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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Increasing interest has been taken in the drinking behavior of young
people during the Twentieth Century, and particularly during the last two
decades., Such interest has been provoked mainly by two sets of circumstances:
1) The studies completed on drinking in college students (teen-agers, young
people, etc.) have been few in number, and even these have not provided a
complete picture of drinking patterns of young people. This author could find
no study on college students which related the three variables of ernvironmental
factors, personality characteristics, and drinking history. Most research takeq
into account only two of these variables at a time, and of these, a majority
relate environmental factors with drinking patterns., Very little research has
bsen done on the relationship between personality features and the use of
alcohol in college students. 2) Drinking patterns of young people might
narrow the gap in knowledge about the etiology of alcoholism, and possibly help
to promote sarlier detection of potential alcoholics,

That usage of alcohol is prevalent throughout college campuses in the
United States is a widely established finding. Straus & Bacon (1953) studied
drinking practices in colleges across the United States in the early 1950%s
and found that 74% of the 15,300 students who participated in their study
reported having used alcoholic beverages to some extent, while 26% reported
having always been total abstainers. These authors indicate that 79% of the

1
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men drinkers and 65% of the women drinkers reported that their drinking started
before entering college. At the lLake Tahoe conference on alcohol and college
youth (American College Health Association, 1965), it was estimated that 75%
of men would have used alcohol at some time during their college career.
Maddox (1962) studied 8,000 high school students within the last 10 years in
five areas of the United States and found that: 1) students have their first
drink at an average of 13-1l, although they may have "tasted" alcohol before;
2) first exposure is usually in the home with parents; 3) almost all high
school graduates have had at least one drink; L) one out of four users claimed
to have been "high" at least once during the month prior to the research in the
New York, Wisconsin, and Kansas studies; 5) one out of ten users in these
studies reported having been "drunk® in this same period; 6) in all of the
studies, beer was the most commonly used alcoholic beverage; and 7) laws
relating to teen-age drinking had little relationship to drinking practices.
Cisin (1965) cites an unpublished study completed in 1961 by the National Merit
Scholarship Corporation that covered 2L6 schools and approximately 30,000
students. The range of students within individual colleges reporting having
drunk beer during their Freshman year was very wide, from a minimum of 2% in
some schools to 93% in other schools., The median was about 51% -- about half
the students had drunk beer during their Freshman year. The proportions who
drank hard liquor during their Freshman year were about the same as for beer.
The proportion reporting becoming intoxicated during their Freshman year ranged
from 0% in five of the 2L6 schools to 71.5% in one school, with & median of

25%. A survey by Blum, Blum, & Garfrield (Roche Laboratories, 1968a) of five




3
universities and colleges in Stanford California indicated that alcohol is the
most popular substance used at least once (94%). It greatly exceeded all other
substances, including sedatives (31%), amphetamines (25%), marijuana (21%),
tranquilizers (18%), hallucinogens (5.6%), and other substances such as peyotl
(5.6%), and opiates, codeine, and narcotics (1.3%). These investigators stated
thaticolleges have shown great interest in marijuana and hallucinogenic druge,
but relatively little in the prevention of ill effects of alcohol.

A number of investigators have tried to deterwine why students drink in
their college years -- as well as during earlier years -- and also, why drink-
ing becomes a "problem" for certain students. In Maddox's (1964) summary of
teen-age drinking in the United States, he reported that every study has found
that the first drinking of teen-agers occurs most frequently in their own homes
most often about their fourteenth or fifteenth year. In all of his studies,
most students reported their parents as keeping alcohol in the home and making
some use of it. Maddox concluded that ",..teen-agers' perception of adult
drinking behavior, coupled with descriptions of first drinking experiences,
both emphasize drinking as legitimate behavior for adults and at least some
teen-agers under some circuwmstances...The teen-ager does not invent the idea of
drinking -- he learns it." Cisin (1965) also agrees that drinking i{& a learned
behavior, and that the odds are very high that the average college student has
learned to drink before his entrance into college. In a National Survey of
Drinking Practices conducted through the support of the National Institute of
Mental Health, Cisin (1965) interviewed over 2700 men and women randomly drawn

from the entire population in the Continental United States. He found that
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75% of the adults in the age group of the parents of current college students

drink at least once a year, and that more than 25% of these age mates of collegg
students® parents drink enough to qualify as "heavy drinkers." Straus & Bacon
(1953) found that among the male students, over 90% of those who reported that
both parents drink are themselves users, compared with only 58% of those
reporting that both parents abstain. The relationship is more marked among
women; when both parents drink, 83% of the female students are drinkers,
compared with only 23% when both parents abstain. Straus & Bacon emphasizec
that parental example is a significant factor in drinking by young people. It
was noted that as negative sanctions increase (here, abstention by parents),
they do so disproportionately for women.

