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INTRCDUCTION

ABSTRACT

Alms  Driving under the influence {DUT) of alcohol is anrong the most common
and serious alcohol-related problems experienced by US college stadents. Corn-
manity-based prevention trials using environmental approaches to DUl preven-
tion have been effective in reducing DUL Such interventions remain unlested in
college settings. This study is the first to test the efficacy of an environmertal
prevention campaign o reduce DUI among college students.

Design  We used a quasi-experimental non-equivalent comparison group
design fo tesl the efficacy of the DUI prevention intervention. Students at the
experimental university were exposed to a DUT prevention intervention that
included a social marketing campaign, a media advocacy campaign and
increased law enforcement {DUE checkpoints and roving DUI patrols),

Setting  Students from two large public universities located along the US/Mex-
ico border participated in the seven-semester study.

Participanis  [n total, 4332 college students took part,

Measures {Ising telephone inferviews of randomly selected students, we toolk
pre- and postintervention measures of self-reported DUL

Pindings Self-reported DUE (past year) decreased significantly from pre-lest to
post-test (odds ratio =0.55) at the intervention school, whereas rates at the
cowparison campus remaioed stable. The campus-intervention interaction
was statistically significant (P < 0.03), suggesting that the campaign led o the
abserved chiange in DI

Conclusions  Eavironmental DUI sampaigns similar to Hhose valldated in com-
munity prevenlion trials can be effective in college settings. Purther research,
however, is needed (o determine the robustuess of the changes assactated with
such campaigns.

KEYWORDS (College drinking, drinking and driving, DU enforcement,
perceived risk of DUL

gddress DUE in college setlings {Task Force of the National
Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohalism

Driving under the influence (DUT) of aleohol remains one
of the mosi serious public health problems in the United
States (National Center for Health Statistics 1994). For
college stadents, DUI is both common (Wechsler etal.
2002} and deadly (Hingson et al. 2002). Despite this. the
prevention and research conmunities have done little o
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2002). Indeed, the recent National Institute on Alcohal
Abuse and Aleoholisro (NIAAA) task force on college
drinldng listed DUI interventions as a ter 2 interven-
tion—ane that has been shown (o be effeelive in contme-
nrity settings but is untested in college settings. This study
is the first to fest such an infervention in a college setting.
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DUI and college students

Inn national studies using random-sampling designs, the
prevalence of DUT(pust year) reported by college students
ranged from 26.5 to 27.8% (Hingson eral. 2002}, In a
non-random survey of 43 360 college students, Presley,
Meilman & Tyerla (1995) ceported 31.9% of students
aged 20 years and younger and 33.6% of students aged
21 years and older adiitted to driving while intoxicated
(DWT) in the year prior to being surveyed. Fingson ef al.
(2002} noted that, in the 2000 National Household Sar-
vy of Drag Abuse, 18-24-year-olds nol in college
reported lower rates of DUL (19.8%) than their collegiate
counterparts. Using data fromn the national surveys,
Hingson etal. (2002} estimated that, nationally, more
than 1100 college students died in alcohnl-related motor
vehicle accidents in 1998,

In their national study of college drinking, Wechsler
etal. {1998) reported that the overall prevalenes rate of
driving afier drinking alecohol within the college stu-
dent population increased between 1993 and 1997
from 31.6% to 35.8%. By 1999, Wechsler etal. (1998)
noted that 18.6% of non-heavy episodic drinkers,
39.7% of occasional heavy episodic drinkers, and
48.0% of frequent heavy episodic drinkers had driven
after consmning aleohol. These analyses, however, do
not specify whether the respondent was intoxicated
while driving.

In another national study, Presley etal. (1998)
reported that 17.0% of all students reported driving while
intoxicated at least once in the past year, with 6.6%
reporting the behavior three (o Bve times and 9.0%
reporting the behavior six or more times during that
sume period. Presley ef al. (1998) also noted that these
rates were fatrly stable between 19935 and 1997, Despite
the relatively high prevalence rate of DWL, only 1.5% of
all students in the Prestey etal. sindy reported being
arrested for DWL/DGLL

The etiotogy of DI among college students has not
been studied carefully. Tndeed. there have been few theo-
retical or comprehensive empirical studics examining
BUI in this population. Several studies, however, have
examined the correlates of DUT using both bivariate and
multivartate analytical approaches. These stndies provide
a better anderstanding of the lactors predicting DiT-
related behaviors,

