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Effects of Alcohol Management Programs for
University Students in Korea: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis

Chae, Myung-Ock - Jeon, Hae Ok

Department of Nursing, Cheongju University, Cheongju, Korea

Purpose: This study is a systematic review and meta-analysis designed to investigate effects of alcohol management
programs for Korean university students. Methods: Research results published until October 14, 2016 were systemati-
cally collected in accordance with the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis).
A total of 12 papers were selected for the meta-analysis. To estimate the effect size, meta-analysis of the studies was
performed with the Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 3.0. Results: The mean effect size of 12 studies in total (Hedges' g=
-0.36; 95% Confidence Interval [Cl]: -0.76~0.05) was not significant statistically. In a study of college students classified
as problematic drinking (total of 9), the drinking program showed a median effect size of Hedges' g=-0.57(95% Cl: -0.96~
-0.18). Results of the drinking-related outcome variables showed a significant effect size (Hedges' g=-0.61; 95% CI:
-1.10~-0.13), but psychosocial related outcome variables were not significant (Hedges' g=-0.50; 95% ClI: -1.24~0.23).
Conclusion: It can be seen that the alcohol management program for college students has a significant effect on control-
ling the problem drinking of college students. In addition, application of a differentiated drinking program with problem
drinkers selected as a risk group will be effective in controlling drinking and drinking related factors.
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Figure 1. Flow of studies included from database search.

4. =29

& gt

& MA ] =5 = RCTATE Cochrane’s Risk of Bias &=
TH171E ARE3FE R, NRCTH = MINORS (Methodologi-
cal Items for Non Randomized Studies) =-[18]& ©]-&5}
o] =529] 2 Hr}l= 35} c}. Cochrane’s Risk of Bias =
T B9 RSN A4, REA o), BolRjet A7a
w7He, 23 B7HAHe w=7H, B A oo A9, AEE
ARy, 718 B Yk AAE 25 f Y 6714
FAS Bt T 7 22 A H e, 74 g

2o, oh ], A o o2 HURI 74 £ &

ol gk MAX nE I oEE

f“oﬂ 7led W8l ut ﬁqx(biaS)‘El Aol ‘=5, W,

B 7] o2 IS, v EY 9P| 'Fg o
2 Bk 4% Aol ol £ o] B2 AL ool
T} MINORSE 5 A 7H3, 219 elek, 71447k 5], A}
AR oR A58 Erolth Bk Budt B4 gl
X, 87k A4 0.2 m3peo] QLA ol HapH o
SRELEA, ATBH o] 2% AT, A7 AT} | E
% glo] BAE LR, F1717He AUR A, eto] 5% v
ghelx), 47717k AR 0 2 AR, A 2
o] QLA AT BRlo] FAHoIG =], ATzl 714
Aol $AEA), A AT BA A o o) ol A o] e
1270 &2 Hrstet. Z- 52 034 (not reported), 15 (re-
ported but inadequate), 27 (reported and adequate) 2
S5, 244 T o 2 IRiT 2 Aol M e AR RS
9] A9 o) 2o Qi ul R AR thAFO 2 BHg0
o, A Wb 472 3010] EYH 02 Sy 5, AA5HA] o

£ 2ol e AL 08 A A e 2K mhe) e
2% 25T, A B A B0 A9leojof 3 A
L g Aom BoEgl.

5. A2 E4

2 QA ATl a2 24 W Takd e g
staAt st a2 d el fdlol 5A(IRB No.
1041107-161228-HR-008-06)2 HHgith £ Lol A AR
=2 Cochrane’s Risk of Bias =72} MINORS =F& A}
8310} 9] 2ol o B71E ALk ol F AR B S
Comprehensive Meta Analysis 3.0 Z2 73S ARg-3lo] &
A3l eh Q A S Flo] AFE Ao BHA ARE A
SRS EEECER R L s S L)
Stk B g A A Aol ERE RS Al
ole] Mg 2} ele] ol & Tefato] 1A 8 AU Y
£ 99 E 7} 2 (random effects model) 2 AME-51o] H &
H37| S ARSI L, AFE0 A2 5AT A2 Yt 7
= 14 & 3} 2 (fixed effects model) S AME3lo] Hot &
37| & AFESIH 2 H[15], AFE3t 2 IS Forest ploto &2
AN Ea B B2 A2 919 olel E3t
= A79) 471 ol 22 oAl A% BAlol g 2
QAFoA = BT7] S oju]she B25he W#A}o] Cohen’ d
£ Hedges' g& 2 8sto] A X514 =6, Cohen’ di= #&0] 2
=735 23718 A 345k A3l 3o, o1& ws