Maddox (1965) stated that our ignorance of the etiology of problem drink-
ing among collegians is profound. He posited two characteristics of our social
order as the complicating factors in the adolescent's attempt to fit drinking
into his own personal strategy for living. The first charscteristic is
American society's smbivalence about alcohol: on the cne hand, alcohol has
been incorporated within customs and religious rituals as the basis of good
fellowship and as an indication of social unity; on the other hand, alcchol
has been considered a prime evil, a source of immorality. Maddox believes
that "this same ambivalence has involved more than a few college administrators
in the public subscription to official rules about drinking which they nejither
enforce nor intend to enforce." The effects of culturally generated and
socially sustained ambiguity and ambivalence about the drinking behavior of

collegians has not been investigated systematically. Findings by Jellinek




(1920), however, seem to provide ample basis for investigation:
"In societies which have a low degree of acceptance of large

daily amounts of alcohol, mainly those will be exposed to the risk

of addiection who on account of high psychological vulnerability have

an inducement to go against social standards. But in societies which

have an extremely high degree cof acceptance of large daily alcochol

consumption, the presence of any small vulnerability, whether

psychological or physical, will suffice for exposure to the risk of

addiction? (p. 28).
The second characteristic Meddox (1965) discusses is the anomalous position of
youth in our social structure. This can bs observed in college drinking rules,
vhich "commonly reflect both societal confusion about when an individual comes
of age and societal ambivalence about permitting experimentation in the process
of growing up." Maddox states that questions such as "Are there many
alccholics among college students?" are nonsense -- the more relevant guestion
being, "what business should college students be about and doss their observed
drinking behavior contritute to the achievement of the academic objectives or
does the drinking not contribute?" At the lake Tahoe conference on alcohol and
college youth (American College Health Association, 1965), it was indicated that
the histories of full-fledged alcoholics show that early troubles with alcohol
occurred at the college age. It was alsp suggested that the cocllege studentt's
exposure to alcohol antedates college. Thus, it seems that the important issue
becomes how the drinking pattern of the college years fits into other aspects
of the student's life, specifically, his drinking pattern before college, the
parents! drinking pattern, the subculture's drinking pattern, etc. For example,
|nembers of the conference pointed out that students whe are from backgrounds in

which alechol is forbidden and then come into college and experience alcohol

because of their need for social approval "may more often go off the deep end
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from the repressive background." Blacker, Demone, & Freeman (1965) showed that

the percentage of alcohol users is about the same among delinquents as among
normal high school students. This conflicts with the frequent assumption that
a teen-ager who drinks is a delinquent. The study concluded that the chief
difference between delinquents and normals is not how many of each group drink,
but how they drink. Straus & Bacon (1953) did not find a particular style of
drinking which clearly set collegians apart from others in society. In fact,

this is why they called their book, Drinking in College and rejected the

alternative title, "College Drinking." As & result of these findings, most
investigators have found that in studying any aspects of alcohol usage --
alecocholism, social drinking, drinking in teen-agers, etc. -- a multi-facet
approach is the most effective one.

The second reason for studying drinking in college -- to increase knowl-
edge about the etiology of alcoholism -~ is certainly well-grounded, for 1)
throughout the history of slcoholic beverages, drunkennessz has been considered
a problem (National Center for Prevention & Control of Alcoholism, 1967); and
2) the multitudinous studies on alcoholism have led to conflicting and/or
inconclusive results.

