instrument, consisting of five subjective questions, was 
administered at the conclusion of each class. 

II., 
1 
i 
3 

~ 
The questionnaire data for this evaluation study were collected ·1 
over the 16 month period from Febru4ry, 1977 , throu9h May, 1978. ~ 
By dividing the particip~nts into five chronoloqical groups of 1 

... · · · ·~" w'~ ...... equal ... s i ie _ (330), -.~heir differen~ial respon3es to the questionnaire.., _. ~ 
· could be used to assess changes l.n the progrom over time. Equal .. 

~nits of participants r~ther than equal units of time w~re chosen l 

! 
~-
' . 

I 
i 
I . 
I 
I 

I . 

l 
L ___ ----

t o assess program changes (inferred from the differential re- J 
sponses of .the qroupa) because the number of classes held, their 
review, and subsequent adju$tments were & func~ion of the rate 
of referral from the courts and not of a standard time schedule. 

•• 
1 

·· The approximate intervals of time that def in$d the five 9roupin9s J' 
·of data are presented in Table 1. . ·· 

,· 
. \~r, ..... 

' I 
I 

Table l . , 
The approximate j,ntervalo of time that 
defined the five 9roupin9s o~ data. 

Group I Group Size Time of Processing 

...l 330 Fob., 1977 - June , 1977 

2 330 July, 1977 Sept . , 1977 

3 330 Oct., 1977 Nov., 1977 

4 330 Dec . , 1977 .. Feb ., 1978 

5 330 March, 1978 - May, 1978 

Descriptive Characte ris ties I I I . of the Classes and Class Participants 
.. ~ 

The classes were conducted by 43 similar ly trained instructors, 
all having been initi ally s elected f or their communications skills 
and knowledge of alcohol/drugs . The average number of partici­
pants per instruc tor was 38.4, the individual numbers ranging 
from 2 to 295 . 

The average number of participants per class was 12.5, the 
individual sizes ranging from 1 to 30 . Over two-thirds of t he 
classes had between 6 and 18 participants . 

The average age of t he participants was 19 . 9 years, the individual 
ages ranging from 1 3 to 57 years . Ninety-nine percent of the 
participants were under 32 years of age. The average age of class 
participants has remained stable over time. Figure l i llustrates 
the number of parti cipants of each age. 
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IV. Questionnaire Results 

The first item on the questionnaire asked: 

What, durinq this four hour cla~s, was 
most interesting to you? 

.. Ninety-five percent of the participants provid~d a respon1e 
· to thiL' que~tion. Appro:idmat$ly one-third (31.9%) of the 

participants wno an~wered thi$ que»tion reported that topical 
discu&sions were most interesting. This c&teqory included 
re•pondentG.who apecifieally cited aG mo~t intereatinq 4iscu1aions 
in general (lS.6\), diDcusnion& about ~ttitudes r@lating to intoxiM 
cation (10.2\), diseuo3ions about legal aspects (3.4,), and dis~ 
cu$aions leading to personal awarene$~ (2.7%). 

Tho information di•eeminatod was defii9nate.d a~ the most intere$tin9 
catetory by the sGeond largest group of r~apondents (22.6\). Thig 
catego~y included respondents who specifically cited && mout 
intere•tinq information about psychotropic effects of drugs (18.0t) 
and information about marijuan& (4.6\). ·All r0apon$es to thie 
question are listed in Tabl@ 2. 

l~ 
2. 
3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

: 

Table 2 
· -· • il ,. 

Participant responMe~ to the question: 
•what, durinq thitJ four hour clasui, was 
most interesting to you?ff 

Topical diacu~sions •••• NnSOO 31.9% 
Informat:i.on disseminated. 6 •• Ns355 22.6% 
Movies.o ••• Nm281 17.9\ 
Non-spacif ic social discu~sions. N=l53 9.7'A 
Instructor's pr~sentation •••• N=l50 9.5% 
Everything •••• Nu61 3.9% 
Nothing •••• N21:6l 3.9% 
Evaluations and tests •••• N•lO 0.6% 

1,571 100.0% 

Two siqnificant trends are presented by the data. The moat recent 
participants {when compared to the earlier participants) evidenced 
less interest in non··specific discussions (r=- .97,p<.01), and 
more interest in obtaining clear information about the psychotropic 
hazards of specific drugs (r= . 86,p<. 05). 

More specifically, the responses of successive group participants 
indicate a substantial escalating interest in information re­
lating to potentially dangerous drugs, their effects, overdose 
treatment information, and legal implications. These trends are 
gr~phically illustrated in Figures 2 and 3 , respectively. 
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The aec:ond quea ti·.in asked r 
. .. ' .. ... 

