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(1)

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NATIONAL YOUTH
ANTI-DRUG MEDIA CAMPAIGN

TUESDAY, JULY 11, 2000

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY,

AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:18 a.m., in room

2247, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John L. Mica (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Mica, Gilman, Cummings, Tierney,
Mink, Schakowsky, Souder, Hutchinson, and Barr.

Staff present: Sharon Pinkerton, staff director and chief counsel;
Charley Diaz, congressional fellow; Ryan McKee, clerk; and Jason
Snyder, Kelly Bobo, and Lavron Penny, interns.

Mr. MICA. I would call this hearing of the Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources to order.

This morning’s hearing will focus on the subject of evaluating our
National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign. We have three panels
today. The order of business will be first, opening statements by
Members and then we will turn to our panels. First we will have
Director Barry R. McCaffrey, the head of our Office of National
Drug Control Policy.

We will go ahead and proceed because we do have a full morning
here and we will be joined by other Members. We do have a full
agenda.

I will start with my opening statement.
Today’s hearing is the second in a series of oversight hearings by

this subcommittee which has focused on examining our National
Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign. At a cost of nearly $1 billion
over 5 years, with another $1 billion in matching contributions, the
National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign is the largest govern-
ment-sponsored, government-funded advertising campaign in U.S.
history. As such, it is imperative that this program is administered
effectively and also efficiently and, ultimately, that the campaign
accomplishes its goal of reducing drug use among our young.

The Office of National Drug Control Policy is responsible for the
development, implementation and evaluation of the National Youth
Anti-Drug Media Campaign. It is this subcommittee’s responsibility
to oversee their efforts. This subcommittee’s investigative authority
also extends to a host of other Federal departments and agencies
involved in reducing illegal drug use in America.
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The predecessor to the current campaign was developed and run
by the Partnership for A Drug Free America from 1987 to 1997,
free of charge to the taxpayers. For over a decade, the Partnership
acquired donated air time from the big three television networks to
disseminate anti-drug messages nationwide and ad companies do-
nated the creative talent to develop and produce the ads. In 1991,
the estimated value of these donations reached an impressive $350
million annually.

The Partnership’s experience has shown that when a strong anti-
drug message is communicated nationwide, and our media expo-
sure is maximized, drug use in America drops. Based on the Na-
tional Household Survey data, illicit drug use declined some 50 per-
cent from 1985 to 1992, from about 12 percent to about 6 percent
of households.

Unfortunately, due to increased competition resulting from in-
dustry deregulation in 1991, there was a dramatic decline in do-
nated media time. During this time, I proposed to the Office of
Drug Control Policy and the Federal Communications Commission
that the public had a right, as owners of the public airwaves, to
require a minimum level of public service announcement on the
drug issue. However, a compromise was reached that Congress
would fund media buys that would be matched by 100 donated
broadcast time or space. That is the current situation and law that
we live under, again resulting in $1 billion program with matching
contributions.

The Partnership and others worked to convince Congress to ap-
propriate Federal dollars for media buys so the anti-drug message
could continue. In fiscal year 1998, Congress appropriated $195
million, $20 million over the President’s request, to support the na-
tional anti-drug media campaign, $185 million in fiscal year 1999
and $185 million in fiscal year 2000.

While our first hearing on the campaign focused on the develop-
ment and administration of the campaign, today’s hearing will
focus on the evaluation phase of the campaign. How will we meas-
ure whether our significant taxpayer investment has been effective
in accomplishing the objectives of the campaign. Have we reached
our target audience, have young people changed their attitudes
about drugs, have parents started talking to their kids more about
the dangers of drugs and ultimately, are kids using drugs less or
hopefully not at all?

Today, the subcommittee will learn more about both the progress
that has been made and the areas of concern that we still have.

In our last subcommittee hearing on this topic which was in Oc-
tober of last year, questions were raised about the need for a maze
of costly contracts and subcontracts to conduct the campaign. Ques-
tions were also raised about whether enough funds were going into
media buys noting that as much as $40 million was being spent on
other programs.

Additional concerns were focused on the payment of Federal
funds for activities that in the past had been donated or could be
obtained by partnering with other agencies and organizations. Seri-
ous questions were also raised as to whether a White House office
was in fact the right entity to properly administer and manage a
$1 billion program, something normally done by an executive
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branch department or agency with a bigger staff, more contact ex-
perience and an Inspector General’s Office with established over-
sight procedures and safeguards.

As we now turn to evaluate the effectiveness of the campaign, we
must first examine the evaluation plan which is primarily being
administered by the National Institute of Drug Abuse. Taxpayers
will spend $35 million of taxpayer money over 5 years to evaluate
the campaign’s progress. At the end of the day, we have to ask our-
selves the question, what will we receive for the funds expended.

As I mentioned last October, I fully support reasonable evalua-
tion research in this effort and I think it is necessary. However, we
have already spent millions of dollars on evaluation of phases I and
II of the campaign with very little to show for it.

As I understand it, because of the short duration of the first two
phases, a baseline was not established so no trend data is avail-
able. Furthermore, because we now have a different contractor
with a different survey method, the evaluation work in phases I
and II cannot be used in phase III. That leaves us wondering what
we receive for our initial millions of dollars already expended.

If we consider simply expanding existing federally sponsored re-
search such as the project entitled, ‘‘Monitoring the Future,’’ a
project of the University of Michigan that has been tracking atti-
tudes about illegal drug use and drug use trends for decades.

Hopefully, today’s witnesses will be able to answer some of these
questions. What about the campaign’s effectiveness? The White
House recently proclaimed a drop in teen drug use from 1997 to
1998 but in its biennial report entitled, ‘‘1999 Youth Risk Behavior
Survey,’’ the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention found that
drug use in America has increased throughout the 1990’s, including
last year. In fact, I think we sat right at this table and we were
briefed several weeks ago by the CDC on this new survey.

The survey found that while 14.7 percent of the students that
had been surveyed said they currently used marijuana in 1991,
that number almost doubled to 26.7 in 1999. The CDC also re-
ported to our subcommittee that the lifetime marijuana use in-
creased from 31.3 percent in 1991 to 47.2 percent in 1999 and that
current cocaine use more than doubled during the same period.

These discrepancies need to be explained. We really shouldn’t
fool ourselves or the American public into thinking there has been
short-term drop in teen drug use when in fact the opposite may be
true. While I believe General McCaffrey, the head of the ONDCP
has done an outstanding job in helping to get our national drug
policy back on track, nonetheless it is our subcommittee’s respon-
sibility to conduct proper oversight of this most important and most
expensive antimedia campaign.

Unfortunately, several other controversial practices have also
raised a number of questions relating to this national media cam-
paign that requires oversight of this subcommittee. First, in Feb-
ruary of this year, a controversy erupted over the reported White
House practice of reviewing TV scripts for anti-drug programming
content prior to the airing of these shows. Cries of government in-
terference and censorship were voiced in editorials and news broad-
casts across the country. The ABC Television Network was particu-
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larly vocal in their concern that this practice be halted imme-
diately.

As reported by the New York Times on January 17, 2000, ‘‘Ms.
Fili-Krushel said ABC had decided not to participate this season
because the Government had asked to see the scripts before they
were broadcast.’’

As a result of the controversy, the ONDCP was compelled to
issue a White House press release which said, ‘‘New Guidelines to
Clarify Pro Bono Match Component of the Anti-Drug Media Cam-
paign,’’ which was issued on January 18, 2000. At least one major
print publication, USA Weekend Magazine for USA Today, has de-
clined to participate further in this portion of the campaign.

In a letter to me dated May 23, 2000, president and CEO, Marcia
Bullard, wrote, ‘‘I do have concerns about how the media campaign
was conducted and as a result, I do not intend to continue partici-
pating in the campaign under the parameters as I current under-
stand them.’’

In a second embarrassing incident, a news report surfaced 2
weeks ago that accused the White House of secretly monitoring the
activities of Internet visitors to two ONDCP Web sites,
freevibe.com and theantidrug.com. Visitors to these Internet sites
were not notified that their activities were being monitored by the
insertion of so-called cookies into their hard drives. Again, cries of
Big Brother spying and invasion of privacy were heard nationwide
and the practice I believe was ordered stopped by the White House
chief of staff. However, damage to the program may have been
done.

While I support the overall anti-drug media campaign and in
particular, the concept of the media buys, I am not convinced that
we should be spending taxpayer dollars on programs that are less
proven and somehow detract from our ability to maximize our
media buys.

Furthermore, the subcommittee has reason to be concerned about
the recent national controversies surrounding the conduct of the
White House anti-drug media campaign. Sometimes poor decisions
and miscommunications on the part of overzealous staff and con-
tractors have now called into question the credibility of the cam-
paign with the very audiences that we are trying so hard to reach,
namely the youth of America and their parents.

Trust is a very important and essential ingredient in any na-
tional public education campaign. We cannot afford to have kids
thinking that every anti-drug message portrayed on television was
planted by the government. Likewise, we cannot afford to have
their parents fearing they are being spied upon every time they
visit a Government Web site for information, help or assistance.

Finally, as chairman of the subcommittee, I have visited a num-
ber of communities across the country examining our national drug
control efforts. In fact, we have held hearings from one end of the
country to the other. We almost always have a youth panel, indi-
viduals involved in law enforcement, prevention and education. Ev-
erywhere I go I ask people if they know about the national youth
anti-drug media campaign and if they have seen any of the ads or
any of our effort. Unfortunately, the reactions I get at the very best
are mixed. Students from hearings we have conducted in Texas,
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Hawaii, Florida, Louisiana, Iowa, have raised questions about the
effectiveness of these anti-drug ads.

While I realize this is only a small sampling of those who have
seen the ads, clearly much more needs to be done to make certain
these ads are as effective and positive as possible. I look forward
to hearing from all our witnesses today as we seek to learn more
about the effectiveness of this national youth anti-drug media cam-
paign. I look forward to working with General McCaffrey and all
the others in our various agencies dedicated to making this pro-
gram a success.

I am pleased at this time to yield to Mr. Cummings, the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

[The prepared statement of Hon. John L. Mica follows:]
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Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I do thank you for calling this hearing. I would also like to thank

General McCaffrey for his strong leadership and cooperation with
Congress in fighting this war against drugs.

In particular, he has worked with me on several occasions and
has even come to my district on numerous occasions to discuss con-
stituent concerns and to hear from youth in Baltimore.

I must tell you, Mr. Chairman, as I listened to your opening
statement I had my own concerns and I want to just express them
here and now.

One of the things I have noticed since I came to Congress is that
I remember my first hearing with General McCaffrey where he was
coming under attack from every direction. It seemed he couldn’t do
anything right. I wasn’t attacking him because I didn’t know him
but the other side was.

For some reason, we constantly told him whatever we do, and I
think we all agreed on this one point, we want tax dollars to be
spent in an effective and efficient manner. We said to him, you are
the boss; we want you to look at everything you are doing and try
to make sure we reduce this drug situation. As a matter of fact,
I remember one hearing where he had some goals and on the other
side, you all were trying to get him to up the goals to make them
almost unreachable.

The issue with ABC brought me to say what I just said. On the
one hand we say, we want you to spend these tax dollars effectively
and efficiently, and we want you to watch everything that goes on,
to be careful, work with private industry and I have also heard the
criticism in a hearing not too long ago that when we get these do-
nations from the networks, there was a question raised as to
whether we were truly getting what we thought we were getting
in that we were looking at the programming and said, is having a
drug message in a program as effective as having commercials.

I am one who is always concerned about Big Brother looking over
our shoulders, but I must say to you that I think General McCaf-
frey has been sent all kinds of messages from this Congress and
I think it becomes difficult sometimes to figure out exactly what to
do and how to do it. Under all of those circumstances, I think he
has done a good job.

One of the things I was concerned about early on was a report
issued that said, even after this campaign had started, while White
teen drug usage was going down, drug usage in African Americans
and Latinos, if I remember correctly, was going up.

To General McCaffrey’s credit, I called him and said, I read this
report, I do not like this and I want it going down for everybody.
He immediately dispensed a team to Baltimore and they literally
sat down with I guess 150 teenagers from schools throughout the
city. He brought in the media experts, his staff and spent literally
4 or 5 hours with these young people reviewing the ads and giving
their advice with regard to those ads.

I know we have traveled throughout the country but in my dis-
trict, young people face drugs being pushed at them every day.
Some of them when they go to school, they have to go through peo-
ple who are pushing drugs. That is an everyday occurrence. These
are children that go to funerals three, four or five times a year be-
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cause someone has been killed due to drug violence. So they see life
in the raw.

Most of those children, that 150, I would say 90 percent of them
said they were familiar with the campaign and the ads did affect
them. This was the issue, Mr. Chairman. When they looked at the
ads, there were three ads they liked, that they felt really hit them
hard.

The most popular ad was Lauren Hill and 95 percent of the kids
who had seen ads and said they were affected were affected by
Lauren Hill. I don’t know if you are familiar with Lauren Hill.

Mr. MICA. I have never heard of her.
Mr. CUMMINGS. I wasn’t familiar with Garth Brooks but now I

am but Lauren Hill is a young women about 22 or 23 years old who
is an unwed mother, who had a difficult life coming up—I think
she came up in the projects—and she turned her life around. In her
songs, she talks about the difficulties that she has come through.

I asked the young people, why is it that her ad affects you so
much and they said, because we think she understands what we
go through. That was a consistent message over and over. We be-
lieve, because she has experienced what we have experienced, that
is why the message affects us.

The second most popular ad was one with Serena and Venus Wil-
liams. They said this was less effective. Why? Because these girls
have had a nicer life and have not gone through the difficulty.

The last one, which was very interesting, was the frying pan ad
where the lady slams the egg and all that stuff but to his credit,
and this is the point I am trying to make, he came and spent 4
or 5 hours with some teenagers and had his media experts go
through those ads and they left with the commitment that they
could see where our young people were coming from, that they
would go back to the drawing board and look at how those ads
were being put out and whether they needed to find some more
Lauren Hills and people like that.

Simply put, I know we will give General McCaffrey an oppor-
tunity to say what he has to say but from what I have seen, I think
there has been a genuine effort by this General and his staff to do
the right thing. If something fell by the wayside, things can hap-
pen, as you know, and when you have a Congress of 435 people
yelling at you and 100 Senators yelling at you, telling you what to
do and how to do it, and then try to balance all of that with reports
coming out almost every month, I think it can get rather difficult.

General, I think the chairman has raised some very good ques-
tions and I think they are reasonable questions, but I also know
something else. Every time questions have been raised in the past,
you had a reasonable answer. I just want to make sure we under-
stand what you are dealing with.

Last but not least, I leave you with this simple statement. You
need to continuously let us know how we can help you help our
children and help our society so those tax dollars the chairman
speaks about, are spent in an efficient and effective manner.

Thank you.
Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman from Maryland.
I am pleased to yield now to the gentleman from New York, Mr.

Gilman.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



11

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to welcome General McCaffrey before us this morning.
I want to thank my colleague from Baltimore for his good words

this morning.
I think it is important you are holding this hearing today to

evaluate the progress of our national youth anti-drug media cam-
paign. We look forward to today’s testimony. We hope our panelists
have some positive words for us and the subject matter has had far
too much negative news throughout the Nation.

The National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign does serve as a
vital component of a key pillar in our war on drugs, prevention and
education. For years, we have heard from the source countries that
America needs to do its part in reducing demand. Of course we
must not neglect the reduction of supply just as we try to reduce
demand. They have to be done simultaneously.

We need to do our part in drug education and prevention pro-
grams that can play a key role in meeting our goals. The idea for
a national media campaign, as we know, was born during the
Reagan administration which was fighting at that time a wave of
drug use and abuse among our adolescents and an unforgivably tol-
erant attitude toward drug use from the entertainment industry,
an industry we would hope would come on board and do a lot more
than they have.

The resulting creation of the Partnership for a Drug Free Amer-
ica in 1987 helped to usher in a longstanding series of anti-drug
ads which did prove to be of some effect at no cost to the taxpayer.
That, in part, helped lead to a steady decline in adolescent drug
use from 1987 until 1993.

The drug environment facing today’s teenagers has changed
drastically from that of a decade ago. Regrettably, drugs today are
cheaper, of higher purity, more readily available than ever before.
Furthermore, unlike a decade ago, the media does not emphatically
communicate the dangers of drug use, that drugs are not rec-
reational, that drug substance abuse is deadly and can ruin and af-
fect their lives.

Instead, more emphasis is being placed on efforts by the pro-le-
galization groups to decriminalize drug use through their cam-
paigns of disinformation and focus on medical benefits of drug use.
Moreover, in doing that, the national media does not even pretend
to present a balanced story. The bulk of its sympathy seems to lie
with the pro-legalization people. That situation presents a greater
challenge to the organizers of the national youth anti-drug media
campaign than that faced by their predecessors. They are fighting
an uphill battle, but it is a battle we cannot afford to lose. Far too
much attention is being given today to creating a culture of toler-
ance for drug use. We have seen what that culture of tolerance can
do in some of our foreign nations.

More emphasis is needed to convey the point that the road to
hell is paved with good intentions and that this culture of tolerance
is sowing the wrong seeds, the seeds for greater social problems
down the road.

We all recognize that drug use is not glamorous and is full of
false promises that can only lead to self destruction. Routine drug
use eventually leads to addiction which destroys families, shatters

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



12

lives and leaves a landscape of wasted resources and unrealized po-
tential behind.

The proponents of legalization have been focusing on their goal,
however misguided and self-serving that may be. We need to be
equally committed to our goal of prevention, of preventing the
youth of today from selling out their futures for a lifetime of sub-
stance addiction. For that, we need an effective means of commu-
nication of which a key component is our national youth anti-drug
media campaign.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for arranging this hearing. I think
it is very timely. We look forward to hearing today’s testimony.
Again, we welcome General McCaffrey our leading witness.

Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman from New York.
I am pleased to recognize now, the gentleman from Massachu-

setts, Mr. Tierney.
Mr. TIERNEY. I have very short remarks.
I want to thank General McCaffrey for joining us today. I look

forward to hearing his comments.
I think we have been on a path of ignorance for a long time and

I think of late, we have come to a situation where we understand
education and information and preventive aspects are a part that
we have to really pay attention to. I want to hear what it is you
have to say and your efforts there, General McCaffrey.

Again, thank you for coming.
Mr. MICA. There being no further opening statements, we will

proceed to our first panel. Our first panel consists of: the Director
of our Office of National Drug Control Policy, Barry R. McCaffrey.
As you know, General, the purpose of our subcommittee is, first of
all, one of oversight and investigation and in that regard, we do
swear all our witnesses, so if you would please stand to be sworn
and raise your right hands.