With respect to the problems produced as a result of drinking, Efron ¢
Keller (1963) stated that the number of alcoholics in the United States may be
between four and five million -- approximately L% of the total adult popula-
tion. Locke & Duvall (196L) conducted a study on the rate of admissions of
alcoholics -~ particularly those with the most severe forms of the disease --
to State mental hospitals, and found an 18% rise in ten years. In nine States,

alcoholism led all single diagneses in mental hospitals. Mulford (1963)
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conducted a survey of Americans who use alcoholic beverages and found that
because of such problems as poor health or marital troubles attributed to
drinking by the drinkers themselves, by their employers, or by the police, 10%
of the drinkers he studied could be categorigzed as problem drinkers, ﬁAccording
tc the national figures for 196L (U. S. National Center for Health Statistics,
1966), alcoholism -~ including alcoholic cirrhosis and alcoholic psychosis -~
accounted for about 0.8% of all deaths. Some estimates (Henderson & Bacon,
1955) have indicated that the life expectancy of alcoholics is approximately
ten to twelve years less than average.

Many studiss on alcoholics have tried to assess descriptive and causative
factors with the hope of improving the ongoing state of affairs described
above, and this leads to the second reason mentioned for studying drinking in
college -- to narrow the gap in knowledge about alcoholism, since studies have
been conflicting and/or inconclusive.

Extensive psychological testing has been done with alecholies.

Projective tests used have included the Rorschach (LeVann, 1$53; Reitzell,
19L9; Seliger & Cranford, 19.5; and Wiener, 1956); the Draw-A-Person (Navratil,
1958); and the Thematic Apperception Test (Klebanoff, 19L4T; and Maddox &
Jennings, 1959). The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) has
been used chiefly for diagnestic purposes (Ceccarelli, 19568; Hampton, 1%51;
Kill, Haertzen, & Davis, 1962; Hblmas, 19533 éoyt & Sedlacek, 1958; Korman,
1960; MacAncrew & Curtama, 1963; MacAndrew, 1965; and Muzekari, 1565). A
mumber of studies on adult populations of problem drinkers involving the use of
the MMPT coneistently reported a pattern of high psychopathic dsviation
(Batton, 19563 Hill, 1962; and Rosen, 1960). A Q-Sort technique has alsc been
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used (MacAndrew & Garfinkel, 1562). Connor (1960) adapted the adjective check
1ists of Gough & Heilbrun (1955) and Sarbin (1555) for his study of the self-
concept of the alcoholic. Vanderpool (1967) used the Adjective Check List
(Cough & Heilbrun, 1965) and the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (Fitts, 1965) in
his study of alcohelics,

Although some early investigators felt that there was a definite
alcoholic personality and associated homosexual tendencies (Chafetz, 19593
Ferencei, 1912; and Parker, 1959), most of the research done in the past twent,
years denies both the existence of a unique alcoholic personality and related
homosexual behavior (Armstrong, 1958; Bathhurst & Glatt, 1959; Coleman, 1956;
Fox, 1961; Hoff, 1965; Kaldepg, 19563 Kemmedy & Fish, 1959; Kieve, 1550, Landis
& Bolles, 19L6; Lazarus, 19563 Murphy, 1958; Rosen, 1960; Seliger, 1952;
Sutherland, Schroeder, & Tordella, 1950; Syme, 1957; and Witkin, Karp, & Good-
enough, 1959). Investigators have recently maintained that specific person-
ality traits (or characteristics, factors, dimensions, etc.) -- rather than an
overall personality configuration -- are common to alccholics (Moore, 19L2;
and Seliger & Rosenberg, 1941). Halpern (19L6a, 1546b) described the alccholic
as maladjusted, immature, passive, and inadequate. Manson (1948a, 15L8b)
attributed seven characteristics to the alcoholic: amnxiety, depressive
fluctuations, emotional sensitivity, feelings of resentment, failure to completq
social ofjectives, feelings of aloneness, and pocr interpersonal relationships.
According to Stewart (1950), the alcoholic is emotionally immature and
dependent. Bales (1946), Iisansky (1960), and MoCord & McCord (1960) described
the alcoholic as unable te cope with strong dependency needs. Randall &

