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NIAAA College Drinking Task Force, 2002

DRINKING

Changing the Culiure

Tradition of drinking is entrenched at every
level of the college student environment

Student drinking consequences affect

everyone
— Death
— Injury
_ — Assault
.~ — Sexual abuse
P — Drunk driving
qﬁ — Vandalism
| . — Police calls
“a-. — Alcohol abuse and dependence

ies: NIAAA
@ *  Natonal Instit Alcohol
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FIGURE 9-15d
ALCOHOL

Trends in 2-Week Prevalence of 5 or More Drinks in a Row

among College Students vs. Others
1 to 4 Years beyvond High School

{Twellth graders included for comparison. )
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Number of colleges (N =140)

12

FIGURE 1
Distribution of Percentage of Students Who Binge Drink

at Each of the 140 Colleges
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Toxic Alcohol Environments

High binge colleges
—More likely to:

» focus on intercollegiate athletics and
fraternity/ sorority life (settings for
socializing and drinking)

* have a large number of alcohol outlets
nearby
* have heavy marketing of alcohol
* have lax policy and enforcement
—College
—Local Community
— State

Wechsler & Nelson, 2008



Student drinking part of a larger
societal problem with alcohol

3" leading cause of preventable death
in the US

— 1,800 college students
— 79,000 adults

* Youth tend to drink like the adults
around them

* The causes are the same
* The solutions the same too...




College Systems model
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Integrated theory of drinking behavior

Legal Availability

Formal Social
Public Policy & Controls

Institutional
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L Drinking _

Alcohol-related
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Adapted from Wagenaar & Perry, 1994




Continuum of Intervention Points for Student Alcohol Use

Policy, Enforcement, Education

\ Brief Intervention
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Adapted from Broadening the Base of Alcohol Treatment (IOM)




Integrated theory of drinking behavior

Legal Availability

Formal Social \ \
Public Policy & Controls

Institutional (ndividual Risk | Drinking | Alcohol-relate
Policies/Structures Economic Factors Behavior Problems

Availability [t / /

Physical
Availability

Adapted from Wagenaar & Perry, 1994

Problems that stem from alcohol use
are primarily a function of availability



Individual
iInterventions
are unlikely to

have
sustained
effects if we
send them
back to the
same toxic
environment
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Activity 1

Take the next 5 minutes
By yourself or in a small group-
« Use the Torjman Model

* |dentify current performance in each area:
— Strength
— Weakness
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Person

Features of the person who consumes alcohol, or
characteristics of the drinker

Knowledge: information that people have about alcohol
and its related outcomes.

Attitudes: the way people feel about alcohol
consumption, including whether it should be consumed,
the manner and location in which it should be consumed,
and occasions when it should be consumed.

Intentions: peoples’ aims or goals to perform specific
actions (i.e., consume alcohol) or participate in specific
activities (i.e., involving alcohol vs. alcohol-free).

Skills: peoples’ ability (actual or potential) to perform
specific actions (e.g., resist social pressure to drink).



Drug

Features of the alcoholic beverage itself:

Composition: the form (e.g., beer) and
chemical/pharmacological makeup of alcohol (e.g.,
percent alcohol content).

Labeling: the type of information printed on the
package label (e.g., typeset, pictures, graphics, logos,
ingredient list, warnings about consuming alcohol).

Packaging: the type of container that alcohol comes
In (e.g., size, material).

Pricing: the monetary cost of alcohol, which is
affected by various aspects of the economy.



Environment

Features of the surroundings in which a person
consumes alcohol, or the boundary between the
person and the drug:

Advertising/promotion: the manner in which
alcohol is marketed to foster sales, including the
content and method of the message and the
location in which the message is placed.

Availability: elements that influence the level of
difficulty associated with acquiring alcoholic
beverages (e.g., age-based sales restrictions,
outlet density, hours of operation).

Physical context: the location where alcohol is
acquired and/or onsumed (e.g., bar, Greek house).