[o

r

r
O

Vol. 29 No.1,2018 123



EES

= Hedges' g29] #igto] G235} [19], Hedges's g2 AAIE
23}597]9] §141-2-0.2 0]AH~0.5 u] gk Z-e- F 3}, 0.5 0] A4~0.8
njuke 27 £33}, 78] 3 0.8 oAk 2 a3E oju|gteH20].
2% X} (publication bias)ef thgt AA-2 Z+ A Lo &F
A2 BoHXE)9} 8% A7) FUAS Jehhs AEE
B4 52 B2 2A)(YF)E BT 2 19 A =(scatter plot)
7k} 7) = ¥ (funnel plot) S AHE-5F%]

Mo i

e

9

o2 S5 Z2IUSL
BT AP e =
77}7‘] 2, 2032 shaA] =io| 8¢
(66.7%), f—‘]‘%i‘—col 4H(33.3%)0191 e, A4 = RCT
S} NRCT7} 212 6% (50%)01 k. el Akabe ] ojshag
S 5 ESE A7 8H (66.7%) 2.2 7Y Wy, A ¥ 3}
EH_%—TL-J At e 748 0.2 A E o Ao H, EAlE
Bar] thelS thako 2 3 A= 93 (75%) 0] 1tk &

ﬂ%a Z209 $3oRE 87N W5 BYo g
L FA7 4T (E33%)01 T, $-8H 7, SEAEAR, )
ofn| g7] =204, 57|13t 22O, ARk 2204, <
A% A2, 0k B 714 e A1X) A 2 Sol 1gieh ZA)
A|7HE 40~12080]9 11, 27|17+ 3~10F =2 Vet on,
3)7]= 5~103| = thofsisith. 2z 204 55 ¥4
SR =TS AN AF7E 123(100%) 0131 AL, 27FA] o))
=7 W S =TS AN AF7HI0H (83.3%) 01Tt o] F
WHOO|| A 7§t 451870 €13 AH(Alcohol Use Disorder
Identification Test, AUDIT)E AR5t 77} 6H(50%) 0]
11, 254 17|t (Alcohol Expectancy Scale, AES) =71+ 5
W (41.7%), S5FA] 2 &= (Problematic Drinking Behavior)
7} 4Holglon, 1 9| Txﬂ % 87 AKProblem Drinking
Screening Test, PDST), 25714 A}7] &5-7(Drinking Refusal
Self-efficacy) =77} Z+Z 2 (16.7%) 2.2 LJERGTE A 2]A}
3|4 821 A =TS AN A= 7H(58.3%)0]% o, &
o It TANE 9-8F % (Center for Epidemiologic Studies
Depression Scale, CES-D)E AME3t 17} 23H(16.7%) 013
31, A 2] A2 A E(Coping Strategies Checklist, CSC),
sg A AEH A9} R4 AEH A (Percevied Stress
Scale, PSS), 289] oJu](Purpose In Life, PIL), $-2(Beck De-

g3t

124 journal of Korean Academy of Community Health Nursing

&2

pression Inventory, BDI), 27| &%57}(Self-efficacy), 5543
(Barratt Impulsiveness Scale, BIS) 5-¢] =45 ARSI TH
(Table 1).

ER

2. A7y =20

ror
ol

4% 4738 1289 97 % RCT A7 3 6Holgle
™, Cochrane’s Risk of Bias =& 3 H7}= 535}tk &
219 v oAl RS o A= 13 (16.7%) 01 R AL, B =4
Sujof glolH i ST(E3%)S] AT BYY § RO 1}
et ARl 8 A7) et T A TR o
AL 6T(100%) 2= ‘2P o Ao WriEglont, A
o7 23R 1 67 (100%) BF BE] o] e oz}
Sston, 7|eh B3 98 BN 1R167%)) B
S At HEY ol R oIk NRCT A+ &
6H oIl en], MINORS H7H=+5 o83 & 371 43, &
247 wHy ol B+t 17.88 2. 2 LElgTh 6H(100%) 257 A
E2o] star, Am7t Mg o= fEg o, A5
of| 2%t A S A A5k AT E3H6H (100%) 2+ 24
St 2T AR, A FA B A ayE A ew
Uebtou, A4 3y 7ol tigt vl S o 7/ o] A%,
A A 7|7HE HushA] ¢bar Qe A o2 ghotE Qick of
AL AR 7122 4H(66.7%)0] 71&3t9 L, A A1327]
AL 33 (50%), ThAFRRS] S04 Bhe 5T (83.3%), 5% |k
o] wrehg-£ 5H(83.3%) ©.2 Lehtr.

