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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The number one goal of The National Drug Control Strategy is to “Educate and enable
America’s youth to reject illegal drugs as well as alcohol and tobacco.” One of the objectives
in support of that goal includes “Pursue a vigorous advertising and public communications
program dealing with the dangers of drug, ... use by youth.” Under the Treasury-Postal
Appropriations Act of 1998, Congress approved funding (P.L. 105-61) for “a national media
campaign to reduce and prevent drug use among young Americans.” Pursuant to this act, the
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) launched the National Youth Anti-Drug
Media Campaign (the Media Campaign).

This program has progressed through three phases of increasing complexity and intensity.
Phases I and II are not discussed in this report. ONDCP has other reports available that
evaluate those phases. This report focuses on Phase III, which began in September 1999 and
is planned to run at least until 2003. An evaluation of Phase III is being conducted under
contract to the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) by Westat and its subcontractor, the
Annenberg School for Communication at the University of Pennsylvania. Funding of the
evaluation is provided by ONDCP from the appropriation for the Media Campaign itself.
This is the second semiannual report of the Westat and Annenberg evaluation of Phase III of
the Media Campaign.

This report by Westat and Annenberg provides six types of information:

1. A brief update and description of the Media Campaign’s activities to date;

2. A review of the logic and approach of the evaluation;

3. Statistics on the level of exposure to messages achieved by the Media Campaign in 16
months of Phase IITI;

4, Evidence for change in the behaviors, beliefs, attitudes, and intentions of both parents

and youth between the first two waves of data collection. On average, Wave 1
respondents were interviewed 6 months before Wave 2 respondents, so the time
period for change is brief;

5. A description of the overall pattern for these outcome measures, combining Wave 1
and Wave 2 data with some examination of the differences among important
subgroups of society. While this repeats some of the results presented in the first semi-
annual report, the addition of approximately 60 percent additional sample permits
greater precision in estimates; and

6. Evidence for association of exposure and the outcomes, with statistical controls for
potential confounders, to serve as the basis for a preliminary look at Campaign effects.

This executive summary focuses on evidence for Campaign associated change in youth and
parent outcomes. However, the Campaign effects analyses in this report are only a first look.
There has been relatively little time for the Campaign to produce detectable changes in the
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outcomes. Available data, which include only cross-sectional samples, permit, at best,
tentative claims about short term direct effects on individuals. Later rounds of data collection
will allow a longer period for change to have occurred; this may permit analyses of effects
that are mediated through parents and social networks, and with the accretion of repeated
measurements of the same respondents over time, it will be possible to have a stronger basis
for causal inferences. Indeed, conclusive evidence will take a few years to accumulate. The
final report is scheduled for spring 2004. At that time, the sample youth and their parents
will have been studied for 3 to 4 years.

Background on the Media Campaign

The Media Campaign has three goals:

u Educate and enable America’s youth to reject illegal drugs;

L] Prevent youth from initiating use of drugs, especially marijuana and inhalants; and
. Convince occasional users of these and other drugs to stop using drugs.

The Media Campaign targets paid advertising at youth aged 9 to 18, parents of youth in these
age ranges, and other influential adults. Phase III advertising is being disseminated through a
full range of media or “channels” following a Communications Strategy developed by
ONDCP. Phase III also includes components other than advertising. There are outreach
programs to the media, entertainment and sports industries, as well as partnerships with
civic, professional, and community groups. These other components, which are being
coordinated by a public relations firm, include encouraging entertainment programs with
anti-drug themes, coverage of the anti-drug campaign in the news media, community
activities, corporate co-sponsorship, and special interactive media programming.

ONDCP performs overall and day-to-day management of the Media Campaign in
collaboration with the following groups:

u The Partnership for a Drug-Free America (PDFA), which provides the creative
advertising for the Media Campaign through its existing pro bono relationship with
leading American advertising companies;

n A Behavioral Change Expert Panel (BCEP) of outside scientists who help to inform
the content of the advertisements to reflect the latest research on behavior
modification, prevention, and target audiences;

n Ogilvy, a national advertising agency, which has responsibility for media buying (as
well as for carrying out some supportive research and assuring a coherent advertising
strategy); and

u Fleishman-Hillard, a public relations firm, which coordinates the non-advertising
components of the Media Campaign.
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For Phase III, advertising space is purchased on television, radio, newspapers, magazines,
billboards, transit ads, bus shelters, movie theaters, video rentals, Internet sites, Channel One
broadcast in schools, and other venues as appropriate. The television buys include spot
(local), network, and cable television. One of the requirements in the Media Campaign
appropriations language is that each paid advertising slot must be accompanied by a
donation of equal value for public service messages from the media, known as the pro bono
match. The pro bono match involves one-to-one matching time for public service
advertisements or in-kind programming. The pro bono spots may include other themes,
including anti-alcohol, anti-tobacco, and mentoring, but such themes are not part of the paid
advertising.

Methodology

The report presents results from two waves of an in-home survey. Wave 1 included 3,312
youth from 9 to 18 years old and 2,293 of their parents undertaken between November 1999
and May 2000; Wave 2 included 2362 youth and 1632 of their parents interviewed between
July and December 2000. These respondents represent the approximately 40 million youth
and 43 million of their parents who are the target audience for the Media Campaign. The
name of this survey is the National Survey of Parents and Youth (NSPY).

NSPY was designed to represent youth living in homes in the United States. Sampling of
eligible youth was designed to produce approximately equal sized samples within three age
subgroups (9-11, 12-13, 14-18). One or two youth were randomly selected from each
eligible sample household. One parent was randomly chosen from each eligible household.
A second parent was drawn in the rare event where the two sample youth were not siblings.

The interviewers for NSPY achieved a response rate of 65 percent for youth and 63 percent
for parents in Wave 2. Final estimates are adjusted for nonresponse, for differences with
known population characteristics, with confidence intervals accounting for the complex
sample design.

NSPY questionnaires were administered in respondents’ homes on touch-screen laptop
computers. Because of the sensitive nature of the data to be collected during the interviews, a
certificate of confidentiality was obtained for the survey from the Department of Health and
Human Services, and confidentiality was promised to the respondent. All sensitive questions
and answer categories appeared on the laptop screen and were said to the respondent in a
recorded voice over headphones that could be heard only by the respondent. The responses
were chosen by touching the laptop screen.

The NSPY questionnaire for youth included extensive measurement of their exposure to
Media Campaign messages and other anti-drug messages. It also included questions about
their beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors with regard to drugs and a wide variety of
other factors either known to be related to drug use or likely to make youth more or less
susceptible to Media Campaign messages.

The NSPY questionnaire for parents also included measures about exposure to Media
Campaign messages, and other anti-drug messages. In addition, it included questions about
their beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors with regard to their interactions with their
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children. These included talk with their children about drugs, parental monitoring of
children’s lives, and involvement in activities with their children.

Ad exposure was measured in NSPY for both youth and parents by playing current or very
recent TV and radio advertisements for respondents on laptop computers to aid their recall.
Youth were shown or listened to only youth-targeted ads and parents were shown or listened
to only parent-targeted ads. In addition, there were some unaided questions about recall of
ads seen or heard on TV and radio, and in other media such as newspapers, magazines,
movie theaters, billboards, and the internet.

Media Purchases and Evidence about Exposure

Across its multiple media outlets, the Media Campaign reports that it purchased enough
advertising time to achieve an expected exposure to 2.6 youth-targeted ads per week for the
average youth and to 2.2 parent-targeted ads per week for the average parent over the 70-
week period covered by this report (September 1999 through December 2000). These
estimates include Campaign advertisements intended for either general market youths or
general market adults; they do not include exposure by youth or parents to advertisements
intended for other audiences, often called “spill.”

u During the second half of 2000 (i.e., Wave 2), the Campaign began to focus more
intensively on youths and less intensively on their parents. (See Figures ES-1 and
ES-2.) Between September, 1999 through May 2000, and June through December
2000, parent exposure declined from 2.7 to 1.5 expected exposures per week, while
youth exposures were stable across waves at 2.6 per week, although this reflected a
summer reduction and a fall increase.

L] For adults, the primary media buys, as reported by Ogilvy, the media buyer for the
Media Campaign, were in outdoor media (33%), network radio (31%), network
television (22%), magazines (9%), and newspapers (4%), where the percentages refer
to the percent of exposures through each channel. The Internet and ads in cinema
account for the remaining 1 percent of GRPs. For youth, the primary media buys, as
reported by Ogilvy, were on network television (22%) and network radio (19%) with
the rest on in-school television (16%), spot buys of radio (9%) and television (12%),
and in magazines (8%). The remaining 14 percent of youth GRPs were allocated to
the internet (3%), basketball backboards (5%), arcades (2%), and nontraditional media
(4%).

u Over the entire period, parents had much less opportunity than did their children to be
exposed to targeted television advertising. The Campaign purchased enough youth
targeted television to achieve 1.3 exposures per week; for adults the targeted
television advertising was designed to achieve only about 0.5 exposures per week.

XX
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Figure ES-1
Weekly youth-targeted general market GRPs
(September 1999 through December 2000)
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Figure ES-2
Weekly parent-targeted general market GRPs
(September 1999 through December 2000)
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NSPY used two measures of exposure; the first is based on general recall of seeing anti-drug
ads through all media, with the second based on aided recall of currently broadcast ads on
television and radio.

] The decline in media purchases translated to a small but statistically significant
decline in parent recall of media exposures (Table ES-1). The general exposure
measure across all media showed little or no decline, while the aided TV ad measure
showed only a small decline. Respondents during Wave 2 were interviewed
throughout the July to December 2000 period; the decline in media purchases was
particularly sharp only during the final 6 weeks of the period, so many study
participants might have been only mildly affected by the decline (see Figure ES-2).

n Stable media purchases for youth translated into stable reports of exposures.
Table ES-1 shows unchanging levels of exposed 9- to 13-year-olds, and a possible
trend upward for 14- to 18-year-olds. (The Wave 1 to Wave 2 changes reported in this
table for 14- to 18-year-olds are not significant; however other estimators, including
mean aided exposures to television ads, and mean general exposure to all media do
show significant upward gains for 14- to 18-year-olds (see Detail Tables 3-2, 3-20).
Overall, there was little change in youth exposure over the year (see Chapter 3).

Table ES-1
Change in Exposure to Campaign Advertising Across Waves

Exposure Measure: % seeing/hearing ads

Population 1 or more times per week Wave 1 Wave 2
Parents General Exposure: Across all media 70% 70%
Aided Exposure: TV ads 25% 22%*
Aided Exposure: radio ads 10% 10%
Youth 9-11 General Exposure: Across all media 60% 57%
Aided Exposure: TV ads 30% 32%
Youth 12-13 General Exposure: Across all media 72% 76%
Aided Exposure: TV ads 40% 43%
Aided Exposure: radio ads NA 4%
Youth 14-18 General Exposure: Across all media 75% 77%
Aided Exposure: TV ads 34% 37%
Aided Exposure: radio NA 4%

* Significant between waves change, p<.05.

