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I examined similarities and differences between the movement to prevent drunk

driving of the 1980s, and current efforts to prevent and address campus sexual assault.

As college and university administrators design policies and initiatives to reduce campus

sexual assault in response to new federal legislation and regulation, they can apply

lessons from successful public health initiatives to reduce drunk driving initiated more

than 3 decades ago. I illustrate how interventions at the 5 levels of the social–ecological

model, and messages that address entrenched cultural attitudes condoning sexual

assault and blaming its victims can be used to combat campus sexual assault as a crime

andapublic health problem. I also showhowefforts topromote community engagement

can change behavioral norms and reduce offenses. (Am J Public Health. 2016;106:822–

829. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2016.303082)

Public health researchers and practi-
tioners1,2 have amassed a substantial

history of drawing attention to campus sexual
assault as a public health problem. Only re-
cently, however, have victims, advocates,
prevention experts, and federal officials3 acted
in concert to bring about federal legislation
requiring concrete institutional responses to
campus sexual assault (see the box on the next
page). As college and university administra-
tors craft new approaches to reduce campus
sexual assault in response to these new
legislative mandates, they can benefit from
examining the aims and methods of the anti–
drunk-driving movement of the 1980s.

Intensified public awareness of campus
sexual assault cannot be attributed to an in-
crease in prevalence: the prevalence of
campus sexual assault (according to data
collected from students regardless of whether
they reported the crime to authorities) has
remained static since publication of the first
study in 1987.5 Nor did the anti–drunk-
driving movement come to public attention
3 decades ago because of an increase in
prevalence.6 Both problems captured public
awareness when an incumbent president—
Ronald Reagan in 1982 and Barack Obama
in 2014—stood at a White House podium to
announce federal initiatives to increase pen-
alties for perpetrators and the consequences
for authorities (of states and universities,

respectively) of inadequately addressing the
criminal offense in question.

The lessons that can be learned from the
movement to prevent drunk driving are
particularly timely now that regulatory ini-
tiatives and guidance7 have lent federal au-
thority to efforts to reduce campus sexual
assault, including President Obama’s creation
of a task force to support victims and to help
campus officials act to protect students.3

Prevention of campus sexual assault focuses
on a smaller segment of the population than
did the anti–drunk-driving movement;
I argue, however, that the lessons of that
movement are salient and that gains made
on campuses will in turn change the larger
society.

After a brief account of the success of the
movement to prevent drunk driving, I will
examine differences between the 2 crimes
that complicate application of the lessons of
the anti–drunk-driving movement to the
movement to reduce campus sexual assault.
I will then identify changes needed to reduce

campus sexual assault. Table 1 enumerates the
steps that led to widespread acceptance of the
view that drunk drivers’ behavior is criminal.
Table 2 lists comparable steps necessary to
shift the focus of sexual-assault prevention
from the victim to the perpetrator if the
latter’s actions are to be widely recognized
as criminal. Victims will be characterized as
female and perpetrators as male, in keeping
with the very high skew in gender for each
group, but it is important to note that victims
and perpetrators are of both genders.

THE MOVEMENT TO PREVENT
DRUNK DRIVING AS A MODEL

Campus officials can learn a great deal from
public health responses to drunk driving in
the 1980s.6,8 The percentage of traffic fatal-
ities in which alcohol played a role decreased
from 60% in the mid-1970s9 to 31% in
2012.10 The prevention and intervention
initiatives that increased the stigma of drunk
driving and reduced fatalities and injuries il-
lustrate forcefully how cultural norms can be
addressed in a context of regulatory change.6,8

Recognition that drunk-driving victims’
rights had been violated was unusual in the
United States until the early 1980s. Victims
and their families were viewed as peripheral to
the courts’ interpretation of justice in cases of
drunk driving. In a 1970 case, for instance,
a judge prohibited the parents of a child killed
by a drunk driver from attending the driver’s
trial on the grounds that their presence might
jeopardize its fairness.8 Such judicial rulings
were quite common until the early 1980s.6
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Beginning in that era, the prevailing con-
ceptualization of drunk drivers—as victims of
alcohol addiction rather than as criminals—
was challenged by activists (many of whom
had lost a loved one to a drunk driver), who
eventually succeeded at shifting the focus
of sympathy from the driver to the victims
of the driver’s actions.8