[Witness sworn.]
Mr. MICA. The witness answered in the affirmative. Again, wel-

come, Director McCaffrey, back to our subcommittee. As you know,
we do have investigations and oversight responsibility and we also
try to coordinate our national effort and our national policy on drug
use and abuse. We have tried to work with you as best we can on
making certain this program, a very extensive national program, is
a success.

If you will bear with me a second, we have been joined by our
ranking member, Mrs. Mink. I tell you I had no greater apprecia-
tion for Mrs. Mink than when I went out to do a hearing in her
district in Hawaii and I am sure everyone thought I would be out
at the beach watching the string bikinis and all of that, but I actu-
ally arrived early on a Saturday night, early Sunday morning, was
greeted by Mrs. Mink that Sunday morning after recovery and re-
cuperation and we went immediately to the Honolulu police sta-
tion. We spent the afternoon in a weed and seed program and then
she took me to the State prison where we met with the drug of-
fenders, through the evening a working dinner and the next morn-
ing a long hearing. Then she ended with having me attend on Mon-
day afternoon the drug court and then fly all night through Atlanta
and back to Washington. I know what she goes through, the flight
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is just unbelievable. I don’t know how she does it and she came in
last night. So welcome back.

People don’t realize what Members of Congress go through. I did
it just once to attend and participate in a hearing in her district,
but I certainly admire her. I am pleased to welcome her even
though a few minutes late. I admire her leadership on this issue.

Before we recognize you, General, let me recognize our ranking
member.

Mrs. MINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
If you had all that sympathy for my travel agonies, you would

have scheduled this meeting at 10 a.m. rather than 9 a.m.
That is all I have to say. Thank you very much.
Mr. MICA. We do have a full hearing of three panels this morn-

ing, so we did get an East Coast start. Again, thank you so much.
General, I apologize for the interruptions. We have been joined

by another Member but we will proceed at this time with your tes-
timony. Thank you for your patience and your leadership. You are
recognized.

STATEMENT OF BARRY R. MCCAFFREY, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Mr. Chairman, to you and the members of the
committee, I thank you again for the opportunity to come down
here and lay out our thinking and probably more importantly, to
hear your viewpoints and to respond to your interests.

With your permission, if I may suggest, I will enter into the
record three things; one, a statement that we put enormous efforts
into to try, to bring together in one document, cleared by the ad-
ministration, the numbers, and the assertions upon which this de-
bate can be better informed. I offer that for your consideration.

Also, I would offer copies of the briefing charts that I will walk
through briefly to try to capture the seven major points I will make
in my opening statement.

Then, finally, I think this has more value than anything else, are
some letters from constituent organizations who have shaped and
informed my thinking.

Mr. MICA. Without objection, the documents referred to will be
included in the record and so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Gen. MCCAFFREY. Let me begin by recognizing some of the atten-
tive constituencies who are here. First of all, most importantly, the
Executive Director of the Partnership for Drug Free America, Dick
Bonnette. As you know, they have been really the other pillar in
shaping this entire campaign. They bring to bear 10 years of expe-
rience. I also wish to thank Jim Burke, their chairman, and Dick
Bonnette for their leadership.

Art Dean is here, the CEO of Community Anti-Drug Coalitions
of America. During his short tenure of a bit more than a year, we
have increased anti-drug coalitions from some 4,000 to some 5,000.
We are moving in the right direction and that is with very modest
Federal dollars involved in this program. Some 400 community coa-
litions by the end of this year will have received startup moneys.

We also have present Wally Schneider, the president of the
American Advertising Federation. We are very proud that we have
both Shona Seifert from Ogilvy and Mather and Harry Fraizier
from Fleishman Hillard. Arguably these are two of the most sophis-
ticated and competent organizations. Ogilvy Mather does our media
buying, does the heavy lifting, handles most of the money and
Fleishman Hillard is doing our outreach, integrated strategy, Inter-
net operations, and so forth.

We also have the Ad Council’s two vice presidents, Donna Feiner
and Dianna Ciachetti and Dr. Linda Wolf Jones of Therapeutic
Communities of America. As you know, our purpose in this entire
prevention campaign is, in the coming 10 years, to reduce the 5
million chronic addicts who are causing $110 billion in damage in
this country each year and some 52,000 dead. We thank Dr. Jones
for her leadership.

Allen Moghul is here from NASADAD and Robbie Calloway from
Boys and Girls Clubs. If you want to look for a model on drug pre-
vention programs, it is the Boys and Girls Clubs. Also with us is
Beth Walkinghorse from the YMCA. All of these are pretty good ex-
amples of how to go about keeping kids engaged with mentoring ac-
tivities.

Finally, we have Jessica Hulsey here from the Drug Free Com-
munities Advisory Commission. They have been a huge help to me.

Let me quickly put in front of your committee the key documents
that are the basis upon which this discussion has to proceed. The
most important one is the law. When people ask me what I am
doing on the media campaign, I was told by Congress what my pur-
pose would be and given some pretty sensible parameters to go
about it. I would ask you to take that into account as we proceed
in this discussion.

We also wrote, with the help of contractors, a communications
strategy, ‘‘The Burgundy Bible.’’ This is the basis upon which the
media campaign in its entirety has proceeded; it is a pretty sound
piece of work. We will obviously revise it over the coming years as
the environment changes.

It is also important, particularly in this hearing where you are
going to get some valuable anecdotal insight from some young peo-
ple, to note in passing that they are not in the target range of the
media campaign. They are older than the prime focus of the cam-
paign.
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This is the phase I of evaluation. We went to 12 cities and got
12 control cities and began with the off-the-shelf advertising mate-
rial from PDFA, we paid a considerable about of money to have
some very clever people watch that baseline develop. I think a tre-
mendous amount came out of it. Thank God we started small and
walked before we ran. I commend the phase I of evaluation to your
attention.

In phase II, we went national. We went national mostly with ex-
isting material but we again had some very sophisticated people
try and get an evaluation of whether the ads were being seen, were
they found to be credible, did they begin to shape attitudes. It was
backed up not just by baseline data—by the way, it was all col-
lected in schools, so it has a different look, a more narrow look
than phase III. This is the outcome, which we have provided to
Congress, and it is extremely encouraging. I will put up one chart
to that effect.

Finally, if I may release to the committee today, the phase III
evaluation design. We have now got I think one of the most re-
spected institutions in science in America, part of the NIH, the Na-
tional Institute of Drug Abuse, headed by Dr. Alan Leshner, which
has provided through Westat Corp. and other subcontractors—the
Annenberg School of Journalism, and you will have testimony on
panel II from two of their scientists. This is their phase III design.
They are going to answer four questions. The first data from phase
III I will give you prior to September, I hope. In March we will
have the first real insights on how the campaign is evolving and
shaping youth attitudes, but over time, I think the money we are
spending on this evaluation is going to provide profound insights
that help us shape the evolving campaign.

If I may, let me put those in front of your committee to make
sure we don’t miss the rather obvious statement, that this is not
a seat of the pants operation. This is one of the most complex,
science-based and fully evaluated public health campaigns in his-
tory.

It is probably premature for me to make much of this yet, but
the General Accounting Office has done an in-depth study of the
media campaign. We have commented on their report. It has not
yet been formally presented to the Congress. We are extremely
proud of the professionalism and the blow torch of detail that GAO
brought to bear on this program.

I would be prepared to discuss their emerging insights. I think
it is extremely favorable, not surprisingly from the way we are
going about our business.

Let me run through seven slides very quickly. The first is to un-
derscore, when we get in these discussions why we are doing the
following things. Let me start with the law, if I may. Why are we
doing various things? We are buying media space and time, we are
testing and evaluating, we are going to the entertainment industry
for collaborations all because it is in the law. We are doing inter-
active media activities.

Our children are on the Web. The eighth graders are on the Web
more than the 12th graders. For the first time in our history, we
now have more families with children 17 or younger who have
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Internet addresses than newspaper subscriptions. That is why we
are in that part of the media.

We are doing public information; we have submitted our cor-
porate sponsorship plan and we are clearly involved in partnership
and alliance with the major organizations that make America
work. We are heavily involved with the Rotary Club, Kiwanis, 100
Black Men, you name it, 41 civic associations have come together
to stand with us on this issue.

The strategy says we have 5 goals, with 31 objectives. As you
know, we have designed the campaign in accordance with the law,
and performance measures of effectiveness so that we can measure
what we are doing with the money you give us. The most impor-
tant of any of these goals is goal 1. As you look at it, it goes right
to the heart of it. It says, ‘‘Focus on 56 million American children
and motivate them, shape their attitudes, primarily between the
6th and 12th grades to reject illegal drug use as well as alcohol and
tobacco.’’ That is what we are up to in the media campaign.

I would argue this campaign, in many ways, relates to most of
the other prevention and education activities we have going on.
That is why Art Dean of the Community Anti-Drug Coalitions so
strongly support this, because the media campaign builds commu-
nity support for local coalitions.

Here is the shape of it, the six major components. Again, it is im-
portant for me to stress this isn’t a TV ad buy. This isn’t a radio
spot market ad buy. It is a lot more than that. It is an attempt
to get at interactive, to involve the entertainment industry, adver-
tising, public information, corporate sponsorship as well as commu-
nity partnerships. There are our three targets. It is not just youth
audiences. We are trying to shape and talk to moms and dads,
adult mentors, people who work with young people, influential
adult audiences. Those are the targets of the media campaign, the
anti-drug message.

By the way, for the first time in history, we are evaluating it spe-
cifically. We paid money up front. We have a science-based way of
telling not only that drug use in America will predictably continue
to come down but we will try and disentangle which influences cre-
ated the most pay back for our tax dollars. I think we are going
to be able to cover that a bit the next panel will more knowledge-
ably address that thought.

There is a feedback loop there. Yesterday in reviewing my testi-
mony, I was pretty adamant with NIDA. It is not enough. My col-
leagues I work with Ogilvy and Mather, Fleishman Hillard and 11
subcontractors—provide feed back so we can modify this campaign
and learn from it as it goes along.

Here is a quick look at it. We began hoping to hit a target audi-
ence. Jim Burke and I, on the back of an envelope, said we are
aiming for four times a week, 90 percent market penetration. That
is where we were headed. When you combine the paid component
and the matching component which you have required me, by law,
to get, 100 percent matching component, that is where we are. For
the general population, essentially we are up to seven times a week
with a 95 percent market penetration. When you look at the Afri-
can-American population, it is similarly extremely high penetration
and Hispanic as well.
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I might add we are watching 10 ethnic subcontractors’ work to
make sure we are not hitting our overall targets, as Mr. Cummings
pointed out, but also getting to communities the relevant antidrug
messages, so that the message in Hawaii, in Boise, ID, Newark and
Miami are all quite different. The drug threat, and the nature of
the community has to be taken into account.

Here is a matching component. There are a bunch of different
ways to dice it and I would be glad to respond to your questions
but let me give you the bottom line. Started in January 1998, we
are now at the 2-year anniversary of national media campaign. We
are starting our third year. The anniversary was only last week.

The campaign has made Federal ad buys, $318 million, and I got
130 percent matching funding. If you take into account time and
space, programming, other corporate contributions, all together
that comprises 130 percent match, almost $1 billion in value to the
taxpayers. I mention this because I think the industry—advertis-
ing, entertainment—has been extremely supportive in general of
what we are trying to do.

Is there a payoff? Obviously it is premature to claim we have a
causal relationship between an ad and a youth attitude. Having
said that, I want to show you some clusters of studies that tend
to track together. That is what is happening right now. The state-
ment posed ‘‘Kids who are really cool don’t use drugs.’’ More of
them are agreeing than prior to starting the campaign. In my
school, marijuana users are popular. It is going down dramatically,
not up.

We mentioned the household survey data which Secretary Donna
Shalala and I will put out again in late August. We don’t yet know
the results, but here is what happened last year. For 12 to 17 year
olds drug use went down 13 percent. It was statistically significant
in a mathematical sense. Some things, such as inhalant use, went
down dramatically. Cocaine use is down. Marijuana use is down.

What is the discrepancy between the CDC data that you men-
tioned and these studies? They are taken in different timeframes.
CDC is 1991 to 1998. This is an ongoing, huge data base, longitu-
dinal study and it is saying last year, drug use went down. I hope
it continues to say that, although I am sure we will have some fluc-
tuations off the mean as we work through this in the coming years.
That is one data point I would suggest you take into account.

There are others. Is it working? The pro bono match is coming
in—130 percent was the total figure but it is 107 percent pro bono
direct match. The Internet site Freevibe.com, you talk about lever-
age—1.8 million page views. These kids come to the site and they
stay. I am going to talk about ‘‘cookies,’’ as one of the top 25 people
in the country now who understand cookies, why we are trying to
evaluate these online programs.

Television programs, content, 100 million teen impressions, 250
million adult impressions, 63 percent of parents now reporting dis-
cussing risk of drug use, up from 53, dramatic changes, as shown
by the Center for Alcohol and Substance Abuse, at Columbia Uni-
versity.

We also went out there to build a coalition. One of the mandates
from Congress, and it was a sensible one, was make sure your dol-
lars don’t dry up associated youth-oriented organization outreach
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efforts. That is why Peggy Conlon and the Ad Council have been
so fundamental to what we have been trying to achieve. These are
just representative.

When you look down the organizations we partnered with and
see the impact of the pro bono match portion of the campaign on
their outreach, it is astonishing. The National Fatherhood Initia-
tive is up 384 percent, Kids Peace, their hits in the first quarter
of 2000 were greater than the entire year of 1999; National 4-H
Council, I am about to go to an event with them, they’ve experi-
enced a 20 percent increase in their volunteers; Crime Prevention
Council, a huge increase, $18 million worth of equivalent advertis-
ing; America’s Promise, Web site hits up 122 percent and that is
almost unquestionably due to the matching component of the ad
campaign that Congress authorized.

We do have some guidelines on pro bono match. We think the
thing has been run pretty sensibly but there was confusion. You
are going to hear from a journalist, Dan Forbes, about his reporting
on the matching content. I would just tell you up front the notion
that there was Government money being secretly paid to manipu-
late ‘‘Manchurian Candidate’’ style the minds of the American peo-
ple is laughable. This was the subject of three congressional hear-
ings, was on the front page of USA Today, was widely reported
throughout the industry. It was released by President Clinton and
me and Newt Gingrich and the Governor of Georgia on all national
TV in July 1998. It is the subject of those evaluations which I pro-
vided to Congress.

By the way, not 1 cent got paid to anybody for program content.
Media executives who chose to use program content as part of their
matching, around 15 percent of it—it was very important not to the
big media like ABC but to media with less financial resources. So
we wanted to make sure we gave producers, directors and artists
not only scientifically accurate information but the option of work-
ing the message into program content.

It is unquestionable that I am trying to get an anti-drug message
against methamphetamines, heroin, cocaine, marijuana abuse into
popular culture. That is what we are trying to do. We clearly can-
not take on any involvement in the creative process, we don’t want
to be involved in the review authority, I want Ogilvy Mather to do
that. They are a big, professional commercial operation and we
have to make sure, as we have in the past, that there is no spill
over or crossover into news editorial substantive content or report-
ing.

Here is a little insight on ‘‘cookies.’’ All of us ought to be con-
cerned over privacy on the Internet. This is a valid concern and if
we don’t follow it closely, meaning the Congress and others of us
in Government, we will end up with a situation we don’t like. We
clearly do not want relational data bases in which people can mon-
itor individual activity and tie it to a government agency by name.
That is what we are concerned about. Technically, in the coming
years that would absolutely be possible.

When we talk about cookies, what they were being used for, with
what impact? First of all, there is zero possibility that the cookies
being used by ONDCP could in any way be tied to an individual
person. You simply can’t do it. It is inert code. It is in there and
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identifies that you came to freevibe.com, that you clicked through,
at what level you exited, how long did you stay there. If you come
back again to the site, it will say this computer has come back, give
them a new ad, but you cannot say that somebody typed in the
word pot, why don’t we report them to the DEA. This is ludicrous.
We have to make sure that technically we understand what we are
talking about.

Second, we ask the question do cookies have any value. Yes, they
do. If I put on cookie disable, and you ought to try it on your com-
puter so that every time you are on the Internet, somebody tries
to insert a temporary or hard drive cookie in your computer, you
have to give individual permission. I guarantee that you are going
to turn it off after about a hour. There is a blizzard of these devices
to allow you to operate effectively on the Internet and allow us to
evaluate our media campaign.

People using cookies include the ACLU, the United Way, the Re-
publican National Committee, the FTC, the Federal Reserve Bank
of Chicago, Representative Dick Armey, Representative Dick Gep-
hardt, the Washington Post and Toys R Us. I just mention that be-
cause this is a tool of the modern age. It deserves your careful scru-
tiny. We ought to be concerned about it, but we also want to under-
stand the technology we are now working with.

Let me tell you that my own assessment is we have gotten a
huge complex program up and running pretty effectively. You are
going to hear from kids who will say good or bad things. Remember
we are out there with focus groups of the right age population, in-
cluding various ethnic backgrounds. We are modifying these ads so
they are science-based and they tell a story that is credible and
true to young people and their adult mentors.

Let me close by showing you a video. It will give you insight into
the nature of some of these video messages.

[Video presentation.]
Gen. MCCAFFREY. When that ‘‘girl power’’ ad showed with my

two daughters in the audience in Seattle last week, the entire audi-
ence stood up and cheered. It is a powerful message. Secretary
Shalala and I released it with 200 young women in the room to try
to get into play that we are focused on all children in America.

The final example I showed you was an example of two things.
Mr. Bill Cosby on program content, they chose to do so—producer,
the director, the writers of that video to include an anti-alcohol,
anti-drug youth message in their program.

The second part of it, when he talks of the 1–800 number, for
calling in, that is their matching public service announcement.
That is the power of this media communicating a science-based
message to our children. We ought to expect it to work over time.
The kids don’t have problems, we argue, the adults have problems.
This is part of our attempt to communicate with children.

Thank you again for the chance to lay out these opening state-
ments. I look forward to responding to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McCaffrey follows:]

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



32

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



33

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



34

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



35

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



36

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



37

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



38

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



39

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



40

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



41

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



42

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



43

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



44

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



45

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



46

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



47

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



48

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



49

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00053 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



50

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



51

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



52

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



53

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



54

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



55

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



56

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



57

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



58

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



59

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00063 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



60

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00064 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



61

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



62

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



63

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



64

Mr. MICA. Thank you.
I will start with several questions and then yield to other Mem-

bers.
First of all, we do have concern about getting to the target area

and population that is most affected right now. Mr. Cummings
brought up the fact of the impact particularly on African-American
youth and also Hispanic youth.

I notice from the statistics you gave us from the evaluation that
one of the lowest frequencies sort of hits on this coverage appears
to be the Hispanic population which has also been very heavily im-
pacted. Is there some mechanism in place now to readjust the fre-
quency of these ads and the targeting of these ads to the groups
most affected.

