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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
Presiding Officer Robert Wilson called the 667th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on 
November 15, 2007 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A.  ADDRESS BY STATE REPRESENTATIVE BENJAMIN SWAN (D-SPRINGFIELD) 
 (QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS TO FOLLOW) 
 (Representative Swan was unable to attend this meeting.) 
 
B.  PRESENTATION BY SALLY LINOWSKI, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, UNIVERSITY HEALTH 

SERVICES 
 “SUCCESS AND SUSTAINABILITY: BASICS AT UMASS AMHERST”  
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW)  
 (See attached) 
 
An unidentified speaker stated that when he sees a sign that says two-thirds of the students have four of fewer 
drinks, he immediately concludes that one-third of the students drink five or more drinks.  
 
Sally Linowski, Associate Director of University Health Services, stated social norming looks at the majority 
measure. This year, the numbers have dropped a little bit more. The reality is students, faculty, staff, and 
community members overestimate the amount of drinking that happens. One-third of students are having 
five or more drinks. Those are the folks we want to outreach to through some of our individual interventions. 
Also, the healthy majority – that two-thirds that want more policy enforcement, that want stricter sanctions – 
their quality of life is being impacted.  
 
C.  ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 

1. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate. A formal session of the legislature was called 
today, so Ben Swan had to cancel at the last minute. We hope we get him here again. He 
graduated from this campus with a Master’s degree, and he always comes to our events and 
is a fine supporter of the campus. I also served on the Diversity Commission with him.  
 
I just wanted to say a couple of things about a presentation we are putting together. 
Basically, we are saying, since the Readiness Commission is going to be here on November 
29, we are getting ready to provide input into the subgroup which is looking at UMass and 
the other publics. One thing we can ask, since it is about 17 years since the UMass system 
was put together: how well has this campus fared under the governance of this “system” 
which emerged after the Saxon Report?  
 
We prepared a few slides which present the story. The first one has to do with federal 
research compared to our closest peers, UConn and UNH. You will see that since 2000 we 
have gotten better, but you will also see that UNH has gotten a lot better, and that UConn 
has moved up quite fast on us. There is a special circumstance at the University of New 
Hampshire which has to do with the fact that the Senator from New Hampshire, Judd 
Gregg, was the Chair of the Senate Appropriations Committee during this period of time. 
That might have had something to do with the extraordinary increase. On the other hand, 
that same position is now held by Ted Kennedy.  
 
The next slide also talks about research, but it is about the percentage of increase. As far as 
the percentage of increase is concerned, we are improving, but the competition is improving 
at a much faster rate.  
 
One reason for this has to do with our facilities and the deferred maintenance, where we are 
truly in a class by ourselves. This is a slide which you have seen before, but this is something 
which is not the campus’ jurisdiction, really. This has to do with governance, and 
undoubtedly it had something to do with the Big Dig that was going on in Boston and 
absorbing all of the state dollars that were available for facilities and construction. For 
whatever reason, and it is not our fault, the campus was tremendously neglected.  
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Again, the capital divided by the number of students. You can see what UConn 2000 has 
done for UConn, but even UNH has been doing more than twice what we have been doing. 
 
Then there is the slide which you have seen about UMass faculty numbers since 1990, when 
the system was put together. You can see that the tenure-track faculty has had a notable 
decrease, and the tenure-track faculty is, of course, the faculty that does the research and 
upon whom the reputation of the school depends. Under the governance of this Board of 
Trustees, it declined significantly. Enrollment, on the other hand, has increased somewhat.  
 
Student charges have gone up. This is the graph of the most recent years. The figures going 
all the way back to 1990 show that we have experienced an overall average annual increase 
of 6.5 percent. But, you can see there are tremendous spikes at certain times. In 2004, it was 
a 35 percent increase. It is something that they have tried to smooth out now recently by 
saying, “We are not going to have the decreases. We are not going to have the huge spikes. 
But we are going to have a certain amount of predictable increase around the level of 
inflation.” That is a very brief view of how we have done under the system. It is not a 
tremendously positive story.  
 
Just another brief update on centralization – I do not believe that this centralization push is 
over. There are two issues out there currently. One has to do with the fundraising, and 
eventually the removal of the alumni and donor database from this campus to the 
President’s Office. That, as I understand it, is still being pushed by the President’s Office. 
My position is that these alumni belong to the faculty at the University of Massachusetts 
Amherst. They do not belong to the President’s Office.  
 
Another issue which has come back is General Education. I quote from a document called, 
“UMass Online: Strategic Priorities AY08,” page 2. Under 2, the second bullet, it says: 
“work with key Continuing Education academic staff on campuses to explore sharing 
General Education courses across campuses, potentially building collaborative degree 
completion programs.” Now the issue there has to do with system curricula, and the faculty 
has primary responsibility for the curriculum. If they are going to have system-wide General 
Education courses or any other system-wide curricula, they need to have a system senate. I 
believe that we are going to have a discussion with the President about that. 

 
2. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors   

 
Stephen Gencarella, Vice President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors, stated that 
MSP is working with the Rules Committee to prepare for the Governor’s Readiness Project. 
They are beginning to educate their members and have encouraged them to turn out at the 
November 29 meeting.  
 
MSP met with student leaders in preparation for the strike of today and tomorrow, and the 
MSP Board voted to encourage – not require – faculty to sign the no-retaliation pledge.  
 
PHENOM, associated with MSP, held a higher education summit at Framingham State on 
October 26. They have prepared an affordability crisis publication that is available to 
anyone who would like to see that.  
 
Finally, MSP is beginning its contract preparations. It is sending representatives to, 
hopefully, all departments on campus, to talk to them about the past contract and to inquire 
about needs to address in the next contract. Several committees have begun meeting with the 
administration in preparation for the next contract, including those concerned with online 
education, senior lecturer implementation, family issues, computer replacement, phased 
retirement, sabbatical, and liabilities when on excursions with students. There will be a 
retreat on November 30 for all MSP and then all other unions in the state in order to 
organize together for the next series of contracts.   
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D.  QUESTION PERIOD 
 
Senator Steven Brewer stated the representatives of the Student Government Association (SGA) and the 
Graduate Student Senate (GSS) came to an MSP meeting and discussed the issues that were going to form the 
basis of the general student strike on campus. According to Senator Brewer, of the four issues that they 
brought forward, there was one issue that seemed a legitimate issue to address to the Faculty Senate: with 
respect to the diversity funding, is there anyone who can discuss whether diversity funding is being done in an 
accountable and transparent way and whether or not the NEGAP Project that the University has undertaken 
has changed where diversity students are located in the University? 
 
Secretary May stated that would have to be answered by the Graduate School, but it was discussed yesterday 
at the Graduate Council meeting. Secretary May did not want to give definitive answers, but the Dean of the 
Graduate School, John Mullin, gave a pretty complete report on that. Of the $800,000, in the Graduate 
School, $600,000 was used to match the NEGAP outside grant, and that meant that students in other colleges 
were not able to receive that money. The other $200,000 was spent in different ways, but basically the 
presumption of what Senator Brewer said is correct. If there is press here, hopefully, they will confirm this 
with Dean Mullin, who gave the report. 
 
Senator Maurianne Adams stated she had a question regarding the movement of the alumni and donor 
databases. This may look like an administrative issue, but Senator Adams stated this is an issue of 
tremendous interest and importance for the faculty as well. The alums are people whom the faculty continue 
to stay in touch with. They may be funding particular programs or particular concentrations. Senator Adams 
wondered what is happening with this presumed physical movement of the database, and what would that 
mean in terms of long-term access to that database and the donors and the alumni who identify with this 
campus? She did not know who is in the position to answer this question, but she stated she would like to have 
it answered. 
 
