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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Although the imposition of age 21 minimum drinking age laws in
all S50 states, and other measures have reduced alcohol consump-
tion by minors, there is still a need for programs to atrengthen
the effectiveness of the prohibition against underage drinking.
The purpose of this project was to identify feasible, acceptable,
and effective approaches for deterring underage drinking.

Methods

The project was conducted in three stages. In stage one, des-
criptive information was collected on 22 prevention programs.
Among the types of program studied were stricter enforcement of
underage drinking laws, promotion of alcohol-free youth events,
increased sanctions for selling alcohol to youth, and use of
parent groups and youth groups (e.g., "Just Say No" clubs) to
promote abstinence. This stage of the project revealed that very
little was known about the appeal of these programs to youth or
the general public, their feasibility, or their impact on adoles-
cent drinking. -

In stage two, 18 generic descriptions of prevention programs were
created using information collected during stage one. Each of
these descriptions was reviewed by eight experts in highway
safety and related fields who appraised: the ease with which the
programs could be implemented, their acceptability to youth and
the general public, their effectiveness in promoting abstinence,
and the ease with which youth could eircumvent the program. They
also offered suggestions as to how these programs might be im-
proved. - o

In stage three, 52 youth ages 11 through 20 were asked to ap-
praise generic descriptions of a subset of 11 types of prevention
programs. This was done in six focus groups of eight to nine
youth. Three groups consisted of youth 11 through 15 years of
age; three of youth ages 16 though 20. The youth varied in so- -
cial class, whether they drank alcohol without parental permis-
sion, and gender.

Pindings -- Conclusions

Perhaps the most important finding of the project was that, to a
large degree, the panel of experts and members of the youth focus
groups agreed on which programs would be the most and least ef-
fective in preventing drinking. Among those judged to be the
most effective were:



© The loss of a license or a postponement of one's eligibility
to receive a license for youth who commit alcohol-related
offenses, such as possession of or attempt to purchase al-
cohol. ' '

o Changes in the design and distribution of driver licenses to
heiplprohibit the use of false identification to obtain al-
cohol.

© Increased penalties for the use of false identification to
obtain alecohol. :

© The use of student assistance progrims in schools to help
1dentify and treat students with alcohol problems.

Other conclusions drawn from the study include the following:

© In many cases, those programs that youth felt would be most
effective in preventing alcohol use were not personally ap-
pealing to youth since these programs would make it harder
for them to obtain alcohol.

© The experts advised that youth be involved in planning pre-
vention efforts. The value of this strategy is supported by
the fact that youth in this study offered many useful sug-
gestions for improving the programs that the expert panel
overlooked.

© The expert panelists agreed that aii but a few of the pro-
grams would be acceptable to the general public.

© There were no pronounced differences in the ways in which
older and youth adolescents evaluated the programs. The
greatest difference between these groups was a tendency for
younger adolescents to be slightly more positive about pro-
grams that emphasize abstinence such as alcohol-free youth
groups.

© Both the experts and the youth agreed that adolescents can
easily circumvent the programs reviewed.

The results of this project underscore the need ior reliable
evaluation data on prevention programs.  Resources for such
studies could be focused on those programs that the experts and
youth agreed have the greatest potential for reducing underage
drinking. Other recommendations for future research include:
studies to identify additional approaches to prevent adolescent -
drinking; studies to identify effective programs which promote
safer drinking; investigations to determine how adults, especial-
ly parents, feel about various prevention programs; and studies
to consider the effectiveness of delivering several types of pro-
grams simultaneously.
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INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Several studies of state laws prohibiting alcohol use under age
21 indicate that they reduce alcohol-related crashes among youth.
For example, between 1982 and 1987, during the period when many
states adopted these laws, the proportion of teenaged drivers in- -
volved in fatal crashes who were drunk decreased 328 (from 28% to
198%) (National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 1988). .
Despite such improvements, it is clear that many youth circumvent
the law and drink. There is a need, therefore, to find new ap-
proaches and programs that can make age 21 laws even more effec-
tive.

Objective of This Study

The objective of this study was to identify programs that are
feasible, acceptable to youth, and potentially effectlve in
deterring underage drinking and driving. :

Organization of This Report

This remainder of this report is divided into three major sec-
tions:

©. The METHODS section briefly describes the procedures used to
conduct the study: the types of programs studied, how the
opinions of youth were obtained, etc.

© The PINDINGS section presents what was learned about various
types of programs by having them reviewed by a panel of ex-
perts and by youth.

© The third section discusses the CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDA-
TIONS drawn from the study, including which approaches ap-
pear to have the most potential for reducing adolescent
drinking.



METHODS

Overview

The project was conducted in three stages.

In the first stag:», descriptive information was collected on pro-
grams that reinforce abstinence from alcohol among adolescents.
The objectives were to learn about the types of programs that
might help deter teenage drinking and what was already known
about their feasibility, acceptability, and effectiveness.

In stage two, a panel of eight experts in highway safety, preven-
tion, and related fields were asked to evaluate ap-
proaches/programs designed to reduce or deter adolescent drink-
ing. The panel evaluated the feasibility, acceptability, and ef-
fectiveness of the approaches.

In stage three, a subset of the approcahes the panelxst reviewed,
was evaluated by 52 youth ages 11 through 20 in a series of six
focus groups.

Types of Programs Targeted for Investigation '

This project focused on programs that are primarily designed to
promote or enforce abstinence from alcohol among youth under 21
years of age. We excluded youth programs that essentially accept
that adolescents will drink, and that attempt to support
responsible use or to prevent alcohol abuse (including driving
while intoxicated). This guideline eliminated programs such as
Safe Ride or designate driver programs for adolescents, which at-
tempt to prevent drinking and driving by providing alternative
transportation to intoxicated teenagers.

In cooperation with the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), we deczded to concentrate on eleven
‘countermeasure areas:

l. Enforcement -- stricter enforcement of age 21 purchase re-
gquirements through a variety of methods, such as: using un-
dercover agents (sting operations); increased monitoring by
State Alcohol Beverage Control Boards; and targeting estab-
lishments for investigation wh;ch have a history of serving
minors.

2. Driver Licensing -- improvements in license design, distri-
bution, and possession, for example: better tamper-proof
designs; improved control over the issuance of duplicate
licenses which may then be used as false identification by
underage drinkers; and license suspensions for use of a
fake ID or possession of alcohol.

5



. Courts/Pro gecgt;ggLSc;egg; ng -- approaches involving the

courts, such as: screening adolescent offenders for alcohol
problems so they can be placed in treatment programs aimed
at helping them achieve abstinence from alcohol.

4. Al erver Industry -- programs to promote self-
regulation of underage drinking by the industry, e.g.,
server training to help eliminate serving underage patrons
(how to ask for identification, spotting false identifica-
tion, etc. ) and payment of " bounties to servers/doormen for

“capturing™ false "IDs".

S. 8ocjal Hosts, Events -- promot;on of alcohol free dances,

parties, and other activities.

6. t u s tc. ‘== this approach includes
parents cooperating to promote supervision of teen parties
and the creation of adolescent clubs/groups that promote
abstinence such as "Just Say No" clubs.

7. Bigh Schools and Colleges -- approaches involving education
institutions include alliances of schools/colleges for the .
purpose of sharing and developing effective programs and
practices to handle underage drinking, drinking and driv-
ing, etc.; restricting the use of alcohol on college
campuses; and training in how to detect and refer student
alcohol abusers.

8. Legislative Support -- legislative appréaches include
adopting more appropriate sanctions for selling to/serving
underage youth and for manufacturing f£raudulent licenses.

9. Work Porce -- training for alcohol retailers to reduce
sales to underage persons; prevention programs which target
companies with large numbers of employees nnder 21 years of
age.

10. Public Information and Education -- efforts might include

programs which target youth with anti-drinking messages,
and programs which target adults with messages concern1n9
the importance of preventing underage drxnkzng. -

age ollection of formati Prom r

Initially, two methods used to identify programs that might be
effective in preventing adolescent drinking: (1) a review of lit-
erature, and (2) telephone discussions with people we,expected
would knovw of support programs because of their work in preven-
tion and highway safety. The 18 people contacted included Al-
cohol Highway Safety Specialists in all ten NHTSA regions, the
national headquarters for citizen activist groups such as MADD,
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NHTSA staff in Washington D.C., and spokespeople for Governor's
Bighway Safety Representatives and other relevant state agencies.

Starting with the information extracted from the literature and
provided by knowledgeable people, we used a "snowball" approach
to identify additional sources of information and programs.

Using these approaches we collected leads to over 50 programs, 22
of which were selected for further study. The two most important
selection criteria were (1) that the program was reputed to be
successful, and (2) that the set of programs represent a broad
variety of approaches, including all ten of the countermeasure
areas listed above. Detailed information on these programs was
collected through telephone conversations with program
spokespeople and/or review of written materials (e.g., brochures,
client intake and assessment forms, annual reports) provided by
the program or other sources. Topics explored included: the
goals and rationale for the program; when, why, and how the pro-
gram began; the population served; how the program operates; pro-
gram costs; funding; and evidence of the program's appeal to
youth and its effectiveness. Appendix A lists the programs
studied along with information about how to contact them.

This investigation showed that none or only a very few of the
programs studied could provide definitive information about their
acceptability to youth, cost, impact on youth drinking or drink-
ing and driving, »r other critical variables (Harding et al.,
1990). This lack of evidence underscored the need to obtain
estimates of the programs' feasibility, acceptability, and effec-
tiveness from experts and from youth in the next two stages of
the project.

Stage 2 -- Collection of Information from Exgegts

Based on the information collected about specifac programs in
Stage 1, 18 generic descriptions of various prevention approaches
were qenerated for evaluation by an expert panel (these descrip-
tions appear below in the FINDINGS section). The eight panelists
had a wide range of relevant experience in such fields as highway
safety, enforcement, prevention programming, and server training.
(Refer to Appendix B for a list of the experts with their creden-
tials and contact information.) The descriptions were mailed to
the experts who evaluated each of them in terms of ease of imple-
mentation, effectiveness, appeal to youth, appeal to the general
public, and ease with which the program might be circumvented.
Pour point scales (e.g., very ineffective, fairly ineffective,
fairly effective, very effective) were used to tap each of these
dimensions. The panel was also asked to comment on these issues
and to rank all the programs according to their overall effec-
tiveness in preventing underage drinking. (See Appendix C for a
sample set of questions which illustrate the scales and rankan
procedure. )



.Stage 3 -- Collection of Information from Youth

During Stage 3, youth ages 11 to 20 participated in focus groups
to discuss the feasibility and effectiveness of prevention pro-
grams. The youth were recruited through an ad in a suburban
newspaper and were screened via telephone by a research as-
sistant. In order to facilitate recruitment and promote at-
tendance, subjects were offered $45 to participate. .

The reason we chose the lower cutoff point of age eleven was that
before this age few children have used alcohol within the past
year, less than 258 of children 12-13 years of age, and still
fewer, about 118, have used alcohol within the past month (NIDA
1988). The ceiling of 20 years of age was selected because this
i: t:ellast year that a youth is legally prohibited from drinking
alcohol. :

8ix focus groups of eight to nine youth were conducted: three for
youth ages 11 to 15; three for youth ages 16 to 20. When pos-
sible, we selected subjects so they would be diversified in terms
of background characteristics: sex, age, drinkers versus non-
drinkers, socio-economic status as reflected by their parents’
occupations. Characteristics of the participants are presented
-idn ‘Table 1, page 9. ‘

The groups were held in a community center affiliated with a lo-
~cal hospital, and were conducted by the principal investigator
and a research assistant. All groups were audio taped and the
researchers made notes during the discussion. Nothing was ob-
served to suggest that these procedures interfered with the dis-
cussion.

Generic program descriptions were presented to the youth and they
were asked to discuss their feasibility, acceptability, and ef-
fectiveness (see FINDINGS for these descriptions). Seven of the
18 programs that were presented to the expert panel were excluded
-from discussion by the youth focus groups (see FINDINGS) chiefly
.because these programs would operate regardless of their accep-
$ability (e.g., server training). After all eleven program had
.been discussed, the youth were asked to identify the three they
felt would be most effective in preventing underage drinking and
-the three they felt would be least effective.

x'-' 'o! !- t !] E! : X

This .study was exploratory in nature and, for at least two rea-
sons, caution must be exercised in generalizing the results.