Environment (cont.)

Legal sanctions: the laws and regulations in place to
restrict alcohol use, and to prohibit specific actions in
conjunction with its use (e.g., driving under the influence,
use of false identification).

Sociocultural context: the social environment in which
alcohol is acquired or consumed, and the prevailing
attitudes and norms regarding its use (e.g., the amount of
alcohol that is deemed appropriate).

Key influencers: people (e.g., parents, family, residence
assistants, faculty, peers) who may have social influence
over the intervention target (e.g., the consumers of
alcohol).



Successful Interventions

Effective interventions
(they work!)
<+

Broad reach
(lots of students — everyone!)

Impact



Recommendations for Reducing
orinkine College Student Drinking

Changing the Culiure

Individual interventions for those at-risk
for alcohol problems

— norms clarification

— cognitive-behavioral skills training

— motivational interviewing

* Restricting alcohol outlets

* Increasing alcohol prices and taxes

* Responsible beverage service policies
« Maintaining and enforcing

i ! — age-21 MLDA
- — Impaired driving laws

. CAAE e Compliance checks in bars
g NIAAA P
Fyes®

National Institute on Alcehol

HE Abuse and Alcoholism

Source: NIAAA College Drinking Task Force (2002)



Avconouss: Crpacar asp Exrermaentar Researon Val. 34, No. 10

October 2010

Implementation of NIAAA College Drinking Task
Force Recommendations: How Are Colleges Doing
6 Years Later?

Toben F. Nelson, Traci L. Toomey, Kathleen M. Lenk, Darin J. Erickson,
and Ken C. Winters

Background: In 2002, the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA)
College Drinking Task Force issued recommendations to reduce heavy drinking by college
students, but little 1s known about mplementation of these recommendations. Current discussion
about best strategies to reduce %ludq.nl drinL'Lng has I‘uum:d more on l:mq.ring the minimum legal

A nggige as PRyt :,' * silllcd the Amethyst
1.lhdn t c 1an ‘ ’
Methods: A nationally errL%Lnl,.ilnL survey ol ad dlc}r% u.d% con I.LLIL‘E at 351 4-year

colleges in the United States to ascertain familiarity with and progress toward implementation of
NIAAA recommendations. Implementation was compared by enrollment size, public or private
status, and whether the school president signed the Amethyst Initiative.

Results: Administrators at most colleges were familiar with NIAAA  recommendations,
although more than 1 in 5 (22%) were not. Nearly all colleges use educational programs to
address student drinking (98%). Half the colleges (50%) offered intervention programs with docu-
mented efficacy for students at high nisk for alcohol problems. Few colleges reported that empiri-
cally supported, community-based alcohol control strateges including conducting u}mplidntt

checks to monitor illegal alcohol sales (33%), instituting mdnd.ilur} responsible I:-Lurdgq. Service
(B RS trarmane 015000 racimeiinan Jlinhrﬂ antlal denciv (795 ar mersocma tha aeea Al alenhnl

:



Why aren’t
colleges implementing
recommended interventions?



College-based Interventions
Focus on Individual Students




Education

Nearly all colleges educate students about
the risks of alcohol use

NIAAA College

Drinking Task w ‘
Force found these
approaches were

not effective.
5 ..e




Treating and/or punishing
the heaviest drinkers




What are colleges doing?