Secretary May stated that there are a lot of discussions going on about this. Many people on the campus 
administration think it is at least premature, and Secretary May knows others who are opposed to it. The 
issue goes on. Secretary May has written to President Wilson, and Stan Rosenberg has also been in touch with 
the President’s Office, opposing this move, or at least asking a number of serious questions about why it 
would benefit anybody to do this. Secretary May has not yet received a response, but the history of it is this: 
the Trustees voted to do this on March 14 of last year. This is before the campus had any idea of the Vision 
for One University. In retrospect, it turns out to be another one of those types of actions which, when you add 
them all up are quite significant. It was presented like the platform for UMass Online, something that 
happens in the background. You do not really know where the server is located when you get on your 
computer. Things just happen. It was presented as a way to save money for the system. It would allow the 
smaller campuses to have a more sophisticated database, and it would not really hurt Amherst. All the real 
stuff would take place on the campuses. There would be no control for the Central System.  
 
As it turns out, there is a huge debate going on about the Guidelines about how this is going to be controlled. 
It is not as benign as was originally presented. The removal of the database, at the very least, should be 
delayed until UMass Amherst has a new Chancellor onboard who will go along or not go along with this. 
Others are urging that this at least be delayed until we have a new Chancellor who will be the chief 
fundraiser for the campus, and that the campus not go ahead with this. Secretary May also believed this is a 
union issue because jobs are involved, and he believes that the Professional Staff Union is not at all happy 
about losing these jobs for the campus.   
 
 
E.  ANNUAL REPORTS 
 

1. Annual Report of the Graduate Council for Academic Year 2006-2007, as presented in Sen. 
Doc. No. 08-007. 

  
The report was received. 

 
 Linda Shea, Chair of the Graduate Council, stated they had a busy itinerary. There were at 

least 15 new courses proposed, four or five new programs, around $275,000 of fellowship 
funding in the University for graduate students, and also about $40,000 for travel funds. 
Those are the main money items.  
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Also, they appropriated $100,000 for diversity recruiting to try to balance that $600,000 
which were needed to be matched for a million. Some of the controversy and the issue with 
the strike was that the students would have liked that money to go to students to fund, for 
instance, TA’s, but that amount of money might have supported one student of diversity for 
a four-year period. Instead, the Council chose to use that money to accept proposals from 
seven or eight different departments on the south side of campus, as we call the non-science 
and math, to incorporate diversity recruiting as part of their mainstream recruiting efforts 
and make that a part of their permanent procedures for recruiting. The idea was to take a 
long-term focus to try to put plans together for recruiting as opposed to just one-time 
payment for a few students. 

  
2. Annual Report of the Research Library Council for Academic Year 2006-2007, as presented 

in Sen. Doc. No. 08-008.  
 
 The report was received. 
 
 Marilyn Billings, Member of the Research Library Council, stated she was representing 

Arthur Kinney and Joe Black, both of whom could not be here today. Senator Billings had a 
few comments from Senator Kinney: he wanted to let everybody know that the Council has 
been actively engaged in library and scholarly communication issues this year. Some motions 
have come before the Faculty Senate in that regard. This year, they are looking forward to 
discussions of expansions of the Learning Commons, concept in the form of a Teaching 
Commons and possibly a research Commons, and continuing conversations about 
digitization of library resources, books and journals.  

 
3. Annual Report of the University Writing Committee, AY 2006-2007, as presented in Sen. 

Doc. No. 08-009. 
 

Stephen Gencarella, Chair of the University Writing Committee, stated this is the report for 
the University Writing Committee from 2006-2007. He thanked Anne Benz for her help, 
Haivan Hoang who was last year’s Chair and is here to answer any questions, Genevieve 
Chandler who continued as the Junior Year Writing Program Director, and Donna LeCourt 
who was the Writing Director last year.  
 
The Committee had a high turn around in membership but Chair Gencarella reported that 
the Writing Center has moved successfully from Bartlett Hall to the Library Commons. The 
Committee is sad to report that Donna LeCourt will be stepping down as the Writing 
Program Director, having served four years. The Committee is very happy to report that 
David Fleming, however, has begun his role as the Writing Program Director, and the 
Committee looks forward to working with him. 
 
There were a series of workshops that were held throughout the year, organized in part by 
the Center for Teaching and the Writing Committee with the thanks of Matt Ouellet, and a 
celebration of writing that was very successful. The Committee hopes to include more and 
more departments throughout the year. The major thing to report from last year, however, 
is preparation for what the Committee’s doing this year – the five-year review of the Junior 
Year Writing Program. It is a campus-wide review and will involve the Committee’s work 
this year. Last year, much of the work was done in preparation to do the legwork. Chair 
Gencarella said he looked forward to reporting to the Faculty Senate on that in about a year 
from now.   
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E.  NEW COURSES 
 
 There is no report associated with the following motion: 
 
 COURSE   TITLE     CREDITS 
 
 CE-ENGIN 211  “The Art of Structural Engineering”        3 
 CE- ENGIN 410  “Public Transportation Systems”         3 
 LEGAL 260  “Law in the Historical Context”         3 
 LEGAL 375  “Slavery and the Law”          3 
 LEGAL 470  “Race, Gender and the Law”         3 
 SPANISH 475  “The Story of Romance Language”        3   
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses CE-ENGIN 211 and 410, LEGAL 260, 375 and 
05-08  470 and SPANISH 475, as recommended by the Academic Matters Council.  
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
G.  NEW BUSINESS 
 
 1. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget 

Councils concerning Changes to the Undergraduate Major in Germanic Languages and 
Literatures to the Major in German and Scandinavian Studies, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
No. 08-010 with Motion No. 06-08. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Changes of the Germanic Languages and Literatures 
06-08 Major to the Major in German and Scandinavian Studies, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 08-

010. 
  
 The motion was seconded and adopted.  
 

2. Special Report of the General Education Council concerning A Recommended General 
Education Designation for HISTORY 390J, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 08-011 with 
Motion No. 07-08. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the General Education Designation for HISTORY 390 J, as 
07-08  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 08-011. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

3. Special Report of the Committee of Committees concerning Nominations to the Academic 
Honesty Board, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 08-012 with Motion No. 08-08. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Nominations to the Academic Honesty Board, as  
08-08 presented in Sen. Doc. No. 08-012. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 
The 667h Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 4:58 p.m. on November 15, 2007. 
 
The proceedings of this meeting are available on audiotape in the Faculty Senate Office. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Ernest D. May 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate   
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST  
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
From the 667th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate held on November 15, 2007 

 
PRESENTATION BY SALLY LINOWSKI,  

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, UNIVERSITY HEALTH SERVICES 
“SUCCESS AND SUSTAINABILITY: BASICS AT UMASS AMHERST” 

 
A PDF version of her PowerPoint presentation is available at: 

http://www.umass.edu/senate/fs/minutes/2007-2008/linowski_powerpoint_667_11-15-07.pdf 
 

First, thank you for letting me spend some time with you this afternoon. What I am going to share 
with you is a lot of data in a short amount of time. I promise not to do death by PowerPoint. I have 
done this presentation in different formats in a lot of ways. But, I have some really exciting news to 
share with you about the campus, the culture, the significant reductions we are seeing in our high-
risk drinking rates, and the effect of this on some of our prevention programs. What I will do in next 
half hour or so is give you an overview of the University’s comprehensive alcohol and other drug 
abuse prevention programs. I am going to share with you some of our data on recent trends in 
student behavior and some of the consequences we are seeing. I also would like to increase your 
understanding of students’ perceptions of the campus climate and how that contributes to a climate 
of high-risk drinking or not. Then I would like to particularly highlight the successes of our BASICS 
program which is an individual intervention for our high-risk drinkers. I know it is an ambitious 
agenda, but I promise to keep you awake as we breeze through it.  
 
