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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides the findings of the second (post) phase of a prstpdgtinto the
impact of changing cannabis laws in Western Australia on community|&dgev of
and attitudes towards cannabis use, health, and the laws. Where apmridpsaeport
compares pre and post change data.

The first phase was carried out in October 2002 as a randomigglotetesurvey prior
to the introduction of the Cannabis Infringement Notice Scheme, a&nsysf

prohibition with civil penaltiesvhich became law in WA when ti@annabis Control
Act 2003came into effect on 22 March 2004.

The second phase was conducted between 8 February and 14 March 2007 .eand larg
employed the same randomised telephone survey methods as had beenhesédsin t
phase. Two differences of note were that: (1) Unlike in the pre-chamage, in 2007
due to changes in the NHMRC ethical guidelines pargriatission was required to
interview those aged 14 to 17 years of age; (2) In 2007 the response rates were better
than those in 2002 with the overall rate being 38.1% compared to 27.6% pnethe
change phase survey. While, it cannot be ruled out that the higher resptenseay
have to some extent affected some of the pre-post differencaveaabseis unlikely

that these changes had any significant impact on the pre- post comparisons.

In all essential respects, the demographic aspects of the phasample matched
those of phase one, the phase two sample having been stratifietthotiheafirst with

regards to gender, age and residency in the metropolitan and non-metnopas.

With regards to political affiliation the Phase two sample hedcthat of voting
patterns observed in Western Australia for the Legislative Aslyeduring the 2005
state election.

Lifetime history of cannabis use had decreased from 54% in phase 46&otin phase
two. Similarly, use of cannabis in the past 12 months had decreased 9% in phase
one to 12% in phase two. As in phase one, the lifetime (ever used faguhe phase
two sample was significantly higher than the most recent populationfaat&/A
(39.6% in 2004), but the proportion of the sample reporting cannabis use in ti& past
months was not significantly different from the state wide de@ar@o in 2004) (Draper

& Serafino, 2006).

The changes in rates of cannabis use observed from the pre to tiphgsestsamples
appear consistent with both state and national trends. As such, ttreeynligely due to
the CIN scheme itself as the declines appear to have odauatenally and began
before the introduction of the CIN scheme.

Previous research suggested that as long as cannabis use remegaédndither the
criminal law, nor civil penalties themselves had much impact @s Gftcannabis use in
the community. Consistent with this, the cannabis use data in this sigdgst that,
unlike the predictions of those public commentators who were crdfcdle scheme,
cannabis use in WA appears to have continued to decline despité&dlaeiction of the
Cannabis Infringement Notice Scheme. However, more data will webd accrued,
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before it can be determined whether the rate of decline in V8fbo&an faster or slower
than that in other states.

There was a significant fall in the proportion of those under 18 who haddcaseabis

in the past 12 months and a significant increase in those aged 41-50 who had.done
However the modal age group of recent use remained 18-25. Amongst these rec
smokers the modal rate of use remained on at least weekly but lyotTdsre is no
evidence from this data that the legislative change had lead to increases inthé @m
frequency of cannabis used by recent users.

Hydroponically cultivated cannabis remained the most commonly used foamgam
the phase two sample, reported by 54% of recent users. As in phagevasegpparent
that those recent users aged under 26 were more likely to prefer hydropaonabis
(64%), and mostly smoking with a ‘bong’ or ‘bucket bong’ (52%) than the older
respondents.

One of the goals of the CIN scheme was to move cannabis supply away from leEge sca
commercial suppliers to that which has been grown by the user. Thee significant
increase in the proportion of the recent users who were ‘self-sngptgi some extent

and thus reducing their reliance on the illicit cannabis marketpidortion of recent
cannabis users who said that they had grown at least some of the sammiahi they

had smoked over the past year increased from 11% in the pretpt2&s¥ in the post
phase. Although for more than 70% of this group this cannabis only compriséubless
half of the cannabis they smoked. This suggests that to a modest @etdegal
changes have shifted the cannabis market towards self supply.

Once details of the CIN Scheme had been explained to respondents, semaaned
high with an absolute majority of 66% of Phase two respondents consideangoibd
ided despite the fact that this had declined from 79% in Phase osewdteworthy that
despite its negative portrayal in the press, two thirds of the ghassample saw the
scheme as a good idea. As in phase one, in phase two, while thisveesalfected by
cannabis use history, age, parenthood, political affiliation and adheierceeligion,
nevertheless, support across all of these categories remained at an alejokitte m

After the laws were explained some 56% of the post phase samplpacd to 70% of
the pre phase sample, believe the strictness of the laws'abdog right, with those
believing the laws to beado soft’increasing from 19% in the pre phase to 29% in the
post phase.

The pre-post comparisons suggest, consistent with other data on natidrsthte base
trends, that the WA public see cannabis use as more harmfulltb me@007, than

they did in 2002 before the scheme was introduced. This is in contrelstines by

some public commentators that the introduction of the CIN schemeohasyed the
implicit message that cannabis use is not harmful. Importantly, whilkate there has
not been a comprehensive public education campaign at a state levethabbaslth

effects of cannabis, over the last 4 years there has been considefatage in the
media of the adverse health effects of cannabis.
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Support for the legalisation of cannabis use by adults fell from 42%eipre phase to
28% in the post phase, consistent with other public attitude data. Déspitaims of
some critics, the current survey suggests that the introduction of the CIN schemoé has
lead to more positive attitudes toward legalisation of cannabis use.

With regards to public knowledge of the prohibition against cannabis the BB/ s
suggests that more work needs to be done in educating the public abhdbibthes45%

of the sample believeaitlis LEGAL for adults to possess a small amount of cannabis for
their personal usel5% were unsure and 41% correctly noted that this statement was
incorrect.

Asked what they thought the terRrohibition with civil penaltiesmeant, 52%, of the
2007 sample compared to 57% of the 2002 sample correctly answergdrteant that
cannabis would be illegal and a fine would apply, but no criminal conviction

The majority of respondents who had used cannabis within the last twelnths
believed that the new cannabis laws had not caused any changes torkée fara
cannabis in WA. The predominant view amongst these respondents beimgidbat
numbers of users, availability, numbers of people growing their own cansadbilevel
of users contact with criminals had all remained about the sameeudr, 25% of
recent users believed that the amount of contact users had witadsimvhen
obtaining cannabis had decreased.

Respondents who had either never used cannabis or not used it in thellasimonths
were asked why this was so. In both cases the most common responsdsdpogvan
absolute majority were that theynadd no desire to useOther responses were
substantially less common.

As in phase one the majority of phase two respondents seemed to jutgeldles to
be law abiding, although to an even greater extent than did the pre saAmapke.
Importantly the view thapolice generally treat cannabis users with respacteased
from 51% in the pre phase to 58% in the post phase.

As part of its legislative review of th@éannabis Control Act 200the WA government
is considering amending the CIN scheme to make the educationnsessimlatory.
Regarding this proposal, 69% of the sample believed that those givéh sh@lld be
required to pay a fine AND attend an education session. This farijgogstrsupport for
the current system of offenders being given an option (13%) or that of a fine only (7%).

Virtually all of the sample supported the possibility of the state rgovent educating
the community and young people about the harms associated with cannabis and the laws
that apply to it, as recommended by the designers of the CIN scheme in 2002.

Items addressing public attitudes towards specific aspects @lbhascheme indicate
continued high levels of support for the use of education rather then drsamaions
to reduce the use of cannabis in the community (77%) and for policeghdigcretion
to charges people exploiting potential loopholes in the CIN scheme (70%).
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From the pre- to post phase there was an increase in supporéd@@orto 68%) for the
exclusion of hydroponic cultivation of cannabis from the CIN scheme, anaviamiles

to be dealt with under the juvenile justice system rather tha@lthe&Scheme (up from
45% to 66%). Support for police acting against sellers of hydroponic equipvhent
knowingly sold equipment for cannabis growing or engaged in other crimiral act
remained high (75%).

There was a clear majority (57%) of the phase two samplebeleved that growing
cannabis for personal use should be illegal. With regards to applicatmmaal or
non-criminal penalties for cultivation of up to 2 non-hydroponic plants 49% (pre =
40%) of the post sample thought criminal penalties should apply, while g8%6=(
59%) believed that non-criminal penalties should apply.

Since phase one the internet (52%) emerged as the preferred sbdufeeher
information about cannabis, followed Hdgctor (12%),the Drug & Alcohol Offic€8%)
and,the police(8%).

Some 70% of phase two respondents said that they had heard nothinghabGuXl
scheme. Among the 30% who had head something the most frequent types olesespons
were those displaying an awareness of the central concepts oiNH&ceme such as
‘decriminalisation’, or ‘prohibition with civil penalties’.

While only 24% of the sample as a whole believed that cannabiswagiers problem
would bemore likelyto seek help since the changes in the cannabis laws it was of
interest that 34% of those who had used the drug in the past 12 monthsdotieve
was the case.

Conclusions

It will take some years before the longer impact of the CiNemie on cannabis use can

be conclusively determined, yet these early figures showing that ohtese have
continued to decline, despite the scheme only being accompanied by vézy |oublic
education, are further support for the existing evidence that introdwétapprohibition

with civil penaltiesapproach does not result in increased rates of cannabis use in the
community.

Nevertheless, it is now very important that the state governmenttaikelen the kinds
of public education and development of attractive and accessible carirediment
options that were recommended by the designers of the scheme in 2002.

It is encouraging that although support for the scheme had fallen frore phas it
remained high at 66%. That support existed across the political spestasnalso
important, particularly given that the issue had been heavily poldiciseéhe public
discourse.

The suggestion in the data that that to a modest extent the leggesheve shifted the
cannabis market towards self supply and that some recent usardes@ more willing
to seek counselling or other help for cannabis related problems prowviches early
evidence that another two of the scheme’s goals may be being met.r&barch
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including that with regular cannabis users being conducted as a péo#¢ clrrent
evaluation will provide more information on these issues.

It is important that ongoing research is conducted to evaluate thetiofghe scheme
and any changes to it. This will be relevant to Western Australial$aito other states
and countries where evidence based changes to cannabis laws are being codtemplate

National Drug Research Institute October 2007
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INTRODUCTION

This report represents part of a larger pre-post research projestigating the impact

of the introduction in Western Australia of new cannabis legislatibich came into
effect on 22 March 2004 (see Lenton, 2005). The larger project addrepsessiof the
cannabis law changes on regular cannabis users and school studentsan tathis

study of the general public. Phase one of this randomised communjtiydeéesample

of the WA public was carried out in October 2002 with a view tobéstang attitudes

in the community towards cannabis and its use, towards the proposddtilegis
changes and what the likely perceived outcomes would be in the secorel phas
(Fetherston & Lenton, 2005, 2005a).

This phase two survey was carried out from 8 February to 14 March 200ihethed
employed was the same as that used in phase one, being a randonpsed¢ctervey
utilising a CATI format. The sample involved phone interviews with 8§gaedents, a
sample size essentially the same as the 809 interviewed preaHegislative change
phase. While random, the phase two sample was stratified to matxh g in terms

of age, gender, and metropolitan to regional respondents. Where multgqlgeeli
respondents were available the nearest birthday method was employed. One
fundamental difference from the sampling method used in phase onbatague to a
change in NHMRC ethical requirements, potential respondents under tbélRyeere
required to get parental or adult consent to participate.
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METHOD

As this is the second phase of a pre-post study, the method usedpwsthghase in
2007 (see appendix 1) was based on that used in the pre phase in 2@ ek Il).
The sample was selected at random from the electronic wigtes p@hree calls were
made to establish contact with each household and five to get a raspahdewas a
permanent resident at that address, identified as the occupant hiltbskay falls
closest to the date on which the phone call is made. A gender rd&il5ff was set.
Respondents had to be between the age of 14 and 70 years of age. A 75:25 metro:
country response ratio was also set. All calls were made hafters and on the
weekends with a view to maximising the chances of contacting subjetitses when
they are most likely to be home. If there were any refusals nacepknt subjects
were accepted from that household.

The questionnaire (see appendix 1) was supplied to the Centre for 8atad\Research

in Cancer Control (CBRCC) at Curtin University) where it waemnsformed into a
Computer Aided Telephone Interviewing (CATI) format. Each subjeas wsked
guestions addressing attitudes regarding the use of cannabis and othekrarwipsdge

of and attitudes towards cannabis related laws, including: attitunleshanges
introduced as a result of the drug summit recommendations; ratinigs lelihood of
being apprehended for cannabis offences, likelihood of using cannabis undéNthe C
scheme; attitudes regarding role of the cannabis laws in shapimyutpenarket, the
hydroponics industry etc; attitudes to the role of police in enforcimgpatas laws;
respondents drug use and opportunities to use, and demographic data were also
collected.

Telephone interviews for the post phase were conducted between 8 ¥ebrdat4
March 2007. Note that the pre phase interviews were all conductedtobed@002.
Whilst there may be some seasonal variations, these appear huasirttee cannabis
market, being largely dominated by hydroponically cultivated cannabis appebes t
less affected by seasonal changes than it once was. More intlyorda a study of the
general public, rather than regular cannabis users, both data colleotiantar enough
away from the Christmas to New-Year period to be affected l®pilons happening
at that time. While ideally it would have been better to conducsuhe=ys at the same
time of the year in the pre- and post phases, factors outside @uthers control
including budgetary constraints and availability of the CBRCC to contecsurvey
meant that this could not be overcome.

There was, however, another difference in the procedure employed in thehpss.
Due to ethical concerns raised by the Curtin University Ethicsnitiee as a result of
changes to the NHMRC Ethical Guidelines regarding the necessityt tpagental
permission to interview those respondents aged 14 to 17. As a consequence we
consulted with colleagues responsible for market research including the National Drug
Strategy Household Survey (NDSHS) conducted every 4 years by the Australian
Institute of Health and Welfare, and consulted the guidelines provided by the Australian
Market and Social Research Society. In the NDSHS the consent of a responsible adult,
not necessarily the parent, was sought for persons aged under 16 years of age, but not
older. However, given the concerns raised by the HREC the procedure employed in this
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study was amended to seek adult consent for all respondents aged under 18 years of
age. It was anticipated that this would usually, but not always be, parental consent. The
procedure employed is detailed in the questionnaire in Appendix 1.

The study was approved by the Curtin University Human research Ethic’s Committee
(HR 135/2006).

RESPONSE RATE

Response rates were calculated using a denominator which was thef shose
contacts with eligible respondents that did not result in a complete interviews€defo
participate’, ‘soft appointment’, ‘hard appointment’) and those who had #leten
interview. In 2007 the response rate for the city sample was 36.4% ratte foountry
was 44.1% and for the sample as a whole was 38.1%. This compare2@02Hegures
which were 26.7% for the metropolitan sample and 30.6% for the countptesanth
an overall rate of 27.6%. So called ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ appointments wet included in
calculating a response rate for the following reasons. ‘Soft’ appamsnaee tentative
appointments only, and as such the outcomes of these contacts are not kaowhe (i
individual may or may not participate when called back). ‘Hard’ appunts are
definite interview appointments set for a date after the redusample size was
achieved, hence they should not be included with those who refusedi¢ipatatn the
survey. Reasons for non-response are given in Table 1. Note that wieeee
substantially more business numbers called in 2002 than in 2007, but this may be
function of the version of the electronic white pages that was used in 2002.

Table 1: Response statistics

2002 2007

Metro Country Metro Country
Completed 599 210 609 205
Refused 1622 459 920 433
Not Eligible
Business 438 56 42 20
Language 75 5 102 5
Away 33 14 14 4
No-one in 0 0 168 41
household aged
14-70 years
Hearing Problems 0 0 3 2
Fax 0 0 61 40
No contact
Soft appointment 22 17 12 5
Hard appointment 1 0 3 1
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RESULTS

Demographics

Consistent with the stratified sampling procedure employed, the samghe post-
phase was not significantly different from the pre phase with degarage, gender or
residency in the metropolitan or country areas. Within the post phapéedhere were
401 male respondents and 413 female respondegit8.177, df=2, p=.674). This was
not significantly different from the 401 males and 408 females sunieyd® phase
one study ¥*=0.37, df=1, p=.847).

As in the phase one survey, the proportion of metropolitan to ruralerdgsi was
intended to reflect the findings of the 2001 population census (ABS, 2002508
(74.8%) respondents dwelling in the Perth metropolitan area and 205 (28siéing
in other regions of the State.

There were no significant differences in age distribution fromstmple surveyed in

the phase one study*€2.161, df=7, p=.950). The distribution across age categories for

both phases of the study is shown in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1: Age categories surveyed in phase one and phase two

community attitude studies
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Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public att  itudes 5

Asked if they practiced any religion, 42.5% (n=346) of all respondedisated that

they did representing a substantial decrease on the 57.5% (n=468) foundeiropbas
(x*=106.516, df=1,p=.000). As in phase one, the most commonly reported religion was
Roman Catholic (17.8%, n=145) followed by Anglican (8.5%, n=69) A further 11.9%
(n=97) adhered to other various Christian Denominations and a further(6-88)
belonged to various non-Christian faiths primarily Judaism and Buddhism.

Although fewer respondents were practicing a religion, those that iweded to take
their beliefs significantly more seriously than respondents in phaseCdnibhe 341
religious respondents, 38.7% (n=132) stated that their beliefs werng important’
compared with 24.3% (n=134) in phase one and 46.9% (n=160) stated thbelieés

were somewhat importanttompared with 35.9% (n=198). That their beliefs wes *

very important'was expressed by 11.4% (n=39) compared with 28.6% (n=158) and that
their beliefs wererot at all important’by 2.6% (n=9) compared with 10.0% (n=55) in
phase onexf=64.996, df=3, p=.000). There was also one respondent who refused to
answer the question.

With regards to political affiliation, 26% (n=201) reported voting for #estralian
Labor Party in the Legislative Assembly at the last election,2#8d (184) reported
having voted for the Liberal Party. There were also 6% (n=42) wtovbied for the
Greens, 3% (n=23) who had voted for independent candidates, 3% (n=22) who had
voted for the National Party, 1% (n=11) who had voted for the Christamobratic
Party and one individual who reported having voted for the Family Firsg. Pldrére
were also 330 respondents who stated that they didn’t know, refused & acswdn’t
remember or didn’t vote. After removing these individuals who provided moothethis
guestion and those voting for parties polling less that one percent wiahé&om the
analysis it was determined that 53% (n=243) of respondents had wotguhrties
affiliated with the political left and 47% (n=218) with partiésliated with the political
right. These results were not found to differ significantly fromultesof the last WA
State Election in 2005 (WA Electoral Commission,2005).

In the post phase some 96% (n=778) of the phase two sample reportedgiistt was

the main language spoken at home compared to 98% in the pre yhd€e1(10, df=2,
p=.006). In phase two the most common other languages mentioned ware (haiB)

and Vietnamese (n=3) with a number of other languages being mentioned by less
respondents. Some 71% (n=574) of post phase respondents said that they hachbeen bor
in Australia. Of the remainder, the most common place of origin twasUnited
Kingdom (n=100), Followed by New Zealand (n=23), Italy (n=19) and South Africa
(n=11) with a wide range of other countries being mentioned substanigaky
frequently. Being of Aboriginal or Torres Strait origin was cladnby 2% (n=17) of the
sample.

More than half the phase two sample (59%, n=483) reported being eithiEthoarn a
defacto relationship at the time of the survey. This was follolme28% (n=230) who

had never been married, 10% (n=77) who were divorced or separated, and22¥ (n=
who described themselves as widowed There was no significanediftebetween the

pre and post phase samples with regards to marital sjgtas2(667, df= 4, p=.615).
Having children was reported by 60% (n=488) of the 2007 sample which was not
significantly different to the 65% of the phase one samgle ¢.2656, df= 2, p=.118).
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6 Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public at  titudes

There were 143 respondents with children six years and under, 97chiitiien
between the ages of seven and nine, 92 with children between 10 and 12h 74 wit
children between 13 and 15, 71 with children between 16 and 18, 61 with children 19
21 and 212 with children 22 years of age or more.

The most common highest level of education achieved was ‘fivexto/esirs of
secondary school’ reported by 25% (n=203) of the sample. This was follywétree

to four years of secondary school’ (n=142), ‘tertiary qualifications other than utyvers
(n=142) and a ‘university undergraduate degree’ (n=140) each reported byf 1fiéo
sample. There were also 11% (n=89) respondents with ‘post-gradiaiications’,
8% (n=67) with ‘trade qualifications’, 3% (n=24) with ‘one to tweays of secondary
school’ and less than 1% (n=6) who had ‘only attended primary school’. Higiett
of education achieved was not significantly different in the pre versus post saxiples (
9.474, df= 8, p=.304).

Asked about their employment situation, in phase two 47% (n=385) of respondents
reported being engaged in full time work, and 14% (n=116) in part-tiork. Where

were also 14% (n=114) involved in home duties, 11% (n=91) receiving a pension, 11%
(n=90) who described themselves as students, 6% (n=47) engaged inwaakuahd

3% (n=26) who reported being unemployed. An additional 53 respondents described
their situation in a variety of miscellaneous descriptions, the owsamon of which

was 33 respondents who indicated they were in various forms ofmetiteIn phase

one, the responses to this question were recorded differently than intploaseith

only one response allowed compared to three responses in the lafiz. darthe pre-
change sample 44% identified themselves as in full time employd%#tin part time
employment, 15% on a pension or benefits, 6% in casual employment, 6% were
unemployed, 8% were involved in home duties, and 7% were students.
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History of cannabis use

Slightly over half the sample (53%, n=430) reported that they had neecaiseabis.

A lifetime history of having ever used cannabis was reported by 46%x {h=which
was a significant decrease on the 54% who reported a history of tise phase one
survey §°=17.236, df=1, p=.000). As in the pre phase, the proportion who ever used
cannabis was significantly higher in the post survey than that repdté& 2f West
Australians who reported that they had ever used cannabis in the oerdtmational
Drug Strategy Household Survey?£20.197, df=1, p=.000) (Draper & Serafino, 2006).
It is notable however that most of the pre-post decline involved rasenof the drug.
The recent use of cannabis within the 12 months proceeding the suwegpeded by
12% of the sample (n=96) which was a significant fall from tH& {8=150) reporting
such recent use in the phase one suryéy2¢.281, df=1, p=.000). Note that this was
not significantly different to the 13.7% reported for WA from the 2004aXat Drug
Strategy Household Survey®3.291, df=1, p=.070) (Draper & Serafino, 2006). The
proportion of respondents who reported having used cannabis, albeit not asttie |
months, remained substantially unchanged at 34% (n=281) compared with 3&&sen
one. For ease of interpretation, a complete breakdown of this gatavided in Table 2
and Figure 2 below.