Medical amnesty
Bystander

intervention Establish a task force
Alcohol-free alternative

events Banning distilled

spirits Safe ride
Online program
education Peer education

Social Norms

marketing Media awareness
campaigns



Recommendations for Reducing
orinkine College Student Drinking

Changing the Culiure

Individual interventions for those at-risk
for alcohol problems

— norms clarification

— cognitive-behavioral skills training

— motivational interviewing

* Restricting alcohol outlets

* Increasing alcohol prices and taxes

* Responsible beverage service policies
« Maintaining and enforcing

i ! — age-21 MLDA
- — Impaired driving laws

. CAAE e Compliance checks in bars
g NIAAA P
Fyes®

National Institute on Alcehol

HE Abuse and Alcoholism

Source: NIAAA College Drinking Task Force (2002)



Existing systems are
fractured / siloed

* Within campus

* Between campus
and community




Environmental strategy
implementation is hard

* Policies occur off-campus
 Lots of barriers

* Negative reaction

* Policy = punishment

» College alcohol prevention staff
don’t have skills to advocate for

policy



LEAD EDITORIAL doi:10.1111/4.13 60L0443. 2007.01900.1

Industrial epidemics, public health advocacy and the
alcohol industry: lessons from other fields

Addiction, 102, 1335-1339, 2007 .
RENE I. JAHIEL & THOMAS F. BABOR

Devartment of Compumity Meadicine and Health Care,
University of Connecticat School of Medicine, Farmington,
T, TI8A

Unfortunately, many popular
strategies... tend to be ineffective;

and the more effective strategies... tend
to be unpopular.
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How do we implement
effective prevention?




Industrial epidemic framework

* Focus on public health considerations

* Draw attention toward upstream sources
of damage

 Embrace the fact that health advocates
compete with industry for support from
policymakers and the public

Jahiel & Babor, 2007



Use existing tools



Planning
Alcohol
Interventions
Using NIAAA’S

COLLEGEIAIM .

- _/C an Alcohol Abuse
ALCOHOL INTERVENTION MATRIX ~} and Alcoholism



COLLEGE/AIM

Environmental Strategies

Menu of strategies

» Rated according to:
—Relative effectiveness
—Public Health Reach
—Costs
—Barriers to implementation

Mational Institute
_/( m on Alcohol Abuse
“'\.\" — and Alcoholism
[



COLLEGE/AIM

Take Action Plan

= p Mational Institute
- C N | H on Alcohol Abuse
% and Alcoholism



STRATEGY PLANNING WORKSHEET

COLLEGEN

of the student body that the strategy will reach.

Uise this worksheet or download a copy to capture your thoughts about your current strategies and new ones you'd like o explore. Keep in mind:

Priorities: Which alcohol-related issues are of most concern to your campus? Make sure your school's needs and goals are well defined, and keep them front and center as you fill in the waorksh
Effectiveness: Does research show that your current strategies are effective in addressing your prionity issues? Might others be move effective?

Balance: Realistically assess what you can do with your avallable resources. Strike a balance, If possible, between individual- and environmental-level strategies, and belween strategies that wi
few barriers and can be put in place quickly and others that may take longer to implement. Consider the financial cost relative to the program's expected effectivenass and the approximate perce

students}

CURRENT STRATEGIES
Strategy Name Individual or Motes and Next Sieps: Keep as iz? Modfy to boost effectiveness?
fand the IND or ENV identifier Environmental? CoilegeAIM Ratings Add Gomplementary strategies? Shift to more effective options?
from Collegedild, If applicable)
wIND | gy | Effectiveness | Cost | Bamiers | Reach: Broad or
Focused (% of
students)
POSSIBLE NEW STRATEGIES
Strategy Name Individual or Motes and Mext Steps: Staff training or hiring needed? Other resources? D
fand the IND or ENV identifier Environmental? ﬂﬂfﬂg&ﬂm" Ratings straiegy require & plan for conducting an outcome evaluation?
from Collegaditd
Effectiveness Cost Barriers | Reach: Broad or
vl | v Focused (% of
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ENVIRONMENTAL-LEVEL STRATEGIES:
Estimated Relative Effectiveness, Costs, and Barriers; Public Health Reach; and Research Amount/Quality’

COSTS: Combined program and staff cos

Lower costs §

Mid-range costs 5§

implementation and maintenance

COLLEGEIAIM

Higher costs 555

ENV-11 Enforce age-21 drinking 2ge (e.q., compiance checks)