Throughout most of the 20th century,
drunk-driving fatalities were viewed as un-
fortunate accidents6,8 caused by “sick” or
“troubled” individuals, or by upstanding
citizens who hadmade a single misstep, rather
than by criminals.6,8 This entrenched tradi-
tion of compassion for drunk drivers was
embodied in tolerance of high blood-alcohol
readings and in the norm ofminimal fines and
punishments for offenders until the early
1980s.6,8

In the wake of the 1982 legislation,
victim-advocacy groups successfully changed
the prevailing cultural climate by promoting
recognition of drunk driving as criminal be-
havior.6,8 Public opinion and prevailing dis-
course gradually shifted in response to the
victim-centered approach promoted by
journalist Doris Aiken, who founded
Remove Intoxicated Drivers in 1978, and
by Candy Lightner and Cindi Lamb, who
organized Mothers Against Drunk Driving
(MADD) in 1980, after their children became
victims of drunk drivers.8,11 Ongoing

campaigns to draw attention to the harrowing
experiences of victims, survivors, and covic-
tims (families and friends) in the media and in
testimony at legislative hearings collectively
mobilized public opinion and made drunk
driving a prominent public issue.11

Community engagement has consistently
been integral to the efforts of Remove
Intoxicated Drivers, MADD, Students
Against Drunk Driving, and other organiza-
tions to promulgate an ethos of shared re-
sponsibility for prevention of drunk driving.11

In the early 1980s, nationwide public health
interventions included mass-media cam-
paigns to publicize both the extent of drunk
driving and methods to reduce it.12 Public-
service announcements (PSAs) stimulated
community engagement by highlighting
the fatalities associated with drunk driving13

and explaining how to intervene when
a friend is too drunk to drive.12,13

Plentiful PSAs urged party hosts to collect
guests’ car keys on arrival and encouraged
groupsof friends to appoint a designateddriver;
in second-generation PSAs, actors used these
prosocial approaches to prevent intoxicated
friends from driving.12 Meanwhile, some bars
and restaurants offered free nonalcoholic
drinks to designated drivers.14 Jointly, these
actions and recommendations conveyed the
larger message that all members of a commu-
nity have a role in reducing drunk driving.

Qualifications and Applicability of
the Anti–Drunk-Driving Model

Obvious differences distinguish campus
sexual assault fromdrunk driving as actionable
offenses. First and foremost, the efforts to
address campus sexual assault are focused on
1 segment of the adult population. Unlike
drunk driving, sexual assault occurs in
private and is thus more difficult than public
offenses to prosecute or adjudicate. Victims
often face blame, and the victim is alleged in
many cases to have given consent. Prevailing
aspects of popular culture, including the
language colloquially used to describe a sexual
assault, can obscure its criminal nature. Fi-
nally, themovement to prevent drunk driving
benefited from consistent and strict en-
forcement, which made laws not merely
punishment methods but also effective de-
terrence tools.

The movement to prevent drunk driving
addressed individuals of all ages but focused
on late adolescents, the population that
proportionately was and continues to be most
at risk for initiating an accident. The National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration re-
ported in 2013 that 50% of drivers involved in
drunk-driving fatalities were aged between
16 and 24 years.10 Efforts to combat campus
sexual assault are by definition focused on
a similar segment of the population—students
enrolled in postsecondary education. The
example of the anti–drunk-driving move-
ment demonstrates that attitudinal and be-
havioral change concentrated on college
campuses can radiate out into the larger so-
ciety, spread by media attention and by
graduates’ entry into the workforce and the
adult population.

Questions of Provocation,
Evidence, and Actionability

Victim responsibility. A victim of a drunk-
driving crash is not blamed for driving home
from her restaurant shift at 1:00 AM; by
contrast, it is common for a sexual-assault
victim’s own actions—alcohol consumption,
attire, and behavior—to be called into
question to cast doubt on her accusations and
to “explain” or excuse perpetrators’ behavior.