NA: Radio use not measured for 9- to 11-year-olds at all and not for other youth during Wave 1.
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Table ES-1 illustrates some other important patterns with regard to exposure:

u Exposure of parents to TV advertising based on the aided recall measure was sharply
less than for youth, consistent with the lower buys in television for parents.

n Exposure of parents and youth to radio ads was minimal. The median aided recall of
specific radio ads by parents and youth was 0 exposures in recent months. Fifty-three
percent of the parents recalled none of the radio ads. Ten percent reported exposure
once per week or more. Youth radio advertising was measured only during the second
wave of NSPY, but that period shows similarity to the parent recall information.
Sixty-four percent of youth did not recall hearing any of the radio ads that were on the
air in the 2 months previous to their interview, while only 5 percent recalled hearing
such ads once a week or more.

u The NSPY measures of aided recall for specific television ads correlate well with the
Ogilvy data based on purchasing patterns and general media consumption, particularly
for youth. Ads that should have higher viewership levels based on Ogilvy data usually
have higher NSPY exposure estimates (see Appendix C).

The Internet

The data confirm that Internet use is very high and increasing among 12- to 18-year-olds and
even among parents. But this does not translate into very much exposure to anti-drug
information.

u There were no meaningful changes between waves in visits to sites where anti-drug
information is to be found (“anti-drug sites”) by youth. A close to constant 10 percent
or less of youth have visited such anti-drug sites even once in the past 6 months. There
was, however, a slight but significant decline (8% to 5%) in the proportion of 14- to
18-year-olds who claimed to have visited sites with pro-drug information (“pro-drug
sites”).

m Parents increased their use of the Internet (60% at Wave 1 and 68% at Wave 2) and
this may have translated into more use of parenting-skill sites (7% to 9%). But the
proportions of all parents visiting both those sites and other anti-drug sites (an average
of 6% across both waves) remain small.

Exposures to Other Drug Messages

Both youth and parent audiences receive messages about drugs from other sources besides
Media Campaign paid advertising. Those other sources of messages are themselves the
target of Campaign efforts and they also create a context for receiving the purchased anti-
drug media messages. Exposure to messages through these other public sources remains
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high, but, with a few exceptions, there was not much change in them between waves
(Table ES-2).

n Parents report slightly inconsistent change patterns. Weekly exposure to mass media
stories about youth and drugs was very high, but declined slightly, while recall of
hearing a lot about anti-drug programs and laws increased. A small, but increasing
number reported hearing a lot about drug-related referenda. This was highest and
increased most sharply among parents in the western part of the country (10% to
16%).

L] Slightly less than one-third of all parents reported attending anti-drug and parent
effectiveness programs in the past year. This involvement did not change for the entire
population, but there was an apparent increase among the subgroup of urban parents
for drug abuse prevention programs (from 25% to 33%).

Table ES-2
Change in Exposure to Drug-Related Communication Across Waves
Measure Population Wave 1 Wave 2
% In-school drug education past year Youth 9-11 55% 56%
Youth 12-13 76% 75%
Youth 14-18 62% 62%
% extracurricular drug education past year Youth 9-11 8% 8%
Youth 12-13 6% 7%
Youth 14-18 9% 7%
% weekly exposure to TV movies, sitcoms, or dramas Youth 9-11 NA NA
with drugs and youth content Youth 12-13 18% 20%
Youth 14-18 26% 24%
% weekly exposure to stories on at least one medium Parents 85% 83%*

with drugs and youth content

% hearing a lot about anti-drug programs in community Parents 32% 36%*
in past year

% hearing a lot about drug-related referenda in past year Parents 6% 9%*
% attending drug prevention programs in past year Parents 29% 32%
% attending parent effectiveness programs in past year Parents 29% 31%

NA: not asked.

* Significant between waves change, p<.05.
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Here are a few patterns that were noticed in the first semi-annual report and confirmed in
this second semi-annual report with no strong evidence of change:

n Most youth report receiving anti-drug education in school during the past year and in
previous years.
L] Many fewer youth report that their involvement with extracurricular activities has led

to anti-drug education.

n Youth see and hear a good deal about drug use among young people in the mass
media. About one-quarter of all youth recalled weekly exposure to such stories on TV
movies sitcoms, or dramas. More than 96 percent of all youth noticed media coverage
about drug use among young people at least once a month.

Drugs are not only a public topic; they are also a common topic for private conversation
between parents and children, and among youth and their friends. Fewer 9- to 11-year-olds
and 14- to 15-year-olds reported conversations about drugs with both parents and friends in
Wave 2 than in Wave 1 (Table ES-3). There was a stable level of such conversations for the
other two age cohorts. Parents, in describing the same conversations, claimed higher levels
than their children, and their reports of drug-centered conversations remained stable between
waves, unlike those of their 9- to 11- and 14- to 15-year-old children.

L] Most youth have conversations about drugs, and many of them have such
conversations frequently. The partners for such conversations shift sharply as youth
mature. As youth mature, they are less likely to talk with their parents and more likely
to talk with friends (see Table ES-3).

u In the course of conversation about drug use, young people of all ages discuss
negative things about drugs; but many older youth also speak positively about drugs.
For 12- to 13-year-olds, conversations with the theme “marijuana use isn’t so bad”
occurred for only 10 percent of the respondents, at about one-fifth the rate as
conversations about “bad things that happen if you use drugs.” Among 16- to 18-year-
olds the pro-marijuana conversations are reported by 33 percent of the respondents,
about three-fifths as often as discussions of the bad things that can happen if you use
drugs. There was no substantial change in the balance of “pro-drug” to “anti-drug”
comments between waves.
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Table ES-3
Change in Drug-related Conversations Across Waves

% with two or more

conversations in past 6 months Population Wave 1 Wave 2
With friends Youth 9-11 29% 23%*
Youth 12-13 45% 44%
Youth 14-15 70% 52%*
Youth 16-18 68% 71%
With parents Youth 9-11 63% 57%*
Youth 12-13 59% 56%
Youth 14-15 59% 52%*
Youth 16-18 48% 52%
With children Parents of 9-11 71% 72%
Parents of 12-13 80% 78%
Parents of 14-15 82% 79%
Parents of 16-18 78% 80%

* Between wave change significant at p<.05.

Differences among Subgroups in Campaign Exposure:

With the additional sample available from Wave 2, it was possible to detect more sensitively
the overall subgroup differences in exposure to Campaign advertising and other public
communication. Some of the major differences are summarized here:

Race and ethnicity: Through many channels, African-American and Hispanic youth
and parents were substantially more likely to be exposed to anti-drug ads and other
information more than were white youth and parents. For both youth and parents,
differences were substantial for Campaign TV ads, for print, movie, and outdoor
channels; for general mass media exposures; for other sources of anti-drug
information; and for talk about drugs and drug ads. For example, 50 percent of
African American and Hispanic parents reported general exposure to anti-drug
advertising three or more times per week, while 38 percent of white parents reported
that level of exposure.

Parent gender: Mothers, more than fathers, reported that they or their partner engaged
with their children around the issue of drug use. They were more likely to report talk
with their children about drugs generally and about drug ads (i.e., all drug ads
including those sponsored by the Campaign). For example, 53 percent of mothers
compared to 40 percent of fathers reported talk with their children about the drug ads.
Although fathers tend to be heavier users of the internet than mothers, mothers were
more likely to use the internet to obtain information about parenting skills.
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L] Parent education: College educated respondents reported lower levels of exposure to
most anti-drug sources than did less well-educated respondents, including to specific
TV and radio ads, and general ad exposure. They did report much higher use of the
internet than parents with high school or less, and more visits to anti-drug sites and
parenting skill sites.

n Town and rural versus suburban and urban areas: The mix of in-school and
extra-curricular drug education varied by urbanicity. In-school drug education is
slightly more common in town and rural areas, than in urban areas, while
extracurricular drug education is less common in town and rural areas than in urban
areas. Town and rural youth and parents had less overall exposure to anti-drug ads
than urban parents. Town and rural parents were also more likely than suburban
parents to use the internet to research parenting issues despite the finding that
somewhat fewer town and rural parents use the internet.

Estimates of Youth Drug Use

Following the goals of the Media Campaign given earlier, NSPY was designed to assess the
influence of the Media Campaign on trial use (i.e., using at least once in a lifetime) and
regular use (i.e., using at least 10 or more times in a year) of marijuana and inhalants. NSPY
includes questions about drug use primarily so that the correlations of cognitive variables
(such as beliefs, attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions) with actual usage can
be studied. It was also designed to measure linkages in a theoretical model for Media
Campaign action: linkages between ad exposure and attitudes, between attitudes and
intentions, and between intentions and actions (drug use).

Because it has a larger sample and a long trend line, another survey sponsored by the Federal
Government—Monitoring the Future (MTF) study—provides better measurements of
change in drug use behaviors.

u The available data from the 1998 through 2000 annual MTF Surveys suggest that
marijuana use has been stable since 1998. However, even the last of those measures
was taken only about 7-8 months after the launch of Phase IIL, in spring of 2000, so it
may have been too early to expect to see any substantial effects of the Phase III Media
Campaign (see Figure ES-3).

L The NSPY comparisons between Wave 1 and Wave 2, although based on smaller
samples, and with age rather than grade-defined cohorts, show similar stability in drug
use throughout 2000 (Table ES-4).
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Figure ES-3
Percentage of 8th, 10th, and 12th graders reporting
annual marijuana use: MTF 1991-2000
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Table ES-4
Use of marijuana by age in 2000 (NSPY reports)

Marijuana use in the past year

Wave 1 Wave 2
Age group (%) (%)
9-11 0.8 0.0
12-13 3.3 3.2
14-15 11.2 11.5
16-18 29.0 293

Campaign Effects
The Logic of Claiming Campaign Effects

The report provides a first analysis of Campaign effects. Formally, the analysis involves two
complementary tests, establishing that there has been change and establishing that exposure
to the Campaign is associated with outcomes. If the Campaign has been successful, there
should be positive change in the outcomes. However change over time in outcomes may be
due to other influences besides the Campaign. Thus, if the change is to be attributed to the
Campaign, there also ought to be an association between exposure and the outcomes. Thus
the strongest evidence will come from finding change and finding association. If both of
those are found, there is good reason to claim support for Campaign effects.
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In practice, the application of the test is constrained. The analysis of change for this report is
not definitive: Wave 1 was collected during early months of phase III, and there was
relatively little time for additional change to occur, given only 6 months between Waves 1
and 2. Also, other forces might be driving drug use in unknown directions confounding any
Campaign effects on change. While over the course of the projected 4 years of the
evaluation, change in a desirable direction for outcomes will be strongly expected, change
between Wave 1 and Wave 2 is less definitive.

In contrast, the finding of an association is more essential to a claim of Campaign effect for
this report. However, even evidence of the presence or absence of an association will not be
a sufficient ground for making a definitive decision about whether effects have occurred.

A positive association may be due to the influence of other variables on both exposure and
outcomes. This threat to inference can be substantially lessened by statistical controls as
described below. An association observed in cross-sectional data may also reflect the
influence of the outcome variable on (recall of) exposure. This threat of ambiguity of causal
direction is more difficult to reject until longitudinal data are in hand, and it is possible to
establish time order between variables; that is, examine whether a prior state on exposure
affects change over time in the outcome measure.