~—

Higher | ENV-16 Restrict happy hours/price promotions [£44, B, ees]
Ettectivenass | ENV-21 Retain ban on Suncay siles (where applicatis) [ B, anss] [#4,B, wens]
o o % | ENV-22 Fatain age-21 drinking age [#4, B, sses] ENV-23 Increase alpohof tax [, B, eeee]
ENV-17 Retain or enact restnctions on hours of alcohol sales ENV-3 Prohibit alcohol use/sales at campus sporfing events ENV-31 Enact refgonsible beverage service training laws
[ti#t B, wwwa] [, F wenn] [i#dt, B, =ol]
ENV-34 Enact social host provision taws [##, B, ==e] ENV-25 Enact dram shop liabiliy tws: Sates to intowicated
Moderate |'1f#1 B, Illl'lll
effectiveness ENV-26 Enact dram shap lability lws: Sates to underage
* W [, B, wwa]

\

EMV-30 Limit numnber'density of aloohol estzblishments [##7, B, sees]
ENV-35 Retain state-run alcohol retall stores (where appl
[ B, eens]

Slee campus [#, B, e»e]

ENV-7 Conduct campus-wide social norms campaign®

ENV-12 Restrict alcohol sponsorship and advertising [##, B, eee]
ENV-14 Implement bevesage service raining programs: Sakes to

EFFECTIVENESS: Success in achieving targetfd outcomes \

_Lower [#, B, sees] infoxicated [C=#, S/L=#4 B, ees]
effectiveness ENV-15 Implement heverage service training programs: Sakes o
* underage [C = # S/ = ##, B, esee]
ENV-28 Enact keq regestration laws [#8. B, ses]
ENV-4 Prohibit alcohol Lss/senvice af campus socia events [##4,B, (7 | ENV-B Implemant bystander inferventions” [#,F 0] ENV-2 Require alcohol-frea programming® [#, F, =]
ENV-5 Establish amnesty policies® [4, F, see] ENV-20 Implement sate-rides program® [#4, F, »e]
ENV-B Require Friday morming ciisses® [#, B, e ENV-32 Conduct shoutder tap campaigns (8%, B, »e]
Too few | ENV-8  Estabfish standards for alcohol service at campus social ENV-33 Enact social host property laws [##, B, 0]
robust studies avenis [#, B, wes] ENV-36 Require unique design for state 1D cards for age < 21
to rate | ENV-10 Establish substance-fres residence halls® [#, F, »e] [+, 8,0
effectiveness | ENV-13 Prohibit beer kegs [T = # S/L = #i4, B, ees]
—or mixed | ENV-18 Estabiish minimum age requirements fo serve/sel Legend
results alcohol [t B, seee]

ENV-19 implement party patrols [, B, e ee]
ENV-24 increase cost of alcohol Boense [#4, B, 0]
ENV-27 Prohibit home delivery of alcohol [#E, B, »#]
ENV-29 Enact noisy assembly laws [##, B, 0

See brief descriptions and additional ratings for each environmental-level strategy on the summary table beginning on page 19,

' Effectiveness ratings are based on estimated success in achieving tageted outcomes. Cost ratings are based on & consensus among research team members of the
refative program and siaff costs for adoption, implementation, and maintenance of a strategy. Ackual costs will vary by institufion, depending on size, exisfing programs,
and other campus and community faciors. Barmiers {0 impiementing a strateqy include cost and opposition, among other facions, Public health reach refers to the number
of students that a stratepy affects, Strategies with & broad reach affect all students or a large group of students (2.0, all underage students); strategies with a focused
reach affect individuals or small groups of students (e 0., sanctioned students). Research amounty/guality refers to the number and design of studies {sae legend).