Table 2:  History of cannabis use amongst phase one and phase two
respondents

Phase one 2002 (n=809 Phase two 2007 (n=814)

Use status n % n % sig

Refused to 2 0.2 7 0.9

answer

Never used 370 45.7 430 52.8

Ever used 437 54.0 377 46.3 X?=17.236,

df=1,

p=.000

Ever used 287 35.5 281 34.5

but not in

last 12 mths

Recent use 150 18.5 96 11.8 X’=24.281,

within last df=1,

12 mths p=.000
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NB in phase two there were 7 respondents (0.9%) and phase one there were 2 respondents (0.2%) who refused to
answer .

Figure 2: Cannabis use history amongst phase one a nd phase two
respondents

While the most common age group for recent smokers remained 18-25 iyaeas
observed that significant shifts had occurred in the ages of resporelamrtisng having
smoked cannabis in the last 12 months with respondents 17 years or uigefréah
13.3% (n=20) in phase one to 2.1% (n=2) in phase two. It must be considerdusthat
fall may be partly attributable to ethical requirements ofpghase two study requiring
parental or adult consent for subjects in this age category tcipat®, however, the
extremely small numbers represented in this age category rexstiegtfor statistical
significance unfeasible. Despite this, 95% (n=53) of persons under thefat@
contacted, allowed the interviewer to obtain consent from an adulb &436 (n=50) of
these cases, the adult gave permission, thus resulting in apaditicirate of 89% of
under 18 year olds contacted. Conversely, phase one found 14.0% (n=21) of recent
smokers in the 41-50 age range while in phase two this had risen to 22:9%29 (
((x>=16.146, df=5, p=.006) respondents over 50 years of age were excludedifom t
significance analysis due to small numbers). Proportions of responderdserged in
other age groups remained relatively unchanged and can be found in Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3: Ages of recent cannabis smokers in phase one and phase two
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10 Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public at  titudes

Cannabis use amongst recent users

Those who had used the drug in the last 12 months, termed ‘recentvusersisked
further questions about their use and the impact of the changes in the laws on this.

The most common rate of cannabis consumption amongst respondents who had used the
drug within the last twelve months in both phase one and phase two remséned an
at least weekly but not daily basis. In phase two however, the numbespaindents
falling into this category rose from 17% (n=26) to 28% (n=27) reflectiatatastically
significant increase in this category®$4.033, df=1, p=.045). By collapsing these
results into a dichotomous variable of respondents who had smoked ost atwesekly
basis and those who had done so less frequently revealed that 32% dqht#8).50
recent smokers had smoked cannabis on at least a weekly basisdropbasnd 43%
(n=41) of the 96 recent smokers in phase two had smoked on at leasklg basis,
was not statistically significantx{=2.907, df=1, p=.088). A complete breakdown of
rates of use categories between phase one and phase two can ben fbinde 4
below.

30.0 4 28.1
® 25.0
[
(%)
=
» 20.0 4
Qo
£ 14.7
§ 150 | 1*°
c
[
@ 10.0 |
©
® 50
0.0
everyday Atleast 2-3times about every2-3 every 4-5 onceor less often no longer
weekly, monthly oncea months months twicea use
not daily month year

frequency of consumption

[OPhase 1 M Phase 2 |

Figure 4. Rates of cannabis consumption amongst re spondents who had
consumed the drug within the last twelve months in Phase one
(n=150) and Phase two (n=96)

The number of recent users reporting that the cannabis they usuakgdsmas grown
hydroponically was 54% (n=47) which was not significantly different conapiard2%
(n=59) in phase ong{=4.522, df=2, p=.104). There were also 32% (n=28) who said
their cannabis was not typically hydroponically cultivated and 14% (n=12)cwami
know.
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Asked if they would prefer to use cannabis that had been cultivated hydmponic

the post phase the most common response given by 32% (n=28) recentass#ratw
they ‘didn’t caré. This was followed by 21% (n=18) who saidlways, 16% (n=14)
who said hot usually/nevérand 15% (n=13) who saidrtostly. There were also 16%
(n=14) who didn’'t know. This represents a significant difference frowhrfgs of the

pre phase where the most common response masusually / never(33%, n=46),
‘don’t caré (22%, n=31), mostly (23%, n=32) anddlways(18%, n=25) with another
4% (n=6) who didn’t know)*=18.199, df=4, p=.001). Looking at the post change data
collapsing this into a dichotomous variable of respondents who generalrrede
hydroponic cannabis to those who did not and excludiog't know’ responses, it was
apparent that age of the respondents played a significant role with fodf%se under

26 preferring hydroponic compared with just 33% of older respondes. 777, df=1,
p=0.16). However, the proportion of those under 26 with a preference for hydroponi
cannabis among was no different in the post from the pre pix4s@.q00, df=1,
p=1.000).

As in phase one, the most commonly used type of cannabis overwhelmimgiyed
heads (81%, n=70) followed by leaf (14%, n=12). Other forms remained ektreme
uncommon. The proportion preferring leaf versus heads was not significéfehgrmal

in the post versus the pre phag&=0.683, df=1, p=0.409).

Smoking in joints remained the most common means of consumption by anfabsta
margin, reported by 48% (n=42) of recent cannabis smokers in the post phase,
compared to 42% (n=58) in the pre phase. This was followed by bongs (post 25%,
n=22, pre 34%, n=46), pipes (post 16%, n=14, pre 14%, n=19) and bucket bongs (post
8%, n=7 pre 9%, n=12). These pre-post differences were not sdiyssgnificant

(x*= 3.448, df=5, p=.631). In the pre phase there was a significant diffédpehgeen

recent smokers of 25 years or under, and those over 25 years of age, by smoking
method. For example bongs were the most common method of use for 47% ¢h=28
those 25 and under compared to 23% (n=18) of the older respondents. Howéwer,

post phase, possibly because of the small number of regular usershenalge of 26 in

the post (n=27) compared to the pre (n = 60) sample, the comparison aciede
significance when smoking method was dichotomised. Thus regular usersagadzs

were more likely to report their most common smoking method as ‘bonpuoket

bong’ (52%, n=14) compared to older recent smokers (27%, nx15)3(959, df=1,
p=.047).

Pre-post differences in proportions of recent users growing cannabis

The number of recent users reporting growing a proportion of their own carnaabis
risen significantly from 11% (n=16) in phase one to 25% (n=22) in phase
(x*=7.357, df=1, p=.007). This increase in the proportion of respondents growing their
own cannabis remained significagt£5.449, df=1, p=.020) even after excluding recent
users under the age of 18 to allow for the possibility that this chmagerise from the
lower proportion of these respondents in phase two (2.1%, n=2) compared tophase
(13.3%, n=20). This was largely because none of the recent smokers whondere

age 18 in either the pre or post phase said that they grew any dcdrthabis they
smoked themselves. This confirmed that the significant differencecent smokers
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growing was not due to the sample differences in numbers under thed 4§ewho
recently used the drug. The proportions of cannabis smoked which wagaosetf by
recent users is shown in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5: Percentage of cannabis smoked which was s elf grown by
recent cannabis users in Phase one and Phase two

The proportions of recent users in each age group who grew theicawabis are
shown in Figure 5. This shows increases from the pre to the post phake

proportions of regular users in the 18 to 40 year old age groups who tgeagtasome
of the cannabis they smoked, while Figure 6 shows that, for most, itréaton that
they grew was a minority of that which they smoked.

October 2007 National Drug Research Institute



Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public att  itudes 13

(]
o
|

(0]
o
|

~
o
|

D
o
|

(o)
o
|

LN
o
|

32.0 33.3

30.0

w
o
|

25.0

% of recent users growing cannabis
N
o
|

10
0.0

Under 18 18-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-50 51 & over
Age

\OPhase 1 (n = 140) MPhase 2 (n = 87) |

Figure 6: Pre-post differences in amount and freque  ncy of use by recent
users

When recent users were asked how the amount and frequency with thiey
consumed cannabis had changed over the period since the legislatigeschad been
introduced, the vast majority of recent cannabis users indicated thaglnchange had
occurred. Furthermore for the minority who said changes had occurred,jtilergfl
these were attributed to the legislative change. Asked if how dfesnused cannabis
had been affected, 82% (n=79) indicated that this readdined the samel6% (n=15)
that it had decreasedand 1% (n=1) that it hadrcreased The individual who said
that their use haohcreasedsaid that this wasbt at all’ due to the legislative change,
while 4 of the 15 who said that their use hddcreasedsaid that this was
‘somewhdfn=2) or ‘a great deal'(n=2)due to the legislative change. There was one
respondent who didn’'t know. As to the amount of cannabis consumed, 74% (n=71)
indicated that this hadémained the same20% (n=19) said it haddecreasedand 3%
(n=3) that it hadihcreased There were another three respondents who didn’t know.
One of the 3 people who said that the amount of cannabis uséwreasedsaid that it
was somewhatdue to the legislative change and the other 2 said it m@sat all due

to the legislative changes.

Overall, when recent users in the phase two sample were askedatoextent the
legislative changes have effected their use an overwhelming maf@é#o, n=88)

replied not at all. That their use was affectedomewhatwas reported by 6% (n=6)
and affecteda great dedlby 2% (n=2).

National Drug Research Institute October 2007



14 Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public at  titudes

In response to the question of if they had been issued with a camhmfaiigement
notice in WA, 17% (n=16) of recent cannabis users reported that they had.

Overall levels of support for the new laws

Despite a significant decline in support since phase gwd§.176, df=2, p=.000) once

the current cannabis legislation modelled on prohibition with civil pesalwas
explained to them (see questionnaire in Appendix I), it was stilkidered a good

idea’ by an absolute majority (66%, n=535) or all respondents compared with 79%
(n=639) in 2002. There were also 26% (n=210) who considered thbad‘ide&(19%

in phase one) and 9% (n=69) who warasuré (3% in phase one). After weighting for

life history of cannabis use and recent cannabis use, no significant chasgbserved

in these results, suggesting that these changes in levels of supperhatedue to
declines in lifetime or recent cannabis use in the post phaseesahmgse levels of
support in phase one and phase two are displayed in Figure 7 below.
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Figure 7: Overall levels of support for the model o nce explained

As in the pre phase it was evident in the post phase that expenghaesing cannabis

was highly significant in shaping respondents’ opinions on the new layhabke two

the laws were considered food ideaby 60% (n=257) of respondents who had never
used cannabis, a figure that rose to 73% (n=274) amongst those who had done so at
some point in their livesxf=20.165, df=2, p=.000). Of those who had smoked cannabis
but not recently, 71% (n=198) considered the laws tcabgobd ideacompared with

79% (n=76) of those who had smoked cannabis within the last 12 months however, t
difference was not significangi=2.767, df=2, p=.251). Again, as in phase one it was
notable that all three categories of cannabis use history (neverensedjsed but not
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recently, and used within the last 12 months) had an absolute majority believing the new
laws to be adood idea This phase two data is presented in Figure 8 below.
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Figure 8: Phase two respondents’ opinions on the ne  w cannabis laws by
history of cannabis use

There were several other variables found to significantly affesget findings. Age of
respondents proved to be important with the highest levels of support in tpltase
being in the 26-30 year old category with 83% (n=49) believing the new lawes av

good ided a figure which declined with age to 59% (n=61) amongst respondents over
60 (x*=16.907, df=7, p=.018). As in phase one, having children was also important with
80% (n=237) support amongst respondent with no children, falling to 67% (n=297)
amongst respondents who were parexts1(6.015, df=1, p=.000). Age of children also
appeared to influence opinions with support tending to decline as childraméec
older, however this is likely an effect of respondents with oldedmnl tending to be
older themselves. This data is displayed in Figure 9 below.
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Figure 9: Post change respondents viewing the CIN m  odel as ‘a good
idea’ by age of children

Political alignment was also found to be significant with 69% (n=167%eghondents

who had voted for left wing political candidates in the LegislativeeA®ly at the last

WA state election seeing the new lawsagood ideacompared with 59% (n=130) of
respondents who had voted for right wing partjgs10.619, df=2, p=.005). This data
Is presented in Figure 10 below.
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Figure 10: Attitudes to cannabis laws once explaine d by voting patterns at
last State election

Respondents who did not adhere to any religion were more likely (77% (n=38&to
the new laws asa’good ideaas opposed to those who did have religious beliefs (65%,

n=205) §*=13.052, df=1, p=.000).

It is interesting to note that in all these categories, an absokjtEity of respondents
still considered the new laws to ke good idea’Factors not shown to have any effect
on respondents’ views on this issue included importance of religious shedied
dwelling in metropolitan or rural areas

Before having the current legislation concerning cannabis explained to them,
prevailing opinion was that these laws regarding possession and growiagnatbcs
were too lenient (37%, n=300), followed by 28% (n=231) who thought they were
‘about right, 12% (n=99) who thought they werto6 harsh and 23% (n=183) who
didn’t know.

Before having the current legislation explained to them, respondentsaslard how
they felt about the severity of the current law as it applied #&irde or selling of
cannabis. The view that it wa®06 lenientwas held by 40% (n=322), that it wasb'out
right’ by 27% (n=223) and that it wasob harsh by nine percent (n=72). There were
also 24% (n=197) who either didn’t know or declined to answer.
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Once the details of the new legislation had been explained, respondeataga

asked their opinions of the laws’ severity. An absolute majority of §68458) then
believed they were ‘about right’. The views that the laws werme Soft' was held by

29% (n=238) and that they were too harsh was held by 14% (n=110). This does
however indicate some movement away from the former numbers of respnd®

felt the strictness of the current laws to be appropriate Wieo (n=566) in phase one
describing the laws asibout right’ (x*=72.150, df=2, p=.000). There were also eight
respondents who declined to answer. After weighting to control for cannsdjighis
finding was unchanged. A comparison of phase one and phase two data on the
appropriateness of the law’s strictness can be found in Figure 11 below.
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Figure 11: Overall ratings of severity of the model once explained —

Percent of respondents Pre and Post phase samples

As in the pre phase sample, post phase perceptions of the sevérgyneiv laws were

also significantly affected by respondent’s history of cannabis useongst
respondents who had never smoked cannabis 40% (n=170) thought the nevelaws
‘too soft compared with just 18% (n=67) of respondents who had ever smoked it.
Conversely, only 6% (n=26) of those who had never used cannabis thought the new
laws too harsh compared with 22% (n=81) of respondents who had ever tried
cannabis. Interestingly, both groups had an absolute majority who thought thensew

to be about right with 54% (n=230) of respondents who had never smoked and 60%
(n=225) of those who had smoked cannabis at some point adhering to this view
(x?=69.882, df=2, p=.000). Similar differences were apparent between respontients
had ever but not recently smoked cannabis with 7% (n=7) of the dattep saying the

new laws weretbo soft compared with 22% (n=60) of respondents who had not
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smoked cannabis within the last year. While 40% (n=38) of recent smuXerged the

new laws weretbo harsh, only 16% (n=43) of the respondents who had not smoked
within the last twelve months thought this. Regardless of how redéettyhad smoked
cannabis however, both groups had an absolute majority (53% (n=50) of reokatsm

and 63% (n=175) of people who had smoked cannabis but not recently) who believed
that the new laws wer@bout right (x>=28.837, df=2, p=.000). This data is presented

in Figure 12 below.

70

62.9
60 -
54.0 52.6

w 50 -
3 39.9 40.0
B 40 -
o
o
3
= 30 -
5}
2 21.6

20 - 15.5

10 | 7.4 6.1

0 T T
Too soft About right Too strict
Response

‘I:INever used Bl Used but not recently BUsed in the last 12 mths‘

Figure 12: Perceived severity of the new laws by hi  story of cannabis use

Other factors affecting respondents’ views on the harshness atthdéaws included
having children, with those respondents who were parents being more dikedyt the
new laws as beingtdo soft (34%, n=163) than respondents without children (23%,
n=73) °=10.763, df=2, p=.005). As with overall levels of support for the CIN model,
age of children appeared to be a factor in influencing these viewsp&itent of
respondents viewing severity as ‘about right’ tending to decline amoegbrrdents
with older children. Again however this is likely an effect ofp@sdents having older
children tending to be older themselves. This data is shown in Figure 13 below.
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Figure 13: Perceived severity of CIN scheme by ages  of children

Age was also found to be a factor with the highest proportion of resptsndiewing

the new laws asabout right being found amongst the 26-30 year olds (77%, n=48), but
tending to decline over age to 52% (n=72) amongst 51-60 year olds and to 4B% (n=
amongst respondents over 6F=57.230, df=14, p=.000). Adherence to any religion
was found to increase the view that the cannabis laws teereoft from 24% (n=110)

for those with no religion to 38% (n=128) for those who identified themsealydraving

a religion §°=24.062, df=2, p=.000). Interestingly, respondents living in country areas
were more likely (65%, n=130) to view the new laws lasing about right than
respondents from the Perth metropolitan region (54%, n=3287.672, df=2, p=.023).

It is also interesting to note that with the exception of respondeatst0 years old, all
these categories still had an absolute majority viewing theérgss of the new laws as
being ‘about right. Voting patterns and religiosity were not found to have a significant
effect on these results.
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General attitudes towards cannabis

Asked what percent of Western Australian adults respondents thoaghavier tried
cannabis resulted in considerable diversity of answers ranging finaybe five or less
up to 100% with a modal figure of 50% compared to the modal figure of 6@¥ase
one. Amongst recent smokers of cannabis the modal response in phase two was 60%.

Opinions on the number of Western Australian adults who had used camti@dast
twelve months were similarly varied ranging from one percent to 98#odgh many
respondents indicated that they ‘didn’t know’, the most common estimates5@% or
‘“about 50%as was the case in phase one. As was also the case in pbadesoiigure
was very much higher than the 13.7% reported for WA respondents in theeterst
(2004) National Drug Strategy Household survey (Draper & Serafino, 2006).

Respondents in phase two consistently displayed more negative genikudestt
towards cannabis than those found amongst the phase one sample andeall thes
differences were significant. Thus, the proportion agreeing pleaipie usually have a
good time when they use cannaliedl from 57% (n=459) in phase one to 39% (n=314)
in phase two, those agreeing thatrinabis is a dangerous drugose from 63%
(n=507) to 76% (n=616) and those agreeing thahhabis use is a problem in our
community rose from 69% (n=558) to 74% (n=646). Proportions agreeing thay °
would be concerned if friends of family were using cannatée from 67% (n=544) to
79% (n=646), respondents agreeing thia¢y would use cannabis if a friend offered it
to them fell from 19% (n=150) to 12% (n=94) and numbers agreeing thay ‘would
use cannabis if someone they didn’t know offered it to them at & faltirom 8%
(n=69)to 6% (n=51). A complete breakdown of this data is shown in Table 3 below.
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Table 3:  General attitudes towards cannabis held by respondents in phase one and phase two

Attitude Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly  Don't Sig#
agree somewhat agree somewhat disagree know/
nor refused
disagree to
answer
People usually have a good time when they use 5.8 32.8 14.4 14.9 12.8 19.4  x*=121.408,
cannabis (17.8) (38.9) (120.0) (16.7) (7.8) (8.8)  df=4,
p=.000
Cannabis is a dangerous drug 55.9 19.8 5.9 10.6 5.8 2.1 X’=234.241,
(31.6) (31.0) (7.4) (19.5) (9.3) (1.1) df=4,
p=.000
Cannabis use is a problem in our community 49.5 23.8 5.2 10.8 6.6 4.1 X?=56.098,
(39.1) (29.9) 4.2) (16.4) (9.0) (1.4)  df=4,
p=.000
You would be concerned if friends or family were 62.4 17.0 4.5 10.7 5.3 0.1 X*=101.068,
using cannabis (45.1) (22.1) (6.7) (15.9) (9.9 (0.2) df=4,
p=.000
You would use cannabis if a friend offered it to you 3.8 7.7 2.3 6.9 77.9 1.3 X°=62.991,
(7.9) (10.6) (1.9 (12.7) (66.5) (0.4)  df=4,
p=.000
You would use cannabis is someone you didn’'t know 2.0 4.3 1.1 55 85.9 1.2 X?=14.348,
offered it to you at a party (3.3) (5.2) (1.5) (8.0) (81.8) (0.1) df=4,
p=.006

N.B. phase one percentages are shown in brackets
# Don’'t know / refused to answer responses excluded from analysis of significance
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Attitudes towards cannabis and health

As with general attitudes, it was evident that there had cons$ystexen an increase in
negative attitudes towards cannabis and health issues in phase two than had baen seen
the phase one sample. People agreeing tsihg cannabis once a month is not
dangerousfell from 40% (n=326) to 28% (n=231), proportions agreeing thabple
under 18 years old should not use cannatmse from 84% (n=677) to 93% (n=754)
and proportions agreeing thaiahnabis use may result in dependémose from 77%
(n=619) to 85% (n=225). That there wasclear link between cannabis and mental
health problemswas agreed to by 69% (n=556) of phase one respondents rising to 79%
(n=640) in phase two. The proportion of respondents agreeingctratabis could be
beneficial for people with certain health problérdsclined from 84% (n=682) to 72%
(n=586), while respondents agreeing thrabst people who use cannabis will go on to
use more dangerous drugeose from 45% (n=368) to 61% (n=495). Proportions
agreeing thatthe benefits of using cannabis outweigh the harms and risks associated
with its uséfell from 20% (n= 162) to 13% (n=104) and proportions agreeing that ‘us
of cannabis can lead to people becoming socially isolated rose from(r&B%1) to