There is another constraint as well. The analysis considers only immediate direct effects of
exposure on individuals. An association between exposure and outcomes is expected only if
individuals personally exposed to Campaign messages learn and accept those messages in
the short term. Future reports will examine effects that occur through other routes, including’
those mediated through parents or other social networks or through institutions. It will also
be possible to look at delayed effects.

For youth, the analysis is limited to non-using 12- to 18-year-olds and concerns their
attitudes, beliefs, and intentions (“cognitions™) about possible initiation of marijuana use in
the subsequent year. There were not enough occasional users (i.e., those using it nine times
in the past year) among the youth to examine Campaign effects on their cognitions related to
regular use. The parent analysis includes all parents, and focuses on the target parenting
behaviors (and their supporting cognitions) including talk, monitoring, and engaging in fun
projects or activities with their children in or out of the home.

All analyses of associations between exposure to Campaign messages and outcomes use a
method called “propensity scoring” to control for the possible influence of a very wide range
of possible confounding variables. The analyses began with tests for any pre-existing
differences among the exposure groups on a large number of variables. The parent analyses
were corrected, among other factors, for observed differences on race, ethnicity, gender, age
of parent, income, marital status, strength of religious feelings, age of children,
neighborhood characteristics, media consumption habits, language, and parental substance
use (alcohol, tobacco, marijuana and hard drugs). The analyses of youth associations were
further controlled for any pre-existing difference among exposure groups on school
attendance, grade level, academic performance, participation in extra curricular activities,
plans for the future, family functioning, personal antisocial behavior, association with
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antisocial peers, use of marijuana by close friends, personal tobacco and/or alcohol use of a
long-standing nature, and sensation-seeking tendencies.

Campaign Effects on Youth

There is evidence of change in cognitions for 14- to 18-year-olds non-using youth between
Waves 1 and 2. However, there is little evidence thus far that exposure to the Campaign was
related to outcomes. Those who reported higher exposure were not reliably more likely to
respond in desirable ways than were those who reported less exposure. Among 12- to 13-
year-old non-users, there was neither a consistent pattern of change, nor consistent evidence
of association between exposure and outcomes, although there were some scattered
significant associations.

There is good evidence of encouraging changes in anti-drug sentiment among older non-
using teens (14 to 18) with regard to marijuana trial between Wave 1 and Wave 2. Of 17
outcomes that addressed beliefs, perceptions of others use, and perception of others
disapproval of marijuana use, attitudes and intentions, six showed significant change in a
desirable direction. This included a change from 83 percent to 87 percent saying “definitely
not” when asked how likely it was that they would use marijuana even once or twice in the
next year. Table ES-5 presents results for nine of those outcomes for 12- to 13- and 14- to
18-year-olds. Most of the excluded items were about specific belief consequences, several of
which showed significant changes between waves (see Chapter 7); they are represented in
this table as a set by the sum of the beliefs variable.

This pattern of positive change contrasts with the lack of consistent significant results from
analysis of the association of exposure and the outcome measures. In Table ES-5, the test for
association presented focuses on the overall association of exposure and outcome,
specifically on whether there is a monotone dose-response relationship.' As a form of
shorthand, the word “association” is a used through the balance of this executive summary to
have this special meaning. Chapter 10 looks also at the direct Campaign effect, whether a
person who received an average level of exposure in the population was different from a
person who was minimally exposed. It shows a largely consistent picture with the results
reported here.

' A positive monotone dose-response relationship is where (a) there is a significant tendency for those with higher levels of exposure to be higher
on the outcome variable than those with lower levels of exposure, and (b) those in any specific category or dose of exposure have a higher or
equal level on the outcome variable than those who are in any lower dose category on exposure. In other words, increasing the dose never
reverses the direction of the effect. In this case, it means that higher recall of anti-drug advertising never led to a reversal of the effect of
€Xposure on outcomes.
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Table ES-5
Evidence about Youth Campaign Effects
12-13 year olds 14-18 year olds
Associated with Associated with
Change exposure?} Change exposure? T
Aided  General Aided General
Outcome measure W1 w2 exp. exp. Wi W2 exp. exp.

Percent definitely not intending 92%  93% No No 83% 87%* No No
to try marijuana
Percent whose friends strongly 69%  73% No No 54% 60% No No
disapprove of marijuana trial
Percent whose parents strongly 95% 96% No No 92% 97%* No No
disapprove of marijuana trial
Percent who strongly 62% 66% No No 31% 36% No No

disapprove of others’
occasional marijuana use

Percent believing that few or ~ 75%  77% No YESV  29% 30% YES¥ No
none of their peers have used
marijuana in past 12 months

Percent perceiving great risk of 45%  45% No No 21% 24% No No
harm from occasional
marijuana use

Mean attitude scale toward 6.61 6.74 No YESW 645 657 No No
marijuana trial

1 = strong pro-drug /

. 7 =strong anti drug

Mean self-efficacy scale for 1.61 1.62 No No 1.69 1.61 No No
refusing marijuana offers

-2 = cannot resist /

+2 = can resist

Mean belief scale about 75 79 No YESA 0.64 0.70 No No
consequences of marijuana trial :

-2 = strong pro-drug /

+2 = strong anti-drug

+ A monotone dose-response relationship is where increasing the dose never reverses the direction of the effect. In this case, it means that higher
recall of anti-drug advertising never led to a reversal of the effect of exposure on outcomes

* Significant between waves change, p<.05

W This arrow shows that the monotone dose-response relationship was decreasing. For example, youth with more exposure were less likely to
believe that few or none of their peers have used marijuana in past 12 months

A This arrow shows that the monotone dose-response relationship was increasing. For example, youth with more exposure had a higher (stronger
anti-drug) score on the scale for anti-drug beliefs.
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There are four significant associations reported in Table ES-5. For 12- to 13-year-olds the
association of the sum of beliefs with the general exposure measure is consistent with a
positive Campaign effect, but the association of exposure with the attitude measure goes in
the opposite direction. Neither of these is replicated with the other measure of exposure or
the other age group, nor is there a significant change on these outcome measures between
waves. These results can probably be discounted as chance results reflecting the large
number of tests reported.

The other association is replicated, and suggests that for 12- to 13- and 14- to 18-year-olds,
higher exposure to the Campaign is associated with the belief that more youth of the same
age are using marijuana. Although the Campaign has suggested that one of the messages it
might emphasize is that there are fewer youth using drugs than one might think, there have
not been any ads yet broadcast that carry this message explicitly. Perhaps, then, this
observed association is unsurprising. It makes sense that youth who see a large number of
messages expressing concern about marijuana may infer that more than a few of their peers
have used marijuana. A media campaign must first capture the attention of its target
audience regarding the campaign’s focal issue (i.€., marijuana use among youth) before it
can deliver its central message (e.g., the advantages of a drug-free lifestyle). Note that this
association cannot be explained by media consumption, race, age, socio-economic class, or
any of the other variables listed above. This set of results will be subjected to further
examination in future reports, most notably when the longitudinal data become available.

The desirable change in beliefs and intentions about trial marijuana use that has been
observed between waves cannot be attributed to the Campaign so far. However, there may
have been a Campaign effect that the sample sizes available for analysis could not detect;
there may have been an effect through a different route than individual and immediate
influence. There also may be effects on subgroups of the population that could not be studied
for this report. There may be effects that will appear once the Campaign has had more time
to operate. However, thus far there is not enough positive evidence to make a confident
claim for effects on youth. Subsequent reports, particularly once longitudinal data are
available after Wave 4, will provide a more conclusive test.

Campaign Effects on Parents

The parent data provide a different result. Table ES-6 summarizes the results according to
four broad areas of Campaign focus: encouraging talking with children, monitoring of
children, engaging in fun activities with children, and being concerned about the risk that
their child might use marijuana.

For the first three of those, the parents show a consistent pattern of association between
exposure and outcomes. More than half of the analyses were significant, and consistent with
a Campaign effect, and the great majority (60 out of 70) showed trends in that direction. The
pattern of significant effects was particularly strong for the “talk” behaviors and cognitions,
but was also found to a lesser degree for monitoring and doing fun activities. Thus the parent
results pass the essential effect test (i.e., observed association). However the parent data do
not pass the change test: there was little evidence that these outcomes had changed between
Wave 1 and Wave 2.

XXXii
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Table ES-6
Evidence about Parent Campaign Effects
General Exposure Specific exposure
Significant Association on: 9t011 12t013 14t018 9toll 12t0o13 14to 18
Talking 60of6 5of6 4 0f 6 40f6 3of6 0of6
Monitoring 1of4 2 of 4 3of4 1 of4 0of4 1of4

Fun Activities
Risk

1of2 1of2 20f2 0of2 0of2 0of2
0ofl 0of1 1of1 0of1l 0of1 0of1l

Total across four areas 80of12 90of12 100fl12 50f12 30fl12 10fl12

Number of Wave 1 to Wave 2 changes 0of12 0of12 0of12 0of12 Oofl2 0ofl2

that are significant

For parents, then, it is “yes” for association but “no” for change. This is consistent with there
being a Campaign effect on parents, which contrasts with the conclusion for youth, for
whom it is “yes” for change and “no” for association. However, neither claim is definitive.
There are several explanations for how that inconsistent result for parents might have
appeared.

There may have been true Campaign effects that were not detected because the sample
sizes were too small to detect them.

There may have been some short-term effects of the Campaign that wore off.

There may have been true Campaign effects that were too small to detect when
averaged across the population because there were not enough parents who were
highly exposed to Campaign messages. This might have been exaggerated by the
decline in parent advertising during the last half of 2000.

There may have been true Campaign effects on change that were counterbalanced by
other forces driving the outcomes in the opposite direction.

There might have been no Campaign effect, with the associations due to reverse
causation—parents who were already more engaged with their children, as indicated
by talking and monitoring and doing fun activities with children, were also more
likely to attend to and thus recall parenting advertising.

In sum, the parent results are consistent with the existence of Campaign effects, but they do
not permit the elimination of important rival explanations for the observed associations.
Future reports will be able to deal with these issues in a more complete way.
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Introduction

1.1

INTRODUCTION

This is the second in a series of semi-annual reports from the National Survey of Parents and
Youth (NSPY), a survey designed to evaluate the National Youth Anti-Drug Media
Campaign. The National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign (the Media Campaign) is part of
an effort by the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to educate and enable
America’s youth to reject illegal drugs by means of an advertising and public
communications program about the dangers of drugs. Other important Media Campaign
goals are to convince occasional users of drugs to stop using them, to enhance adult
perceptions of harm associated with use of marijuana and inhalants, and to emphasize to
parents and influential adults that their actions can make a critical difference in preventing
youth drug use.

This second report is both descriptive and evaluative in content. It first provides descriptions
of media exposure achieved by the Campaign during 2000 and of changes between the first
and second halves of 2000 in overall levels of behaviors, beliefs, attitudes, and intentions of
both parents and youth. After completing the description of exposure and of changes in these
outcome measures, evidence is presented about the association between exposure to the
Campaign and those outcome measures.

In this introductory chapter, there is a review of the nature of the Media Campaign, its paid
advertising component, other components of the Campaign, the administrative structure of
the evaluation, and the structure of this report.