* Strategy does not seek to reduca aloohel availability, one of the most effective ways to decrease alcohol use and it consaquences,

Barriers:
it = Hi

Research amount/quality:
sses = §ormoe
ional

Public health reach:

B = Broad
F = Focused



COLLEGE/AIM

Environmental Strategies

Higher Effectiveness

» Restrict happy hours/price
promotions

* Retain ban on Sunday sales
» Retain age-21 drinking age
* Enforce age-21 drinking age
* Increase alcohol tax

Mational Institute
( on Alcohol Abuse
\? — and Alcoholism



COLLEGEAIM
Environmental Strategies (cont.)

Moderate Effectiveness

Retain or enact restrictions on hours of sales
Enact social host laws

Prohibit alcohol use/sale at campus sporting
events

Enact dram shop liability laws; Sales to
iIntoxicated

Limit number/density of alcohol establishments
Retain state-run alcohol retail stores

Enact RBS training laws
g {‘(;/é m) and Alcoholism



Efficacy and the Strength of Evidence of
U.S. Alcohol Control Policies

Toben F. Nelson, ScD, Ziming Xuan, ScD, Thomas F. Babor, PhD, Robert D. Brewer, MD, MSPH,
Frank J. Chaloupka, PhD, Paul J. Gruenewald, PhD, Harold Holder, PhD, Michael Klitzner, PhD,
James F. Mosher, JD, Rebecca L. Ramirez, MPH, Robert Reynolds, MA, Traci L. Toomey, PhD,

Victoria Churchill, Timothy S Naimi, MD, MPH

Background: Public policy can limit alcohol consumption and its associated harm, but no direct
comparison of the relative efficacy of alcohol control policies exists for the U.S.

Purpose: To identify alcohol control policies and develop quantitative ratings of their efficacy and
strength of evidence.

Methods: In 2010, a Delphi panel of ten U.S. alcohol policy experts identified and rated the efficacy
of alcohol control policies for reducing binge drinking and alcohol-impaired driving among both the
general population and youth, and the strength of evidence informing the efficacy of each policy.
The policies were nominated on the basis of scientific evidence and potential for public health
impact. Analysis was conducted in 2010-2012.

Results: Panelists identified and rated 47 policies. Policies limiting price received the highest
ratings, with alcohol taxes receiving the highest ratings for all four outcomes. Highly rated policies
for reducing binge drinking and alcohol-impaired driving in the general population also were rated
highly among youth, although several policies were rated more highly for youth compared with the
general population. Policy efficacy ratings for the general population and youth were positively
correlated for reducing both binge drinking (r=0.50) and alcohol-impaired driving (r=0.45). The
correlation between efficacy ratings for reducing binge drinking and alcohol-impaired driving was
strong for the general population (r=0.88) and for youth (r=0.85). Efficacy ratings were positively
correlated with strength-of-evidence ratings.

Conclusions: Comparative policy ratings can help characterize the alcohol policy environment,
inform policy discussions, and identify future research needs.
(Am | Prev Med 2013;45(1):19-28) © 2013 American Journal of Preventive Medicine. All rights reserved,

Nelson et al., AJPM (2013)



General population

1.

N

NOoO Oh W

= © ®

Alcohol excise taxes (state)
State Alcohol Control Systems
(Monopoly)

Bans on alcohol sales
Outlet density restrictions
Wholesale price restrictions
Retail price restrictions
ABCs present, functional,
adequately staffed

Dram shop liability laws
Hours of sale restrictions

0. Restrictions on alcohol consumption in

public places, events




Youth population

1. Alcohol excise taxes (state)

2. Minimum legal drinking age laws

3. Bans on alcohol sales

4. State Alcohol Control Systems (Monopoly)

5. Wholesale price restrictions

6. Compliance checks (enforcement of MLDA
laws)

/. ABCs present, functional, adequately staffed

8. Outlet density restrictions

9. Furnishing alcohol to minors prohibited

10. Retall price restrictions




ENVIRONMENTAL-LEVEL STRATEGIES:
Estimated Relative Effectiveness, Costs, and Barriers; Public Health Reach; and Research Amount/Quality’