w
gjo
I
e
ut]
[E

2o snt37|

Aol A el dide s g 2203 A8
& 128 AFE e, = AT AP - ARE Zpo] o] H
AFE o]-gsto] W H FEIE HatRto|(Hedges' g)&
Z 3£ Forest plot2 2 AA| 814 th(Figure 2). A A
o] AA L 2 H At A AT 7t HAbo] AR| 5} v] &
I’=80.2%(Q=75.63, p <.001) & JE}}, Qlo| &7t m & & A}
g3lo] FFaNT7) S AE31. 20, Hedges' g=-0.36 (95%
CI:—0.76~0.05)§ Ueht 2k gitg7|2 vy o, B4 F o
FOJ8HA] ot S5e] RO gt 5] A
H2 243 Ay, 25 e 3P (Hedges' g=-0.29, 95%
CI: -0.81~0.23, I’=81.9%, Q=55.36, p <.001)$} A 2| A}5] & &
ol T A< (Hedges' g=-0.50, 95% CI: -1.24~0.23, I’=
80.0%, Q=20.08, p <.001) 2% &3k77] 0] glo] G-0]5}A] o

2 o

(A - A S SR
4 e My
Lo o



| Z2O0| 1k MAX nE & HER

Table 1. Descriptive Summary of Included Studies (N=12)
Participant Intervention Outcome
No Author Publica Study T —— - R ——
ear tion Desi xp. Cont. Problematic engt uration Session 8519 q sychosocia
(ear) &1 () () drinking Type ) (o) () gL variables
1 Heo (2002) Thesis NRCT Male 8 8 O Brief intervention 80 6 5 Problematic drinking CSC1 (EFCS),
program behavior, MAST, CSC2 (PFCS)
(stress coping) Drinking quantity1
(week), Drinking
quantity2 (weekend),
Drinking frequency
2 Jang & Kim Journal NRCT Female 40 37 O Laughter 60 3 6 Moderation in drinking, Stress
(2013) therapy Awareness
3 Jo&Son Journal RCT Mixed 7 7 O Acceptance 120 4 8 PDST, AES PSS
(2013) commitment
therapy
4 Kim (2007) Journal RCT Mixed 10 10 Drinking 80 8 8 Drinking refusal
prevention group self-efficacy, AES
counseling
5 Kim & Jeong Journal NRCT Mixed 47 48 Cut down - Festival - Drinking knowledge,
(2012) drinking period Perception of drinking
circle activity (April, cultures, AUDIT-K
(campaign) October)
6 Lee(2009) Thesis NRCT Female 24 23 O Logo-therapeutic  70~120 6 6 AUDIT PIL, BDI
program
7 Lee&Son Journal RCT Mixed 7 7 @) Motivational 60 4 8 AES, Alcohol abstinence
(2009) program self-efficacy, Problematic
drinking behavior,
AUDIT-K
8 Park & Choi Journal NRCT Female 22 24 o Self-efficacy 60 8 8 Drinking knowledge,
(2015) promoting Drinking refusal
reducing alcohol self-efficacy, AES,
program Problematic drinking
behavior
9 Parketal. Journal RCT Mixed 15 15 O Time management 40~60 5 10 AUDIT-K Self-efficacy
(2015) program
10 Seo (2007) Thesis RCT Mixed 8 8 O Cognitive-behavio 80~90 4 8 AES, Problematic CES-D,
ral treatment drinking behavior Negative
emotion
alleviative
coping
11 Shin & Son Journal RCT Mixed 9 11 (@] Mindfulness-  80~100 10 10 AUDIT-K, PDST CES-D, BIS
(2011) based cognitive
therapy program
12 Yu (2015) Thesis NRCT Mixed 20 20 Moderate 50 3 6 AUDIT-K, Awareness of
drinking social drinking,
education Self-efficacy for moderate
program drinking, Alcohol
knowledge

Exp.=experimental group; Cont.=control group; RCT=randomized controlled trial; NRCT=non-randomized controlled trial; MAST=michigan alcoholism
screening test; CSC=coping strategies checklist; EFCS=emotional-focused coping strategy; PFCS=problem-focused coping strategy; PDST=problem drinking
screening test; AES=alcohol expectancy scale; PSS=Perceived stress scale; AUDIT-K=alcohol use disorder identification test-Korean; PIL=purpose in life;
BDI=beck depression inventory; CES-D=center for epidemiologic studies depression scale; BIS=barratt impulsiveness scale.

