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Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total 95% ClI 95% ClI

Fifth grade sample

Curriculum + booster 0.62 1.04 406 0.68 1.25 458 -0.06 [-0.21, 0.09] —t 1

Curriculum 0.59 1.03 541 0.68 1.25 458 -0.09 [-0.23, 0.05] —

Sixth grade sample

Curriculum 0.89 1.28 922 0.94 1.45 421 -0.05[-0.21, 0.11] i
| 1 1 |
-0.5 -0.25 0 0.25 0.5

Favours intervention Favours control

Figure 1. AMPS: Alcohol use in 7/8" grade (Shope et al., 1992; RCT -)
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Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% CI

3.2.1 Fifth grade sample

Curriculum + booster 0.85 1.50 416 0.80 1.52 462 0.05[-0.15, 0.25] i

Curriculum 0.79 1.47 564 0.80 1.52 462 -0.01 [-0.19, 0.17] I

3.2.2 Sixth grade sample

Curriculum 1.17 1.71 974 1.27 1.87 449 -0.10[-0.30, 0.10] i
1 % 1 |
-0.5 -0.25 0 0.25 0.5

Favours intervention Favours control

Figure 2. AMPS: Alcohol misuse in 7/8" grade (Shope et al., 1992; RCT -)
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Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI

3.3.1 Fifth grade

Curriculum + booster 10.31 3.26 429 8.55 2.9 484 1.76 [1.36, 2.16] — 1

Curriculum 9.62 2.98 590 8.55 2.9 484 1.07 [0.72, 1.42] ——

3.3.2 Sixth grade

Curriculum 10.48 3.01 1009 9.68 2.83 462 0.80[0.48, 1.12] —
1 1 % 1
-4 -2 0 2 4

Favours control

Figure 3. AMPS: Curriculum index scores in 7/8" grade (Shope et al., 1992; RCT -)

Favours intervention
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Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% CI
Knowledge about brain and alcohol  3.74  0.35 283 3.38 0.55 151 0.36 [0.26, 0.46] —
Perceived harm underage drinking  3.00  0.77 283 272 0.75 151 0.28[0.13, 0.43] N E—
Alcohol intentions 2.40 0.58 283 2.35 0.58 151 0.05 [-0.06, 0.16] —
Media literacy 3.44 0.5 283 322 054 151 0.22[0.12, 0.32] —
Vehicle safety skills 3.62 0.56 283 3.07 0.72 151 0.55[0.42, 0.68] —
Attitudes underage drinking 3.80 0.54 283 361 0.82 151 0.19 [0.04, 0.34] I E—
Drank past 30 days* 0.09 0.28 283 0.15 0.36 151  -0.06[-0.13, 0.01] —
Riding with a drinking driver* 0.13 0.34 283 0.23 0.42 151 -0.10[-0.18, -0.02] —t

| | | |
05 -0.25 0 0.25 0.5
Favours control Favours intervention

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as indicated)

Figure 4. PY/PM: intervention effects (Padget et al., 2006; NRCT +)
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI
Drinking frequency
Botvin 2003 0.436 0.171 9 0.52 0.169 11 -0.08 [-0.23, 0.07] i
Drink in past year
Botvin 2003 0.134 0.057 9 0.178 0.056 11 -0.04[-0.09, 0.01] —
Anti-drinking attitudes*
Botvin 2003 2.792 0.039 9 2.762 0.036 11 0.03[-0.00, 0.06] L

Substance use knowledge
Botvin 2003 5.327 0.318 9 528 0.315 11 0.05[-0.23, 0.33]

Peer drinking norms
Botvin 2003 1.292 0.192 9 1418 0.192 11 -0.13[-0.30, 0.04]

Teen drinking norms
Botvin 2003 0.55 0.168 9 0.586 0.169 11 -0.04[-0.18, 0.11]

Adult drinking norms

Botvin 2003 1.595 0.099 9 1.625 0.099 11 -0.03[-0.12, 0.06] b
Risk-taking
Botvin 2003 1.716 0.105 9 1.764 0.106 11 -0.05[-0.14, 0.04] I

Self-esteem*
Botvin 2003 2.678 0.078 9 2593 0.076 11  0.08[0.02, 0.15] SR E—

-0.5 -0.25 0 0.25 0.5
Favours intervention  Favours control

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as indicated)