NATURE OF THE MEDIA CAMPAIGN IN PHASE I

The Media Campaign is now in Phase III. Phase I involved pilot testing the intervention in
12 metropolitan areas, using existing Partnership for a Drug-Free America (PDFA)
advertisements. During Phase I of the Media Campaign, ads were placed on television and
radio, in newspapers, and on billboards. In Phase II, these advertisements appeared
nationwide, not just in the test areas. New advertisements were added to the Media
Campaign. The advertisements appeared not only on television, radio, billboards, and in
newspapers but also on cable television, Channel One (educational television for schools), in
movie theatres, on the Internet, and on schoolbook covers.
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Phase 1 Phase I Phase III
January 1998 - June 1998 | July 1998 - July 1999 September 1999 - Continuing
m  Pilot test in 12 m  National level m National level intervention
metropolitan areas, with intervention m New ads
12 sites selected for m  Previously produced m Paid and donated advertising
comparison and new ads on a full range of media (pro-
m Previously produced m  Paid and donated bono ad matching required)
ads advertising on a full m Partnerships with media,
= Paid and donated range of media (pro- entertainment, and sports
advertising (pro-bono bono ad matching industries, and civic,
ad matching required) required) professional, and community
groups
m News media outreach through
public relations activity

Phase IIT marks the full implementation of the Media Campaign. As in the past, an extensive
range of media is used to disseminate Media Campaign messages to a national audience of
youth and parents; in addition, Phase III features a significant interactive media component,
involving content-based web sites and Internet advertising. Most of the ads used in Phase III
are new, although some existing ads that were considered effective in the past also have been
used. New ads are developed and disseminated according to the ONDCP Communication
Strategy, a strategy that was developed over the course of a year with the help of hundreds of
individuals and organizations with expertise in teen marketing, advertising and
communication, behavior change, and drug prevention.

The development of the ads follows a complex process involving four major organizations.
The primary supervisor for the production of most of the ads has been the PDFA, which has
historically led anti-drug advertising efforts. However, since the ONDCP uses Federal funds
to finance some production costs as well as purchase media time, it has instituted a
multifaceted review process for defining broad behavior change strategies and for
developing and approving specific ads. Behavior change expertise comes from a continuing
panel of experts who are responsible for designing behavioral briefs that provide a
framework for creative development, specifying objectives and message strategies for each
priority audience. The panel reviews strategies and proposes advertisement executions at
bimonthly meetings. ONDCP performs overall and the day-to-day management of the Media
Campaign. Under that overall leadership, responsibility for media buying, for some
supportive research, and for assuring a coherent advertising strategy, as well as for day-to-
day management of the advertising component of the Media Campaign lies with Ogilvy, a
national advertising agency.

Ogilvy has organized the participation (as subcontractors) of five agencies that specialize in
communicating with minority audiences. Special attention has focused on sufficiently
exposing Media Campaign messages to African Americans, Asian Americans, Pacific
Islanders, Hispanic Americans, and American Indians, Alaskan Natives, and Aleuts. Ogilvy
has also supervised a substantial research effort to provide ongoing support to the Media
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Campaign decisionmaking. These include monthly mall-based tracking surveys and focus
groups across the country with both parents and youth to review and generate feedback on
developing ads and initiatives. The specialized audience agencies have undertaken parallel
focus group work with members of minority communities. Ogilvy and its subcontractors
prepare recommendations on advertising content and buying strategies, which are then
reviewed by ONDCRP itself, which provides final approval for all major Campaign decisions
and for all advertising content.

Phase III of the Media Campaign is “an integrated social marketing and public health
communications Campaign.” Thus, it attempts to reach the target audience indirectly, as well
as directly through advertising. Two critical components of the Media Campaign in Phase III
involve (1) partnerships with civic, professional, and community groups and (2) outreach to
the media, entertainment, and sports industries. Through the partner organizations, the Media
Campaign strives to strengthen local anti-drug efforts. Through outreach, the Media
Campaign encourages the news media to run articles that convey Campaign messages and
the entertainment industry to portray drug use in ways that are based on accurate
information, including the depiction of the consequences of drug use. The goal of the non-
advertising component of the Campaign is to influence the “entire message and image
environment” regarding drug use (National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign Fact Sheet,
“How the Campaign is Different.” March 2000).

It is expected that any youth may receive anti-drug messages from each of the following

sources:

n Exposure to Media Campaign messages;
L] Interaction with friends and other peers;
n Interaction with parents; and

n Involvement with organizations.

Exposure to Media Campaign messages may occur as a result of direct advertising or as
result of content fostered through outreach to the news media and entertainment industries.
Opportunities for exposure to anti-drug messages through involvement with an organization
may be enhanced by the partnerships fostered in Phase III of the Media Campaign. Exposure
to anti-drug messages through interactions with friends, peers, or parents may occur as a
direct result of either or both of these Media Campaign efforts. Although it is difficult to
measure, exposure may also occur indirectly, as a result of a social environment in which
prevention of drug abuse is a salient issue; the Media Campaign may contribute to this
environment.

The following two sections outline many of the activities of the Media Campaign in Phase
III. These accomplishments will provide a sense of the magnitude of Media Campaign
efforts to prevent or reduce drug use through various channels.
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1.2

PAID AND DONATED ADVERTISING

The Media Campaign had budgets of $195 million in FY 1998 and $185 million in FY 1999
through 2001. Of that, $144 million was spent on the purchase of advertising time in year 1
and $131 million in year 2 of Phase III. Congress mandated that media organizations that
accept Media Campaign advertising must match Media Campaign purchases with in-kind
advertising time or space or with other public service of equal value. Campaign guidelines
require that at least 51 percent of the media’s match requirements should be through time or
space, while up to 49 percent may be matched through other means of equal value, such as
broadcast program content or other Campaign support, for example, promotions on network-
owned web sites. The Media Campaign has reported that it exceeded the original goal of a
one-for-one match: from January 1998 through June 2000 the total value of the expected
pro-bono match was reported to be $334 million (National Youth Anti-Drug Media
Campaign Fact Sheet, “Pro-bono Match,” March 2000).

Chapter 3 presents the Phase III media buying strategies for youth and parents in detail,
including how much paid advertising was directed through each channel. The target
audience was reached nationally through television networks ABC, CBS, NBC, FOX, UPN,
and the WB, through cable networks, and through national radio networks. Additional
advertising was purchased in 102 television and 106 radio “spot” markets representing about
86 percent of the population. Online advertising was placed on 37 web sites and on America
Online. Additionally, the Media Campaign has paid for advertising banners to appear on
commercial web sites. Media Campaign advertisements have appeared in schools through
Channel One; through Scholastic, Weekly Reader, and React Magazine; through free book
covers (up through the end of the 1999/2000 school year); and on line, through education
portal sites Searchopolis.com and Bess.com. Media Campaign messages are also
disseminated in newspapers and magazines, on home video, and in movie theatres. Parents
are further addressed through billboards, bus shelter placards, and other outdoor advertising.

Between year 1 (starting July, 1999) and year 2 (starting July 2000) of Phase III, the
available budget for media buying dropped by $13 million and there was substantial inflation
in the cost of purchasing media time. To deal with this, the Campaign made the following
changes in its media buying:

L] There was a hiatus in advertising directed at parents during December of 2000;

u There was a net decrease in broadcast (TV and radio) weeks on the air from 52 to 35;
and

L] There were the following adjustments in the media mix for parent messages:
- Decreased usage of Network TV;
- Increased use of Cable TV and Network Radio; and
- Use of shorter message lengths (15 seconds instead of 30 seconds).

The advertising component of the Media Campaign was expected to reach 90 percent of
America’s youth at least four times per week during the course of the Media Campaign,
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including youth viewership of advertising directed at their parents. (ONDCP Fact Sheet,
“Summary of Campaign Accomplishments,” March 2000). More than three-quarters of the
total multicultural advertising budget of $17 million for year 1 of Phase III (National Youth
Anti-Drug Media Campaign Fact Sheet, “Multicultural Outreach,” March 2000) was planned
to reach African American and Spanish-speaking youth, with the rest focusing on the other
ethnic groups listed above.

The target audiences of the Media Campaign are youth aged 12 to 17 and their parents. The
primary focus of messages for youth has been for youth aged 11 to 13. Also, the Media
Campaign is designing advertising for sensation-seeking youth, who have been shown in
research as more at risk for drug use (Palmgreen et al. 2001).

For both parent and youth audiences, the Media Campaign chose to focus on a limited set of
message themes.

For parents, the themes included the following:
N Your child at risk. Every child is at risk for drug use, even yours.

] Parenting skills and personal efficacy. There are simple skills parents can learn to help
their child avoid drugs (e.g., monitoring activities and praising good behavior).

n Perceptions of harm. Be aware of the little-known harmful effects of inhalants and
marijuana on your child’s life and future.

For youth, the themes included the following:

L] Resistance skills and self-efficacy. Building confidence that individuals can avoid
drugs.

n Normative Education/Positive Consequences. The idea that most other youth don’t
use drugs' and that not using drugs leads to good consequences.

= Negative consequences. Some negative consequences can accompany drug use (e.g.,
loss of parental approval, and reduced performance in school and as an athlete).

The campaigns also partnered with the WB network, which is very popular with teens and
youth aged 12 to 13, for the youth branding initiative. Marvel Comics also developed a
special comic book series called Fast Lane that asks young people if they are “getting the
real message” about drugs. The series, which features Spider-Man, Captain America, and X-
man Wolverine, attacks the idea that most young people are involved with drugs and
illustrates consequences of drug use.

Starting with Phase III, the Media Campaign has begun to incorporate branding to unify its
advertising. This began with the parent Campaign, which focused on the idea of “The Anti-
Drug” (e.g., Love: The Anti-Drug; Communication: The Anti-Drug). In the fall of 2000, the

' There were no TV or radio advertisements that actually addressed this objective during late 1999 or anytime in 2000. So it would not be
surprising if this objective were not being achieved.

Westat & The Annenberg School for Communication 1-5



Evaluation of the National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign: Wave 2

branding initiative was extended to the youth Campaign. The Campaign launched “My Anti-
Drug,” a multimedia initiative aimed at youth aged 11 to 17 years. This asked kids to answer
the question, “What’s Your Anti-Drug?” with the goal of engaging youth aged 11 to 18 in
defining their anti-drug. Youth were encourage to submit ideas to ONDCP by post card or
by the web.” These were then incorporated into advertising for early 2001 that makes
suggestions of possible activities that might serve as “anti-drugs” and allows audience
members to fill in their own (e.g., Soccer: My Anti-Drug). The “My Anti-Drug” Campaign’s
overall goal is to create and reinforce anti-drug norms by identifying positive alternatives in
young people’s own words. The Evaluation will begin its measurement of brand recall with
interviews in January 2001, and present relevant results in the next semi-annual report.

Among the celebrities who have appeared in the anti-drug advertising during the part of
Phase III evaluated here are singers Mary J. Blige, Lauryn Hill, the Dixie Chicks, and the
late Scatman John and athletes including tennis stars Venus and Serena Williams,
skateboarder Andy MacDonald, and track star Michael Johnson. In the last 6 months, the
Campaign has increased its effort to reach girls and their parents with new ads featuring
female sports heroes and role models, including Olympic figure skater Tara Lipinski and
members of the U.S. Women’s World Cup Soccer Team promoting the positive
consequences of being drug-free. Celebrities, however, were only one part of the advertising
effort. There were more than 90 distinct ads played or scheduled to be played during this
period from September 1999 through December 2000, including radio and television,
general market and African American- and Hispanic-specific ads, and ads for parents as well
as youth. A full set of ad descriptions appears in Appendix D of this report. Most of the ads
can be viewed or played by visitors to ONDCP’s web site:
http://www.whitehousedrugpolicy.gov.