·"' ' · 
What new informa~ion did you 9et out 
of this class? 

. ~ -
:~ .. . 

., 
'! 

• 
' .. • 

; .... ' " . ~ ,,.,,,... t f • 

2 l 4 5 

Ninety-three percent of the pa~ticipants provided a response to 
this question. A large majority of respondents (80.4t) indicated 
th t they had learned somethinq new. About one-fifth of the 
respondents (19.6\) stated specifically that they had not ~een 
presented with any new information. 

Table 3 illustrates the specific types of new information reported 
to have been learned by the participants. 
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Tlable 3 

Participant ~e~ponaea to tho qq Gtion: 
•lfhot new into~tion did you get out 
Of thie CliUiG?"' 

l . Street d~g purity probl ••• , N•lOI 
2. Nothi"9•••• ti-JOO 

~-.... .... ~(,., ... ;... 6 3 ,.....,.Ppyahot~opj.c:,.i polydrUCJ of foot• .... ,.N•a62 
, . 4. lel•tioubip ot ettitudea to \J&o •• ll•2l2 

.... 

f 

' % • 

~ 
• 

I 

I 

5, Le4f•l aapecta.... N•l66 
6. OV•rdo•• treottlent info.... "•112 
7., Mariju&na lacta. ·••• 11187 

·~. 8. Solf-reflection..... £!!!!!... 
Ji. 

, ' 
''! 

• • 1.sla • 100.0\ 
t 
•\ 
~ ,~ " 
Thr•• oi1nificant cha~vea ove~ t tor the vroupD wore tndie4tQd 
by th• data. The moat rocent participant• r portod roceivin9 
new infornatlon Oft paych4troplo eft•c~• .illoro froquQntly thAn 
th9 •I' lier partiaiSNUtt• (r-.ll,p .0$) •. • A 9roat r vote nt•v• 
of partloipant• reapondod to tt. que•t1Qn Cr•.87,p•.OS) ind 
fewer r~rted tb•t tboy h..S 1 amecJ nothin9 (r• .IS.pc .. ost. 
Pi9urea •· S end 6 111vatrat the•• ohon90•. 

Parc:-9ntqe of lS 
ro1pcmd4tnt.e 
wno r••~'•d 14 
r9eolvtn9 Mtw 13 
!l'\f01'Ntlon 
00\l' 
paychotropi~ ll 
oftet:tt 

l~ 

~ uaas 
96 • 

l 

24 

P'e~ftt~ Of ~2 
respondents. 
who 20 

npcrted 19 
tMy 'had 

16 learned 
nothln9 14 

95 
Perotntato or 94 
,.rtiols;Nnt• ,, 
who 
r•1pontjod to 
tho quotstlon ... 

92 

91 

90 

'· ~" 
1 
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The th1~4 q1.tO$ti on ~eked: 

What. for you. voe a wute of time1 

B.t..9ht.Y""••"-n pen.nt 11t tho ~Ric.tpanta pr'Ovided • ~eapori&e 
to till qu.at.tl:tn. About OU«thi~4 Cll.l•> of ti. J'O•pondenta 
roports4' tMt noth.\q in t.bo clou tM• • •oot: of tiM. Al»cMt 
an equivalent nlA1ll:Mlr tJl.11) iatliutd U\At th• •vioa we~ ~ 
weat• of t.U. ... Ad 1J .. 8t Mid t.Ut o~t:)'~iq voe 4' """' of 
ti.-. TM l'OMSMe~ of ~ l"fH~ponN• ....... cli.iocto4 to OtMl" . ,......_.,"' ........ 
•.P001f1o a~t.o of tbs proQ~ .. o~. l~~ lev~t tQ the 1ntont 
of tho queetiOft .. u. ~.niaipui•a iawlvuont with the er~in•l 
;wa,1co ayataa. ~~ t .. \\,. ·' ~ ... ~ .. 

' t, ... . .,. ... 

T•bl• • pre-.t• ta.. ~~ of ~•fO' -. l• ••oh nt.PGn•o 
c•t:egory~ .. 

.. 
<!>•~ ""I titl ''{. 

.:.0, ... 

l. llOtM •••• ,.. . .. _ .... 
,, .tYlbiB9· ••• 
•· coat o.t tu at-. •••• 
'· Dlff\EOa\O. ift •MlNl• • • • 
e~ Lo9•l ~ ···~ 
1. Dlanul •~• uiJt14H •••• 
a. rilli"" °"' tbl• qft$tlOftM&r•···· 
t. O\•c• tcma •bOut. •1.-1 ..... 