We are seeing again a dramatic rise with some of the minority
population in drug use and abuse but it doesn’t look like we are
hitting the mark with one of those populations, at least the one
provided to the subcommittee.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Your concern is one I share. We are certainly
paying a lot of attention to it. This is a $36 million effort in multi-
cultural media plan focus. We have 11 subcontractors. It is the
largest multicultural, ongoing program by the U.S. Government.
We are getting 86 percent of the Hispanic audience 3.7 times a
week but we are worried. There is a tougher group to reach which
is the Native American population.

It is not just getting to them with a credible message but finding
ways to evaluate it, to know who is hearing and reading what we
are doing. We do focus on Hispanics. Seventeen Hispanic maga-
zines carry our ads in them and we think we will get a better im-
pact in the coming year. It is complex getting to Chinese-American
populations, Samoan populations, Native Americans. We have to be
very worried about it.

Mr. MICA. We have some concern about the minority populations
and the statistics we are seeing, particularly Hispanics which
shows the lowest frequency.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. And one of the highest expenditures I might
add.

Mr. MICA. Again, my question is we need some mechanism to
change or some other way to get to that affected population.

One of the other concerns is you presented the indicators of suc-
cess in 12 to 17 year olds—inhalant use down, cocaine use down,
marijuana use down. I pulled the CDC records and this is from
1997–1998, ‘‘Youth Risk Behavior Trends,’’ it does assess this every
2 years. In fact current cocaine use, if we take 1997–1999, went
from 3.3 to 4 percent. Maybe you can provide the subcommittee
with an explanation or maybe a more up to date analysis of what
is happening. In the cocaine use specifically, this shows an increase
among the youth.

Would you like to respond or provide us an answer?
Gen. MCCAFFREY. I think probably it would be useful if we sat

down and wrote you an answer. The CDC report, the bottom line
is, 1991 to 1999 and our statement tracks the last 2 years.

Mr. MICA. I have 1997 and 1999.
Gen. MCCAFFREY. They are two different studies. I can’t respond.
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Mr. MICA. If you could look at that because we are very con-
cerned.

The other thing that concerns me in conducting the hearings
around the country is inhalant use may be down and marijuana
may be down in these populations. We are seeing an absolute in-
credible explosion in things that aren’t even on these charges—
methamphetamine.

I think they told us in Dallas in the last 2 years, 1,000 labs had
been busted. We were in Iowa 2 weeks ago and 800 labs for produc-
tion of this stuff—we didn’t even have method figures.

In my area, we held a hearing on club drugs, ecstasy, GHB, all
of these new designer drugs which are absolutely exploding among
young people.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Steroids and performance enhancing drugs as
well.

Mr. MICA. Yes. Are we keeping up with the problem. I am very
convinced what we are doing is necessary but are we keeping up
with what is happening with our young people.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. There is no question the drug threat our chil-
dren face is dynamic. It is not today what it was 10 years ago or
5 years ago. Drugs like GHB or PCP, methamphetamines, high pu-
rity heroin, I would almost term them new drugs. If it is 6 percent
purity, you have to inject it; if it is 50 percent purity, you can stick
it up your nose which is why kids are dropping dead in Plano, TX
and Orlando, FL and other places.

We also have to change our prevention media campaign to take
into account those dynamics. It doesn’t happen everywhere in the
country at the same time. There is not a national drug problem.
There are only a series of community drug epidemics, so we have
to shape the message in Hawaii to be quite different than the one
in Orlando.

Mr. MICA. These charts were provided to us by the Sentencing
Commission. It shows 1992 with crack in yellow. This is to 1994,
1995 and methamphetamine is not even on the chart in the begin-
ning and we get down to 1999, we have an incredible increase in
crack and methamphetamine that just about covers the whole Na-
tion. It is new drugs that are out there. Is the program effective
in targeting these new drugs is my question?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. And I think the answer is yes, we are taking
into account the evolving drug threat. We have new ads coming out
on ecstacy in August. The Web site initiative clearly gets to that
kind of problem. We are trying to provide feedback to the enter-
tainment industry so they are aware of the new evolving threat.
We have a public information campaign going on and we are creat-
ing methamphetamine ads which will be on the air.

Crack use is probably not up, except in a few localities. Meth-
amphetamine has spread dramatically from a California-based
drug threat to now almost the dominant drug problem in the Mid-
west, the far western States, Hawaii and Georgia. It is spreading.

We do have a methamphetamine strategy. We have updated this
strategy. We have resources and research and education. We have
law enforcement initiatives. We are going to try to do to
methamphetamines what we didn’t do to cocaine in the 1980’s
when it devastated America and left us with 3.6 million chronic co-
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caine addicts. We are going to try to make sure 10 years from now,
when my daughter is the drug policy director, we won’t be looking
back on this era and saying we ignored it for 5 years and it got
out of control.

Mr. MICA. There has been controversy over the editing and re-
viewing of TV scripts before they aired. I would like to know your
response to the question if they were reviewed by the White House
prior to airing?

I also understand you are on the verge of publishing new clarify-
ing guidelines on the media match component of the campaign.
Maybe you could provide the subcommittee with the status?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I tried to address it during my opening state-
ment. I have a chart available. We have already published new pro
bono match guidelines. We sent them out to the industry for com-
ment. We are preparing to send copies of these revised guidelines
around the country to our stakeholders. They are on the Web. I
want to make sure we listen to our stakeholders and we can evolve
these further if there are different viewpoints. So far they have
passed muster with the people they went to.

I think the only thing I would say that we have clarified is to
ensure there is no question in the minds of producers and writers—
that there will be no decision by Ogilvy Mather on granting pro
bono matching credit to a program content until after it has been
aired. That should be the assumption prior to, as well as following,
publication of these revised guidelines.

I think it was very helpful, the uproar that followed the inac-
curate reporting on this issue.

Mr. MICA. I will yield to Mrs. Mink at this time.
Mrs. MINK. I am interested in the ad campaign you were discuss-

ing. What was the major criticism in the way that it was handled
which prompted you to put out revised guidelines?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I think one of the problems was that we have
two things we are trying to do. One is sort of a mechanical process.
You want to comply with the law and grant matching credit. It was
15 percent last year and you want a mechanism to do that. There
has to be some filter. Is it science-based. It has to be clear that
Ogilvy Mather, the contractor, will do that in accordance with pub-
lished industry standards. That has to be acceptable to the creative
people of America.

Then you have a second thing you are trying to achieve. The
Congress gave us more than $600 million last year to fund the Na-
tional Institute on Drug Abuse, so we want to make this informa-
tion available to a writer, producer, director so they can be better
informed on how to craft their own messages about drugs. That
means NIDA has to continue as the Department of Defense does
to provide feedback to the creative industries.

We have them separated and we have a published document now
that hopefully will clarify that.

Mrs. MINK. It was the involvement of the Government in assess-
ing whether to grant them that exception, was it not. It was not
a criticism of Ogilvy in terms of their professional work but it was
the insertion of the Government?
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Mr. McCaffrey. Right and that part seemed to be completely
overstated. There was no government manipulation of scripts. That
just wasn’t happening.

Mrs. MINK. Now that you have changed the guidelines, how do
you protect against that in the guidelines?

Mr. McCaffrey. I think saying no one will review matching credit
until after it has been shown is a healthy thing. I think when you
read the guidelines, it says the science-based feedback is separate
from the process of granting pro bono credit. That is a good clari-
fication. I think the fact the scrutiny was brought to bear on the
subject is more than appropriate.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I might add to get a little balance with this,
we have a pretty good working relationship with the television in-
dustry and the print media in America. They weren’t over here
raising cain about this. ABC testified in front of Congressman
Kolbe’s committee, their TV executives did, about the program
matching content. He called a hearing specifically on this issue and
they testified saying it is OK.

I think what happened was the way it was reported initially, on
a Friday, of a long weekend, without much news, talking about a
secret program, government money buys industry compliance. That
was not what was actually happening.

Mrs. MINK. It is exactly that point that gives me some concern
because I had come to the conclusion reading those discussions that
this was a program that was conducted completely in accordance
with the standards of the industry. Now you are saying, we are re-
acting and we have new guidelines. So that is the reason for my
question. Why change the guidelines if there was nothing wrong in
the first place?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I think the guidelines we published are help-
ful. I think the fact we won’t review again until after it airs makes
it quite clear. There is still the concern on the part of many, does
the fact you are getting matching guidelines credit back into the
creative process. I think the creative industry would say no, that
is laughable. They don’t want government interference in a free
and open and creative process and I think we feel the same way.

Ms. MINK. On the methamphetamine issue which is very critical
in my State, you said earlier you are developing a strategy to at-
tack this new crisis. Can you elaborate on what that strategy is in
terms of the media campaign to reach the constituencies affected,
particularly the children?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. We have a strategy. In 1997, Tom Con-
stantine, of the DEA really got it rolling. We brought in the whole
country’s law enforcement people. We tried to learn about this hor-
rifying thing that was happening in front of us. We then had a re-
gional conference in California, which is where the problem was
the worst, to learn what California authorities thought was hap-
pening. We had Senator Dianne Feinstein and Attorney General
Dan Lungren there.

Then we had a national methamphetamine conference in Omaha,
NE following which Janet Reno and I produced the national meth-
amphetamine strategy. We had a new law passed in Congress that
described what was against the law. A year later, I revised the na-
tional methamphetamine strategy.
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There is a prevention component, an education component, a law
enforcement component.

Mrs. MINK. I am referring to specifically the media campaign re-
quirements that need to be changed because of this new crisis. How
are you changing it, what directions must the media take in order
to specifically address this audience?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Two things. One is the media campaign—in
many cases when you look at the message, the six communication
strategies—including parental effectiveness, personal consequences
of drug abuse—when you look at what we are trying to achieve,
that message doesn’t necessarily talk to a apecific drug but
drugged behavior. So I think the general campaign has enormous
consequences on, whether it is meth or MDMA.

We are also specifically developing methamphetamine ads, not
just on television and the radio and print media but also inside the
DARE Program, which has 26 million kids involved in school-based
prevention activities. In every one of these areas, you will see a
prevention education message.

We are going to the medical community, we have written op-eds
in newspapers, so it is pretty multifaceted. We are trying to edu-
cate America on this new problem.

Mrs. MINK. If the measure of success of the media campaign is
achieved by a diminution of the addiction to methamphetamine,
and that doesn’t occur in the next year’s assessment and so forth,
then you have to conclude that the media campaign is not reaching
the community affected. That is what concerns me because there
is this rising crisis and nothing seems to stand in its way in becom-
ing even greater. In my community, I don’t see any strategy that
is specifically directed to this particular drug and its increased con-
sumption in my State.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Let me pull together some thoughts about Ha-
waii and what you should see now and in the coming years on the
meth strategy. I can assure you your law enforcement people are
already aggressively confronting the issue. There are Web sites to
educate yourself about methamphetamines in six languages—Chi-
nese, Vietnamese, Cambodian, Korean, Spanish and English. The
ecstacy radio ads will be out in August. The DARE Program will
face up to this issue. So you will see a prevention education, law
enforcement consultation.

We have new laws on the control of precursor chemicals, the
pharmaceutical industry is working with us in a very positive man-
ner to shrink wrap defredrin tablets. DEA is aggressively going
after pharmaceutical houses that misuse their economic oppor-
tunity to sell hundreds of thousands of tablets to some storefront
operation. We do think we are coming to grips with it.

The two major meth-producing nations on the face of the Earth
from our perspective are Mexico and California—and both of those
we are targeting. The Mexicans are horrified at this thing also. So
we have a huge problem, no question. This is the worst drug that
ever hit America, bar none.

Mr. MICA. Yield now to the vice chairman of the subcommittee,
Mr. Barr, the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. BARR. I am also concerned about methamphetamine. As a
matter of fact, today in the Judiciary Committee we are taking up
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the Methamphetamine Antiproliferation Act which has some prob-
lems because it contains some extraneous provisions that a number
of us are concerned about.

What I hear from the folks down in Georgia, particularly out of
the Atlanta office is not that we need new laws, we just are not
enforcing the existing laws. I don’t speak primarily about the drug
laws themselves but problems with INS and what seems to be an
unwillingness, given the prevalence of the methamphetamine prob-
lem involving illegal aliens, particularly in the Georgia and Atlanta
areas from Mexico, to work closely and aggressively with DEA and
our other law enforcement agencies in partnership with INS to use
our drug and immigration laws to get these people out of our com-
munities.

That is something I don’t know the extent to which you can work
on but I hear about that on a fairly regular basis from the law en-
forcement folks, including DEA in the Atlanta area. Any help you
can be in getting INS to be more of a partner in this would cer-
tainly be appreciated.

Is the President firmly committed to this youth drug strategy?
The reason I say that is as the chairman indicated, the times in
which we saw a significant and sustained decrease in youth use of
drugs was when we had President Reagan and Ms. Reagan out
there very, very vocal on a regular basis talking about the Just Say
No Programs. In the public’s eye, this was obviously an important
part of that administration’s agenda.

That continued with President Bush who as Vice President was
very active under President Reagan in getting that antidrug mes-
sage out.

I look back over this administration, which has been in office al-
most 8 years now and you could count on less than the fingers on
two hands the number of times this President has spoken out on
this issue. I don’t know if he prefers to do all his work outside the
public eye, whether he really is committed to this, how many times
you have met with him personally on this, but I suspect we are
going to continue to see these problems by the tremendous efforts
by you and the DEA folks. I have tremendous regard for both of
your organizations.

We seem to have a President that has a funny way of showing
concern about this problem, by not talking about it. Do you meet
with the President on a regular basis to discuss this? Is he engaged
with it? Is he firmly committed to it and what are some of the indi-
ces of that if he is?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Written into the law, and it was revised 2
years ago, I am a nonpartisan actor in government, that I am for-
bidden under the law to take part in electoral politics, I am not
registered with either party and I didn’t ask for this job. I took it
because I felt it was an obligation, and because my dad told me to
do it.

Having said that, I would tell you unalterably the President of
the United States has backed his team. It is a team effort—Janet
Reno, Donna Shalala, Dick Reilly and I are sort of the heart and
soul of the effort. In the 5-years I have worked this issue, from fis-
cal year 1996 to fiscal year 2000, the budget went up from $13.5
billion to $19.2 billion. We increased the program on prevention
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education by 54 percent. We increased our drug treatment dollars
by 32 percent. The research budget went up 36 percent. We took
the drug courts and increased them from 12 to more than 750. We
took the media campaign from an idea that Jim Burke and I had
over a table and we are now in to our third year of a $1 billion
advertising campaign. By the way, it is working.

The President’s personal commitment has never been a question
in my mind. He signs all of our documents. I brief him on it. His
OMB Director and I have choking fights every year over the budg-
et. I automatically appeal to the President and every year, I have
gotten more money in prevention, treatment, research and so forth.

I think the team effort is there. I think the Congress of the
United States voted for all this money, so there has been bipartisan
effort from this committee and others—Mr. Kolbe, Mr. Hoyer, Sen-
ator Campbell and Senator Dorgan have backed us on what we
have tried to do. I am extremely proud of the team effort.

Mr. BARR. I don’t take issue with that. It is a team effort but
when I look back at the two prior administrations and the high
profile each one of our prior Presidents gave to this issue in terms
of their public pronouncements and their visibility, which is an im-
portant part of it, I see why we are talking about a media cam-
paign and the perception of engagement. The perception of caring
can be very important. I just don’t see that component of it.

If you could go back to the issue you talked with Mrs. Mink
about, the methamphetamine strategy, is a part of that going to be
some recommendations for increasing the Immigration Service’s
real life, actual on the street commitment to working with DEA as
opposed to seeming to thwart their efforts in our communities to
work the methamphetamine problem as it relates to illegal aliens?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I wouldn’t know why you would characterize
that problem in that manner.

Mr. BARR. It is what I hear from people. Perhaps because of my
background as a U.S. Attorney I hear from these people and they
let me know how things are working. These are folks at the work-
ing level in DEA and they express tremendous frustration.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I think there is no question we have a huge
amount of money flowing into the southwest border. We are trying
to work in cooperation with Mexico, we have increased fencing, low
light TV, increased the size of the border patrol from 3,000 to over
7,000. In my view the border patrol ought to be more than 20,000
professionals who speak Spanish, who are 25 or older, fully trained,
mature women and men, so we have a lot of work to do.

Congress has finally given us the tools so that the U.S. Customs
Service can have the intelligence and the nonintrusive inspection
technology to protect the American people in the coming years. It
is going to take a long time to do this. We have a huge open border
between Mexico and the United States. That is good. There are
nearly 100 million Mexicans down there, they are our second big-
gest trading partner. This isn’t North Korea, these people are part
of our culture. That is all well and good. Now we have to find ways
to work on respectful cooperation to enforce the law.

I agree with your concern and we have to give the Federal agen-
cies the resources they need to do their job. I think we are moving
in that direction but it is going to be painful work.
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Mr. MICA. Mr. Cummings.
Mr. CUMMINGS. I am so pleased that Congressman Barr and I do

agree on something and that is that we have a tremendous regard
for you. I have said that all along. I want to say I told you so but
I am not going to say that.

This methamphetamine problem isn’t an immigration problem.
Can you show me the map again? It looks like it is all over the
place, it is not just on the border. Can you comment on that? I am
confused about what Mr. Barr was saying.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I think the meth problem, probably in the ad-
diction sense, is the worse drug we have ever seen. What it does
to brain function and Dr. Alan Leshner can provide you with some
pretty decent studies. One moderate dose or a year of fairly low
level dosage rates may do irreparable harm to neurochemical func-
tion of the brain.

From the law enforcement perspective these people turn para-
noid, start tweaking, their personality unravels, they get emaci-
ated, their teeth rot and it is unbelievable what meth is doing to
humans. It is happening Thailand, China, Japan, not just the
United States. This started in California and used to be just a
biker, gang thing. Now it is young White males in beautiful west-
ern States and rural communities in the midwest, Georgia and
beautiful Hawaii.

The couple of thousand labs taken down in this country last year,
a couple of thousand mom and pop, Bevis and Butthead idiots mak-
ing methamphetamine in their hotel room, in a warehouse, leaving
it in the rug, pouring it down wells, in streams. They get the recipe
off the Internet, buy the materials which are common precursor
chemicals, hydriatic acid, red phosphorous, ephedrine, with con-
sequences that are devastating.

Where is it being made? Is this a Mexican problem? There is a
lot of Mexican organized international crime involved. Mr. Barr is
quite correct. We have to work strongly with Mexico—the Amescua
brothers, the gang, this criminal organization in northwestern
Mexico is responsible for a good bit of it.

There are four counties in southern California that may produce
half of all the methamphetamine in the United States but there are
labs everywhere. There are labs now in rural Georgia, producing a
couple of ounces a day. People rotting out their noses. Children are
in the places where it is being cooked and being exposed to these
fumes. Never mind the paranoid behavior of their parents who are
making the drug and using it.