Pirst, the programs for which detailed data were collected were
not selected in a manner which would ensure that they represent
the characteristics of all programs that attempt to promote ab-
stinence among youth. Second, the expert panel and youth focus



Characteriétic

TABLE ): CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE POCUS GRQUPS

Groups for

Groups for

Ages 1l1-15 Ages 16-20 Total
N = 2° N = 25 N = 52
BEX:
Male 14 6 20
FPemale 13 19 32
MEAN AGE
Total: 12.6 18 14.8
Range: 11 - 15 16 - 20 11 - 20
PARENTS' EMPLOY.
Blue Collar
Pathers: 4 L 9
Mothers: 2 2 4
Total: 6 7 13
White Collar
Fathers: 9 8 17
Mothers: 19 16 35
Total: 28 24 52
Missing Data
Fathers: 13 12 25
Mothers: 6 7 13
DRINK ALCOHOL
WITROUT PARENTS'
PERMISSION
Males:
Don't Drink 6 0 6
Do Drink 8 3 "1l4
Females:
Don't Drink 12 1l 13
Do Drink 1 - 18 19
Total:
Don't Drink 18 1 19
Do Drink 9 24 33




groups were comprised of small non-randomly selected samples of
subjects and, therefore, they may not be representative of the
larger populations from which they were drawn.
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PINDINGS
In this section of the report the program descriptions reviewed
by the expert panel and the youth focus groups are presented
(bold print) followed by the evaluations these sources provided
and their recommendations for improving the approaches. The 18
programs and the pages on which they are discussed are:
1. s‘fe nms ...l....I..l...'..l..l......'.......-.lz
~ 2. Bting Operations on Alcohol Vendors ......c000...16

3. Increased Enforcement in Suspect Serving
!st‘blism’nts ...l..O.....I.'........Q..l.......la

4. Increased Penalties and Eniorcement'foz Laws
Concerning Serving of Alcohol to Persons
under Age 21 .......l...‘..‘O.l...‘.......l.'.....zo

5. License Restrictions for Youth Alcohol
offenders ..I.O...l.I.O..'l....l.‘..'.....l..l‘..::

6. Presentation of License in Juvenile Court .......25
7. Alternative Sanctions for Alcohol Offenses ......27
8. 8Server TraiRing ......ccieeieccccccsssccccnsecsses3l
9. Alternative Activities for Youth ......c.cc0000...32

10. Youth Group TrainiNg ..ccveccevevscecscccccssnceecds

11. Alcohol-Pree Colleges/Universities ..............37

12. Policy Development for COileqes/Uniéersitioz veees39

13. Adult Public Information and Education...........il

14. Alcohol-free Youth Groups .......ccoccceveccesse 43

15. Random Alcohol Testing ........cceeeeetosscaccss 45

16. Changes in Design and Distribution of
Driver Licensgs . Y4

17. Increased Penalties for Palse Identification.....49

- 18. Student Assistance Programs ...ccccescscescsccceedl

11



1. SAPE BOMES

Program goal: Safe Homes programs are dosignod to help yrovcnt
teenage drinking at parties.

Major activities: Parents sign a pledge that says they will not
allow teenagers under age 21 to drink alcoholic beverages in
their home and that they will supervise teenage parties in their
home. A list of parents who have signed the pledge is publicised
80 that parents and youth know which homes in the commmity are
~the Safe Homes. It is assumed that parents who participate will

not allow their teenager to attend a party that is not in a sato
Home.

The exyett panel 's overall evaluation of this approach was un-
enthusiastic (see Table 2, page 13). With the exception of one
panelist who ranked Safe Homes among the three programs most
likely to prevent drinking, it was ranked no higher than eighth
of 18 by the other panelists. Two of them ranked it among the
three programs least likely to prevent adolescent drinking. (8ee

Appendix C, page Cc-3 tor more 1nformatxon about the ranking pro-
cedure.)

The panel's judgments about individual aspects of the program
were more varied. Most (six of the eight) panelists character-
iged the program as "Pairly Easy"” to implement (see Appendix C
for details concerning this and other scales). They commented
that the program would be inexpensive, does not require the in-
volvement of professionals, and that the publicity required can
be easily arranged through local newspapers. Two panelists who
felt the program would be "Pairly Difficult" to implement men-
tioned that it might prove difficult to recruit enough parents to
significantly 1mpact teen drinking, and that the approach might
not work well in large amorphous communities.

The‘banel was evenly split in its assessment of the program's ef-
fectiveness. Pour panelists felt the program would be "Pairly
Ineffective.” Their arguments included the suggestion that
parents who were already actively concerned about their chil-
dren's alcohol use would be the most likely to participate, but
these families are at the lowest risk for adolescent drink-
ing/driving problems. Among the comments by the four panelists
who thought that Safe Homes could be "Pairly Effective,” was the
thesis that this approach helps to reinforce important guidelines

for adolescent and parental behavior and to establish community
standards.

8ix panelists believed the program would be "Pairly Unappealing”
to youth; two indicated it would be "Pairly Appealing."” Comments
offered by panelists for both these positions included the idea
that the approach was likely to be more appealing to non-drinkers

12



TABLE 2: EXPERTS' RANKING OF PROGRAMS BY OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS

Top (a)| Bottom
Type of Program Three Three
1. S8afe Homes 1 2
nang
2. 8ting Operations _ 0 b
3. Increased Enforcement in Suspect 0 1
S8erving Establishments
4., lncreased Penalties and Enforcement for
Laws Concerning S8erving of Alcohol 1 0
To Persons Under Age 21
5. License Restrictions for Youth -4 0
Alcohol Offenders
6. Presentation of License in Juvenile Court 1 4
7. Alternative S8anctions for Alcohol Offenses 1l 1l
8. Server Training 1l 0
9. Alternative Activities Por Youth 1 1l
10. Youth Group Training 2 0
11. Alcohol~Pree Colleges/Universities 0 2
12. Pglicy Development for Colleges 0 3
13. Adult Public Inforﬁation and Bducation l 1l
14. Alcohol-Free Youth Groups o 3
15. Random Alcohol Testing 1l 4
16. Changes in Design and Distribution 5 0
of Driver Licenses
17. Increased Penalties for Palse | 2 0
Identification
18. Student Assistance Programs 3 0

(a) Numerals in these columns represent the number of experts
(of eight) who ranked each program among the three most
likely ("Top Three") and three least likely ("Bottom Three")
to prevent adolescent drinking.

13



and younger adolescents, and that ité degree of appeal would
depend on how attractive and successful alcohol -free parties
could be made.

All the panelist felt Safe Homes would be "Pairly" or "Very Ap-
pealing” to the general public. Two reasons for these positive
assessments were offered by several panelists. The first is that
the program would be welcomed by many parents who want to feel
they can affect their children's alcohol use. Second, panelists
suggested that "the public likes anythxng that places responsi-
bility on parents.”

8even of the panel members felt it was "Very” or "Fairly" likely
that youth could circumvent the program. The panelists did not
think it likely that teens who come to these parties would try to
smuggle-in alcohol. The problem, they suggested, is rather that
youth can simply choose to attend parties where alcohol is avail-
able (and hide this from their parents), that youth can and do
drink in many other situations, and that youth could drink either
before or after a Safe Homes party.

Among the sugqestions panelist offered for enhancing a Safe Bomes
program were the following:

© Create a method for renewing the pledge each year and for
recruiting new parents into the program.

o Emphasize to parents that alcohol-free partzea must be espe-
cially attractive events. .

o Involve teens in planning and promoting the program.

0 Create meetings and other methods for communication among
participating parents. -

© Encourage parents to verify that their children attend only

Safe Homes parties. One method (more appropriate for

younger children) would be to drive their children to and

from the party. _
Youth were less optimistic about the effectiveness of Safe Homes
than panel members. In fact, S8afe Homes was among the three pro-
grams that youth mentioned as being the least likely to prevent
drinking. The moderators estimate that Safe Homes received more
disapproval than any other option among both the younger (ages
11-15) and older (ages 16-20) group members. Among the reasons
offered for this negative appraisal were:

0 Most adolescents will drink at other times and in other set-

tings. Some teens also hold unsanctzoned parties when their
parents are away, which this program can't control. (Inter-

14
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estingly, most youth agreed with the panel that adolescents
would not try to bring alcohol to a Safe Homes party.)

o Parties at which alcohol is served are more attractive to
most youth, including most non-drinkers, than parent super-
vised alcohol-free parties. Safe Homes parties would be
most attractive to youth who are adamantly anti-alcohol.

© Many drinkers might attend a Safe Homes party if it promised
to be a "good time" or there was no alternative party, but
this would have no lasting affect on their drinking.

o It is possible that teens attending such parties may be

. wviewed as "nerds"™ by their peers. (One panelist also noted
that without a wide base of participation Safe Homes could
"fall victim to the ‘nerd syndrome'".)

The extent to which youth disapproved of Safe Homes was also
reflected in the fact that a majority of the younger subjects and
most of the older indicated that they would be embarrassed if
their parents became involved in such a program.

The focus group members conveyed their opinion that if Safe Homes
are intended to protect youth from being influenced to drink by
their peers that this protection is largely unnecessary. Both
drinkers and non-drinkers felt that a teenager's choice not to
drink was well-respected by drinkers. There were even a few com-
ments to the effect that non-drinkers are appreciated because
they can help control drunken behavior and can drive drinkers
home.

What little sympathy existed for this approach came more from

younger adolescents and, within this age group primarily from
those who did not drink without parental permission.
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2. STING OPERATIONS

Program goal: %o enforce laws which prohibit the sale of alcohol
to underage drinkers.

Major activities: Law enforcement officers posing as adolescents
or adolescent volunteers working for law enforcement attempt to
purchase alcohol from alcohol vendors. The vendors may be chosen
randomly or chosen based on a "tip™ that they sell to underage
customers. A vendor is found in violation of the law if alcchol
is sold to the "youth™ without asking for proper identification
or after the "youth” has admitted to being underage. These sting
operations are well-publicised in order to deter youth and estab- -
lishments licensed to sell nlcchol from violating minimm age
drinking laws.

The panel gave this approach mixed reviews. In evaluating its
overall potential for preventing adolescent drinking, the panel
ranked Sting Operations from fourth through sixteenth. The
panel's ratings concerning ease of implementation also varied
widely: two indicated it would be "Very Difficult” to implement,
two "Pairly Difficult™ and three "raxrly Easy.”"” Comments in-
cluded the follow;ng

K- '.l'he Program may not compete well with other community enfor-
.~ cement needs (e.g., street crime).

° It requ:res continuing publicity and commitment by enforce-
ment personnel.

o ‘It is costly to pay for ehforcement personnel to implement
‘the program.

The panelists also differed in their opinions about the effec-
tiveness of sting operations: one selected "Very Bffective," two
"Pairly Ineffective,” and five "Pairly Effective.” One drawback
expressed by several panel members was that the program effects
may be short-lived unless it continues over along period and can
be accompanied by ongoing publicity. Another was that the ap-
proach would not curtail the supply of alcohol from other
sources: older friends, parents, etc. The counter-argument to
this point was that it still reduced the amount of alcohol avail-
able from one important source.

Panelists' ratings of the acceptability‘of S8ting Operations to
youth varied: one selected "Very Unappealing,” four "Pairly Un-
appealing,” two "Pairly Appealing,” and one "Very Appealing.”
These ratings are somewhat deceptive, since the comments by
panelists who felt the program would be appealing indicated their
judgments were based on the view that the approach is not
directed at youth and, therefore, would not concern them. It may
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be misleading, therefore, to think of the positive ratings as
signifying appeal -- indifference might be more accurate.

Panelists felt this approach would be appealing to the genoral
public. All eight rated it as "Pairly” or "Very Appealing.”

Panel members believed that "most people are against the sale of
alcohol to minors” and they pointed out that 8ting Operations do
"not ask for or impose new duties on anyone but the seller and
enforcement personnel.” At the same time, panelists acknowledged
that alcohol vendors would probably oppose the program.