75% (n=609). A complete breakdown of this data is located in Table 4 below.
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Table 4:  Attitudes towards cannabis and health held by respondents in phase one and phase two
Attitude Strongly  Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Don't Sig#
agree somewhat agree somewhat disagree know /
nor refused
disagree to
answer
Using cannabis once a month is not dangerous 10.3 18.1 5.7 18.8 40.2 7.0 X?=48.487,
(17.4) (22.9) (5.9 a7.7) (32.4) (3.7) df=4, p=.000
People under 18 years old should not use cannabis 82.1 10.6 2.8 2.2 1.8 0.5 x%*=66.327,
(70.2) (13.5) 4.2) (6.9) 4.9 (0.4) df=4, p=.000
Cannabis use may result in dependence 57.2 27.6 2.9 4.5 3.8 3.8 x*= 47.616,
(48.8) (27.7) (4.3) (8.5) (7.8) (2.8) df=4, p=.000
There is a clear link between cannabis and mental 56.0 22.6 4.9 6.8 3.3 6.4 x°=60.112,
health problems (43.8) (25.0) (6.9) (11.7) (5.8) (6.8) df=4, p=.000
Cannabis can be beneficial for people with certain 32.6 394 6.3 4.8 5.5 11.4  x*=110.713,
medical conditions (53.3) (31.0) 4.1) (3.6) (3.5 (4.6) df=4, p=.000
Most people who use cannabis will go on to use more 30.5 30.3 6.1 14.0 14.5 45  x*=94.702,
dangerous drugs (22.4) (23.1) (7.0) (25.1) (219.4) (3.0) df=4,p=.000
The benefits of using cannabis outweigh the harms 3.7 9.1 10.7 18.1 50.1 8.3  x*=91.024,
and risks associated with its use (7.2) (12.9) (10.3) (27.7) (37.0) (5.1) df=4, p=.000
Use of cannabis can lead to people becoming socially 42.9 31.9 5.2 8.4 4.8 6.9 x*53.110,
isolated (34.9) (34.5) (4.6) (14.2) (8.9) (3.0) df=4, p=.000

Percentages from phase one are shown in brackets
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Attitudes towards cannabis and the law

A considerable shift in opinion was evident in sample’s attitudesrétsan@nnabis and

the law with the phase two sample having a substantially more negédwe of
cannabis than respondents in phase one. While in phase one 42% (n=339) of
respondents agreed thatshould be legal for people over 18 to use canndlyiphase

two this rate had fallen to 28% (n=224). A fall in numbers aggeeias also observed

to the statementiany people who might use cannabis are deterred by the possibility of
getting a criminal convictionfrom 40% (n=319) to 34% (n=280). There was a
substantial increase in the proportion agreeing with the stateifeatsale of a small
amount of cannabis from one adult to another should be a criminal offieoce51%
(n=410) to 63% (n=512). The proportion agreeing with the statertiesticuld not be
illegal for a person to give another a small quantity of canrialeslined from 49%
(n=394) to 32% (n=256). In phase one, a very substantial majority (89%, n=720)
already agreed with the statemethtiving a car while affected by cannabis should be a
criminal offencéyet this rose still further with 93% (n=759) agreement in plhase
Interestingly, the proportion believing thahére had been a lot in the media recently
about cannabis laivactually fell from 37% (n=303) to 34% (n=n=278). Weighting to
control for recent cannabis use did not produce any meaningful changeetoehaiss
suggesting that these changes were not a result of the decreasetdgoraarsers in

the post phase sample who had ever, or recently, used cannabis. Dheakilown of

this information is presented in Table 5 below.
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Table 5:  Attitudes towards cannabis and the law hel  d by respondents in phase one and phase two

Attitude Strongly  Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Don't Sig#
agree somewhat agree somewhat disagree know/
nor refused
disagree to
answer
It should be legal for people over 18 to use 10.8 16.7 5.7 12.2 53.3 1.4 X*=133.178, df=4,
cannabis (20.8) (21.1) (4.8) (16.8) (35.2) (1.2) p=.000
Many people who might use cannabis are 11.1 23.3 4.2 25.2 32.8 3.4 X*=28.158, df=1,

deterred by the possibility of getting a (17.7) (21.8) (3.7) (27.1) (28.4) (1.4) p=.000

criminal conviction

The sale of a small amount of cannabis from 43.5 19.4 5.0 15.4 14.6 21  x*70.961, df=4,
one adult to another should be a criminal (31.5) (19.2) 4.7) (22.9) (20.4) (1.4) p=.000

offence

It should not be illegal for a person to give 12.8 18.7 3.6 15.2 45.5 4.3 X*=147.725, df=4,
another a small quantity of cannabis (25.5) (23.2) (4.2) (17.6) (28.6) (1.0) p=.000
Driving a car while affected by cannabis 83.7 9.6 1.2 2.9 2.1 0.5 X?=28.084, df=4,
should be a criminal offence (75.6) (13.3) (2.6) (4.4) (3.1) (0.9) p=.000
There has been a lot in the media recently 10.0 24.2 5.5 23.6 20.8 16.3  x*=8.109, df=4,
about cannabis law (12.2) (25.2) (7.3) (26.9) (19.8) (8.5) p=.008

* phase one percentages are shown in brackets
« #Don’'t know / refused to answer responses excluded from analysis of significance
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Community perceptions of appropriate penalties for persons caught
under the CIN scheme.

Respondents at phase two were asked what they thought was the appregpiatse

for adults caught by police under the CIN scheme. An absolute majority, (6€662)
believed that the appropriate response was that those apprehendedileel te pay a

fine AND attend an education session. Other responses were @sscbommon. That
there should be a choice between payment of a fine or an educamonswas
approved by 13% (n=111), an education session with no fine by 7% (n=60), and the
option of a fine with no educational requirement by 3%. There wa$#sm=42) who
thought no penalty should apply and just 1% (n=11) who thought more severe penalties
were required than the above options.

Community perceptions of role of State Government i n public education
campaigns regarding cannabis.

Respondents were asked three questions concerning whether they wecaiirofahe

State Government running public education campaigns about cannabis. In @aah cas
overwhelming majority of respondents were in favour of state governmeptiag this

role Thus 93% (n=756) of the sample were in favour of the StaterGment educating

the community about cannabis law; 95% (n= 765) were in favour of the gosetrnm
educating the community about harms associated with cannabis; and 96% (nitf786)
educating young people about the harms associated with cannabis. A complete
breakdown of these findings is shown in Table 6 below.
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Table 6: Phase two respondents’ opinions on whether the State Government should run public education c ampaigns on
cannabis with different target audiences and conten t

Educate the community about cannabis law 76.8% 16.1% 1.6% 2.6% 2.6% 0.3%
(n=625) (n=131) (n=13) (n=21) (n=21) (n=3)
Educate the community about the harms associated with cannabis  79.5% 14.5% 1.1% 2.8% 2.0% 0.1%
(n=647) (n=118) (n=9) (n=23) (n=16) (n=1)
Educate young people about the harms associated with cannabis 87.3% 9.2% 0.4% 1.5% 1.6% 0.0%
(n=711) (n=75) (n=3) (n=12) (n=13) (n=0)
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Attitudes regarding specific aspects of the CIN sch eme

All respondents were asked three items regarding their attitadkasd specific aspects
of the CIN scheme. While 50% (n=410) of respondents agreed thaewhé&aws had
probably not affected the number of people receiving a criminal recordahnabis
related offences, there was a substantial number (26%, n=213) whiv kinow.
However, this is a significant change from phase one when substant@ky people
disagreed with this statement and fewer people did not know.

There was an absolute majority (77%, n=625) who agreed that inaasappropriate
to use education than criminal sanctions to reduce the rate of causa&bis the
community which was not dissimilar from the 78% (n=631) saying thghase one.
However statistically significant shifts had occurred with 568&464) Sstrongly

agreeing in phase one falling to 51% (n=417) and 22% (n=1Agyéeing somewhat
rising to 26% (n=208).

Further, an absolute majority (70%, n=571) also agreed that it waspappe that
police should have discretionary powers to issue CINs or chargesstmpédelieved to
be exploiting loopholes in the CIN system, a number which was not sigrifica
different from the findings of phase one. The full breakdown of theda§s is located
in Table 7 below.
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Table 7:  Phase one and two respondent attitudes reg  arding specific aspects of the CIN Scheme

The new cannabis laws probably haven’t affected the 20.0% 30.3% 4.8% 13.6% 5.0%
number of people receiving a criminal record for a (18.9%) (23.0%) (3.7%) (25.0%) (24.8%)
cannabis related offence

It is more appropriate to use education to reduce the 51.2% 25.6% 6.6% 7.0% 8.2%

rate of cannabis use in the community than giving (56.1%) (21.9%) (3.6%) 7.4%) (10.3%)
people a criminal record for using the drug

It is appropriate that police can exercise their 41.4% 28.7% 4.5% 9.1% 12.8%
discretion in whether to issue a Cannabis Infringement (37.9%) (31.8%) (6.6%) (7.5%) (11.9%)
Notice or charge the person to prevent people

exploiting the new rules

26.2%
(4.6%)

1.4%
(0.7%)

3.4%
(4.3%)

X*=122.936,
df=4,
p=.000
X*=13.382,
df=4,
p=.010
X*=6.799,
df=4,
p=.147)

Phase one results are shown in brackets
*don’t know and refused to answer responses excluded from analysis of significance.
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Knowledge of current cannabis legislation

All respondents in phase two (n=814) were asked a series of trieseritems
concerning what they believed was covered by the CIN system. Althougth m
possessed a correct understanding of the general aspects of the,sghen it came to
specifics, there were frequently misunderstandings of the finer pafittee scheme.
Such misunderstandings included the legal status of possession for pessomath
45% (n=362) believing this to be ‘legal’. Some 16% (n=129) wrongly believed that
police required a search warrant to search premises wherée¢heved cannabis may
be present. Only 18% (n=144) correctly believed that it was not the tbase
hydroponic cannabis was included under the CIN scheme. Similarly only riP43)
correctly believed that police could not issue an infringement natideashish resin or
oil under the CIN scheme. The question concerning whether police req@irehts to
search a premises where they suspected cannabis to be presalsovesked at phase
one with regards to the previous legal system then in place. It is interestiaggtthat a
similar level of misunderstanding was also present then with 80% (ne6p8pse one
respondents mistakenly believing this to be the case. A complete breakddhese
findings is displayed in Table 8 below.
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Table 8: Beliefs of phase two respondents as to wha

t was covered by the CIN scheme

% respondents

believing to be
true

% respondents
believing to be
False

Don’t know /

refused to answer

People caught with 100 grams or more of cannabis are considered a dealer
It is LEGAL for adults to possess a small amount of cannabisof their
personal use

Police can issue an infringement notice to adults in posson of a small
amount of cannabis

Police require a search warrant to search a house where théyave reason to
believe cannabis may be present

People who fail to pay their fines can have their driving/veltie licences
suspended

People caught cultivating 10 or more cannabis plants are considerdy law to
be a dealer

Police can issue an infringement notice to adults for cultation of up to two
hydroponic plants

Adults given a cannabis infringement notice can choose to attéra cannabis
education session rather than pay the fine

It is legal for an adult to possess a pipe or other implemeénvhich has been
used for smoking cannabis

If police have the evidence, a person found in possession afraall amount of
cannabis can be charged with the more serious offence of gession with
intent to sell or supply

Police can issue an infringement notice to adults in posson of a small
amount of ‘hashish’ or cannabis resin

64.4% (n=524)

44.5% (n=362)
72.2% (n=588)
74.3% (n=605)
61.4% (n=500)
88.2% (n=718)
59.2% (n=482)
48.3% (n=393)
36.2% (n=295)

51.0% (n=415)

63.1% (n=514)

10.7% (n=87)
40.8% (n=332)

11.1% (n=90)
15.8% (n=129)
15.6% (n=127)

2.7% (n=22)
17.7% (n=144)
17.0% (n=138)
45.7% (n=372)

25.7% (n=209)

13.9% (n=113)

24.9% (n=203)
14.7% (n=120)

16.7% (n=136)
9.8% (n=80)
23.0% (n=187)
9.1% (n=74)
23.1% (n=188)
34.8% (n=283)
18.1% (n=147)

23.3% (n=190)

23.0% (n=187)

Correct responses are bold text
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General attitudes to the law and police

As in phase one, respondents in phase two were asked a seriesiohguestetermine
the extent to which they generally regarded themselves as law abiding citizensnand s
general questions regarding attitudes to the role of police in enforcing cannabis law.

As in phase one the majority of phase two respondents seemed to jutgeltles to

be law abiding, although to an even greater extent than did the phase @ $amn
example, viewed as dichotomous variables, those agreeinghegtwere law abiding
citizens rose from 98% (n=786) in the pre phase to 100% (n=805) in the post phase.
Those agreeing thapolice deserve respect for their role in law and otdese from

95% (n=746) to 99% (n=793).

With regards to attitudes to police and cannabis law rates otragr¢ that Police
generally treat cannabis users with respeocreased from 51% (n=283) to 58%
(n=259). Respondents agreeing th&blice should have more power to address
cannabis in the communitysimilarly rose from 61% (n=450) to 72% (n=540).
Conversely, there was a significant decline in the number of responsleotagreed
that ‘Police time could be better spent than on investigating minor cannabis affende
from 80% (n=619) down to 72% (n=545). Full results are displayed in Table 9 below.
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Table 9:  Attitudinal responses to items dealing wit h the law and the police

Strongly Agree Neither  Disagree Strongly  Dont  Sig compared with

agree  somewhat somewhat disagree know/ref phase 1*
usedto
answer
You are a law abiding citizen 91.2% 7.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1%  x*=(10.000,

(85.7%) (11.5%) (0.5%) (1.4%) (1.0%) (0.0%) df=1, p=.002

Most laws are worth obeying 79.4% 17.0% 0.6% 1.7% 1.0 % 0.4% x*=1.320, df=1,
(79.7%) (17.6%) (0.5%) (1.6%) (0.2%) (0.4%) p=.251

People should break laws the disagree with 1.7% 4.5% 2.8% 10.9%  78.6% 1.1% x*=1.182, df=1,
(1.4%) (3.7%) (2.7%) (15.3%) (76.3%) (0.6%) p=.277

Strict laws deter illicit drug use 27.8% 20.1% 2.8% 18.8%  28.7% 1.7% x*=.125, df=1,
(23.1%) (26.2%) (2.2%) (19.0%) (28.2%) (1.2%) p=.724

Police deserve respect for their role in 85.6% 11.8% 1.1% 0.6% 0.7% 0.1% x*=15.243, df=1,
maintaining law and order (68.7%) (23.5%) (3.0%) (2.2%) (2.3%) (0.2%) p=.000

Police generally treat cannabis users with 8.6% 23.2% 9.1% 14.9% 7.9% 36.4% x°=6.062, df=1,
respect (10.5%) (24.5%) (7.2%) (16.9%) (17.3%) (23.6%) p=.014

Police should be given more power to address 40.9%  25.4%  5.2% 12.7%  12.9%  2.9% x*=21.019,
cannabis in the community (29.0%) (26.6%) (6.4%) (17.8%) (17.8%) (2.3%) df=1,p=.000

Police time could be better spent than on 38.7% 28.3% 6.0% 13.4% 12.2% 1.5% x*=11.161, df=1,
investigating minor cannabis offenders. (56.1%) (20.4%) (3.3%) (12.2%) (7.3%) (0.6%) p=.001

phase one percentages are shown in brackets
* Results were dichotomised into ‘Agree’ versus ‘Disagree’ with other respersksled fromy*analysis
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Many of these attitudes were found to be significantly affected Ippnelents’ history

of cannabis use. Thus, while 100% of respondents who had never smoked cannabis
agreed that they werkaw abiding citizensthis figure fell to 96% amongst recent
cannabis smokers. Thamost laws were worth obeyingas agreed to by 99% of
respondents who had never used cannabis, but fell to 94% amongst receWhsers.

only four percent of respondents who had never used cannabis agree¢edplst
should break laws they disagreed withis figure rose to 21% amongst recent cannabis
users. Thastrict laws deter drug useas agreed to by 60% of respondents who had
never smoked, but only by 25% of recent cannabis smokers. While 100% of
respondents who had never smoked agreedth@ae deserved respect for their role in
maintaining law and orderamongst recent smokers this figure was a somewhat lower
96%. Regardless of cannabis use status, figures agreeingolfa generally treat
cannabis users with respewstere relatively low with only 62% of respondents who had
never used cannabis agreeing, but falling to just 45% amongst respondentsdwho ha
recently used the drug. Thatlice should be given more power to address cannabis in
the communityvas supported by 87% of respondents who had never used cannabis, but
only by 25% of recent users. While 65% of respondents who had never usathisa
agreed thapolice time could be better spent than on investigating minor cannabis
offencesthis figure rose to 91% of recent cannabis users. This data is presented in table
10 below.
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Table 10: Attitudinal agreement to items dealing wi

th the law and police by respondents’ history of ca nnabis use

% respondents in

% respondents in

agreement agreement
Overall Attitudes Never Ever Sig* Used but Recently  Sig*
used used not used
recently
You are a law abiding citizen 100.0 98.9 .032 100.0 95.7 .000
Most laws are worth obeying 98.6 95.7 NS 97.8 93.6 .034
People should break laws they disagree with 4.1 9.6 .002 4.9 21.0 .000
Strict laws deter illicit drug use 59.8 39.6 .000 53.5 25.3 .000
Police deserve respect for their role in maintaining law and order 99.5 97.6 .018 99.0 95.7 .028
Police generally treat cannabis users with respect 61.8 54.1 NS 60.5 45.2 .017
Police should be given more power to address cannabis in the 87.0 55.8 .000 78.5 25.0 .000
community
Police time could be better spent than on investigating mar cannabis  64.6 80.4 .000 69.7 914 .000
offenders

*Chi square analysis conducted on dichotomous variableswittral Don’t knowandrefused to answeaesponses excluded
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Levels of agreement for a number of these items when viewed bybtsiusa history

of respondents where found to have changed significantly since phaspeondically,
amongst respondents who had ever smoked cannabis, the proportion agreeiey that t
were a law abiding citizemose from 96% (n=417) to 99% (n=371). The proportion
agreeing thapolice deserve respect for their role in maintaining law and ordee

from 93% (n=386) to 98% (n=361). The proportion agreeingdblite generally treat
cannabis users with respeatse from 44% (n=141) to 54% (n=113). The proportion
agreeing thapolice time could be better spent than on investigating minor cannabis
offendersfell from 88% (n=375) to 80% (n=292). Amongst respondents who had ever
smoked cannabis numbers agreeing #tett laws deter drug uséell from 48%
(n=204) to 40% (n=143) and was the only finding to significantly change pinase

one amongst respondents who had recently smoked cannabis where numbers in
agreement fell from 43% (n=62) to 25% (n=23). This data is shown in Table 11 below.
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Table 11: Levels of attitudinal agreement across ph  ase one and phase two by cannabis use history

% respondents who had ever smoked
in agreement

% of recent smokers in agreement

Overall attitudes Phase One Phase Two Sig Phase One Phase Two Sig
You are a law abiding citizen 96.3 98.9 .030 91.2 95.7 NS
Most laws are worth obeying 97.9 95.7 NS 97.3 93.6 NS
People should break laws they disagree with 7.0 9.6 NS 12.1 21.0 NS
Strict laws deter illicit drug use 48.1 39.6 .020 43.1 25.3 .009
Police deserve respect for their role in maintaining law  93.0 97.6 .005 88.8 95.7 NS
and order

Police generally treat cannabis users with respect 44.2 54.1 .033 36.9 45.2 NS
Police should be given more power to address cannabis 49.6 55.8 NS 34.1 25.0 NS
in the community

Police time could be better spent than on investigating 88.4 80.4 .002 90.3 91.4 NS

minor cannabis offenders
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Attitudes to the current laws and proposed changes

Respondents were asked a series of questions about their atiitidesannabis laws
prior to any explanation of those laws. In Phase one these wereguidned statement
‘The next few questions are about what you think about the current catenabend
their proposed changeemphasis added)in Phase two they were preceded by a
statement ‘The next few questions are about what you think about thet@an@abis
laws.’ In each case the terms ‘legal’ and ‘illegal’ were defined.

When asked ‘should it be legal or illegal for an adult to grow cannabipersonal
use?’ a clear majority of 57% (pre=45%) believed it should legall as opposed to
39% (pre = 53%) who thought it should be legal and 4% (pre = 2%) who ‘did not
know’. The pre-post changes were significagf=89.909, df=2, p=.000). In regards to
the question ‘should it be legal or illegal for an adult to possessadl amount of
cannabis for personal use?’ opinion was much more evenly split with @@% (38%)
saying it should be illegal and 46% (pre = 61%) believing it should bé Euyese pre-
post changes were significaif£39.165, df=2, p=.000).

Similarly, when asked ‘Do you think growing 2 cannabis plants should or should not be
a criminal offence?’ there was little consensus. Some 49% (pt@%) of the post
phase sample thought criminal penalties should apply, while 48% (pre =bedi¢h)ed

that non-criminal penalties should apply with 49% (n=398) believing it should be
criminal and 48% (n=388) saying that it should not be a criminahoéeAgain, the
pre-post differences were significant’$27.878, df=2, p=.000).

Asked how likely it was that someone in possession of cannabis wouddidpet cit was
generally agreed that this was unlikely with 33% (n=265) believing ibeg Vvery
unlikely, 36% (n=289) believing it to begtite unlikely and 20% (n=161) believing it

to be possiblé with other responses being much less common. By collapsing these
findings in to respondents who thoughtlikkély’, ‘ possiblé or ‘unlikely, reveals that in

both the pre and post phases an absolute majority ‘thougbnlikély. That said,
however, there had been a significant shift in these opinions with tetaseng
‘unlikely falling from 73% (n=579) to 70% (n=554), those statipgssibly rising

from 15% (n=120) in phase one to 20% (n=161) and those viewinglikaly ‘falling

from 12% (n=94) to 10% (n=76%%=8.437, df=2, p=.015).

Opinion was more divided on the question of the likelihood of someone being caught
dealing or selling cannabis with 12% (n=94) who thoughtvéry unlikely, 24%
(n=197) who thought itduite unlikely, 29% (n=234) statinggossibly followed by

25% (n=200) who thought iguite likely, and nine percent (n=75) who thoughtvefy

likely’. Collapsing these findings into respondents who thoughikély’, ‘ possiblé or
‘unlikely demonstrated that little change had occurred since phase one, \ikedye *

was stated by 36% (n=285) compared with 34% (n=275) in phasepossibly from

28% (n=220) in phase one to 29% (n=234) in phase two amkely being 37%
(n=293) in phase one and 36% (n=291) None of these pre-post diffetsingsof
statistical significancexf=.615, df=2, p=.735).

Asked if they thought people were more likely to reuse cannabis if gimeeducation
rather than a criminal record found opinion to be quite divided with 44% (n=343)
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agreeing that reuse was less likely and 47% (n=363) disagreeinghaitstatement.
There was also nine percent (n=72) who didn’'t know. This item was askadikert
scale at phase one and saw 47% of those who responded saying thavéryékely

or ‘likely that people would be less likely to reuse cannabis if given anagdnc
session, 14% (n=111) sayingossibly and 36% saying it wagjuite unlikely or ‘very
unlikely. However, the wording of the phase one question makes interpretatioesef t
findings ambiguous.