DEA has gone aggressively after them and so have a lot of the
State police. GBI is doing extremely well. I think it is organized,
we are moving ahead. We do require a better prevention media
campaign strategy targeted on this drug specifically, along with
others now—ecstacy, MDMA. A lot of our kids don’t think ecstacy
is dangerous. They simply think don’t drink booze, drink a lot of
water, you will be just fine.

We think we are going to raise a generation of children with high
vulnerability to depression if we don’t persuade them to not use
ecstacy.

Mr. CUMMINGS. You showed us those ads. Why did you show us
those ads?
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Gen. MCCAFFREY. The girl power shows you we have incredibly
creative media. That ad, I love. We have a 60 second version, a 30
second version, a version on radio. We are trying to remind every-
one the drug problem isn’t unique to minorities, it isn’t males, it
isn’t city people, poor people, crazy people, it is your children, who-
ever you are. That includes our girls.

Mr. CUMMINGS. When I saw that ad, I couldn’t help but think
about the Just Say No campaign but here we were saying, just say
yes. I wrote down—future, hope, dreams, power, self love, healthi-
ness, woman power. Just from watching that little ad.

It seems there are two different types of ads. Some say this is
what is going to happen to you.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Negative consequences.
Mr. CUMMINGS. Another says you have a lot to live for. Are we

going more in one direction than the other?
Gen. MCCAFFREY. It is probably worth having another hearing in

September when we get the next wave of data out of NADA and
Westat Corp. When you watch what Ogilvy Mather and Fleishman
Hillard have done with this, it is really impressive. We have six
communication platforms we are working. We are flighting these
ads in chunks of 6 weeks, so wherever you go, we are there with
a similar message during the same time period.

We are doing the concept of branding which has tremendous
power. One of those ads I showed you, the first one, ended up with
what is your anti-drug? This generation, young people, personal
choice, what do you want your anti-drug to be? The answer will be
opportunity.

Mr. CUMMINGS. As a Congress, what can we do? Do you think
we are doing what we are supposed to do to be supportive of your
efforts? I know you catch a lot of heat but I think you are doing
a great job. I say that anywhere, I don’t care where I go. I want
to make sure we are doing what we are supposed to be doing to
support your efforts. Is there anything you need from us that is
reasonable that you really need that you haven’t gotten?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I actually think Congress has been tremen-
dously cooperative, I have learned a lot coming over here and lis-
tening to Rob Portman, Dennis Hastert, Steny Hoyer, you, others,
Senator Campbell, Orrin Hatch, Joe Biden. You have given us sig-
nificant resources and with some exceptions, it seems to me you
have given me broad gauged guidance to go out there and do this
job. It is working.

The only thing I might caution you is that this is not a trick cam-
paign, this isn’t a Clinton administration effort. This is a 10-year
struggle for the future of our children. So you have to let this thing
bite in, let us have some constancy to it. Let us work this problem
and I would say about 2 years out, I would be astonished if you
are not going to see dramatic impact over the dollars you put into
this.

You put under $200 million in and we spent $36 billion on pris-
ons last year. If I am modestly effective with this, and we are going
to do better than modestly, you are going to like what you see in
the coming 5 to 10 years.

Mr. MICA. Yield to the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Souder.
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Mr. SOUDER. A couple of different things. One is that many of us
understand that there isn’t going to be an instant solution and that
the data isn’t going to drop suddenly. We do want to see the meth-
amphetamine data because we are hearing that all over the coun-
try. In my district, the problem is starting rural and moving urban.
We may see a drop in one part of the program which may not be
attributable so much to the anti-drug campaign as to shifting of
types of drugs. We have to make sure that is occurring too.

I am not looking for solutions that show 10, 20 percent drops
every year because part of our problem with the drug question is
that we keep acting like they are silver bullets and you have said
many times, there aren’t silver bullets. It has to be sustained, con-
sistent and over time.

What would undermine this tremendously is that every year we
show these big drops when in fact on the street we are still seeing
arrests and the problems in our hometowns. So don’t try to over-
impress us, make sure you get a blend of statistics and I under-
stand your media problem with it.

The biggest problem in my district still remains, and will prob-
ably continue to remain, the marijuana use in our country. In 1997,
you clearly stated in front of Congress it was the administration’s
position that State legislation on medicinal marijuana is legally in-
operative because it is contrary to Federal law. Is that still your
position?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I have gone through a couple of tutorials from
the Department of Justice to try to make sure I understand fully
the situation. The bottom line is Congress told the States they
could legislate in this arena. So the States clearly have the author-
ity to set penalties for drug law violations and these are not con-
flicting, State and Federal functions.

The current medical marijuana laws are deemed to not be opera-
tive when it comes to the Federal law. There it is. We have Federal
law that says you may not grow, possess, sell or use marijuana. We
have FDA and NIH laws that say, doctor, if you want to prescribe
a drug, you have classes of medicines, a pharmacy, clinical trials
and smoked marijuana isn’t part of that process.

THC is available in a pharmacy as Marinol. So, the bottom line
is right now, we don’t have a conflict with Federal law. It is opera-
tive.

Mr. SOUDER. In 1997, you said the Federal response had four
goals, preserving established scientific, medical process for deter-
mining safe and effective, which certainly the State laws don’t, pro-
tecting our youth, which for example, the California laws clearly
don’t; upholding existing Federal law, which the California law cer-
tainly doesn’t and preserving drug free work places.

It has been all over national TV, these pot clubs and other
things. I just wondered if there is any Federal response.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. It is a strange situation. I share your concern.
At one point, we had 36 States that passed laetrile laws demanding
that ground up peach pits be seen as an available useful medica-
tion for prostate cancer. This whole thing was laughable, it was
nonscientific.

I am not sure what the way out is. I would suggest one thing.
I think this media campaign, one of the many benefits of it, is it
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is reminding parents in America you actually don’t want your chil-
dren involved in drug taking behavior, medical or any other. You
want to try to keep your youngsters not smoking cigarettes, smok-
ing pot, abusing alcohol, never mind sticking heroin up your nose
and dropping dead. I think that is how the American people feel.

Mr. SOUDER. I know your frustration too because you have ex-
pressed it before but when George Soros and others put millions of
dollars into calling illegal narcotics medicine it does not help us
when we are trying to do an anti-drug campaign through the U.S.
Government. Yes, we are trying to counteract that but we need
public and private officials speaking out all over this land or we
undermine the very thing we are trying to fund.

I think many of your ads have been impressive and I know it is
difficult. I have one suggestion I would like to encourage you to
look at. We have seen the difficulty. Apparently the rule is that it
is OK for liberals to insert their messages in television, whether
through the writers, producers or general philosophical attitudes
but the second a message is a conservative anti-drug message, all
of a sudden it is censorship or manipulation. I believe there has
been a lot of unfair publicity about it even though we are all un-
comfortable with it being tied to the money.

The networks ought to be doing this type of thing voluntarily. It
shouldn’t have to be tied to whether or not we are doing advertis-
ing or whether it is part of their mix to get dollars from the net-
works. It is something they ought to be doing in the course of their
responsibility.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. I think they are. One of ABC’s answers was
minus the mix, they were already exceeding their target. ABC has
not walked away from program content that is science-based and
has an anti-drug message.

Mr. SOUDER. Rather than having Congress prescribe this, one of
the things I would like to see you undertake in a scientific way
rather than us having to wait for the political way is some sort of
aggressive report card. I understand what Congressman Cummings
was talking about, a positive as well as negative message and too
often we only focus on the negative. We need to have the positive
messages in it.

Just like we are trying to stimulate a positive from the networks,
we need a report card for abuse of our children through bad mes-
sages coming through the media.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. We have one. We paid for Mediascope to do
analysis of home videos, television, radio, music.

Mr. SOUDER. I have heard you testify to some of that but as a
monthly clear thing on this show, in this effort in the media, watch
as parents and the general public and hold a direct accountability
for the media, not just to pay advertising and give a positive but
there is a negative just like we do on countries. We ought to be
having a narcotics report on our country like we do on Mexico and
others and Central and South America. I would hope we would
have the carrot and stick.

As a supplement to that, in the Olympics, you referred to a lot
of what we have done. I wonder if we have a strategy for the Olym-
pics, where clearly we have had abuse of other types of narcotics,
possibly even a Disneyworld-like thing after some of the events
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where some of these clients of Fleishman Hillard and Ogilvy
Mather, not just with taxpayer money, with some of their ad dol-
lars with some of the winners saying, ‘‘I did it, I did it clean. I am
healthy and more better for it’’ at a time when many young kids
will be watching.

Clearly we don’t have the ad dollars to buy lots on the Olympics
but here is a place where both the networks and the advertisers
could do us a tremendous favor. I wonder if you have done any-
thing regarding the Olympics at this point?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. We have a terrific program working with the
International Olympic Committee and with the U.S. Olympic Com-
mittee and the Salt Lake Organizing Committee. I think it involves
a series of things and I would be glad to update you.

We did get some money from Congress and we are supportive of
the setup of the U.S. Antidoping Agency which Frank Shorter, our
famous gold medalist, is now heading as chairman of the Board.
We also stood behind the beginning of the Worldwide Antidoping
Agency, the first meetings of which took place in Lausanne. I am
a delegate, part of the governmental oversight international body
to keep them on track trying.

A huge problem here in this country is we had hundreds of thou-
sands of young people, around 300,000 last year, who were using
performance enhancing drugs. We have also worked with the sports
community in general in the United States. We have a problem.
We have professional sports where in some cases there is no com-
mon standard what drugs are outlawed and what are the testing
requirements, and are they being enforced. Is andro a legal drug
to be used? The Olympic Committees say no, professional baseball
says yes.

In the coming years, what you will see is the U.S. Antidoping
Agency will publish standards of what drugs are illegal, how you
test for them will protect athletes’ rights, to make sure they are not
vulnerable to false testing. We have to do better than the disgrace-
ful performance in Nagano that we saw or in the Europe Grand Bi-
cycling Race. We are spinning out of control. We are working and
we are getting tremendous cooperation. The NBA said they would
put in their contract no marijuana use.

Mr. SOUDER. Thanks again for your leadership. You have been
sometimes a solo voice taking the flack that many of us take in our
districts but not on a national level. I want to thank you for your
leadership. It doesn’t mean we can’t be critical on some subpoints
and try to work to make it better, but overall, we thank you very
much for your leadership.

Mr. MICA. The gentlelady from Illinois, Ms. Schakowsky.
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I wanted to followup a bit on what Congress-

man Souder mentioned in terms of monitoring the television and
movies.

It may be my imagination but it seems to me that more and
more movies are showing people smoking and that it is associated
with being cool, the rougher, tougher and cooler a movie is, the
more smoking that goes on. I wonder considering if you want to
talk about the largest number of deaths and illness caused by a
substance, we are certainly talking about tobacco. Is there any
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monitoring and what we are doing in the media about the use of
tobacco?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Tobacco specifically, the use of tobacco and al-
cohol to include under age youth which is against the law is not
part of my legal portfolio. We did put it in the national drug strat-
egy because that is a part, we said, of the general view of gateway
drugtaking behavior. None of the appropriated dollars you give me
are going on antitobacco or underage drinking. The matching com-
ponent, we are doing, so we have the largest anti-alcohol underage
drinking ad in history going but it is a matching component.

The tobacco use by underage users, I am talking to in coordina-
tion with the group that manages the State Attorneys General
money and the fund that was set up. They are out there with more
money than we have totally. They have a huge amount of money.
It seems to me it is $250 million. They are trying to sort out how
they will go about this campaign.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. You talk about science-based responses to the
problem of drugs. Research done for SAMHSA indicates that after-
school programs and alternative activity programs are the most ef-
fective way of preventing adolescent drug abuse. Yet it is my un-
derstanding that the Federal Government is spending about twice
as much on TV ads than we are on after-school programs.

I realize it is a multi-pronged approach we want to take, but do
you think we should be investing more in after-school programs.
The Children’s Defense Fund estimates that about $5 billion is
needed to adequately address the need for after-school programs.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Let me get the numbers. I agree to your cen-
tral point. If you want to see success on any drug programs, you
go to the Boys and Girls Clubs, the YMCA sports programs, the
Elks youth programs. Children in schools are pretty safe, few
drugs, little violence, little teenage sex, huge number of adults with
college degrees who will love and care for them. The problem starts
when they walk out the door. Our communities have to organize
ourselves to deal with that subject.

Part of that, the media campaign, is targeted on helping to create
strong community, anti-drug coalitions. That effort is lead by Art
Dean, the CADCO CEO, I would suggest the media campaign adds
to that process.

I agree with your central point. The media campaign has to
shape the youth attitudes, shape adult mentor attitudes and add
energy to community coalition formulation. It is a tremendously,
highly leveraged behavior. We are talking essentially $185 million
a year that gets to all of our children in America multiple times
a week. It is unbelievable, almost eight times a week. It has to be
a multifaceted program.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Let me ask a question about how we define
success. I know you have stated in the past your drug strategy is
based on hard data and promised measurable results in your per-
formance, measures of effectiveness and pledge to reduce the num-
ber of chronic drug users by 20 percent by the year 2002.

In your National Drug Control Strategy, 1999 on page 15, you
say, ‘‘At this point, no official, survey-based, government estimate
of the size of the drug-using population exists.’’ I am wondering
without a baseline, without really knowing accurately what the
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universe is, how can we really measure the effectiveness of any
program?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. It is difficult. I would argue when we started
this process, one of the biggest shortcomings was the lack of widely
agreed upon scientific data. Most of these issues we work, inter-
national financial policy or highway construction, we argue the hy-
pothesis, we don’t argue the facts. In the drug issue that wasn’t the
case.

We have put a lot of effort into trying to ensure we have first
rate, scientifically valid data. If I remember there are five major,
federally funded studies that have been going on many for years,
Monitoring the Future, Household Surveys and they are surveil-
lance systems, they watch what goes on.

You have to know the study to say which population it gets at
well and which ones are we less sure about. Household Survey
doesn’t go to people living under a bridge, so you undercount the
5 million chronic addicts. When you go to monitoring the future,
you are talking a youth-based population and their attitudes.

We do have pretty darned good data. That was the 1999 strategy
you are talking about. Here is the 2000 report that Congress re-
quired me by law each year to provide. This is the first one and
it is not good enough but this is the first piece of paper where we
say, here is what we think we are achieving. The numbers are get-
ting better.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. So you feel pretty confident when you say
there has been a 13 percent decline in youth drug use, that is an
accurate number?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. We have a cluster of different studies, some of
them first rate, others less so. The cluster is saying the message
is being heard. The hard work by coalitions, the pediatricians of
America, the TV ads. We think drug use and youth attitudes and
parent attitudes and parent/child communication, that these vari-
ables are moving in the right direction.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Of that 13 percent, you do feel confident that
you are able with some accuracy to attribute which of the various
programs, be it advertising or other strategies, that are the most
effective?

Gen. MCCAFFREY. The creative process is a pretty rigorous one.
Partnership for Drug Free America really organizes this for us.
There are 200-plus advertising agencies and it is harder work now
than it was 3 years ago because now they get a strategic message
platform, you have to produce a message for that platform in Span-
ish by February that has to go through the Partnership for Drug
Free America Creative Review Committee, it has to go to Ogilvy
Mather, we do focus groups on it, we include the Annenberg School
of Journalism. We test the ad.

I end up approving these since I am legally accountable to you
for spending this money in a sensible manner and then out they
go. That has been hard work but I think Ogilvy Mather and their
subcontractors and Fleishman Hillard have done a brilliant job. We
have some first rate material. That is what you are seeing, third
generation.

We are on the Net in six languages, we are out there in 11 lan-
guages in America, we have 102 different market strategies. The
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strategy in your State is quite different than Congresswoman
Mink’s. We are evaluating it. We have the numbers and we are
going to show them to you periodically.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Let me just say that I certainly find the girl
power ad very empowering and very exciting. I congratulate you on
that.

Mr. MICA. I don’t see we have any other Members with questions
at this point. We do have some additional questions we would like
to direct to you for responses and we will include those in the
record. Without objection, the record will remain open for a period
of 2 weeks if that is acceptable to the minority for additional com-
ments or material to be included as part of this hearing. Without
objection, so ordered.

We thank you again for coming today. We are sorry there are
some controversial matters dealing with the program but we do
want to make certain it stays on target, that we meet our objec-
tives, that the Congress cooperates with your office in making this
a success and we have a great deal at stake and a tremendous re-
sponsibility to the American people.

I don’t think there has ever been a challenge that I have person-
ally faced and you have sometimes in the military that you have
worked with in your career. It is easy to put together a program
and a plan and execute it. I know in the private sector in business,
I found the same type of approach works. However, we are dealing
with something that is beyond anything I have seen and it is a per-
sonal challenge for me and I know for you. We appreciate your co-
operation and will continue to work with you.

We will excuse you at this time and we will call our second
panel.

Gen. MCCAFFREY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MICA. The second panel today consists of Dr. David Maklan,

vice president of Westat, Inc.; Mr. Robert Hornik, professor,
Annenberg School for Communication; and Mr. Dan Forbes, free-
lance journalist with Salon.com. We would welcome these three
panelists.

I would inform the new panelists this is an Investigations and
Oversight Subcommittee of Congress, particularly of the Govern-
ment Reform Committee and in that regard, we do swear all of our
witnesses. If you will remain standing, I will swear you in.

[Witnesses sworn.]
Mr. MICA. We have a policy of asking our witnesses to limit their

oral presentations to 5 minutes. Additional length statements or
material will be submitted for the record upon request to the
Chair.

With those comments, I would welcome and recognize Mr. Dan
Forbes for his comments and testimony.

STATEMENTS OF DANIEL FORBES, FREELANCE JOURNALIST,
SALON.COM; DAVID MAKLAN, VICE PRESIDENT, WESTAT,
INC.; AND ROBERT HORNIK, PROFESSOR, ANNENBERG
SCHOOL FOR COMMUNICATION

Mr. FORBES. Thank you for the opportunity to address you this
morning.
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My name is Daniel Forbes. I am a freelance journalist have been
doing so for approximately two decades.

The National Youth Anti-Drug Campaign, the ONDCP’s paid so-
cial marketing effort, has generated no small amount of con-
troversy in the last 6 months. Writing for salon.com and elsewhere
it is a controversy I have been able to observe close hand. I trust
you will permit a few insights.

A complicated program of Federal financial incentives rewarding
anti-drug themes and some of the Nation’s most popular sitcoms
and dramas was initiated in the spring of 1998. This was prior to
Congress actually asking for this sort of pro bono match. During
the course of the 1998–1999 television season, ONDCP financially
endorsed anti-drug motifs contained in specific episodes of numer-
ous shows. Programs such as ER, Chicago Hope, Beverly Hills
90210, Drew Carey Show and Smart Guy freed up advertising time
that the broadcaster owed to ONDCP.

