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An update on research since the NIAAA Task Force Re port
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Mean Score for 5+ Drinks in a Row in Past 2 Weeks 
by 4-year College Student Status
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� Increased enforcement of minimum drinking 

age laws 

� Implementation, increased publicity, and 
enforcement of other laws to reduce alcohol-
impaired driving 

� Restrictions on alcohol retail outlet density 

� Increased price and excise taxes on alcoholic 
beverages

� Responsible beverage service policies in 
social and commercial settings 
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� The formation of a campus and 
community coalition may be critical to 
implement these strategies effectively
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   RELATIVE PRODUCTION OF PROBLEMS BY
FREQUENT BINGE VS. NON-BINGE DRINKERS
            (CAMPUS SAMPLE, '98 - '99 SCHOOL YEAR)
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Outcome Regression N Coefficient
(SE)

Risk/Odds Ratio 
(95% C.I.)

p value

Greek parties % drunk Linear 5750 -.008 (.02) --- .70

Drunk last time Logistic 4620 -.13 (.17) 0.88 (0.63, 1.23) .45

Dorm Parties % drunk Linear 4138 .02 (.03) --- .46

Drunk last time Logistic 2978 -.24 (.18) 0.78 (0.55, 1.13) .19

Campus Events % drunk Linear 3884 -.02 (.02) --- .34

Drunk last time Logistic 2034 -.02 (.21) 0.98 (0.64, 1.49) .92

Off-Campus Parties % drunk Linear 17040 -.03 (.01) --- .002

Drunk last time Logistic 13737 -.18 (.09) 0.84 (0.70, 0.99) .04

Bar or Restaurant % drunk Linear 9766 -.04 (.01) --- .004

Drunk last time Logistic 7690 -.26 (.10) 0.77 (0.63, 0.94) .01

Outdoor Setting % drunk Linear 4828 -.01 (.02) --- .59

Drunk last time Logistic 1945 .33 (.35) 1.39 (0.70, 2.76) .34

All Settings % drunk Linear 20403 -.03 (.008) --- .001

Drunk last time Logistic 16324 -.23 (.08) 0.79 (0.67, 0.93) .005
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Results of multilevel analysis
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aBeta coefficients and odds ratios (ORs) are positive because Phase 1 served as the referent period.

†p<.10,*p<.05, **p<.01



Results of multi level analyses
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Study to Prevent Alcohol Related 
Consequences:

Using a Community Organizing Approach to 
Implement Environmental Strategies in and 

around the College Campus

Mark Wolfson, et al
Wake Forrest University

SPARC
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1. Reduce Alcohol Availability

2. Address Price/Marketing

3. Improve Social Norms

4. Minimize Harm

Expectations of each Intervention School: 

� Include 3 of the 4 areas in strategic plan

� Most strategies should be comprehensive – i.e., 
include Policy, Awareness, and Enforcement
elements
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SPARC Domain , Strategy  using Strategy  
Availability   

Restrict provision of alcohol to underage or intoxicated students 5 
Increase/improve coordination between campus & community police  5 
Restrict alcohol purchases, possession 4 
Restrict alcohol use at campus events 3 
Increase responsible beverage service policies & practices 2 
Conduct compliance checks 2 
Educate landlords about their responsibilities and liabilities 2 

Price/Marketing   
Limit amount, type & placement of pro-drinking messages seen on campus 2 

Social Norms  
Establish consistent disciplinary actions associated with policy violations 5 
Create campaign to correct misperceptions about alcohol use 4 
Enhance awareness of personal liability 4 
Provide notifications to new students, parents of alcohol policies, penalties  4 
Provide alternative late night programs  2 
Provide alcohol-free activities  2 
Provide parental notification of student alcohol violations  1 
Create policy to provide brief motivational module for all freshmen 1 

Harm Minimization  
Enact party monitoring program 3 
Create and utilize safe ride program 2 
Increase harm reduction presence at large-scale campus events 1 

# of sites



Source:  Wolfson et al., in press
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