Asked what they thought the term ‘Prohibition with civil penalties’ myeaver half of
respondents (52%, n=426) correctly answered that it meantcduanabis would be
illegal and a fine would apply, but no criminal convictiorThere were however 29%
(n=237) who mistakenly thought it would mearannabis would be illegal and a
criminal conviction would be recordednd 2% (n=12) who thought it meamnnabis
would be legal and no penalties would apphhere were also 17% (n=139) who didn’t
know. Interestingly, this finding would suggest that understanding of the prohibition
with civil penalties model has actually worsened from phase drexen8% (n=63)
thought it mean ‘it would be legal and no penalties would apply’, 57% (n=459)
correctly said ‘it would be illegal and a fine would apply but no crilcharges’, 30%
though ‘it would be illegal and a criminal conviction would be recordedpbiyt 6%
(n=45) didn’t know ¥*=83.970, df=3, p=.000).
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Changes to the cannabis market

These questions were asked to all respondents in the phase two, Sawm@eer, the
number of tinsure responses for all questions was very high. The numbeursure
responses fell dramatically amongst those respondents who had smokédiiscarthan

the twelve months preceding the survey, presumably due to their greater familidrity wit
the cannabis market. For this reason, data is presented in tios $ecboth the entire
sample and for those who had recently smoked cannabis. For all iteqsetiading
view amongst recent cannabis smokers was that the new cannabisaldwot caused
any changes to the market for cannabis in Western Australia.

Respondents were asked about changes that may have occurred irm#isscenarket
since legislative changes came into effect. With regards touimder of people using
cannabis 45% (n=368) believed that this hegimained about the safmwhile 28%
(n=228) thought it hadincreased 10% (n=77) thought it haddecreasedand 17%
(n=141) were unsure or refused to answer. Amongst recent cannabis snydléér
(n=68) thought it hadrémained the samel4% (n=13) believed there had been an
‘increasé, 12% (n=11) thought there had beerdacreaseand 4% (n=4) were unsure.

Most respondents (51%, n=417) were unsure about the effects of legislaginge on
the cost of purchasing cannabis. Some 23% (n=187) of the sample as delievied
that it had remained about the saméd 9% (n=158), believed it hadncreased while

6% (n=52) thought it haddecreased Among recent cannabis smokers 62% (n=59)
thought the cost of purchasing cannabis hathained about the samd 6% (n=15)
thought it hadincreased 5% (n=5) thought it haddecreasedand 18% (n=17) were
unsure.

Across the sample as a whole 38% (n=311) believed the availabildgnofabis was

that it had femained about the sam@6% (n=212) believed that it had becoreasiet

and 9% (n=219) thought it had becorharder. The number of respondents who were
unsure was again high accounting for 27% (n=219). Among recent cannabis smoker
58% (n=56) thought availabilityremained about the samel3% (n=12) thought
availability had become easi&r20% (n=19) thought it hacbecome harderand 9%

(n=9) were unsure.

Across the sample a s a whole there was little consensusnodrogiith regards to the
effect of the legislation on the number people growing their own canmathis33%
(n=267) believing it hadincreasedand 32% (n=263) believing it hademained about
the same While just 8% (n=65) thought it hadliécreased 27% (n=219) were unsure.
Responses from recent smokers of cannabis suggested that 46% (n=44) theught
number of people growing hackmained about the sam&2% (n=31) thought this had
‘increased nine percent (n=9) thought it hadeécreasedand 13% (n=12) were unsure.

With regards to how much contact users had with criminals when algatannabis,
35% (n=287) thought that this haemained about the sam&hat it had increased
was thought by 22% (n=-177) and 12% thought it lietreased Once again there
were substantial numbers (31%, n=254) who were unsure. Amongst recentssofoke
cannabis, 49% (n=47) thought it hadrhained about the saim&% (n=8) thought this
had increased 25% (n=24) thought it hadlecreasedand 18% (n=17) were unsure.
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Exclusion of hydroponic cannabis and juveniles from the CIN scheme

There was substantial support for the exclusion of hydroponic cultivatioanofabis
from the CIN scheme and this had increased from the phase rop&esin phase two
with 42% (n=344) ‘strongly agreeing’ and a further 16% (n=130) ‘aggesamewhat’.
Disagreement was less common with 21% (n=173) ‘strongly disagreeingl2®d
(n=99) ‘disagreeing somewhat’. There were also 3% (n=21) who neitjneed or
disagreed and 6% (n=47) who were unsure. In phase one respondertendél to
support the exclusion of hydroponic cultivation of cannabis from the schemethat
the same degree as phase two respondents with 31% (n=253) ‘stronglpgigiesio

(n=133) ‘agreeing somewhat’, 4% (n=29) neither agreeing or disagrek% (n=152)
‘disagreeing somewhat’, and 25% ‘strongly disagreeigt30.052, df=5, p=.000).

Despite this, in phase two there was a clear majority (68%@spondents who agreed
that the act of excluding hydroponic cannabis from the scheme would iresodny
people continuing to obtain it from suppliers with criminal associatialtispugh this
view was not held as strongly as it was in phase one. In phase tweathistrongly
agreed by 36% (n=292) andsomewhat agreédby 32%, (n=261). Dissent was far less
common with nine percent (n=7%lisagreeing somewhaand 5% (n=37) strongly
disagreein@ There was also 14% (n=116) who didn’t know.

In phase one (75%, n=607) of respondents in agreement, they were miyredike
‘agree strongly’ (46%, n=368) than to ‘agree somewhat’ (29%, n=23$)49.928,
df=5, p=.000).

In phase two there was overwhelming support for the legislation allguahce the
power to act against sellers of hydroponic equipment who knowingly sell equifone
the cultivation of cannabis or otherwise engage in criminal activity,this was even
greater than the high levels of support for this measure found in phas€hmsein
phase two 56% (n=453) of the sampi&rongly agreedwith the measure and 19%
(n=151) agreed somewhatOf those who disagreed, 11% (n=983)rbngly disagreed
and 8% (n=64)somewhat disagreédlhere were also 3% (n=28) who were unsure. In
phase one 53% (n=42%tfongly agree 24% (n=196) agreed somewhat4% (n=32)
‘neither agreed of disagregd6% (n=51) disagreed somewhatand nine percent
(n=70) ‘strongly disagreed x’>= 13.626, df=5, p=.018).

In phase two there was also substantial support for the ideautteatiles should be
excluded from the CIN system and dealt with under the juvenile jusystem and
again support for this measure was even stronger than it was ingoigase phase two
47% (n=384) of the samplestrongly agreed and 19% (n=154)somewhat agreed
with the measure, while, 2% (n=19)€ither agreed nor disagreedlhere were 9%
(n=73) who disagreed somewhaand 21% (n=172) whostrongly disagre€d2%
(n=12) who didn’t know. In the phase one sample support for the exclusioveoilgs
from the scheme, though high, was not as strong with 34% (n=27&)gly agreeing
11% (n=89) Somewhat agreeing2% (n=16) neither agreeing or disagreeing, 16%
(n=133’ disagreeing somewhat34% (n=275) strongly disagreeingand 3% (n=21)
who didn’t know §°=79.322, df=5, p=.000).
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Personal use of other drugs and history of cannabis related charges or
seeking help

There were questions that were asked of the entire phase two sample.

Asked if their use of other drugs and alcohol had changed since theaneabis laws
came into force, 82% (n=670) of the phase two sample believedddesemained the
samé That their use haddecreasedwas stated by nine percent (n=70) and 5% (n=37)
thought their use hadncreased There was also 4% (n=30) who didn’t know. This
finding was unaffected by respondents’ history of cannabis use.

A history of having either personally or having a family member cllargigh a
cannabis related offence was reported by 10% (n=84) of the phasamptesa figure
not significantly different from the 12% (n=93) in phase o(fe3.743, df=2, p=.154).
Unsurprisingly, having ever been charged with a cannabis related offease w
significantly affected by the respondents’ cannabis use history wih (t6-60) of
respondents who had ever used cannabis having a cannabis related chaayedttm
6% (n=24) of those who had never tried cannabis indicating they retveslwith a
cannabis related chargex®$22.248, df=1, p=.000). Similarly, 28% (n=27) of
respondents who had used cannabis within the last 12 months reportadahisa
related charge compared with eight percent (n=57) of respondents dimotsmoked
cannabis recently(=36.323, df=1, p=.000).

Having ever sought help for a problem related to cannabis use wasedepgril%
(n=11) of the phase two sample compared with 2% (n=13) of the phasarap& and
having a family member who had sought help was reported by 5% (n=42) not
significantly different to the 8% in phase ong=4.163, df=2, p=.125). Unsurprisingly,
there were no reports of respondents who had never used cannabis havinghalpught
for a cannabis related problem compared with 3% (n=11) of thosehadhever used

the drug ¥*=12.340, df=1, p=.000). Help had been sought by 9% (n=8) of recent
cannabis smokers compared with 0.4% (n=3) of respondents who had not smoked
cannabis within the last 12 monthg*$37.579, df=1, p=.000). No such effect of
cannabis use history was observed with regards to family members @iought help

for a cannabis related problem.
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Sources of further information on cannabis

All respondents in phase two were asked where they would seek moraatéor on
cannabis if they required it. The most common source mentioned by aulestantial
margin was the internet, mentioned by 52% of respondents compared withn27% i
phase one. Other leading responses were substantially less common, [umedinc
doctors (12%), the Drug & Alcohol Office (8%), the police (8%), aalipr(7%) and the
Health Department (7%). A full listing of responses is shown in €Td@ below.
Interestingly the three most commonly mentioned sources for infamatmained
unchanged from phase one although their order had shifted considerablyn phase

one was an alcohol or drug organisation or clinic nominated by 27% of respgndent
followed by the internet mentioned by 25% and a doctor or GP mentioned by 16% of
respondents.

Table 12: Sources of further information on cannabi s nominated by

respondents*
Information source n % of % of
responses respondents
(n=814)
The Internet 419 39.7 51.5
Doctor 96 9.1 11.7
Alcohol & Drug Authority / 68 6.4 8.4
Drug & Alcohol Office
Police 64 6.1 7.9
Library 55 5.2 6.8
Health Department 53 5.0 6.5
Drug and alcohol service / 32 3.0 3.9
counselling/dependency
group
Phone line / ADIS/ 30 2.8 3.7
telephone counselling etc.
School / teachers 27 2.6 3.3
Hospital 19 1.8 2.3
Phone book 18 1.7 2.2
Local council 13 1.2 1.6
Community Health Service 12 1.1 15
Friends 11 1.0 1.4
Family 8 0.8 1.0
Books / pamphlets 8 0.8 1.0
Other 39 3.7 4.8
Don’t know 83 7.9 10.2
Total 1055 100.0 129.6

*Multiple responses possible, so total percentages may exceed 100.
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What respondents had heard about the Cannabis Infri  ngement Notice
Scheme

All respondents in phase two were asked what they had heard about\tisel@me.
Although a majority (70%, n=568) did not indicate that they had heard anything about
it, the remaining 30% (n=246) had heard something and made 339 comments
concerning what they believed they had heard. These responses were caollext by
independent raters with the possible codes presented in Appendix 1.

While many of the most common types of responses displayed an awsacérites
central concepts of the CIN Scheme such as ‘decriminalisationgradribition with
civil penalties it was also very common for respondents to use phrases sutbuae
allowed or ‘It's OK’ or occasionally legal in the context of growing or possessing
cannabis, suggesting that there remains a sizable portion of the ogypnmbo are
either unaware of, or do not understand the difference betvdeenirhinalised and
‘legal. A breakdown of the most common types of answer can be found in Table
below.

For 312 of these responses, the respondent was asked the extent tdheshiodlieved

what they had heard to be true. Scepticism was very uncommon with orfly=8%) of
instances where respondents indicated that they did not believe whaiathdeard to

be accurate. In 45% (n=139) cases respondents thought what they had heard was
‘somewhat trueand in 42% (n=132) cases, respondents belieaedréat deal that

what they had heard was true
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Table 13: Types of responses to what phase two part icipants had heard
about the new laws

Type of response n % of % of

responses respondents
(n=246)

General answer re: possession or use 58 17.1 23.5

‘decriminalised’ or ‘not criminal’ for small

guantities

Answer re: ‘being allowed’, ‘It's OK’ to grow 48 14.2 19.5

up to two plants

Answer mentioning ‘decriminalisation’ or 27 8.0 11.0

‘civil penalties’ but with no details

Miscellaneous answers concerning possession 16 4.7 6.5

or use of cannabis without reference to legal

status

Answer re: growing up to two plants being 16 4.7 6.5

decriminalised or civil penalties applying

General answer re: ‘you’re allowed’, ‘you can 14 4.1 5.7

have’ or ‘it's OK’ to grow cannabis with no

guantity specified

General answer about growing cannabis 14 4.1 5.7

being ‘decriminalised’ or ‘civil penalties’

being applied.

Miscellaneous answers about the legal status 13 3.8 5.3

of growing cannabis

Answers regarding fines and payments under 13 3.8 5.3

the CIN scheme

Answers re “you're allowed’, ‘its OK’ to 8 2.4 3.3

grow more than two plants

General answer re: ‘you're allowed’ or ‘it's 8 2.4 3.3

OK’ to possess or use a small quantity

Answers concerning mandatory and public 8 2.4 3.3

education under the CIN scheme

Have heard something but can’'t remember or 15 44 6.1

unclear on details

Other answers 81 23.9 32.9

TOTAL 339 100.0 137.9*

*totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responses being allowed.
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Effects of the CIN scheme on cannabis users’ willin ~ gness to seek help

All respondents were aske&ihce the change in cannabis law, if someone had a
problem with cannabis use do you think they would be more or lesstbkedek help
and why?

Overall, some 28% (n=229) of the sample as a whole believed thatithecBeme
would have no effect on the likelihood of cannabis users seeking help 24#b
(n=197) believed it wasmore likely that cannabis users would seek help and 20%
(n=160) thought it wasless likely. There was also a large body (28%, n=228) who
didn't know. As can be seen in Figure 14 below, these findings wéseted by
respondents’ history of cannabis use. For example, while those who hadnekeds
cannabis (37%) were much more inclined than those who had neserthg drug
(21%) to indicate that there would be no char&e7.266, df=3, p=.000). Yet, those
who had used cannabis in the past 12 months, were more likely (34%) tharmwtims
had used the drug, albeit not in the past 12 months (21%), to say that carseabis
would be more likely to seek help since the change in thela¥.019, df=3, p=.019).
This data is presented in Figure 14 below.

35 33.7 3575 & 326
: /
g zz 24.754 Z 24.3
8 . 720. 21.9 o3 20.9 / 2/2'1
o | 7 / D |
2 12 Z % 16 Z Z
.| 7 o / o
ONever smoked (n=430) B Ever smoked (n=375)

@ Smoked, but not in past 12 months (n=280) B Smoked in past 12 months (n=95

~

Figure 14: Beliefs about likelihood of cannabis use rs seeking treatment
since the changes in laws by history of cannabis us e
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With regards to those respondents who thought the new laws would not result i
changes to users’ willingness to seek help, two types of responses predominated. Firstl
answers dealing with users not wanting or seeking help, or not seeingigheas a
‘problem’ which was mentioned by 36% of respondents in this category. Secondly,
answers to the effect that changes in the law do not affect tievibar of users,
mentioned by 33% of these respondents. A more detailed breakdown of theotype
responses given by these respondents is shown in Table 14 below.

Table 14: Types of responses provided for why the |  ikelihood of cannabis
users seeking help would not be affected by the new laws
Type of response n % of % of
responses respondents
(n=229)
users not wanting / seeking help, not seeing83 334 36.2
use as a problem, unwilling to change, happy
using etc.
how changes to the law will not affect 76 30.6 33.1
behaviour
users just don't care 14 5.6 6.1
people are not aware of legal changes orl2 4.8 5.2
what the law actually is
users being unaware of harms and thell 4.4 4.8
dangers of use
users more likely to help themselves than9 3.6 3.9
seek treatment
Other answers 43 17.3 18.7
TOTAL 248 99.7 108.0*

*totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responses being allowed.
Responses here were result of ratings by 3 independent raters guidiitative text
recorded by the telephone interviewers

October 2007 National Drug Research Institute



Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public att  itudes 49

Effects of the CIN Scheme on cannabis users willing  ness to seek help

In the case of respondents who thought cannabis users were moredikelgkt help
under the new laws, answers mentioning the lowered threat of legations
predominated with 30% of these respondents mentioning them. Other typesvefa
were much less common, but major ones included answers attributingrethter
willingness to seek help to education or media campaigns (18% of respdndents
answers about awareness of what services were available (17éspoindents) and
answers concerning awareness of health issues (11% of respondentgle Aetailed
breakdown of the types of responses given by these respondents is shown ib5Table
below.

Table 15: Reasons given why cannabis users would be more likely to
seek help under the new cannabis laws

Type of response n % of % of
responses respondents
(n=197)
Less threat of legal sanctions 60 25.8 30.5
Education or media campaigns 36 15.5 18.3
Awareness of availability of services 33 14.2 16.8
Awareness of health issues 22 9.5 11.2
Harsher laws or threats of sanctions 14 6.0 7.1
Less stigma or more relaxed attitudes about 13 5.6 6.6
cannabis
Decriminalisation 11 4.7 5.6
Other /miscellaneous answers 43 18.5 21.8
TOTAL 232 99.8 117.9*

*totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responses being allowed.
Responses here were result of ratings by 3 independent raters guidiitative text
recorded by the telephone interviewers

With regards to respondents who thought the new laws were less bksdye tcannabis
users seeking help, it was often unclear from their responses wieyvibetd lead to
users being less likely to seek help than to produce no change. The mautortass of
answers was that users did not want or seek help or perceive theeyahproblem’
which was given by 34% of respondents in this category. Other common respons
included fear of consequences given by 17% and that softer laws did neateoti
treatment seeking behaviour given by 10%. A more detailed breakdown tgpéseof
responses given by these respondents is shown in Table 16 below.
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Table 16: Reasons given why cannabis users would be less likely to seek
help under the new cannabis laws

Type of response n % of % of

responses respondents
(n=160)

Answers re: users not wanting / seeking help 55 31.6 34.4

or not perceiving they have a problem

Answers re: fear of consequences 27 15.5 16.9

Answers re: softer laws not motivating 16 9.2 10.0

treatment seeking

Answers re: users not being able to make the 15 8.6 9.4

decision to seek help

Answers re: users being unaware of harms 10 5.7 6.3

and dangers of use

Answers re: shame and stigma 10 5.7 6.3

Other answers 41 23.6 25.6

TOTAL 174 99.9 108.9*

*totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responses being allowed.

Reasons why respondents had never used cannabis or ceased use of
cannabis

Respondents who had not used cannabis in the last 12 months were askleelyviitag
never tried cannabis or why they had not used recently. Responses werbé\ctuee
independent raters with the possible codes presented in Appendix .

In both cases the most common response by a very considerable margimatvidey

had no desire to use’. The next two most common reasons given forhaeusy used

were concerns about health effects mentioned by 19% of respondents and abooé
psychological effects mentioned by 16%. For respondents who had not used cannabis
recently the next two most common responses were that they hadebtmmmld or

‘grown out of it" mentioned by 25% of respondents and that they had had bad previous
experiences or didn’t like the effects mentioned by 21%. It was abledhat some
answers were more salient for one group than the other. Thd iligyme of cannabis

use was relatively important for respondents who had never used canithti8% of

them mentioning it, but only 6% of respondents citing it as a reason fdranotg
smoked cannabis recently. This data can be found in Tables 17 and 18 bakw. It
noticeable that in phase one, ‘no desire to use’ was also the orostonly given
response by a very considerable margin, mentioned by 54% of respondents thath a
leading reason for having never used and for not having used in the previous 12 months.
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Table 17: Why respondents had never used cannabis?

Reason n % of % of
responses respondents
(n=427)
No desire to use 240 28.5 56.2
Concern about health effects 81 9.6 19.0
Concern about psychological/mental 68 8.1 15.9
effects
It's illegal 54 6.4 12.6
Witness to bad effects on others 54 6.4 12.6
Never been offered it 44 5.2 10.3
Concern about becoming addicted to it 29 3.4 6.8
My friends don’t use it 26 3.1 6.1
Opposed to drug use/don’t take drugs 25 3.0 5.9
Don’t need it/doesn’t do anything for 23 2.7 54
me
Influence of family/friends 23 2.7 5.4
Lack of opportunity/not exposed to it 21 2.5 4.9
Religious /moral reasons 15 1.8 3.5
Against smoking 15 1.8 3.5
Career (inc. sports) reasons 14 1.7 3.3
Education 14 1.7 3.3
Concerned about moving on to more 13 15 3.0
dangerous drugs
Concern about losing control/intoxication 12 1.4 2.8
Other 72 8.5 16.9
TOTAL 843 100.0 197.4*

*totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responses being allowed.
Responses here were result of ratings by 3 independent raters guidiitative text
recorded by the telephone interviewers
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Table 18: Why respondents had not used Cannabis in the last twelve

months
Reason n % of % of
responses respondents
(n=280)
No desire to use 164 31.5 58.6
Grew out of it / too old 69 13.2 24.6
Bad previous experiences/don’t like the 58 111 20.7
effects
Don’'t need it/doesn’t do anything for 34 6.5 12.1
me
Concerned about health effects 28 5.4 10.0
Concerned about psychological effects 22 4.2 7.9
It's illegal 18 3.5 6.4
Answers about being a parent 14 2.7 5.0
Only ever used experimentally 12 2.3 4.3
Opposed to drug use/don’t take drugs 11 2.1 3.9
Witness to bad effects of 10 19 3.6
cannabis/drugs on others
My friends don’t use it 10 1.9 3.6
Other 71 13.6 25.4
TOTAL 521 99.9 186.1*

*totals may exceed 100% due to multiple responses being allowed.
Responses here were result of ratings by 3 independent raters guidiitative text
recorded by the telephone interviewers
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Sampling issues

This report provides the findings of the second (post) phase of a prstpdgtinto the
impact of changing cannabis laws in Western Australia on community|&dgev of
and attitudes towards cannabis use, health, and the laws. The fiestyasasarried out

in October 2002 as a randomised telephone survey prior to the introductibe of t
Cannabis Infringement Notice Scheme, a systenprohibition with civil penalties
which became law in WA when tl@annabis Control Act 2008ame into effect on 22
March 2004.