The networks were afforded the opportunity, should they choose,
to sell that advertising time at full price to private clients. My ini-
tial estimates as published in salon.com valued the program at less
than $25 million. ONDCP has confirmed that at $22 million.

In late March, I also described a program of financial incentives
that applied to several national, nonfiction magazines as well, oper-
ating on the same paradigm of rewarding or potentially rewarding
anti-drug motifs.

More recently, the agency has come under fire as folks are aware
for the cookies inserted in the computers in a just released GAO
report. I would submit the taxpayers should wonder where their
money is going. I don’t believe these figures have been disclosed.

I was invited by the committee and took my obligation seriously
to present new material, not to reiterate what I had said in the
past. Of the initial year’s funding of $195 million, several sources
have told me approximately only $120 million was actually spent
on advertising the first year. In the subsequent 2 years has not
risen far above $130 million for the total media by that annual fig-
ure and has almost certainly remained below $140 million.

I believe this is new information. For its part, the lead ONDCP
advertising agency, Ogilvy and Mather Worldwide is said to enjoy
typically $18 million or more annually of taxpayer funded income.
Some approximately $10 million is designated as covering O&M’s
overhead cost and $8 million is designated for staff salaries. That
means that $10 million of overhead, which is described to rent,
health benefits, retirement and the like, is paid for by the tax-
payers. Therefore, income from other private Ogilvy clients does
not have to meet that obligation and falls directly to the firm’s bot-
tom line. As I was told, ‘‘This makes every other Ogilvy account
more profitable.’’

ONDCP financial year 2000 operating plan places O&M’s total
annual budget at $166 million. Of that, $21 million is listed as
‘‘labor production.’’ Several million of that can be assumed to be ad-
vertising production costs and Ogilvy absorbs much of the rest in
its own coffers.

The American people might also wish to know that according to
ONDCP’s fiscal year 2001 budget summary, the media campaign is
listed under the special forfeiture fund, ‘‘All resources are 100 per-
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cent drug-related.’’ As I read that, the media campaign paves the
way for public acceptance of more enforcement and thus more asset
seizures which in turn financing the following year’s media cam-
paign. If I am reading this incorrectly, I welcome correction.

The question arises how effective is this advertising at curbing
drug use? Congress has stated its belief that the campaign ‘‘per-
formance measures should capture the use of all categories of drugs
as well as changes in attitudes.’’ The House has stated its expecta-
tion of ‘‘concrete results by the year 2001. The Committee will
closely track this campaign and its contribution to achieving a drug
free America. The Committee anticipates future funding will be
based on results.‘‘

With a skeptical Republican majority, Congress breathing down
its neck every year, ONDCP is under considerable pressure to show
results in the various annual, national drug use surveys. Mr. Alan
Levitt, the ONDCP campaign media director told me when I inter-
viewed him in the spring of 1998, ‘‘Unless we show results that it
is working, I don’t know if we will have more than two or 3 years.’’
This gets to the point that the Congresslady from Illinois was ques-
tioning Mr. McCaffrey on.

Move forward 2 years, referring to 1999, half a year after the
campaign was launched nationally, not the requisite 2 or 3 years
that they anticipate to have an effect, Mr. McCaffrey stated 2 days
after the Salon story broke that ‘‘Drug use by America’s youth de-
clined 13 percent. We believe this decrease is due in part to the
higher profile the media campaign has brought to the problem.’’
Three days later, Mr. McCaffrey’s assertion was even more un-
abashed, ‘‘Most importantly, as reported in August 1999, youth
drug use is down 13 percent.’’ He appeared on CNN Talkback Live
and stated, ‘‘I have to underscore that I think the programmatic
has been enormously effective and helpful in creating that 13 per-
cent reduction.’’

The recent data on slipping teen drug use is awkwardly pre-
mature. Mr. McCaffrey told the United Nations in June 1998, ‘‘Ex-
perts advise that we will not see significant behavior changes
among our audiences for at least 2 years.’’ If the campaign was
rolled out in 1998, 1999 was a scant half a year.

A Department of Health and Human Services report shows lower
drug use in 1998, etc. The report adds, ‘‘Real declines in use far,
far in advance of any anticipated supposed effect of the ads under-
scores the vagaries of drug use data.’’

Let me go to a second revelation here this morning as will be dis-
cussed in an upcoming issue of Salon. ONDCP’s paid media cam-
paign was engendered, the belief from this quarter, at least in part,
let me stress in part, at a meeting in Washington convened by Mr.
McCaffrey several days after the passage of medical marijuana
voter initiatives in Arizona and California in November 1996.

Attendees at the November 14, 1996 meeting in Washington in-
cluded the Director, members of the senior staff, Thomas Con-
stantine of the DEA, some dozen law enforcement personnel from
Arizona and California and eight representatives of drug policy or-
ganizations that endorse ONDCP’s approach.

I have obtained two separate copies of notes summarizing the re-
marks of attendees at this meeting. The contemporaneous notes
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surfaced as part of the discovery process in the Federal lawsuit
Conant v. McCaffrey, U.S. District Court, Northern District of Cali-
fornia. This suit seeks to permit California doctors to discuss medi-
cal marijuana with their patients.

These are contemporaneous notes written in a rather clipped
parlance but given that description of their diction, a district attor-
ney from Arizona stated, ‘‘Even though California and Arizona are
different propositions, the strategy proponent is the same. It will
expand throughout the Nation if we don’t all react.’’ React indeed
they did. Congress passed the initial funding for the media cam-
paign less than a year later.

Most trenchant perhaps were the remarks of two representatives
of the Partnership for a Drug Free America, Richard Bonnette,
PDFA’s president, and Mike Townsend, executive vice president, as
well as Dr. Paul Jellanick, senior VP at the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation. The Johnson Foundation is a major funder of the Part-
nership for a Drug Free America.

In summary form, the notes read as follows: ‘‘Mr. Townsend:
California parents, tell them what the national partnership, i.e.,
the Partnership for a Drug Free America, is concerned about what
they can do about spending money to influence legislation. What
can the Partnership for a Drug Free America do to spend money
to influence legislation.’’

Prior to that an unidentified participant asked, ‘‘who will pay for
national sound bites? The campaign will require serious media and
serious money.’’ This is at a meeting to address the passing of the
marijuana initiatives in those two States.

Jim Coppel, whose organization you have heard mentioned here,
Community Anti-Drug Coalition of America, is quoted as saying,
‘‘We need to go State by State, money to do media. CACA is trying
this seriously. We need to frame the issue properly. Expose the
legalizers as using the terminally ill as props.’’

The Partnership’s Richard Bonnette stated, ‘‘We lost ground one,
no coordinated communications strategy, didn’t have the media.’’

Most telling perhaps is this remark from PDFA’s funder, Dr.
Jellanick, ‘‘The other side’’—proponents of medical marijuana—
‘‘would be salivating if they could hear the prospects of the Feds
going against the will of the people. It is a political problem.’’

Mr. MICA. I am going to have to interrupt, Mr. Forbes. Your time
has expired. If you can begin to conclude and maybe hit on your
major points. As I mentioned, if you have lengthy statements we
will be glad to submit the entire statement to the record.

Mr. FORBES. When Mr. Diaz of your staff invited me here, he in-
dicated I would be the only person opposing the views of the rest
of the panel. He said I would have the amount of time I needed
to make my point, so I will endeavor to summarize my remarks.

Mr. MICA. We will put your entire statement in the record.
Mr. FORBES. I do need several more minutes.
Mr. MICA. If you will go ahead and begin to conclude because I

do want to give the other two panelists adequate time.
Mr. FORBES. I would point out Mr. McCaffrey had at least 2

hours. As I was told, I was the only person providing an alternative
point of view, I would trust you might be interested in that. I will
do my best to be brief.
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Mr. MICA. We want to be reasonable but I would ask you to
please try to begin to conclude. We will take your entire statement
and include it in the record.

Mr. FORBES. ONDCP has denied influencing scripts stating in
January, ‘‘At no time during the process did it or any person affili-
ated with the media campaign suggest changes.’’ Mr. McCaffrey
stated here this morning there was no government manipulation.
My article, Washington Script Doctors quoted both ONDCP con-
sultants and the shows’ producers on government alteration of an
episode of the WB show Smart Guy. These specifics are never ad-
dressed.

It involved the previously rejected script that was resurrected for
the financial incentive program. ONDCP and its consultants of-
fered ‘‘a few dictates’’ said the show’s executive producer, Bob
Young. One consultant who worked on the script notes that the
substance abusing terms were changed from appealing characters
to losers. ‘‘We showed they were losers, put them in the utility
room.’’

ONDCP’s involvement in shaping this script is underscored by
Alan Levitt’s e-mail sent out in May 1999 alerting recipients to the
show’s airing. It reads, ‘‘For your information, see Smart Guy. We
worked a lot on that script.’’ No force of law underscored the script
doctoring. It was a financial incentive.

I have much material here underscoring that point. Let me skip
to my next point.

After stating the programs would no longer be reviewed until
after the ad aired, ONDCP contractors will continue to use a for-
mula-based approach for the pro bono match credit evaluation. In-
deed, this is continuing this spring’s shows such as Cosby, Party
of Five, King of the Hill, NBC’s Saved by the Bell, etc., have been
valued at many thousands of dollars.

To my knowledge, there has not been an indication concurrent
with the broadcast of these financial considerations. I would ask
the committee the issue looms whether the networks are breaking
the payola regulations. In fact, enforcement action is currently
being considered by the FCC as to whether all scripts receiving fi-
nancial consideration from ONDCP need to indicate that fact dur-
ing the course of the broadcast.

Is the American public receiving good value for their investment?
The question arises how many of these shows would have run any-
way? In the Washington Post in January, a CBS spokesman says
all the shows we have were going to go on anyway. So I don’t know
what the problem is.

In a Senate hearing in early February, ONDCP announced
Viacom’s VH–1 Behind the Music documentaries was valued to the
tune of almost $1 million. Generally speaking, the rise of drug
abuse and subsequent rehabilitation of rock stars is the sole topic
of Behind the Music.

All sorts of fudging occurs, cross promotional possibilities
abound. For one ad meeting, ABC’s matching obligation, a casually
dressed Michael Eisner, Disney’s CEO, stood in front of Cin-
derella’s castle at Disneyland to urge parents to talk to their kids
about drugs. We can imagine the response of some viewers at
home. Oh, look, George or Betty, that nice man, I think he is the
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head of Disney, he certainly cares. If Johnny gets his grades up
like he promised, let us take him to Disneyland.

Rather than Disney having sold this spot match for the required
50 cents on the dollars, we can estimate it was sold for perhaps 70
cents on the dollar.

Another issue is whether ONDCP broke the law by having Mr.
McCaffrey appear on the Fox broadcasting nonfiction show, Ameri-
ca’s Most Wanted. The law clearly states no media campaigns are
to be funded pursuant to this campaign, shall feature any elected
officials or cabinet level officials absent advance notice of Commit-
tees on Appropriations and the Senate Judiciary Committee.

ONDCP says the main goal is just to ensure accurate portrayals
of drug use. According to its own report issued a few months ago
back in January, ‘‘Illicit drugs were infrequently mentioned and
rarely shown in primetime television. In the few episodes that por-
trayed illicit drug use, nearly all showed negative consequences.’’
Overall, teen viewers were exposed to very little illicit drug use and
what little there was, did not glamorize drugs. I would say that the
accurate portrayal is in place already.

In a similar vein after disclosure of incentives for magazines, edi-
tors defended the practice saying that articles would have run re-
gardless. The committee may wish to ask is it getting its money’s
worth.

ONDCP has acted as a catalyst to various motifs that have some
very positive interaction with parents and the like. In other cases,
negatively valued themes reflect the social engineering that is more
subtly manipulative and more chilling. Young characters are pres-
sured to figure who bought the alcohol or marijuana to a party as
on Smart Guy and Cosby.

The fall issue of the Journal of Health Communication observes
it is not the merits of a political argument that are important but
rather the relative success of proponents and opponents in framing
the debate. Edward Bernays, the acknowledged chief of the practice
of public relations wrote in a book titled Propaganda published in
1928, ‘‘If we understand the mechanisms and motives of the group
mind, it is now possible to control and reinvent the masses accord-
ing to our will without them knowing it.’’ Referring to this as the
‘‘engineering of consent’’ Bernays added ‘‘Those who manipulate
this unseen mechanism of society constitute an invisible govern-
ment which is the true ruling power of our country.’’

That concludes my testimony. On a personal note, I had the
honor of testifying before the Senate in February before Senator
Ben Nighthorse Campbell’s subcommittee. Remarkably enough,
Senator Campbell told me I had ‘‘done a service to the country’’ in
remarks after the hearing. My testimony does not currently appear
on the Appropriations Committee Web site. I was told yesterday
this would not be rectified. So much for honest competition in the
marketplace of ideas.

I trust that my testimony before this committee will not suffer
the same fate.

Thank you for your attention.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Forbes follows:]
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Mr. MICA. We will include, and you have our commitment, your
entire testimony as a part of the record. Also, without objection, we
will include in our record your Senate testimony. We want to try
to be fair and give every side airing before us. We appreciate your
testimony.

We will withhold questions until I have heard from the other two
panelists. At this time I am pleased to recognize David Maklan,
vice president of Westat, Inc. Welcome, sir, and you are recognized.

Mr. MAKLAN. I am David Maklan, vice president of Westat. We
are responsible for conducting ONDCP’s evaluation of the National
Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign. Accompanying me is Robert
Hornik, professor in communications at the Annenberg School for
Communication.

To make clear our roles, Mr. Hornik has lead responsibility for
study design and analysis and I have overall responsibility for con-
tractor performance with particular focus on study operations.

I would like to interject here that despite earlier comments, we
are not here to present a position. Mr. McCaffrey wisely asked
Alan Leshner and NIDA to take the lead in conducting an inde-
pendent evaluation of phase III of the media campaign and that is
indeed what we are trying to do to the best of our ability.

From its inception, ONDCP believed that the evaluation was im-
portant to the overall success of the campaign and therefore in-
cluded an evaluation component in each of the three campaign
phases. Phase I was the 26 week case control pilot test imple-
mented in 12 metropolitan areas across the country that focused on
television ad awareness; phase II released the media campaign to
a national audience in July 1998 with an objective of increasing the
awareness of antidrug messages among youths and adults, obvi-
ously not stating the full case. Phase III initiated in September
1999 marked the full implementation of the media campaign.

It is our task, the Westat-Annenberg Team, to determine how
successful the media campaign is in achieving its goals for phase
III. In doing so, we paid careful attention to the lessons and experi-
ences of phases I and II and have used them and other sources of
information to guide our design.

While there are hundreds of questions that the evaluation will
attempt to answer, there is one overarching question, whether ob-
served changes in drug use or drug attitudes can be attributed spe-
cifically to the campaign. In my few remaining minutes, I will sum-
marize the study design and Dr. Hornik will then focus on the dis-
cussion of how we plan to approach the measurement of media
campaign effectiveness.

From the start, we believe that data from three existing data
sets were crucial to measuring prevalence of substance use and cer-
tain attitudes related to substance use. These are the National
Household Survey on Drug Abuse that Mr. McCaffrey mentioned
several times, Monitoring the Future, and the Partnership Attitude
Tracking Survey. However, we also recognize that changes in drug
use attitudes and prevalence rates by youth might be the result of
many factors in addition to the campaign. Therefore, in order to
make reasonable claims that the campaign was responsible for the
change, our evaluation has to go well beyond the analysis of trends
in existing data.
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Based on guidance from NIDA’s expert panel, Westat’s 30 years
of program evaluation and survey research experience, and the
Annenberg School’s communication research expertise, as well as
lessons learned from the previous phases, we adopted an approach
that differs in important respects from that used during the prior
phases.

First, our basic evaluation approach is to study natural variation
in exposure to the media campaign. This means comparing groups
with high exposure to groups with low exposure. To this end, we
will look for variation across media markets, across time, within
media markets at a single time, and across individuals. If variation
in media exposure can be found, we will then determine whether
there are any preexisting differences between the groups that
might explain both the variation in exposure and any variation in
outcomes. To this end, we developed theoretic models of media
campaign influence which are summarized by the four figures at-
tached to our written testimony.

Second, the evaluation team developed the National Survey of
Parents and Youth which emphasizes measurement of drug atti-
tudes, exposure to the media campaign, family and peer variables,
and a variety of risk factors. While NSPY will also attract change
from 2000–2003, its principal purpose is to monitor the success of
the campaign in reaching its target audiences and then convincing
audiences to adopt desired attitudes, intentions and behaviors.

NSPY has a number of features that are new or unique among
national surveys in this field. First, it will generate semi-annual re-
ports on campaign status, the first of which is scheduled for deliv-
ery later this summer. We will also prepare a number of special re-
ports that will examine specific campaign effectiveness issues in
considerable depth.

Second, children as young as age 9 will be included in the sur-
vey.

Third, each sampled youth will be paired with a parent allowing
for direct examination of aspects of parent/child relations and the
collection of family history and other background data.

NSPY data will also be collected using audiovisual, self interview
computer systems, thereby increasing the reliability of the survey
and permitting each respondent to view and listen to actual cam-
paign messages when being asked exposure questions.

NSPY also includes improved measures of exposure to ONDCP’s
anti-drug messages as well as a richer set of measures of beliefs
and attitudes sensitive to the specific messages of the campaign.

Finally, three or four interviews will be conducted with each
youth and parent at approximately yearly intervals. This will per-
mit measurement of change in personal attitudes, behaviors and
other factors, and the application of more powerful analytic tech-
niques to determine causal influences.

With respect to the survey proper, we decided to implement an
integrated, in-person household-based approach to surveying youth
and their parents for a variety of reasons including response con-
siderations, the ability to conduct longer interviews, and the ability
to collect year-round data.

NSPY has a two-phase design where the first phase recruits a
sample of eligible youth and their parents, and a second phase fol-
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lows them for 2 or 3 additional years. Recruitment is broken into
three national cross-sectional surveys, or waves, that each lasts
about 6 months.

Data collection started in November and we completed the first
nationally represented recruitment wave at the end of May. The
second recruitment wave is now underway and the followup phase
will commence simultaneous with the third recruitment wave in
January 2001 and continue through June 2003.

I will now turn the microphone over to Mr. Hornik who will sum-
marize our approach to the measurement of media campaign effec-
tiveness.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Maklan follows:]
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Mr. MICA. Recognize at this time, Robert Hornik, professor with
the Annenberg School of Communication. You are recognized, sir.

Mr. HORNIK. Our task is to answer four questions. We need to
say whether the campaign is actually reaching its audience, wheth-
er there is desirable change in beliefs and outcomes, whether we
can attribute those changes in beliefs and outcomes to the cam-
paign itself, and what else we can learn that will help the cam-
paign operate more effectively.