Figure 5. LST: Intervention effects (Botvin et al., 2003; RCT -)
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Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI
Alcohol affinity
Buhler 2008 1.98 0.74 256 181 0.7 192 0.17 [0.04, 0.30] —+

Knowledge skilled behaviour
Buhler 2008 093 016 256 0.88 0.21 192 0.05[0.01, 0.09] I

Knowledge unskilled behaviour

Buhler 2008 0.59 0.3 256 0.59 0.28 192 0.00[-0.05, 0.05] +
Resources
Buhler 2008 37.7 128 256 349 11.6 192 2.80[0.53, 5.07] i 4
Deficits*
Buhler 2008 15.5 5.4 256 16.0 5.2 192 -0.50 [-1.49, 0.49] i
1 { i |
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours control Favours intervention

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as indicated)

Figure 6. ALF: Intervention effects (Buhler et al., 2008; RCT +)
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Intervention Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total 95% ClI 95% ClI

Hurry & McGurk, 1997

Lifetime alcohol use 17 65 18 55 0.80[0.46, 1.40] i

Intention to use alcohol 33 65 30 55 0.93[0.66, 1.31] i

Hurry et al., 2000

Peer pressure resistance* 15 20 7 14 1.50 [0.84, 2.68] i

Lifetime alcohol use 16 20 11 14 1.02[0.72, 1.45] i
} ! | |
0.2 0.5 1 2 5

Favours intervention Favours control

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as indicated)

Figure 7. Project Charlie: Intervention effects - dichotomous (Hurry & McGurk, 1997; Hurry et al., 2000; both RCT -)
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI
Hurry & McGurk, 1997
Decision making skills 15.9 4.3 65 14.3 4.9 55 1.60 [-0.06, 3.26] i
Knowledge of drugs 13.3 35 48 10.7 3.2 37 2.60[1.17, 4.03] i
Hurry et al., 2000
Attitudes towards drugs 38 041 20 35 0.35 14 0.30[0.04, 0.56] —+
Knowledge of drugs 13.0 1.6 20 12.7 1.4 14 0.30[-0.71, 1.31] — 1t
Decision making skills 18.7 4.0 20 21.1 35 14  -2.40[-4.94, 0.14] i
i 1 1 %
-4 -2 0 2 4

Figure 8. Project Charlie: Intervention effects - continuous (Hurry & McGurk, 1997; Hurry et al., 2000; both RCT -)

Favours control

Favours intervention
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI
Attitudes about alcohol
Abbey 1990 0.31 0.16 31 0.23 0.22 24 0.08[-0.02, 0.18] Ly
Self-esteem
Abbey 1990 0.8 0.18 31 0.7 0.17 24 0.10[0.01, 0.19] L
Application of course material
Abbey 1990 14.52 3.62 31 1424 352 24 0.28[-1.62, 2.18] i
BABES picture test
Abbey 1990 18.87 3.09 31 1584 3.96 24 3.03[1.11, 4.95] i
1 1 1 1
-4 -2 0 2 4

Figure 9. BABES: Intervention effects (Abbey et al., 1990; RCT +)

Favours control

Favours intervention
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI

Home environment

BABES + vs. control 83.9 7.0 39 83.8 8.8 25 0.10[-3.99, 4.19]

BABES vs. control 82.8 7.9 34 83.8 8.8 25 -1.00 [-5.35, 3.35] i

Parent depressive symptoms*

BABES + vs. control 7.5 6.7 39 10.1 105 25 -2.60[-7.22,2.02] i

BABES vs. control 10.6 11.0 34 10.1 105 25 0.50 [-5.03, 6.03] i

Parent involvement*

BABES + vs. control 7.6 4.1 39 8.4 4.4 25 -0.80[-2.95, 1.35] —t—

BABES vs. control 8.5 35 34 8.4 4.4 25 0.10 [-1.99, 2.19] —

Anxiety/withdrawal

BABES + vs. control 42.6 4.2 39 41.6 5.9 25 1.00 [-1.66, 3.66] — Tt

BABES vs. control 40.8 5.9 34 41.6 5.9 25 -0.80[-3.85, 2.25] i

Social confidence

BABES + vs. control 35.2 7.8 39 34.7 7.8 25 0.50 [-3.42, 4.42] i

BABES vs. control 35.9 6.1 34 34.7 7.8 25 1.20[-2.48, 4.88] i

Aggression

BABES + vs. control 36.2 6.8 39 35.7 9.2 25 0.50 [-3.69, 4.69] i

BABES vs. control 37.1 7.4 34 35.7 9.2 25 1.40[-2.98, 5.78] i
% % } }
-10 -5 0 5 10
Favours control Favours intervention

