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Figure 1 Percentages of current drinking and episodic heavy drinking by age (graph on the left), and mean frequency and quanti-
ty of drinking by age (graph on the right). NESARC, 2001-2002.
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Prevention In the
College Setting







Why Care About
College Student Drinking?

Over 1,700 deaths among 18 =24 year.old-college
students

590,000 unintentionally injured under the influenc e of
alcohol

More than 690,000 assaulted by another student who
has been drinking

More than 97,000 are victims of alcohol -related sexual
assault or date rape

About 25 percent of college students report academi
consequences of their drinking including missing
class, falling behind, doing poorly on exams or
papers, and receiving lower grades overall




Jlask Eorce
Recommendations

Evidence of Effectiveness Among
College Students

Evidence of Success With General
Populations That Could Be Applied
to College Environments

Evidence of Logical and Theoretical
Promise, But Require More
Comprehensive Evaluation

Evidence of Ineffectiveness




Recommendations, —Tder 1

n Combining cognitivabehavioral:skills with: norms
clarification and motivational enhancement
Interventions

n Offering brief motivational enhancement
Interventions

n Challenging alcohol expectancies




S0 Why' Not Just Tlake One
ofi TThose?

Most targeted to high' ~risk drinkers
Difficult to implement with fidelity
Labor intensive

Costly for large populations

....WOrk continues on strategies to
overcome these limitations, but also

n A need for universal strategies
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Public Health Model




Recommendations — Tier 2

Increased enforcement of minimum drinking age. laws

Implementation, increased publicity, and enfercement of other
laws to reduce alcolrmmpaired-driving

Restrictions on alcohol retail outlet density
Increased price and excise taxes on alcoholic beverages

Responsible beverage service policies in social and commercigl
settings

The formation of a campus and community coalition may be
critical to implement thesstrategies effectively




Alcohol -invelved Trauma at the Community Level:
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Mean Number of Drinks
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Safer; California Universities
Project Goal

To evaluate the efficacy of a
“Risk Management” approach to
alcohol problem prevention

NIAAA grant #R01 AA12516
with support from CSAP/SAMHSA .




Integrated Intervention Strategies
for Offi-Campus Drinking

n Compliance Checks

n DUI Check Points

n Party Patrols

n Soclal Host “Response Cost” Ordinance

n Soclal Host Safe Party Campaign













Future Research

Evaluating FullF =Spectrum«Comprehensive
Interventions

Replications

Effectiveness Studies
(with emphasis on mediators and moderators)

Diffusion Research

Basic Research on Organizational and
Community Change
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