1,4•0 

..... , 

Jl.l\ 
l?~lt 
tJ •• , 
8.Jt 
E.1\ 

'·'' J.t~ 
2.1, 

_1J!. 

''·'' 
" att'Oftt poctt~\- ~lat.left ... found betWOR the f'-'i3poftMRt• 
to fld tMlt- •l•l.Ute of tM c=owt .... ~M M09t bi9h!y Cf'ittoiee4 

p.fl>tfr ~t , ......... ll.,~.ou. CeMt•lly, ol.dfJr p•ct.tci.pante 
•• =ot c~ltie~l of ~ ~i•e t~ J90\lft99~ participants. 

Tt.i• rol~tlon!thip •~ i lldtr t@d ln Plture 1. 1 
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l\ h•• ~ of J,Wl~tiC\i.l~ ~~co to att~t to cs•oa3 if 
o~t~n41nt thi9 cloao WO\lld 1nfl¥~~ tho aubGOq~nt behevior of 
tho part.1e1pau. •iaee thiB vu t ·• •in ~n3$@d objoct.t" 
of tu p~OCJ"•· "fh8 fo.nh q•atiOP uko4a 

talLI 
Part!~.i,_t n~M8 to tH qunti<m• 
•1" .. , tHi7 @!O J04 ful ~11 41f to dDy 
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)._ lo t\\Onl Mlllti~ «;~. on.•• .. 
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s. • .n t~aitble ~--·~ 
t. ~ la~taa\.ht'i;t ., ;,. ... 
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f • 

,._ ~:ipif.ht~t.. ~ ~ U. for: the fr'OUPS tl'ete ind.lcat«t 
~ ~ ~ta, ~ ~i~ group of patticipants more fro• 
'}~l\\l:t ~tt~ t.Mt t~ ai.91\t rm.tu~ their dru, use (rs.91 ;pc .. OS). 
!'he ~ ~~nt pett.ic!p$1$lh W'(!te •1Sl0 loss liket.y to say that th~ 
~!~ ~t ~l&ft t.o ~~ t.b•it ~Vi0.1' (~- .. 93.,p< .. OS). Thet11E.t 
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01\'Qup toumi.r 
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fbe portlclpi8at• wo~o ••teed ~o ~•nt on th@ prog~artm'.atio 
cc.ntent at\4 pr~r~ of the claao. The fifth quootion aakods 

.. ,.t cham.1•~ "°'1ld yo~ ~t.19900 t to make 
tbi& ~leaa mere intoreB~int/lnfoem4t1ve? 

tU.Mt~t~ f}O.l'C.ftt of th-a p.artit:ipantf) provided a roS11ponao to 
tbio q~Dt10ft.. ~t.bitee «6~ .Gt) or tho participanto whO 
&ift~~n'M tbl~ •llOati~ c:.lt~ at least ono chan9Q they would 
r~ f0t ti\e al.;1:00.. ne r&Ni.nin; third (33 .. 4t) stated 
tl\ill U..y f~lt t-tt.e clu0 VllrJ fine as it was and/or they could 
Mt. think 4).f afty _ways to improva \,.;on 1 t. 

~ ·-
ft• ~t. fr~\IQlitly $~sted cMnqas (17.71) had to do with 

, .. 
~ ..... ~ • .. 

.. 
~t 

• Ii'' 
~:/~'.{_,.,: 
\t >'' .-J 

~l;~ ~ 
.. ~ .... ) ?"~ f 

!!t.;t 
\;.: ..... 

th@ ~vi•.. M~t three-fourths f73.4\J of thoee cementing on 
th@ hviM Mid that. t.My "1!re c:Ua~latisf ied with s~ or .111 of 
tbea.. Tbe o~h:~t fouru1 f26 ... 6tJ wanted more movi<?s . A recommenda­
tion to provid0 aore wtitten han-dout information on drugs was 
$~'ted by 12 .. E.l of participantfl rf!spondinq to this question. 
11\e respcues ~o t:hillll question are categorized i.n Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Participant rcapona•• to the quoation: 
•What en.ngea would you euggoat to m•k• 
tbia ol••• moro intoroatin9/infor1N&tive?" 