The view that responsibility for prevention
lies with potential victims is reinforced by
products marketed to women, including
whistles, flashlights, and alarms, contraptions
that put the onus on the victim, not the
perpetrator, to head off an assault. By contrast,
devices to prevent drunk driving target the
potential perpetrator, preventing drivers with
elevated blood-alcohol levels from starting
their vehicles.15

Gathering evidence. The crime of sexual
assault almost always occurs in private,16,17

resulting in no witnesses. To gather physical
evidence, victims must surrender their soiled
clothing and undergo a forensic examination
that can be painful and emotionally upset-
ting.18 Thus, gathering evidence of sexual
assault is far more problematic than collection
of data about drunk driving via breathalyzers
and other tools.

Perpetrators or their friends sometimes
use smartphones to record the crime, and
security-camera footage sometimes renders
surreptitious behavior less than private. But

The Centers for Disease Control and

Prevention defines sexual violence as

“a sexual act that is committed or

attempted by another person without

freely given consent of the victim or

against someone who is unable to con-

sent or refuse. It includes: forced or

alcohol/drug facilitated penetration of

a victim; forced or alcohol/drug facili-

tated incidents in which the victim was

made to penetrate a perpetrator or

someone else; nonphysically pressured

unwanted penetration; intentional sex-

ual touching; or non-contact acts of

a sexual nature. Sexual violence can also

occur when a perpetrator forces or co-

erces a victim to engage in sexual acts

with a third

party.”4(p11)

AJPH PERSPECTIVES

May 2016, Vol 106, No. 5 AJPH Potter Peer Reviewed Perspectives from the Social Sciences 823



the availability of video footage does not
always result in conviction; in 1 campus case,
video footage resulted in conviction of 2
perpetrators,19 but in a comparable high-
school case, the perpetrators were convicted
only of minor infractions.20 Presently there
are no empirical studies indicating that by-
standers use smartphones to intervene when
sexual assault is occurring.

Societal attitudes. Public willingness to
excuse perpetrators of sexual assault is roughly
analogous to forgiveness of drunk driving.16

Media descriptions of sexual assault often
“qualify” rapists’ behavior by invoking al-
cohol, stress, or past misfortunes.16 Almost
universally, public discourse focuses on al-
cohol use, and campus investigations probe
the degree of the victim’s intoxication.21 The
fact that fully 84% to 98% of campus sexual
assaults22 are perpetrated by an acquaintance
(a classmate, residence-hall neighbor, or date)
or intimate partner of the victim23 is also used
to discredit victims. In contrast to the stark
facts of a drunk driver killing or injuring
a stranger, such scenarios can be and are
interpreted to exonerate the perpetrator. As
a result, campus sexual assault has typically
been viewed as less than criminal; it is rarely
recognized as the premeditated act that re-
searchers have found it often to be.16,17 This is
a striking difference in comparison with
a drunk driver who could practically kill or
injure anyone on the street. Because of this
difference, we may expect the community or
society to be more engaged in activities to

prevent drunk driving, whereas there may be
somewhat less inclination to do so in the case
of combating campus sexual assault.

The impact of trauma. Victims of trauma—
whether a car crash or a sexual assault—
typically have trouble with memory and
temporal sequencing.24 Thus, first responders
to car crashes, including drunk-driving
crimes, do not typically expect victims to be
able to provide thorough and coherent ac-
counts on the spot.21 But victims who im-
mediately report sexual assault tend to be held
to a higher standard of accuracy and co-
herence than are victims of other traumas;
spotty recall and imprecise chronology are
often used to cast doubt on a victim’s
truthfulness.21,25

Disentangling sexual assault from consensual
sex. Criminal behavior is trivialized when the
term “sexual assault” is replaced with milder
euphemisms such as “unwanted sex.”16(p5)

More seriously, traditional gendered behav-
ioral norms are invoked to blur the distinction
between coy resistance22 and genuine re-
sistance to a crime. Sexual assaults are thus
more difficult to investigate than are drunk-
driving crimes, in which the evidence is
less heavily dependent on testimony
from victims, perpetrators, and witnesses.
Claims of misinterpretation of cues22 or
miscommunication26 enable perpetrators to
plausibly deny responsibility and amplify vic-
tims’ accountability.26(p174) But the mis-
communication model overlooks the high

percentage of sexual assaults perpetrated by
means of physical force or threats.27