13 PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS ACTIVITIES

Although advertising is the cornerstone of the Media Campaign, non-advertising activities
are also considered important to Media Campaign success. Public relations contractor
Fleishman-Hillard develops and coordinates all non-advertising activities related to the
Media Campaign. The Media Campaign is a comprehensive social marketing Campaign that
seeks to reach the audience directly and indirectly, through both traditional and
nontraditional channels. It is designed to strengthen existing anti-drug efforts in
communities, to generate talk among youth and parents about drug use, to give youth and
parents the tools they need to pursue drug-free strategies such as resistance skills and
parenting strategies, and to increase the salience of drugs as an issue generally. In short, non-
advertising Media Campaign activities are designed to foster or enhance an environment in
which drug use is noticed, recognized as a problem, and discussed. In such an environment,
advertising can be expected to have a greater and more lasting impact.

The Media Campaign has formed partnerships with several national and local organizations
already involved with drug prevention: Community Anti-drug Coalitions of America,
National Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors, Prevention through

2 To facilitate on-line submissions, the on-line media unit allowed kids to submit their anti-drug as a vote and upload a creative expression
articulating their anti-drug in the form of a story or picture file.
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Service Alliance, National Drug Prevention League, Youth Service America, ASPIRA,
United Indian Tribal Youth Corporation, National Middle School Association, Drug Abuse
Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.), and National Association of Student Assistance
Professionals and the YMCA. In support of the Media Campaign, the National YMCA
instituted substance abuse training for all staff and began to provide drug prevention
resources. The YMCA also included anti-drug messages in their curriculum. The Media
Campaign also partnered with community and multicultural organizations (e.g., the Boys
and Girls Club of America, the Girl Scouts of the USA, PowerUP, and 100 Black Men).
Partnerships with these organizations are intended to increase the amount of drug-related
information in communities, including information about consequences of drug use and how
to resist drugs. Forty of these outreach partners were asked to support the branding effort for
youth. The Campaign has reported that through these efforts, youth completed and submitted
more than 75,000 submissions through a variety of means identifying youth’s anti-drugs
(Fleishman Hillard, “Strategic Programs and Activities on behalf of The National Youth
Anti-Drug Media Campaign,” December 2000). Pre-addressed but otherwise blank post
cards were distributed through the media buy in September and October of 2000 in youth
venues such as malls, parks, bookstores, record stores, and surf/ski/skate shops in order to
achieve this high number of returns.

Popular institutions also supported the Media Campaign. Fleishman Hillard reports that
media outreach efforts resulted in placement of youth and drug-related topics in major
national print media and large market daily newspapers, television coverage in the largest
media markets, hundreds of articles in smaller and mid-size market community papers, and
features in multicultural publications and broadcast media. US4 Today distributed nationally
a special eight-page supplement newspaper insert on November 27, 2000 to promote the
“My Anti-Drug” initiative.

Because the entertainment industry produces creative material that is highly visible, credible,
and often influential, ONDCP was interested in affecting how drug use was portrayed in
popular culture. The overarching goal is to encourage popular culture to, in particular, dispel
myths about drug use and portray consequences of drug use accurately. ONDCP shared
information with producers, scriptwriters, directors, and journalists from major broadcast
networks and media to disseminate anti-drug messages. A variety of popular television
programs have incorporated information about drug use.

Additionally, the Media Campaign joined Youth Service America (YSA) in promoting
volunteer service as an effective strategy for engaging youth in positive, drug-free activities
through “Building Healthy Youth & Communities Through Service,” part of YSA’s
National Youth Service Day 2000 initiative. During the day, 35 community-based and
youth-serving organizations received awards to incorporate drug prevention messages in
community health and service fairs. The initiative also included the creation and broadcast of
Team Up and Volunteer, a 54-minute video program that highlighted youth volunteerism and
community service as a drug-prevention strategy. Team Up and Volunteer, estimated to have
garnered an audience of more than 10 million, was the result of a collaborative effort
between YSA, the Media Campaign, the National Basketball Association’s “Team Up”
youth program, WAM! America’s Kidz Network, and the National Guard Bureau (National
Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign Update, “Kids + Volunteerism = Healthy, Drug-Free
Youth,” Summer/Fall 2000).

Westat & The Annenberg School for Communication 1-7



Evaluation of the National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign: Wave 2

14

The Campaign also turned its attention to the power of teachers in its non-advertising efforts.
It partnered with Cable in the Classroom and the Association for Supervision in Curriculum
Development, an organization of school administrators and teachers dedicated to education
excellence to create a training video, “Connected Teaching: Helping Students Make Positive
Choices,” to show teachers how to include anti-drug and pro-social education in classroom
lessons. The Campaign’s Behavioral Change Expert Panel advised on the video’s content,
and national cable networks A&E, Nickelodeon, Discovery, and Court TV included it as part
of their educational programming.

In Phase III of the Media Campaign, interactive media were used as a message source for the
first time. The Media Campaign maintains a number of web sites that provide drug-related
information and a forum for young people to discuss drug use and consequences of drug use.
The following are Media Campaign sites: theantidrug.com (www.theantidrug.com) and
laantidroga.com (Wwww.laantidroga.com); WhatsYourAntiDrug.com
(www.whatsyourantidrug.com); Freevibe, (www.freevibe.com); The Freevibe Teachers
Guide (www.TeachersGuide.com); StraightScoop.org (www.straightscoop.org); Media
Campaign.org (www.mediacampaign.org); four Asian language parenting Web sites; and
YouCanHelpKids.org (www.youcanhelpkids.org). In addition, there are two proprietary sites
available to those with America Online. The sites differ in the audience they serve (parents,
teachers, youth, teens, different language groups) and in the type of content they provide
(parenting advice, drug information, testimonials about drug involvement), which is intended
to result in a wider audience for Media Campaign messages. Traffic is routed to these sites
from traditional and online advertising, through links from other web sites, and through
Internet search engines. In addition to managing the Campaign’s Web sites, Fleishman
Hillard conducts extensive outreach to place content on other Internet Web sites frequented
by youth and parent audiences. For example, drug prevention content has been carried free
of charge on 13 Internet portals including the highly trafficked Lycos.com and Yahooligans!
(the kids portal at Yahoo!), and on sites such as Oxygen.com, MSNBC.com, and other
popular teen celebrity web sites. Together, the Media Campaign has reported almost 6
million user sessions, defined as “entries onto a web site,” on these sites from January to
December 2000 (Fleishman Hillard Inc, “Web Site Traffic and Phone Call Data Report,”
December 2000).

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR THE EVALUATION

The evaluation is being conducted by Westat and the Annenberg School for Communication
under contract to the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). The funding for the
evaluation is provided by ONDCP from the appropriation for the Media Campaign. NIDA
prepared a tentative research design based on a meeting with experts in the field, and then
contracted with Westat and its subcontractors to fully develop the design and carry out the
study. Westat has general responsibility for all aspects of the project, and in particular for
supervising all aspects of sample design, data collection, and data preparation. The
Annenberg School for Communication at the University of Pennsylvania, the subcontractor,
has lead responsibility for study design and data analysis. A second subcontractor for the
first 2 years of the project, the National Development and Research Institute, provided
expertise in the development of the drug usage questions and assisted in the preparation of
the first special report on historical trends in drug use.

1-8
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1.5 STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

The report is organized in 11 chapters and 6 appendixes, along with an extensive set of detail
tables and detail figures. A companion volume entitled, “National Survey of Parents and
Youth: Questionnaires for Waves 1 and 2,” reproduces the questionnaires used in the study.

This chapter and the next provide background for the Media Campaign and the Evaluation.
Chapter 3 presents estimates of media exposure by Ogilvy, as well as the extent to which the
primary target audiences for the Campaign, youth and their parents, recall and recognize
Media Campaign messages based on NSPY results. Chapters 4 and 5 provide information
about exposure to other sources of information about drugs and drug prevention among
youth and parents, respectively. Chapters 6 through 9 present results about behavioral and
cognitive outcomes that are being monitored for possible Campaign effects. They describe
the overall responses for all respondents interviewed from November 1999 through
December 2000. They also present evidence about whether there are significant differences
between the first and second halves of 2000: the full set of youth behaviors (Chapter 6),
youth attitudes and beliefs (Chapter 7), parental practices from both the youth’s and the
parent’s perspectives (Chapter 8), and parental attitudes and beliefs (Chapter 9). Chapter 10
and 11 provide a first look at evidence for Campaign effects. Chapter 10 presents the
evidence of the association of Campaign exposure with beliefs, attitudes, and intentions
about marijuana use for non-using teens, and discusses whether the combined evidence of
change and of association supports a claim of effects. Chapter 11 provides a comparable
analysis for parent beliefs and behavior.

The remainder of the report provides a large number of detail tables supporting and
supplementing each of the text chapters. In some cases, these tables present results from
some additional variables not presented in the text and often provide detailed breakdowns of
responses by age, gender, ethnicity, urbanicity, region, and sensation-seeking score for youth
and for parents, by child age and other child characteristics, as well as parent education,
gender, ethnicity, urbanicity, and region. The six appendixes provide detailed information
about sample design weighting, variance estimation and geography (Appendix A), data
collection procedures (Appendix B), measurement quality (Appendix C), methods used to
control for the effects of confounding variables (Appendix D), the ads in the Media
Campaign (Appendix E), and the preparation of exposure indices (Appendix F).

Reference

Palmgreen, P., Donohew, L., Lorch, E., Pugzles, H., Rick H., and Stephenson, M.T.
“Television Campaign and Adolescent Marijuana Use: Tests of Sensation Seeking
Targeting,” American Journal of Public Health. Taking On Tobacco. 91(2):292-296,
February, 2001.
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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION PLAN

The Media Campaign seeks to educate and enable America's youth to reject illegal drugs;
prevent youth from initiating use of drugs, especially marijuana and inhalants; and convince
occasional users of these and other drugs to stop using drugs. It is the task of the Media
Campaign Evaluation to determine how successful the Media Campaign is in achieving
these goals and to provide ongoing feedback useful to support decisionmaking for the Media
Campaign. This chapter focuses on the Evaluation Study’s approach to assessing the
Campaign’s progress and success. Accordingly, it summarizes the models for Media
Campaign actions and effects in Section 2.1. The next section presents the study’s sample
design and data collection methodology followed, in Section 2.3, by a description of the
study samples of parents and youth. The chapter concludes with a brief overview of three
analysis issues.

MODELS FOR MEDIA CAMPAIGN ACTION
Focus and Scope of the Evaluation

Although there are literally hundreds of questions that the Evaluation can and will answer,
four overarching questions form the central focus of the Evaluation: (1) Is the Media
Campaign getting its messages to the target populations? (2) Are the desired outcomes going
in the right direction? (3) Is the Media Campaign influencing changes in the outcomes? (4) -
What is learned from the overall evaluation that can support ongoing decisionmaking for the
Media Campaign?