In a national study of college students in=17592),
Wechsler atal. {1994) ceported that driving after drinl-
ing alcohol was associated with the frequency of heavy
cpisodie consumption (fve or more drinks at a single
seltting for men. four or more for women). More than
60% of males reported frequent heavy drinking {three
or more episodes in the past 2 weeks) in the 30 davs
prior ko being surveyed. Almost hall ¢49%) of frequent
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female heavy drinkers engaged in this behavior. In addt-
tion to driving afier drinking, more than 20% of infre-
quent heavy drinkers and about 50% of frequent heavy
drinkers reported riding with an intoxicated driver in
the 30-day period before being surveyed (Wechsler et al,
1994}, Wechsler and associates found little difference
between males and lemales for these behaviors in this
study.

In a recent study, Clapp ef al. {2003b) examined pre-
dictors of DUL using survey data collected at two large
universities located in the south-western nited States.
Similar to the studies noted above, this study found posi-
tive relationships between drinking behaviors and DUL In
this study, heavy episodic drinking, frequency of drink-
ing, variance of drinking and drinks per cccasion all pre-
dicted DUL Interestingly, the study found that marijoana
use was a stronger predictor of DUI than the other vari-
ables tested in the study {Clapp et al. 2003b).

Preventing DUI

Despite the lack of DI prevention efforts targeting
college students, environmental DUI pravention cam-
paigns have worked in community settings {Voas et al,
1997). Of particular note, for instance, was the Comms-
pity Trials Project (Vous 1997) that used a model of
inereased enforcement of DUI laws supporied by media
advacacy fo reduce alcohol-related accidenss, Concepiu-
atly, the combination of media coverage/campaigns and
DUT checkpoints result in increased perceptions of the
risk of arrest for DUL in the general population which, in
turn, leads to reduced DUT and accident rates. Underly-
ling this approach is the deterrence model. As noted by
Ross (1982}, general deterrence can be conceptualized
as:

‘the effect of threatened punishment upon the popu-
lation. i general, infleencing potential violators Lo
refrain from a prohibited act through a desire to aveid
the legel consequences” (p. 8),

Ross noted that the practice of peneral detervence
targets both those who have engaged in the ticit
behavior and those who have nol bui have potential Lo
do so. General deterrence has shori-term effects and
long-terms effects. Short-term effects are behavioral
changes or restrainis based on lear of consequences.
Long-termn effects are a funetion of aggregate short-
term eftects and include development of soctal and
moral norms and habits thar prohibit the illicit behay-
ior (Ross 1982,

In this study, we evaluated the cxtent to which a col-
lege DUT prevention infervention Lhat incladed a social
marketing and law enlorcement campaign increased sto-
dents’ perceived risk ol getting a ticket or being urrested
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Table 1 Timeline ol intervention activities at the experimental university:

Sentester Roving DUI DUT checkpoints Setial nrarketing Media coverage

Spring 2000 NA NaA NA NA

Full 2000 NA NA NA NA

Spring 2001 NA NA, NA NA

Fail 2001 NA i NA Local TV

Spring 2002 2 1 Ads in campus paper; Local TV; campus paper
posters; cards; maguets

Fall 2002 2 NA Ads In caropus paper; NA
posters; catds; magnets

Spring 2003 i 2 Ads in campus paper; Local TV; campus paper
posters; cards: magnets

Total 5 4 Ads r camnpus paper TV ecoverage (n=3]:

{n=32}; posters (n= 5001 stories in paper (7= 2)
cards (n=1300) magnats

(n=100)

Baseline semesters are indicated by italics,

for DUI and reduced their occnrrences of sel-reported
DUL

METHOD

Design

To test the efficacy of our campaign, we nsed a non-

equivalent control group pre-test/posi-test
(Campbell & Stanley 1964). Two large public universi-
ties located in the south-western United Staies partict-
pated in the study. The bascline (pre-test) period began in
the spring semester of 2000 and ended in December
2001. The intervention period {post-test) began in the
spring semester of 2002 and ran through the spring
semester of 2003, The beginning of the intervention
period coincided with the start of ow social marketing

design

carpaign,

[ntervention

During the baseline period, campus police officers at each
aniversity conducted standard DUL enforcement (Le
pulling over suspected drunk drivers) as part of their reg-
ular daties and no special DUI enforcement was present
at either school, During this period, there was one DUI
checkpoint conducted near the expertmental campus,
This checkpoint was operated by the local city potice and
was not part of the present projeci. There wera no DG
related media campaigns during the baseline period ai
either university.