COSTS: Combined program and staff costs for adoption/implementation and maintenance

Lower costs §

Mid-range costs 5§

COLLEGEIAIM

Higher costs 555

EFFECTIVENESS: Success in achieving targeted outcomes

ENV-11 Enforce age-21 drinking g8 (e.0., comphance checks)

Higher | ENV-16 Restrict happy hours/price promutions [##£, B, se«]
etfectivenass | ENV-21 Retain ban on Sunday siles (where applicatis) [ B, enss] [#4,B, wens]
% o o | ENV-22 Ratain age-21 drinking age [#4, B, ssss] ENV-23 Increase alcohol tax [ié#, B, wees]
ENV-17 Retam or enact restnctions on hours of alcohol sales ENV-3 Prohibit alcohol use/sales at campus sporfing events ENV-31 Enact responsible beverage service training kaws
Iﬂ#_ B, uﬂj [mt. F #es -J [;,‘11 B, 1."]
ENV-34 Enact social host provision laws [##, B, ees] ENV-25 Enact dram shop liability ws: Sakes to intowicated
Moderate |##1 B, Illl'lll
effectiveness ENV-26 Enact dram shap lability lws: Sates to underage
* W [, B, wwa]
EMV-30 Limit numnber'density of aloohol estzblishments [##7, B, sees]
ENV-35 Retain state-run alcohol retall stores (where applicable) / \
[ B, eens]
ENV-1 Establish an aloshol-free campus [##, B, e ENV-12 Restrict alcohol sponsorship and adverbising [## B, wes]
ENV-7 Conduct campus-wide social norms ¢ ant ENV-14 Implement bevesage service raining programs: Sakes to
_Lower [#, B, sees] infoxicated [C=#, S/L=#4 B, ees]
effectiveness ENV-15 Implement heverage service training programs: Sakes o
* underage [C = # S/ = ##, B, esee]
ENV-28 Enact keq regestration laws [#8. B, ses]
ENV-4 Prohibit alcohol Lss/senvice af campus socia events [##4,B, (7 | ENV-B Implemant bystander infervention§ [#,F 0] ENV-2 Require alcohol-frea programming® [#, F, =]
ENV-5 Establish amnesty policies® [#, F, wes] ENV-20 Implement sate-rides program® [#4, F, »e]
ENV-B Require Friday moming classes® [#,B, #e) ENV-32 Conduct shoutder tap campaigns (8%, B, »e]
Too few | ENV-8  Estabfish standards for alcohol service at campus social ENV-33 Enact social host property laws [##, B, 0]
robust studies avents [#, B, »es] ENV-36 Redquire Unique design for state |0 cards for age < 21
to rate | ENV-10 Establish substance-free residence halls® [, £, ee) [u, B, 0)
effectiveness | ENV-13 Prohibit beer kegs [T = # S/L = #i4, B, ees]
—or mixed | ENV-18 Establish minimum age requirements fo serve/sel Legena
results aicohol (%, B, eess]

ENV-19 implement party patrols [, B, e ee]
ENV-24 increase cost of alcohol Boense [#4, B, 0]
ENV-27 Prohibit home delivery of alcohol [#8, 8, »e)
ENV-29 Enact noisy assembly laws [##, B, 0

See brief descriptions and additional ratings for each environmental-level strategy on the summary table beginning on page 19,

' Effectiveness ratings are based on estimated success in achieving tageted outcomes. Cost ratings are based on & consensus among research team members of the
refative program and siaff costs for adoption, implementation, and maintenance of a strategy. Ackual costs will vary by institufion, depending on size, exisfing programs,
and other campus and community faciors. Barmiers {0 impiementing a strateqy include cost and opposition, among other facions, Public health reach refers to the number
of students that a stratepy affects, Strategies with & broad reach affect all students or a large group of students (2.0, all underage students); strategies with a focused
reach affect individuals or small groups of students (e 0., sanctioned students). Research amounty/guality refers to the number and design of studies {sae legend).