Rogers (1953) agreed, adding that the alcoholic also has an unrealistic level
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of aspitation and is unwilling to make gacrifices in terme and time and energy
necessary for even mediocre success. Shulman (1951) found that the alcoheclic
is a social isclate, ambivalent toward women, and unable to pursue high aspire-
tions. Rotter (19L5) also noted a low level of aspiration in the alcoholic.
Button {(1956) and Rosen (1560) found depressive tendencies in alcoholics, and
Schilder (1941) and Singer (196L) noted isolation. Hanfmarm (1951) and Madsen
(156L) have attributed to adult problem drinkere a tendency to doubt their
adequacy as males. Machover & Puzzo (195%a, 195%b, 195%9c) atudied differences
in personality characteristics between alccholics and non-alcocholics and found
that the alcoholics manifested a ailgnificantly greater degree of the following
characteristics: schieoisd character deviation, mother involvement, father
invelvement, oral dependence, castration problems, castration anxiety,
feelings of insufficiency, general ambivalence, low self-esteem, sex-ambivalence,
depression, soclal withdrawal, female identification, homosexuality trends,
narciseism, feelings of frustration, hostility, difficulty in expression of
hostility, general guilt feelings, high level of tension or anxiety, denial,
generally defensive attitudes, and obsessive-compulsiveness. Lisansky (1960)
suggested that besides predisposing personality traits, an environment which is
characterized by frustration, pain, and deprivation can precipitate alcoholism.
Moore (1963) also emphasized the sociological factor in alcoholism, namely,
early painful disappointments which in turm lead to expectation of further
diseppointment.

Mach research indicates that feelings of inadequacy, dependency, and poor
Salf-concept are characteristic of most alcoholics (Coleman, 19563 Connor,

19603 Fuller, 19663 Hoff, 1961, 19653 and Podolsky, 1959, 1960, 196la, 1961b,




10
1562). In the literature on the self-concept of alcoholics, a generalized lack
of organization and integration of the self has been noted (Connor, 1962).
vanderpool (1966) studied 100 alcoholics and found that alecholics, even when
they are sober, have more negative self-concepis than non-alcoholics. Accord-
ing to Vanderpool, two possible reasons for why an alcoholic drinks are: 1)
in order to escape feelings of inadequacy and lack of personal and social worth
and 2) in order to project a more positive self-image to others., However,
Vanderpool points out, even when he is drinking, an alcoholic does not feel
more positive about himself -- on the contrary, he feels worse. A negative
self-image was also noted in the alcoholic by Piotrowski, lewis, Miksztel, &
Phillips (1958). According to DePalma & Clayton (1558), "the alcoholic is
characterized by squandered intellectual potentials, low tolerance for stress,
sociopathology, and submissive sociability." Scott (1958) posited immaturity
as the fundamental characteristic of the alcoholic. Berne (196L) asserted that
the alcoholic's chief aim is self-castigation. McCord & McCord (1960)
attributed the characteristic of self-pity to the aleoholic.

Many investigators feel that dependency is 8 characteristic feature in
the personality structure and self-concept of the alccholic (Blane & Meyers,
1963; Batton, 1956a, 1956b; Karp & Konstadt, 1965; Karp, wWitkin, & Goodenough,
1965; and Witkin, Karp, ¢ Goodenough, 1959). Wallinga (1956) observed strong
dependency needs, as well 88 a wish to avoid responsibility and self-destructive
drives, in alcoholies. Menninger (1938) had also noted the destruction urges
of the alcoholic. Bacon, Berry, & Child (1965) studied three measure of
alcoholic consumption in 110 preliterate societies, hypothesizing that '"high

levels of suse of alcohol are in part motivated by a need to relieve frustrated
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or conflicted dependency needs." Their hypothesis was supported, and the
negative relationship between frequency of drunkenness and indulgence of
devendence was confirmed. Armstrong (1958), Armstrong & VWertheimer (1956),
Armstrong & Hoyt (1963), and Hayner (1961) have stated that the dependent
nature of the alcoholic is & function of parental upbringing.

From the literature on alcoholics, one may conclude that: 1) there is no
unique alccholic personality; and 2) there are two personality characteristics
which seen prevalent ewong alcoholice ~- dependency and inadequacy -- and
these can be manifested in a mumber of waye. Vanderpool (1966), for example,
subdivided these tiv traits into five categories: a) immaturity and feelinge
of insecurity; b) lack of self-esteem, self-confidence, and self-scceptance;
c¢) feelings of sexual and physical inadequacy; ¢) low tolsrance for stress and
strain; anc e) feelings of estrangement and lack of social worth. Certainly,
such conclusions based upen the above mentioned studies do not encompase a
full account of the nature of alcoholism.