During the intervention pertod. standard DUT enloree-
ment continued at the comparison university. Al the
experlnental university there was a marked increasc in
enforcement coupled with o media campaign. The
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prevention campaign featured DUT checkpoints, media
coverage, and a student-designed social marketing cam-
paign aimed al insreasing students’ perceptions of risk of
arrest for DUL The specific activities are presented by
sernester in Table 1.

DU eheckpoints

DU checkpaints were operated by the campus paolice
with assistance from the local city police and the high-
way patrol. Checkpoints were conducted on three main
streets surrennding the campus. These streets were
selected because they had a significant amoant of stu-
dend. foot traffic and motor vehicle tralfic. On average,
73} cars were stopped at each checkpoini. Consistent
with Ross (1982), the primary goal of the checkpoints
was to increase the perception of risk of arrest for DUL
Arrests were a secondary goal. As soch, the check-
points ncladed 10-15 officers, several police curs with
their lights thrned on, cones, fares and large spot-
lights. On average, each DU checkpoint cost $3000
{TiSj to operate.

Media coverage

For each checkpoint, the local media {including the cam-
pus paper) were contacted. The checkpoints all received
coverage on local televiston news broadeasts. During the
tfervention peried, the cantpus newspaper ran six sto-
ries related to DUT. One of these stories {carly spring
2003} focused directly on increased enforcement. During
the baseline peried, the school paper ran 11 DULrelated
stories. Like any community-based prevention effort
using media advocacy, the success of placing issue-
related stories is predicaled on several factors. In this case
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» Drinking Driving [aws are
Sirfesly Enforced In the
Coliege Ares

¢ Plan ahiewd for safe
teansportafion

Figure 1 Campaign advertisement promoting increased enforce-
merdt

the campus newspaper, an independent sindent-rnan-
aged paper, changed ediforial staff cach year. This made it
difficult io place stortes CO[’lSiSl‘CHE[}:’ during the inlerven-
tion period.

Sacial marketing campaign

Over the course of the entire prevention effort, we dissems-
inated the lIoliowing social marketing materials: adver-
tiseinents in the school newspagper (r= 32), posting of
advertisements in public areas on campus (n=500),
posting of {n=10() 12"x 12’ magnets embossed with
the advertisement around campus, and distribution of
advertisenents (r=1500) on 4’ x5’ promotion cards
{these cards are similar fo those used by bars and clubs to
advertise on campus). Marketing materials were disizib-
uted each week. The advertisement used in all the social
marketing materials during the campaign is preseated in
Fig. 1. Media matertals cost approximately $ 3000 (US) to
produce.

Site characteristics

‘Table 2 provides comparison data for the experimental
and eonirol universtiies. The coatrol campus is sone-
what smaller than the experimental campus, but e gen-
der distributions at the two universities are similar
Freshmen and sophownores made ap a larger portion of
ihe control campus’s undergraduates than they did
at the experimental campus. Alternatively, the graduate
departments were roughly proportional to the size of the
untversity. Astan Americans comprised a lacger potion of
the experimental campus’s population, and Latinos com-
prised a farger portion of conirod campus's population.
Back university was slightly less than 60% white. The
universities were similar in that thew both had small fea-
ternity/sorority cormmunities. This wmeans i this
group, which has been found to be at high ssk for alcoho!
probiems {Presley etal. 19935; Wechsler eral. 19971,
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How Was Your Weekend? |
) Mine sucked..

played a negligible role in the current study. A larger por-
tion of the student body lived on campus at the control
site than at the experimental site. Both sites had campus
newspapers that accepted alcohol adveriisements.

Telephone interviews

Data were collected at each universiiy, each semester dar-
ing the study, A university-based social seience research
laboratory conducted telephone interviews with respon-
dents. Trained inferviewers conducted the nterviews,
which were monitored randomly by professional re-
search stalfl to ensure data quality,

Each semester of the study, 400 students were sam-
pled randomly from registration records af each of the
two universities. Students refusing to participate were
replaced randomly. Qur response rates ranged from 3 1%
to 44% across campuses and seinesters, and our cooper-
ation rate (interviews completed} among responding stu-
dents ranged from 66% to 92%. The actual percentages
are provided b Table 3. A samplé of 400 students per
semester al a given university allows for 93.0% confi-
dence with a £ 5% margin of ervor when estimating pop-
ufation parameters for that semester, Overall sample size
is safficient for analysis of subpopulalions.