To start out with, it is important to understand college drinking as a major public health problem. 
What this slide shows is that there is something that is sort of colloquially called the “College Effect.” 
This is our college-bound folks, and this is our non-college-bound. In high school, our non-college-
bound people are drinking more drinks per month, and then, after college, you will see they sort of 
level off. Look at folks who go on to college. Their drinking levels almost skyrocket once they go to 
college. That is believed to be because of the environment and cultural norms that exist around 
drinking in college. In 2002, the NIAAA (National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism) really 
brought this to institutions of higher educations’ minds in a very significant way. They did a 
metanalysis. They reviewed best practices. They tiered prevention strategies on evidence of 
effectiveness. In the past – and I’ve been doing this work for twenty years – we used to do prevention 
by what felt good or what seemed like it might work. Those days are done. What we are doing now is 
what has evidence of effectiveness and not wasting our time and energy on, for example, crashed cars 
as a deterrent to drunk driving, because what we know is those actually have a deleterious effect in 
that there is actually an increase in drinking and driving after an event like that.  
 
The year 2002 was sort of a wake-up call to colleges and universities. As I mentioned, college 
drinking is a major public health problem. This slide sort of summarizes the major effects on an 
annual basis. We have 1,700 student deaths related to alcohol, over 1/2 million unintentional injuries, 
over 1/2 million assaults, and 79,000 sexual assaults. Other behavioral consequences that happen as a 
result of student drinking: driving under the influence, having unprotected sex, developing alcohol-
related health problems. Twenty-five percent of students actually report academic difficulties as a 
result of their drinking. What we know nationally from the literature, and what we know on our own 
campus, is there is an inverse relationship between GPA and the amount a student drinks. As their 
consumption level goes up, their GPA drops. Now that does not hold true for every individual. We all 
know Uncle Arthur; Uncle Arthur who smoked 17 packs of cigarettes a day, lived to 99, and never 
even had so much as a cough. We always know public health exceptions, but, for the majority of 
students, it is that inverse relationship that happens.  
 
Another key point that the NIAAA brought to bare for us is that 31 percent of students meet the 
criteria for the diagnosis of alcohol abuse. What is unique about a college environment is that the 
behavior that is often condoned and looked upon as sort of a rite of passage would be seen as 
problematic in an normal, non-college population. This is sort of the backdrop of what has been 
brought to our attention. How do we address this? Like any other public health problem, you use a 
theory-based approach and you look at data-driven programming. We use an ecological framework 
for organizing our prevention efforts on the campus, and this is based on recent scholarly reviews 
which have told us education alone does not change behavior. I could go as a health educator, as the 
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Director for the Center for Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention and talk to every individual student 
class that you would let me into about how to moderate their drinking. Education alone does not 
change the behavior. In order to really impact a public health problem, you have to change the 
environment. 
 
This slide shows us, in essence, sort of the key points of the ecological framework. What it suggests to 
us is that the effective strategy is called “Environmental Management.” These are factors that we 
need to address to have an impact on the problem. Individual factors. Those are things particular to 
an individual. That may be their family history, whether they have an alcoholic in the family, 
whether they have been allowed to drink, what the drinking rates are in their town where they come 
from, what the alcohol policies are, the laws, the level of enforcement, the individual level things. 
Peer factors. The impact of peers on peers. In fact, with alcohol abuse, what we know is it is usually 
the most socially-connected students who have the highest drinking rates. Social capital is a risk 
factor for high risk drinking – important to understand. Institutional factors. Those are things 
particular to our University. Those are things like our architecture. We have an architecture 
problem on this campus, and it is called Southwest. We have 5,000 students living in a highly dense 
population. That is a ripe environment for negative peer influences. We have a lot of positive things 
going on in Southwest in terms of our first-year programs and our RAPs and TAPs and things like 
that. Other things that have an effect on drinking on a particular college campus are whether you 
want to have Division I athletics, whether you have an active Greek system, whether you are rural, 
public and have a predominately white population. Guess who that is? That is us. So, those are 
institutional risk factors. Community factors are things about our local environment: Amherst, 
Hadley, Pioneer Valley, Western Massachusetts, and, to a larger level, the state of Massachusetts. 
There is a term we use in the field called the state sets the rates. Often times, what we see is the 
alcohol use rates that are prevalent in the State get brought down to the local level at the University, 
campus, and then public policy. In order to address this problem we need to have impact and 
strategies in all of these areas. If we were to focus on just one, we would be missing some things.  
 
You may have seen this last year (referring to the slides). When we think about an environment that 
promotes high-risk drinking – do folks remember seeing this billboard – right over the Coolidge 
Bridge as you come in from Northampton into Amherst – “Expect Everything.” Would you see this 
in Newton on the side of the road? Would you see this in Longmeadow on the side of the road? Why 
is it in a college town? We know why. It is direct marketing and promotion to college students. 
Another example, a local business: Four Seasons Liquors. Nothing against Four Seasons Liquors, but 
the reason this photo is on here is it has been brought to our attention by a number of folks. “We 
have ice luges.” Do people know what an ice luge is? It is a block of ice. It has a little river cut into it. 
You put it onto your table, you pour hard alcohol on it, and you get an instant frozen shot. This is not 
what we are doing at our parties. Who is? It is underage and college students. This very 
advertisement is saying we support high-risk drinking. We support ways of getting mass 
consumption of alcohol in quickly. These are just some of the influences that I took snapshots of to 
show you. 
 
Environmental management. There are five strategies for environmental change, and these are based 
on factors in the environment that are shown to increase drinking on a campus. Limiting alcohol 
availability. These are things like controlling access to underage people, limiting the amount of 
alcohol available on campus, having strict enforcement of policies. What we know is, as retail outlet 
density increases – so if you have a lot of bars, liquor stores, and restaurants in your local community 
– you see a higher rate of drinking on your campus. That holds true nationally. Every time there is a 
new liquor license being proposed for the town of Amherst, we just need to think about that and 
what the impact is going to be on our campus. Restricting alcohol, marketing and promotion is 
another effective strategy. We saw some examples of that: offering alcohol-free social and 
recreational options. The more there is for people to do, the less likely they are to spend their time 
drinking. The flip side of this – and this is one that has not gotten a lot of support in academic venues 
but is true and has been shown to be effective on a lot of campuses – is having more Friday classes, 
more Friday morning classes, Thursday morning classes. As an institution, as we bulk load all of our 
required courses and have everything on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, or allow someone to 
graduate a four-to five-year program by having all of their classes having never taken a Friday class, 
we are sending the message that Thursdays and Fridays are party days. You can get away with that. 
A lot of campuses are actually reviewing their curricula. In fact, when we talk with parents in the 
summer at orientation, we will say things like: “If your son or daughter calls up and says, ‘I cannot 
get any classes. There are no classes here.’ Ask them if they are looking at Thursdays and Fridays. 
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Get on SPIRE. Take a look at all of the courses. There is a wonderful load of courses.” If you are 
trying to bulk everything on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, I would hope that you cannot take all of 
your classes. Having a lot of free time, having a lot of dispensable income, and not having a lot of 
expectations, correlate with increased drinking rates. 
 