1. No ch•"9••···· Na50t 
J. EliltiJUato, ohlQ99 .. or odd IPOYi••···· N•Z69 

33.4t 
11.7, 
15.3\ 3: Provide written bandouta.... N•Zll 

4 

4';" r&ciilltate better dl11CU••ion..... ··· N•l46 . • .. 9 •• , ' 
5. unreali•tio reeponse.... N•l27 
6. Better lectur...... N•75 
1. Chant• l•DCJth of cl•tt••.. . . N•57 a. sepal'ate urij..uaM .tre11a ot.hel' dru9a •• N•ZI 
9. U•• a1t•raat1v. !oraat.... N•28 

10. Should be ..,.ttor or9.,.iaed.... N•24 
11. C~• ol••• aot~int•••• N•21 
12. Lower th• ooat. • • • -.Lt•_.§...__ 

~,523 

~ • 

8 .. 3\ 
4.t\ 
3 • .,, 
1.8, 
1 •• , 
1.6. 
1.4. 
0.4t ·-·(•ts: 

t9.9t 

TWo ai9nifio•nt ohante• over tllle for the· 9roup1 were indicated 
by the data. The 4••1r• to ~•oelve writtan handout& on dru90 
inor•••ed with tlM trw.lt,pe.OS). The nwnbttr of unrealiatic 
•UCJt••tiona (1.e., hire danctnt bear• to do th• cl•••• etc.) 
deo~eaaed with ti.119 (r--.tS,pc.Ol). Th••• trend• aro illuatrated 
in FiCJU~•• 12 and 11. 

P4QD 12 P&t!!r•. !! 
l u' 18 

12 • . ' hrcent•to of n Pen:entate ot 11 
n•ponde~t• l6 

reapon6tn ta 
10 ~''-wM who M&t .,,,, 

·~•ted lS anl'HU.stlc 9 ~,,,, 

tn•ro sMNtct 14 SU999•tl0ft9 ~,,. 

M written • 8 
~,, 

hef\do\At& ll • 
cn drugs 7 

12 
6 

11 
l 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 s 

Croup N~r Group Number 

(Tice) (Time) 
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v. Discuasion 

The partioipant responaes to the questionnaire lend support to 
a conclu•ion that the D~~9 Education Program is meeting its 
oin9ulAr objeetive. Two-thirds of the respondenta indicated that 
in tn. future they would make poaitivo chQngea relative to their 
un ~f alcohol and dr\19&· 

.. 
It ahould be noted that the d~t• CO¥ttes from 1elt•repc>rta and 

.. Additionally i• baaed on future intent. Wa do not know what 
~olation•hip there will bo betw.en 1olf~rcportod intent and 
futYr• hohaviOl". It i• the•e v~itore• opi~ion, however, thot 
1:eaaonabl• COA!idenco.c•n bo pl.iced in tho veracity of the Golf• 
s:eport, even if p.:oje<;ted futw-o beh vio~ muat be conuidorod 
vo1y apeeul•tive. Pe.reon• OOiftPl•tin9 queetionnaireus for evalu'ltoru 
are a\lbject to whet has .been tOl'l!Mtd • d<Unand chArAetoristio. 
That i•• ~ reepondont, Jtnowin9ly or unknowin~ly, wi;hee to 
plu1• the evaluatoro by tellin9 them wh t thoy wioh to hoar. 
8ecou1• a a\abatontial nWJlllor or the participant• folt froe to 
crltloia• aCll!le aapect of the pr09r , and fully ona•thi~d of tho 
r Gpondenta in4lcatod no anticipatod beh•vioral ch~ngeu, it aoem• 
reaaonabl• t.o ••S\l&9 that ony operatin9 denaand ctuaracto~isti~ 
did not overwheJ.19 the 9uer•l ~••\llta . . / 
No~ doea it appttar likely that hoatility toward tho crimin•l 
juatic• at.ructvro and tlMa mandatory attendance requirement of 
the program cauaed an overly critic 1 ~eaction to tho quostion­
nalr~ it a. Tta. reaponaoa of the participantn wero generally 
fav~~able tovaYd t~ prograr.a. · 

Participant respontHUJ to tho quoationnaire Also lend support to 
a conoluaion that the proir41ft ia improvin<J over timo. Participant 
roaponaea ar .incro4ud.ngly more po:aitive toward tho program and 
th• ratoa of roaponae to quantionnairo items arc themsolves 
incr &in<J. These changes over time indicate increased partici­
pant aatistaation with the central elomento of program content 
and docreanft\.l participant disinterest. 

The r•apondenta• critical response to tho movies calla for an 
aaseasment of the appropriateness of their content and ultimately 
vh4t. part, if any, they should have in future proqramminq. 

The respondents' desire for written information regarding both 
the nat.ure and potential for misuse of intoxicating subs'tances 
and legal reviews of state law re<Jarding drug use should be 
considered. It seems appropriate to these writers to reconvnend 
inclusion of an informational booklet that would comprehensively 
and systematically iterate the information presented in the pro­
gram. From a learninq perspective, this would allow the partici­
pants to more readily consolidate and retain the verbally conveyed 
information. Additionally, such a booklet would represent an 
effective response to the participants' desire to share program 
information with their friends . 
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