Another point of agreement among the eight panelists was that
they felt it was "Very" or "Pairly Likely" that youth could cir-
cumvent this approach. Panelists indicated that youth might
still try to purchase alcohol, since they were not threatened
directly by the program. As mentioned above, they also thought
that youth would turn to other sources for alcohol. Proposals
for strengthening the program included:

© Train vendors/bar owners in how to detect underage youth and
false 1dent1f1catzon.

o Place signs in alcohol outlets warning underaqe youth that
relevant laws will be enforced.

o Publicize the program in schools.

o Enforce the program vigorously and publicize the names of
the offenders.

This approach was not presented to the youth focus groups (see
METHODS, page 8).
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3. INCREASED EYFORCEMENT IN SUSPECT SERVING ESTABLISHMENTS

Program goal: %o identify drinking establishments that are ei-
ther serving youth or over-serving patrons.

Major activities: Individuals arrested for Driving While Intoxi-
cated are asked in court to identify the last place they drank.
When an establishment has been identified a predetermined number
of times, it is subject to investigation by enforcement offi-
cials, usually the Alcchol Beverage Control Board. A letter is
sent warning the establishment that they may be investigated. If
the establishment continues to be identified, undercover agents
may be sent to investigate serving to minors and other viola-
tions. This enforcement program is well-publicized to drinking
establishments in order to deter them frc- serving alcohol to
persons under 21 years of age.

The panelists evaluations' of Increased Enforcement for 8Suspect
Bars were as equivocal as those they gave for 8ting Operations.
Their rankings of the program's potential for reducing adolescent
drinking were scattered from sixth to seventeenth. .

The ratings of the program's ease of implementation ranged from
"Very Difficult™ (one panelist) to "Very Basy" (one), with three
panelists choosing both "Fairly Difficult” and "Pairly Easy."

Most of the comments made pointed out that significant funding
may be required to support Increased Enforcement because the pro-
gram requires more staff "to track identified establishments and
send in undercover agents to investigate."

Responses also varied on the gquestion of program effectiveness:
five panelists felt it would be "Pairly Ineffective” and three
that it would be "Pairly Effective." Positive comments were that
the program would encourage responsible serving practices and
send a message to youth that laws affecting their alcohol use
will be enforced. Negative comments predominated. The two most
common were: (1) that "individuals arrested for DWI may not be
truthful about where they were served”; and (2) that many youth,
especially younger adolescents, do not obtain alcohol from al-
cohol vendors.

The panelists' estimates of the program’'s appeal to youth ranged
across the scale: two chose "Very Appealing,” three "Pairly Un-
appealing,” one "Pairly Appealing," one "Very Appealing,” and one
indicated the question was not relevant. As was true for the
ratings of S8ting Operations, comments by the panelists who indi-
cated the program was acceptable to youth indicated that their
choice rests on the proposition that youth would not be directly
affected by the program. It seems appropriate, then, to conclude
that the panelists felt the program was either not appealing to
youth or would not directly concern them.
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All the panelists felt that the program would be "Pairly” or
"Very Appealing”™ to the public. One member commented that "the
- ‘killer bar' mentality makes for good press,” others indicated
that the public feels that drinking establishments should be held
accountable for their contribution to drunk driving.

Panelists agreed that youth would be able to circumvent the pro-
g-am. Seven thought this was "Very” or "Pairly Likely."” Reasons
given for this view included the propositions that many youth
drink in other settings and that some youth will be able to use
convincing false identification to drink in establishments.

rhori were several recommendations made for improving this ap-
proach:

o Offer server training to enhance staff abilities to identify
underage persons and make training mandatory for establish-
ments that are cited for serving people under 21 years of
age. ;

o Utilize the approach to identify other sources of alcohol:
parties, private homes, etc., and investigate these as well.

© Couple this approach with stricter and well-publicized
penalties for the use of false identification.

This is another of the programs that was not presented to youth.
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4. INCREASED PERALTIES AND ENPORCEMENT FOR LANS CONCERNING
SERVING OF ALCOHOL TO PERSONS UNDER AGE 21

Program goal: %o reduce serving and selling of alcochol to minors
by increasing the penalties imposed on vendors and by more .
rigorous enforcement of law.

Major activities: UNew legislation provides for stricter
penalties for selling/serving alcohol to minors. Por example,
vendors may be required to pay higher fines. In additiomn, the
laws are more rigorously enforced. Por example, on-site monitor-
ing of serving establishments is increased. Also, the increases

in penalties and enforcement are publicized to alcobhol vendors in
and to youth. ‘ :

This proposal also received a mixed evaluation from the
" panelists. They ranked it from first to fourteen in terms of its
potential for preventing adolescent drinking.

S8even of the panel members agreed that greater penalties and en-
forcement for serving minors is "Pairly Difficult" (one selected
"Very Difficult”). The two sources of this difficulty cited most
often were: (1) problems in obtaining the funds to support
vigorous enforcement and (2) problems in passing the needed
legislation. With respect to the latter, several panelist
believed that the "liquor industry” would actively oppose such
legislation.

Pive of the group indicated that this approach would be "Pairly
Effective” in reducing/preventing underage drinking, while three
indicated it would be "Fairly Ineffective.” Those who were more
optimistic indicated that this approach would "provide a strong
disincentive to sell to minors” and would makes it at least some-
what more difficult for adolescents to obtain alcohol. Panelist
who were more negative advanced three basic arguments: (1) this
approach will not impact young adolescents who usually do not ob-
tain alcohol from licensed establishments, (2) it leaves open
other sources of supply, and (3) it "blames the seller versus
concentrating on the consumer.”

8ix panelists felt that increasing penalties and enforcement for
serving minors would be "Pairly Unappealing” to youth. Again,
comments by the remaining panelists who chose "Pairly Appealing”
indicated that the approach "does not directly affect youth” and
therefore, they would not oppose it.

As with the previous 3 approaches, panelists felt this one would
also be either "Pairly” or "Very Appealing” to the public. The
reasons offered included that (1) it "holds liquor license
bolders accountable,” (2) that the public generally favors enfor-
cement of the laws, and (3) that nothing is asked of the public.
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One expert felt that if servers rigorously enforced the laws, it
was "Pairly Unlikely” that youth would be able to circumvent this
program. The others felt it was either "Very” or "Pairly Likely"
that youth could circumvent the program either by using high
guality fake identification, or simply by obtaining alcohol else-
where (from older friends, parents, by having a stranger purchase
alcohol for them, etc.).

To improve this approach the panel recommended such things as:

© Publicize it to youth through the schools and other chan-
nels. '

;9. Couple it with stricter penalties for using fake identifica-
tion and for purchasing alcohol for minors. _

o Include suspension of the privilege to sell alcohol as part
of the punishment for vendors.

© Require training of staff in establishments that violate the
law. _

Youth in the focus groups did not review this approach.
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5. LICENSE RESTRICTIONS POR YOUTH ALCOHOL OFFENDERS

Program goal: To discourage underage drinking by penalising um-
derage possession, purchase, etc. of alcohol with suspension or
postponement of the driver's license. .

Major activities: Legislation allows for the imposition of new
penalties for alcohol offenses by underage youth (possession,
use, attempt to purchase, possession of fake identification,
etec.). Por example, for a first offense, the lav may allow
suspension of the offender’s driver's license for one year. If
the offender does not have a license, eligibility to obtain a 1i-
cense may be delayed one year. In addition, the youth may be re-
quired to attend a driver education or alcohol education program.
The new penalties may supplement existing ones (e.g., fines) and
t::y are widely publicised in order to deter youth from alcobol
offenses. ‘ :

This option was one of the most highly rated by panelists. 1In
estimating its overall effectiveness, all but one ranked it in
the upper half of the programs (first through ninth), and four
panelists ranked it among the top three programs. ,

When rating this approach for ease of implementation one panelist
selected "Very Difficult, three selected "Pairly Difficult,"” and.
four "Fairly Easy." Concerns expressed by the panelists included
- the following:

. o This approach may overburden the juvenile court system.

o Attempts to pass the needed legislation may encounter oppo-
sition from people concerned about teens who need their cars
to work. : . '

© Maintaining appropriate records on teens wﬁo-have not yet
been licensed may be difficult.

Consistent with the overall favorable ranking, all panel members
indicated that License Restrictions would be "Pairly" (four
panelists) or "Very Effective” (four). A typical comment was:
"pPossession of a driver's license is a key motivator for most un-
derage youth...the possibility of its loss or delay in getting it
are good leverage for compliance.” One caveat offered was that
the approach would not work well in the inner city were many
adolescents do not drive. Another was that the program would
probably make adolescents more cautious about drinking (especial-
ly in exposed situations versus private parties), but would not
cause them to forego alcohol.

Although two panelists estimated that youth would find this ap-
proach "Pairly Appealing,” the remainder believed youth would
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£find it "Very" to "Pairly Unappealing.” The latter group felt
youth would object to the threat posed by this measure and would
resent the fact that licensing actions were tied to drinking
situations other than drunk driving.

This is the first approach for which the panelists’ estimations
of public approval were anything less than positive. Two
panelists thought the approach wonld be "Fairly Unappealing,”
three "Pairly Appealing,” and three "Very Appealing.” The
justification for the negative ratings was the expectation that
many would object to tying licensing actions to behavior that is
not directly related to driving,

Two panelists felt it was "Pairly Unlikely” that youth would cir-
cumvent the program; the rest felt this was "Pairly Likely."
S8everal panelists explained that this issue would largely depend
on how vigorously the approach was enforced and publicized.

These ideas were offered for improving the program:
© Train alcohol vendors about the program.

o Ptohibii pleaé to lesser offenses in order to avoid the
punishment.

0 Educate law enforcement personnel about the need to enforce
the law.

o Promote consistent enforcement and public education about
the law.

To a large degree, the panelists views about this program match
those expressed in the focus groups. For example, like the
panelists, both the younger and older adolescents felt this op-
tion would be one of the most effective methods for reducing
adolescent drinking. Most youth, especially the older adoles-
cents, indicated this would be the most effective of the pro-
grams. These positive evaluations were gualified in one major
respect: like some of the panelists, most teens felt this ap-
proach would not prevent or stop drinking so much as it would ,
cause adolescents to be more cautious about their drinking behav-
ior and, perhaps, to reduce the frequency of their drinking. Al-
though the law would be taken seriously, as one participant put -
it: "there are drug laws with harsh punishments, but lots of kids
use drugs."

With very few exceptions, youth did not find the program appeal-
ing. It was clear that they did not want the program to be
adopted because loss or postponement of their driver's license is
a serious threat: "this will work because a license is very im-
portant to kids." As predicted by some of the panelists, many
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teens, especially the older group, dxsnpptoved of this approach;
They believed "it isn’'t fair™ to suspend one's license for non-
driving offenses.

When asked what other sanctions would be effective in preventing .
alcohol use, the teens mentioned jail and fines (provided some
way could be found to deal with the inequality in fining both
rich and poor the same amount). There was widespread agreement,
however, that parental response was as iamediate and powerful a
threat as the legal penalties.

Many teens pointed out that "it is easy for kids to get away vith
drinking without getting caught...cops can't go to every party.”
Like the panel, the teens emphasized that this program would have
to be diliqently enforced to be effective. One related sugges-
tion was to "make an example” of the first offenders in order to
convey the sense that teens can be caught. Group members also
recommended that this approach should include stricter punishment
for people who supply alcohol to teens. In addition, they
pointed out that this approach could be undermined if many
adolescents continue to drive after their license is suspended.
The implication was penalties for driving with a suspended li-
cense should be increased and the laws about this better en-
forced. .
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6. PRESENTATION OF LICENSE IN JUVENILE COURT

Program goal: %o educate youthful, new drivers and their parents
concerning the laws pertaining to underage drinking and driving
while intoxicated. Ultimately, the goal is to deter drinking and
driving and underage drinking.

Major activities: Juvenile judges issue driver's licenses to
youth (under 18 years of age) in court. In the presence of the
youth's parent(s), the judge indicates that driving is a '
privilege and that either the court or the parent can revoke that
privilege if the youth does not obey the rules. %The judge also
explains the rationale for the minimum drinking age, the legal
penalties for driving while intozicated, and asks the parent(s)
to discuss the problem of DRI with their child.