Increasing enforcement of laws and policies. Most campuses that have started to do environmental 
management have focused here, and that has been the case here at the University. If we focused on 
enforcement and tightening up our laws and policies – that is where you get the biggest bang for the 
buck in the beginning. If there is inconsistent policy enforcement and inconsistent law enforcement, 
that sends the message that, you know: we will look the other way. Kids will be kids and that sort of 
thing. We have done a major initiative there. We continue to do that, but not to the absence of other 
strategies.  
 
The last effective strategy is changing the normative environment and correcting misperceptions of 
social norms, and I will talk a little bit about what those are. This is a slide we use with students 
because sometimes when you are the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention people, people think you 
are the prohibitionist, have no fun, Carrie Nation sort of people. Like good public health trained 
professionals, we believe in the philosophy of harm reduction which is giving people educated 
information so that they can make responsible decisions and also having an environment that 
supports health, safety, and well-being. This slide is the mouse with the helmet going for the cheese. 
At least if he is going to go for the mouse trap, he has got some protection on, and that is what we are 
trying to do – build the skills and capacity of individuals and of the environment to have a healthy 
and safe campus. It is not about prohibition; it is not a dry campus; it is about harm reduction. We 
use that with students, and I thought you might get a kick out of it.  
 
This slide I like a lot because it shows you sort of the spectrum of intervention responses that we have 
in place. I mentioned earlier that you cannot just focus on one of the areas in order to have an 
impact. You have to diversify your efforts and look at many levels. This is actually from the National 
Institute of Medicine. This is their spectrum of intervention. What it shows us is universal secondary 
and tertiary prevention approaches. What you will see here is this is the vast majority of people. 
They are people who may drink in low-risk ways. They may not drink at all. They do not really have 
any risk factors other than being a college student which is a risk factor for high-risk drinking. In 
here, we have our other folks. These are folks who have already indicated some problems – maybe a 
brush with the law, maybe a policy violation. They may be a member of a particular at-risk youth 
such as a student athlete or a member of a fraternity or sorority. We want to do different levels of 
intervention for these folks. Out here are people who are already addicted, people who are alcoholics, 
drug addicted or having serious consequences of their use. In order to impact this issue – if we were 
to focus all of our resources here – this is not the vast majority of people. However, there are people 
there who need services, so you diversify across.  
 
What you will see here is that some of our programs sort of put into the tiers and the spectrums. We 
have MyStudentBody which is the online alcohol education course which is now required for all first-
year students. Thank you very much to the Faculty Senate and the Health Council two years ago for 
making that a requirement. I have some great data for you about that. We have peer educators, our 
Not Ready for Bedtime players, our social norms marketing campaign which is the number one 
effort at changing the normative environment in what students believe about other student behavior 
– because, as we know, perception is often times reality. Across the bottom, we have our campus 
community coalition to reduce high-risk drinking which is working at multiple levels, and I’ll talk 
about them a little bit more in a second. In the middle, we have our BASICS program which is our 
individual intervention. Smart Choices is a program for student athletes, and Fresh & Sober is a 
resource and social networking group for students in recovery or students who are interested in 
exploring a life of recovery. They go to meetings together, and that has been a growing, growing 
program. That is sort of the overview, some of our innovative approaches. 
 
The Campus & Community Coalition to Reduce High-Risk Drinking (CCC) was formed in 2004. 
This is sort of our overseeing body for all of the initiatives that we are doing. We have a number of 
active subcommittees this year looking at different issues. We have a new web site that is being 
launched very soon. We have a leadership reception later in December to give some awards. But, the 
important thing to know is the community problem. If the University alone addresses the problems, 
we would push things out into the community. If the community tightened down things, we would get 
pushed on together. We work together, collaboratively, to look at the factors in our environment. I 
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am going to take you through what some of those are, and that will make a little bit more sense in 
terms of why we have these particular subcommittees in place. The bottom line is we are using a 
data-driven approach. These committees are based on the particular needs and risks in our 
environment as well as the protective factors.  
 
Some of the municipal impact that our Campus & Community Coalition has had: last year, there 
was a petition before the Amherst Select Board to change the open container bylaw, to have it be a 
non-criminal offense. The CCC wrote a letter in support of the police department, saying that it is 
often the first line of defense for police in breaking up big parties. Hadley, then, as a result of one of 
our roundtables, implemented an open container bylaw and a keg registration bylaw. That is a direct 
result of working on the Campus & Community Coalition. In Amherst right now, under 
consideration, is a Nuisance House Ordinance for problem houses, party houses which brings a lot of 
support to our neighbors who are bothered. There is increased cooperation between the police, 
landlords, and the University, and we have had a number of roundtables addressing key issues. 
Those are some of the impacts beyond the footprint of the campus that I wanted to make sure that 
you had an understanding of.  
 
MyStudentBody is the alcohol education course. It is an online course. It takes about an hour. We 
have required it for first-year students for the past two years. The update I have is that 96 percent of 
them have passed the course. About 300 of them have registration holds right now. What that means 
is they have been told since they were accepted into the University back in the summer and they 
came to new students program – they have known and have been getting e-mails from us since 
August saying, “You need to do this. You need to do this. You need to do this.” This last 300 of the 
laggers, they are the ones who disregard everything and assume if I just ignore it, it is going to go 
away. We have about 300 of them. We are doing e-mail targeted follow-ups with those folks. We do 
put a registration hold on if they have not completed the course. Once they complete it, we will lift 
the hold. That is important for you to know. If a student comes in and says, “I have a 
MyStudentBody hold and I do not know what that is,” they know.  
 
Whenever you put into place requirements, you expect students to not like it. This is some of the 
evaluation data from MyStudentBody in terms of students’ ratings of the course. This, to me, is very 
powerful. Eighty-eight percent are saying the course is average to excellent; it increased their 
knowledge of alcohol, made them pay attention to their drinking. They feel that the course can 
answer their questions about drinking, and they would recommend it to a student with a drinking 
problem. The nice thing about online education is it guarantees – to some extent, you know, people 
can cheat at anything – that we can get alcohol education and personalized feedback in the hands of 
each individual student. With my staff of seven health educators, there is no way we could get all 
4,500 students with this information. We are really delighted with the results of MyStudentBody. 
 
Now, we are going to get into the good stuff, the survey data. What I am going to share with you is 
information from our campus-wide survey. We do a web-based survey of a random representative 
group of students every single year. We have been doing the current instrument since March 2005. I 
will give you some comparisons from 2005-2007 – 2005 being when we really implemented some of 
our comprehensive approaches – and then I am going to take you back to 1997. We are going to do a 
little retrospective here. You know, the Grateful Dead has a course here. We are going to go back to 
1997 if you remember that far back, because sometimes we may get the idea that drinking is worse 
on the campus. I am going to shed a little light on that for you. 
 
First, we start off with: what do students think? Do students believe that alcohol use is a problem on 
their campus? Here what you will see is that the majority of them believe that it is. Seven percent say 
that it is not a problem. Ninety-three percent are saying, “Yeah, it is causing some problems on my 
campus.” In fact, you have over half saying it is a problem of some magnitude. That is important for 
us to understand because, individually, students may not say that to us. They may not admit that 
because the social norm is against that. They think their peers have really permissive views about 
alcohol. They think that their peers are drinking more than they do. This belief becomes silenced. 
You feel like you are the minority, when actually you are the majority.  
 
