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* Data are from Project INTEGRATE (Mun et al., 2014), one of the
largest IPD meta-analysis projects to date in alcohol intervention

¢ There was a small, statistically significant reduction in alcohol-related
problems for participants who received Individual MI with PF.

research. * There were no statistically significant intervention effects by BMI type for
* IPD sample included 17 studies with 8,275 individuals (see Table 1) * Drinks per week analyzed in two-parts using a Hurdle Poisson MLM: drinks per week.

0 2-5 repeated measures up to 12 months post-baseline o Zero vs. non-zero drinks (Logistic regression)
* Focused on randomized controlled studies evaluating one or more o Quantity of drinks when drinking (Zero-truncated count

BMIs: . regression) Conclusions

o Individual Ml with PF, Standalone PF, or Group MI Alcohol-related problems analyzed using a Gaussian MLM.

* The current IPD meta-analysis represents a new way of evaluating the

Measures literature on efficacy of BMls for college students and builds on previous
Drinks per week. For 15 studies typical weekly drinking was derived Results reviews using summary statistics.

from a version of the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (Collins et al., 1985), ¢ Our findings suggest that efficacy of BMls for reducing harmful drinking on

which asks for the number of drinks consumed each day of a typical * 16 of 21 interventions had effects in the direction of reduced college campuses is much less robust and smaller than believed.

week. Diary-style reports were utilized in the remaining two studies. likelihood of any drinking, but only one was statistically significant * Alimitation is that only studies for which the raw data were made available
Alcohol-related problems. Latent trait scores for alcohol problems (study 16, GMI; see Figure 1). were included, therefore findings may not generalize to the broader pool of

were estimated across six different scales used in the original studies ¢ 13 of 21 interventions had effects in the direction of reduced BMls.

using a unidimensional item response theory analysis (Huo et al., in drinking quantity (when drinking) and none were statistically * The results suggest a need for the continued development of more effective

press). significant. intervention strategies to reduce harmful drinking on college campuses.