This proposal was rated lowly by many panelists. Although two
panelist ranked the approach third and seventh in its potential
for preventing adolescent drinking, the remaining members ranked
it from thirteenth through eighteenth. PFour ranked it among the
worst three approaches. _ :

Three of the experts thought the program would be "Fairly” or
"Very Easy"” to implement. The rest thought it would be dif-
ficult. Many panelists commented that the program would burden
the court system. Another drawback discussed was the need to ob-
tain support from juvenile judges and to train them to make ef-
fective presentations.

Most (six) of the panel indicated the program would be "Very" or
"Pairly Ineffective.” One panel member described it as "symbolic,
gesture” another wrote "a single lecture by a judge will have no
real impact." 8Several panelists believe that the program might
help stimulate dialogue between parents and children about drink-
ing and this, in turn, might reduce teenage drinking.

Almost all the panel (seven) believed that the approach would be
"Very" or "Pairly Unappealing" to youth: "I would expect them to
find the whole procedure demeaning and unnecessary.” On the
other hand, as one panel member put it: "This is another place
where appeal [to youth] is not required for success."”

The ratings concerning the appeal this program would have for the
public were spread evenly across the scale -- from "Very Un-
appealing” to "Very Appealing.” Many panelists who doubted its
appeal guessed that parents would not want to take the time to go
to court.

Ratings were also distributed almost evenly across the scale con-

cerning the likelihood of teens circumventing the program. On
one side, some panelists indicated that youth who wanted a li-
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cense would be compelled to participate and this might have a
positive effect on them. On the other side, panelists emphasized
that the gquestion of drinking was still left up to the adoloseent
a:d that they could simply ignore the judqe s and their parents’
advice.

One panel member felt this approach could be improved by unndat-
ing discussions between youth and parents in groups led by
trained facilitators. Other suggestions included:

© Broaden the discussion to 1neludet£also identification, laws
about illegal possession of alcohol, etec.

o As a more efficient alternative, have the judges make
presentations in schools to groups of students.

0 Train the judges in order to improve the quality of their
ytesentatxons.

Young adolescents in the focus groups were very negative in their
overall assessment of this program's effectiveness; the older
adolescents only sl:qhtly less negative. Examples of statements
summing up participants' views were: "It's not very effective, it
just ties things up in the courts,” "It'c just more of & hassle,”
”Just another lecture.”

The groups considered whether the program might promote useful
discussions between parents and youth. The dominant answer was
that in most families such discussions take place anyway -- '
though parents are more likely to discuss drugs in general than
slcohol specifically. When alcohol use is discussed, the parents
also tend to focus on drinking and driving rather than the issue
of abstinence versus use and this was true even for teens who did
not yet drink. Discussion between younger adolescents and their
parents emphasizes the need to avoid riding with intoxicated
drivers, and warnings to the effect that if they do drink in the
future, they must not drink and drive.

Some positive comments about the approach were made, but these
had to do with its possible value in helping to reduce drinking
and driving. There was some resentment and confusion sbout using
this program to discuss minimum age drinking rather than to dis-
cuss laws more related to driving. These comments were similar
to some made about the previous program involving the use license
restrictions to sanction drinking offenses.
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7. ALTERNATIVE SANCTIONS FOR ALCOHOL OFFRNSES

Program goal: %o provide individual attention, commseling, and
treatment to youth under age 21 who commit an offense involving
alcohol. The purpose is to prevent the offender from committing
the same or a similar alcohol-related offense and from drinking
again while they are underage.

Major activities: Youth who commit an offense involving alcohol
such as disorderly conduct or malicious destruction may be
referred to the program prior to arrest, before trial, or after
trial as part of probation. T%he offenders receive counseling
concerning alcchol use and related issues for one year. They may
also be required to enter a treatment program such as Alcocholics
Anonymous. Offenders who complete the program may have the
original charges/penalties dropped or reduced. Youth who do not
complete the program are returned to the court for punishment.

This approach did not produce strong reactions by the experts or
by youth. The experts overall rankings of the program in terms
of its potential to prevent drinking varied uadely from second to
sixteenth.

Their responses concerning the ease of implementing the program
were al3o mixed: three panelists selected "Very" or "Pairly Dif-
ficult”™ on the scale, and five chose "Pairly Easy."” Regardless
of their rating, several panelists commented that there must be
adequate funding and well trained professional counselors to
carry out the program. Some panelists were concerned about the
ability of the criminal justice system to track information on
the offenders so that court orders could be enforced.

The group was divided on the question of program effectiveness:
four chose "Pairly Ineffective" and four "Pairly Effective." In
part, this difference had to do with how the gquestion was inter-
preted. When the question was taken to refer to adolescents at
large, the experts judged that the effect on youth would be small
and indirect. When the question was taken to refer to adoles-
cents who become involved in the program, the panelists responses
were more positive. One panelist noted a problem underlying
treatment approaches is that "there is little evidence of the ef-
fectiveness of treatment programs."

Three panelists thought the treatment approach would be unappeal-
ing to youth; five felt it would be "Pairly Appealing." A
panelist who felt youth would not find the program appealing
wrote: "Pew offenders will be ready to take advantage of the pos-
itive aspects of counseling. Those who do not have a problem
will get nothing out of it." Comments supporting the other posi-
tion included:
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o "If it avoids a conviction and other sanctions, it should
bhave appeal.”

© "Teens recognige that there are “problem drinkers' among
them and would endorse the idea of forcing them into
counseling or treatment."

All the panel members thought Alternative Sanctions would be
"Pairly"” or "Very" appealing to the public. A representative ,
comment from the panel was: "A poaxtive helping intervention is
likely to be well received."

All the panelists estimated that it was "Very" or "Pairly Likely"
that youth would be able to circumvent the program. Several .
panelists mentioned that youth involved in treatment would be
likely to circumvent the program. One mentioned that many indi-
viduals continue to drink while in treatment. Others suggested
that some youth would agree to treatment only to aveid other
punishment. Another comment was that "this is an after-the-fact
program, and involves youth who have already obtained alcohol."
Another panelist commented that the program would not constrain
the drinking of youth in general.

Recommendations made by the panel incld&ed:

© Recognize that some high-risk dtinking by youth is not al-
ways "alcoholic drinking" and that treatment may not be ap-
propriate. "Most offenders are not in need of treatment.”

© 8Screen teens very carefully in ordet to determine the need
for treatment.

© Add counseling/treatment to other‘sanctzons (such as fines
and license suspension), rather than using counseling as a
total substitute for them ‘

o' Publicity about the program niqhtjhelp deter drinking.
° ?onitor the treatment process and prohibited behavior close-
. ¥.

There was limited support for this approach among youth. Some
members of the focus groups felt this "could be helpful for a
real abuser,” however, there was more concern than praise for the
program and many of the concerns were sim;lar to those expressed
by the expert panel:

© Most adolescents do not have drinkinq p:oblens. "This is not
appropriate for a first offense."

© Teens may agree to participate in the program "because its
the easy way out” and not take the counseling seriously.
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o "This is too easy a punishment™ =-- other sanctions should
not be eliminated entirely."
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8. SERVER !IIIIIIG ‘£

Program goal: To reduce the purchase and consumption of alcohol
by minors and to reduce alcohol-related accid-nts.

Major activities: An educational program is offered to vendors
who sell alcohol or who serve alcoholic beverages. The vendors
and their staffs are given information concerning: methods for
recognizing underage drinkers and false identification, the legal
penalties for selling/serving to persons under age 21, the high
zates of alcohol-related crashes among youth, along with other
information about responsible serving practices. The program may
be self-taught from a pre-packaged curticnlt- or taught by
trained instructors.

The panelists' overall rankings for tﬁis approach were in the
middle range. Apart from one panelist who ranked Server Training
first, the range was from sixth through fourteenth.

There was disagreement over how easy it would be to implement
S8erver Training: three chose "Pairly Difficult,” three "Pairly
Easy," and two "Very Easy.” Some panelists felt that implementa-
tion would be facilitated by the fact that server training cur-
ricula exist. Others stated that many establishments are eager
to adopt this approach because they "see such training as a means
of minimizing their legal liability."™

‘Several factora vere dxscussed that might complicate implementa-
tion:

© The cost for implementing the program could be high depend-
ing on whether one uses professional ttainers or a self-
taught course, etec. -

© "Pinding one program to fit all situatibns is difficult.”
o "Monitoring the quality for the iraininq 15 difficult.”

Seven of the panelists believed thxs program would be "Pairly Ef-
fective.” Remarks included: i

© "Depends on the quality of ttaining and incentives to imple-
ment the skills learned.”

© "1f establishments policies are clear...and employees are
supported to not serve minors, [server training] can be
fairly effective."

o "Por those youth who purchase [aicohol] themselves either

with or without false identification, there is a good pos-
sibility of reduced sales."
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The one panelist who selected "Very Ineffective™ mentioned "that
only some establishments would adopt the approach and "even fewer
will provide it often enough to keep up with high turnover or :
will provide refresher training.” He also wondered what research
evidence existed to show that server training is effective.

The panelists felt either that 8erver Training would be “Pairly

Unappealing” to youth (four panelists), or that most youth would

:e unaffected "unless they are turned down or their IDs are con-
iscated.”

All the panelists thought this program would be "Pairly” or "Very
Appealing” to the public because it places responsibility on
vendors and seems a "logical approach to get to the supply-side
of the formula."

The experts differed on the question of how likely it is that
youth would circumvent Server Training: one thought it "Very
Likely," four "Pairly Likely," two "Pairly Unlikely,” and one
"Very Unlikely.” Those who were pessimistic discussed the fact
that youth have other sources of alcohol, including establish-
ments that do not adopt server training. The optimists focused
on the fact that, if properly implemented, server training would
make it more difficult for adolescents to obtain alcohol.
Panelists offered the following advice about this approach:

o Provide refresher courses for staff and methods for educa-
ting new staff.

o Offer incentives to servers such as rewards for confiscating
false identification.

© Publicize the program at drinking sites in order to deter
off adolescents.

0 Make training required versus optional.
© Evaluate the training through testing of employees.

© Improve working relationships between serving establishments
and enforcement agencies.

© Collect Information from youth about how they "beat the sys-
tem,” and use this to design better policies and procedures.

The :outh focus groups did not review this approach.

K
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9. ALTEREATIVE ACTIVITIES PFOR YOUTH

Program goal: To encourage teemagers to refrain from using al-
::h:lib’ promoting their participaticn in alcchol-free ac-
vities.

Major activities: Alcohol-free parties, dances, adventure
retreats and other activities are planned by youth with adult
support and guidance. Often, these activities are scheduled to
take place when large numbers of youth participate in special
events, such as proms or school graduations. Ordinarily, this
typo of program takes place in place in schools.

Most pnnelists ranked this about in the middle in terms of its
potential for reducing drinking, but there was diversity of
opinion -~ the rankings ranged from second to fifteenth.

There was also a good deal of diversity in estimating the ease
with which this approach could be implemented. Three experts
felt it would be "Very" or "Pairly D;££1cult" to 1mpl¢mcnt. Rea-
sons givcn for their views were:

) Lack of sufficient funds to "really support”™ these ac-
tivities.

© A great deal of effort is required to provide ongoing
alternatives.

© Much "energy and creativity" is neéded to create viable
events/activities.

Pive panelists indicated it would be "Pairly” or "Very Easy” to
implement Alternative Activities. The main justification offered
for their position was that "A lot of schools already do this”
which demonstrates that the approach is workable and "they just
need to expand the programs."

Most (six) of the panel felt the program would be "Pairly” or
"Very Effective.” They argued that interesting activities “may
attract some persons who would otherwise go to drinking set-
tings.” One of the two panelists who felt this approach would
not be effective stated: "The problem is not a lack of alterna-
tive activities, but a perception by youth of what 13 socially
acceptable or even expected of them by their peers.” A very com-
mon ;emnrk was that the program will not appeal to high-risk
youth.

Most of the panel (six) believed the proq:am would or could be
"Pairly” or "Very Appealing" to youth. One of the experts who
bhas worked on such projects felt that "larqet numbers of underage
youth are supporting alternative activities than in the past.”
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Two concerns were expressed: (1) that youth support would very
much depend on the guality of the activities and, (2) as men-
tioned above, that the p:ogtam uould not nppeal to most high-risk
youth.