New statutes in California and New York
have shifted the onus of prevention away
from the victim by mandating that both
parties must explicitly agree to a potential
sexual encounter. But gender affects in-
terpretations of consent.28 Men typically
perceive consent as an event: a woman’s
consent to go to a man’s room, for instance,
is taken to imply acceptance of any sexual
activities that ensue there; women tend to
view consent as a process that continues
throughout the interaction.29 Researchers
have noted the awkwardness of verbal con-
sent among young adults more comfortable
with nonverbal cues.29 Needless to say,
questions of consent do not arise in cases of
drunk-driving accidents.

The role of alcohol. Alcohol consumption is
usually implicated in campus sexual assault (as
it is by definition in drunk driving).22 But
prevention messages addressed to students
about the 2 issues differ strikingly. Messages
about drunk driving are typically aimed at
drivers (potential perpetrators): students are
informed that alcohol impairs driving and
urged to appoint designated drivers. By
contrast, messages about drinking and sexual
assault are almost invariably directed at the
potential victim. Potential victims (typically
women) are urged to monitor their alcohol
consumption and to remain in control of
social situations.22 But potential perpetrators
are not similarly warned tomonitor their own

TABLE 1—Prevailing Attitudes, Investigative Methods, and Preventive Strategies Toward Drunk Driving: Pre-1980s and Today

Common Attitudes and Practices Before the 1980s Today

Prevailing beliefs about the use of alcohol Alcohol promotes bad decisions Individuals are responsible for their own behavior when

they drink

Prevailing attitudes toward perpetrators (drunk drivers) Empathy for drivers “suffering” from alcoholism Public outrage at drunk drivers

Prevailing attitudes toward victims Peripheral damage caused by the disease of

alcoholism

Empathy for victims of drunk drivers

Investigative norms Tolerance for high blood-alcohol levels Standardized protocols to identify and arrest drunk drivers

Breathalyzer

Random traffic stops

Arrest protocols

Mobilization of citizen messengers None Mobilization of victims’ families

Federal sanctions for lack of state laws or lax enforcement None Federal highway funds linked to state laws and enforcement

Community engagement Very little Social acceptance of intervention to prevent drunk driving

Prevention education Very little Anti–drunk-driving education in the K–12 curriculum
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alcohol intake or to refrain from encouraging
others to drink to excess.

Campus Responses to
Sexual-Assault Cases

Many college administrators’ responses to
claims of sexual assault resemble the leniency
of the police and the judiciary in drunk-
driving cases before the 1980s.6,8 One
sexual-assault victim quoted a dean as saying
that her assailant “couldn’t be punished be-
cause he didn’t know what he was doing.”30

“Secondary traumatization”31 can occur
when victims are questioned by officials who
lack training; such treatment discourages
other victims from coming forward.22,25

Researchers have consistently found, in fact,
that sexual assault is the most underreported
serious crime: between 64% and 96% of
victims do not disclose the crime to
authorities.25

The combination of underreporting and
clumsy or self-serving responses to victims
both within and outside college settings has 2
public health implications: many victims fail
to receive the medical and mental-health
support they need,32 and underreporting
enables perpetrators to repeat their criminal
behavior, posing a public health risk for the
larger community.17

Victims of campus sexual assault whose
race, ethnicity, or sexual identity diverge from
the conventional profile of a victim report
difficulty finding help; most campus response
efforts are addressed to heterosexual White
women, despite the increasing racial, ethnic,
and sexual diversity of student populations.33

Although gays, lesbians, and bisexuals report
rates of sexual assault comparable to those of
heterosexuals,34 the language used to describe
such violence is typically gendered, increasing
the difficulty of reporting the crime.