The range of additional questions that will be answered is indicated by the following five
major objectives for the Evaluation:

1. To measure changes in drug-related knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, and behavior in
youth and their parents;

2. To assess the relationship between changes in drug-related knowledge, attitudes,
beliefs, and behavior and their association with self-reported measures of media
exposure, including the salience of messages;

3, To assess the association between parents' drug-related knowledge, attitudes, beliefs,
and behavior and those of their children;

4, To assess changes in the association between parents' drug-related knowledge,
attitudes, beliefs, and behavior and those of their children that may be related to the
Media Campaign; and

5. To assess the extent to which community-based drug prevention activities change in
response to the Media Campaign and how these changes relate to changes in the other
objectives.

Westat & The Annenberg School for Communication 2-1
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The circumstances of the Media Campaign present a serious challenge to evaluation.
Because the Media Campaign goal is to reach out to youth all across America to help them
avoid drug problems, it is not appropriate to use experimentation to evaluate the Media
Campaign. Experimentation would require conducting the Media Campaign in a random
sample of media markets. Instead, the Media Campaign will be evaluated by studying
natural variation in exposure to the Media Campaign and how this variation appears to
correlate with phenomena predicted by the theoretical model for the Media Campaign. This
means comparing groups of people with high exposure to other groups with low exposure.
The evaluation has been designed to make it very sensitive to variation in Campaign
exposure. The primary tool for the evaluation is a new household survey, the National
Survey of Parents and Youth (NSPY).

Groups have been found with different levels of exposure to the Media Campaign. It is
possible that there are pre-existing differences between the groups that might explain both
the variation in exposure and variation in outcomes. In anticipation of this finding of variable
exposure, NSPY includes many questions on personal and family history, which have been
used to correct the association of exposure with outcomes.

Model of Media Campaign Influence

In developing the overarching Media Campaign model, two foundations are relied on: basic
theory about communication and health behavior change, and evidence about what
influences drug use. The overarching model of Media Campaign influence can be largely
presented in the form of four interrelated figures, each of which describes a component of
the overall model in detail. Three of these figures focus on influences on youth drug use. The
other outlines influences on parents' actions with regard to their children's drug use.
However, these figures cannot portray some complex ideas about how the Media Campaign
may produce its effects. For this reason, five routes by which the Media Campaign may have
influenced behavior are described in text rather than graphically. These five routes of
influence reflect current thinking in public health communication theory and have driven the
process of data collection and analysis. The figures are presented first, followed by text
descriptions of the five potential routes of Campaign influence.

Overview of the Figures

Figure 2-A presents the overall model of effects. It includes the model for Media Campaign
influence in broad outline and names the categories of external variables likely to influence
the process. All of the Media Campaign activities (advertising, work with partnership
organizations, encouragement of parent and peer conversations about drug use) are intended
to increase youth exposure to anti-drug messages. The process through which these activities
will produce exposures is laid out in Figure 2-B. Those exposures are meant to produce
changes in young people's thinking about drugs, their perceptions about what others expect
them to do, and their skills to resist drugs. These influence paths are laid out in some detail
in Figure 2-C. A youth's changed thinking about drugs is meant to reduce his or her intention
to try drugs or to graduate from trial to occasional or regular use of drugs.
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Audience Exposure

Figure 2-B portrays the complex and multiple routes through which the Media Campaign
will work. The audience may receive anti-drug messages from each of the following four
sources.

1.

Exposure to media messages. The audience may be directly exposed to Media
Campaign advertisements that appear on television, on the radio, in print, on the
Internet, and elsewhere. Direct exposure to unplanned anti-drug media messages is
also a possibility, if, for example, the news media increase their coverage of the issue
as the result of Media Campaign activity. The likelihood of direct exposure to anti-
drug messages depends on two factors: first, media consumption patterns, and second,
the number and nature of advertisements that are placed on that medium in a given
time period.

Interaction with friends and other peers. Anti-drug messages may be relayed during
conversations with friends. These conversations may have been stimulated by the
presence of the Media Campaign, whether by advertisements or by activities
undertaken by other organizations.

However, although the Media Campaign might increase the number of drug-related
messages heard by respondents, through a process of social diffusion, the nature of
these messages may not always reflect the intentions of the Media Campaign. The
Media Campaign may inadvertently stimulate discussion that rejects anti-drug
messages or even reinforces pro-drug messages. The attitudes of friends may have an
important influence on the valence of message retransmission. For this reason,
friends’ attitudes are incorporated into the model in Figure 2-B.

Interaction with parents. Anti-drug messages may come from parent-child
conversations. One of the Media Campaign's early emphases has been to encourage
parents' involvement in their children's lives and, in particular, to encourage
conversations about drugs and drug use. If the mass media advertisements are
successful, there should be more parent-child talk about drugs and thus a greater
transmission of anti-drug messages.

Interaction with organizations. Partnership organizations, including general youth
organizations (sports teams, scouts, and religious groups) and anti-drug-focused
institutions, are expected to increase their active transmission of anti-drug messages.
These organizations may reach enrolled youth directly or through parents or peers as
intermediaries.

Influence of Exposure on Behavior

Figure 2-C focuses on how exposure to anti-drug messages might influence behavior. The
model relies fundamentally on the Theory of Reasoned Action, developed by Martin
Fishbein and Icek Ajzen (1975), and is supplemented by the arguments of Albert Bandura
(1986) concerning the importance of self-efficacy. The model assumes that intention to
undertake an action is the primary determinant of behavior, although external forces (e.g.,
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the price of drugs, their availability, and the risk of arrest) may constrain the transition from
intention to action. The model assumes that intentions are largely a function of three
influences: attitudes toward specific drug behaviors, perceptions of how important others
expect one to act, and the belief that one has the skills to take an action (called self-efficacy).
Attitude is a function of an individual’s beliefs about the expected positive or negative
consequences of performing specific behaviors. Perceived social expectations are a function
of an individual’s beliefs about what each of a number of important others (parents, friends)
expect of them. The model assumes that exposure to anti-drug messages will influence
beliefs, and thereby influence attitudes and perceived social expectations. Finally, the model
assumes that exposure to messages will directly influence self-efficacy, the individuals’
belief in their ability to avoid drug use.

Although Figure 2-C specifies drug use as its outcome, use of that general term should be
understood as shorthand. The four distinct behaviors on which the Media Campaign
originally planned to focus were: (1) trial use of marijuana, (2) trial use of inhalants, (3)
transition from trial to occasional or regular use of marijuana, and (4) transition from trial to
occasional or regular use of inhalants. Thus far, the Campaign has focused almost
exclusively on marijuana behaviors, however. Each of these behaviors may be influenced by
different factors. For example, fear of parental disapproval may be a particularly important
determinant of the trial use of marijuana, whereas a more important determinant of regular
marijuana use may be concern about becoming dependent on the drug. For this reason, each
behavior and its determinants are measured distinctly.

External Factors

All elements of the Media Campaign's intended process of influence must operate in the
context of a series of external factors. These factors are noted in Figure 2-A, and presented
in greater detail in Figure 2-C. In estimating the size of Media Campaign effects, such
potential confounding influences have been controlled. In addition, in some cases
researchers will be able to test whether individuals who vary on these external factors are
more or less susceptible to Campaign influence.

External factors that will be considered in the evaluation are parental monitoring, family
functioning, friends' attitudes and behaviors, academic success, ambition, religious
involvement, and prior drug involvement. Because it is argued that sensation seeking
(Section 2.3.5) is an important determinant, not only of drug use but also of responsiveness
to advertising messages of a particular style, sensation seeking will also be measured.

Parent Component of the Media Campaign

The Media Campaign seeks to address three distinct parent behaviors, each of which is
modeled separately in Figure 2-D. The parent objectives relate to three parent behaviors, as
follows: (1) parent-child talk about drugs, (2) parental monitoring of youth behavior, and (3)
support for community anti-drug activity. Given their relative importance in the Media
Campaign, the models for the first two behaviors are presented in greater detail. In all
models, a box simply labeled "NYAMC activity" represents the Media Campaign, much as it
is described in Figure 2-B.
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Model A in Figure 2-D describes a limited set of determinants for parental monitoring
behavior. NSPY includes measures of past and intended monitoring behavior. Only two of
the determinants of intention are measured: attitudes toward monitoring and self-efficacy to
engage in monitoring. In turn, and consistent with basic health behavior theory, attitudes are
seen as related to beliefs about the consequences of such monitoring. Those consequences
are divided into two parts: drug-related consequences (whether the parent thinks that the
degree of monitoring will affect a child's drug use) and other consequences (including
expected effects on the relationship between parent and child). A decision to increase
monitoring may be seen by a parent as having both positive and negative consequences.
Media Campaign activities are presumed to affect both beliefs in the positive consequences
of monitoring and the self-efficacy of parents to engage in monitoring behavior.

Model B in Figure 2-D describes a more complete process for the influence of the Media
Campaign on parent-child talk about drugs, which is expected to be the parent behavior most
emphasized by the Media Campaign. Talk has been separated into two types of
conversations: those dealing with drug use in general and those involving talk about specific
strategies and skills for avoiding drug use. Although both are targets of the Media
Campaign, one may occur independently of the other. Intentions for future talk are seen as
the product of attitudes toward talking, self-efficacy to engage in talking, and general social
expectations about whether one ought to talk with one's child about drugs. Attitudes are
presumed to reflect three types of beliefs: belief that drug use has negative consequences for
the reference child, belief that the reference child is at risk for drug use, and belief that
parent-child talk is likely to discourage drug use by the reference child. General social
expectations are hypothesized to be a function of the specific social expectations of others
that the parent talk with the child. Media Campaign activity is presumed to affect all of the
beliefs, self-efficacy, and specific social expectations for conversation about drugs.

Model C in Figure 2-D focuses on parents' actions to support community anti-drug activities.
Although this outcome behavior is included among Media Campaign outcomes, it has taken
a secondary priority to other objectives. Space considerations have meant that none of the
process variables that may lead from Media Campaign activity to this behavior will be
specifically measured.

Routes of Influence

In this section, five overlapping routes through which the Media Campaign may have
influenced behavior are presented. These routes include several factors that are difficult to
portray in figures. First, it is possible that there will be time lags between Media Campaign
activities and their effects. Second, it is possible that effects are realized through social
interactions and institutions instead of (or in addition to) being realized through personal
exposure to media messages. Third, it is possible that messages directed toward a specific
belief or behavior will generalize to other beliefs or behaviors. The five routes are
summarized below.

1. Immediate learning. As a direct result of Media Campaign advertisements, youth
immediately learn things about particular drugs that lead them to make different
decisions about using those drugs. For example, they learn that trying marijuana has
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bad consequences so they are less likely to try marijuana. This new knowledge could
have immediate consequences, which should be apparent in associations between
exposure, beliefs, and behavior. In this way, young people may learn negative and
positive consequences of their using a particular drug; social expectations about drug
use; and skills and self-efficacy to avoid drug use if they wish.