Another apprcach in investigating the etiology of alcoholiem has been the|
study of young, "pre-problem" drinkers -- i.e., rather than attempt to
determine why alcoholics drink, 8 number of investigators have studied young
people and have tried to predict which of these would later becoms slcoholics,
Investigations seeking relationships between drinking patterns in young
problem drinkers and adult problem drinkers have generally shown that there arqg
gomeg similarities in the pefsonality characteristics of these two groups.
Stewart & Ldvgon (1966) suggested that adult problem drinking and smoking ofter
emerges from individuals whose behavior in the school years was rated as

uncontrolled, assertive, and rebellious. Drinking in defiance of suthority or
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in the pursuit of masculine camaraderie has frequently been linked to the later
immoderate use of alcohol (Bales, 1946; Ullman, 1958). Jones® (1968) long-
itudinal study showed that boys who are to become problem drinkers were rated
high on: uncontrolled impulsivity; hostility and rebelliousness; extroversive
behavior (indicated by high scores on the repressive items); emphasis on
masculinity; overdependence, coupled with an inability to maintain adequate
interpersgonal relationships; and increasingly less favorably perceived, aware
of the impression they made, productive, and calm. Sanford & Singer (1967),
using drinking categories similar to those used by Jones (1968), found that
both male and female students who said they drinkroccasionally and sometimes
get drunk, scored higher on impulse expression and developmental status than
di¢ subjects who said they drink without getting drunk. In past reports by
williame (196L, 1965, 1966, 1967), personality findings in high PDS (Problem
Drinking Scale) college students were cowpared with PDS of alcoholics, and the
similarities and differences were discussed in terms of their possible
significance for the etiology of alcoholism. In one study, Williams (1%65)
compared the self-concepts of college problem drinkers with the sslf-concepts
of alcoholics. He gave a questionnaire including a measure of problem drinking
and the Adjective Check List (Gough & Heilbrun, 1965) to 68 Ss from four
fraternities at a New England men's college. Williams hypothesized that problep
drinking would be associated with low self-evaluation. His results indicated
that the college student problem drinkers were similar to Commnorts (1960)
alccholics in their tendency to endorse adjective suggestive of neurosis. In
another study, Williams (1966) observed a total of 91 students from two

colleges at five stag cocktail parties. The Ss completed a problem-drinking
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scale (interpreted as measuring proneness to alcoholism) and anxiety and
derression adjective check lists which were given before the party, after L oz.
and at the end of the party. There was a significant difference betweson
problem drinkers and non-problems in the pre-party results -- namely, problem
drinkers revealed more anxiety and depression. These differences became in-
significant as the last two stages tock place.

In a more recent study by Williams (1968), high and low PDS college
students were compared with respect to effects of drinking in order to explore
psychological reasons for moderate and heavy drinking. Williams hypothesizaed
that during an actual drinking situation, there would be significant increases
in the Adjective Check List (ACL) (Gough & Heilbrun, 1965), in autononmy,
gggression, heterosexuality, and exhibition; ané significant decreases in
achievement, deference, ordsr, intraception, nurturance, endurance, and
gbasement, Willisme wae also interested in assessing whether or not person-
slity variables are affected differently in pecple who have drunk different
amounts of liquor. His method consisted of giving five stag cocktail parties
in fraternity houses at two men's colleges in the State of New York. Measure
of alecholic intske were taken before the party (condition A), during the
party after twe 2-oz. drinks (condition B), and at the end of the party
(condition C). For each condition, S's filled out an ACL which coneisted of
items indicating or contraindicating each of the 15 variables representing
dispositions in Murray's (1938) needpress system. Results indicated that high
PDS scores were significantly associasted with low scores on deference, order,
affiliation, nurturance, intraception, and endurance; and with high scores on

aggression, autonomy, and changs. Achievement was the only variable predicted
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to change (in a downward direction) which did not. In general, high PDS Ss
tended to characterize themselves as asutonomous, self-sufficient, aggreseive,
relatively unconcerned with and uninterested in others, lacking in perseverance|
impulsive and disorganized, and seeking novelty and variety in experience.
These data and other data reported by Williams (1967) suggest also that high
PDS persons are probably not very well liked and that they may be inadequately
socialized. In order to compare effects of drinking experienced by high and
ilow PDS students, Williams (1968) computed correlations between problem drink-
ing scores and A-B, B-C, snd A-C change scores on the ACL.. The correlations
indicated that there were no significant differences between high PDE and low
PDS on changes on any of the variables. Williams concluded that since the
personality desoription o; low PDS Ss under alcohel approximates the person-
ality description of high PDS Ss in a sober condition, and since both high and
low PDS Se are affected similarly under alcohol, it appears that through drink-|
ing, the high PDS scorers attain & state in which they can '"be themselves"
without being so subject to criticism or accountability. Williams seems to be
saying that low PDS individuals are better off regardless of whether or not
they drink, while the high PDS individusls are worse off regardless of whether
or not they drink,