Interview

An original interview schedule was developed [or this
study, The strument inchided several itents from the
core survey (Presley ¢f al. 1993), incloding measures of
alcohol and other deng (AQD) use and related problems.
In addition to the slandard guestions taken from the core
survey, quantity-frequency-variabifity items developed
by Grucnewald & Nephew {1994) were included along
with several demographic items.

The primary outcome measure for the study was
based on the following survey item: within the past vear,
have you driven a vehicle while being under the influence
of alcohol? In addition, during the last two sentesters of
data collection, we asked participants to indicate their
perceived risk of beinp ticketed or arvested for DUE within
a l-niile radius of campus. This was measured using a
five-point scale ranging from ‘very unlikely’ o ‘very
likely",

Analysis plan

Analysis was conducted on participants who were
between ages 18 and 23; our working dafa set consisted
therafore of 1681 participants Irom the experimenial
campius and 1798 from the conlrol campas. Our first
analysis used logistic regression to predict the outcome
measures {driving under the influence i the past
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Table 2 Comparison of the experimental and comparison sites.
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Control Control Experimental Experfinental
cdmpils CAmpis cimplis cenps
Vartabie popilation semple poputition sample
Gender
Men 7274 {47.2%) £6.8% £0.01 LO 715 (4:5.0% 42.1% £0.01
Wonen 8§135(52.8%) 53.2% £ 0.01 13057 1{55%]) 57.9% £0.01

Class standing
Freshmen
Sophomuores
Juniors
Seniors
Linclassified undergrads
Graduate

Racefethnicily
Asfan Anerican
American Indian
Alrican American
Hispanic/Latine
White/other

Age
Mean (8D}

Median

Greek system members
N (% of students)

Housing statns
Off campus
Un campiis

AQD incidents
1996-97
1997-98

Campus paper
Yes/no
Alcohol ads {yes/no)

Catnpus bar
Yesio
Distance to Mextcan
border In minutes

Current AQD programs
Target!/type

State faws
Same [or both locations

3276 (21.3%)
2581 (16.7%)
2185 (14.2%}
3285 (21.3%)
646 {4.2%)
2378 (15.4%)

238 (3%)
189 (3%)
359 (2%)

5735 (37%)

8679 (36%)

NA
26

730 (4.7%)

11932 (77.4%)
3477 {22.6%)

193
L6

Athletes/peers

Administrative license
suspension, (0,08 per
e, irmplied consent.
age 21, zevo tolerance

19.6% £0.01
20.0% 0,01
18.0% .01
24.0% £ (.01

18.4% + 001

2.9% £0.003

2.5% 01003

3.0%+0.003
37.5%+0.01
54.0% =001

22

7.0% £ 0.005

1825(16.1%)

3263 (13.7%)

7075 (29.8%)

9609 (40.4:2%)
NA

5299

3606 {15.2%)
251 (1.1%)
1293 (5.4%)

4755 (20.0%)

13 866 (58.3%)

24(6.3)
22.3

600 {2.5%)

20557 (89%)
2615 (11.0%)

254
204

Yes
Yes

Yes
30

Papulation/CAPP

£9.2% 001
11.0% +£0.01
22.3% 001
29.2% 2001

18.3%+0.01

12.83% £0.01
0.4% £ 0.001
4.9% = 0.005

16.0% £0.01

65.7% (.01

22

3.6%+0.005

88.5% £ 0.01
L1.3%+0.01

Population/trorms

Adminfstrative license
sispension, 0.08 per
s¢, implied consent,
age 11, zerc wilerance

12 months) fromn campus variable (experimental versus
comparisou), intervention peried variable {pre-tesi ver-
sus past-test), and the interaction between those two [ue-
tors. The baseline period (pre-test) ranged {rom spring
2000 to falt 2001, whereas the infervention period
(post-test) spanned spring 2002 to spring 2003. The
social marketing and media campaign began in spring

2002.

% 2003 Seciery for the Shudy of Addiction

In addition 10 these variables, the analyses ncluded
participant sex. age. [raleroity/sororily statas and two
measures of alcoholconsumption: £ 1} the number of days
in the last 28 days that they had al least one alcoholic
drink, and (2) the maximam number of diinks consuumed
on any | day during the last 28 davs, Both measures were
adapted [rom work by Cruenewald & Nephew (1994}, The

logistic regression was conducied n a stepwise lashion,

Addilietten, 106, 337334



332 Johit D. Clapp et al.
Table 3 Summary of San Diego campus
Experimental campus Comparison campus alcobol prevention purtnership study
] ) respoase rates and cooperation rates.