All the panelasts thouqht the program would appeal to the publzc
-- in fact seven of the eight chose "Verr Appealxng. One member
vrote: "from the public's po;nt of view there's nothing to object
to." Another stated that "providing alternatives to drinking is
an oasy concept to sell' to the public.”

Seven pauelists ostinated thnt youth would be "Very" or "Pairly
Likely"™ to circumvent the program. Many of the "holes” that.
panelist idehtified were similar to those mentioned in their
:oviov of the Bafc non.s program:

s

o !outh can drink bcfo:o or after the ovent.

o A few adoloscontl may attempt to bring alcohol into the
event.

o Adolescents can opt to attend parties/events where alcohol
is available.

Some of the panels’ proposals for improving Alternatzve Ac-
tivities were:

o Involve youth in the planning, which will increase their in-
vestment in the program. One expert suggested trying to
engage high-risk youth in planning events.

o Adopt strict policies that deny entrance to anyone who is
intoxicated or who attempts to bring alcohol to the vent.

) strive to make the events interesting/ente:taininq.

o In order to control alcohol use "off the premises,” do not
allow adolescents to leave and the re-enter the event.

Youth were fairly unenthusiastic about the approach, though not
nearly as negative, overall, as they were about the similar 8S8afe
Homes approach. One comment that seems to sum up the prevailing
attitude was: "Some kids would choose an alcohol~-free party, some
would chose a drinking party -- it's nice to have a choice.”

In critiquing the ptogtaﬁ youth mentiohed many of the same issues
they discussed when reviewing safe homes:

0o Teans can drink before or after the event.

o Teens can simply chose to attend events where drinking is
more tolerated.
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o Alcohol-free parties will be -oct tppoalinq to adolescents
who do not drink.

They also added some new concerns. !he main one was that
alternative programs would lose their appeal over time. Also, in
contrast to Safe Homes, many group members felt that teens would
try to smuggle alcohol into these events.

Teens advised that Alternative Activities must be very special .
and interesting to attract many non-drinkers. Some said there .
was a danger that a "bad party will leave kids thinking alcohol-
free is boring."” Another piece of advice was to de-emphasise the
alcohol-free aspect of the event and emphasize its entertainment
values. They also recommended that such events be closely .
chaperoned by teachers or other authority figures. A few youth
said that the presence of police helped maintain order and reduce
drinking at qatherinqs.

34



10. YOUTE GROUP TRAINING

Program goal: %o develop leadership skills among youth and train
them to plan and implement alcohol prevention programs in their
schools and communities.

Major activities: Programs usually take place over the summer
in a residential retreat and may last a few days to a week.
Through workshops and activities adolescents learn refusal
skills, leadership skills, alcochol/drug education, fund-raising
activities and techniques, methods for starting alcohol~-free
gouth groups in their own communities, etc. Youth may be ac-
companied to the program by representatives of their schools or
commmities.

The panel ranked youth group training fairly high among the pro-
grams. The rankings ranged from first through tenth and two
placed it among the "top three" programs (see Table 2, page 13).

FPive panel members felt it would be "Pairly Difficult™ to imple-
ment this approach. The chief concerns were that it would re-
quire "lots of preparation, staff, and money." Three panelists
indicated this program would be "Fairly Easy” to implement, but
two of these also expressed reservations about staffing and
funds. A

Seven of the panel estimated that the program would be "Pairly”™
or "Very Effective" in preventing underage drinking. They ex-
plained that "youth are generally responsive to their peers” and
that the effectiveness would be greatest among those who actually
attended the training. One panel member felt the program would
be "Pairly Ineffective"” when judged in terms of its broad impact:
"It will ptohebly have some effect on attendees, but not on com-
munities.

Most (seven) of the panel also believed that youth would find the
program "Pairly"” (three) or "Very Appealing” (four): "there are
youth who are looking for an activity/group to connect with that
offers an alternative to alcohol and drugs.” At the same time
panelists acknowledged that the appeal may be limited to
"responsible youth” and that the challenge would be to "recruit -
high-risk youth or persuade organizations to allow them to par-
ticipate."”

Again, all the panelist felt this program would appeal to
parents. Pive chose "Very Appealing."”

There were differences of opinion concerning circumvention of the
program. Three panelists believed it "Very" or "Pairly Likely”™
youth would circumvent the program; four felt it was "Pairly Un-
likely,"” and one did not respond. An example of negative assesas-
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ment was: "those inclined to drink will eontinue to so and only a
small number of youth can be reached.” On the positive side,
panelists maintained that at least in the short run, students who
participate will be far less likely to use alcohol.”

adviéi'as_to how to improve this apptoach included:

© Target high-risk youth -- adult children of alcoholics,
- " "those in trouble at school or with the legal system, etc.

© Use older trained students to deliver cducat;onal program to
younger students. :

9. Involve adults in the training so the toens will have their
help in implementing programs.

© Train more people from fewer communities in order to maxi-
“mize impact.

° frrovide retraining on a period basis.

Youth were far less supportive of this option than the panel.

Younger adolescents were particularly negative, ranking it among
the worst three programs overall. This was interesting since

nnny older adolescents though the proqram would be better for
younger kids."

!he major points made in the groups weré:

o rhis approach is not attractive to the many teens who drink.
“4 ‘It appeals more to "goody goodies.” It would be more at-
tractive if it emphasized responsible drinking instead of
abstinence. ,
| 9 Hhen abstinent youth try to teach others about alcohol use,
.many "kids will not listen to them."”

o It will be very difficult for trained teens to start a pro-
-- gram in their school/community alone. They need help, in-
" .cluding help from adults.
© More people should be trained from a single community.
© The training should be made interesting and recreational ac-

tivities should be offered to encourage participation. Pay-
ment would also encourage participation.
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11. ALCOHOL-FREE COLLRGES/UNIVERSITIES

Program goal: %o provide an alcohol -free environment to students
of the university commmity.

Major activities: As part of college or university policies and
regulations, student possession or congsumption of drugs/alcoholic
beverages is prohibited on campus. Occasionally the policy may
extend to non-student members of the college/university. The
policy and penalties for violating it are publicised through the
student handbook, school newspaper, etc.

The panels’ overall evaluation of Alcohol-FPree Col-
leges/Universities was low to average. The range in rankings was
from £fifth to eighteen (last), and two of the panelists ranked
this option among the worst three (see Table 2, page 13).

The was a some disagreement among panelist as to the esase with
which this approach could be implemented, but most felt it would
be difficult: three indicated it would be "Very Difficult,” three
"Pairly Difficult,” one "Pairly Easy,” and one "Very Basy."
Panelists who felt this would be difficult made remarks such as:

o This approach "invades privacy."

o 8ince colleges have some students over age 21, ptohibition-
ist policies are difficult to adopt and implament.

© The approach requires careful monitoring and rigorous enfor-
cement to be effective.

Estimates of the program's effectiveness were scattered: one
panelist thought it would be "Very Ilneffective,” four "Pairly In
effective,"” two "Pairly Effective,” and one "Very Effective."
Those who felt it would not be effective stated the following:

o S8tudents will obtain/consume alcohol olsewﬁere -- off campus
for example.

© Many will chose to drink and will be more careful about
being detected.

Those who felt the program could be effective argued that this
approach would limit access to alcohol to some degree.

Seven of the panelists thought students would f£ind this policy
objectionable and one panelist did not respond. Panelists wrote:

o "Students view total prohibition as a violation of their
legal rights."
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© "Por kids who are going to college to party it's very un-
appealing. Por serious students‘it's appealing.”

o 8tudents over age 21 might be "especially resentful” of this
policy.

Most (six) panelists estimated that the public would support this
approach. The panel suggested that the public would find the ap-
proach appealing because it places the college/university in
charge of drinking problems, a position that parents are not
eager to occupy.

Seven of the panelists felt it was "Very Likely: youth would be
~ able to circumvent the prohibition against alcohol. The problem,
as one panelist put it, is that "on-campus drinking is only one
aspect of student alcohol consumption.”  Students could attend
off-campus parties or drink at off-campus bars and restaurants
using fake identification (or real identification if they are
over 21). They can also simply "learn to avoid getting caught.”
Panelists pointed out that this policy may increase the risk of
alcohol~related accidents, if students drive off-campus to drink. -

Amonq-tho suggestions panelists made for improving this policy
wvere the following:

’ © As an alternative to prohibition, create more controlled
drinking environments on campus.

© Consider penalizing “"any student found guilty of any alcohol
related offense whether on or off campus."”

© Backup the policy with consistent enforcement and publicity.

The youth focus groups did not review this approach.

38



!
12. POLICY DEVELOPMENT FOR COLLEGES/UNIVERSITIES

Program goal: %o devilop more effective methods for reducing un-
derage drinking and alcohol abuse by sharing experiences among
colleges and universities.

Major activities: Through newsletters, conferences, and other
msans college/university administrators and interested students
are provided with information concerning alcohol laws and regula-
tions. Meetings and publications also serve as forums to share
information concerning college/university policies and preveation
activities concerning alcchol use.

The panelists’ overallAratings for this option were low. They
ranked it from eleventh to eighteenth. It was also one of the
approaches that was ranked most often as among the worst three.

Almost all (seven) of the panelists thought it would be "Pairly"
or "Very Easy" to implement this type of program. They mentioned
that this approach has been tried in several areas of the coun-
try, and they felt "it would not be difficult to find colleges
that are willing to take on this type of networking.” One panel
member indicated that "existing publications and professional
conferences can be utilized to address the issues."

The panel divided on the question of effectiveness. PFour thought
it would be "Very” or "Pairly Ineffective,” two that it would be
- "Pairly Bffective,” and two did not complete the scale.

The most commonly mentioned problem with the approach was that as
a process it does not directly affect students. One member
stated: "This is a good idea, but a weak countermeasure in and of
itself."” One of the abstaining panelists wrote: "program effec-
tiveness would depend on the policies adopted.” :

Three panelists thought students would find this idea "Pairly Un-
appealing,” two selected "Pairly Appealing,” and two "Very Ap-
pealing” (one did not respond). Panelists didn't provide much
justification for their positions. On one side of the issue,
there was a pronouncement that "most students would be utterly
indifferent.” On the other side, there was an assertion that
"students would very much like to be part of this process.”

S8even panelists felt Policy Development would prove “fairly" or
"Very Appealing' to the public because its asks nothing from them
and promises to enforce the law.

8ix of the panel believed that youth would circumvent this ap-
proach (two felt the question was irrelevant without specifying a
policy). The dominant view was that youth would be essentially .
unaffected by the adoption of this procedure for policy making.
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The proposals made for improving this program were:

o Develop a consensus document with input from all the
participants.

o . Ensure that the policies are well publicizsed and enforced.
"o Involve students, especially cnnpuh leaders, in the ptoeosé.

!heiyouth focus groups did not review this approach.
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13. ADULYT PUBLIC INPORMATION AND EDUCATION
Program goal: To promote compliance with underage drinking laws.

Major activities: Messages in electronic and print media discuss
the importance of underage drinking laws. %Topics addressed in-
clvde negative effects of drinking on youth (e.g., alcohol-
related crashes) and the penalties for alcochol vendors and other
adults for providing alcohol to underage youth, and the server's
potential legal liability for damages caused by intoxicated

youth.

This was one of the least-favored approaches. In making an over-
all assessment, one panelist ranked this approach second, but the
rest ranked it only from tenth through seventeenth.

Three of the experts felt this approach would prove difficult to
implement, the rest thought it would be "Pairly EBasy” or "Easy.”
Both camps expressed reservations about the costs involved in de-
veloping effective and sophisticated campaigns: "Public service
announcements are OK, but paying for slick advertising will im-
prove effectiveness.”

The panelists' estimates of effectiveness were almost evenly dis-
tributed across the scale.

Four members believed this approach would be "Pairly Unappealing
to youth. Although the publicity would not be directed at youth,
some panelists thought adolescents would "resent the big brother
approach.” Another said that adolescents "Don't particularly
like to hear about laws and negative consequences." The other
half of the group thought the publicity would be "Pairly” or
"Very Appealing”™ to youth.