The Special Status of Campuses
On campus as elsewhere, the accused is

innocent until proven guilty. But campus
investigations are far less thorough and rig-
orous than criminal investigations. Campus
sexual assaults are treated differently than
those handled by town or city police de-
partments, in which most accused perpetra-
tors are required to post bail.35 Campus
leaders are typically hesitant to move known
perpetrators out of residence halls where their
victims reside, much less to suspend them.36

There is a clear parallel between the serial
drunk driver, repeatedly stopped and released,
perhaps because of his social status,8 until he
kills or maims someone, and the campus rapist
who commits multiple assaults with impu-
nity17 because of his status as a star athlete or
campus leader.37 In the former case, it is the
authorities who let the drunk driver escape
justice; the campus rapist may be protected by

TABLE 2—Prevailing Attitudes, Investigative Methods, and Preventive Strategies Toward Campus Sexual Assault: Current and Projected
(if Recommended Changes Are Implemented)

Common Attitudes and Practices Current Projected

Prevailing attitudes about use of alcohol Alcohol “blurs the lines,” complicating assignment of blame

for a sexual assault

Perpetrators held legally responsible for sexual assault,

regardless of whether they or their victims are intoxicated

Prevailing attitudes toward sexual-assault

perpetrators

Sexual assault attributed to “miscommunication”

Tendency to excuse perpetrator’s behavior

Awareness that sexual assault is often premeditated, and that

alcohol, physical violence, and threats are often used

Prevailing attitudes toward victims Victim blaming:

She wore a short dress

She drank too much

Awareness of long-term physical and mental-health

consequences for victims

Mobilization of citizen messengers Student activism on some campuses; nationwide initiatives

lacking

Nationwide student-mobilized activism

Investigative norms No uniform standards for training police and prosecutors

Interaction with law enforcement can be revictimizing

Mandated training, standards, and protocols for campus and

community police

Federal mandates for colleges and universities Timely investigation of Title IX violations Uniform mandates:

Comprehensive prevention strategies

Standards for police response

Policies to assist victims

Policies to ensure due process

Fines for noncompliant campuses (without cutting aid to

low-income students)

Community engagement Nascent awareness that prevention is a community

responsibility

Prevention strategies that engage entire communities

Acceptable forms of consent Varying definitions of consent Consent in the form of a voluntary “yes” at each stage of

a sexual interaction

Prevention education Rarely addressed in high school Age-appropriate mandated K–12 curriculum

Data-collection efforts No uniform system to collect data on unreported campus

assaults

Mandated uniform collection of data on the prevalence of

campus sexual assault
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victims’ fear that reporting the crime will
provoke harassment by the perpetrator’s
friends.17 This scenario closely resembles
domestic violence, a crime characterized by
high levels of victim harassment and coercion
associated with victim recantation.38

CURRENT INITIATIVES TO
COMBAT CAMPUS SEXUAL
ASSAULT

Like Aiken, Lamb, and Lightner almost 40
years ago, victims of campus sexual assault are
calling attention to unpunished crimes, and
to their frustration with insubstantial in-
stitutional responses. Laura Dunn, a lawyer
who was raped during college, founded
SurvJustice to promote victims’ rights and
train activists. Dana Bolger and Alexandra
Brodsky organized KnowYour IX to educate
campus rape victims about their rights under
the 2011 guidance to Title IX of the Edu-
cation Amendments of 1972.7 Student ac-
tivists have used the Title IX amendments
to bring lawsuits via the US Department
of Education’s Office for Civil Rights. At
present, 124 campuses are being investigated
for possible mishandling of sexual-
misconduct cases.39

These and other forms of activism have
won the attention of federal lawmakers. Like
Aiken, Lamb, and Lightner in the early 1980s,
the students and former students working
to focus federal attention on campus sexual
assault and administrative failure to protect
victims and dispense justice have turned
frustration into action. Unlike Lamb and
Lightner in the 1980s, Dunn, Bolger,
Brodsky, and other student victims and their
supporters can use the Internet and social
media to spread their message and engage
other victims. This technology did not exist at
the beginning of the movement to prevent
drunk driving in early 1980s and its impact is
noted in the documentary film, The Hunting
Ground. Like Lamb and Lightner, they are
reminding the public that these crimes are
not victimless.