Response Cooperation Response Cooperation

e rate (%) rate (%) rate (%) race (%)

Spring 2000 (1) 31 68 18 7t

Fall 2006 (2} 32 66 3n 74

Spring 2001 (3} 18 76 39 83

Fail 2001 (4) 35 82 35 87

Spring 2002 (35) 35 85 44 92

Call 2002 (6) 3 86 36 91

Spring 2003 (7) 30 72 36 77

Response ende: completes/eligible) +etunknown eligtbilily) o = eligible/teligible + ineligiblay, covpera-

tion rate: completes/qualilied refusals + texminates + compledes.

Table 4 Odds ratios for driving after drinking by campus and
intervenfion.

Experintental Campearison
Pre-intervention 1.00 (LR7
Post-intervention .55 0.64

with covartates entered in the Brsi step, and the schoal
and intervention variables entered in the second step.

Secoudly, analysis of covariance (ANCOVA} was ased
to examine change in perceived risk of DUT arcest from
the fall 2002 semester to the spring 2003 semester at the
experimental university relative to the comparison uni-
versity. Although both semesters lall within the post-test
period, DUT checkpoints and significant media coverage
occurred in early spring 2003, This analysis examined
change in perception of DUT risk attributable to those
intervention activitics. Unforfunately, data on the per-
ceived rigsk of DUI arrest were not collected throughont
the study, so cannot be used as a mediator of the change
in the self-reported drinking-and-driving raie. ‘The anal-
yuis included age, pender, fraternity/sororily status and
drinking quantity and brequency as covariates.

Limitations of analysis

Although statistical methods have been developed to pro-
duce unbiased standard ervors from mixed and nested
models, the application of these models is not always
feasible. Int this rescarch, logistical demands prohibited us
lrom using multiple confrol campuses and mudtiple inter-
vention campuses. Further. we were anable to assign
campuses randemly o conditions. Our influence over
enforcement policies and procedures was greater ar the
experimental campns than at the conirol campus; this
conslraint necessitated the assignment of pacticolar
campuses Lo parcticular conditions,

2005 Sociely for the Stady of Addiclion

Although our destgn limits our ability to atiribute
change in oufcomes to DI infervention per se (as
opposed to some featire of the particular campus), the
validity of our findings are sirengthened: (1) by control-
ling statistically for difterences in demography and recent
dvinking history ol participants, and (2) by including a
bascline (pre-infervention} period as well as an experi-
mental versus conlrol comparison.,

RESULTS

Analysis of driving after drinking within the past year
revealed a statistically significant interaction befween
campus and interveniion, Wald (1)=9.23, P<{.01.
Table 4 displays the odds ratios (after controlling for
gender, age, [raternityfsorority stalus and guantity/
frequency of aleohol consumption) for deiving after
drinking using the experimental university's pre-
intervenilion period as the reterence. The results reveal a
considerable drop in selt-reported driving after drinking
following the DUl prevention campaign lested at the
intervention campus. However, no similar drop was
found at the comparison university. Pigure 2 reveals the
actual proportion of studenis {not controlling for the
covariates) who reported driving after drinking during
the past year as a fuociion of campus and intervention
period.

Except for gender, cach of the covariates {age, frafer-
nity status, drinking frequency and maximum consump-
tion quantity} independently and signilicantly predicted
sell-reported driving after drinking, Thelikelihood of driv-
ing after drinking increased with age {ranges 18-23),
Wald {11=1188 P<0.0!, odds ratio=1.10, and indi-
viduals belonging to @ [raternity or sorority were more
likely to have driven after drinking, Wuld {1)=3.92,
P <001, addsratio= 1.3 3. Finally, both greater drinking
requency [Wald (1) =86.99, P < 0.0 L, odds rutic = 1.10]

Adifietion, 100, 327134
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Figure 2 Proportion of students who drove after drinking in the
past 12 months

and greater conswmption [Wald (1}=1%.93, P<0.01,
odds ratio = 1.05] increased the likelihood of reporting
driving after drinking.