The second phase, conducted between 8 February and 14 March 2007, largely
employed the same randomised telephone survey methods as had beenhesédsin t
phase. Two differences of note were that: (1) Unlike in the pre-chamage, in 2007

due to changes in the NHMRC ethical guidelines parental or adultigsgsm was
required to interview those aged 14 to 17 years of age; (2) In 2007 pfonsesrates

were better than those in 2002 with the overall rate being 38.1% contpd@db% in

the pre-change phase survey.

While it is unlikely that the first of these changes had any fsignt impact on the pre-
post comparisons, it cannot be ruled out that the higher response rataveayp some
extent affected some of the pre-post differences observed. Negssthmhny of the
findings of this report are consistent with other national ande-b&ded statistics
suggesting over time that rates of cannabis use have declined angenagdtides to
cannabis have increased. Given that history of cannabis use hasdresstently
related to attitudes towards cannabis and the law (e.g. Bowman &rSgisher, 1994;
Fetherston & Lenton, 2005a, 2005b; Makkai & McAllister, 1993) and because the
sample was stratified on other key demographic variables of in{sesstbelow) it is
likely that the differing response rate had negligible, if any, impadhe results of the
pre-post comparisons.

Demographic characteristics of the sample

In all essential respects, the demographic aspects of the phasample matched
those of phase one, the phase two sample having been stratifietthotiheafirst with
regards to gender, age and residency in the metropolitan and non-metnopas.
With regards to political affiliation the Phase two sample hetcthat of voting
patterns observed in Western Australia for the Legislative Aslyeduring the 2005
state election. There were no significant differences betweeriwo samples with
respect to marital status, being a parent or highest level oftedueahieved. Changes
in wording of the employment question precluded pre-post comparisons being made.

There were two differences of note between the demographic ahastics of the
phase one and phase two samples. Although fewer phase two respondents wer
practicing a religion (43% vs 58%), those that were tended to take hibkefs
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significantly more seriously than respondents in phase one. Slightly fevse phase
respondents (96%) said that English was the main language spoken d@haorirethe
pre phase (98%)

Patterns of cannabis use

Lifetime history of cannabis use had decreased from 54% in phase 46&otin phase
two. Similarly, use of cannabis in the past 12 months decreased &#mn phase one
to 12% in phase two. As in phase one, the lifetime (ever used) figutieef phase two
sample was significantly higher than the most recent populationaafdA (39.6% in
2004), but the proportion of the sample reporting cannabis use in the pasinil’s
was not significantly different from the state wide data (13.792084) (Draper &
Serafino, 2006).

WA data from National surveys indicate that since about 1998-1999 thetseha a
decline in cannabis use among both the general population (Draper & &e2Q06)

and secondary school students (Miller & Lang, 2007). These reductions parallel changes
that have occurred at a national level for all those over the adel ¢Australian
Institute of Health and Welfare, 2005a, 2005b), and among secondary schootsstude
(White & Hayman, 2006). Thus the changes in rates of cannabis use dbisemmdhe

pre to the post phase samples appear consistent with both stateiamnal tr&nds. As

such, they were unlikely due to the CIN scheme itself as thendechppear to have
occurred nationally and began before the introduction of the CIN scheme.

The Ministerial Working Party on Drug Law Reform, which recommendiedGIN
scheme to government that, believed that the legislative changks anly create a
contextfor a reduction of rates of cannabis use in the community but ommalwere
unlikely to reduce rates of cannabis use themselves. This was beemsese
suggested that as long as cannabis use remained illegal, neitleeintimal law, nor
civil penalties themselves had much impact on rates of cannabis theee community
(Lenton & Heale, 2000; Lenton, Humeniuk, Heale, & Christie, 2000). Thus tte fir
goal of the CIN scheme wasdt increasingprevalence’ (emphasis added) of cannabis
use (Prior et al., 2002, p. 3), rather thdecreasingprevalence of cannabis use.
Evidence from criminology suggested that a range of other factors suplibdc
attitudes to cannabis use, the perceived fairness of the lawsaadfarcement, peer
influences, and the utility of cannabis use are likely to far outwéiglidéterrent value
of the law itself on cannabis use (Lenton, 2005). As long as cannabiemamed
illegal it was much more likely to be reduced by non-legal facsoich as public
education and changes in community attitudes and this is why it wasglgt
recommended that the legal changes were accompanied by a compezlbegsing
public education campaign, costedsatne $292,44@vhich, among other things, was to
include information about: the adverse health consequences of cansapibe laws
that apply to cannabis; and treatment and other resources and howstothese (Prior
et al., 2002). However, due to budgetary constraints and a lack of will bynguesat,
the public education which was conducted was far more modest, and was time limited.

Thus, consistent with the earlier research, the cannabis usendaia study suggest
that unlike the predictions of those public commentators who wereactrdf the
scheme, cannabis use in WA appears to have continued to decline dbspite
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introduction of the Cannabis Infringement Notice Scheme. It may beatethat the
rate of decline in WA may have been faster or slower thannduainally, however,
more data will need to be accrued, before this can be tested.

There were some changes in the ages of respondents who had uset ¢arthabast

12 months (recently used cannabis) between the phase one and phase two samples. Thus
there was a significant fall in recent users under 18 and a sattifincrease in those

aged 41-50. However the modal age remained respondents in the 18-25 ageé brack
Amongst these recent smokers the modal rate of use remaineceastatéekly but not

daily.

When recent users were asked how the amount and frequency with thiey
consumed cannabis had changed over the period since the legislatigeschad been
introduced, the vast majority of recent cannabis users said that Inoheewye had
occurred. Furthermore, for the minority who said changes had occurred;ttlergfl
these were attributed by them to the legislative change. Whilauhders here are
small, there is no evidence from this data that the legislathange had lead to
increases in the amount or frequency of cannabis used by recent users.

Hydroponically cultivated cannabis remained the most commonly used foamgam
the phase two sample, reported by 54% of recent users. As in phagevaseapparent
that those recent users aged under 26 were more likely to prefer hydrepanabis
(64%) than the older respondents. However, the proportion of those underh2é wit
preference for hydroponic cannabis was no different in the post fienpre phase.
Heads remained the preferred type of cannabis as reported by 81 midse two
sample. As in the phase one sample, in phase two regular usersge@éreere more
likely to report their most common smoking method as ‘bong’ or ‘bucket b&2§o)
compared to older (27%) recent smokers.

The impact of the Cannabis Infringement Notice Scheme on changestterns of
cannabis use, in particular among regular users is investigated indetait in the
Substudy 2 being conducted as part of this evaluation which involves in degttofa
face interviews of 100 regular (at least weekly) users pre to(@bsinteloup, Lenton,
Barratt, & Fetherston, 2005; Chanteloup, Lenton, Fetherston, & Barratt, 20@5)lata
presented in the public attitude study presented in this report suggests,ehothat
patterns of cannabis use by those who have used in the past year basmngteatly
affected by the introduction of the CIN scheme, or the limited publicaion which
has been done to date.

Cultivation

The proportion of recent cannabis users who said that they had grovastaddene of

the cannabis which they had smoked over the past year, increased from thiE/fpiie
phase to 25% in the post phase. Although for more than 70% of this group thisieanna
only comprised less than half of the cannabis they smoked, this reprkaesignificant
increase in the proportion of the recent users who were ‘self-sngptgi some extent
and thus reducing their reliance on the illicit cannabis marlsein Ahe pre phase it was
noted that younger respondents (i.e. those under 26) were significanthkédggo
attempt to grow cannabis. It is probable that this is in part atieemof younger

National Drug Research Institute October 2007



56 Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public att  itudes

respondents being unable or unwilling to cultivate cannabis at home béuayiseside
with older relatives or guardians.

One of the goals of the CIN scheme was to “move cannabis supply fema large
scale commercial suppliers with criminal affiliations” by reducing “thgproon of the

total amount of cannabis consumed which is supplied by higher level commerc
sources compared to that which has been grown by the user” (Prior et al., 2002, p. 5)
Recognising that “It is clearly desirable that any option seeksgraasfis possible, to
separate the supply of cannabis from the supply of other more harlieftildilugs”.

The designers of the scheme recognised that “the majority of cannsdris do not
grow their own cannabis” and consequently recognised that “demand canne&t be m
entirely by users growing their own cannabis” (Prior et al., 2002, p. 3).

Again, while the regular users study (Chanteloup, Lenton, Barratt, [8efs¢don, 2005;
Chanteloup, Lenton, Fetherston, & Barratt, 2005) will provide further datdahe
impact of the CIN scheme on cannabis growing behaviour, the signifrcaetse in
the number of cannabis users self-supplying cannabis in this telephery stithe
general public suggests that, to a modest extent, the legal changeshhtac the
cannabis market towards self supply. Indeed, the magnitude of thissshifkeeping
with the realistic expectations of the schemes designersnibsit cannabis users will
not self supply. Furthermore it is feasible that the exclusion of hydiomoltivation
from eligibility for an infringement notice under the CIN schemey hhave mitigated
against self supply for some users (Fetherston & Lenton, 2005b).

Overall levels of support for the new laws

While overall levels of support for the scheme dropped from 79% believan¢good
idea’ in the pre phase to 66% believing so in the post phase, this is isisgrgiven
the way the CIN scheme had been characterised in the mediaitsimceeption. In
particular,The West Australiafe.g. Batcheler, 2007; Editorial - The West Australian,
2005, 2006; Gibson, 2006; Rule, 2005a, 2005b), but &l® Sunday Timege.qg.
Spagnolo, 2007) had consistently portrayed the scheme as ‘a failurehadteisorthy
that despite this negative portrayal in the press, two thirds of ttse flva sample saw
the scheme as a good idea.

As in phase one, in phase two, while this result was affected byalmiaruse history,
age, parenthood, political affiliation and adherence to a religion, nelesthsupport
across all of these categories remained at an absolute gnajesiting the new CIN
Scheme asa good idea For example, 69% of those who voted at the last election for
‘left wing’ parties in the lower house, compared to 60% of those who votedght
wing’ parties, believed the CIN scheme to agbod idea

After the laws were explained some 56% of the post phase samplpaed to 70% of
the pre phase sample, believe the strictness of the laws'abdog right, with those
believing the laws to b&do soft’increasing from 19% in the pre phase to 29% in the
post phase. Again, this significant increase in the minority of pewpiebelieved the
law to be too soft is perhaps unsurprising given the way the mediaypbxfahe laws
has unfolded.
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As in the pre phase sample perceptions of the severity of the meavware also
significantly affected by respondent’s history of cannabis use, hagmmigren,
adherence to religion and age of respondent. Interestingly, respondentliommtry
areas were more likely (65%) to view the severity of the cantabgas being about
right’ than respondents from the Perth metropolitan region (54%). Voting pattedns
degree of religious involvement (for those who had a religion) wertonnd to have a
significant effect on these results.

General attitudes towards cannabis

Health effects

The pre-post comparisons suggest that the WA public see cannabis usere
problematic from a health perspective in 2007, than they did in 2002 lteéoseheme

was introduced. Even though the opinions of the pre phase sample towardsscannabi
were overwhelmingly negative, the post phase attitudes were even moie€ors
example, the proportion agreeing tipatople usually have a good time when they use
cannabisfell from 57% in phase one to 39% in phase two. The belief ukimgy
cannabis once a month is not dangeréels from 40% of the 2002 sample to 28% in
2007. In 2002 84% of the sample believed geaiple under 18 years old should not use
cannabiscompared to 93% in 2007. In 2002 77% of respondents believechtirabis

use may result in dependenwiich increased to 85% in 2007. That there wadear

link between cannabis and mental health problewss agreed to by 69% of
respondents in 2002 and 79% in 2007. While these responses suggest an itesrelsed

of knowledge about the health effects of cannabis, the beliembsit people who use
cannabis will go on to use more dangerous druys incorrect statement, rose from
45% in 2002 to 61% in 2007 suggesting that while attitudes to cannabis have become
more negative, they are not necessarily more accurate.

Similar trends are evident in other data such as that from tistralan Secondary
Schools Alcohol and Drug Survey (ASSAD) which showed that WA studetitsidas
towards cannabis surveyed in 2005 were generally more negative tmaarggis than
in previous years. Across all age groups WA students were kedg 10 view taking
cannabis as a positive experience in 2005 than in 2002, 1999 and 1996 (Mid@g&
2007). Among Australians aged 14 years and over surveyed as part of tRESNDB6
saw cannabis associated with ‘the drug problem’ in 2001, but this hadsiedrea29%
in 2004. Acceptability of regular use of cannabis remained fairly aohstith 24% of
the 2001 and 23% of the 2004 sample seeing it as acceptable (Audtratiuie of
Health and Welfare, 2005b).

It has been claimed by some that the introduction of the CIN schameonveyed the
implicit message that cannabis use is not harmful (Editoridhe West Australian,
2006). However, data in this report suggests that a higher proportion ofAhmiklic
believe that cannabis is harmful than they did before the schemeimanptace. This
is not to say that the CIN scheme has bemponsiblefor the increasingly negative
perception of cannabis from a health perspective. Indeed, these tppeds & have
begun before the schemes introduction and been occurring across the ddulietry(
Lang, 2007; White & Hayman, 2006). Rather, there is no evidence in thesthalata
cannabis is seen as less of a health issue in WA since the inception of the scheme.
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Importantly, while to date there has not been a comprehensive publiatieduc
campaign at a state level about the health effects of cannahishewvast 4 years there
has been considerable reportage in the media of the health effecasratbis (e.g.
Anonymous, 2006; Creswell, 2006; Dayton, 2006; Hickie, 2005; Roberts, 2006). Again,
this has occurred nationally, not simply in WA, yet it points to the itapoe of
addressing cannabis as a health and social issue in the public discourse. @mpailsth
of the CIN Scheme was to treat cannabis primarily as a healttgr than a criminal
law issue. Largely co-incident with the period of the scheme’s tiperéhere has been
an increasing focus on the health risks associated with cannahis theemedia, and
over the same period we have seen, lower rates of cannabis use @andegative
views towards cannabis from a health perspective evident in themsnted in this
and other reports. This strongly suggests that the focus on cannabiseakhaand
social issue, rather than primarily a law enforcement issue, is thetcammeec

Attitudes towards cannabis and the law

The phase two sample also had a substantially more negative vianrafbis and the
law than respondents in phase one. Support folleyalisation of cannabis use by
adults fell from 42% in the pre phase to 28% in the post phase. Suppapplgmng
criminal penalties to theale of a small amount of cannabis from one adult to another
increased from 51% to 63%. The proportion agreeingitisould not be illegal for a
person to give another a small quantity of cannadeslined from 49% in the pre phase
to 32% in the post phase. In phase one, while 89% already agreed withtémeest
driving a car while affected by cannabis should be a criminal offenpdase two this
rose still further with 93% of the phase two sample in agreement.

Increasingly negative views towards the legalisation of cannabisdtewvéeen evident
in other surveys. For example WA data from the NDSHS showsnt2104 24% of
West Australians supported legalisation of cannabis, down from 35% in 2001.

Some critics of the CIN scheme portrayed it as a stalking liordall legalisation of
cannabis while the Ministerial Working Party that designed the sclien@ et al.,
2002) and the government expressly denied this (Parliament of Westetmaliaus
2003). These data suggest that although an absolute majority of the @@8g (
believe the CIN scheme to laegood ideaits introduction has not lead to a further
‘softening’ of attitudes toward legalisation of cannabis use.

Knowledge of cannabis law

Although most respondents surveyed possessed a correct understanding ofrdde gene
aspects of the scheme, when it came to specifics, there Jrequently
misunderstandings of the finer points of the scheme.

With regards to public knowledge of the prohibition against cannabis, the Q0@&%¥ s
suggests that more work needs to be done in educating the public abotiothis.
example while 72% of the sample understood ff@ice can issue an infringement
notice to adults in possession of a small amount of canndbl of the sample
believedit is LEGAL for adults to possess a small amount of cannabis for their personal
use 15% were unsure and 41% correctly noted that this statement was incorrect.
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Asked what they thought the terRrohibition with civil penaltieameant, 52%, of the
2007 sample compared to 57% of the 2002 sample correctly answergdrteant that
cannabis would be illegal and a fine would apply, but no criminal convictibinere
were however 29% in 2007 (30% in 2002) who mistakenly thought it would mean
cannabis would be illegal and a criminal conviction would be recoatet 2% (down
from 8% in 2002) who thought it mean&nnabis would be legal and no penalties
would apply There were also 17% (compared to 6% in 2002) who said dickeyt
knowwhat the term meant.

Previous work has shown that one of the problems with introducing a civiltipena
scheme such as the CIN scheme was that in states whengecaity schemes had been
introduced for cannabis use a larger proportion of the public believeathiadbis use is
legal (Fitzsimmons & Cooper-Stanbury, 2000; Heale, Hawks, & Lenton, 2000).
Furthermore a number of studies have found that routinely Australmmasrectly
believe ‘decriminalised’ means that no penalties would apply (Fitasns & Cooper-
Stanbury, 2000; Heale, Hawks, & Lenton, 2000; Lenton, 1994). For this reason “the
Working Party believe(d) that it (was) critical that the intrdghrc of the proposed
scheme be accompanied by a comprehensive public education campaign eduigh cl
articulates that the scheme does not involve the legalisatiompélos” (Prior et al.,
2002, p. 22).

Given that the Liberal Opposition has continued describing the schetine media as
‘decriminalisation’ and ‘allowing’ possession and cultivation of camaf®.g.
Sopagnolo, 2006; The Subiaco Post, 2003) it is probably not surprising that, without a
comprehensive public education scheme from government, a large minoribe of
public still do not understand that cannabis use remains prohibited under the scheme.

Attitudes regarding detail of the CIN scheme

As part of its review of its legislative review of tBannabis Control Act 200he WA
government is considering amending the CIN scheme to make the eduesstms
mandatory. While the details of this proposal were not evident aintleeof designing
the questionnaire it was regarded as opportune to gauge public suppbet é@tions.
The finding that 69% of the sample believed that those given a CIN shoted|uoeed

to pay a fine AND attend an education session far outstripped suppdiefaurrent
system of offenders being given an option (13%) or fine only (7%). Whaset
responses do not consider the practical difficulties in attempdingiplement such a
proposal, they nevertheless provide an indication of public support for ths ide
embodied in such possible changes to the scheme.

The overwhelming levels of support for the state government educatiegrtiraunity

and young people about the harms associated with cannabis and the |lapplthtd it

also provide support for government taking on this role as recommended by the
designers of the CIN scheme in 2002 (Prior et al., 2002).

Items addressing public attitudes towards specific aspects @Ithacheme indicate
continued support (77%) for the use of education rather then criminaiosentd
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reduce the use of cannabis in the community and 70% supported police having
discretion to charges people exploiting potential loopholes in the CIN scheme.

Among the phase two sample there was substantial support (68%@ fexdlusion of
hydroponic cultivation of cannabis from the CIN scheme and this hadcagsmdrom
the phase one sample (49%). Despite this, 68% of respondents agretbis tvatild
result in many people continuing to obtain it from suppliers with crimasabciations
although this view was not held by as many respondents as it was ex@ieas/5%).
Support for thelegislation allowing police the power to act against sellers of
hydroponic equipment who knowingly sell equipment for the cultivation of carorabis
otherwise engage in criminal activitgmained high (75%) in phase two. In phase two
there was also substantial support (66%) for the ideguhaniles should be excluded
from the CIN system and dealt with under the juvenile just&terssand again support
for this measure was even stronger than it was in phase one (45%).

General attitudes to the law and police

As in phase one, respondents in phase two were asked a seriesiohguestetermine

the extent to which they generally regarded themselves as law abiding citizepsnand s
general questions regarding attitudes to the role of police in enfaamgabis law. As

in phase one the majority of respondents seemed to judge themsddedawoabiding,
although to an even greater extent than did the phase one sample. Iryptieaniew

that police generally treat cannabis users with respacteased from 51% in the pre
phase to 58% in the post phase and among those who had ever used cannaiesiagree
with this statement increased from 44% in the pre-phase to 54% in the post phase.

It has previously been found that cannabis users have a more posiiivke @b the role

of police in enforcing the cannabis laws where civil rather thamal penalties apply

(see Lenton, 2005). According to Sherman (1993), people obey the law more when the
believe that it is administered fairly than when they believe it is not. Whilenthect of

the CIN scheme on user’s attitudes to police will be examimadore detail in the
regular users study, the findings here on attitudes to the law and gudigest that, in
keeping with other research police are seen as treating cannabisnase respectfully
under a civil prohibition than a criminal penalty approach.

Attitudes to the current laws and proposed changes

Respondents were asked a series of questions about their atiitidesannabis laws
prior to any explanation of those laws. In each case the term¢ deghillegal were
defined’. As in the earlier likert scale items on generdiuaitis to cannabis laws, these
items revealed that in the post phase, respondents held generallyegatere views
towards legalisation of cannabis possession, cultivation and supply. Somef 46&6
post phase sample believed it should be legal for adults to possasdl armount of
cannabis for their personal use, compared to 61% in the pre phabe. post phase
39% believed it should be legal for an adult to grow cannabis for thesorzd use,
down from 53% in the pre phase.

As noted above these data also suggest that while an absolute yn&jdahie public
(66%) believe the CIN scheme to begood ideaits introduction has not lead to a
further ‘softening’ of attitudes toward legalisation of cannabis use.
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With regards to application of criminal or non-criminal penaltiextdtivation of up to
2 non-hydroponic plants 49% (pre = 40%) of the post sample thought criminalggenalt
should apply, while 48% (pre = 59%) believed that non-criminal penalties should apply.

In both the pre and the post phase some 7 out of 10 respondents bekeasdrilikely
or very unlikely that someone in possession of cannabis would be caltigtigh in
the post phase slightly fewer respondents (70 vs 73%) said it waslyslich people
would be caught.

Changes to the cannabis market

While all respondents were asked about what impact that theHamges had on the
availability, supply and cost of cannabis in Western Australia, itchees that for the
majority of the sample, who were not recent cannabis users, theyoftenainsure
about market impacts.

Among recent users, who presumably were more familiar with theabés market due

to their involvement in it, the prevailing view was that the new daisnaws had not
caused any changes to the market for cannabis in WA. For example, ié%eddhat

the number of people using had remained the same and 14% believed it badedcr

and 12% said it had decreased. Some 62% believed that the costhafgiy cannabis

had remained the same, 16% said it had increased and 5% thoughtdédnedsed.
Some 58% of those who had used cannabis in the past 12 months thought the
availability of cannabis had remained about the same, 13% said it ladéeasier to

get and 20% said it had become harder to obtain.