Prevention initiatives that focus on the
role of bystanders, including in-person pro-
grams40–42 and social-marketing cam-
paigns,43 have the potential to engage the
entire campus community.40,43 Such

strategies, which teach bystanders to in-
tervene in incipient sexual violence and
stalking, are strikingly reminiscent of earlier
eras’ server-intervention programs44 and
drunk-driving–prevention PSAs.12 Like
the 1980s-era servers who were found to
intervenemore oftenwhen they felt supported
by peers and supervisors,44 student bystanders
are more apt to intervene to prevent sexual
violence when they feel supported by peers.40

Many men are willing to intervene but
are uncertain how to do so.45 Bystander
strategies educate them about behavior
that inadvertently facilitates crimes, such as
lending out their bedrooms or purchasing
the alcohol used to deliberately intoxicate
potential victims.17 Awareness of the rami-
fications of these behaviors equips bystanders
to step in to prevent facilitation and assaults.45

The bystander approach is particularly ef-
fective when it provides men a range of in-
tervention strategies to draw on.46

LESSONS FROM THE ANTI–
DRUNK-DRIVING MOVEMENT

Bronfenbrenner and others have demon-
strated that lasting social change calls for ac-
tion at all 5 levels of the social–ecological
model so that desired individual and group
behaviors are promoted and supported by
higher-level actions and policies.47,48 Al-
though there are not overarching studies
examining the effectiveness of the anti–
drunk-driving movement, national data in-
dicate that there has been a decrease in
drunk-driving fatalities since this problem
became part of the national dialogue in the
late 1970s. Bronfenbrenner’s model can help
explain the remarkable effectiveness of the
anti–drunk-driving movement and help
pinpoint the lessons it offers. The success of
the movement can largely be attributed to its
broad-spectrum approach to engagement at
all 5 levels of the social–ecological model:
(1) individual, (2) relational, (3) community,
(4) institutional, and (5) societal.47 Programs
were instituted to educate the public about
the consequences of individual actions such as
driving drunk and failing to stop a friend from
driving drunk. Researchers found that spe-
cific instructional messages, such as a method
for choosing a designated driver,14 weremore
effective than scare tactics13 or shame- and

guilt-inducing tactics.49 As sexual assault
occurs in private, more attention needs to
focus on prevention and deterrent penalties
for the potential perpetrators.

At the relational level, PSAs portrayed
friends and servers intervening to prevent an
impaired individual from driving. Experi-
mental research found that customers of
servers and bartenders who had received
alcohol-intervention training left their
premises with lower blood-alcohol levels
than customers of untrained servers.44 By-
stander intervention strategies to reduce
campus sexual assault strikingly resemble
these initiatives.

At the community level, schools, work-
places, and roadway sobriety checkpoints
were all equipped to help raise awareness of
the dangers of drunk driving. The continued
functioning of MADD chapters was found to
be crucially dependent on engaging local
community leaders and activists; in other
words, it was community support, rather than
support from the national parent organiza-
tion, that proved indispensable to the success
of local MADD chapters.50 Alongside the
introduction of Students Against Drunk
Driving programs in high schools, anti–
drunk-driving messages were added to
high-school curricula; interactive programs
in particular were shown to reduce the in-
cidence of students riding with drunk
drivers.51

Community activism and awareness in
turn promoted institutional responses: crim-
inalization of drunk driving came about
largely because of unremitting pressure from
grassroots organizations. Meanwhile,
broader normative intolerance for drunk
driving gradually permeated the prevailing
culture at the societal level; tolerance of drunk
driving decreased, and behaviors such as
appointing a designated driver became the
norm.52 In a review of traffic fatalities before
and after the advent of anti–drunk-driving
legislation in Canada in 1969, researchers
found that, in addition to criminalization of
drunk driving, a confluence of factors re-
duced fatality rates, including police en-
forcement, other legislation, social norms,
and the influence of grassroots organizations
such as MADD.53 The results of this study
attest to the importance of addressing a social
problem at each level of the social–ecological
model.
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Table 3 illustrates how the various levels
of the social–ecological model can be lev-
eraged to reduce campus sexual assault.
Prevention efforts must look beyond their
current focus on individuals and peers to
address campus police and administrators’
responses to victims and accused perpetra-
tors. Prevention efforts must also engage the
larger campus community, including faculty,
staff, families, and alumni. Federal legislation
mandating comprehensive prevention
strategies will in turnmodify the social norms
that shape societal responses to campus
sexual assault.