Analysis of percetved risk for DUE arcest revealed a sta-
tistically significant interaction between campus and
semuester {fall 2002 versus spring 2003), F 1s7q= 3.01,
P<0.05. This analysis included the same covariates
(gender, age. fraternity/sorority status, detnking fre-
gonency and quantity). As shown in Pig. 3, perceptions of
DUI risk increased for students at the experimental uni-
versity following fall 2002, whereas no change wag
observed at the comparison university.

DISCUSSION

This study is the fest to test the efficacy of an environ-
mental DUT prevention intervention i a college comma-
nity. As noted earlier, such interventions have been
effective In community seftings {Vouas ef al. 19971, Given
the serioustess of DU as a public health rigk (Hingson
et al. 2002} and the prevalence of this behavior within
the callege stndent population, the results of this study
are encouraging, Several issoes, however, should be con-
sidered when inferpreting our findings. Moreover, thera
are several practical considerations relaged Lo developiug
and implementing sach campaigns.

Ragarding our research design, a few limitations must
be considered. First, we could use only one self-report
measure of DUL Ideally, we would have validaied this
measure wilh roadside BAC sarveys. Unfortunately, such
surveys were bevond the resources of the project. Sec-
andly, because the data used to evaiuate the campaign
were drawn [rom an ongobig study, we could not condnet
a true pre-test of our medintor varisble, perceptions of
risic of arvest. The Bndings related to perceptions of visk of
arrest for DL howevern, ure consistent with the concep-
tual modd presenied eaclier,

& 2005 Soviety ler the Study of Addicdon
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Very Likely
SR AT S
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2.5
2.04
é‘ 1.5
< 1.04 B3 Pre-inlervention
> Spr 00 - Fall 02
& 0.5 R .
> Post-intervention
0.0 Spr02 - Spr 03

Comparison

Experimental

Figura I Perceived risk of DU ticket or arrest

A third limitalton was that it was logistieally not fea-
sible to assign more than one university to each condi-
tion. The lack of multiple schools per treatment peevented
us from estimating variance independently due to school
clusters. Although school and treatntent effects are inter-
twined, steps were taken (i.e. statistically control rom
demographic differences and using baseline measures) to
attenate differences that might be due to school-specific
characteristics. Although this may limit the generaliz-
ability of the design, the resuits still suggest the eflective-
riess of the DUT intervention program administered at the
experimental carnpus.

The two universities were located in somewhat differ-
ent gengraphic areas. (Ine universily Is int a larger urban
setting, whereas the other is in a smaller arban area sur-
rounded by a rural community. Despife the geographic
differences, the schools are comparable in terms of drink-
ing rates. Further, both universities are within a 40-
minnte drive 1o the US/Mexice border, a risk [actor for
heavy drinking and DUT (Clapp ef ol 2001). Although
this unique socio-geographic sctiing is considerably dif-
fereal than most US universities, itis argoably a more dif-
ficult sefting in which fo inlervene, Agsuch, the results of
this study are even more encouraging.

The intervention tested in this study was fairly com-
prehensive and muy be beyond the fnancial means of
many colleges and aniversities. Although there are costs
associated with developing campaign materials, many
universities regularly produce such materials for ‘'norms’
soctal marketing campaigns that have anproven efficacy
(Clapp efal. 2003a). The primary cost associated with
environmental DEL prevention campaigns such as the
orie detailed here is police officer overtime. DUT check-
points are laboe-intensive and require typically up to 1.0
police afficers to conduct.

Beyond cost, several other issnes related lo law
enforcement must be considered. In the project deseribed
here, the experimental wniversity had a public safely

Acklbiciiont. 100, 32733
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department with sworn law enforcement officers who
had the authority to conduct the DUIL checkpoints. Many
colleges and universities do not have this feature and
would have to rely on community law enforcement to
undertake a campaign such as the one described here,

Regardless of who is conducting the DUT enforcement,
the relationship between college prevention professionals
and law enforcement officials is crucial to the suceess of
stich efforts. Im our project. we had a long history of
working with both the campus and the municipal police
deparbments on a variety of aleohol preveniion issues.
Even with this level of mutual frust, the effort described
here required cousiderable coordination on the part of
the research team,

Future studies are needed fo test environmental TUI
prevention campaigns across different college settings,
Idealy, future studies would measure perception of risk of
DUT arrest using a true pre-design/post-design. Roadside
biood alcohel concentration surveys would also greatly
enhance future stadics.