Delayed learning. As a direct result of Media Campaign advertisements, youth learn
things that lead them to make different decisions about drug use at a later time. The
advertisements might have a delayed impact; their influence will show up
immediately in associations between exposure and affected beliefs, but current
exposure will predict only subsequent behavior. This might be particularly true for 9-
to 11-year-olds (and possibly for 12- to 13-year-olds), where current learning would
be expected to influence future behavior, when opportunities to engage in drug use
increase.

Generalized learning. Media Campaign advertisements provide direct exposure to
specific messages about particular forms of drug use, but youth learn things that lead
them to make decisions about drug use in general. Thus, if they learn that cocaine has
a particular negative consequence or that medical authorities are opposed to cocaine
use, they may generalize those cognitions to a broad negative view of other types of
drug use. From the perspective of the Evaluation, this generalized learning would
mean that exposure effects are not message specific and will not necessarily operate
through an intervening path of acceptance of the specific consequences emphasized.
This seems particularly likely among younger children, who may read the meta-
message of the barrage of advertisements as saying that drug use is bad but without
learning an elaborate set of specific rationales for that attitude.

Social diffusion. The advertisements stimulate discussion among peers and between
youth and parents, and that discussion affects cognitions about drug use. The
discussions may provide new information about consequences or social expectations,
as well as new skills or self-efficacy. That information may be derived directly from
the advertisements or merely stimulated by the presence of the advertisements
regardless of their particular messages. Discussions may take place between
individuals who have seen the advertisements and those who have not; thus, the
effects would not be limited to those who have been personally exposed to or learned
things from the advertisements. Discussions may produce or reinforce anti-drug ideas,
or they may produce pro-drug ideas (this is called reactance).

Institutional diffusion. The presence of advertisements (and the other elements of the
Media Campaign) produces a broad response among other public institutions,
affecting the nature of what they do with regard to drug use. In turn, institutional
actions affect youth cognitions and social expectations about drug use and their own
drug use behavior. Thus, Media Campaign activities may stimulate concern about
drug use among school boards and lead them to allocate more time to drug education.
Religious, athletic, and other private youth organizations may increase their anti-drug
activities. News organizations may cover drug issues more actively, and the nature of
their messages may change. Popular culture institutions (movies, music, entertainment
television) may change the level of attention to and the content of drug-related
messages. Like the social diffusion route, institutional diffusion does not require an
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individual-level association between exposure and beliefs or behavior. From the
perspective of the Evaluation, this path of influence is expected to be seen only at the
community level of analysis. Also, institutional diffusion is a slow process, and there
would be a relatively long lag between Media Campaign activities and institutional
response and an even longer lag until the effects on youth beliefs or behavior become
apparent.

SAMPLE DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

The data in the report are based on Waves 1 and 2 of NSPY. Youth aged 9 through 18, their
parents, and other caregivers were eligible for the sample. The data collection periods for the
waves were November 1999 through May 2000 for Wave 1 and July 2000 through
December of 2000 for Wave 2. The counts of completed youth interviews for the two waves
were 3,312 and 2,362, respectively. The counts of completed parent interviews were 2,293
and 1,632, respectively. Matching interviews for youth and parents were obtained for 3,120
youth and 2,210 youth, respectively in the two waves.

Sampling

The youth and their parents were found by door-to-door screening of a scientifically selected
sample of about 34,700 dwelling units for Wave 1 and a sample of 23,000 dwelling units for
Wave 2. These dwelling units were spread across about 1,300 neighborhoods in Wave 1 and
800 neighborhoods in Wave 2 in 90 primary sampling units (PSUs). The sample was
selected in such a manner as to provide an efficient and nearly unbiased cross-section of
America’s youth and their parents. All types of residential housing were included in the
sample. Youth living in institutions, group homes, and dormitories were excluded.

The sampling was arranged to get adequate numbers of youth in each of three targeted age
ranges: 9 to 11, 12 to 13, and 14 to 18. These age ranges were judged to be important
analytically for evaluating the impact of the Media Campaign. Within households with
multiple eligible youth, up to two youth were selected.

Parents were defined to include natural parents, adoptive parents, and foster parents who
lived in the same household as the sample youth. Stepparents were also usually treated the
same as parents unless they had lived with the child for less than 6 months. When there were
no parents present, an adult caregiver was usually identified and interviewed in the same
manner as actual parents. No absentee parents were selected. When more than one parent or
caregiver was present, one of the eligible parents was randomly selected. No preference was
given to selecting mothers over fathers. Parents of both genders were selected at equal rates.
This was done to be able to measure the impact of the Media Campaign separately on
mothers and fathers. When there were two sample youth who were not siblings living in the
same household, a parent was selected for each.

The response rate in both waves for screening dwelling units to find out whether any eligible
youth were present was about 95 percent. Among dwelling units that were eligible for the
survey, 74 percent in both waves allowed the interviewer to enumerate the occupants and to
select youth and parents for extended interviews. After selection of youth and parents, the
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2.2.2

interviewer sought signed consent from a parent to interview the sample youth. After that,
the interviewer also sought signed assent from the sample youth. The interviewer then
attempted to get extended interviews with the selected youth and parents. Among selected
youth, the response rate was approximately 91 percent in Wave 1 and 92 percent in Wave 2,
meaning that 91 or 92 percent of the youth received parental consent, signed to their own
assent, and completed an extended interview. Among sample parents, 88 percent completed
the extended interview in Waves 1 and 2. The parent providing consent to the youth was
frequently different than the parent sampled for the extended interview. This explains the
fact that the parental response rate was lower than the parental consent rate for youth
interviews.

Extended Interview Methods and Content

Prior to beginning the interview, respondents were assured that their data would be held
confidential. To strengthen such assurances, a Certificate of Confidentiality was obtained for
the study. Under the certificate, the Federal Government pledged that the Evaluation team
cannot be compelled by any person or court of law to release a respondent’s name or to link
a respondent’s name with any answers he/she gives. Interviewers showed a copy of the
certificate to respondents prior to the interview, upon request.

The extended interviews were administered with the aid of laptop computers that the
interviewers carried into the homes. Each interview had sections where the interviewer read
the questions out loud and entered the responses into the computer and sections where the
respondents donned a set of headphones, listened to prerecorded questions, and entered their
own responses into the computer. The self-administered sections were arranged to promote a
feeling of confidentiality for the respondent. In particular, it was designed to allow people to
respond honestly to sensitive questions without allowing other members of the household to
learn their answers. As part of the parental consent, parents were informed that only the child
would see his or her responses. Interviewers were trained to discourage parents from looking
at the screens while the youth completed the interview.

The computer played back a prerecorded reading of the questions rather than just having the
respondent read the screen in order to facilitate the involvement of slow readers and
cognitively-impaired youth. A touch-sensitive screen was used so that no typing skills were
required. To help the respondent understand multiple choice questions, the computer
highlighted the response alternatives while it recited them. The interview could take place in
either English or Spanish. This approach was highly successful; in Wave 1 just 0.4 percent
of sample youth and parents were willing but unable to complete the questionnaire for
reasons of physical or mental disability or because they could speak neither English nor
Spanish, the two languages in which interviews could take place. In Wave 2, 0.7 percent of
the parents and 0.4 percent of the youth were willing but unable to complete the
questionnaire for the reasons above. Youth and parents who did not wish to hear the
questions read aloud could remove the headphones and complete the interview by simply
reading and answering the questions on the screen.

The youth questionnaire included sections on basic demographics; school and religion;
media consumption; extra-curricular activities; personal usage of cigarettes, alcohol,
marijuana, and inhalants; expectations for future use of marijuana; feelings of self-efficacy
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to resist future offers of marijuana use; knowledge of friends’ and classmates’ use of
marijuana; receipt of marijuana offers; family functioning; anti-social behavior of self and
friends; approval/disapproval and perceived risk of marijuana and inhalants; perceived ease
of parental discussion on drugs and perceived parental reactions to personal drug use; past
discussions about drugs with parents, friends, and others; awareness of drug-related media
stories and advertising; recollection and assessment of specific Media Campaign-sponsored
anti-drug advertisements on TV and radio; Internet usage; and participation in drug
education classes and programs.

The parent interview included sections on media consumption; communication with child;
monitoring of child; family functioning; knowledge about child’s use of cigarettes, alcohol,
marijuana, and inhalants; personal participation in community drug prevention activities;
awareness of drug-related media stories and advertising; recollection and assessment of
specific Media Campaign-sponsored anti-drug advertisements on TV and radio; personal
usage of cigarettes, alcohol, marijuana, and inhalants; basic demographics; and education,
income, and religion. When parents were being asked about their children, each such
question was targeted to a specific sample child and repeated for every sampled child in the
household. Other questions that were not about their children were, of course, only asked
once.

The laptop computer played the TV and radio advertisements for both youth and parents to
help them recall their prior viewing more accurately. In order to limit the response burden
for respondents, usually a maximum of five TV ads were played for each youth and parent.
However, there was special advertising aimed at African Americans and at bilingual
English/Spanish speakers. In order to measure their recall of the special advertising as well
as the general advertising, as many at seven TV ads were shown to respondents in these
groups. For radio ads, up to four ads were played for most parents, two for most teens, and
none for children aged 9 to 11. As with TV ads, for African American respondents and
bilingual English/Spanish speakers, another two radio ads were sometimes played in order to
measure exposure to special and general advertising.

In Wave 1, a total of 38 TV ads and 26 radio ads were aired during the wave and shown to
respondents. See Appendix E for a short description of each ad. The TV ads included 20 (15
in English and 5 in Spanish) aimed at parents and 18 (13 in English and 5 in Spanish) aimed
at youth. The radio ads included 10 (8 in English and 2 in Spanish) aimed at parents and 16
(10 in English and 6 in Spanish) aimed at youth. There were additional radio ads that were
audio versions of TV ads during Wave 1. These were not played for survey respondents for
the reasons given in Section 3.2.2.

In Wave 2, a total of 31 TV ads and 19 radio ads were aired during this wave and shown to
respondents. Again, see Appendix E for a short description of each ad. The TV ads included
13 (10 in English and 3 in Spanish) aimed at parents and 18 (15 in English and 3 in Spanish)
aimed at youth. The radio ads included 5 (4 in English and 1 in Spanish) aimed at parents
and 14 (8 in English and 6 in Spanish) aimed at youth. Wave 2 was not hampered by the
issue of audio versions of TV ads, for only one of the Campaign Spanish radio ads was an
audio duplicate of a television ad.
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A random sample of the ads that were scheduled to air in the two calendar months preceding
the month of interview were selected for each respondent.’ As it turned out, air dates
sometimes changed between the time that the sampling software was initiated and the date of
interview. For analysis purposes, exposure to ads were counted only when the ad aired
during the 60 days immediately preceding the date of interview. The interview also
contained a ringer TV ad—an ad that had not actually been shown. This was done to allow
study of the accuracy of ad recall. Some analyses of these results are in Appendix C, which
presents strong evidence for the validity of the NSPY approach to measuring ad recall.