All but one panel member indicated that this program would be
"Fairly" or "Very Acceptable” to the general public; "the only
resistance will come from those who do not believe in or support
underage drinking laws."” One panel member stated that "by seeing
this on television the general public will be more apt to believe
the issue is being addressed seriously."

The question about youth's ability to circumvent this approach
was, quite correctly, treated as largely irrelevant by the panel.

There were a few suggestions for enhancing this approach:

© Involve underage youth in the design and implementation of
these messages."”

o Institute this program in conjunction with other approaches
(like server training).
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© Invest in quality publicity and heavy media coverage.
Youth did not review this approach. |
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14. ALCOHOL-FRRE YOUTH GROUPS

Program goal: To encourage abstinence from alcobol and other
drugs -nng adol.sccnts.

Iajor (etivitio.‘ Adolescents sign a pledge that they will not
use alcohol or illegal drugs. They become part of a large, na-
tional list of young people who have made this pledge (such as
."Just Say No"). Members may wear T-shirts, buttons, etc. showing
their involvement in the group.

This program received little support from the panel. 8ix of the
panelists ranked it thirteenth or higher and three ranked among
the worst three programs (see Table 2, page 13) for preventing
adolescent drinking.

Seven panelists estimated that it would be "Pairly” or "Very
Basy" to implement such a program. Their main concerns about im-
plementation were: obtaining adequate publicity, maintaining ex-
citement about the program over time, and developing appropriate
materials.

8ix panelists felt this approach would be "PFairly Ineffective”
and two selected "Pairly Effective." The comments by all the
panelists were of two types: (1) reservations about how well the
program would work with older adolescents, and (2) concern that
the program would attract primarily those adolescents who are at
the lowest risk for abusing alcohol. :

The ratings for appeal to youth were spread across "Very Un-
appealing,” "Pairly Unappealing,” and "Fairly Unappealing."” Many
panelists commented that the programs would appeal most to
younger adolescents (pre- Junior High School).

The panelists felt that "Just S8ay No type progtams probably have

fairly broad appeal to the general public." All of them guessed

it would be "Pairly" or "Very Appealing.”

All the panelists also agreed that adolescents would be "Very"” or

. "Pairly Likely" to circumvent this approach: "A pledge is only as
good as the motivation to maintain it." ‘

The panel] recommended the following improvements to the program:

© More information and skill training in how to refuse alcohol
and resist peer pressure to drink.

© Begin this approach at a very young age and reinforce it
frequently.

© Train those who sign the pledge how to recruit others into
the program.
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© Provide alternative entertainment and other incentives for
members of the group.

© Bmphasize a local affiliation rathot than a national one.

Adolescents were not very supportive of Alcohol-free youth
groups. As the panel predicted, younger adolescents were less
negative about it than older adolescents. No younger adolescent
ranked this approach among the worst, but a large proportion of
older youth assigned it a very low rank. It was ranked among the
among the three to four worst programs in terms of probable ef-
fectiveness. .

Interestingly, although the younger adolescents were less nega-
tive about the approach, they had almost no positive comments to
make about it. Many felt it would be more positively received by
a still-younger age group -- children in elementary school.

Comments in the groups included: .

o This approach will be attractive only to youth who do not
drink and who plan to remain abstinent. '

o Some adolescents may sign the pledge and continue to drink.

'© Many teens reported they would be embarrassed if a listing
of those who had signed the pledge were made public.

© The program might cause friction between drinkers and non-
drinkers who pledge.

o Endorsement of the program by celebrities might help en-
courage participation in the program.

Recommendations from the groups were:

o Plan ongoing, entertaining events to keep the program at-
tractive. :

© Introduce the program to very young children (elementary
school-age). They will accept it and the program may have a
lasting effect on them. ‘
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15. RANDOM ALCOHOL TESTING

Program goal: To prevent alcohol use by adolescent students, be-
fore or during school.

Major activities: A random sample of students is required to
submit to urine sampling, breathtesting, or other screening test
designed to detect alcohol consumption. When the test indicates
that alcobol bas been used, sanctions may include suspension from
participation in athletic teams or other extra-curricular ac-
tivities, suspension from school, etc. In addition, students may
be regquired to enter am alcochol-abuse treatment program.

This,;pproach was regarded as among the worst by the panelists
(see Table 2, page 13). 8ix ranked it in the lower half of pro-
grams and four ranked it among the worst three programs.

All the panelists believed that it would be "Very Difficult™ to
implement this type of program. They offered two reasons for
this: (1) high cost, and (2) legal and ethical issues -- (opposi-
tion to such an intrusive program).

Pour panelists felt that Random Testing would be ineffective,
primarily because it "would discourage alcohol consumption on
schools days only.” Two of the four panelists who thought Random
Testing would be effective acknowledged that adolescents could
drink at other times, but emphasized that this program would
reduce alcohol consumption during and immediately prior to
school.

All of the panelists thought that youth would find this approach
unappealing; 6 six "Very Unappealing.” Comments by the experts
indicated they felt that both youth who drink and those who do
not would £ind Random Testing "alienating and intrusive."

8ix panelists thought that the general public would not £ind this
approach appealing and condemned it as intrusive and unfair.

Responses to the gquestion about the likelihood of youth circum-
venting the program were distributed across the scale. S8ome
panelists commented that youth would evade the program by drink-
ing on non-school days. Others felt that eliminating or greatly
reducing intoxication at school was a laudable and achievable
goal and provided an adeguate rationale for the program.

There were no important iuggestions from the expert panel for im-
proving the approach. Members did, however, discuss some ques-
tions and concerns, such as:

o What will be the negative consequences of suapendznq stu-
dents who are caught?
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© Do the students who are caught necessarily need treatment?
‘ How will they be screened? _

Not surprisingly the adolescents also gave this approach low
marks. They identified this approach as one of the three or four
that would be least likely to prevent adolescent drinking. Older
adolescents were more likely to hold this position. C

Like the panelists, the focus group participants mentioned that
this approach would not deter drinking on the weekends or at
other times that testing would not reveal. They added that very
few students drink in school.

There were many comments by youth that Random Testing was "un-
fair"” and "violated" their rights. Some asked pointedly how
teachers or administrators would react if they were also asked to
‘submit to this screening.

Youth identified additional concerns ibout the program:

o 8uspension may not be a meaningful threat to a student who
would drink in school.

© The approach seems too focused on detecting and punishing
drinkers. More thought should be given to why students
would drink in school and how those with a drinking problem
could be helped.

© The program would have to devise appropriate punishmont for
people who refused to be tested?

© Some students may shift from alcohol to other drugs to es-

cape detection. To prevent this, the testinq would have to
be designed to detect all drugs.
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16. CHANGES IR DESIGEH AND DISTRIBUTION OF DRIVER LICENSES

Program goal: To prevent underage drivers from altering or fal-
sifying their licenses to purchase alcohol and to facilitate
identification of those under age 21 from their license.

Major activities: 8Special licenses are developed to help -
identify drivers under age 21. Por example, licenses issued to
minors may be colored differently, the date of birth may be made
more salient and difficult to alter (by using raised letters).
and/or “"UNDER 21" may be stamped prominently on the license. A
plastic laminate is used to help prevent altering of paper 1i-
censes. In addition, the distribution of licenses is monitored
more closely. Por example, more positive identification is re-
quired to obtain a original or duplicate (replacement) license.

This was a popular approach among panelists. They ranked it from
first to eleventh; five placed it among the best three approaches
for preventing adolescent drinking.

Some panelists raised questions about what the costs for this
might be, but seven estimated that it would probably be "Pairly"™
or "Very EBasy" to implement this program. '

Most panelists felt the program would reduce adolescent drinking:
8ix chose "Pairly Effective” and one "Very Effective.” One
panelist summed things up with: "It will make altering IDs more
difficult and thus lower the supply.” Two factors which the
panel thought would detract from the program's effectiveness
were: (1) it does not prevent the use of fake ID's (though it
makes obtaining a good fake more difficult); and (2) teens can
still obtain alcohol from other sources.

8ix of the panelists indicated that this approach would not be
appealing to youth because it would interfere with their supply
of alcohol. The other two panelists abstained and explained that
it did not seem to matter whether youth would approve of this ap-
proach -- it would be imposed on them.

As was so often the case, all the panelists believe that Changes
in Driver License would be appealing to the general public.
Seven indicated it would be "Very Appealing.”

The panel was split on the question of how likely it was that
youth could circumvent the Jprogram: five chose "Pairly Likely,"
and four "Pairly Unlikely." Despite these differences, comments
by all the panelists were very similar. The two main points they
made were: (1) youth will always be able to obtain mlcohol,

though this measure makes it more difficult; and (2) high qual;ty
fake IDs can be used to purchase alcohol.
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ldeas for improving this approach included:

© Combine it with better enforcement of laws prohibiting sales
to minors.

0 Construct the license from special paper or other material
that will reveal attempts to tamper with it.

°o Couple this approach with more severe ponaltios'for using
false identification.

-0 'lgucoto alcohol vendors in how to detoct false 1éenti£ica-
‘.. tien.

o ‘Require at least two ID's for the fuICh‘3° of alcohol.

.Onoo again, the teens' assessment of this approach closely
matched the experts opinions.

Pocus group members, especially the older ones, objected to this
program because it would make it more difficult to obtain al-
cohol. Nevertheless, both older and younger participants ranked

this approach among the top three for preventing adolescent
drinking.

The géoups' main reservations about the program's effectiveness
were:

© Youth can still obtain alcohol from friends and parents and
. by using false identification.

© The program is not relevant for adolescents who are too
. young to try and purchase alcohol.

,,'g Progtom success depends on how vigorously alcohol vendors
s . Mill comply with the laws.

Youth explained that obtaining false identification is relatively
easy. Many were able to name sources or knew people who were
likely to know sources. One participant told of a person who

sold fake licenses door to door in the dormitories of a large
univoroxty.
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17. INCREASED PENALTIRS FOR PALSE IDENTIFICATION

Program goal: %o discourage the production and use of false
identification.

Major activities: Penalties are increased for manufacturing and
seiling false identification, for knowingly allowing another to
use your license as identification, or for using false or
revoked/suspended identification. This includes the 1-positicn
of mandatory minimum penalties (e.g., a 8500 fine for using false
identification to obtain alcohol when underage). In additiom,
alcobhol vendors are given the autbhority to confiscate any ID
believed to be fraudulent or altered and return it to
authorities. These policies would be highly publiciszed.

.The panel also reacted favorably to this approach. 8even of them
ranked it second through fifth among the programs.

Seven panelists indicated this policy would be "Pairly Easy” or
"Easy"” to implement. Although implementation would depend on
passage of a law, which can always be difficult, in this case,
the panel saw no obstacles. Some panelists warned that obtaining
monies to support enforcement of the law might prove difficult.

Al]l the panelists indicated that this approach would be "Pairly
BEffective” in reducing adolescent drinking. They felt it would
“narrow further opportunities for using false IDs -- the only op-
tions left involve getting alcohol from friends, family, etc.”
Some concerns about effectiveness that panelists mentioned were
the need for enforcement of this law, and the need for suitable
tamper~proof identification.

Most panelists (six) felt youth would find this measure unappeal-
ing because it limits their access to alcohol. One panelist men-
tioned that the confiscation of IDs would be especially un-
popular.

The panelists believed that the public would £ind this approach
"Pairly"” or "Very Appealing.” One reason given was that it
places "penalties where they belong, on the perpetrator,” rather
than the vendor. Others felt the public readily supports law en-
forcement measures because they ask nothing of them.

The panel suggested some strategies for increasing the effective-
ness of this approach:

o Promote rigorous enforcement of the law.
o Provide rewards for confiscating fake IDs.

o Combine this approach with the previous one: Changes in De-
sign and Distribution of Driver Licenses.
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© One panelist felt the penalties would havo to be greater
than a 6500 fine. )

Youth also thought this approach could be effective. They ranked
. it among the top 3-¢ programs in this respect.