According to 46% of recent users the number of people growing cannabenmaided

the same, 32% thought it had increased and 9% thought it had decfaved48% of

recent users believed that the amount of contact users had witmadsimvhen
obtaining cannabis had remained the same, 8% thought it had increased and 25%
believed it had decreased.

Broadly speaking these results are consistent with those on individualdghzhange
in that there is little evidence of increased cannabis use under the CIN sboéswne
suggestive evidence of some users being more involved in cultivation andtisgpa
themselves from the illicit cannabis market. Once again thesdsmwill be studied in
more detail in the study of regular users.
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Personal use of other drugs and history of cannabis related charges or
seeking help

Some 82% of the sample as a whole said that their use ofdstige and alcohol had
remained the same since the new cannabis laws came into¥cgid their use had
decreased and 5% said it had increased. This suggests the cawaihianges did not
appear to have resulted in displacement impacts on other drug use. Sonoé¢ th@%
sample said that they or a family member had ever been charged wiannabis
offence, not significantly different to the 12% so reporting in thepbrase. A small
minority of post phase sample said that they (1%), or a family nreff®€, had ever
sought help for a problem related to cannabis use not significantlyediffe the phase
one sample.

Sources of further information on cannabis

In phase two there were some interesting changes in the placeghandents said that
they would go to find more information about cannabis compared phase onér&ée t
most commonly mentioned sources for information remained unchanged from phas
one although their order had shifted considerably with the impact of wmentfar
more relevant in phase two. Thus in phase oreahol or drug organisation or clinic

was nominated by 27% of respondents, followedhayinternetmentioned by 25% and

a doctor or GPmentioned by 16% of respondents. In phase two the most common
source mentioned by a very substantial margintivasnternet(52%)doctor (12%),the

Drug & Alcohol Office (8%), the police (8%), a library (7%), andthe Health
Department (7%). The Alcohol and Drug Information Servicé phone line was
mentioned by just 4% of respondents. While this question did not addressabigyver

of evidence obtained by each of these sources, the growing importancéenséthet as

a source of information about this drug, as it probably is for infoomatf many kinds,
should be taken into account by those with a remit to provide community based
information on cannabis.

What respondents had heard about the CIN Scheme

Some 70% of phase two respondents said that they had heard nothinghabGuXl
scheme. While among the 30% who had head something the most frequent types of
responses were those displaying an awareness of the centraptsontahe CIN
Scheme such as ‘decriminalisation’,pohibition with civil penaltiesHowever, it was

also very common for respondents to use phrases suttoa'se allowedor ‘It's OK’

or occasionally legal in the context of growing or possessing cannabis. As found
above, this suggests that there remains a sizable portion of theuogynmho believe

that cannabis cultivation and use is ‘legal’ under the CIN scheme.

Given media accounts of the laws described above, one of the other puopdbkis
guestion was an attempt to determine what proportion of respondents hdthaeéne
scheme had failed. All responses were recorded verbatim by the telephone
interviewers and then these were coded by an independent group of three raters. Not one
of the 339 responses given could be codedhesscheme had failedin reflecting on

this question, we believe that this result was probably in laagedetermined by the

way that the question was asked. It is likely that most people atiead ‘what have

you heard about these new cannabis laws in Western Australiad \@osWer this by
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recounting somaspectof the laws that they had heard about rather theopamon
about the laws or their effectiveness. Should future researchmiarlyi interested in
this issue, it should ask this question directly.

Effects of the CIN scheme on cannabis users’ willin gness to seek help

All respondents were aske&ihce the change in cannabis law, if someone had a
problem with cannabis use do you think they would be more or lesstokedek help

and why?While only 24% of the sample as a whole believed that cannabis wih a
problem would benore likelyto seek help since the changes in the cannabis laws it was
of interest that 34% of those who had used the drug in the past 12 morglisdéhat

was the case.

Those in the sample as a whole who did not believe help seeking wamtwdékely
under the CIN scheme identifieders did not want or seek help or perceive they have a
‘problem’(34%), fear of consequencg47%), andsofter laws not motivating treatment
seeking10%) as explanations for this effect. Those who did believe help seeking would
be more likely identified thédowered threat of legal sanction80%), theimpact of
education or media campaignd8%), awareness of services availab{&7%) and
awareness of health issu@sl%) as explanations.

One of the goals of the CIN scheme was to reduce cannabidrélatm by among
other things, “removing legal and administrative barriers that would tietee with
cannabis-related problems from seeking help” and “being consisténthsiprovisions
of public education about the harmful aspects of cannabis use and shiadaapply to
the drug” (Prior et al., 2002, p. 3). The scheme was seen as alloviioge “ivho
experience social and health problems from excessive use of catmabek assistance
without fear of being charged with a criminal offence” (Prior et al., 2002, p. 1).

The study of regular cannabis users (Chanteloup, Lenton, Barratth&rgiein, 2005)
conducted in 2002-3 prior to the legislative changes it was found thato81P®G0

regular, mostly daily, cannabis users believed that they, or people th&ntwe, would

be more willing to voluntarily seek help for cannabis problems undeCiiNescheme,
than they would under the scheme of criminal penalties with cauboriisst offenders
that was in place at the time.

Even though in the current general public survey only a minority of both the sample as a
whole and recent cannabis users indicated that cannabis users womddebeilling to

seek help under the CIN scheme, it was noteworthy that recentwesersignificantly

more likely to say that this was the case. This suggests thagsatfor some recent
users, the scheme may mean that they are indeed more willingkk@@enselling or

other help for cannabis related problems. It will be of interésther data collected in

the post phase in—depth interview study with regular cannabis users supisrts
finding.

Reasons given for never using or ceasing use of can nabis

As in phase one, in phase twdaak of desire to usevas the major reason given by
respondents for never having used cannabis (56%) or not using in the past b2 mont
(59%). The next most common reasons given for never having usedaneessn about
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health effect$19%),concern about psychological effe€1$%),its illegality (13%) and
having witnessed bad effects on oth€8%). Next most common reasons given for
those who had stopped using cannabis vggesv out of it(25%), havinghad bad
experiences or not liking the effe¢&l%) andnot needing it or it doing nothing for
them(12%). Theillegality of cannabis use was only mentioned a reason for ceasing by
6% of respondents who had stopped using the drug.

Conclusions

The finding that both lifetime and past 12 months use of cannabis ha@skztifeom
the pre to the post phase was consistent with other data showing al@Mngnds in
prevalence of cannabis nationally and among West Australianslsbigonsistent with
earlier research which suggested that as long as cannabis aseeckitlegal, as it does
under the CIN scheme, whether criminal or civil penalties ap@ylittie further impact

on rates of cannabis use in the community. The Ministerial Workinty Ba Drug
Law Reform which recommended the CIN scheme to government recoghesed t
legislative changes could only createomtextfor a reduction of rates of cannabis use in
the community but on their own were unlikely to reduce rates of cannabis use.

It will take some years before the longer impact of the CiNemie on cannabis use can
be conclusively determined, yet these early figures showing low ratese pflespite the
scheme only being accompanied by very limited public education is ftipeort for
the existing evidence that introduction ofpeohibition with civil penaltiesapproach
does not result in increased rates of cannabis use in the community.

However, it is now very important that the legislative changesa@ganied by the
state government embarking on the kinds of public education and development of
attractive and accessible cannabis treatment options that a@mmended by the
designers of the scheme in 2002.

It is encouraging that despite the negative coverage in the media, Jopploet scheme
remained high with an absolute majority of 66% of Phase two responaesisering

it ‘a good ide&although this had declined from 79% in Phase one. That supportdexiste
across the political spectrum was also important, particutaoly the issue had been
heavily politicised in the public discourse.

Similarly, the finding that, consistent with national trends, the WA pud@e cannabis
use as more harmful to health in 2007, than they did in 2002, is welcomeodadblpr
reflects changes in attitudes to smoking and increased coverdlge aflverse health
effects of cannabis in the popular press. However, the confusion in public undegstandi
of the cannabis laws indicates that public education on the laws is still needed.

The study of regular cannabis users being conducted as part ofgiredaaluation of
the CIN scheme will address in more detail how the changé icannabis laws have
affected this sentinel group. However, the findings from the currentcpatitude
survey regarding involvement in self supply of cannabis and willingnesseto se
treatment suggest that to some extent the scheme may be meegoglg in these
regards. If some recent users are indeed more willing to seeketlougnsr other help
for cannabis related problems that would be a good thing and considterteating
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the drug primarily as a health and social issue rather than oe afiminal law. If
some regular users are more likely to cultivate their own canaatlibave less reliance
on the illicit drug market then this would suggest that, in regaradathar of the CIN
scheme’s goals, things are moving in the right direction. It will bmtefrest whether
data collected in the post phase in—depth interview study with recauta@bis users
supports these findings.

It was considered important by the Ministerial Working Party thaigded the CIN
scheme that it be subject to evaluation and review, and this vievals@seflected in
the Cannabis Control Act 2003This research project was conducted as part of the
larger pre-post evaluatidvoth to contribute to that review and because internationally,
there had never been a comprehensive apriori pre-post evaluatiom @f sciteme. It is
important that ongoing research is conducted to evaluate the impaet &¢teme and
any changes to it. This will be relevant to Western Australiaalsotto other states and
countries where evidence based changes to cannabis laws are being contemplated.
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Appendix I:

The phase two cannabis community attitudes survey
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CANNABIS COMMUNITY OPINION PHONE SURVEY PHASE 2

‘Good evening. My name is (...) from (...) Health Sciences at Curtin Wsitye We
are conducting a survey for the National Drug Research Institi@arah University
about certain health and legal issues.

| would like to talk to a resident in the household who is aged 14 betweandl140
years who is usually a resident of WA and whose birthday is closest to today.’

If not home / unavailable Appointment Day/Date:_ / /2007
Time: Phone No.

‘In this survey we are wanting to ask your opinion on a number of cannabdrand
issues. You don’t need to have a special knowledge of these issuess agery
important for us to know what a range of Western Australiansybkeself think. The
National Drug Research Institute is a nationally funded body and ia patt of the
government. This household has been randomly selected for inclusion irutlyis/Ait

the information provided by you will be confidential and no information that could
identify you like your name or phone number will be passed on to anyone. If you wish,
you can refuse to answer any question or to withdraw from the survey adomt.
Could you please spare around twenty minutes to participate in this survey?

If ‘no’ then discontinue interview.
If ‘yes’ then proceed.

(1) Yes

(2) No

(3) Hang up

(4) Language barrier

(5) Non-resident of WA

(6) Other(WRITE IN):

Gender: (RECORD AUTOMATICALLY)
(1) Male
(2) Female

Could you begin by telling me into which of these age groups are you in? (READ OUT)
(1) 14-17 years

(2) 18-25 years

(3) 26-30 years

(4) 31-35 years

(5) 36-40 years

(6) 41-50 years

(7) 51-60 years

(8) 61-70 years

(9) Refused to answ¢bO NOT READ OUT)
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[IF PERSON IS AGED UNDER 18 YEARS OF AGE (14 TO 17 YEARS, then
see over]

I would like to inform you that this interview may be monitored for quality purposes.

If respondent do not want interview to be monitored, say:
That's alright, this interview will not be monitored?

(1) Monitored

(2) Not monitored

Are you a resident of Perth?
(1) Yes
(2) No

Throughout this questionnaire, it is important that you understand that whexfienéo
‘cannabis’ we mean the dried leaves and female flower heads of cannahsiprana’
plants.

Also, when we use the term ‘illegal’ we do not only mean acts/itiat may result in a
criminal record, but also those that can result in civil pegaimilar to a speeding
fine.

For Interviewer’s Information,

If during the interview the respondent appears distressed about the rasex or
otherwise indicates that they would like to speak to a counsellsimidar) about drug
issues you can inform them that:

If you, or someone you know would like to talk to confidentially over the telephone
with a trained counsellor regarding cannabis, alcohol, or other drug issugisggest
you call the 24 hour Alcohol and Drug Information Service (ADIS) 9442 5000 or
Country Toll-free 1800 198 024 or E-maldis@health.wa.gov.au

This information will also be conveyed to all respondents at the cooclusi the
interview.
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IF THE PERSON IDENTIFIED AS PART OF THE NEXT BIRTHYY METHOD
(PERSON A) IS AGED UNDER 18 YEARS OF AGE (14 TO 17 YEARS)EN THE
PERSON WILL BE ASKED:

‘Before | interview, | need the permission of an adult. Could | lsgeaan adult
responsible for the household now, that is, someone who is 18 years ort ther a
moment?

IF NONE AVAILABLE ARRANGE A CALL-BACK APPOINTMENT

IF RESPONSIBLE ADULT HAS ALREADY BEEN EXPLAINED ABOT THE
STUDY AS PART OF THE ‘NEXT BIRTHDAY’ METHOD ASK:

‘May | have your permission to interview (person A)?
IF RESPONSIBLE ADULT IS ANOTHER PERSON, SAY:

Good evening. My name is (...) from (...) Health Sciences at Curtin thiiyéVe are
conducting a survey for the National Drug Research Institute at Qimwersity about
certain health and legal issues. In this survey we are wantingds tabast opinions on
cannabis and other drug issues

‘This household has been randomly selected for inclusion in the study.h@ll t
information collected will be confidential and no information that doidentify
participants like their name or phone number will be passed on to anyomantoenly
selected respondent for this household is [person A], but as he/sherd8ndeeed to
obtain permission of an adult before | can interview [person Ajould greatly
appreciate your permission to do so

IF PERMISSION IS NOT ABLE TO BE GIVEN RECORD REASGNAND/OR
ARRANGE A CALL-BACK APPOINTMENT.

IF PERMISSION REFUSED, RECORD AS SUCH AND SAY:

‘We appreciate your consideration. As we need adult permission twiémtepeople
under the age of 18, we are not able to interview (person A) Thank ymufaggour

time.

Just to remind you my name is .... from the Division of Health Scieat&3urtin

University. If you have any questions about this research you can telephooiiczur
on 9266 3789.

IF PERMISSION IS GRANTED RECORD AS SUCH AND SAY:

‘Thanks for that, could | speak to (person A) again?

PROCEED WITH PERSON A IN INTRODUCTION ABOUT THE PRE&CT AND
OBTAINING THEIR CONSENT
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CANNABIS COMMUNITY OPINION PHONE SURVEY
SECTION A - ATTITUDES TOWARDS CANNABIS

Al What percent of the adult West Australiaq qq
population do you think has ever tried cannabis?

A2 What percentage of the adult West Australi
population do you think has used cannabis in the last 12
months?

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Ask respondent if they agree or disagree with each of the statements, then if
appropriate, ask if they (dis)agree ‘strongly’ or ‘somewhat’. Do not read out the
‘Don’t know’ option. These questions should be asked in a random order.

Enur 22z 0O Uy U
258898 57 §F S
*228 533 238 &g 2
<5 8 _~ 58 8< 3
m S !Q__)'. E
9_
A3 People usually have a goodq q q q q q
time when they use cannabis
A4  Cannabis is a dangerous drugq q q q q q
A5  Cannabis use is a problem inq q q q q q
our community
A6  You would be concerned ifq q q q q q
friends or family were using
cannabis
A7  You would use cannabis if aqg q q q q q
friend offered it to you
A8 You would use cannabis if q q q q q
someone you didn't know
offered it to you at a party
A9 Using cannabis once a montrq q q q q q
is not dangerous
Al10 People under 18 years oldq q q q q q
should not use cannabis
All Cannabis use may result inq q q q q q
dependence
Al2 There is a clear link between q q q q
cannabis and mental health
problems
October 2007 National Drug Research Institute
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Al3

Al4

Al5

Al6

Al7

Al8

Al19

A20

A21

A22

OK, that's great. Now I'd
just like to ask a few more
similar types of questions.
Once again please tell us the
extent to which you agree or
disagree with these
statements.

Cannabis can be beneficial
for people with certain
medical conditions

Most people who use
cannabis will go on to use
more dangerous drugs

The benefits of using
cannabis outweigh the harms
and risks associated with its
use

Use of cannabis can lead t
people becoming socially
isolated

It should be legal for peopleq

over 18 to use cannabis.
Many people who might use
cannabis are deterred by the
possibility of getting a
criminal conviction

The sale of a small amount of
cannabis from one adult to
another should be a criminal
offence

It should not be illegal for a
person to give another a small
guantity of cannabis

Driving a car while affected
by cannabis should be a
criminal offence

There has been a lot in th
media recently about
cannabis law.

aalbe Abuons
2yMawos
9910y

aalbesIp

lou aalbe JaylloN

leymawos

aalbesig

aalbesiqg
A|buons
MOU 1,uoQ

lamsue
pasnjay
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In March 2004 changes were introduced to laws which apply toaanabis in
Western Australia.

A23  What have you heard about these newr
cannabis laws in Western Australia? 3
o

Refused to answer
DO NOT PROMPT

Then ‘to what extent to you believe
what you have heard to be true?’

MOUY 1,U0q

JoaMSUe 0] pashjay

What else have you heard?

(Then repeat above until ‘nothing
else’)

anu st 1 Jeyy [[e Je analjag L,uoQ
anJ] sl 11 1eyl 1eymawos analjeg
anJ] si 1 1ey) [eap 1ealb e analjeg

Q0 Q9 Q9 Q.9 .Q.Q
Q0 Q9 Q9 Q.9 .Q.Q
Q0 Q0 Q9 Q0 .Q.Q.Q
Q0 Q0 Q9 Q9 .Q.Q.Q
Q0 Q0 Q9 Q0 .Q.Q.Q
Q0 Q9 Q9 Q.9 .Q.Q
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SECTION B Knowledge of cannabis laws

For the following questions, please state whether you thinkhé answer is ‘TRUE’
or ‘FALSE’ under current West Australian law .

Read these items out in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Don’t Know’
option

— T U o xp
c 2 Sga
® g ~ S C
z 8
5 o
=
. . 8
Bl People caught with 100 grams or more of cannabis e g qa g
considered by law to be a dealer
B2 It is LEGAL for adults to possess a small amount Qf q q q
cannabis for their personal use
B3 Police can issue an infringement notice to adults @ q q q
possession of a small amount of cannabis
B4 Police require a search warrant to search a hogge q q q
where they have reason to believe cannabis may be

present

B5 People who fail to pay their fines can have the@i
driving /vehicle licenses suspended.

B6 People caught cultivating 10 or more cannabis pIarasz
are considered by law to be a dealer

B7 Police can issue an infringement notice to adults f,
cultivation of up to 2 hydroponic cannabis plants

B8  Adults given a cannabis infringement notice c
choose to attend an approved cannabis education
session rather than pay the fine

B9 It is legal for an adult to possess a pipe or oth
implement which has been used for smoking cannabis

B10 If police have the evidence, a person found i q q
possession of a small amount of cannabis can be
charged with the more serious offence of possession of
cannabis with intent to sell or supply.

B11 Police can issue an infringement notice to adults 4 q q q
possession of a small amount of ‘hashish’ or cannabis
resin

Q9 Q0 Q
Q9 Q0 Q
Qo Q9 Q0 \Q

Q
Q
Q  Q
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SECTION C — Attitudes to the current laws

The next few questions are about what you think about the ctent cannabis laws.
Please keep in mind that the word ‘LEGAL’ means an activiy that has no sort of
penalty attached to it. ‘ILLEGAL’ activities carry a penalty alt hough they are not
necessarily a criminal offence.

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘don’t know’ options
C1 Inyour opinion should it be legal or illegal for an Legaly
adult to grow cannabis for personal use.
lllegalg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answer

C2  Inyour opinion should it be legal or illegal for an Legalg
adult to possess a small amount of cannabis for lllegalq

personal use?
Don’t Knowq
Refused to answey

C3 Do you think growing 2 cannabis plants should or Criminalg
should not be a criminal offence. This means, if _

: : . Not criminaky
convicted, the person will have a criminal ’
record[If respondent asks whether referring to Don’t knowq
‘hydroponic’ or ‘non-hydroponic’, Say: ‘non- Refused to answey
hydroponic’]

C4 Do you think the current laws concerning Too harsly
possession and growing of cannabis are: About righty

Too lenieng

Don’t knowq

Refused to answey

For the items related to likelihood, first ask how likely the respondent thinks the
scenario is and then, if necessary, go deeper by asking if they think it is ‘Quite’
or ‘Very’ (un)likely. Do not read out the ‘don’t know option’

C5 How likely do you think it is that someone in Very likelyq
posses’fion of cannabis for personal use will be Quite likelyq
caugnts Possiblyg

Quite unlikelyg
Very unlikelyq
Don’'t knowq

Refused to answer
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C7 If someone was breaking the law regarding Very likelyg
dealing or selling of cannabis, how likely do you Quite likel
think it i that they will be caught? eyq

Possiblyy
Quite unlikelyg
Very unlikelyq

Don’t knowq

Refused to answey

C8 Do you think people are less likely to reuse Yesq
cannabis if given education rather than a criminal
Nog
record
Don’t knowq
Refused to answer
C9 Do you think the current law concerning the Too harsly
dealing or selling of cannabis are: About rightg
Too lenieng
Don’'t knowq

Refused to answer

The next question is a bit complicated, so please listen carefully and répeat the
question if necessary.

C10  What does it mean if the lawt s |egal and no penalties would apgly
regarding cannabis is prohibition It is illegal and a fine applies, but no
with civil penalties?

Does it mean that:

Read out options. Do not réad

out the ‘unsure’ optio.

criminal convictiorg
It is illegal and a criminal conviction

would be recorded

May need to repeat this question Unsurey
if necessary Refused to answey
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Now, before we continue, I'd like to tell you a little bit about the changeot
Cannabis laws which came into effect in WA in March 2004:

These laws are based on a systemmbhibition with civil penalties

Under the laws possession or cultivation of any amount of cannsbREMAINS
ILLEGAL. However, adults found in possession of up to 30 gramsfa@annabis, or
growing up to two (non-hydroponic) plants, or possessing a used cabis smoking
implement can be given a Cannabis Infringement Notice and ceive fines totalling
up to $450.

If they pay the fines within 28 days or attend an approved CannabiEducation
Session no criminal conviction is recorded against their name\lternatively they
can elect to have the matter heard in court.

In many ways the laws are like those that apply to being caugldpeeding in a
motor vehicle. That is, still illegal, not condoned, but does natsually result in a
criminal conviction.

The introduction of the new laws was accompanied by commumiteducation about
the harms associated with cannabis and about the laws themselves.