In order to detect those individuals whose drinking patterns might
suggest that they are potential problem drinkers, Straue & Bacon (1953)
examined ~- az possible criterig for potential problem drinkers -- social
complications as a result of drinking, and the presence of certain warning
signe. Regarding social complications (failure to meet obligations; damage to
friendships; accident or injury; and formal punishment or discipline), 66% of
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male users of alcohol (a ™iser" refers to anyone who does not totally abstain
from drinking some alcoholic beverage) and 85% of female users reported no such
complications as a result of drinking on a Social Complications Scale ranging
from O to L. Ratings of 3 and L vere reported by only 6% of tﬁe male users and
1% of the female users, Straus & Pacon (1953) found that females in the top
income group had the lowest incidence of complications, while males in the top
income group had the highest incidencs of complications, Vhen religious
differences were examined, the least amount of complications was noted among
the Jewish students, the highest incidence among the Mormom users, with the
Protestants and Catholics in between. To assess future problem drinkers,
Straus & Bacon (1953) used Jellinek's (1952) warning signs of potential problem
drinking: having "blackouts"; becoming drunk when alone; drinking before or
ingtead of breakfast; and participating when drinking in aggressive or wantonly
destructive behavior. BPriefly, any one of these bshaviors wae reported by less
than 15% of the male users and less than 5% of the female users. The authors
stated that this group of users 3lso drank more extensively than those students
who did not experience any of the warning signs, and were much more apt to have
experienced social complications. Mirthermore, all four forms of behavior
together suggested either an abnormal reaction to or desire for alecohol, or an
asocial drinking pattern. From their findings, Straus & Bacon (1953) concluded
that the drinking of alcohuiic beverages is a custom; that the individual's
behavior with respect to drinking in large messure reflects the behavior
patterns of his own social group; and that the drinking patterns of college
students largely reflect the ways of American society. In light of these

conclusions, Straus & Racon (1953) felt that 'not only is society making an
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uneatisfactory and unrealistic approach to the problems of alcohol, but the
common controls and teachings meet with resistance and sometimes appear to
stimulate the very behavior which they are intended to suppress.”

Sower (1957), in discussing teen-age drinking, outlined three areas or
types of problem drinking as follows: 1) "Drinking which leads to conflicts
with other segments of society. Illustrations of conflicts are when drinking
violates established law, or when it resulis in conflicts with school
authorities,.."; 2)"Drinking which leads to conflicts between the actions of
an individual and his beliefs, sentiments, or values,.."; and, 3) "Drinking
which leads to detrimental consequences for the individual of for others, such
as drinking which is followed by automobile driving, by illicit sexual
relations, by failure to fulfill recognized social obligations, by group
conflicts, and se forth."

McKay (1962) studied three groups of delinquents who used alcohol
pathologically or addictively and found that all three groups qualified in the
three areas of problem drinking describeé by Sower (1957). McKay's findings
were based on a survey of 500 male delinquents admitted to the Massachusetts
Youth Service Board Reception (from February to October, 1960), a study of an
additional 122 boys at the same facility, and a clinical research project
involving 20 boys and girls referred for treatment by correctional suthorities.
In general, McKay found that the delinquents characterized as addictive
drinkers drank differently, under different circumstances, and for different
reasons than students studied in several high schools in this country. The

drinking behavior of these sdolescent problem drinkers closely paralleled that

of the confirmed alcoholic seen in clinical practice, except for the absence
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of physical debilitation which had not had the opportunity to develop, and
except for the poor control the adolescent problem drinkers exercised over thei
impulses. Specific to the adolescent problem drinkers, McKay found
disturbances in four major areas: 1) hostility; 2) impulsiveness; 3)
depression; and L) sexual confusion, McKay attributed the presence of these
prcblems to emotional and economic deprivation and neglect, ancd especially to
the instability of the family's breadwinner. McKay algo noted two of the
psychological defense mechanisms employed by the adolescent problem drinkers:
1) denial, in order to effect a feeling of detachment or lack of concern about
situations that would ordinarily produce severe anxiety; and, 2) projection,
another meens of adapting to stress, this time by blaming another person for a
particular situation.