Two concerns they had about this approach were also mentioned -
during their discussion of the previous program: (1) the program
would have to be enforced (by vendors among others), and (2) many
teens obtain alcohol without making use of fake IDs. A concern
they added about Increased Penalties for Palse ldentification was
that the penalty proposed was "too soft.” Some teens suggested

::lslot one's drivers license would inspire more compliance with
e law.
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18. STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Program goal: %o -ncontage an alcobhol-free environment in the
schools and to offer counseling and referral services to students
experiencing problems related to alcobol abuse. ‘

Major activities: Modeled on employee assistance programs, these
programs aim to identify youth with alcohol abuse problems either
through peer-, teacher-, or self-referrals. A variety of
counseling and referral options may be offered including peer
counseling, in-school counseling by professional staff, support
groups, or treatment services provided in the commmity. Aas with
employee assistance programs, students can receive assistance
without fear of negative consequences imposed by the school.

The panel evaluated Student Assistance Programs (SAPs) quite
highly. The rankings ranged from first through thirteenth.
Three panelists ranked this program among the three most likely
to prevent/reduce adolescent drinking.

Half the panelists indicated this program would be "Very" or
"pairly Difficult” to implement; half that it would be "Pairly"
or "Very Easy" to implement. The difference between these two
camps reflected different suppositions about the effort and money
that would be required to staff such a program and to provide
adeguate training and supervision. '

Most (six) panel members believed the program would be "PFairly
Effective” in preventing underage drinking. This assessment
referred to the particular students who became involved in the
program and not to youth in general. As one panelist stated:
"Whether it is effective in reducing consumption by students in
general is more doubtful."” :

All the panelists felt that students would find the program
"pairly"” or "Very Appealing”: "Kids want to be sure help is
available to their friends if not themselves." One panelist
argued that the programs' appeal would depend on guaranteeing
student confidentiality and immunity from punishment. '

All the panelists also felt the general public would find S8APs
"pairly” or "Very Appealing.” The panel anticipated some
resistance from parents who might feel the school was interfering
in "family business" and parents who objected to the referral me-
chanism. :

Seven panelists indicated that it was "Very"” or "Pairly Likely"
that youth could circumvent the program. They felt students un-
der treatment would probably be closely monitored and so less in-
clined to use/abuse alcohol. Students not in the program would
not be affected. One panelist wondered whether adolescents expe-
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riencing p:ohlems.vould be likely to come to the attention of the
program and howv detection could be improved.

Little advice wvas offered as to how to strengthen the program:

© The issues the program addressees should be broader, e. 9.,
other drugs, teenage pregnancy, etc.,

o Couple this approach with a primary prevention and wellness
curriculum for all students.

o Ensure an.adequate iellFttlinod staff.
o Invclve students in planning the program.

" o Inform/train teachers and administrators about the program
: goals and procedures.

Youth also rated SAPs highly (though not quite as highly as the
experts). They believed that having this option available might
be helpful to teens with serious problems.

“Their main concern about the approach was that adolescents would
not be willing to refer friends unless they were guaranteed
anonymity. The only other concern voiced in the groups was
whether the program would correctly distinguish between those
teens with true "drinking problems" and teens who may drink, but
do not have drinking problems. The participants felt that if
this program or similar efforts attempted to prohibit drinking
per se, adolescents would not cooperate with it.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

o ost Likely To Prevent Underage Drinki

By and large, the panel of experts and the youth focus groups
agreed in their assessments of which approaches would be the most
effective in deterring underage drinking.

Types of programs which the experts were most likely to rank
among the top three were:

License Restrictions fet Youth Alcohol Offenders
Changes In Design and Distribution of Driver Licenses
Student Assistance Programs

The programs ranked most highly by focus group participants were:

License Restrictions for Youth Alcohol Offenders
Changes In Design and Distribution of Driver Licenses
Increased_?enalties for Palse ldentification

The similarities between the opinions of youth and of the experts .
is even greater than it appears based on these lists. Student
Assistance Programs were also ranked very highly by youth and In-
creased Penalties for False ldentification was ranked very highly
by the expert panel.

ms Least Likely To Prevent Underage Dri

Programs the expert panel ranked as having the least potential
for pteventing underage drinking were:

Presentation of License in Juvenile Court
Policy Development For College/Universities
Alcohol -Pree Youth Groups

Random Alcohol Testing

(FPour programs rather than 3 are listed because there were ties
in the rankings).

The programs that received the lowest ratings by youth were:

Safe Homes
Presentation of License in Juvenile cOurt
Random Alcohol Testing

Again, the match between the choices made by youth and the ex-
perts is closer than the lists imply. Pirst, Policy Development
Por College/Universities could not appear on the youth list be-
cause the focus groups were not asked to evaluate this approach.
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S8econd, although Safe Homes does not appear on the experts' list,
they rated it very poorly.

Implications for Program Development

The following are additional conclusions drawn from the expert
panel and focus groups:

In many cases, programs that youth felt had potential for
preventing drinking were also programs they would rather not
see implemented since they would make it harder from them to

-drink. The implication for program planners is that a pro-

gram which youth do not find appealing should not be over-
looked as a potentially useful approach for preventing un-
derage drinking.

The experts repeatedly advised that youth be involved in
planning and assessing prevention programs. Although youth
in this project tended to share many of the same views as
the expert panel, this does not mean they would have nothing
to offer as collaborators in program design. 1In fact, youth
offered ideas about how to xmptove programs which the ex-
perta overlooked.

With very few exceptions, the experts felt that the general
public would accept the programs reviewed here. Assuming
this is correct, program planners should focus more on en-
hancing program effectiveness than appeasing public opinien.

There were no marked differences in the responses of older
versus younger adolescents to the programs. In general,
younger adolescents were inclined to be somewhat more posi-
tive in their evaluations of the approaches and more
tolerant of programs that emphasized abstinence such as
Alcohol-Pree Youth Groups. This is not surprising since
younger subjects were far less likely to drink without their
parents' permission (see Table 1, page 9). This does not
mean that program designer should ignore age, but it does
suggest that adolescents in the age ranges represented in
this study (11-20) may not :espond very differently to pre-
vention efforts.

Both the expert panel and youth felt that adolescents could
circumvent the approaches reviewed. Although many recom-
mendations which would help strengthen programs were made,
it appears that determined youth can always manage to obtain
alcohol and enforcement is unlikely to increase the percep-
tion of risk to the point where youth will abstain from al-
cohol altogether.
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The lack of hard data . on the effectiveness of the programs we in-
vestigated, points to a need to conduct rigorous evaluations of
programs to prevent underage drinking. The programs that were
the highest rated by youth and by the panel of experts are logi-
cal candidates for such studies.

Research should also be done to identify additional approaches
and programs that may prevent adolescent drinking. For example,
our panelzsts suggested the following should be investigated:

o Special patrols of areas in which youth drink as part of a
program to increase enforcement of laws concerning underage
possession of alcohol.

© Rewards for vendors who comply with underage drinking laws,
rewvards for doormen and other servers for identifying un-
derage drinkers.

Programs that enlist the support of parents should also be inves-
tigated. This recommendation is based on the fact that adoles-
cents in the focus groups reported that their decisions about
drinking are influenced as least as much by how they think their -
parents will react as by the law.

Given the relatively small and non-representative sample of
adolescents used in this project, it would be useful to test the
generaligability of the results on additional subjects from a
broad range of social classes and with varied drinking behavior.
Since some of the approaches apply specifically to college stu-
dents their opznxons about these approaches should be obtained --
this was not done in this study.

Another population that should be queried is'adﬁlts, especially
parents, in order to determine whether the panelists' estimates
of their reactions to the programs were accurate.

From the outset, this project focused exclusively on programs to
prevent drinking. Puture research should consider the wide vari-
ety of programs that promote safer drinking among adolescents,
such as designated driver and safe ride programs. Both the ex-
pert panel and youth £rom the focus groups emphasiged the impor-
tance of considering these types of programs.

In the course of evaluating one type of program, members of the
expert panel and focus groups often mentioned other programs they
felt would complement and enhance the program's effectiveness. A
long-term research goal is to investigate the effects of deliver-
ing various type of programs in combination. One logical group-
ing would be programs designed to influence the point of
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sale/distribution of alcohol to minors. Programs which might be
combined include: 8ting Operations to detect underage serv-
ing/sales, Increased Enforcement in Suspect S8erving Establish-
ments, Increased Penalties and Enforcement for Laws Concerning
Serving of Alcohol to Persons Under Age 21, Server Training,
Changes in the Design and Distribution of Driver Licenses, and
Increased Penalties for PFalse ldentification.
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APPENDIX A:
PROGRAMS FOR WHICH DETAILED INFORMATION WAS COLLECTED

Enforcement

Program Name: No name

Program Sponsors: Department of Business Regulation, Division of
‘Alcohol Beverages and Tobacco

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit,): nonprofit, state

Spokespe:son'a name: John Harris

Spokesperson's position: Deputy Director

Address: 725 8. Bronogh 8t., The Johns Building, Tallahassee
Plorida 32399-1023

Telephone number: (904) 488-3227

Program Name: Operation Last Call

Program Sponsors: Massachusetts Alcohol Bevetaqea Control
Commission

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): state, nonprofit

Spokesperaon's name: George McCarthy .

Spokesperson’'s position: Director

Address: 100 Cambridge Street, Boston, uassachusetts 02202

Telephone number: (617) 727 3040

Proqr:m Name: Surveillance of Alcohol Vending Establishments
SAVE)
Program Sponsors: Michigan State Police
Type of than1zatxon (for profit, nonprofit): state, non-profit
Spokesperson's name: (contact for information) Randall J. 8011n
Spokesperson's position: Regional Program Manager
Address: National Highway Traffic SBafety Administration

18209 Dixie Highway, Suite A

Homewood, Illinois 60430-2294
Telephone number: (708)799-6270

Program Name: 21 Enforcement Program

Program Sponsors: New York State Liquor Authority

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): state, nonprofit

Spokesperson's name:

Spokesperson's position:

Address: 250 Broadway Street, New York, New York 10007

Telephone number: (212) 587-4002

(also contact program evaluators: Anne T. ucCartt,
Marc C. Hammer, and Anen M. Dowling at the Institute for
Traffic Safety Management and Research, Rockefeller College
of Public Affairs and Policy, State University of New York
at Albany, 260 Washington Avenue, New York 12210



Driver Licensing

Program Name: Drug Pree Youth Act

Program Sponsors: Governor's Highway Safety Office

Type of Organxzatxon (for profit, nonprofit): nonprofit

Spokesperson's name: Mike Ellis (1), Jess Hail (2),
S8argent Kathy Greg (3)

8pokesperson's position: Governor's Rep (1), Legislative
draftsman (2), SBargent, state planning office (3)

Address: James K. Polk State Office Building, 505 Deaderick
S8treet, Buite 600, Nashville, Tennessee 37219

Telephone number: (615) 741-2589 (Mike Ellis), 741-1676
-(Jess Hail), 251-5229 (Kathy Grogg)

Program Name: No name

Program Sponsors: Department of notor Vehxcles

Type of Orqanzzatxon (for profit, nonptofxt) state, nonprofit
8pokesperson's name: Karen Ruby '

Spokesperson's position: Manager, Drzver Licensing

Address: 2300 West Broad Street, Richmond, Virginia 23269
Telephone number: (804) 367-0406

Courts, Prosecution, Licensing

Program Name: Newton Youth Alcohol Program

Program Sponsors: Newton Public Schools

Type of . Organzzatxon (for profit, nonprofit): nonprofxt
Spokesperson's name: Matt Greene )

S8pokesperson’'s position: Director

Address: 100 Walnut Street, Newtonville, Massachusetts 02160
Telephone number: (617) 969-4925

Alcohol Server Industrz

Program Name: Responsible Vendor Program

Program Sponsors: Department of Business Regulaticn, Division of
Alcoholic Beverages and Tobacco

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): state, nonprofit

Spokespe:son's name: John Harris

Spokesperson's position: Deputy Director

Address: 725 S. Bronogh 8t., The Johns Building, Tallahassee,

Plorida 32399-1023 .
Telephone number: (904) 488-3227



Program Name: NoO name ,

Program Sponsors: DeKalb County's District Attorney's Office

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit,):state, nonprofit

Spokesperson's name: Bob Wilson (1), Guy Thompson (2)
Spokesperson's position: District Attorney (1), Trainer from the

' Georgia Hospitality and Travel Association

Address: District Attorney's Office, 7th floor, DeKalb County

Court House, Decatur, Georgia 30030
Telephone number: (404) 371-2561

BSocial Hosts, Events

Program Name: Project Graduation .