Those under 18 years of age are excluded from the Cannabis fiimgement Notice
scheme, but are dealt with under existing juvenile justice provisian

[If questioned : Under the juvenile justice provisions lhe young offender could be
cautioned, charged, or offered assessment and counselling]

C11 In general, do you think these new cannabis laws A good ideay
seem A bad ideay
Unsureg

Refused to answer
I'd just like to explain a little more detail about the Scheme:

Persons who fail to pay their fines or attend an education ssion within 28 days
can incur further costs and have their drivers or vehicle licences spended.

Possession of amounts of cannabis above the limits (30g or 2 nogmhoponic
plants) or involvement in dealing in cannabis remains subjecto STRICT
CRIMINAL PENALTIES.

Under the new scheme, the threshold at which someonedisemed to be a dealer is
tougher, down from 100 grams or 25 plants, to 100 grams or 10 plants.

Furthermore, police retain the right to charge people witha criminal supply
offence if they have evidence to believe they are dealing ¢annabis, even if they
are only in possession of small amounts of cannabis.
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C12

In general, do you think the new laws for minor Too sofgy
cannabis offenders seem About righty
Too harslqg

Refused to answey

Since the new cannabis laws have come into effect, do you think that
Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Unsure’ options.

C13

C14

C15

Cl6

C1l7

the number of people using cannabis has: Increased;

Remained about the sampe
Decreased
Unsurey
Refused to answey

the cost of purchasing cannabis has: Increased;

Remained about themeq
Decreased

Unsureg

Refused to answer

obtaining cannabis has : Become easiey

Remained about the sag
Become hardey

Unsureg

Refused to answer

the number of people growing their own cannabis Increased]
has: Remained about the sag
Decreased

Unsurej

Under the changes to the cannabis Increasedy

laws the amount of contact cannabis
users have with criminals when
obtaining cannabis has: Decreased

Unsurey

Remained about the same
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The next few questions are about hydroponic cannabis. Hydropamicultivation,
involves the growing of plants suspended in a nutrient solwn, usually indoors
under artificial lighting. Hydroponic cultivation is excluded from the Cannabis
Infringement Notice scheme. That is, growing even 1 or 2 cannabiplants
hydroponically will still result in criminal penalties.

Do you agree or disagree with these statements regarding hydroponic cannabis?

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Don’t know’
options.

C18 The cultivation of even 1 or 2 cannabis plants Strongly agreey
hydroponically should have been excluded from

L , Agree somewh
the new scheme and result in criminal penalties. g a

Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answey

C19 Exclusion of hydroponic cannabis plants will Strongly agree|
result in many users obtaining it from suppliers

. . . Agree somewh
with criminal associations. 9 q

Neitheg

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answer
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The new laws also give police the power to act against selles§ hydroponic
equipment who knowingly sell equipment for the cultivationof cannabis or who
otherwise engage in criminal activity.

Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

C20 The laws should give police the power to act Strongly agree|
against people who sell hydroponic equipment
who they have evidence are knowingly selling _
equipment for cultivation of cannabis. Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’'t knowq
Refused to answer

Agree somewhaj

As | said earlier, the Cannabis Infringement Notice schemenly applies to adults.

Those under 18 years of age are excluded from the new systendagtealt with

under the existing juvenile justice system.

Under the juvenile justice provisions the young offender canbe cautioned,

charged, or offered assessment and counselling.

C21 Do you agree or disagree that juveniles should be Strongly agreef
excluded from the new system and dealt with

under the juvenile justice system? Agree somewhal

Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answey
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As | said earlier, adults caught by policaunder the Cannabis Infringement Notice
scheme can choose to attend an approved cannabis education isestn lieu of
paying their fine. Some people have suggested that these regunents should be
changed.

C22 | Which ONE of the following combinations of penalty do you think is most
appropriate for adults caught by police under the Cannabis Infringement
Notice scheme?

Give the first 4 responses below in a random order. Only give them the ‘none of
these’ if they say ‘none these’. Respondents must choose ONE OPTION ONLY

They should be REQUIRED to pay a fine AND attend an education s&sgsion

They should have the OPTION of paying a fine OR attending an edugation

They should be REQUIRED to pay a fine with NO REQUIREMENT terat an
education sessian

They should be REQUIRED to attend an education session with NO
REQUIREMENT to pay a finey

None of the above - No penalty should apgly

None of the above — More severe penalties should apply

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Don’t know’
options.

As before, please tell us the degree to which you agree oisabree with these

statements.

C23 The new cannabis laws probably haven't affected Strongly agreef
the number of people receiving criminal records

for a cannabis related offence. Agree somewhal

Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answey

C24 It is more appropriate to use education to reduce Strongly agreef
the rate of cannabis use in the community than

giving people a criminal record for using the Agree somgwhq
drug. Neithery
Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg
Don’'t knowq
Refused to answer
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C25 It is appropriate that police can exercise their Strongly agreef
discretion in whether to issue a Cannabis

Infringement Notice or charge the person to Agree somewhay

prevent people exploiting the new rules. Neitherq

If clarification requested provide example: ‘like people Disagree somewhat
dealing ‘or selling’ small amounts of cannabis’ .

Strongly disagreg

Don’t knowq

Refused to answey

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Don’t know’
options.

Are you in favour or against the state government running pubt education
campaigns to:

C26 Educate the community about cannabis law. Strongly in favouy
Slightly in favourg
No opiniong
Slightly against]
Strongly againsy
Don’'t knowq

Refused to answer
C27 Educate the community about the harms strongly in favour

associated with cannabis. Slightly in favoury

No opiniong
Slightly against]
Strongly againsy
Don’t knowq

Refused to answer
C28 Educate young people about the harms associated strongly in favouey

with cannabis.. Slightly in favourq

No opiniong
Slightly against]
Strongly againsy
Don’'t knowq
Refused to answer
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SECTION D - General attitudes to laws and the police

Ask these questions in a random order. Begin by asking if they ‘agree’ or
‘disagree’, then if necessary go deeper by asking if they (dis)agree ‘Somewhat’
or ‘Strongly’. Do not read out the ‘Don’t know’ option.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following

D1 You are a law abiding citizen Strongly agree]

Agree somewhaj

Neithery

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’t knowq

Refused to answey

D2  Most laws are worth obeying Strongly agreef
Agree somewhaj

Neithery

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’t knowq

Refused to answey

D3  People should break laws they disagree with Strongly agreef
Agree somewhaj

Neithery

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’t knowq

Refused to answey

D4  Strict laws deter illicit drug use Strongly agree|
Agree somewhaj

Neitherq

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’'t knowq

Refused to answer
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D5 Police deserve respect for their role
maintaining law and order

in

D6 Police generally treat cannabis users with

respect

D7 Police should be given more power to address

cannabis in the community

D8 Police time could be better spent than
investigating minor cannabis offenders

on

Strongly agreg
Agree somewhaj
Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answey
Strongly agreg
Agree somewhaj
Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answer
Strongly agre€e
Agree somewhaj
Neitherq

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answer
Strongly agre€e]
Agree somewhaf
Neitherq

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Refused to answer
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SECTION E - Personal Cannabis Use

The following questions relate to your personalegigmce with cannabis. You can refuse to
answer any question you wish, although the researahould like you to answer as many
guestions as possible. Remember that this survepdaymous and confidential and no
attempt will be made to identify you from the infation you give us.

E1 Have you ever used cannabis? Yesqg

No g
(if no, skip to E3)
Refused to answer
(if refused, skip to E14)

E2  Have you used cannabis in the last 12 months? Yesq
If ‘yes’ then skip to E4

Noq
Refused to answey

E3  Why have you not used cannabis in the last It's illegalq
year?
OR (if never used cannabis) _ , .
What factors influenced your decision never to My friends don't use itf

No desire to usg

try cannabis? Grew out of it, too oldy
(tick as many which apply) Concerned my parents might
DO NOT PROMPT Record responses to |this find outg
question in rank order Concerned about health
effectsy

Concerned about
psychological/mental health

Now skip to E1 effectsy
| P # Can have a good time

without it
Concern about becoming

addicted to iy
Prefer to use alcohq

Prefer to use other drugs
Concern about being

caughty

Cost/Can't afford it
Can't obtain ig

Lack of opportunity)
Never been offereddt

Don't need i
Concerned about moving on

to more dangerous drugs
Otherg (Specify
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E4 How often would you generally use cannabis now? Everydayj

t Once a week or more
(If no longer uses cannabis, go to (E10) otherwiaﬂen but not every day
continue) N
2 or 3 times a month
About once a month
Every 2 or 3 monthg
Every 4 or 5 monthg
Once or twice a year
Less ofteny
No longer use]

E5 How would you most commonly use Smoke it in jointsy
cannabis? prompt if necessary

Smoke it from a pipey
Smoke it from a bongy
Smoke it from a bucket bong

Eatitg
Otheg
(Specify)
E6 Is the cannabis you use typically grown Yesq
' 2
hydroponically~ Nog
Don’t knowq

Refused to answey

E7 Given the option, would you prefer to use cannabis Alwaysq

' ?
that had been grown hydroponically? Mostlyq

Don't carey

Not usuallyg
Neverq

Don’t knowq
Refused to answey

E8 What type of cannabis do you most Leafq

commonly use? Heads/budg
Resin (including hasky

Oil (including hash oily

Skunky

Otherg
(Specify )
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E9 What proportion of the cannabis you smoke now noneg
have you grown yourself? up to 25%y

26 to 50%

51 to 75%

76 to 100%y

Since the changes to the cannabis laws in WA, do Increased;

E10

E1ll

E12

E13

E1l4

E15

E16

you think HOW OFTENyou use cannabisas:

Remained the samg
Decreased

Don’t knowq
Refused to answey

Since the changes to the cannabis laws in WA, do Increased]

you think THE AMOUNT of cannabis you have o . o sarg
used has

Decreased

Don’'t knowq

Refused to answer

To what extent have the changes in cannabis law Not at allq

. is?
in WA affected your use of cannabis” Somewhaty

A great dealy
Don’t knowa g

Have you been issued with a Cannabis Yesg Nog
Infringement Notice in WA?

Since the changes to the cannabis laws in WA, do Increased;

you think your use of other drugs and alcohol has: Remained the samg

Decreased
Don’t knowq
Refused to answey

Have you or a member of your immediate family Yesg Nog
ever been charged with a cannabis offence?

Have you or a member of your immediate family Yes - Respondent
ever sought or had help for problems associate

with cannabis use? Yes - Family membey

Nog
Refused to answey
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E17 Where would you go if you wanted more
information on cannabis?

E16 Since the change in cannabis law, if someone had More likely
a problem with cannabis use do you think they

would be more or less likely to seek help? Less Likelyq

No changey

Don'tknow
Reasons:

Part F — Demographic Information

Now | would like to ask you some brief questions about yourself. Pleassmber that
all the information you provide is completely confidential.
Fl) How Old are yOU') 17 or undeq

18-257

26-300

31-359

36-400

41-500

51-600

61 or oveq
Refused to answer

F2 What sex are you? Maleq

Femaley
Refused to answey

F3 What is the postcode of the da9949

) , o
area in which you live~ Refused to answer

F4 What is your current Never married]
marital status?

Divorced or separateq
Married or defacto

relationshig
WidowedJ
Refused to answer
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F5 Do you have any children?

F6 How many children do you have in each of the
following age groups? (In total — not just at

home)

F7 What is the main language
spoken in your home?

F8 Do you consider yourself to be
of Aboriginal or Torres Strait
Islander origin?

F9 In which Country were you
born?

F10 What is the highest level of

education you have attained to

date?

yeqy
nog If ‘no’ skip to (F7)
Refused to

answeq]

6 or undeq

71099

10to 12y

13to 1%y

16 to 18

19to 21

22 or oveq

Refused to answer

English g
If ‘other’
Other g s(pecify )
Refused to
answeq
yes
no g
Refused to answey
Australia g
Refused to
anSWed (it other

Primary school onlg
Secondary school 1-2 years
Secondary school 3-4 years
Secondary school 5-6 years

Trade qualificationg]

Tertiary qualifications other than university

(eg: tech college) g
University undergraduate degrge
Post-graduate university qualificatians
Refused to answer
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F11 What is your currentFull-time work
employment situation?

Multiple responses Part-time work
possible to this item

Casual work
Unemployed

Benefits or Pension
Student

Home duties

Refused to answer
Other (Please specify)

F12 Would you mind
telling us if you practise
any religion and if so, No religion (Skip to end)

What?lf they ask ‘why do you want
to know that?’ Say ‘The researchers are
interested in whether peoples’ responses
to the issues raised in this interview are
related to their religious affiliations. But
please, only answer this question if you
are happy to.’

Christian

Non-Christian

Q Q00009 Q9 «Q

Christian (unspecified)
Anglicang

Baptisty

Catholicy

Church of Chrisyy
Jehovah’s Witnessep
Lutherarg
Pentecostal
Presbyterian
Salvation Armyy
Uniting Churchg

Buddhisty

Islamq

Judaisng

Other non-Christiaqy
Refused to answey

National Drug Research Institute
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F13 How important are

religious beliefs in your

everyday life? Very important
Somewhat important
Not very important
Not at all important
Refused to say
Don’t know / unsure

Q Q Q0 Q9 .Q

F14 If you voted in the last
state election (Feb 2005)
in WA would you mind

telling us which party did
you vote for in the Lower
House (Legislative

Assembly) (If they ask ‘why do
you want to know that?” Say ‘The
researchers are interested in whether
peoples’ responses to the issues raised in
this interview are related to their
political affiliations. But please, only
answer this question if you are happy

to.) Australian Labor Party
Christian Democratic Party

Citizens Electoral Council
Community 1st
Family First
Greens

Liberal Party

New Country Party
One Nation

The Nationals
Independent
Can’t remember
Refused to say
Didn’t vote

Q Q0 0.0 Q9 a Q.90 .QaQ .Q

For Your (respondent’) Information,

If you, or someone you know would like to talk to confidentially over the telep
with a trained counsellor regarding cannabis, alcohol, or other drug issussgges
you call the 24 hour Alcohol and Drug Information Service (ADIS) 9442 500

hone
[
0 or

Country Toll-free 1800 198 024 &rmail: adis@health.wa.gov.au
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That's the end of the survey. On behalf of the National Drug Reseatithténghank
you for your time. May | have your first name for auditing purposes if myrgigpe
needs to follow up this interview?

(1) Yes Specify,
(2) No

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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Appendix Il

The phase one cannabis community attitudes survey
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CANNABIS COMMUNITY OPINION PHONE SURVEY

‘Good evening. My name is (...) from (...) Research, a national madszarch
company. We are conducting a survey for the National Drug Resear@hténst
Curtin University of Technology about certain health and legal issues.

| would like to talk to a resident in the household who is aged 14 yeareowho is
usually a resident of WA and whose birthday is closest to today.’
If not home / unavailable

Appointment Day/Date:  / /2002
Time:
Phone No.

‘In this survey we are wanting to ask your opinion on a number of cannabirand
issues. You don’t need to have a special knowledge of these issuess agery
important for us to know what a range of Western Australiansybkeself think. The
National Drug Research Institute is a nationally funded body and ia patt of the
government. All the information provided by you will be confidential and no
information that could identify you like your name or phone number will bsegasn

to Curtin University. Could you please spare around twenty minutes tioiete in
this survey?

If ‘no’ then discontinue interview.
If ‘yes’ then proceed.

Throughout this questionnaire, it is important that you understand that whesfiewéo
‘cannabis’ we mean the dried leaves and female flower heads of cannahsiprana’
plants.

Also, when we use the term ‘illegal’ we do not only mean actgviti@t may result in a
criminal record, but also those that can result in civil pesaimilar to a speeding
fine.
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SECTION A - ATTITUDES TOWARDS CANNABIS

Al What percent of the adult West Australiaq qq
population do you think has ever tried cannabis?

A2 What percentage of the adult West Australi
population do you think has used cannabis in the last 12
months?

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Ask respondent if they agree or disagree with each of the statgntben if
appropriate, ask if they (dis)agree ‘strongly’ or ‘somewhat’. Do @ad out the ‘Don'’t
know’ option. These questions should be asked in a random order.

> Z
DWW Op WO TV w)
@z o@ T = 9% oS o
S8 30 ZZ 30 9 =,
® 3 2 ® 2% 2 Q Qg ~
Q 2 T T2
< E c_B @ g @ o < é
i
A3 People usually have a good q q q q q
time when they use cannabis
A4  Cannabis is a dangerous drug q q q q q

A5  Cannabis use is a problem in g qa g aq of d
our community

A6 Y_ou would bg concernec_j if q q q q q q
friends or family were using
cannabis

A7 Y_ou would us_e cannabis if a q q q q q q
friend offered it to you

A8 You would use _can’nabis if q q q q q
someone you didn't know
offered it to you at a party

A9 Using cannabis once a month q q q gq d d
is not dangerous

A10 People under 18 years oldq q q q q q
should not use cannabis

All Cannabis use may result inq q q q q q
dependence

Al2 There is a clear link between q q q q q
cannabis and mental health
problems

October 2007 National Drug Research Institute



Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public att  itudes 103

OK, that's great. Now I'd zZ

just like to ask a few more 2 0 z 0 )
similar types of questions. S99y Fa O g Yu S
Once again please tellus the & = % a 2 2 & 25 nd
extent to which you agree or & § ™ g o §- ® @ :i 3
disagree  with  these 3 " °c B®° 0 2
statements. @ ]

Al13 Cannabis can be beneficial
for people with certain
medical conditions

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

Al4 Most people who use q q q q q q
cannabis will go on to use
more dangerous drugs

Al15 The benefits of using q q q q q q
cannabis outweigh the harms
and risks associated with its

use
Al16 Use of cannabis can lead toq q q q q q
people becoming socially
isolated

Al7 It should be legal for people q q q q q q
over 18 to use cannabis. (Use
vs. availability)

Al18 Many people who might use q q q q q q
cannabis are deterred by the
possibility getting a criminal
conviction

A19 The sale of a small amount of q q q q q
cannabis from one adult to
another should be a criminal
offence

A20 It should not be illegal for a q q q q q q
person to give another a small
quantity of cannabis

A21 Driving a car while affected q q q q q
by cannabis should be a
criminal offence

A22 Ther_e has been a lot in theq q q q q q
media recently about
cannabis law.
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SECTION B Knowledge of cannabis laws
For the following questions, please state whether you thinkhé answer is ‘TRUE’
or ‘FALSE’ under current West Australian law .

Read these items out in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Don’t Know’ option

M

> 20
w
@D

ani|
L.uo

Mmou

B1 Anyone caught with 100 grams or more of cannabis Wi&ﬁ q q
be considered a dealer

B2 The maximum penalty for possession of a smokinqf q q
implement such as bong or a pipe containing traces o
cannabis is three years gaol and / or a fine of $3000

B3 The maximum penalty for possession of less than 1Q§) q q
grams of cannabis is 2 years jail and / or a fine of $2000

B4 Police require a search warrant to search a house Wh@lre q q
they have reason to believe cannabis may be present

B5 People found guilty of minor cannabis offences and w q q
fail to pay their fines face suspension of their driving
/venhicle licenses or gaol.

B6 Police have the option of issuing a caution to adultgﬁ q q
instead of arresting them, if found in possession of sma
amounts of cannabis.
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For the following questions, please answer ‘yes’ or ‘No’.

\ Read these next three scenarios in a random order

According to the current law, which of the following possible consequencéd accu
to an adult found in possession of cannabis for the first time? lyFiestd out the

these items in random order. Respondents may choose more than one.

s & 38

n g 3
B7 Formal caution by a police officer qa g q
B8 Must attend a cannabis education session qa g q
B9 Criminal conviction recorded qa g q
B10 Summons to appear in court qa qgq q
B11 Six months jail sentence qa g q
B12 A fine qa g q
B13 Receive an infringement notice similar to a speeding tic@et q q
B14 Must appear at drug court qa qgq q
B15 No penalty qa g q
B16 Compulsory drug treatment qa g q

According to the current law, which of the following possibleconsequences cou

|
r
n

repeat wording of the question, going through possible consequences one askime

Id

occur to an adult found growing a cannabis plant(may choose more than one).

Firstly read out then repeat wording of the question, going through p
consequences one at a time. Ask these items in random order. Resporajeat®os
more than ong.

SOA

ON
MOU|
Luoqg

B17 Formal caution by a police officer q
B18 Attendance at a cannabis educatiQf
session

B19 Criminal conviction recorded
B20  Summons to appear in court
B21 Six months jail sentence
B22 A fine

B23 Receive an infringement notice similar
a speeding ticket
B24 Appearance at drug court

B25 No penalty
B26 Compulsory drug treatment

Q9,9 @&,Q9,Q,Q.,Q
Q.Q.Q Q.Q.Q.Q.Q9 Q.0
Q.Q.Q Q.Q.Q.Q.Q9 Q.0
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The next few questions are about what you think about the crent cannabis laws
and their proposed changes. Please keep in mind that tivord ‘LEGAL’ means
an activity that has no sort of penalty attached to it. ‘ILLEGAL’ activities carry a
penalty although they are not necessarily a criminal offence.

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘don’t know’ options \

C1l Inyour opinion should it be legal or illegal for an Legalg
adult to grow cannabis for personal use.
lllegalg
Don’t knowq
C2 Inyour opinion should it be legal or illegal for an Legaly
adult to possess a small amount (less than 100g) lleaal
of cannabis for personal use? 9alq
Don’t Knowq
C3 Do you think growing 2 cannabis plants should or Criminalg
should not be a criminal offence. This means, if -
: : o Not criminaky
convicted, the person will have a criminal record
Don’t knowq
C4 Do you think the current laws concerning Too harsly
possession and growing of cannabis are: About righty
Too lenieng
Don’'t knowq

For the items related to likelihood, first ask how likely the respoindeinks the
scenario is and then, if necessary, go deeper by asking if they thskQuite’ or
‘Very’ (un)likely. Do not read out the ‘don’t know option’

C5 How likely do you think it is that someone in Very likelyq
posses’fion of cannabis for personal use will be Quite likelyq
caught: Possiblyg

Quite unlikelyg
Very unlikelyq
Don’'t knowq

October 2007 National Drug Research Institute



Pre-post effects of the WA CIN Scheme on public att  itudes 107

C6 If someone was growing cannabis for personal Very likelyg
use, how likely do you think it is that they will be o
Quite likelyg
caught _
Possiblyy
Quite unlikelyg
Very unlikelyq
Don’t knowq
C7 If someone was breaking the law regarding Very likelyq
dealing or selling of cannabis, how likely do you Quite likel
think it is that they will be caught? evq
Possiblyg
Quite unlikelyg
Very unlikelyq
Don’'t knowq
C8 Do you think people are less likely to reuse Very likelyg
cannabis if given education rather than a criminal o
Quite likelyg
record
Possiblyg
Quite unlikelyg
Very unlikelyg
Don’'t knowq
C9 Do you think the current law concerning the Too harsly
dealing or selling of cannabis are: About righty
Too lenieng
Don’t knowq

The next question is a bit complicated, so please listen carefully and Fepeat the
guestion if necessary.
C10 What would it mean if the law It would be legal and no penalties would
regarding cannabis was applyg

prohibition with civil penalties? It would be illegal and a fine would

\évé):(ljd (I)turtn?)art]i(t)rr];t Do not rdad apply, but no criminal convictian
P : It would be illegal and a criminal

out the ‘unsure’ optioh. o
May need to repeat this question conviction would be recordeg

if necessaty Unsurey
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Now, before we continue, I'd like to tell you a little bit about the new laws
When the proposed scheme including changes to the laws rediag cannabis
comes into effect the laws will be based on a system fohibition with civil
penalties

Under the proposed laws possession of any amount of cannabis WIIREMAIN
ILLEGAL. However, adults found in possession of up to 30 gramsfa@annabis, or
growing up to two (non-hydroponic) plants, will be given an infmgement notice
and receive a fine of up to $300., but no criminal conviction wilbe recorded
against their name. In this regard the laws will be muchike those that apply to
being caught speeding in a motor vehicle. That is still illegahot condoned, but
does not usually result in a criminal conviction.