A7E Byt To] W& 3+=7] Hedges' g=-0.57 (95% CI: -0.96~-0.18) 2

I} AR qigAo] obd EAIRF distS ez & ueht $2 53718 BYa, SAH R fostkI’=
T Z2IHS 283 5 oY Ak Addste] £43 69.7%, Q=39.62, p <.001)(Figure 3). ZA| &5 teHY o] S5
A1}, o) a7 B (random effects model) S ARSSHAA A ] T2 0] gt 5H¢] AR JER B A} &
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Study name Subgroup within study Statistics foreach study
Hedges's  Standard  Lower  Upper
g error limit imit  p-Value
Heo (2002) Drinking -1.220 0520 -2238 -0.201 0.019
Jang & Kim (2013)  Psychosocial -0.710 0233 -1.167 -0.254 0.002 i
Jo & Son (2013) Drinking -0.216 0.502 -1.200 0.768 0.667 =
Jo & Son (2013) Psychosocial -0.568 0512 -1.572 0.435 0.267 L
Kim (2007) Drinking 2642 0.598  1.470 3.815 0.000 >
Kim & Jeong (2012)  Drinking -0.423 0206 -0.827 -0.020 0.040 Hi—
Lee (2009) Drinking -0.068 0.287 -0.631 0.494 0.812 L
Lee (2009) Psychosocial 0.679 0295  0.100 1.258 0.022 i
Lee & Son (2009) Drinking -0.397 0.506 -1.389 0.594 0.432 i
Park & Choi (2015)  Drinking -0.952 0.307 -1.553 -0.351 0.002 [
Park et al.(2015) Drinking -0.294 0292 -0.865 0.278 0.314 i
Seo (2007) Drinking -0.651 0.487 -1.605 0.302 0.181 o
Seo (2007) Psychosocial -0.720 0490 -1.679 0.240 0.141 i
Shin & Son (2011) Drinking -2.202 0.554 -3287 -1.117 0.000 <
Shin & Son (2011) Psychosocial -1.414 0485 -2.365 -0.464 0.004
Yu (2015) Drinking 0.719 0.320  0.091 1.346 0.025 i
-0.357 0206 -0760  0.047  0.083 e
-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00
Control Intervention
Figure 2-A
Study name Subgroup within study Outcome Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% Cl
Hedges's Standard Lower Upper
g error limit limit  p-Value
Heo (2002) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -1.220 0520 -2238 -0.201 0.019
Jo&Son (2013)  Drinking Alcohol expectancy -0.216 0502 -1200 0.768 0.667 L
Kim (2007) Drinking Alcohol expectancy 2,642 0598 1470 3815 0.000 b
Kim & Jeong (2012) Drinking Drinking knowledge -0.423 0206 -0.827 -0.020 0.040 i
Lee (2009) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -0.068 0287 -0631 0494 0.812 L
Lee & Son (2009)  Drinking Alcohol abstinence self-efficacy -0.397 0506 -1.389 0594 0.432 L
Park & Choi (2015) Drinking Alcohol expectancy -0.952 0307 -1553 -0.351 0.002 -—
Parketal. (2015)  Drinking Problem drinking behavior -0.294 0292 -0865 0278 0.314 L
Seo (2007) Drinking Alcohol expectancy -0.651 0487 -1605 0.302 0.181 L
Shin & Son (2011)  Drinking Problematic drinking -2.202 0554 -3287 -1.117 0.000 K
Yu (2015) Drinking Drinking knowledge 0.719 0320 0091 1346 0.025 L
-0.290 0263 -0806 0227 0272 e R —
-1.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00
Control Intervention
Figure 2-B
Study name  Subgroup within studutcome Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% Cl
Hedges's Standard Lower Upper
g error limit  limit p-Value
Jang & Kim (2013)Psychosocial ~ Stress 0710 0233 -1167 -0254  0.002 —i——
Jo & Son (2013) Psychosocial ~ Stress -0.568 0512 -1572 0435 0.267 5
Lee (2009) Psychosocial ~ Depression 0.679 0295 0.100 1.258 0.022
Seo (2007) Psychosocial ~ Depression -0.720 0.490 -1.679 0.240 0.141 «—i
Shin & Son (2011) Psychosocial ~ Depression -1.414 0485 -2.365 -0.464 0.004 <
0503 0375 -1238 0232  0.180 e =

-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00

Control Intervention

Figure 2-C

A. The combined effect of alcohol management programs.
B. The effect of alcohol management programs on drinking variables.
C. The effect of alcohol management programs on psychosocial variables.