The McCorde (1962) did s longitudinal study of a lower-class population
in Boston. Their description of the subjects who later became alcoholics,
written from information gathered when these subjects were preadolescent,
included: '"outwardly self-confident...unrestrsined aggression...activity
rather than passivity...emphasis on independence.”" The McCords'! data suggested
that a dependency conflict and a search for the self-image produce a "facade of
intense masculinity" in the early adolescence of these males who later became
alcoholics.

In some studies of drinking patterns among young people, certain
personality characteriatice frequently attributed to adult deviant drinkers
were absent in the younger pre-problem drinkers. Jones (1968), for example,
did not find the depressive tendencies, isolation, szslf-pity, and destructive

urges frequently associated with adult problem drinkers in her young pre-

3
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problem Ss. She stated, however, that perhaps at later ages these individuals
might turn to more self-punitive and withdrawn defenses if the extroversive
coping devices would become ineffective., Gomberg (1968) reviewed Jones! (1968)
and the McCords' (1960, 1962) research and concluded that the potential problem
drinker appears to be a boy who has less than adequate control over impulsivity
vho overplays the active masculine role, and who tends to use denial as a major
line of defense,

While the above mentioned studies on young problem drinkers have offered
dynamically oriented explanations as to why some young people drink to the
extent of harming themselves, few studies have dealt with more immediate, pre-
cipitating factors stimulating young individuals to drink alcoholic beverages.
Hershenson (1965), studying adults, found that problem drinkers with a stronger
sense of identity take a drink more readily when placed under stressful situ-
ations, and drink to drunkenness more readily once they began drinking. The
findings from Mulford's (1963) survey on adults suggested that the drinker
("drinker® is to be defined as "user", i.e., one who does not totally abstain
from consuming some alcoholic beverage) in a group in which drinking is less
prevalent may be most likely to encounter difficulty because of his drinking.
In our survey of the literature, we found no research on precipitating factors
for why pre-problem high schoel or college students take a drink. Straus &
Bacon (1953), while reporting on reasons for drinking for their entire sample,
did not give figures on their subgroup of potential problem drinkers. In an
attempt to deal with related problems, Sanford (1968) offered a theoretical
scheme in which the basis for classifying a drinking pattern is its relations

te the purposes, functioning, and development of the individual. Sanford
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suggests three purposes of drinking: drinking may be integrative (having a
place in the attainment of goals); drinking may be facilitative (in the service
of conatructive goals); or drinking may be escapist (designed to alleviate
anxiety, or aid in the gratification of otherwise threatening impulses). He
applied this same scheme to the patterns of abstinence. Such a typology,
Sanford feels, would be "based on the relations of the practice to the pur-
poses, fnnﬁtioning, and fate of the group or the individual." The Strass-
turgers (1965), also believing that the categories for describing alcohol-
related behavior are too crude and too unrelated to eny general theory of
drinking and personality, made a distinction between ™miljitant" and "tolerant”
abstainers.

‘Thcue findings lead to the second reason already mentioned for studying
dérinking in college ~~ namely, to assess more accurate indications of drinking
patterns, to integrate the mumerous variables which influence an individual's
drinking pattern, and in general, to help complete the body of knowledge about
drinking behavior in college students. It is this second reason upon which
this study is primarily focused.

Some suthors feel that the study of drinking behavior in young people is
Justified solely by the knowledge thereby obtained, and does not necessarily
have to be related to alcoholism, drinking problems, etc. Plsut (1962) in
summarizing the conference at Chatham, Massachusetts, on alcohol, alccholism,
and crime, stated that while a large proportion of teen-agers do "drink", i.e.,
¢ onsume alcoholic beverages, for most of the youngsters, drinking is not a
problem and does not get them into diffioulties., 0Of the small group who doss