The introduction of the new laws will be accompanied by comumity education
about the harms associated with cannabis and about the laws igh apply to its
use.

Those under 18 years of age will be excluded from the new system, but will dealt
with under existing juvenile justice provisions.

C11 In general, do you think the proposed cannabis A good ideay
laws seem A bad ideay
Unsureg

I'd just like to explain a little more detail about the nev system: Under the
proposed scheme for cannabis, offenders will have to pay thdine within 28 days
or attend a specified cannabis education session within the same ipel:
Possession of amounts of cannabis above these limits (30g or 2 fdanor
involvement in dealing in cannabis will remain subject toSTRICT CRIMINAL
PENALTIES. Under the proposed new scheme, the thresholdor dealing is
tougher, down from 100 grams or 25 plants to 100 grams or 10 plants.

C12 In general, do you think the proposed laws for Too sofy
minor cannabis offenders seem About righty
Too harslq
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After the proposed new laws come into effect, do you think that

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Unsure’ options. \

C13 the number of people using cannabis will: Increasey

Remain about the sagje
Decrease]
Unsureg

C14 the cost of purchasing cannabis will: Increasey

Remain about the same
Decrease]
Unsurej

C15 obtaining cannabis will be: Easieq

Remain about the samme
Hardeq
Unsurej

C16 the number of people growing their own cannabis Increasey
will: Remain about the sarqe
Decrease]

Unsurej

C17  Under the proposed changes to the Increasey
cannabis laws the amount of contact
cannabis users will have with
criminals when obtaining cannabis Decrease]
will: Unsuregy

Remain about the sarge

The next few questions are about hydroponic plants which arexcluded from this
proposed scheme. That is, growing even 1 or 2 cannabis plants hygonically will
still result in criminal penalties. Do you agree or disagreavith these statements
regarding hydroponic cannabis?

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Don’t know’ options.\

C18 The cultivation of even 1 or 2 cannabis plants Strongly agree|
hydroponically should be excluded from the new

S . Agree somewh
scheme and result in criminal penalties. g a

Neitherq

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’'t knowq
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C19 If hydroponically grown cannabis was excluded Strongly agree|
from the new laws many people would continue

to obtain it from suppliers with criminal Agree somewhay

associations. Neithery
Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’t knowq

C20 The proposed cannabis laws should have the Strongly agreef

power to act against people who sell hydroponic

equipment who police have evidence are Agree somewhaj

engaging in criminal activites such as Neitherq
commercial cannabis production. Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg

Don’'t knowq

As | said earlier, the proposed new scheme will only apply adults. Those under
18 years of age will be excluded from the new system and deulith under the
existing juvenile justice system.

C21 Do you agree or disagree that juveniles should be Strongly agreef

: : "
included in the new system® Agree somewhay

Neitherg

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq

Ask these questions in a random order. Do not read out the ‘Don’t know’ options.\

As before, please tell us the degree to which you agree oisagree with these

statements.

C22 The proposed new laws will not affect the Strongly agreef
number of people receiving criminal records for a

cannabis related offence. Agree somewha]

Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
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C23 It is more appropriate to use education to reduce Strongly agreef
the rate of cannabis use in the community than

g - : Agree somewhat

giving people a criminal record for using the

drug. Neithery
Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’t knowq

C24 Allowing police the option to exercise their Strongly agree|

discretion will assist in apprehending people Agree somewhat
attempting to exploit loopholes the new rules. _

If clarification requested provide example: ‘like people Neitheil
setting up syndicates to grow and distribute large Disagree somewhat

quantities of cannabis’ )
Strongly disagreg
Don’'t knowq

SECTION D - General attitudes to laws and the police
Ask these questions in a random order. Begin by asking if they ‘agrédisagree’,
then if necessary go deeper by asking if they (dis)agree ‘Somewh&irongly’. Do
not read out the ‘Don’t know’ option.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with

the following

D1 You are a law abiding citizen Strongly agree|
Agree somewhaj

Neitherq

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’'t knowq

D2 Most laws are worth obeying Strongly agree|
Agree somewhaf

Neitherq

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagreg

Don’t knowq
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D3  People should break laws they disagree with

D4  Strict laws deter illicit drug use

D5 Police deserve respect for their role in
maintaining law and order

D6 Police generally treat cannabis users with
respect

D7 Police should be given more power to address
cannabis in the community

D8 Police time could be better spent than on
investigating minor cannabis offenders

Strongly agreg
Agree somewhaj
Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Strongly agreg
Agree somewhaj
Neithery

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Strongly agreg
Agree somewhaf
Neitherq

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’'t knowq
Strongly agre€e
Agree somewhaj
Neitherq

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’'t knowq
Strongly agre€e]
Agree somewhaf
Neitherq

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’t knowq
Strongly agre€e]
Agree somewhaf
Neitherq

Disagree somewhat
Strongly disagreg
Don’'t knowq
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SECTION E - Personal Cannabis Use

The following questions relate to your personal experience with cannats.cdh
refuse to answer any question you wish, although the researchers vkeuiguli to
answer as many questions as possible. Remember that this suareynysnous and
confidential and no attempt will be made to identify you from the infaomaou give
us.

E1 Have you ever used cannabis? Yesq

No g
Refused to answey
(if no, skip to E3)

E2 Have you used cannabis in the last 12 months? Yesq
If ‘yes’ then skip to E4 Noq
E3  Why have you not used cannabis in the last It's illegalq

year?
| OR (if never used cannabis)
What factors influenced your decision never to

‘ No desire to usg
My friends don’t use i

try cannabis? Grew out of it, too old]
(tick as many which apply) Concerned my parents might
DO NOT PROMPT Record responses to |this find out
question in rank order Concerned about health
effectsy

Concerned about

psychological effecty
Can have a good time

without it
Concern about becoming

addicted to iy
Prefer to use alcohq

Prefer to use other drugs
Concern about being

caughty

Cost/Can't afford it
Can't obtain ig

Lack of opportunity)
Never been offereddt

Don'’t need iy
Concerned about moving on

to more dangerous drugs
Otheg
(Specify )

INow skip to E1p
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E4 How often would you generally use cannabis now? Everydayg

Read oyt Once a week or more
(If no longer uses cannabis, go to (E9) otherwi%(f:ten but not every day
continue) N
2 or 3 times a month
About once a month
Every 2 or 3 monthg
Every 4 or 5 monthg
Once or twice a year
Less ofteny
No longer use]

E5 How would you most commonly use Smoke it in jointsy
cannabis? prompt if necessary

Smoke it from a pipe]
Smoke it from a bongy
Smoke it from a bucket bong

Eatitg
Otheg
(Specify)
E6 Is the cannabis you use typically grown Yesq
' 2
hydroponically~ Nog
Don’t knowq
E7 Given the option, would you prefer to use cannabis Alwaysq
' 2

that had been grown hydroponically? Mostlyq
Don’t carej
Not usuallyg
Neverq
Don’'t knowq
E8 What type of cannabis do you most Leafq

commonly use? (May choose more than Head
one) cansy

Resin (including hask)
Oil (including hash oiky
Skunkgy

Otheg
(Specify )
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E9 What proportion of the cannabis you smoke now

E10

E1ll

E12

E13

E1l4

have you grown yourself?

After the proposed changes to the law are
implemented, do you think the amount of
cannabis you useill:

After the proposed changes to the law are
implemented, do you think how often you use
cannabiswill:

After the proposed changes to the law are
implemented, do you think your use of other
drugs and alcohol will:

After the proposed changes to the law are
implemented do you think the amount of cannabis
plants_you would grownill:

Have you or a member of your immediate family
ever been charged with a cannabis offence?

E15 Have you or a member of youres
immediate family ever sought or had

help for

problems associated with

cannabis use?

No

E16 Where would you go if you wanted
more information on cannabis?

nonej
up to 25%
26 to 50%
51 to 75%
76 to 100%y

Increase]
Remain the sanwg
Decrease]

Don’'t knowq

Increase]
Remain the sanwg
Decrease]

Don’'t knowq

Increase]
Remain the sanwg
Decrease]

Don’'t knowq

Increase]
Remain the san@
Decrease]

Don’t knowq

Yesg NoQ

Respondery

Family member(

d
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Part F — Demographic Information

Now | would like to ask you some brief questions about yourself. Pleassmber that
all the information you provide is completely confidential.
Fl) How Old are yOU') 17 or undeq

18-257

26-300

31-359

36-400

41-500

51-600

61 or oveq
Refused to answer

F2) What sex are you? Maleq

Femaley
Refused to answey

F3) What is the postcode of the CReReRe

. , .
area in which you live~ Refused to answer

F4) What is your current Never married]
marital status?

Divorced or separatey
Married or defacto

relationshig
WidowedJ
Refused to answer

F5 Do you have any children? ye

noq
Refused to

answeq

If ‘no’ skip to (F7)
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F6  How many children do you have in each of the 6 or undeq
following age groups? (In total — not just at
7t0o g
home)
10to 12y
13to 153
16 to 18y
19to 21
22 or oveqy

F7 What is the main language
spoken in your home?

F8 Do you consider yourself to be
of Aboriginal or Torres Strait
Islander origin?

F9 In which Country were you
born?

F10 What is the highest level of

education you have attained to

date?

Refused to answey

English g
Other g ‘ ’
Refused to specify (If ‘other |
answeq]
yes
no g
Refused to answer
Australia g
Other  q (if other
specify )

Refused to answer

Primary school onlg
Secondary school 1-2 yearfs
Secondary school 3-4 yeafs
Secondary school 5-6 years

Trade qualificationg
Tertiary qualifications other than university

(eg: tech college) g
University undergraduate degrge
Post-graduate university qualificatians
Refused to answey
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F11 What is your currentFull-time work
employment situation?

Multiple responses Part-time work
possible to this item

Casual work
Unemployed

Benefits or Pension
Student

Home duties

Refused to answer
Other (Please specify)

F12 Would you mind
telling us if you practise
any religion and if so, No religion (Skip to end)

What?lf they ask ‘why do you want
to know that?’ Say ‘The researchers are
interested in whether peoples’ responses
to the issues raised in this interview are
related to their religious affiliations. But
please, only answer this question if you
are happy to.’

Christian

Non-Christian

Q Q00009 Q9 Q

Christian (unspecified)
Anglicang

Baptistg

Catholicy

Church of Christ]
Jehovah’s Witnessep
Lutherarg
Pentecostal
Presbyterian
Salvation Armyy
Uniting Churchy
Other Christiany

Buddhisty

Islamq

Judaisng

Other non-Christiaqy
Refused to answey
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F13 How important are

religious beliefs in your

everyday life? Very important
Somewhat important
Not very important
Not at all important
Refused to say

Don’t know / unsure

F14 If you voted in the last
state election would you
mind telling us which
party did you vote for in
the Lower House
(Legislative Assembly)qf

they ask ‘why do you want to know
that?” Say ‘The researchers are
interested in whether peoples’ responses

to the issues raised in this interview arp | P
related to their political affiliations. But
please, only answer this question if you

are happy to.")

Liberal

National

Democrat

Greens

One Nation
Christian Democrats
Liberals for Forests
Independent

Can’t remember
Refused to say
Didn’t vote

Q Q Q0 Q9 .Q

Q

Q Q9 Q09 .Q.Q.Q.Q.Q

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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Appendix 11l

Coding scheme for qualitative items in the phase tw 0 survey
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Table 19: Coding key for item A23: ‘What have you h  eard about these
new cannabis laws in Western Australia?’

Definition Code
Haven’t heard anything 0
Heard something but can’t remember or unclear on details 1

General answers re: legal status
mentioning ‘decriminalisation’ or ‘civil penalties’ but with n@

detail

Mentions ‘legalised’ but no detall 3
Mentions softer/weaker laws but not detail 4
Mentions harsher/more strict laws but not detail 5
Other answers about legal status that contain no detail 6

Answers about growing cannabis

General answer about growing cannabis decriminalised or Gvil
penalties (small amount / specified amount)

answer about growing up to 2 plants decriminalised or cHil
penalties

Answer about growing more than 2 plants decriminalised9or

civil penalties

General answer about being allowed / you can have/lt's OKLfo
grow

Answer about being allowed / you can have/lt's OK to grow iip

to 2 plants

Answer about being allowed / you can have/lt's OK to grd&
more than 2 plants

General answer about growing cannabis legalised 13
General answer about growing up to 2 plants cannabis legalised 14
General answer about growing more than 2 plants cannabis
legalised

Other answers about legal status of growing cannabis 16

Answers about possession or use of cannabis

General answer about possession or use of cannabis
decriminalised / not criminal /small amount (<5g =small
amount) / specified amount

answer about possession or use of up to 30 grams candabis
decriminalised

answer about possession or use of more than 30 grams canb@bis
decriminalised

General answer about being allowed / you can tsw@K to possess or20
use/small amount (<5g = small amount)/specified amount

answer about being allowed / you can have/lt's OK to poss&ks
or use up to 30g

answer about being allowed / you can have/lt's OK to poss&as
or use more than 30 g

General answer about possession or use of cannabis legali2ad /
small amount (<5g=small amount)
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Table 19 cont: Coding key for item A23: ‘What have  you heard about these
new cannabis laws in Western Australia?’

Definition Code
answer about possession or use of up to 30g cannabis legalised 24
answer about possession or use of more than 30g canr2&bis

legalised

Other answer concerning possession or use of cannabis 26
Answers about dealing cannabis

answer about dealing cannabis decriminalised 27
Answer about being allowed/you can/it's OK to deal cannabis 28
Answer about dealing cannabis legalised 29
Answer about status of dealing cannabis unchanged or criminal 30
Answer about stronger/harsher penalties for dealing 31
Answer about softer/weaker penalties for dealing 32
Other answers about dealing cannabis 33
Answers about enforcement

General answers about enforcement 34

answers about enforcement with specific mention of polgfe
powers of discretion

Answers about scheme design, implementation and
results

General favourable answer answers concerning outcome87of
CIN scheme — eg: scheme is working

General unfavourable answer answers concerning outcome3s of
CIN scheme— eg: scheme not working

Answers concerned with payment/non-payment of fees 39
Answers concerning CIN scheme- implementation or design 40
Answers concerning CIN scheme- degree of severity 42
Answers concerning CIN scheme - mandatory & pubdid
education

Answers concerning CIN scheme — fines and payment 44
Other answers concerning overall success or failure of @
scheme

They get a ‘warning’ 46
Answer on legal status specific to medicinal
marijuana

Answers dealing with medical marijuana 50
Answer on legal status of cannabis and driving

Answers concerned with cannabis and driving 60

Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous answers not applicable elsewhere 70
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Table 20: Coding key for item QE3a: ‘Why have you n ot used cannabis in
the last year?’

Description Code
It's illegal 1

No desire to use 2

My friends don’t use it 3
Grew out of it, too old 4
Concerned my parents might find out 5
Concerned about health effects (general) 6
Concerned about psychological/mental effects 7
Health effects (definitely have experienced or existing hedth
condition)

Can have a good time without it 9
Concern about becoming addicted to it 10
Prefer to use alcohol 11
Prefer to use other drugs 12
Concern about being caught 13
Cost/Can't afford it 14
Can't obtain it 15
Lack of opportunity / not exposed to it 16
Never been offered it 17
Don’t need it / doesn’'t do anything for me 18
Concerned about moving on to more dangerous drugs 19
Bad previous experiences/Don’t like the effects 20
Answers about pregnancy 21
Answers about being a parent 22
Opposed to drug use / don’t take drugs 23
Influence of friends/family 24
Work place drug testing 25
Witness to bad effects of cannabis/drugs on others 26
Only ever used experimentally 27
Have other responsibilities (not parental) 28
Cannabis is not a social drug 29
Have changed lifestyle 30
Don’t like smoking 31
General concern re: risks unspecified 32
Other 98
Don't know 99
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Table 21: Coding key for QE3b: °

Why have you never used cannabis?’

Description

code

It's illegal

No desire to use

My friends don’t use it

Grew out of it, too old

Concerned my parents might find out
Concerned about health effects (general)
Concerned about psychological/mental effects

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Health effects (definitely have experienced or existifg

health condition)

Can have a good time without it 9
Concern about becoming addicted to it 10
Prefer to use alcohol 11
Prefer to use other drugs 12
Concern about being caught 13
Cost/Can't afford it 14
Can’t obtain it 15
Lack of opportunity / not exposed to it 16
Never been offered it 17
Don’t need it / doesn’t do anything for me 18
Concerned about moving on to more dangerous drugs 19
Influence of family / friends 20
Witnessed bad effects on others 21
Religious/moral reasons 22
Opposed to drug use /don’t take drugs 23
Against smoking 24
Career (inc. sports) reasons 25
Concern about losing control/intoxication 26
Don't like the smell 27
Education 28
Never tried cannabis/drugs for reasons not given 29
‘I'm too smart/educated/sensibgtc. 30
Fear of cannabis/ what might happen etc. 31
Other responsibilities 32
General concern re: risks unspecified 33
Other 98
Don’t know 99
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Table 22: Coding Key for item E17: ‘Where would you go if you wanted

more information on cannabis?’

Definition Code
Doctor 1
Library 2
Internet 3
Police 4

Alcohol & Drug Authority / Drug & Alcohol Office/Next 5
step (i.e. Government service)

Drug and alcohol service/counselling/dependency groGp/
rehabilitation etc.

Phone line/ADIS / telephone counselling etc. 7
Drug Awareness Group (not treatment) 8
Counsellor/counselling service (not AOD specific) 9
Health Department 10
Hospital 11
Community health service 12
Chemist/Pharmacist 13
Psychologist/Psychiatrist 14
Youth centre 15
School/teachers 16
Books/pamphlets 17
Phone book 18
Local council 19
Cannabis users 20
Friends 21
Family 22
Wouldn't bother seeking information 23
Church 24
Other 98
Don't know 99
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Table 23: Coding key for item E18b: ‘Since the chan  ge in cannabis law, if
someone had a problem with cannabis use do you thin k they
would be more or less likely to seek help & why?’

Definition Code
Don’t know or refused to answer 0
Said‘More likely’ at QE18 1
Answers specifically about decriminalisation 3
Answers mentioning less threat of legal sanctions 4
Answers mentioning mandated treatment 5
Answers mentioning harsher laws or threats of sanctions 6
Answers about changes to community attitudes 7

Answers mentioning less stigma or more relax8d
attitudes about cannabis

Social changes 9
Answers about changes to awareness 10
Answers about awareness of health issues 11
Answers about awareness of availability of services 12
Answers about education or media campaigns 13
Answers about changes of profile of services 14
Answers about users’ personal choices 15
Answers about choices made due to health concerns 16
Other answers not elsewhere applicable 17
Don’t know 18
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Table 23 cont : Coding key for item E18b: ‘Since th e change in cannabis
law, if someone had a problem with cannabis use do you think
they would be more or less likely to seek help & wh  y?

Definition Code
Said‘less likely at QE18 19
Answers about the illicit nature of cannabis 20
Answers concerning fear of consequences 21
Answers expressing beliefs that the laws are ng@@
harsher

Answers about softer laws do not motivate treatme3t
seeking

Answers about services 24
Answers about lack of awareness of services 25

Answers about ‘fears’ or concerns regardirkp
entering treatment

Answers concerning lack of belief services can be2x
help

Answers dealing with users being more likely @8
help themselves than seek treatment

Answers about shame and stigma 29
Answers about dependency and addiction 30
Answers about users not wanting/seeking help or Bat
perceiving they have a ‘problem’

Answers about users being unaware of harms &2d
dangers of use

Answers about users not being capable to make 3Be
decision to seek help

Other answers not elsewhere applicable 34
Don’t know 35
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Table 23 cont: Coding key for item E18b: ‘Since the change in cannabis
law, if someone had a problem with cannabis use do you think
they would be more or less likely to seek help & wh  y?

Definition Code
Said ‘no changeé at QE18 36
Answers about behavioural change 38
Answers concerning how changes to the law will not affé&
behaviour

Answers dealing with lack of serious penalties does A6t
motivate treatment seeking

Answers concerning how (il)licit status of cannabis is not4h
issue

Answers dealing with how legal changes have not addrestzd
the real issues

Answers stating that people are not aware of legal chantfes
or what the law is

Answers about services 44
Answers about the conduct or ethical behaviour of services 45
Answers about the interaction of services and the police 46
Answers about ‘fears’ or concerns re: entering treatment a7
Answers about dependency or addiction 48

Answers dealing with users not wanting/seeking help, A8t
seeing use a s a problem, unwilling to change, ‘happy using’
etc.

Answers like ‘users just don't care’ 50
Answers like ‘users more likely to help themselves thah
seek treatment’

Answers stating that users are unaware of harms & dang@rs
of use

Answers stating that cannabis use does not result53n
clinically significant issues requiring treatment (or similar)
Answers about the acceptability of cannabis 54
Answers stating that users won’t change treatment seekiig
behaviour because cannabis is more acceptable

Answers to the effect that users will not change behavigér
unless they are caught

Answers stating that users won’'t change treatment seekifig
behaviour because cannabis is less acceptable

Other answers not applicable elsewhere 58
Don’t know 59
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