This slide is one we use with parents, also with students, just to sort of give an idea. We talked about 
the College Effect – that there is something that happens when students come to college where we see 
their drinking start to escalate. In our case, we know from our UMass students that 83 percent of 
them had their first drink before 18 or younger, and of those I think it is about 78 percent who were 
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drunk. They have had alcohol, and they have been drunk before they came to us. They have some 
patterns in place already. We always say to the parents, “that was when they lived with you. You 
need to give us some slack here when we are trying to deal with them on this University campus.” 
They are coming with experience already. The old social inoculation model is not going to work here. 
The other piece is that the majority, almost 80 percent, do so nine days or less per month. Now, if you 
were to ask students – although I think it has changed some – how often do students drink? They are 
going to say, Thursday, Friday, Saturday, sometimes Wednesday, Monday if it is Monday Night 
Football, and Tuesday for Thursday/Tuesday. But, the reality is it is nine or fewer days per month. 
That is important. If the student says, “I drink like everybody else, and it is four days a week,” they 
are not drinking like everybody else. They are in that top-tier of high-risk drinkers. That is just a 
little background. 
 
Here we get into some of the differences by age. This looks at prevalence of use per underage 
students and of-age students. The dark bar is our underage students, and the lighter colored bar is 
our of-age. The first one asks, “Have you had alcohol in your life?” Less interesting, lifetime use is 
not a particularly interesting measure, but we put it in there anyway. Just to show, 97 percent, by the 
time they are 21, have had alcohol. Eighty-seven percent of our underage folks have as well. This is 
really where we get interested, is thirty-day use. This is what we consider current drinkers. Eighty-
eight percent of legal-age and 72 percent of underage folks are current drinkers. I need you to do the 
flipside on there with me, too, because here we have 28 percent of our underage students who did use 
alcohol in the past thirty days. That is a pretty significant majority, but, often times, they feel like a 
minority.  
 
Here we get into our blast from the past. I have taken you back to 1997 up to 2007. The red bar is the 
UMass rates, and the blue is the national. The heavy episodic binge rate is also called the binge 
drinking rate. It is the measure of five drinks for men, four for women in a sitting. It is the minimum 
threshold for which we start to see consequences appear related to drinking. It is not a very sensitive 
measure. However, what you will see here is in 1997, we were at 63 percent. If you go across to 2007, 
we are at 56.8 percent. But, hopefully you are seeing that we are higher than the national average on 
all of those. That is because of some of the factors that I named earlier in terms of being rural public 
in the Northeast, having Division I athletics, Greeks, and a predominately white population. Since 
1997, we have had a 10 percent decrease in our heavy episodic drinking rate; since 2005, 3 percent.  
 
Let us get a little bit deeper. Our underage drinking rates. Here is our heavy episodic drinking, that 
five or four measure, for students who are underage. This has given us a little bit more information. 
We are seeing a statistically significant decrease since 2005, when our campus community coalition 
got underway, when we put in place our BASICS program, our Social Norms program, 
MyStudentBody, and a lot more of the comprehensive approaches in addition to reviewing alcohol 
policy and enforcement initiatives. Looking at this, we see a 14 percent reduction in a two-year time 
period. This is phenomenal. This is absolutely the stuff that I am delighted to see.  
 
An unidentified speaker asked if other factors such as availability or money could have affected the 
drop in the drinking rate. Can Associate Director Linowski really take full-credit for that drop? 
 
I am going to take full-credit because we have a comprehensive approach. We do not look at the 
monetary. We do not look at how much money is available. But, when we get into the frequent heavy 
episodic drinking rates, you are going to see some more there. What we know is that because we are 
doing evidence-based approaches, and we are addressing the effective strategies that we can have 
good confidence that there is a result. There could be other factors that are contributing in a positive 
way to that. But, the fact that we did not see these levels of changes previously, and the fact that in 
2003 we were much higher, would suggest that. 
 
Let us go on to the frequent heavy episodic rate, and this is considered our highest risk drinkers. 
These are folks who drink in that five and four way, three or more times in a two-week period. These 
are the folks that you would consider the hardest to change, and they are also the ones who set the 
tone for your campus environment. These are the ones who are sort of the social mavens of the party 
reputation of your school, so to speak. Looking again, we have UMass up at the top then the national 
rate. What I hope you are seeing here is that, as time has gone on, we have approached and met the 
national rate. That is great news. What this represents is a 41 percent decrease since 1997. Since we 
have put in place our comprehensive initiatives right here, we have seen a significant decrease as 
well. These are the folks who are considered the hardest to change, and they are also the ones who 
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have the greatest impact on your campus community. Since 2005, if I were just to look from here, 
this is a 25 percent reduction, statistically significant. We are delighted with that. 
 
This one everyone tells me to take out, but sometimes I leave it in because people say, “What about 
other drugs?” At the bottom you have cocaine and everyone is like, “Why do you keep cocaine on 
there?” Just to show it is a very small minority of our students – in thirty-day measure, less than one 
percent of people. It has held pretty steady across the bottom. But, look up here. We have marijuana 
and tobacco which are the other two primary drugs of abuse on the campus. We had a little inverse 
situation going on here. But, in 2007, we have more marijuana smokers than tobacco – fascinating – 
and look at the drop since 1997. What we see on campus is as you address the high-risk drinking, you 
see your drug use rates go down. For all thirty-day measures of other substances – heroin, cocaine, 
prescription drugs, LSD – we are less than a 5 percent use rate.  
 
Now we get into where are students drinking? This is among people who reported drinking in the 
past thirty days. Where did they go to drink? Off-campus parties, residence halls, fraternities and 
sororities, on-campus athletic events, campus pubs, on-campus concerts or dances. The reason this is 
important for us to know is we need to know where to focus our efforts. We know and the town can 
say, “Well, students are going off-campus to drink.” Then what we want to do is say, “Well, yeah 
they are.” They can choose multiple options here, that is why it does not add up to a hundred 
percent. We can partner with them, and then also identify what those places are. Drinking that 
happens in the residence halls – as much as we have policy – they still continue to drink. I looked 
back to 1997. Fraternities and sororities were 67 percent. On-campus athletic events, this is primarily 
tailgating, is where they find easy access to alcohol, although athletics just put in place a new 
tailgating policy. They are doing community policing. From what I understand, that is really going 
very well. We do not really have a campus pub. We have a graduate lounge. That is something we 
have to keep an eye on. It is not a problem right now. We do not have problems with underage 
students getting access in there, but remember we talked about availability. If we see that start to go 
up, we just might want to consider that.  
 
This one is of interest because it looks at local community in terms of availability and access, our 
students being carded. What you will see here is the darker bar is our underage students, and the 
pink is of-age. This was asked, only of students who are current drinkers in the past thirty days, 
“Where did you go?” Look at this one here. We have, “went to a local bar with the intent to 
purchase.” Twenty-two percent of underage, seventy percent of of-age. Okay, not so bad. Look what 
happens here. Almost a hundred percent of of-age students are being carded; only eighty percent of 
the underage. What do you make of that? The same thing happens here with going to a local liquor 
store with the intent to purchase. If you are of-age, you are being carded. If you are not, you are less 
likely to. What I mentioned for our Campus & Community Coalition – we have a Retail Partners 
Committee, and the Retail Partners Committee is to work with our establishments not as a shaming 
approach but to reward best practices. We have been talking with students about what do you think 
this is? What is this about? Probably that there are one or two places that are known that are easy to 
get into. You go before there is a bouncer on duty. We do not see a high percentage of students using 
fake IDs, and there can be someone at the door who knows people and lets them in. 
 
