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The Map

¾Use, Misuse, & Consequences

¾Building Heads Up & Intervention Examples

¾Challenges and Keys to Victories 

To alcohol! The cause oféand solution toéall 

of      lifeõs problems ðHomer J. Simpson



¾ Heavy drinking, alcohol -related problems, and risky or illegal 

behaviors peak during emerging adulthood (18 -25 years old)

&

College students drink more than their non -college peers

¾ 44% òbingeó drink & 25% reported frequent binge drinking 

¾ 31% of students meet criteria for a diagnosis of alcohol abuse &

6% meet criteria for alcohol dependence in the past 12 months.

¾ Consequences to self, others, university community, & broader 

community are significant





¾ A 2008 survey of 293,000 college 

students found that on average

students spend more time 

under the influence of alcohol 

than they do studying.

What we are doing is important 

to the mission of our institutions



¾Charter Ball

ÅDozens of ambulances and alcohol poisonings 

¾Hazing Incidents

¾ In the News

ÅBad publicity

¾Very High Judicial Recidivism Rate

ÅOld sanctioning process ineffective





¾Top 10% of student drinkers drink 25 or 
more drinks per week (> 100 drinks/month)

¾MAX drinking event in past 30 days
Top 10% of males drank 17 drinks 
Top 10% of females drank 10.5 drinks

¾33% report top reason for drinking is òto 
get drunkó



¾Recognize the problem/formulate a plan

¾Begin a series of collaborations with SA

¾Gained support and backing for an initiative

¾More than Risk Management!

¾Create a series of targeted interventions & 

implement over time



¾ Heads UP is a multi-faceted alcohol awareness and 

prevention program that is nested within the broader 

campus culture.

¾ It seeks to change the campus culture with respect to 

drinking by involving:
ÅAdministrators

ÅFaculty/Staff

ÅParents

ÅStudents



¾Principles:
ÅResponsible Decision -Making/Harm -Reduction

ÅMotivational Interviewing (MI)

ÅEvidence -based programming

¾Vision and Goals: Have a unified and organized 
approach in order to ensure success
ÅReduce problematic drinking on campus

ÅReduce judicial recidivism

ÅIncreased awareness of personal responsibility and 
conscious decisions





¾ Group motivational enhancement (MI) interventions 

with high -risk students 

ÅFirst-Year Males 

ÅAdjudicated Students

ÅFirst-Year women 

¾ Brief live interactive normative group -specific 

feedback (BLING)  

Greek chapters, Athletes, First -year residence halls



¾ Campus-wide online personalized normative feedback 
(PNF)

¾ Social norms marketing poster campaign

¾ BMI with high -risk students at Student Psychological 
Services

¾ 21st birthday card 

¾ Faculty awareness & campus -wide alcohol education

¾ Presidential letter to parents and first -year students



¾ Funded by NIAAA/NIH (2004 -2007) 

¾Initiated on LMUõs campus in September of 2004

¾ Objective: Intervene with first year women using a 
female -specific group MI -based intervention  



¾MI is a client -
centered, non -
confrontational 
method for enhancing 
motivation to change. 

¾Four principles:
ÅExpressing empathy

ÅDeveloping discrepancy

ÅRolling with resistance

ÅSupporting self -efficacy

Contemplation

Preparation

Action

Maintenance

Pre-Contemplation          

Stages of Change



¾ Using online data management software, incoming 
freshmen females were recruited to complete the initial 
questionnaire and to attend a group session

¾ Participants signed up for the group session

¾ Randomized into: 
ÅExperimental intervention condition
ÅControl condition
ÅApproximately 8 -10 females per group 



¾ Group sessions lasted approximately 2 hours

¾ Participants received compensation & explanation of 
diary process

¾ Participants completed 10 weeks of online diaries 
reporting their weekly drinking behaviors

¾ A final questionnaire was collected at the 10 th week

¾ Retention Rates: 
94% of students completed all 10 diaries



¾ Intervention groups include:

ÅAssessment

ÅDiscussion of good things and not so good things

ÅExpectancy challenges

ÅNormative feedback

ÅAlcohol processing/Physiological Differences

ÅBlood Alcohol Content information

ÅReasons for Drinking Discussion

ÅDecisional balance (pros & cons)

ÅBehavioral goals



¾ Pre-Intervention: No significant differences

¾ Post-Intervention (Weeks 1 ð10)

ÅDifferences between groups on drinks per week (d=.43), 

maximum drinks (d=.43), and binge episodes (d=.56).

ÅWomen who received HUW intervention drank less

¾ HUW protective effect on non -drinkers

at 6 months 22% vrs. 46% had initiated drinking

o Enhancement/Social motives moderated intervention 

efficacy



¾ Previously, judicial cases primarily involved freshmen 

(>50%) and much recidivism (>50%)

¾ As of Fall 2003, HU motivational enhancement group 

was sanction for most alcohol -related offenses

¾ Worked with Res Life (RDs & RAs), Public Safety and 

others to inform them about the nature of the group

Harm-reduction, non -punative, non -confrontational



¾ Violation and judicial hearing

¾ Judicial officer assigns students to HU group session 
as sanction

¾ Student calls HU and schedules a date to attend

1) Electronic online initial survey
2) Attend HU group session
3) 12 weeks of online follow -up diaries to monitor drinking 

behavior



¾Adjudicated students report reductions in 
drinking and consequences across 3 mos:
ÅDrinking days by 35%

ÅAverage drinks by 27%

ÅDrinks per month by 50%

ÅMax number of drinks by 42%

¾Top quartile of male judicial students report drinking an average of 24 

drinks per week (Max of 16.8 drinks) & top quartile of female judicial 
students report drinking an average of 14 drinks per week (Max of 9.3)

These heavier drinkers reduced their drinks/wk by  36% after HU 
intervention



¾ Initiated on LMU campus in January of 2006

¾ Funded by  ABMRF

¾ Intervene with in -tact groups on campus by using real -time 
interactive normative data collection and feedback using 
wireless clicker technology

--Greek organizations
--Student Athletes
--First-year students in the Residence Hall groups 

¾ Randomized design (except athletes) with online pre -
intervention survey and follow -up at 1 & 2 mos post 
intervention



How many drinks does a typical 

member of your fraternity drink 

each week?

How many drinks do you drink 

each week?
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How acceptable is it for you to miss a 

class  because of a hangover?

How acceptable does a typical member 

of  your sorority think it is to miss a class 

because of a hangover?
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Over the past two weeks, how 

many times have you had 5 or 

more drinks in a two hour period?

Over the past two weeks, how 

many times has a typical member 

of your fraternity had 5 or more 

drinks in a two hour period?



¾ Perceived Injunctive Norms

¾ Perceived Descriptive Norms

¾ Alcohol Use

¾ Alcohol -Related Attitudes

¾ Alcohol -Related Consequences

All reduced 

significantly

(p < .001) at 1 and 2 

month follow -up



¾But what caused what???

Normative Intervention

Changes in norms

Reductions in drinking

Changes in 

Descriptive and 

Injunctive Norms

Reductions in 

Drinking and 

Attitudes

Less experience of 

negative alcohol -

related consequences



¾ Preliminary efficacy of salient group -specific

normative feedback interventions

ÅLive, interactive components aided in credibility and likely 

reduced skepticism

ÅAppears to be most effective for students with greater 

discrepancies

ÅNovel technology that is relatively cost efficient and can be 

implemented with large groups