Acknowledgements

This study was funded by grants from the National Insti-
tute on Aleohol Abuse and Alcoholism (ROT AAL12540
and K05 AAD14260), the Center for Substance Abuase
Prevention and the BS Department of Education
(51340100344},

References

Campbell, D. T. & Stanley, }. C. {1964} Experimental aud Quasi-
Experfimentel Designs for Research. Chicago, [Tz Rand MoeNally,

Clapyp. [.. Lange, |. E., Russell, C., Shillington, A, & Voas, R. B.
(2063a) A failed norms social marketing campaign. Journal of
Studies on Aleohol, 64, 409414,

Clapp. [. D., Shillington, A. M., Voas, R. B. & Lange, J. B (2003h)
Correlation between modes of drinking and modes of driving
a reported by studenis at fwo American wniversities, Aecident
Analysis ared Prevention, 33, 161-166.

Clapp, [. 1., Voag, R, B. & Lange. [. E. (2001) Cross-border college
dvinking. Journal of Safery; Research, 32, 299-307.

Garuenewald, P. [. & Nephew, T. {1994) Urinking in California:
thearetical mixd empirical analyses of alcohol consumption
patierns, Addiction, 89, 707-723.

L2603 Suciet y far the Study of Addiction

Hingson, R. W., Heeren, T, Zakocs, R, C., Kopstehn, A, & Wech-
sler, H. (2002) Magnitude of alcohol-related mortality and
morbidity among 118, college students ages 18-24, Journal of
Studies an Alcohol, 63, 1.36-144.

Nationaf Center for Heaith Statistics (1994} Health, United
Stuies, 1993, DHHD publication no. (PHS) 94-1232, Hyatty-
ville, MID: €IS BDepartment of Health and Haman Services,
Public Health Service, Centers for Disease Coutrol and
Prevention.

Prestey, C. AL, Leichliier. [. 8. & Meilman, P. W. (1998) Alcohol
et Drugs en American Colfege Crompuses. A report o enllege
presidents. Carhondale, {L.: The Core Institute Stundent Health
Programs, Southern lilinois Eniversity.

Presley, C. A., Meilman, P. W. & Lyeria, R. {1995} Alcohel on
American College Campuses: Use, Consequences, and Perceplions
of the Canpus Emdronment, Val. 2. Carbondale, IL: The CORE
Institute Student Health Programs, Southern Winois Univer-
sity at Cavbondale.

Ross, H. L. {1982} Deterring the Dritking Driver: Tegal Policy Sacial
Conerol. Lexington, MA: Lexinglon Books.

Fask Force of the National Advisory Council on Alenhiol Abuse
and Alcoholism (2002} A Call to Action: Changing the Culture of
Drfuking at U.S5. Cofleges. NI publicafion no. 002-5010.
Bethesda, MD; National Iostitute on Alcohol Abuse and
Alcobolism, National Institntes of Health, US Department of
Health and Human Services.

Voas, R. B. (1997) Drinking and driving prevention in the com-
munity: program planning and implementation, Addiction,
92, 8201-5219.

Voas, R.B., Boider, H. D. & Gruenewald, P.[. (1997} The elfect of
drinking aud driving interventiosas on alcohol-involved traffle
crashes within a comprehensive commanity trial. Addiction,
93,8221-8236.

Wechsler, H. Davenport, A. Dowdal, G., Moeykens, B. &
Castiflo, S. (1994} Health and behavioral ronsequences of
heavy drinking In college: a national survey of students at L40
campuses. JAMA, 272, 18721677,

Wechsler, H., Dowdall, G, W., Maenner, G.. Gledhill-Howt, J. &
Lee, H, {1998} Changes in heavy drinking and related prob-
lems arsong American college studenis between 1593 and
1997 results of the Harvard School of Public Health Col-
lege Aleohol Study. American Journal of Cellege Health, 47,
57-hi.

Wechsler, FL, Pulop, M., Padita, A., Lee, H. & Pakrick, K. (1997)
Heavy episodic drinking among college students: & compark-
son of California with other states, American Jorrnal of College
Flealth, 45, 273277,

Wechsler, ., Lee, [. E., Kuo, M., Setbring, M., Nelson, T. F. & Lee.
H. P. (2002} Trends in coliege heavy drinking duving a perfod
of increased prevention efforts: Hndings frow fonr Hacvard
School of Public Health study suvveys, 1993-2001. American
Tournadd of College Health, 30, 2003-217.

Addiction, TO0. 3273134