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as indicated)
Figure 10. BABES Plus: Intervention effects (Hahn et al., 2007; NRCT +)
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% CI
Sequence behaviour
Gl vs. control 2.08 1.87 16 206 1.9 19 0.02[-1.23,1.27] L
R+ vs. control 6.21 2.79 22 206 19 19 4.15[2.70, 5.60] i
Occurence behaviour
Gl vs. control 553 2.35 16 5.25 2.16 19 0.28[-1.23,1.79] ——
R+ vs. control 8.08 0.93 22 525 216 19 2.83[1.78, 3.89] L
General knowledge
Gl vs. control 10.69 0.79 16 9.26 1.56 19  1.43[0.63, 2.23] -
R+ vs. control 9.05 1.46 22 9.26 1.56 19 -0.21[-1.14,0.72] —+
Drug knowledge
Gl vs. control 17.06 2.86 16 12.63 4.57 19  4.43[1.94,6.92 —
R+ vs. control 18.23 1.19 22 12.63 4.57 19 5.60[3.49, 7.71] — i
Decision making
Gl vs. control 5.81 1.68 16 6.26 1.73 19 -0.45[-1.58, 0.68] i
R+ vs. control 8.18 1.14 22 6.26 1.73 19 1.92[1.01, 2.83] -1
Rationale
Gl vs. control 206 1.75 16 226 1.57 19 -0.20[-1.31, 0.91] I
R+ vs. control 5.27 2.89 22 226 157 19 3.01[1.61, 4.41] i
Assertiveness
Gl vs. control 24.63 2.22 16 24.84 15 19 -0.21[-1.49, 1.07] —A
R+ vs. control 2491 2.43 22 24.84 15 19 0.07 [-1.15, 1.29] i
1 1 1 1
-10 -5 0 5 10

Favours control

Figure 11. Refusal skills intervention: Intervention effects (Corbin et al., 1993; RCT -)

Favours intervention

Jones and colleagues (2009)
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Odds ratio Odds ratio
Study or Subgroup Log OR SE 95% ClI 95% ClI
9.2.1 Lifetime
All students 0.2623  0.1059 1.30[1.06, 1.60] —
Boys 0.4055  0.1717 1.50 [1.07, 2.10] |
Girls 0.0953 0.2789 1.10[0.64, 1.90] i
9.2.2 Past month
All students 0.1823 0.1467 1.20[0.90, 1.60] —
Boys 0.5306 0.1759 1.70[1.20, 2.40] i
Girls 0.0953 0.2788 1.10[0.64, 1.90] i
9.2.3 Misuse (2+ glasses)
All students 0.1823 0.1467 1.20[0.90, 1.60] -t
Boys 0.3365 0.1558 1.40[1.03, 1.90] B E—
Girls 0.0953 0.3299 1.10[0.58, 2.10] i
% 1 % |
0.2 0.5 1 2 5

Figure 12. Life Education Centres: Intervention effects (school-level analysis) (Hawthorne 1995; CBA -)

Favours intervention

Favours control
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total 95% ClI 95% ClI

Knowledge

Denny & Young, 2006a 62 15 158 50 15 38 12.00[6.69, 17.31] -t

Attitude

Denny & Young, 2006b 3.49 0.51 158 3.47 059 38 0.02 [-0.18, 0.22] |

Hopelessness

Denny & Young, 2006c 73 19 158 73 19 38 0.00 [-6.73, 6.73]

Self-efficacy

Denny & Young, 2006d 3.87 0.74 158 3.64 0.71 38 0.23[-0.02, 0.48] i

Decision making

Denny & Young, 2006e 3.33 0.51 155 3.34 051 37 -0.01[-0.19, 0.17]

Intentions towards abstinence

Denny & Young, 2006f 33 1.27 156 27 1.28 35 0.60 [0.13, 1.07] T
1 1 1 %
-20 -10 0 10 20