(Answering an inaudible question). The survey asks, “Did you intend to buy, and then were you 
carded?” It is looking at: are you carding, because they are supposed to card everybody.  
 
(Answering another inaudible question). All the survey asked was, “Did you intend to buy, and were 
you carded?”  
 
This information is based on the survey asking students about the consequences of their drinking. 
Earlier I brought up the national perspective. These are some of the consequences that our students 
report. Here I have only given 2005-2007 because to get into the national gets too confusing. What 
you will see is that everything, for the most part, is on a downward trend. Thirty-six percent of 
students did something they later regretted. This was asked since the beginning of the school year. 
This was a September to March measure. At least once, 33 percent of students had a black-out – that 
is not remembering what you did; 25 percent had an argument with a friend; and got into trouble 
with police. What we see with peer institutions is we are higher on the consequences. We are higher 
on the overall binge rate and lower in getting into trouble. I would actually hope to see that increase 
a little bit more as the years go on because what we know is policy enforcement is a strong deterrent 
for dangerous behavior. 
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Driving behaviors. The first question asked – this is only of students who drank – “Have you gotten 
into a car in the past thirty days after drinking?” Twenty-two percent in 2007 said that they had. Six 
and a half percent said they did so after 5+ drinks. Not a majority, but clearly not a number we like 
to see. And, 25.9 in 2007, “got into a car with someone who was drinking.” I looked back to 1997. 
Driving after drinking was much higher. It was on the magnitude of 40. Getting into a car was 
around 40. The good news is they are doing more sobriety check-points. There is more law 
enforcement, and the perception of getting caught while drinking and driving is up. There has been 
some laxity in that education and enforcement since the 1980s when MADD was really prevalent. 
These students did not grow up with that. They were too young. We are seeing some more 
enforcement.  
 
Let us look at the academic consequences. You are faculty. This is what you care about, right? Well, 
I know you care about everything else. Missing a class. This asks, “Since the beginning of the school 
year, have you missed a class as a result of your drinking?” Twenty-four percent of students said that 
they had missed a class. Now, let us go back a minute. If you schedule yourself so that you never have 
classes on Thursday and Friday, you are not going to report that you have missed a class, right? That 
is just something else to consider. Fell behind in schoolwork? Nineteen percent of our students are 
falling behind in their schoolwork. We are seeing some decrease there. We hope to continue to see 
that.  
 
The second-hand effects of drinking. Drinking affects the quality of life for all students. The highest 
risk students at twenty-five percent that are the frequent heavy episodic drinkers have become the 
culture custodians of the campus. This question asks, “Have you been bothered by others drinking?” 
These are some of the ways. Sixty percent have had to babysit a drunken student, taken care of them. 
I am less concerned about that number because it is a one-time measure, and one of the things we do 
at Health Services is to try to encourage students to look out for one another. There is a phenomenon 
that happens where people are like, “Oh, they are drunk. Let us just let them sleep it off.” We see 
this happening in emergency rooms. People drive up. They dump a body out that is overdosed on 
drugs and alcohol, and they cruise off because they do not want to get into trouble. That is not 
healthy and protective, and that is not a good friend. We are trying to encourage students to look out 
for one another, and, if there is someone who needs some attention, take care of them and get them 
some help. This one does not concern me too much, but it does tell you that students are taking a lot 
of time taking care of people. The next conversation is, “How do you then talk to your friends if this 
is a more than a one-time occurrence?” Having interrupted your sleep time or study time – this is a 
statistically significant drop here, so that is good news. It is less but still 53 percent are saying, “Yeah. 
It is bothering me.” This is one point where students and our community members would agree. 
Drunken people are taking away from my study time and my sleep time – hence the community 
problem. Had a serious argument or quarrel with someone who was drinking, or you were assaulted 
or humiliated from someone else’s drinking? These are the health effects, the safety effects. That is, if 
drinking rates go down, we expect to see these drop.  
 
One of the things I mentioned was policy. In 2005, the University reviewed its residence hall policies 
based on patterns of behavior that were becoming particularly problematic. Beer pong games, 
funnels which have been around a long time. Large volumes of alcohol and 11 code violations were 
added to address dangerous drinking practices. One of the things you need to ask is: Do students 
read the policy? Do they know it? Here, what you will see, is 67 percent of students said they read the 
alcohol policy. There was an administrative decision that was made this year that we need to 
monitor, and I will be looking at March’s survey to see that. The decision was not to mail the policy 
to parents and to every student. There was a little book they used to get that explained it. The 
decision was made to put it online so that students would sign a residence hall agreement when they 
moved in, but that we would make it available online because that is how they get information. In 
January 2005, we changed the alcohol policy, and that was out of the norm. You never change the 
alcohol policy in the middle of the year. The fact that we did meant we had to do a massive media 
effort. There was extra education to do that. That year, we saw that 87 percent of students said they 
read the policy. Next year, when we do this survey in March, I am going to see, did this number 
drop? If it does, then that tells us we need to do a little bit better job at getting the information out to 
students. The other concern I have is: How are off-campus students being informed of the alcohol 
policy on-campus? If they come into the residence halls, do they know what they are going to be held 
accountable for? That is why data is really important to us. If we see something change there we can 
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say, “What happened?” I already told you one thing that happened, so we pieced together the 
puzzles.  
 
The other thing is: do you know the different components of what your alcohol policy prohibits? 
Even though 66 percent are the only ones who read it, the majority can correctly identify the policy 
particulars. What that tells me is that they are learning by what is being done, and that is that RAs 
are enforcing the policy. They are seeing people being held accountable, and so they know it because 
they see it being enforced whether they read it. That is good news.  
 
This is a slide we use with Residence Life, police and audiences. Here is where we get into some of 
our social norming information. It says that most students want more not less enforcement. Given the 
activities of today, you might not believe that. Let me show you some of the data. Opinions about 
campus alcohol policies. This particular item asks, “Do you believe that the campus alcohol policy is 
too strict, too lenient, or about right?” The blue bar is the perception, and the red is the actual. The 
perception means, “What do you think your peers think?” The red is, “What do you think?” Here 
what you will see is that 25 percent of students think the alcohol policy is too strict, but they think 
that 66 percent of their peers think that it is too strict. Sixty-two percent say it is about right, but 
they think that about half as many think it is about right. What this tells us is that about 73 percent 
say the alcohol policy is about right or it is too lenient. Think about that. What are the factors that 
prohibit students from speaking out about that? Again, it is sort of that social norming that happens. 
Here is another interesting one: students want stricter sanctions. They are asking us to do more. This 
particular item asks – and again, the blue is the perception, and the red is the actual – “Do you 
support stricter sanctions and penalties for repeat alcohol policy violators?” Here you will see, 54 
percent are saying yes. Alcohol related violence – eighty-one percent are saying, “Yeah, do something 
more with these people. They are taking away from the quality of our life. They are taking away 
from our experience here. They are taking away from our academics and the value of our degree.” 
But, they think that only 39 percent believe that. This one is fascinating – over half want stricter 
penalties and sanctions for fake IDs. I do not know what to make of that. The walk-away message 
here is that students have more restrictive attitudes towards alcohol policy and enforcement than we 
believe that they do – and that they believe their peers do.  
 