What are the approaches to answering those four questions?
First, how do we measure exposure to the campaign’s messages? As
you know, the campaign will publish information about how much
media time they have purchased for each channel and each audi-
ence of youth or parents, which they summarize as gross rating
points.

Our task is to assess whether those campaign efforts broke
through into the minds of the audience. Can they recall the ads
and other messages that were shown. To do that, we really have
three approaches. The first are fairly traditional, general questions
about exposure, radio and television, print, movies, outdoor adver-
tising and Internet. These measures provide a general assessment
of exposure but really not a very precise one.

We also measure exposure in a unique and more powerful way.
We show respondents up to four television ads and up to three
radio ads at full length on their laptop computers. They actually
get to see the ads. The ads we show are all ads that have been
broadcast nationally in the 2-months previous to the interview. We
ask each respondent to tell us whether or not and how often they
have seen the ads and how they evaluate them.

In order to be sure people aren’t just claiming to see ads when
they haven’t, we also ask each respondent whether he or she has
seen an ad that has never been broadcast. That gives us a bench-
mark for true exposure.

We will also be measuring how the rest of the campaign, not only
the ad campaign, is reaching audiences. We know the campaign is
working with national and local organizations and corporate part-
ners. It is disseminating information through press releases and
other public relations technology. To capture those efforts, we ask
about frequency of exposure to antidrug stories on a variety of
media channels. We ask about the extent to which respondents
have heard public discussion of several drug issues.

We ask about the amount of drug talk within families and among
friends about drug issues. We will see whether the intensity of
campaign efforts are translating into changes in what people hear
and what they talk about.

The second evaluation question we addressed is whether the out-
comes are moving in the right direction. We measure behavior of
youth, of course, trial versus regular use of marijuana and
inhalants primarily with some additional measurement of alcohol
and tobacco use.

We measure the beliefs and attitudes that have been shown to
be related to those behaviors. We measure the perceived social
pressures to engage in these behaviors. For example, what peers
are doing, what confidence respondents have in their ability to say
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no to resist drug use, what parents and friends would say about
drug use.

We are also measuring the beliefs and behaviors of parents, par-
ticularly parent/child discussions about drug use and parent mon-
itoring of and engagement with their children’s lives.

Our first round of data collection will tell us what these beliefs
and behaviors are now and in subsequent rounds, we will look for
change in those outcomes.

The most difficult task we face is the third one, making a clear
case that the campaign caused any observed changes. Starting at
the end of the first year with our report due in March 2001, we
will report about the association of exposure and outcomes. For ex-
ample, we will report whether the youth who report heavy expo-
sure to campaign messages are more likely than others to have de-
sirable beliefs about negative mental consequences of marijuana
use.

We use a sophisticated statistical technique called propensity
scoring to increase our confidence that observed differences are due
to the campaign and not the result of outside causes.

Starting with our report due in March 2002, we will begin to
supplement these cross sectional causal analyses with longitudinal
ones. As Dr. Maklan explained, our current survey design follows
the same national sample of youth and their parents for 3 or 4
years. We will know whether a teen’s trajectory toward or away
from drug use is influenced by early exposure to messages.

We will see whether those effects differ depending on the charac-
teristics of the youth or depending on the attitudes of peers or de-
pending on actions taken by his or her parents. We will see wheth-
er the effects differ depending on the youth’s contact with other
antidrug institutions—schools, out of school programs, religious in-
stitutions or general media exposure.

The final category for our research is the help we can provide to
the ongoing campaign. While our central task is evaluation as inde-
pendent evaluators, we think we will have evidence about exposure
to advertising and about the link between beliefs and behavior that
can be exploited to improve campaign operations. Later this sum-
mer, we will have the first of our semiannual reports based on data
collected through the end of May. It will discuss exposures achieved
in the first part of phase III based on beliefs and behaviors and the
relationship to drug use.

So we think we have a strong evaluation design. We will follow
the same nationally representative families and their children for
3 or 4 years. We will measure exposure ads in a unique and power-
ful way. We will see how the campaign works as it complements
other forces in children’s lives and we will have measures of each
of the steps in the process from exposure to beliefs, to social norms,
to skills, to intentions and behavior.

Thank you for your interest. Dr. Maklan and I would be pleased
to respond to any questions.

Mr. MICA. I will start with a couple of questions. First, Mr.
Maklan, how long have you had the contract for evaluation?

Mr. MAKLAN. The contract was signed at the end of September
1998.
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Mr. MICA. What type of compensation or remuneration are the
terms of the contract?

Mr. MAKLAN. The total contract value over the 5-year is slightly
under $35 million.

Mr. MICA. Is that entirely Westat?
Mr. MAKLAN. Westat and our subcontractors.
Mr. MICA. You have that for the 5-years and you have been in

it since September 1998?
Mr. MAKLAN. Correct.
Mr. MICA. You have a subcontractor?
Mr. MAKLAN. Our principal subcontractor is the Annenberg

School.
Mr. MICA. How long has Annenberg School of Communication

been a subcontractor?
Mr. MAKLAN. They were included in our original proposal before

the work, so they have been on since day one.
Mr. MICA. One of the things that concerns me is this started in

September 1998 and they have been on board since the beginning.
I have a copy of a memorandum of NDRI, National Development
Research Institute, progress report for March 2000, just a few
months ago. It says summary of work and accomplishment of sig-
nificant events, with a special report completed in December 1999.
NDRI staff was uninvolved in any specific work under this contract
during February 2000. No other work effort was requested by
Westat staff. Problems encountered and suggested solutions, no
problem arose except no work requests were obtained from Westat.

Several months ago I contacted Dr. David Maklan informing him
one, we had not received ongoing communications regarding the
status and progress. This had been agreed and had not received
any information regarding the specific work that would be re-
quested from NDRI beyond the December 1999 report.

We have you all involved in this evaluation, we have a sub-
contractor which you just testified has been on board as part of the
original proposal. I have a memo that says up through March, the
subcontractor, at least the ongoing communication, status and
some of the progress reports, had not been collaborated or worked
with the subcontractor.

Mr. MAKLAN. Mr. Congressman, we put together a team and the
team members had specific roles. The NDRI was brought on board
to help us think through the beginning of the design, aspects of the
design and to help put together the instrument and think about
some methodological issues.

The second task they were assigned that they were willing and
able to pick up was to participate in special analyses I mentioned.
There are semiannual reports and there are four special analyses
that could be done under the contract. They were brought in to
help work on those special analyses after the initial design phase.
Those special analyses cannot really take place in great depth until
we have data. The report they mentioned is here, has been deliv-
ered.

Mr. MICA. They were part of the contract from the beginning and
they didn’t have work to do until the initial data was compiled?

Mr. MAKLAN. No, sir. They had two activities. The first activity
was to participate in the design and the design of the question-
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naire. They were involved in that quite heavily, both their office in
New York and their office in North Carolina. That phase ended.
Their next assignment is going to be involvement in the special
analyses reports. Only one such report has even been specified be-
cause the other three cannot take place and be specified until fur-
ther on into the study. They did have a major role in that special
report which is now at ONDCP and NIDA for their review and will
be released shortly.

They had a major role. There are three chapters in there and
they wrote much of the second chapter. After their work on that
activity was completed, there was no more activity for them until
we get to another place.

Mr. MICA. What is their compensation as a subcontractor? Mr.
Hornik, maybe you could tell us?

Mr. HORNIK. I am not from NDRI, sir.
Mr. MICA. I know, but what are the terms of the subcontract to

Annenberg?
Mr. HORNIK. $200,000 a year, about $1 million in total.
Mr. MICA. One of the questions and problems that has arisen is

the evaluations from phases I and II produced certain information
and data. There has been concern expressed about the inability to
have that baseline transfer over into the evaluation in phase III.
Is this a real problem? Have we evaluation and work from the first
two phases that is not transferable into this third phase or a data
base that doesn’t match?

Mr. MAKLAN. They used a basic school-based methodology to col-
lect information from students. As I said in my testimony, we did
review that, had briefings from ONDCP and NIDA on that cam-
paign. The information on the design and strengths and weak-
nesses of the two phases were discussed at the expert panels that
NIDA put together. So we did learn a lot and NIDA learned a lot
from those two previous studies.

It was the feeling of the expert panel and ourselves when we put
together a proposal for how to do the study that given the real ob-
jective of phase III was to focus on does this campaign specifically
impact behavior, attitudes and knowledge which was not the prin-
cipal, detailed focus of the previous two phases, they had other ob-
jectives in mind, as well as looking at that, but ours was to look
at that and we needed a methodology that was more pointed to
that objective.

Mr. MICA. The baselines of data do not match, right? We don’t
have a comparison from the beginning through this year? We will
not be able to compare phase I, phase II and phase III?

Mr. MAKLAN. That is absolutely correct. You have to remember
phase I was done in 12 metropolitan areas so it was not a nation-
ally representative sample, so you wouldn’t want to go forward on
that to evaluate a whole campaign. That was not the purpose of
phase I.

In phase II, they used a school-based approach and there were
other techniques that improved the objectives we were looking for.

Mr. MICA. The other thing we heard today is measuring the suc-
cess of the program, evaluating the program as far as the impacted
populations. First of all, with the minority population, we still see
a lack of effectiveness in the program in the minority population,
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particularly the Hispanics by the data presented to the subcommit-
tee.

The second you heard a lot of focus on is even the scope and na-
ture of the drug problem is dramatically changing, since 1997 or
1998 when we started this. We are now talking about meth, de-
signer drugs, substances that weren’t even on the charts. Are we
able to evaluate the effectiveness of the program that has been de-
signed to deal with the emerging, changing dynamics of the drug
problem?

Mr. HORNIK. Part of our evaluation will incorporate data that
will represent a baseline. That is the material from the Monitoring
the Future Study, the National Household Survey of Drug Abuse,
and the survey from the Partnership for a Drug Free America. Our
goal would be, for things we don’t have our own measures for from
a baseline, to try to capture from those surveillance systems where
there are changes in terms of drug use and certain classes of atti-
tudes and beliefs.

What we can do that they are unable to do? We have much more
sophisticated measures of exposure to the campaign. That will
allow us to try to attribute the specific changes we see to the spe-
cific campaign’s influence.

The Congresswoman this morning was concerned about the
claimed 13 percent decline, and asked whether it all comes from
the program. This design will permit us to try to say not just that
there is a decline, which is what we can get from the existing sur-
veys, but also that the decline is likely due to operations of the
campaign.

Mr. MICA. You have to understand our concern and our frustra-
tion because when we started, we committed a lot of money to eval-
uation of the program. Now, we are told we have a different data
base baseline in phases I and II of the evaluation which can basi-
cally be thrown out or starting out in phase III and have a new
data baseline.

Once the data is gathered, how long will it take to analyze the
data and establish a baseline? When can we expect to have some
solid evaluation of the results of the program?

Mr. HORNIK. In about a month. Our first report will be due at
the end of August. We are writing it now on the basis of data col-
lected through the end of May. That will be powerful in terms of
describing the levels of exposure to advertising, and evaluation of
ads. It will also describe existing beliefs and behavior.

In our next report, March 2001, we will begin to talk about the
association between exposure and outcomes, to what extent are the
kids who are exposed versus the kids who aren’t exposed different
in their beliefs and behavior, controlling for all those outside fac-
tors that might be influencing those two things.

Really in two phases, we will have some answer to your question.
At the end of the summer, we will be talking about whether the
campaign is reaching the audience and in March we will begin to
talk about evidence for effects.

Mr. MAKLAN. It is important to recognize that ONDCP believes,
as do a lot of others, that there are many paths to changing peo-
ples’ attitudes, knowledge and beliefs and these paths may take
different lengths of time. In terms of assessing outcome, some out-
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comes may happen in a short run for some people, and other out-
comes will take longer for other people. So in terms of assessing
the campaign’s full impact, Mr. McCaffrey mentioned 10 years, we
have to finish in 5 years from the start of our contract, but we will
not know the full impact of the campaign over 5 years until that
time.

Back to your second question on the changes and mentioning dif-
ferent drugs coming into play and so forth, our job is to evaluate
the campaign that is out there. To that end, we meet and talk on
the phone with Oglivy and the other members of Mr. McCaffrey’s
team as to what exactly they are doing, they are planning to do in
the future and so forth. We work quite closely and very intensively
with them to be able to determine exactly which ads they are going
to be running, at what time, so we can show our respondents the
ads that will be part of their campaign. We don’t want to evaluate
the wrong campaign, so we try very hard to keep abreast of what-
ever they are planning to do in the media campaign. That is what
we are trying to influence.

We are going to go through revision of our instrument because
the campaign is making a shift in response to changing cir-
cumstances and we are going to have to shift a little bit in terms
of what we are doing to keep abreast of their efforts.

Mr. MICA. You are in the third year of the contract?
Mr. MAKLAN. We are still in the second year.
Mr. MICA. We expect some initial results based on the new eval-

uation process within the next 30–60 days?
Mr. MAKLAN. At the end of August or September.
Mr. MICA. Then with what frequency will we see evaluations?
Mr. MAKLAN. Every 6 months.
Mr. MICA. The other problem of concern is getting an evaluation

that really gives us some measure of the effectiveness of the ads,
any of the programs. We are funding most of this, two-thirds of this
in ads and other programs. Are you involved in anything other
than the ad evaluation?

Mr. MAKLAN. We are mostly involved in their media campaign ef-
forts but I think Bob is a better person to ask.

Mr. MICA. Could you tell us? Mr. Forbes testified and we have
had Mr. McCaffrey give us the percent spent on ads and media but
there is another part of this and there is a substantial tens of mil-
lions of dollars going into other efforts. Are you also evaluating
that part of the program?

Mr. HORNIK. Yes, we are in a variety of ways. First, we ask each
child and adult about their involvement with other activities and
ask whether they have had any exposure to drug education, anti-
drug education activities. While the campaign isn’t creating all of
it, we should be able to see whether that is changing over time.

Similarly, we ask about levels of discussion in the home about
drugs, from the parent’s point of view, from the child’s point of
view and to try to see whether that is changing over time. One of
the ways the program will work, if it works, is by creating a change
in the public communication environment. How much noise there
is in the environment about drugs? So we have a variety of meas-
ures that should be able to be sensitive to those changes as well.
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While we are working particularly hard on the ad exposure part,
we also have a variety of measures that are designed to capture the
other aspects of the program.

Mr. MICA. Have you had complications in gathering the nec-
essary data to conduct your evaluations, Mr. Maklan?

Mr. MAKLAN. I don’t know of any large complicated survey that
doesn’t experience some difficulties. Yes, we have learned as we
have gone along. One of the major problems we hit early on was
we recruited many interviewers and at about the time we were re-
cruiting, with a lot of competition from the Census and so forth, so
we had to be careful in that effort. We have learned from that ex-
perience and digested what we have done to remain within the
available funds.

Generally, I don’t think we have experienced anything that in
any way will jeopardize our effectiveness to evaluate the campaign.
We will be collecting data from over 5,000 parents and over 7,000
kids multiple times for each of those respondents. Our response
rates are quite nice, so we are not worried about the long run abil-
ity to conduct and provide useful information to the committee and
elsewhere.

Mr. MICA. Another concern the subcommittee has is there is a
$35 million price tag to this evaluation over 5 years. It sounds like
we have done several phases initially and I am sure there is some
substantial cost and set up. What percentage of the contract has
already been expended or incumbered?

Mr. MAKLAN. I don’t have the exact number, sir, but it is some-
where around 15 to 18 percent—I am sorry. It is close to about 35
percent.

Mr. MICA. Once the original survey is done and we establish the
data base, is there any possibility of there being reduced costs at
the other end or is this already a fixed contract we are obligated
to?

Mr. MAKLAN. In order to accomplish the design and come up
with the sample size to make any real meaningful statements of
cause and effect, we are going to need the full resources of the con-
tract.

Mr. MICA. Could you supply the subcommittee with the specific
amounts that have been expended to date and received by Westat
and exactly where we are and what you anticipate your expendi-
tures to be?

Mr. MAKLAN. Yes, I would be glad to.
Mr. MICA. Mr. Forbes, you have spent a great deal of time look-

ing at this whole program as a professional journalist and con-
ducted a good deal of investigative reporting. You said today that
some of the figures that have been given by ONDCP about what
is spent on media was not what was intended by Congress, where
most of the money should go. Maybe you could tell us where you
got the information? I think you said $120 million of the total going
to ad buys. You also felt that the major contractor was also taking
an inordinate amount for administration of the program. Could you
elaborate on what you think should be done and what is being
done?

Mr. FORBES. Inordinate is your characterization; I simply sup-
plied the figures I was confident of. My posture before this commit-
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tee is to adopt the same standards that apply to me as a journalist
publishing in the national arena. I would feel very confident in
using these figures in any article I publish, they would be inde-
pendently fact checked by a separate journalist. However, people
would lose jobs faster than your head would spin if I mentioned
their names in this committee.

The $120 million figure was given to me by at least four individ-
uals. The figures of $10 million contribution to overhead and $8
million for staff salaries at Oglivy has been given to me by two in-
dividuals with knowledge of this. That is the standard for publica-
tion. I also felt comfortable with that because as I mentioned
ONDCP’s fiscal year 2000 operating plan, of which I have a copy,
indicates $21 million for Ogilvy is listed as labor/production, noth-
ing to do with purchase of ads. That corroborates the basic ballpark
figure.

When I use that $18 million total that was on the low range of
what I was told. My sources indicated that it may have been a cou-
ple million higher but I was conservative in my estimation.

Mr. MICA. There also has been a great deal of controversy about
the match credit. Under the law, we put certain amounts of hard
Federal dollars in this but we also require a match credit. You
heard the Director of the Office of Drug Control Policy say there
are new guidelines. Have you reviewed the guidelines? Are these
adequate? Are these understandable and do you think they will
clear up the controversy?

Mr. FORBES. I have been extremely reluctant to visit the ONDCP
Web site from my professional computer. I say that not in jest. I
was aware of the guidelines that were established in January as
the Washington Post editorial put it, shortly thereafter characteriz-
ing ONDCP’s response, ‘‘No, we have not reviewed scripts in ad-
vance and by the way, we will not do it again.’’

As a journalist, I was quite intrigued to hear Mr. McCaffrey’s
characterization of new guidelines and as soon as I can get myself
to a service bureau, I certainly will go on their Web site. I cannot
speak directly to them.

Mr. MICA. What do you think the impact of this controversy has
been on participation of the media and also credibility of the cam-
paign?

Mr. FORBES. The participation, certainly ABC has indicated they
are pulling back. Some of the other networks have indicated their
distaste for this, the distaste for the metaphorical spanking that
they were given by the press. Magazines have certainly pulled
back. You mentioned Ms. Bullard’s letter, the chief of the USA
Today Week End.