Weighting

Weights were developed to adjust the analysis for differential probabilities of selection,
differential response rates, and differential coverage. In Wave 2, 12- to 13-year-old youth
and 9- to 11-year-old youth had the same probability of selection, whereas 14- to 18-year-old
youth had a smaller probability of selection. In Wave 1, 12- to 13-year-old youth had the
largest probability of selection since they were oversampled. Nine- to 11-year-olds had
somewhat smaller probabilities of selection, and youth 14- to 18-years-old had the smallest
probability of selection. Youth in the 14- to 18-year-old and 9- to 11-year-old age ranges
with 12- to 13-year-old siblings had higher probabilities of selection than those with no such
siblings. (This was done to get more benefit out of each parent interview.) Youth with
siblings in the same age range had smaller probabilities of selection since just one youth was
selected per age range. Parents with spouses had smaller probabilities than single parents
since we generally only selected one parent per household.

Response rates were found to vary geographically. Data from the 1990 Decennial Census
were used to sort the sample into groups with different response rates. Within a group, the
weights were adjusted upward by the inverse of the response rate. This has the effect of
increasing the weights for difficult-to-reach households.

Coverage also varied geographically and by age. Table 2-A shows coverage rates by age.
Overall, coverage was about 70 percent for both Wave 1 and Wave 2. It would appear, based
on census estimates, that about 30 percent of screener respondents with children in the
desired age range chose not to reveal the presence of their children to us. Perhaps this was an
easy way to refuse participation in the survey without being impolite. To compensate for this
as best as possible, the weights were adjusted so that estimates of sample youth were
consistent with those from U.S. Census Bureau estimates by gender, age group, race and
ethnicity, and region. The U.S. Census Bureau estimates were a synthesis of data from the
Current Population Survey (CPS) and the Decennial Census. The January 2000 CPS data
were used to adjust Wave 1 and October 2000 was used to adjust Wave 2. The ordinary CPS
totals could not be used in the adjustment because the CPS counts youth in dormitories at

! The time period of 2 months was selected as a reasonable balancing point between minimization of bias (due to memory decay) and including a
long enough period so that a variety of ads and a reasonable number of exposure opportunities could be included. Bias due to memory decay
would be minimized by having a very short reference period such as the preceding day. However, such a reference period would likely produce
a very unstable estimate of the exposure an individual respondent received typically. In order to make up for the increased error in estimated
typical exposure associated with using a short memory period, it would have been necessary to increase the sample size greatly, and thus
increase the cost of the evaluation, sharply. Results presented in Chapter 3 and in Appendix C show the 2-month reference period is working

well.
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their parents’ homes, but this is not done in NSPY. In the synthesis, CPS estimates were
adjusted to remove estimated counts of youth living in dormitories. These were created by a
special tabulation of the 1990 Decennial Census PUMS (Public Use Microdata Samples) that
counted youth in dormitories in April 1990. It should also be noted that the CPS is itself
adjusted for undercoverage and also for undercoverage in the Decennial Census; in October
1994, the CPS coverage rate for youth aged 15 was 89.5 percent (Montaquila et al., 1996).

Table 2-A
Coverage rates by age
Age group Wave 1 Coverage rate (%) Wave 2 Coverage rate (%)
9-11 70 69
12-13 74 71
14-18 67 67
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Confidence Intervals and Data Suppression

Confidence intervals have been provided for every statistic in the detail tables. These
intervals indicate the margin for error due to the fact that a sample was drawn rather than
conducting a census. If the same general sampling procedures were repeated independently a
large number of times and a statistic of interest and its confidence interval were recalculated
on each of those independent replications, then the average of the replicated statistics would-
be contained within 95 percent of the calculated confidence intervals.

The confidence intervals reflect the effects of sampling and of the adjustments that were
made to the weights. They do not generally reflect measurement variance in the
questionnaires. The intervals are based on variance estimation techniques that will be
available in separate technical reports. In brief, subsamples of the sample were drawn and
put through the same estimation techniques. The adjusted variation among the subsamples
provides an estimate of the variance of the total sample. Details on how confidence intervals
were calculated from variance estimates may be found in Appendix A.

Some estimates are suppressed. This was done when the reliability of a statistic was poor.
This was measured in terms of the sample size and the width of the confidence interval.
Estimated proportions near 0 percent and 100 percent are more likely to be suppressed than
other estimates since it is difficult to estimate rare characteristics well. The exact criteria for
this suppression are given in Appendix A.

Exposure Index and Imputation of Ad Recall

Because there were more ads being aired than could be reasonably shown to every survey
respondent, a sample of ads was drawn as discussed in Section 2.2.2. Also as noted, this was
not a simple random sample of ads. Additional ads were selected and shown to African
American respondents and bilingual respondents. In order to create a measure of ad recall
that was consistent across race and language groups, the decision was made to impute recall
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for all ads that could have been shown to the respondent but were not. The imputation was
based on drawing respondents from similar pools and transferring values in what is known
colloquially as a hot-deck imputation. The donor pools were defined in terms of general
recall of anti-drug advertisements (measured prior to showing any specific ads), cable
subscription (yes/no), and the length of time the ad had been on the air prior to the interview.
If the ad had not been aired at all within the 60 days preceding the interview, it was not
included in the calculations. More detail on these procedures is given in Appendix F.

Future Waves of Data Collection

Wave 1 and Wave 2 will be followed by additional waves of data collection. NSPY has a
two-phase design where the first phase recruits a sample of eligible youth and their parents
and the second phase follows them for two additional interviews at intervals of 6 to 24
months. The recruitment phase is broken into three national cross-sectional surveys or waves
that each last about 6 months. The followup phase begins in July 2001 after Wave 3 of
recruitment and lasts through June 2003. Youth who move within the same metropolitan
area will be followed. Parents will also be re-interviewed although some may be replaced in
the event of separation or custody shifts. Combining the recruitment and followup phases,
there will be seven 6-month waves from which national semiannual estimates will be
prepared. This report contains data from Wave 1 and Wave 2, the first and second of the
three recruitment waves.

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION
Youth

Detail Table 2-1% shows both the Wave 1 and Wave 2 sample size for youth by age and other
characteristics. The total Wave 1 sample size of 3,312 youth is nearly evenly split among the
three targeted age groups although the 14- to 18-year-old and the 9- to 11-year-old age
groups are slightly larger. The Wave 2 sample size of 2,362 is larger in both the 14- to 18-
year-old and the 9- to 11-year-old age group. The sample size is deliberately slightly larger
for the youth aged 14-18 because larger design effects were anticipated for this age domain.
Also, because of followup in future waves, a larger sample of youth aged 9- to 15-years-old
was desired. Many of the tables also show estimates for youth aged 14 to 15 and for youth
aged 16 to 18. These are much less reliable than the other age breaks since the sample sizes
are only 552 and 611 for Wave 1 and 394 and 387 for Wave 2. Thus, when the sample is
broken down by an additional demographic such as gender, separate detail for the finer age
breaks is never shown.

The estimated number of eligible youth in the nation is 39.6 million during Wave 1 and 39.9
million during Wave 2. As mentioned above, this excludes youth in institutions, group
homes, and dormitories, as well as other types of group housing. The estimated confidence
intervals is so tight on this statistic because of the controlling of this estimate to agree with a
synthesis of census information. Detail Table 2-1 also shows breakdowns of the sample and

2 A total of 169 Detail Tables of study estimates and associated confidence intervals are to be found immediately following Chapter 11.
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the population by gender, race/ethnicity, region, urbanicity, and sensation seeking. Also, for
youth aged 12-13 and 14-18, there are breakdowns by past marijuana usage. Some of these
breakdowns require elaboration.

Race/Ethnicity

The categories used in all tables are: white, African American, and Hispanic. These are short
labels for more complex concepts. White means white but not Hispanic. African American
also excludes Hispanics. Race and ethnicity were asked as two separate questions with
ethnicity asked first.” For older youth, aged 12 to 18, self-reported race and ethnicity were
typically used. For children aged 9 to 11, race and ethnicity reported by the screener
respondent were typically used. In both cases, respondents were first allowed to choose
multiple races from the standard list of five races:

m White

n Black or African American

[ Asian

[ Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

u American Indian or Alaska Native

For those who chose more than one category, there was a followup question to pick just one.
For those who could not pick just one, interviewer observation was used. Separate detail is
not shown in any of the tables for the last three categories because of the low reliability
associated with small sample sizes. The total number of interviewed youth who are Asian,
Native Hawaiian, other Pacific Islander, American Indian, or Alaska Native was just 115 for

Wave 1, with about 38 per age range, and for Wave 2 the total was 93 youth. However, there
are some respondents in every group and their responses are used in the overall estimates.

Region

The four major regions of the United States for which data are presented represent groups of
states as standardly defined by the U. S. Census Bureau:

Northeast: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont

Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin

3 The evaluation started prior to the U.S. Census Bureau’s adoption of its new race/ethnicity questions, which preempt multi-race categorization.
The questions used are those in effect when the evaluation design and instruments were delivered.
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South: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Texas, Virginia, West Virginia

West: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New
Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming

Urbanicity

The three levels of urbanicity given in this report are a function of a national coding scheme
developed by a private company called Claritas. The urban and suburban concepts jointly
cover areas with a minimum density of about 960 persons per square mile where there is a
population center with a minimum population of about 37,000 people. Within areas where
the population density climbs much higher, those areas with the highest density are
considered urban while the rest are considered suburban. Suburban areas never have a
density greater than 6,811 persons per square mile, but the dividing line between urban and
suburban population density slides upward from 960 to 6,811 depending on the density at the
population center. The town and rural concept covers the rest of the country.

Sensation Seeking

Sensation seeking is a biologically-based trait "based on the idea that persons differ reliably
in their preferences for or aversions to stimuli or experiences with high-arousal potential”
(Zuckerman, 1988, p. 174). Individuals who are high in the need for sensation desire
complex and stimulating experiences and are willing to take risks to obtain them. This drive
for novel, complex, and intense sensations and experiences is satisfied by a willingness to
take more social risks (e.g., impulsive behaviors, sexual promiscuity), physical risks (e.g.,
skydiving, bungee jumping, driving fast), legal risks (e.g., getting arrested and put in jail),
and financial risks (e.g., paying fines, impulsive purchases) (Zuckerman, 1979, 1994).

Several studies show that the variation in sensation seeking predicts behavioral differences,
especially illicit drug use. High sensation seekers are more likely to begin experimenting and
using drugs earlier than low sensation seekers, as well as use higher levels of a variety of
different drugs (Donohew, 1988, 1990). High sensation seekers in junior high are 4 times as
likely as low sensation seekers to use marijuana; in senior high, high sensation seekers were
three times more likely to use marijuana than low sensation seekers (Donohew, 1988).

Sensation seeking among middle and high school students is generally measured using a 20-
item scale developed specifically for adolescents (Stephenson, 1999; Zuckerman, 1979,
1994). More recent evidence suggests that an 8-item scale from the original 20 items has
levels of reliability and validity sufficient to replace the 20-item scale (Hoyle, Stephenson,
Palmgreen, Lorch, & Donohew, 2000). In a personal communication, Dr. Philip Palmgreen
reports a comparison between the 8-item and a reduced 4-item scale on a sample of 6,529
seventh through twelfth graders surveyed by the Partnership for a Drug-Free America in
1999. The 8-item scale had an internal reliability of .85, while the 4-item scale was reduced
only slightly to .81. The two correlated at .94. Although the evidence of these two studies is
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unpublished, suggests that the 4-item sensation seeking scale is both a valid and reliable
predictor of drug use and intention in middle and high school y<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>