When I talk about changing the normative environment, part of it is putting out the true beliefs of 
students and sort of correcting that misperception. Here is some of our good news in a nutshell, from 
the data that I just shared, and I have a lot more. I tried to make it as concise as I could. We have a 
41 percent decrease in our frequent heavy episodic drinking rates since 2003. We have a 25 percent 
decrease since 2005. Those are changes that we are going to be monitoring. We are doing data 
collection every single year. We are going to hope to see those going in that direction. We have 
continued student support for stricter sanctions and increased policy enforcement. Sixty-six percent 
of students agree that police should break up out-of-control parties. That is important. 
 
Other good news: perceptions of law enforcement are up. Ninety-six percent are seeing our Social 
Norms message. Any advertiser would be delighted with that. I will show you our Social Norms 
message is a minute. MyStudentBody has been really successful. We have got half of the students on 
this campus right now – undergraduates – who have completed that course. Next year, we will have 
three-quarters, the year after we will have 100 percent. That is really, really great.  
 
Now I am going to go into our BASICS program. This data is going to really blow you away, if the 
last has not. BASICS is an individual intervention. It is evidence-based, meaning that it is science-
based. It helps students explore their drinking in a non-judgmental environment. All first and second 
alcohol policy offenders are mandated to go to BASICS. Students can also go if they are medically 
referred or self referred. It is important to know that 95 percent of people being sent to our BASICS 
program are judicial mandates.  
 
What is BASICS? It is a two-session intervention. It is based on clinical evidence, clinical research of 
evidence of effectiveness. This is our Prevention Specialist staff. The first session is an intake. They 
build rapport. They fill out an online survey about their drinking, and when they come back they get 
personalized feedback about their drinking. 
 
How do our BASICS compare to other UMass students? One of the things in doing an individual 
intervention for policy violators is: do we have the right population? Is our alcohol policy too strict? 
Are we catching that person who was just a one-time offender, in the wrong place at the wrong time? 
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What this research shows us is that we have the right population. For our students who have been 
through our BASICS program, they drink more on average when they party than other students. A 
larger percentage of them are higher-risk drinkers, the frequent binge drinkers, and more have 
smoked marijuana. They are a high-risk population. Eighty-six percent of them screen in clinically to 
this program. We have seen significant changes. We are monitoring our BASICS students. We have 
2,000 of them going through the program. This is grant-funded through June 2008. We started it in 
January 2006. In a year and half, we have had 2,000 students go through our BASICS program. We 
are the largest program in the country that I know of. We have huge numbers, huge ends to be 
looking at. We are following them six months after this intervention. We are seeing statistically 
significant decreases in all of these measures. I will show you some slides that sort of break that down 
for us.  
 
We have done a comparison group. We have taken a group of students who are high-risk drinkers 
but have not yet violated the policy to see what happens to them after six-months in comparison to 
what happens to our students who get this evidence-based intervention. What you will see is that we 
have a statistically significant decrease for our BASICS males, and a statistically significant increase 
for people who do not get BASICS. For females, we see significant decreases for both. So, there is a 
gendered effect happening here. What we know is that the sophomore year is the highest risk for 
males; the first year is the highest for females. That is something I think needs more research.  
 
Peak Blood Alcohol Level (BAL). This is on the occasion that you drank the most. The red bar is our 
BASICS students. This is an intake, and this is our comparison group. We see a statistically 
significant decrease for our BASICS males, and the comparison group shows an increase. What we 
are doing with this program is taking our highest risk drinkers and speeding up a maturation rate 
that happens. Getting them through that hurdle of sophomore year, junior year, whatever the case 
may be, when their drinking tends to increase, and lowering their rate, bringing them down to a 
lower-risk level. This is for females. Again, we see a significant decrease for both the comparison 
group and the BASICS group. Frequent heavy episodic – remember this is the group I told you 
about, the 25 percent of our hardest core people, the culture custodians? We see a statistically 
significant decrease at six months for BASICS only. Our comparison group stays the same.  
 
For our females, you will see a statistically significant decrease for only those who have gone through 
the BASICS program. This is our first pass through the data. We are monitoring a six-month follow-
up. Our grant ends in June. What we are proposing to do is we need to institutionalize this, so 
obviously we have a budget proposal to maintain the program because it is working. We know that it 
is working. We want to follow these people a year out. We also want to track their graduation rates 
because I think that would be interesting as well. Here is some of the participant feedback. Again, a 
mandated population. They come in. They are not too happy. They leave happy. They have changed 
their drinking. Even though they do not recognize it, they have. Most students say it was 
comfortable. They recommend that we continue it. That is a good bill of success for a mandated 
population. 
 
Why do we like BASICS at UMass? It is cost-effective. It has evidence of a reduction in dangerous 
drinking for our policy violators as well as our self-referrals and medical referrals. Students can 
come to BASICS regardless. We call it the “drinkers’ check-up.” You know if you go to a group 
aerobics class to get fit – that might work. But, you are going to have a better outcome if you go to a 
personal trainer that says, “Okay. What are your goals? Let us look. What is your body mass? What 
are you trying to build?” That sort of thing. Individual interventions have greater effectiveness in 
changing high-risk behaviors. BASICS is individualized. It is sort of like having a personal trainer sit 
down with you and talk about your risk and protective factors. Decreased recidivism, increased 
improved retention, and good public relations. Those are some of the reasons we like BASICS.  
 
This is our Social Norms Campaign. You may have seen this on the buses. This is to communicate 
that the majority of students drink in low-risk or healthy ways. These are all student models, and we 
test the messages. All the data comes from our surveys. This is this year’s message which the students 
chose showing that they know how to have fun without alcohol. These are some of the things our 
Campus & Community Coalition has done with our communities, keys to living off campus. This is 
the review of the state laws around alcohol, Amherst town bylaws. We are currently working one in 
Hadley. These are in the buses. They are in the football stadium. They are in apartment complexes. 
Again, to educate students about the expectations. This is an overview of the Center, some of the 
resources we have available for you.  
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Session Goals

� Provide an overview of the university’s 

comprehensive AOD abuse prevention plan and 

strategies 

� Share recent data on alcohol and other drug use 

among UMass Amherst students

� Increase understanding of students’ perceptions 

of the campus & community climate and its 

influence on student behavior

� Highlight successes of the BASICS program, an 

individual intervention for high-risk drinkers
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College Students Drink More
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Growing Awareness

2002 NIAAA Report 
alerts IHEs to 

problem
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A Major Public Health Problem

� Each year, college drinking causes:

� 1,700 student deaths

� 599,000 unintentional injuries

� 696,000 assaults

� 79,000 sexual assaults

(A Call to Action, NIAAA Report Update, Hingson et al, 2005)
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Alcohol-Related Behavioral Consequences

� 2.1 million students drive under the influence

� 400,000 have unprotected sex

� 150,000 develop alcohol-related health problems

� 25% report academic difficulties

� 31% met criteria for diagnosis of alcohol abuse 
(Knight et al, 2002)

(A Call to Action Report, NIAAA, 2002)
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Theory Driving AOD Prevention Initiatives

� Ecological framework for organizing AOD 
prevention efforts

� Recent scholarly reviews indicate:

• Educational approaches have limited 
effectiveness

• Success unlikely unless you change the 
environment
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Ecological Framework

� Individual factors (students)

� Peer factors (students) 