It is a conundrum frankly because of the fact the embedded mes-
sages in programming are far more effective than advertisements.
Any ad, however slick, however glamorous, a woman destroying a
kitchen with a frying pan, is greeted by defensive screen. It is well
established in the public health field that favored characters, mod-
eling behavior, over the course of a half hour or a hour long show
will actually affect behavior.

On the other hand, the question arises is the public comfortable
with that, with the government influencing television content with
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financial incentives to that degree? It is a conundrum for the Amer-
ican people to decide.

Mr. MICA. We appreciate your comments to the subcommittee
and participation. You have provided us with some areas we may
want to review and some criticism of the program. I don’t know if
you had other areas you wanted to cite at this time to bring to the
attention of the subcommittee?

Mr. FORBES. No. I certainly appreciate your attention and thank
you for the invitation.

Mr. MICA. I don’t want to cut you short. We do have three votes
on the floor and I do want to thank both Mr. Maklan and also Mr.
Hornik for their participation. We will also have some additional
questions from the subcommittee and we have requested some data
in the hearing today.

Since we have votes, we will recess the subcommittee for lunch
for 1 hour and reconvene at 1:15 p.m. I will excuse this panel at
this time.

Thank you for your participation and cooperation.
[Recess.]
Mr. SOUDER [PRESIDING]. Our next panel consists of: Renee Jones,

the program director for the Academy for Boys, along with Kevin,
Ibn, and Kati.

Thank you for being patient with us. We had a series of votes
between 12 noon, and 1 p.m. that scattered us.

All your testimony will appear in the record in the hearing
books. I am looking forward to hearing your testimony. Ms. Jones.

STATEMENTS OF RENEE JONES, PROGRAM DIRECTOR, ACAD-
EMY FOR BOYS; KEVIN EVANS, YOUNG PERSON, MARYLAND;
IBN, YOUNG PERSON, MARYLAND; AND KATI, YOUNG PER-
SON, ORLANDO, FL

Ms. JONES. Good afternoon.
My name is Renee Saunders-Jones, director, Karma Academy for

Boys. I have been there since 1987.
I am humbled and honored to speak to you on behalf of my pro-

gram, Karma Academy for Boys, and the National Youth Anti-Drug
Media Campaign.

Karma Academy is a long-term, residential treatment program
for adolescent boys between grades 9 and 12. We provide treatment
from a holistic, therapeutic approach. The residents receive thera-
peutic treatment from trained therapists, receive their high school
education from Montgomery County teachers who come to Karma’s
facility to teach. As a matter of fact, three residents just graduated
from high school this past June.

The residents learn job readiness skills by being responsible for
all of the household chores, meals, laundry, etc., as a group. Every
month the residents participate in a wilderness challenge program.
For example, they just returned from a whitewater rafting trip.
They go caving, camping, hiking and rapelling, to name a few ac-
tivities.

The majority of the residents’ time is spent in therapeutic
groups. We have a chemical dependency group, Narcotics Anony-
mous comes every week and present. We also have a juvenile sex
offender treatment program, confrontation group which deals with
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anger management, psychotherapy groups, groups for survivors of
sex abuse, survivors of physical abuse, and grief recovery. We also
facilitate a multifamily group and individual family groups every
week for the residents and their families.

The program is confrontational in nature and holds each resident
responsible for their behavior as well as for their fellow residents’
behavior. The program has three major objectives that each resi-
dent must master before they can graduate from the program.

The three components are: each resident must take responsibility
for their own behavior; each resident must work through their fam-
ily issues and each resident must work toward completing their
high school education. The parents or guardians must participate
in the treatment with the youth.

Karma has been in existence since 1971 and is located in Rock-
ville, MD. Since the beginning of Karma, we have worked with over
650 young men along with their families. Many of our graduates
have their own businesses, have served in the armed forces and are
hard working, tax paying citizens. Our success rate is about 35 to
40 percent.

Many of the youth that come to Karma arrive through the court
system of the Department of Juvenile Justice. They have commit-
ted a crime or violated their probation and need a comprehensive
treatment program that will deter them from becoming a hardened
juvenile criminal.

I have witnessed firsthand how illegal drugs have caused many
youth to feel that it was virtually impossible for them to change
and have a future. Julian was one such youth. He had been on
drugs since age 12. He had used alcohol and all types of drugs,
marijuana, heroin, LSD, cocaine and various other types of pills.
He was from a middle-class, white family from the Eastern Shore.

When I met him at Karma he was 16. He had been to three other
treatment programs and was still in need of treatment. He was on
prescription medication for depression when he was admitted to
Karma. By the way, none of our residents are on prescription medi-
cation to control their behavior. Either they learn how to control
their behavior and express their feelings appropriately or they lose
the opportunity to work at Karma.

Julian’s parents were discouraged and unwilling to participate in
our treatment program in the beginning. However, I agreed if they
would come initially once a month to the family meetings, I would
admit Julian to the program.

Julian was not used to working on his issues but he was used
to getting over on staff and having his own way. He soon found out
that the longer he fooled around at Karma, the longer he would
stay at Karma. After almost 4 months of testing our program, Ju-
lian decided that he didn’t need to be on any medications. After
that decision was approved by the psychiatrist, his parents and our
staff, Julian began to make progress.

Within 3 months, he was one of the most respected leaders
among his peers. Julian graduated from Karma in 1999 and grad-
uated from high school this past June 2000. It took him 16 months
to complete our program. However, now he has been enrolled and
accepted to enter the Air Force. He is a new person with a new at-
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titude. It took a lot of hard work on everyone’s part for Julian to
become successful.

Julian’s family shared their doubts and fears of him ever
amounting to anything significant prior to his coming to Karma on
the night of the graduation with new families. Now they are look-
ing forward to his accomplishments and his personal success in the
Air Force.

I have observed that youth are motivated to change their lives
for the following reasons: one, when they see an adult, a staff, fam-
ily member or teacher or mentor genuinely believes they have the
ability to change; two, when they experience success in areas where
they have failed; three, when they learn how to express their feel-
ings without acting them out in a negative manner; four, when
they hear from people who tried the negative and inappropriate
paths of life and failed; and five, when they understand there is
power and healing in forgiving others and in one’s self.

For some youth, I have seen how giving their lives to God has
helped them to realize they can have a new life regardless of the
negative actions they had been involved in their past. I believe in
order for the youth of America to become drug free, we as Ameri-
cans must see each young person as our own. We must become
willing to reach out and touch their lives in a way that will have
meaning and impact. Parents must stop working hard and long
hours and spend time at home with their families.

Extended family members have to take the time to share their
live experiences with the younger members of their families so that
the youth can learn from their experiences. We must provide posi-
tive activities for the youth so that their time will not become idle.

Last month, I went with the residents to visit a maximum secu-
rity prison in Jessup, MD. The residents participated in the Reason
Straight Program. The impact of the inmates sharing their stories
of how and why they were incarcerated for life influenced several
of the residents at Karma to become more diligent and dedicated
to working through their treatment issues when they returned to
the program.

I believe if the youth of America could hear from reformed notori-
ous drug lords like Rafel Edmunds, who is now a participant in a
program like Reason Straight in a penitentiary in Pennsylvania via
television media, many youth would think twice about becoming a
part of that lifestyle.

I believe that men and women who are incarcerated but who
have been rehabilitated should be a part of the anti-drug media
campaign. The most effective media campaign against drugs should
consist of real graphic facts about the results drugs will have on
a young person’s life in today’s world. We must no longer take a
soft approach in this campaign. We must say it loud and say it
strong, drugs destroy and they will destroy any person who allows
the substance to be a part of their lifestyle.

I recommend that funding is made available for cities and States
to sponsor activities in the communities that would appeal to fami-
lies with children of various ages. Youth need a place to go in their
community that is safe and drug-free. We need to increase the com-
munity activity centers in the neighborhoods all over America.
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In order to affect change among the youth of America, the media
campaign to be drug-free must speak to the diverse group of Amer-
ican youth.

I look forward to being of further assistance to you as we work
together to rid America of drug abuse and drug distribution. We
must let America know that drugs are tools of destruction.

Thank you for this opportunity to make a difference for my coun-
try and may God bless America.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Jones follows:]
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much.
Your turn, Kevin.
Mr. EVANS. Good morning, Members of Congress.
My name is Kevin Evans. I am happy and honored to be here

to speak on behalf of Karma Academy for Boys and the National
Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign.

I have been a resident at Karma Academy for 171⁄2 months. I
have been there to receive help and treatment for many issues in-
cluding drug usage and drug distribution. I am here to share my
views on the media campaign against drugs, what methods I think
would be beneficial to keep American youth from using drugs and
how Karma Academy has helped me decide to never sell illegal
drugs again. While at Karma, I have also developed a positive men-
tal attitude to remain drug-free.

I live in Charles County, MD. My mother is a single parent with
two children. My mother had struggled financially and I decided to
help her by selling drugs to purchase food and clothing for myself
and my sister. I also had a paper route which she thought was the
method I was using to make money.

Initially, I did not use drugs, I sold them. I began to use drugs
because of the problems in my life and peers I hung around with.
My drug problem affected my family relationship, my school and
my social interaction with others. I used drugs for 3 years. I start-
ed when I was 12 years old.

Yes, I remember the TV ads about just say no to drugs, the ad
commercial which said this is your brain on drugs and the young
girl running around smashing things, stating this is what drugs
will do to you. Those commercials caught my attention while I was
watching TV but when I had to make a decision as to whether I
would use drugs, I never thought about those commercials.

I am not saying the commercials weren’t good, but that they did
not impact me strong enough to influence me not to use drugs. I
think the most effective commercials and advertisements against
drugs should demonstrate just what drugs would do to the human
body. I think they should be played on TV and videos should be
mailed to homes once a month that have teenagers.

I have seen videos like these while at Karma and they made a
powerful impact on me. The commercials should be relevant to to-
day’s youth issues and not out of date. I think people who are re-
covering addicts should share their stories about negative impacts
of drugs on their lives in commercials because it is real coming
from them.

I would also like to suggest that more funding go to providing
recreational centers and activities for teenagers and young people
in their communities. Many times teens use drugs because there is
nothing else to do. Teenagers need appropriate places to go and
hang out and talk with their friends and appropriate adults. I be-
lieve if there had been a recreation center in my community, the
drug usage among teenagers would be lower. The drug dealers in
the community always provided a place for teens to hang out but
drugs also came along with it.

While I have been in Karma, I have learned the real facts about
the negative impacts drugs will have on my life. I have also had
the opportunity to participate in various wilderness activity pro-
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grams, for example, whitewater rafting, rapelling and camping,
just to name a few. These are activities that I now know and enjoy.
The teens in my neighborhood have never had these experiences.

Karma’s program allowed my mother and I to rebuild our rela-
tionship and to learn how to communicate with one another. I now
know how important it is for teens to be able to talk with their par-
ents openly. I am thankful that I had the opportunity to come to
Karma, although initially for the first 3 months, I would ask the
Director, Renee, to let me go to another program where there were
girls.

However, the staff worked with me and never gave up on me and
now I am about to graduate from the program before the summer
ends, I hope. I know that programs like Karma make a difference
in teenagers lives because it made a difference in my life. I am now
aspiring to become a chef. I look forward to my future and to going
home a new person.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak on behalf of my country.
I want to see America become drug free.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Evans follows:]

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00135 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



132

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00136 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



133

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00137 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



134

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00138 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



135

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much for coming today, Kevin.
Ibn.
Mr. MUHAMMAD. Good morning, Congress. My name is Ibn Mu-

hammad.
I am happy to be here to speak on behalf of the Karma program

and the National Media Campaign against drugs.
I have been at Karma for over 15 months for issues other than

drug using or drug selling. I made a choice when I was 15 years
old to not use drugs or sell drugs. In my neighborhood in Balti-
more, I saw firsthand the bad effects of illegal drugs on friends and
neighbors that didn’t have a job, a place to live or food to eat. All
they did was hang on the corner using drugs and selling drugs.

I remember the ad on TV using an egg to show what happens
to your brain when you use drugs. I also remember the ad where
the young lady slams the frying pan all over the place. These ads
stood out in my mind as the effect drugs could have on me. When
I saw the people in the neighborhood using drugs, I thought of the
TV ads, of the lady with the frying pan and the egg.

My grandfather’s use of drugs also had a great impact on me not
to use drugs. He talked to me often about how bad drugs would af-
fect me, my family if I brought them into the house. He also talked
to me about how drugs would hurt me and destroy my future. His
words helped me to keep drugs out of my life. I think if more par-
ents and grandparents talked to their teenagers about the horrible
impact drugs would have on them and their families, many teen-
agers would not use drugs.

I think ads that show how illegal drug use will affect a teenager’s
life would stop a teenager from using drugs. While I have been at
Karma, my choice to remain drug free became stronger. Every
week we have a therapeutic group called Chemical Dependency
Group. The group watches videos and discuss how drugs hurt the
body and learn firsthand how drug use has affected our families in
a bad way. We read and discussed articles about drugs. Also at
Karma every week we hear from recovering addicts from Narcotics
Anonymous, different people who come and share their life stories
about using illegal drugs.

All these experiences impact me in a strong way. I know I will
never use any illegal drug as long as I live. The knowledge I have
now has made a big positive difference in my life.

I thank you for having this opportunity to speak and to make a
difference in my country.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Muhammad follows:]
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much.
Kati.
Ms. STEPHENSON. Good afternoon, Members of Congress.
My name is Kati and I am a grateful, recovering addict. I always

had huge dreams and goals for myself and it never involved becom-
ing a drug addict. My life soon became a vicious cycle of hospitals,
in and out of them, overdosing, jail, totaling cars, losing my friends
to drug overdoses. My life was completely out of control. I didn’t
know how to stop.

On May 29, 1999, I was court-ordered to a women’s recovery
home, the Lisa Maryland House in Orlando, FL where I stayed 1
year and recently graduated. Here, I learned the skills I needed to
live life. This place saved my life. I feel like I literally have a
chance to live again and hopefully to help someone else from going
down the same road I chose.

This past year, I haven’t paid much attention to television but
I have gotten a chance to view some of the ads recently. I honestly
don’t understand why so much money is being spent on this media
campaign when it could be spent on a more personal approach with
the youth, like groups organized of young people in recovery who
could go around speaking to elementary, middle and high schools
or it could be used for more treatment centers. It seems to me you
could spend all this money on advertising but if you have no place
to place them, then what good is it.

I don’t think the drug problem is getting any better. People keep
getting addicted and dying from this disease because there was no
help for them. It seems if money went to treatment, we would save
a lot more lives. I have lost many friends to this disease, a lot who
died because they had no place to go. Over the past few days, I
have been able to ask around some young people and to get their
opinions on some of the ads. Not many even knew of them. If they
did, they felt the ads were very impersonal and very vague, very
surface.

Before I started using drugs, the commercials were pretty much
a joke to every one around me. When I was actively using, I really
could have cared less. I truly don’t feel the ads are persuasive one
way or another. I feel the main emphasis should be placed on per-
sonal contact with the youth and toward treatment.

I strongly, strongly feel that it hasn’t been the millions of dollars
spent on advertising that helped get my attention; it was the love,
guidance and hope from those who had been there before me and
their personal efforts to let me know what they had to go through.
Those are the people who really changed my life.

All I have to offer you is my personal experience. Through that,
I hope to help save someone else from suffering and going down the
same path.

Thank you for listening.
Mr. SOUDER. Thank you all for your testimony. I appreciate you

being patient and also being willing to share the different levels of
what you have been through. Maybe I can start with Kati with a
few questions.

When you were first becoming an addict, did you go through any
DARE program? Did you go through any kind of program at school
that was prevention oriented?
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Ms. STEPHENSON. No, I didn’t.
Mr. SOUDER. Your school didn’t have any. Had you heard people

talk about why drugs were bad?
Ms. STEPHENSON. I can remember a couple of times where they

had assemblies with the DARE program and stuff but it was
maybe once a year. It wasn’t very involved. I know I didn’t get very
involved in it.

I grew up not wanting to use drugs. I was against it because it
had run in my family but when the time came in high school, ev-
eryone was doing it and I saw they were having fun doing it, and
I just wanted to have fun and be a part of it.

Mr. SOUDER. Treatment isn’t a prevention program, treatment is
a program that once people are addicts, it is one of the ways we
try to help people recover, although even in a successful program
like Karma, 35 percent success rate which is actually pretty high,
most treatment programs have nearly a 90 percent failure rate.
Nevertheless, we put a billion and some dollars into treatment be-
cause we have to at least try, and some people will be very success-
ful. Some of the people who are successful may have an occasional
relapse but that is still different than being an addict. It is still not
a prevention program.

What would you do to try to reach people like you who kind of
knew it was bad but you wanted to try to fit in with your peer
groups and you didn’t see any immediate bad effects, what would
you do now that you are 22, say you have some kids down the road,
what would you do as a parent, what would you want your school
to do?

Ms. STEPHENSON. I think the most effective would be people who
have been through it, younger people that have been through it
who can reach the kids on an individual level as a peer, not like
a motherly figure or a counsel, more someone they can relate to.

Mr. SOUDER. Would you have listened to them at that time? If
some kid, 22, came back and said, I was messed up, I thought it
was cool to go to parties and fit in, you would have been more like-
ly to listen to someone at 22 than somebody at 50? Part of what
we are trying to figure out is what really would you listen to, not
what we think somebody would listen to because we are spending
real dollars here. Kids are really dying in my hometown and
around the country. In Orlando, many kids died of heroin overdose.
You were one who was fortunate who didn’t.

It is very hard because young people always think they are going
to live and it is not going to be them.

Ms. STEPHENSON. I totally agree with that. I know at that age,
I felt invincible but I don’t really remember ever seeing what really
happens to someone who is really overdosing. At that age, I don’t
remember seeing that. That is the only thing I can think of, maybe
more graphically being shown.

Mr. SOUDER. If they had drug tested you at school, what do you
think that would have done?

Ms. STEPHENSON. I know it would have made me think the drug
problem was being taken a lot more seriously than I think kids
think now.

Mr. SOUDER. A number of schools I have been, about the only
kids who favor drug testing were kids who had a drug problem be-
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cause they said they might have been caught. The kids who don’t
have a drug problem think drug tests are terrible. Those who aren’t
really wrestling with the problem think they are terrible but it lets
some kids who really want to avoid it use it as an excuse. One of
the things you addressed that we hear all the time is the social
pressure, you want to fit in, you want to have a fun time.

Kevin, both you and Ibn mentioned the egg commercial. What
did that mean to you? Clearly you had some idea that it wasn’t
good for you, that it would mess up your head but you got involved
anyway. Did you think it was not going to mess up your head?