Program S8ponsors: Office of Driver and Bafety Education, Vermont
Department of Education

Type of o:qanzzation (for profit, nonprofxt) stlte, nonprofit

Spokesperson's name: John Harvey

Spokesperson's position: Consultant, Driver and Safety
Education/ Pupil Education

Address: 8State Office Building, Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Telephone number: (802) 828-3126

Parent Groups, Youth Groups

Program Name: Just Say No International
Program Sponsors: Pacific Institute For Research and Evaluation
Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): international
{Canada), non-profit
Spokesperson's name: Rob Simmons
.8pokesperson's position: Program Director
Address: 1777 North California Boulevard, Suite 210, Walnut
. - Creek, California 94596
Telephone number: (415)939-6666

Program Name: Safe Homes :

Program Sponsors: Birmingham-Bloomfield Pamilies in Action

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): nonprofit.

Spokesperson's name: Patricia Stanton

Spokesperson's position: Counselor at Lahser High 8chool,
President of Birmingham-Bloomfield Pamilies in Action

Address: P.O. Box 1088, Birmingham, Michigan 48012-1088

Telephone number: (313) 338-0311 morning, 338-6643 aftetnoon

Program Name: Students To Offset Peer Pressure (STOPP)

Program Sponsors: Alvirne High School

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprof;t). nonprofit. public
Spokesperson's name: Peter Jean

Spokesperson's position: Health teacher, STOPP adviser
Address: P.O. Box 103, Hudson, New Hampshire 03051-0103
Telephone number: (603) 889-8163



Program Name: Texas War on Drugs (summer leadership camp)
Program Sponsors: Texas War on Drugs

. Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): state, nonprofit
Spokesperson's name: Bobby Heard

Spokesperson's position: Youth Coordinator

Address: 11044 Research, Bldg. D, Buite 200, Austin, Texas 18159
Telephone number: (512) 346-7591

High Schools and Colleges

Program Name: Teens Are Concerned (TAC)
Program Sponsors: Crowley's Ridge Development Council and the
. Arkansas Division on Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention
Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): mnonprofit, com-
* munity action agency
Spokesperson's name: Dorothy Newsome
Spokesperson's position: Early Intervention Program Coordinator
and TAC adviser ‘
Address: P.O. Box 1497, Jonesboro, Atkansas 72403
Telephone number: (501) 933-0033

Program Name: BACCHUS (Boost Alcohol Consciousness Concerning
the Health of University Students)

Program S8ponsors: BACCHUS of the US, Inc.

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofzt ): nonprofit

Spokesperson's name: Drew Hunter

8pokesperson's position: Executive Director

‘Address: P.0. Box 10430, Denver, Colorado

Telephone number: (303) 871-3068

Program Name: Interscholastic Athletic Eligibility-Drug Testing

Program Sponsors: Homewood-Flossmore High School

Type othtganzzatxon (fo: profit, nonprofxt) nonyrofit. public
schoo

Spokesperson’'s name: Ken Schultz

8pokesperson's position: Athletic Director

Address: Homewood-Flossmoor High 8chool 999 Kedzie Ave,
Flossmoor, lllinois 60422

Telephone number: (708) 799-3000

Program Sponsors: 8t. Olaf College : A

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): private, for prof-
it, pastoral college

. 8pokesperson's name: Dean Dan SBavinske

S8pokesperson's position: Dean of Students

Address: Northfield, Minnesota 55057

Telephone number: (507) 663-2222 or 663-3023
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Program Name: Peer Education
Program Sponsors: Newton Public Schools
Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): nonprofit, public
schools
Spokesperson's name: Manya Harrison
Spokesperson's position: Bealth educator
Address: 100 Walnut St., Newtonville, Hassachusetts 02160
Telephone number: (617) 552-7729

Program Name: Alternatives

Program Spensors: Alcohol Beverage Control Board

Type of Organitation (for profit, nonprofit): state, nonprofit
spokesperson's name: Tom Weedon

S8pokesperson’'s position: Public Information Director

Address: P.O. Box 27491, Richmond, Virginia 23261

Telephone number: (804) 367-0649

Legislative Support

Program Name: no name

Program Sponsors: Transportation Committee (Iowa Department of
Transportation)

Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit,): state, nonprofit

Spokesperson's name: Al Chrystal

Spokesperson's position:

Address: 800 Lincoln Way, Ames, Iowa 50010

Telephone number: (515) 239-1641

Work Force

Program Name: Come of Age
Program Sponsors: Southland Corporation (7-11 stores)
Type of Organization (for profit, nonprofit): private, for profit
Spokesperson's name: Rosemary Fischer
Spokesperson’s position: Assistant, Public Affairs
Address: 7-Eleven Food Stores, Capitol Division 2599,
5300 Shawnee Road, Alexandria, Virginia 22312
Telephone number: (703) 642-0711

Public Information and Education

Program Name: CAMPAIGN 21

Program Sponsors: Department of Highway Safety and Liquor Control
Type of thanxzatxon (for profit, nonprofxt) nonprofit
Spokesperson's name: Patty Haskins

Spokesperson's position: Assistant Chief, Communications
Address: 2323 West Fifth Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 43266-0701.
Telephone number: (614) 644-2556



APPENDIX B:
MEMBERS OF THE EXPERT PANEL

William DeJong, Ph.D.

29 Rice Spring Lane

Wayland, Massachusetts 01778

-(508) 358-0072

Dr. DeJong is currently a self-employed consultant in health com-
munications. ‘His clients include Abt Associates, Cambridge, MA;
Educational Development Center, Newton, MA; The University of
Massachusetts Medical Center, Boston, MA; and the Boston Univer--
sity 8chool of Public Health. Dr. DeJong has been Deputy Direc-
tor of the Harvard Alcohol Project, a national drunk-driving pre-
vention media campaign; consultant to the national office of
Mother's Against Drink Driving; and founder of Project DARE (in
Massachusetts).

Drew Hunter

Executive Director

BACCHUS of the U.8., Inc.

P.O. Box 100430, Denver, Colorado 80210

(303) 871-3068

Mr. Hunter administers a program for over 400 college and univer-
* sity based peer education programs. He has developed training
programs and campaigns to promote support of prevention ac-
tivities by college and university administrators and students.

Karen Jacobus

Coordinator of Alcochol and Drug Education Program

University of Massachusetts

Amherst, Massachusetts

413 549-2671 -

Ms. Jacobus has 13 years experience in alcohol and drug preven-
tion education. She has been an instructor for a DWI education
program and Health Educator of the University of Massachusetts
Regional Prevention Center. 1In her current position, Ms. Jacobus
has conducted training programs for students and parents and
school personnel, done community organizing, and worked with the
media and other groups.



Michael Klitgner, Ph.D. {

Senior Research Scientist; Pacific Institute for Research
and Evaluation

Adjunct Assistant Professor of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences
George Washington University 8chool of Medicine

Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation

7315 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 900 Eest

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

(301) 951-4233

Dr. Klitzner has coordinated several national evaluation of sub-

stance abuse and DWI prevention. He is author of numerous arti-

cles and chapters including a background paper on youth for the

1988 Surgeon General's Workshop on Drunk Driving.’ He has con-

ducted research under grants from NIDA, NIAAA, and NHTSA.

John Lacey

Principal 8cientist

Mid-America Research Institute

1106 Roosevelt Drive

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514

(919) 967- 8789

Mr. Lacey has been a program manager for alcohol studies at the
University of North Carolina Safety Research Center. BHe has been
active in evaluating alcohol and highway safety programs for the
last two decades. ‘

James Peters

" President, '

Responsible Hospitality Institute

4340 Scotts Valley Drive

8uite I

Scotts Valley, California 95066

Mr. Peters is founder as well as President of the Responeible
Hospitality Institute, a non-profit organization serving as a
clearinghouse for information on dram shop liability and
responsible beverage service programs. Mr. Peters has been a
manager of various hospitality businesses and an alcoholism
counselor.

James M. Schaefer

Associate Professor; Associate Director Addiction Stndies Center
Department of Behavioral Sciences, Medical S8chool -

University of Minnesota,

Stadium Gate 27

611 Beacon 8t. SE

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

612 624-6861

Dr. Shaeffer has created numerous community-based prevention pro-
grams on drinking and driving. He research has included work on
on patron drinking behavior and early signs of intoxication,.



Margaret G. Thayer

Team Services Consultant

Division of Alcohol and Drug Education Services

State House, Station 57 '

- Augusta, Maine 04333

(207) 289-6500

Ms. Thayer has served as a school nurse and emergency medical
technician on a Rescue unit. 8She was the Maine State Coordinator
for Project Graduation from 1983-86 and developed other highway
safety programs and materials. In her current capacity,

Ms. Thayer works with local school and community alcohol/drug
prevention teams across the State of Maine.



APPENDIX C:
QUESTIONS POSED TO THE EXPERT PANEL

This appendix contains two sections. Pages A-1l and A-2 show the
- questions posed to the sxpert panel for each of the program des-
criptions they reviewed. The last last section on page A-3 shows
t:c formt panelists used to rank tho programs on overall effec-
tiveness.

1. How easy is it to implement this type of program?

Very rairly Pairly Very
Difficult Difficult Easy Basy

Comments (e.g., what makes it easy/difficult to implement):
2. How effective is this type of program likely fo be in reduc-
ing/preventing underage drinking?

Very Pairly Pairly Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

Comments (e.g., what makes it effective/ineffective):

3. How appealing/acceptable is this approach likely to be for youth?

- Very _ Pairly !ai:ly . Very
Unappealing Unappealing _ Appealing . Appealing

Comments (e.g., why is it acc.ptnble/unacceptable to youth; is
it likely to be more/less appealing to some youth):

4. How appealing/acceptable is this type of program likely to be
for the general public?

Very Fairly Fairly Very
Unappealing Unappealing Appealing Appealing

Comments (e.g., why is it acceptable/unacceptable to the gen-
eral p?hlic; is it likely to be more/less appealing to some
groups):



S. How likely is it that youth would be able to circumvent this
approach and proceed to drink/obta;n alcohol?

Very Pairly Pairly Very
" Likely ' : ‘Likely Unlikely Dnlikely

' Comments (o.g., how can youth circumvent the approach?):

6. What could be done, if anything, to reduce the likelihood that
youth will be able te circumvent this approach?

7. What could be done to make this type of program more effec-
tive? Are there elements/features of the program that should
be changed or added? '
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RANKING PROGRAMS

Look over the list of programs and think about how they compare
to one another in terms of effectiveness. Please rank them in
order of their potential to prevent underage drinking
(e.g., 1 = greatest potential, 18 = least potential).

Iyps of Program Rank (1-18)
1. BAFE HOMES (p.1)
2. STING OPERATIONS (p.3)

3. INCREASED ENFPORCEMENT IN SUSPECT
S8ERVING ESTABLISHMENTS (p.5) .
4. INCREASED PENALTIES ANRD ENFORCEMENT FOR LAWS
CONCERNING S8ERVING OF ALCOHOL TO PERSONS
UNDER AGE 21 (p 7)
S. LICENSE RBSTRICTIORS POR YOUTH
ALCOHOL OFFENDERS (p.9)

6. PRESENTATION OF LICENSE IN
JUVENILE COURT (p.11)

7. ALTERNATIVE SANCTIONS FoR T
ALCOHOL OPFENSES (p.13)

'e. SERVER TRAINING (p.15) T

'S. ALTERNATIVE ACTIVITIES POR YOUTH (p.17)

10. YOUTH GROUP TRAINING (p.19) T

11. ALCOHOL-FREE COLLEGES/UNIVERSITIES (p.21)

12 POLICY DEVELOPMENT POR
COLLEG!S/UNIVERSITIES (p.23)

13. ADULT PUBLIC IRPORHATION AND !DUCATION (p.25)

14. lLCOBOL-PREE YOUTH GROUPS (p.27)

15. RANDOM ALCOHOL TESTING (p.29)

16. CHANGES IN DESIGN AND DISTRIBUTION
OF DRIVER LIC!RSES (p.31)

17. INCREASED PENALTIBS POR
PALSE ID!NTI?ICATION (p 33)
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