Favours control Favours intervention

Figure 13. SCW: Intervention effects at 18-month follow-up (Denny & Young, 2006; NRCT -)
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Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Log OR SE 95% ClI 95% ClI
Sexual intercourse (ever)
Denny & Young, 2006 -0.52763 0.522762 0.59[0.21, 1.64] —t—
Sexual intercourse (30 days)
Denny & Young, 2006 -2.52573 0.519613 0.08 [0.03, 0.22] —t—
| 1 1 |
0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Favours intervention Favours control

Figure 14. SCW: Sexual health outcomes at 18-month follow-up (Denny & Young, 2006; NRCT -)
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Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI
Parenting knowledge
Year 1 33.99 3.73 67 33.05 4.17 71 0.94 [-0.38, 2.26] —t—
Year 2 34.59 3.63 108 32.97 4.08 109 1.62[0.59, 2.65] ——
Total solutions
Year 1 1891 285 67 17.29  3.17 71 1.62[0.62, 2.62] ——
Year 2 18.85 3.43 108 17.52 3.53 109 1.33[0.40, 2.26] —
Care solutions
Year 1 5.2 1.81 67 4.43 1.87 71 0.77[0.16, 1.38] —t
Year 2 5.59 1.8 108 5.03 1.82 109 0.56 [0.08, 1.04] —1
Punishing solutions
Year 1 0.52 0.56 67 0.59 0.84 71 -0.07[-0.31, 0.17] —+i
Year 2 0.8 0.7 108 0.91 0.88 109 -0.11[-0.32, 0.10] —+
1 1 1 1
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours control Favours intervention

Figure 15. Learning about Parenting: Intervention effects (Masterpasqua et al., 1992; NRCT -)

17



PSHE Primary school review

Jones and colleagues (2009)

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[OR] SE 95% ClI 95% ClI
Lifetime alcohol abuse/dependence
Kellam 2008 -0.7 0.35 0.50[0.25, 0.99] i
% % 1 % 1
0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 10
Favours experimental Favours control

Figure 16. GBG: Intervention effects on alcohol use/dependence disorders in young adulthood (Kellam et al., 2008; RCT ++)

18
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Prevalence difference

Study or Subgroup Prevalence difference SE 95% ClI 95% ClI
Lifetime alcohol use
Full intervention vs. control -1.0 4.8215 -1.00 [-10.45, 8.45] i
Late intervention vs. control -0.8  4.2092 -0.80 [-9.05, 7.45] i
Lifetime sexually active
Full intervention vs. control -10.9 4,54 -10.90 [-19.80, -2.00] i
Late intervention vs. control -6.9 3.83 -6.90 [-14.41, 0.61] i
Lifetime multiple sexual partners
Full intervention vs. control -11.8 5.36 -11.80[-22.31, -1.29] i
Late intervention vs. control -2.4 4.67 -2.40 [-11.55, 6.75] i
Lifetime been pregnant or gotten a women pregnant
Full intervention vs. control -9.3 4.41 -9.30 [-17.94, -0.66] i
Late intervention vs. control 1.0 4.26 1.00 [-7.35, 9.35] i
Lifetime had or fathered a baby
Full intervention vs. control -5.2 3.47 -5.20 [-12.00, 1.60] i
Late intervention vs. control -0.4 3.37 -0.40[-7.01, 6.21] i
1 1 1 1
-20 -10 0 10 20

Figure 17. SSDP: Intervention effects at age 18 (Hawkins et al., 1999; NRCT +)

Favours intervention

Favours control

19



PSHE Primary school review Jones and colleagues (2009)

Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean Difference SE 95% ClI 95% CI
2.4.1 High school graduate*
Full intervention vs. control 0.1 0.04 0.10[0.02,0.18] L
Late intervention vs. control 0.04 0.04 0.04[-0.04,0.12] I
2.4.2 Poor emotional regulation
Full intervention vs. control -0.15 0.05 -0.15[-0.25, -0.05] +
Late intervention vs. control -0.03 0.04 -0.03[-0.11, 0.05] +
2.4.3 Anxiety symptom count
Full intervention vs. control -0.35 0.23 -0.35[-0.80, 0.10] t B
Late intervention vs. control -0.06 0.2 -0.06[-0.45, 0.33] t
2.4.4 Social phobia symptom count
Full intervention vs. control -0.3 0.12 -0.30 [-0.54, -0.06] t
Late intervention vs. control -0.06 0.11 -0.06 [-0.28, 0.16] LI
2.4.5 Depressive symptom count
Full intervention vs. control -0.63 0.36 -0.63[-1.34, 0.08] t
Late intervention vs. control -0.35 0.31 -0.35[-0.96, 0.26] LI
2.4.6 Suicide thoughts
Full intervention vs. control -0.3 0.09 -0.30[-0.48, -0.12] t
Late intervention vs. control -0.25 0.08 -0.25[-0.41, -0.09] -+
2.4.7 Anxiety diagnostic criteria met
Full intervention vs. control -0.02 0.03 -0.02[-0.08, 0.04] +
Late intervention vs. control -0.01 0.02 -0.01[-0.05, 0.03] 1
2.4.8 Social phobia diagnostic criteria met
Full intervention vs. control -0.06 0.04 -0.06[-0.14, 0.02] B
Late intervention vs. control -0.01 0.04 -0.01[-0.09, 0.07] +
2.4.9 Depressive diagnostic criteria met
Full intervention vs. control -0.08 0.05 -0.08[-0.18, 0.02] Ll
Late intervention vs. control -0.08 0.04 -0.08[-0.16, -0.00] Ll
2.4.10 Any substance use in past month
Full intervention vs. control -0.08 0.04 -0.08 [-0.16, -0.00] +
Late intervention vs. control -0.06 0.04 -0.06[-0.14, 0.02] -+

2 1 0 1 2

Favours intervention Favours control

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as

indicated)

Figure 18. SSDP: Intervention effects at age 21 (Hawkins et al., 2005; NRCT +)
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Intervention Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total 95% ClI 95% ClI

2.6.1 Condom use during first intercourse*

Lonczak 2002 96 131 127 192 1.11[0.96, 1.28] in B

2.6.2 Condom use during last intercourse*

Lonczak 2002 53 89 68 154 1.35[1.05, 1.73] — 1t

2.6.3 Lifetime STD

Lonczak 2002 19 144 37 205 0.73[0.44, 1.22]

2.6.4 Lifetime pregnancy
Lonczak 2002 27 71 55 99 0.68[0.48, 0.97] — 1t

2.6.5 Lifetime birth

Lonczak 2002 16 71 40 99 0.56 [0.34, 0.91]

2.6.6 Causing pregnancy
Lonczak 2002 25 73 38 106 0.96 [0.64, 1.44] —h—

2.6.7 Fathering a child

Lonczak 2002 17 73 21 106 1.18[0.67, 2.07]

[ [
0.2 0.5 1 2 5
Favours intervention Favours control

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as indicated)
Figure 19. SSDP: Intervention effects at age 21 - dichotomous (Lonczak et al., 2002; NRCT +)
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Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total 95% ClI 95% ClI
Mean age at first sexual experience

Lonczak 2002 16.32 2.34 131 15.75 2.35 188 0.57 [0.05, 1.09]

Frequency of condom use

Lonczak 2002 3.28 1.37 81 3.12 1.45 142 0.16 [-0.22, 0.54] ——
No of lifetime sexual partners*
Lonczak 2002 3.58 2.2 144 4.13 2.05 205 -0.55[-1.01, -0.09] I EE—
| | | |
-2 -1 0 1 2
Favours control Favours intervention

*Intervention effects reversed (i.e. direction favours intervention rather than control as indicated)

Figure 20. SSDP: Intervention effects at age 21 - continuous (Lonczak et al., 2002; NRCT +)
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PSHE Primary school review Jones and colleagues (2009)

Risk Ratio* Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[RR] SE 95% ClI 95% ClI
Classroom-centered intervention vs. control -0.051 0.249 0.95[0.58, 1.55] i
Family school partnership vs. control 0.068 0.239 1.07 [0.67, 1.71] i
| | |
‘0.2 O.é 1 é
Favours intervention Favours control

*Adjusted for age, sex, family type, teacher-rated total problems, parent management, and family history of drug, alcohol, or tobacco use

Figure 21. Developmental drug prevention programme: Unsupervised alcohol use (Furr-Holden et al., 2004; RCT +)
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