CONCLUSIONS
University officials are adopting various

strategies to reduce campus sexual assault in
an effort to comply with new federal reg-
ulations. But compliance has many facets.

Care must be taken to ensure that campus
policies make sense for victims. The rights of
the accused need to be protected, but not at
the price of interfering with victim support
and assistance. Anti–drunk-driving activists
successfully shifted the focus of sympathy
from drunk drivers to the victims of their
actions; efforts to prevent campus sexual
assault need to promote the same cultural
shift.

The 1980s-era movement to prevent
drunk driving was broader in scope than
current efforts to reduce campus sexual as-
sault; nevertheless, it is a valuable model for
campus communities to examine because it
succeeded at changing prevailing social norms
and conventional wisdom. It offers an at-
tractive model for administrators whose ef-
forts to reduce campus sexual assault are
impeded by ingrained skepticism about vic-
tims: the anti–drunk-driving movement
demonstrates how concerted action by

legislatures, public health officials, and ac-
tivists can redefine as a crime a behavior
previously excused as a mere unfortunate
outcome of a character weakness.

Campus administrators should be en-
couraged to recognize the unique oppor-
tunity they possess to change the prevailing
larger culture. The years that students spend
on campus are a period of important cog-
nitive development54: the college experi-
ence encourages students to explore new
identities and attitudes, and thus represents
an opportunity for sexual assault–prevention
messages to effectively promote new atti-
tudes and behavioral norms. Changes in
institutional policies can alsoweaken the grip
of traditional gender roles and uneven
gender structure.

The movement to prevent drunk driving
teaches us that the prevalence of sexual as-
sault on campus and in the community will
not be reduced by exposing students to

TABLE 3—Application of the 5-Level Social–Ecological Framework to Drunk Driving and Campus Sexual Assault

Social–Ecological Framework Levels Drunk Driving Campus Sexual Assault

Individual K–12 education about alcohol’s effects on behavior

Ignition locks

Education to increase awareness of sexual assault and of situations

in which it might occur

Services to aid victims

Relationship Public-service announcements that offer strategies to prevent

a friend from driving drunk, including designated-driver

programs

Public-service announcements and educational materials that

encourage parents to discuss drunk driving with children

Awareness of how to respond when a friend discloses an assault

Training on how to defuse a risky situation or deter a sexual assault

Materials to help parents educate children on how to avoid or

handle risky situations

Public service announcements that use social media (e.g., TV,

radio, Twitter, Facebook) to inform bystanders about ways to

prevent campus sexual assault

Community High-school programs (SADD)

Community programs (MADD)

Server-training programs

Sobriety checkpoints

Partnerships between campus communities and crisis centers to

provide appropriate care to victims

Development, dissemination, and enforcement of campus sexual

misconduct policies

Sensitivity training for law-enforcement officers

Prevention training for all constituents: administration, faculty,

staff, and students

Development and distribution of guides for media outlets on

suitable terminology for victims and perpetrators

Alcohol policies that limit the availability of alcohol (e.g., alcohol-

free dorms, higher alcohol pricing in campus communities)

Institutional Statutory consequences for individuals (arrest, loss of license) and

states (loss of federal funding)

Federal enforcement of Title IX amendments and the Violence

Against Women Act

Societal Decreased tolerance of drunk driving; widespread adoption of

methods to discourage drunk driving, including designated

drivers

Use of social media to challenge prevailing views of victims and

perpetrators

Vigorous responses to messages that reinforce rape myths

Note. MADD=Mothers Against Drunk Driving; SADD= Students Against Drunk Driving.
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a single program or message at a time.55

Activist college students and administrators
can and should be in the forefront of broad
cultural change like that accomplished by the
tireless advocates and legislators whose work
transformed drunk driving from a common
practice into a crime.8
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