* Strategy does not seek to reduca aloohel availability, one of the most effective ways to decrease alcohol use and it consaquences,

Barriers:
it = Hi

Research amount/quality:
sswe = §or moce longil

s — 3t 4 sludle

Public health reach:

B = Broad
F= Focused



ldentify stakeholders,
allies and opponents



Activity 2

Take the next 5 minutes

 List allies or stakeholders
who might have an interest
in the issue of student
drinking and related
problems

* |dentify their self-interest

* |dentify their barriers to
engaging or taking steps to
address student drinking




Re-frame how you
think and talk about
environmental
strategies



Policies are community standards

* Drinking behaviors that cause problems
are not generally acceptable to most in
your community

 Make approach to alcohol consistent with
your University mission

» Talk about standards early and often
* Engage students in identifying standards



Enforcement makes everyone
accountable to community
standards

 Informal and formal enforcement

« Communicate about enforcement efforts
» Enforce standards for suppliers of alcohol
 Move away from a ‘bad apples’ approach




Components of
Punishment for Deterrence

« Severity - make the punishment bad

 Certainty - make the likelihood of
punishment high

« Celerity - make the consequences quick




Activity 3

* Develop an elevator
talk for pursuing
iInterventions to reduce
student drinking that
work




Your quick pitch

Who you are

What you want to
accomplish

How your approach is
different

Why it will work (with data)
What you want them to do

http://about.mjumbepoe.com/elevator-pitch-builder//



What else do you need?

Strengthen your argument
— Focus on harms (social and individual)

— Focus on environmental determinants
* Availability/suppliers of alcohol

Understand and engage others on their
self-interest

Friends and allies
Skilled people
Data, data, data



Questions and Comments

Toben F. Nelson, Sc.D.

Division of Epidemiology and Community Health;
Minnesota School of Public Health
tfnelson@umn.edu
http://www.umn.edu/~tfnelson

M UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA



ORGANIZING FOR
SOCIAL CHANGE
Midwest Academy Manual

ORGANIZING for Activists

SGCML‘THAH GE 4th Edition
u By Kim Bobo, Jackie Kendall & Steve Max

http://www.organizingforsocialchange.org/



Blnge Dflnklng Preventing Binge Drinking
on College Campuses  on College Campuses:
A GUIDE TO BEST PRACTICES A Guide to Best Practices

By Toben F. Nelson, Sc.D.
and Ken C. Winters, Ph.D. with
Vincent Hyman

Softcover, 216 pp., with CD-ROM
Online Price: $49.95

: For more information call
gL TY 800-328-9000
Toben F. Nelson, Sc.D.  Ken C. Winters, Ph.D. or visit: hazelden.org/bookstore

with Vincent L Hyman




m Prevenling s

Binge Drinking  contents

on CO"ege CGmpUSGS Chapter 1: Getting Started

A GUIDE TO BEST PRACTICES Chapter 2: Circles of Influence and
Response Model

Chapter 3: Laying the Groundwork

Chapter 4: Implementing a Screening
and Intervention System

Chapter 5: Improving the Quality of
Policies and Procedures

Chapter 6: Restricting Alcohol Access

Chapter 7: Influencing Alcohol Prices

Toben F. Nelson, Sc.D. Ken C. Winters, Ph.D.

with Vincent L Hyman

CD-ROM




Harvard School of Public Health

COLLEGE ALCOHOL STUDY
VE|

New web address!
http://sphweb.sph.harvard.edu/cas/




“A Matter of Degree” Program
Evaluation

New web address!
http://sphweb.sph.harvard.edu/amod/

:
!!!f Matter of Degree
EVALUATIMNG EMVIROMMEMTAL PREVENTION APPROACHES TO ALCOHOL ABUSE BY COLLEGE

1 STUDENTS %