AND

� Institutional factors

� Community factors      

� Public policy Environmental
Management
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Advertising in a College Town
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Promotion of High-Risk Drinking
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Five Strategies for Environmental Change

� Limit alcohol availability

� Restrict alcohol marketing and promotion

� Offer alcohol-free social, recreational      
options

� Increase enforcement of laws and policies

� Change the normative environment and 
correct misperceptions of social norms
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Harm Reduction 
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Tertiary Tertiary 

PreventionPrevention

Secondary Secondary 

InterventionIntervention

Universal/Selective PreventionUniversal/Selective Prevention

Thresholds for ActionThresholds for Action

Continuum of Care / Spectrum of Intervention Responses

► My Student Body

► Peer Health Education

► Not Ready for Bedtime          
Players

► Social Norms 
Marketing Campaign

► BASICS

►Smart Choices 
Program ► Fresh & 

Sober

►
Campus and Community Coalitio

n to Reduce 

High-Risk Drinking

AOD Programs and Resources
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Innovative Approaches

� Campus & Community Coalition to Reduce 
High-Risk Drinking (CCC)

� Active Subcommittees, 2007 - 2008

� Neighbor Concerns

� Policy and Enforcement

� Retail Partners

� Social Norms

� Communications

� New website coming soon

� www.umass.edu/ccc
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CCC’s Municipal Impact

� CCC letter to Amherst Select Board instrumental in 
defeating proposed change to open container 
bylaw

� Hadley implements open container and keg 
registration bylaws

� Under consideration: nuisance house ordinance

� Increased cooperation between police, landlords, 
university

� Roundtables address key issues: Greek life, policy 
and law enforcement, municipal strategies
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MyStudentBody Update

As of November 12:

� 96% of first year students have passed

� About 300 have registration holds; 
e-mail follow-up underway

� Completion checked twice weekly;
holds lifted next day
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MyStudentBody Feedback

� Participants say:

• The course is average to excellent: 88%

• Increased my knowledge of alcohol:  86%

• Made me pay more attention to
my drinking: 64%

• MSB can answer my questions
about drinking: 89%

• Would recommend MSB to a
student with a drinking problem:  77%
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Substance Use Survey

� Campus survey by Boston University School of Public Health 

and Health Sciences, in conjunction with CADAP 

� Assesses alcohol, drug use and related behaviors among 

college population

� enables targeting of prevention programs to age group

� Administered in March, 2005, 2006 and 2007 

� Will provide 2007 data with some comparisons over time
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UMass Students’ Perceptions of Alcohol Use

Do you think alcohol is a problem on your campus?

12.4

41.4

39.1

7.2

Major Problem

Problem

Minor Problem

Not a Problem
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Did You Know?

� 83% had first drink at 18 or younger

� 79% of students who drink do so on 9 days or 
less per month

� �

� �

� ��

� �
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Alcohol Use Among UMass Students

Prevalence of Alcohol Use 

(lifetime and current use)

87%
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72%

0%
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Heavy Episodic Drinking Rate, 1997 - 2007

Heavy Episodic Drinking Rate
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Underage Drinking Rates

Heavy Episodic Drinking Rate (Underage Students)
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Frequent Heavy Episodic Drinking, 1997 - 2007

Frequent Heavy Episodic Drinking Rate

40

32.9

24.7
36.4

39.641.9

21 23 23 23 23 23

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007

Year

P
e
rc

e
n

t

UMass  Rate National Rate



25Center for Alcohol and other Drug Abuse Prevention

Other Drug Use – UMass Amherst Students

Drug Use 1997-2007
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Places Current Drinkers Go to Drink

8%
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Purchases and Carding (past 30 days)

Local Bar and Liquor Store Purchases
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Alcohol-Related Consequences

Consequences
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Driving Behaviors

Consequences
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Academic Consequences 

Academic Consequences
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Secondhand Effects of Drinking

Consequences from Someone Else's Drinking
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Increased Policy Awareness Among Students

Percent who have read and know the campus alcohol policy
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Are You Ready For This?

� UMass students WANT 
you to enforce policy!

• Most want more, not less, 
enforcement!

Ok, so you don’t believe us...
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Opinions about Campus Alcohol Policies
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Support for Stricter Sanctions and Penalties

Perceived and Actual Support for Stricter Sanctions/Penalties
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Good News

� 41% decrease in frequent HED rate since 
2003; 25% decrease since 2005

� Continued student support for stricter 
sanctions and increased policy enforcement

� 66% agree police should break up out-of-
control parties
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Good News

� Increased perceptions of enforcement of local 
laws and campus policy

� 96% report seeing the social norms message

� Required MyStudentBody course successful
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About BASICS

� Brief Alcohol Screening and Intervention
for College Students

• Evidence-based; helps students explore their alcohol and 

drug use in a non-judgmental environment

• 1st, 2nd offenders of campus AOD policies mandated to 

attend

• Students seen medically for alcohol-related incident may 

be referred  

• Students may self-refer
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BASICS: What to expect

� Two 50-minute sessions conducted one-on-one 
with the student and a prevention specialist

Session I: Meet prevention specialist, review reasons for attending, 

discuss AOD history, complete online questionnaire

Session II: Receive personalized feedback, discuss ways to reduce 

risks from drinking and alcohol-related consequences

Diane 
Fedorchak

Marisa Hebble Michelle Letendre Danny 
Wertheimer
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� More drinks on average when they party: 8 vs. 6

� Larger percentage had five or more drinks at 

least once in the past two weeks 82% vs. 57%

� Larger percentage drink this way 3 or more

times a week 55% vs. 25%

� Larger percentage have smoked marijuana 44% vs. 33%

BASICS Students vs. Other UMass Students
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Significant Changes

� 6 months post-intervention, decreases in:

• Total number of drinks in typical week, peak week 

and weekend

• Mean number of drinks when partying

• Peak number of drinks per occasion

• Typical and  peak Blood Alcohol Level (BAL)
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Typical Blood Alcohol Level

Typical BAL (Men)
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Typical Blood Alcohol Level

Typical BAL for Women
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Peak Blood Alcohol Level

Peak BAL (Men)
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Peak Blood Alcohol Level

Peak BAL for Women
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Frequent HED rate

Percent reporting frequent heavy episodic drinking in the past two 

weeks (Men)
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Frequent HED rate

Percent reporting frequent heavy episodic drinking in past two 

weeks (Women)
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1658I recommend that UMass continue the 
BASICS program

687My interaction with the prevention specialist 
was open and comfortable

1853I think BASICS is an effective way to address 
alcohol-related issues

4529I have changed my drinking behavior since 
attending BASICS

1765I think about the discussion or content from 
the interview

Disagree
%

Agree
%

Participant Feedback
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6 Reasons We Like BASICS at UMass

� Cost-effective

� Evidence of reduction in dangerous drinking

� Individualized intervention based on personal 
risk factors, behaviors

� Improved retention, academic success

� Decreased recidivism rate

� Good public relations
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Social Norms Campaign 2006 - 2007
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Social Norms Campaign 2007 - 2008
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For Landlords, Tenants and Commuter Services
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For Busses, Stadiums, Apartment Complexes



54Center for Alcohol and other Drug Abuse Prevention

Local Alcohol Bylaws
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Resources

� The Center for Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse 
Prevention � 577-5181   www.umass.edu/cadap

� BASICS � 577-5071

� Health Education � 577-5181

� Fresh & Sober � 577-5188

� AHEP � 545-4588

� Mental Health Services � 545-2337

� www.MyStudentBody.com
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Thank you!!
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