Figure 2. Forest plots of the effects of alcohol management programs on university students (random-effects model).

ZF T A3 eo] H A 737] Hedges' g=-0.61 (95% Cl: 317 a9l I Aol AL, Hedges g=-0.50 (95% CL:
-1.10~-0.13)2 el 2714 =9 a1 37| & B 1, B4 -1.24~023) 02 27+ a7 BHg o, EA A o7 §9
Ho 2 §ol5}h O LH(P=64.2%, Q=19.54, p=.007), AA}  B}7] LFHIP=80.0%, Q=20.02, p <.001).
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Study name Subgroup within study OQutcome Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% ClI
Hedges's Standard Lower Upper
g error limit limit  p-Value
Heo (2002) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -1.220 0.520 -2.238 -0.201 0.019
Jang & Kim (2013) Psychosocial Stress -0.710 0233 -1.167 -0.254 0.002 ——
Jo & Son (2013)  Drinking Combined -0.831 0537 -1.884 0222 0.122 —i
Jo & Son (2013)  Psychosocial Stress -0.568 0512 -1572 0435 0.267 =
Lee (2009) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -0.068 0.287 -0631 0.494 0.812 L
Lee (2009) Psychosocial Depression 0.679 0295 0.100 1.258 0.022 i
Lee & Son (2009) Drinking Combined -0.008 0514 -1.016 0.999 0.987 1.
Park & Choi (2015)Drinking Combined 0.056 0.324 -0579 0.692 0.862
Park et al. (2015) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -0.294 0292 -0.865 0.278 0.314 L
Seo (2007) Drinking Combined -1.200 0527 -2.234 -0.167 0.023
Seo (2007) Psychosocial Depression -0.720 0.490 -1679 0.240 0.141 o
Shin & Son (2011) Drinking Combined -2.147 0548 -3222 -1.073 0.000 K
Shin & Son (2011) Psychosocial Depression -1.414 0485 -2.365 -0.464 0.004
-0.566 0.198 -0.955 -0.178  0.004 == ——
-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00
Control Intervention
Figure 3-A
Study name Subgroup within study Qutcome Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% CI
Hedges's Standard Lower Upper
g error limit  limit p-Value
Heo (2002) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -1.220 0520 -2238 -0.201 0.019
Jo & Son (2013)  Drinking Combined -0.831 0537 -1.884 0222 0.122 i
Lee (2009) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -0.068 0287 -0631 0494 0812 L
Lee & Son (2009) Drinking Combined -0.008 0.514 -1.016 0999  0.987 T.
Park & Choi (2015)Drinking Combined 0.056 0.324 0579 0692 0.862
Park et al. (2015) Drinking Problem drinking behavior -0.294 0292 -0865 0278 0.314 i
Seo (2007) Drinking Combined -1.200 0.527 -2.234 -0.167  0.023
Shin & Son (2011) Drinking Combined -2.147 0.548 -3222 -1.073  0.000 K
0613 0246 -1.095 0131 0013 e ———
-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00
Control Intervention
Figure 3-B
Study name Subgroup within study ~ Qutcome Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% ClI
Hedges's  Standard Lower Upper
g error limit limit  p-Value
Jang & Kim (2013) Psychosocial Stress -0.710 0233 -1.167 -0.254 0.002 ———
Jo&Son (2013)  Psychosocial Stress -0.568 0512 -1572 0435 0.267 i
Lee (2009) Psychosocial Depression  0.679 0295 0100 1258  0.022
Seo (2007) Psychosocial Depression  -0.720 0490 -1679 0240 0141 —i
Shin & Son (2011) Psychosocial Depression  -1.414 0485 -2365 -0.464 0.004 <
0503 0375 -1238 0232 0.180 e ———
-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00
Control Intervention
Figure 3-C

A. The combined effect of alcohol management programs.
B. The effect of alcohol management programs on drinking variables.
C. The effect of alcohol management programs on psychosocial variables.

Figure 3. Forest plots of the effects of alcohol management programs on university students with problematic drinking

(random-effects model).
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A. Funnel plot of standard error by Hedges'g for the
combined effect of alcohol management programs
on subjects.

B. Funnel plot of standard error by Hedges'g for the
effect of alcohol management programs on drinking
variables.

C. Funnel plot of standard error by Hedges'g for the
effect of alcohol management programs on
psychosocial variables.

Figure 4. Results of publication bias analysis.
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