Mr. EVANS. I didn’t go as far as heroin and really hard drugs.
I was using gateway drugs. If I had continued to use drugs, I prob-
ably would have been as far as heroin and stuff like that. I never
used that, and I saw a lot of people use those types of drugs and
what it did to them but it was just the point of rebellious as older
people trying to tell me you can’t use drugs, drugs will do this and
this to you. All of the younger people were like, drugs are fine. I
was going back and forth with two different generations. One gen-
eration was telling me one thing, and the other generation was tell-
ing me another. I thought the younger generation knew more than
the older generation so in a way, it made me go to the younger gen-
eration and use drugs even though I knew some of the stuff the
older generation was telling me.

Mr. SOUDER. My dad once gave my school band instructor a
plaque that he thought was hilarious and the band instructor
thought was hilarious but all of us in the band thought it was real-
ly stupid. It said, ‘‘Why can’t all of life’s problems come when we
are young and know all the answers.’’ It is not that you know more
when you are a kid, it is that you don’t realize what you don’t
know. As you get older, it gets more frustrating rather than less.

You said the reason you got involved in drugs was to provide
books, clothes and other things for you and your family. You have
now been through a program that has told you about the evils of
drugs. At the same time, that still doesn’t address necessarily the
question of how you had the problem in the first place. In other
words, your’s seemed to be economic. Was it that you didn’t feel
that the risk was as high as what your gain was and was this to
get better gym shoes and nicer clothes? Is that what your orienta-
tion was? What would you do differently now? How would you tack-
le the same problem? If you were back then, 12 years old, just
starting into it, what would you do differently?

You had a paper route and you were trying to earn money?
Mr. EVANS. Yes, I was. Back then, I didn’t really like depending

on people, I didn’t like asking people for things because I thought
it would bring me down, so I did the next thing, even though it was
wrong, selling drugs. After a while of being with the drugs, bagging
drugs, you were like, well, since I am doing this, let me see what
it feels like because the people I am giving it to say it is good, so
I am going to try it just once.

If I was there now, I would not even deal with drugs, even if I
seen the good effects—so-called good effects of what drugs did to
you, I would still not use it because I knew stuff now and I have
dealt with the problems I was dealing with back then.
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I would pretty much depend on other people because I am not
old enough—now I am old enough to get jobs so I can get a job but
back then I wasn’t old enough to get a job and I would pretty much
depend on people. I would be the child and not the parent.

Mr. SOUDER. My youngest son is 12 and then I have a son who
is 22 and a daughter who is 24. The toughest period is when you
are 12 to 14 and that is when you are going through a lot of
changes, you are very impressionable, and it is a very hard age for
any adults to try to reach young people.

You said to some degree you felt if you knew how bad things
were going to be, but at that age, isn’t it kind of hard to look at
it and feel that? You probably had people in your community that
you saw, guys whose lives didn’t amount to much, yet it didn’t stop
you?

Mr. EVANS. No, it didn’t stop me. I just wanted to do my own
thing. I just wanted to do whatever I wanted to do, even though
I seen all the bad effects of what drugs did to them, their families,
social life, their whole life. I would ruin their whole life from hav-
ing money, having a nice house to not having anything, losing their
family members and out on the street with nothing. I just pretty
much wanted to do my own thing.

Mr. SOUDER. Ibn said that his grandfather had a big impact on
him. Did you have any male family members that were an example
to you anywhere along the line, an uncle, a grandfather? One of the
problems is finding models to model. Did you have any in your
community? Is that something that would have made a difference?

Mr. EVANS. I have two uncles. One uncle is in the military, so
I really didn’t see him a lot. As I was growing up, I wanted to be
like him, I wanted to go into the military, I wanted to be just like
him but after a while, I was I never see him, I don’t know what
he does so he didn’t really become a big factor in my life.

My other uncle helped me a lot, he was a good role model for me
but he had other kids so he was putting more of his time on his
kids. I just veered off to my older cousins and my older cousins
were doing the same thing that I was doing after a while. So I had
a role model, an older man, and he died when I turned 11, so that
role model was gone and there weren’t any other role models, so
the role models I took were the people outside having fun, doing
drugs and selling drugs.

Mr. SOUDER. Ibn, you said your grandfather had a big role and
that you were convinced not to use drugs. You went into this pro-
gram when you were 15?

Mr. MOHAMMED. I came into the program when I was 16.
Mr. SOUDER. You said this solidified your commitment. Do you

think you would have drifted into drugs if you hadn’t gone into this
program?

Mr. MOHAMMED. Yes.
Mr. SOUDER. Were you hanging around with people that were al-

ready kind of troubled and did some of them do drugs?
Mr. MOHAMMED. Yes. I was hanging around people that did

drugs but I thought about it and I was thinking about what my
grandfather told me too, so that is why I didn’t do drugs. My
grandfather gave me the advice, don’t do drugs, and he told me the
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effects if I did drugs. So I took the initiative then, don’t do no
drugs.

Mr. SOUDER. Ms. Jones, I wanted to ask you about your 35 per-
cent success rate. What precisely does that mean, kids who after
they graduate, haven’t gotten in trouble with the law?

Ms. JONES. Basically what that means is we have tracked for a
year graduates; because it is real hard to stay in touch with fami-
lies after a year period. We measured that. So what it means is
that those young people have not become involved in the juvenile
justice system. They have reported and their families have sup-
ported their report that they did not get involved with drugs again.

Mr. SOUDER. The other two-thirds, have they ranged in extent of
problems and are they drug problems, other problems?

Ms. JONES. What we found is that the offenders who came be-
cause of drug using, half went back to using or selling and the
other half didn’t use drugs or sell drugs but had car thefts or tru-
ancy.

Mr. SOUDER. In other words, they might not have wanted to get
their clothes through drug sales but they got them through some-
thing else?

Ms. JONES. Right. What we have been able to ascertain is that
the message we are putting out, the message we are giving them
about the ill effects of using and selling drugs has made an impact.
We have also been able to see the impact of how our drug message
has helped other siblings in the family, as well as the parents. Be-
cause sometimes we have parents who come to Karma and they
have substance abuse issues, maybe not as serious, they are mini-
mizing it but we have to address that issue also which we haven’t
factored in the data. But we have their report that they have
stopped using because we will not return a youth to his home
where the parents are still practicing using drugs or alcohol. So we
have been able to affect change on that level also.

When parents take a stand because a child will tell the parent,
look at you, you are using. You bought me the drugs, you helped
me and the parent has to face that reality and that has happened
in several cases in the home where the parent is outraged that
their son is using and selling but not totally looking at the fact
they were the door for their son. That has really opened the eyes
of the parents.

We have had parents go into treatment while they were first in
treatment with their son, then they had to come clean with us and
say, I have to go into treatment, so I will be missing for several
months because I have the same issue my son has and if it wasn’t
for you, I really wouldn’t have addressed my issue too.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know what percentage of your success rates
parents went into treatment?

Ms. JONES. We didn’t have lots but all the ones that reported, it
is 100 percent, so I would say I have been there 13 years and I
have had about 10 cases like that over the course of the 13 years.

Mr. SOUDER. Is yours a religious program?
Ms. JONES. No, it is not. As part of the Department of Juvenile

Justice, the Comar regulations, it is required of us as a program
to make church available to them. So we have a sign-up sheet if
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they want to go to church and we have to take them to a church.
That is part of the State mandate.

Mr. SOUDER. Have you seen that kids who make a personal com-
mitment are more likely to stay successful?

Ms. JONES. Yes. I have seen that. Because of the Narcotics Anon-
ymous program and the AA which emphasizes the spiritual, higher
power, that also allows the young people to feel God can help them.
A lot of the young people have that in their background. When they
were young, ‘‘my grandmother took me to church’’ or ‘‘I used to go
to church’’ and they remember that and it triggers those memories.
In church, that gives them the strength, so I have seen that as an
effective tool. A lot of the boys’ evenings start beginning a relation-
ship with God as a result of going to church with their buddy be-
cause it is a way to get out of the house, it is better than nothing.
So they will sign up and go to church. It has a positive effect too.
I have seen that through the course of my time being there that
some of the boys have made decisions to change their lives and
have a cleaner, more moral life because of going to church and hav-
ing that available.

Mr. SOUDER. How do you address the question that the environ-
ment you are providing is a relatively artificial environment and
where they may be thrown back into is such a total contrast that
it makes the transition difficult? In other words, you are providing
order; as soon as they leave, they may not have order. You talked
about going on your wilderness trips. You have been able to see
that world and now you have extra responsibility to try to reach
other people. At the same time, it is going to be difficult all of a
sudden going back to an environment that may be tough.

Ms. JONES. One of the major components of our program is the
final phase, a transition phase, called phase II. During that phase,
you have to go back because that is the reality of life. You have
to reestablish yourself. What I have seen is that when the youth
go back as Kevin, he is a different person. He is not the same per-
son mentally that he was when he came to Karma. He has a new
attitude, he has a new way of looking at things and he realizes that
they are going no where and guess what, I am going somewhere.

I have had former residents go back to their community and run
groups and help their peers because of the skills, the tools they
have picked up. So when a youth decides inside, and that is really
where we need to emphasize helping young people to realize their
strength within themselves, when they realize that, it doesn’t mat-
ter what environment they are in because they have the strength
within themselves like we do. We might have friends all around us
doing something inappropriate, but we choose not to because of
who we are inside ourselves.

That is what happens for the boys and some of the parents have
moved. They are able to move, they make plans because they real-
ize this environment is horrible. I want him to have a new school,
a new set of friends, a new opportunity, so they are able to move
to another community where some parents aren’t. That is why we
really emphasize if you are not changing within, you are going to
be right back.

The program is very hard and tough. It is not easy and it is long.
It is not a quick fix and I think that is one of the things we as a
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country need to look at, the 30 days, the 90 days, it is not going
to work because the issues are so deep, they come from a place
where the kids aren’t able to really let it out. Anybody can do 90
days, anybody can do 30 days but to really have to stay and deal
with issues day in and day out is going to be hard and that is when
the change comes.

Mr. SOUDER. To give the cliche, there is a current song that has
been out there at least in the last month that love is the only an-
swer. Ultimately, it probably is.

What we are going to try to do in Government and the hearing
today is focused on particularly the advertising but we have had
hearings over the last year, at least 35 or 40 hearings all over the
country. I have been down to Orlando once, we have had two hear-
ings in Florida, we have been literally all over the country, as well
as Chairman Mica and I have been down to South America five
times in the last 5 years.

On the Education Committee, we are looking at education pro-
grams, we are looking at treatment programs, we are looking at al-
ternative programs, we are looking at school counseling programs
where kids do the peer counseling with each other. I am a big
booster of entrepreneurial education. One thing that is really clear
is almost every person that has dealt drugs actually is a mini-busi-
nessman. If we can figure out how to get you guys into the regular
business, every one of you can earn money and be a hustler but in
a positive way not just in a street way.

I haven’t seen kids in any district, whether rural or urban, who
at 8 and 10 years old who don’t have big dreams. Somewhere those
dreams are getting lost and we need to tap into that.

The question we are asking today is—and you saw the ads ear-
lier that were aired—what can we do to reshape the image or is
there anything in those ads that would really reach you before you
got involved in the problem. Advertising is pretty much wasted
once you are in the middle of the problem because once you are in
the problem, you need shock therapy almost. The court gets you
and then you get into it or a drug test catches you and you are
forced to deal with your problem.

When you are right at the early edges, mixing a little alcohol and
marijuana, maybe a little something else starting with tobacco, it
could be a gateway type drug, what at that point or before you
reach that point, what ad would be able to reach you or would any-
thing? Could you comment, each of you on the ads we saw earlier
today which are only part of the ads?

Ms. JONES. I think what stood out for me the most about those
ads, both of them, they were in black and white. We live in a color
generation. My children refuse to look at anything that is in black
and white, they say that is the olden days. They won’t look at it,
and I have 14, 11 and 8.

To give you all the feedback, that has to change because children,
today’s youth, just turn it off, automatically they don’t look at black
and white. They know color. If you put those ads in color, those pic-
tures are going to be vivid. The brain is going to take a picture and
they will see Rodney on heroin, see the blood, see that and they
will remember that because that is today’s youth.
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I believe the media probably put it in black and white so that
it probably wouldn’t be so graphic but we live in a graphic society.
Our youth and children are looking at everything the way it really
is. That is my first comment on that.

The other comment is with Rodney on Heroin. The message is
good but the word that we hear is heroin. I don’t know if that is
just for a certain market or all across the country but when we talk
about teenagers, we are talking about youth who are going to start
with alcohol and marijuana. If we want to get their attention, we
need to put together an ad that is going to give them that mes-
sage—alcohol, marijuana, cocaine, crack, heroin, LSD. They need to
see if you start here, you are going to end up here and then the
casket.

So the message is good for Rodney, but it is not going to stay
with a kid who is at a party and someone brings out a joint be-
cause they will say, Rodney, heroin, I am all right. I am not like
Rodney because that is the way these boys think. They are con-
crete. So the ads have to be on the level that the youth are on.

The ad with the young ladies did not hold my attention. It was
too fast. I really didn’t know they were talking about drugs because
the message is opportunity. No young person is looking for oppor-
tunity. If we are going to give them a message to stay off drugs,
we need to give them a message that drugs destroy. That is why
I emphasize that. They need to have one message. If I use drugs,
I am destroying myself. If you ask any kid in America, do you want
to destroy yourself? No. If you use drugs, you will. That is going
to stick with them and to present that in a colorful way is going
to stick with a kid of any age.

That is my feedback. I think opportunity is an adult word, an
adult concept, it is not for today’s youth.

Mr. SOUDER. Kevin, in looking at the Rodney ad, presumably the
first ad probably didn’t move you a whole lot, in the Rodney ad,
how would you make that so that it would have related to what
you saw in your neighborhood that would have impacted you? How
would you draw the parallel because you are looking at it and
going I don’t want to be like him.

Mr. EVANS. I would have added more drugs to that like all the
drugs and I would show the true effects of what the drugs do to
you. Youth these days, if you see someone in the casket, well, he
is dead, I saw someone dead on the street the other day so we want
to see what it really does to you, how it deteriorates your body and
stuff like that. That would have a real impact because nowadays
video games, a lot of blood, a lot of body parts, stuff like that.
Younger kids are so involved with video games and seeing a lot of
blood and body parts and other stuff that if you showed the true
effects like what it does to your liver and what it does to your
lungs, your mouth and how it eats at your body, would have an im-
pact. People would remember that.

I remember I saw a video at Karma of heroin and how needles
and all that other stuff. I really don’t like needles. Not too many
young kids like needles either, so I remembered that and I remem-
bered one of the men on there was using heroin. He first started
using heroin and then a year later, he had AIDS, he went from 150
pounds to maybe 90 pounds. You could see all his bones. I remem-

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:08 Jun 20, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00150 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\72752.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



147

ber that and the needles in the body, how they showed him and
all the stuff he went through. I remember that and it stayed in my
mind. That was a good video. I would think more graphics and just
straight, to the point and not veer off with opportunities and stuff
like that. Stick straight to what drugs will do to you and how it
will mess you up.

Mr. SOUDER. Ibn, what would you do if you were the ad manager
and your job was to reach kids 15 years old?

Mr. MOHAMMED. I would try to get videos to the house where
they live and try to convince the parents to tell them to sit down
and watch the video and watch the effects of drugs and how they
will end up if they keep on doing drugs and stuff like that.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you think they would be more convinced if they
had a bunch of other kids who were 18 or so who said, I tried some
pot, I didn’t think anything was going to happen to me and here
is what happened because the problem is nobody thinks they are
going to start with heroin. You don’t think that would necessarily
convince them either?

Mr. MOHAMMED. I would try to convince them to stop using that,
probably show more, as Kevin said, more graphics and stuff like
that or any other use of drugs. I would try to get a counselor or
some other person who did drugs and got off of drugs, send them
to a local rec center or something like that. They probably would
come down there and talk to them about the effect of drugs, how
he got on drugs and then made a big turnaround and got off it, and
became a clean, healthy strong man.

Mr. SOUDER. Kati, you get the last word. You said earlier that
you didn’t think the ads were very effective and didn’t know if any
ad could be effective. I am interested in your comments particularly
on the first ad because the theme of that seemed to be trying to
say women have had lots of opportunities and all of a sudden
young girls have opportunities that young girls didn’t have when
I was growing up, even before me, so don’t blow it. That didn’t have
any impact on you?

Ms. STEPHENSON. It was a nice commercial but it was kind of
like common. There are a lot of commercials out there like the
Hallmark kind of thing. I think if you are going the commercial
way, it would have to be something more drastic like they said, like
with the color.

I was thinking before I began using I thought of a drug user as
a heroin junkie. I would never get to that point, so it was OK to
do the other things. I think on commercials, it was always showing
the bottom of the bottom, it never really showed the whole process.
I was in school and I was a cheerleader and I was in student gov-
ernment and I didn’t think I would end up using heroin, but it did
happen to me. Maybe if you could make the commercials relate
more to in my area who are in school and are getting addicted just
as well as any others.

Mr. SOUDER. It is interesting because you are all challenging a
fundamental assumption and that is we don’t like to motivate you
by positives, we would like to tell you about hopes, dreams, say
don’t rather than just point the finger all the time. Most of you are
saying, scare us to death. It is an interesting panel.
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Ms. JONES. I understand what you are saying because I get feed-
back from the parents. They say, you are too hard, Renee, you are
scaring them, you don’t understand. The boys come to my defense
and say, she has to say that to us because they realize that if I
went the route of the parents, I would be just like them. That is
I guess the message the kids are getting, the soft pat on the back
messages from a lot of different sources, but if we really want to
make an impact on them as a country through this media cam-
paign, as they are saying, we really need to let them know the real
truth.

As you said, the mind is thinking I am invincible. It is really not
going to happen to me. The truth is, it is going to happen to you
if you put this in your life. We just went to Blake High School in
Silver Spring to do a presentation. We spoke to over 150 10th grad-
ers, did a drug prevention program. All of the boys participated
and shared their stories. What was outstanding for me was the
feedback, because we did evaluations, which was the kids liked
hearing from them rather than hearing from me. I did the aca-
demic part, this is what will happen, see the drug, I had the charts
and all that.

What stood out for the kids was hearing from other boys and
they asked questions. What happened then, students asked are you
glad you are in the program, would you rather be home? They said,
yes, I would rather be home, I wish I didn’t do drugs, I wish I had
made better choices and I saw some eyes click because the kids did
say yes, I use, I use, they weren’t ashamed but it did help them
to hear from other peers that using drugs destroyed my life.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much for coming today. I want to
encourage each of you and all of the young guys who have been in
the program who have been very attentive here today because all
of us make mistakes but now you have another chance. You have
a great chance to have an impact not only on your own life but oth-
ers lives because you have seen what it is like on both sides. Many
of us didn’t get that opportunity and don’t appreciate it. Now you
have a little extra responsibility in this country to try to reach oth-
ers in addition to having the great opportunity of a lot of years left
in your own lives.

With that, our hearing now stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
[Additional information submitted for the hearing record follows:]
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