get into trouble because of drinking, only & tiny fraction are alcoholics,
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Plaut stressed that for most teen-agers, drinking is not an expression of
rebellion or defiance, but part of a general pattern of attempting to be adult,
to act like a grown-up, and to be independent, Also agreed upon at the
conference was the idea that most teen-agers learn about drinking from adults
-- often, from their own parents, and they drink because of the social and
psychological meaning of this activity rather than in an effort to become
intoxicated. Straus & Bacon (1953) pointed out that since youth often appears
irresponsible and fooclish to the older generation, it is not surprieing to
find that the word drinking used in connection with college students is apt to
convey an impression of excess. These suthors state that the adult conception
of college drinking is far from reality. Lolli (1965) discussed the problem of
alcoholism in terms of an inefficiency-efficiency ratio, and defined inebriety
as "an alcohol incduced state of inefficiency at & time when the individual
needs efficiency...inebriety cannot be defined exclusively in terms of blood
alcohol concentrations." Finding that the overall ratioc of effYciency-to-in-
efficiency of American citizenry taken as a whole is perhaps the most adequate
in the world. 1olli concluded that "in this age of rapid changes and over-
whelming etresses, the beneficial effects of alcohol on our efficiency far out-
waeigh alcoholt's liabilities," and does not regard the effects of alcohol to be
as deleterious as other do,

The mwajority of studies on drinking behavior in college students has
related drinking patterns with demographic variables. The most extensive study
relating drinking in college to various environmental variables was made by
Straus & Bacon (1553). Their survey was initiated in 1547 and the collectien

of data took place during 1949-1$51., The study included 27 colleges
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representing different types: public, private, and sectarian institutions;
coeducational, wen's, and women's schools; White and Negro; urban and rural;
large and small enrollments; snd different geographical areas. The study
intentionally included a relatively large number of Mormom and Jewish students,
as these groups were considered to have unique drinking sanctions of particular
significance. The principal technique ewployed in the survey was a question-
naire, which was administered to a total of 16,300 students. From the returns,
96.6% were usable and used in the final asnalysis. Straus & Bacon (1953)
emphasized that such & high rate of usable returns is "evidence of the
intelligent, sincere, and rather serious spirit of cooperation with which the
vast majority of the students met the survey."

Generally, Straus & Bacon (1953), as well as other authors, have found
that drinking patterns vary as a function of such demographic variables as
parental sanctions, regional differences, sex differences, marital status, type
and amount of ecducation, vocational status, religious affilistion, ethnic back-
ground, race, and income,

Straus & Bacon (1953) noted that a student is more likely to consume
alcoholic beverages if his family income is high, and more likely to abstain if
his (or particularly, her) family incoms is low., Mulford (1963) found that the
percentage of problem drinkers was highest in the Western part of the United
States, and among males, residents of the larger cities, the divorced or
unmarried, those with the lsast and thoge with the most education, and those
with the highest vocational status. The lowest rates were found among
Intherans, Congregationaliste, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, and Jews, A

rumber of studies have shown that abetainers are more likely than drinkere to
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have coms from rural areas and small commnities (Cahalan et al., 19653
University of Kansas, 1956; Krupler, 1961; Maxwell, 1952; and Mulford & Miller,
155%).

Fegarding parental influences on drinking behavior, the rate of problem
drinking among teen-agers is apparently related to parental attitudes toward
drinking. It seems that the earlier a child is exposed to the taste of
alcohol, the less likely will be the occurrence of & drinking problem. For
example, children in Italian-American and Jewish families are exposed to
alcohol at & very early age -- as young as two to three years -- but grow up to
have the lowest rates of alcoholism of any cultural groups in the United States
(Lclli et al., 1958; and Snyder, 1958). By contrast, some of the highest rates
of alecohol addiction have been found among children who were denied alcohol
until the age of 21 (Bales, 1962; and Glad, 1547). Among Mormon college
students who drank (Straus & Bacon, 1953), for example, there was a high per-
centage of "social complications® from drinking for L2% of the males and L1% of
the females, although relatively few Mormon students drank. Straus & Bacon
(1953) found such problems to occur in only 20% of the males and 2% of the
females among the relatively many Jewish students who drank. In general,
Straus & Bacon (1953) found that parents' attitudes toward their childrents
drinking practices were closely related to the parenta'_own drinking practices.
Straus & Bacon (1953) stated that "the influence of parental drinking practices
upon those of sons and daughters cannot be stressed too strongly."” Of sons who
were users, TL% reported that their fathers drank and 5L4% reported that their
mothers drank; of daughters that were users, 86% reported that their fathers

drank and 72% reported that their mothers drank; of sons who abstained, 65%
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reported that their fathers sbastained and 817 reported that their mothers
sbstained; and of daughters who abstained, 58% reported that their fathers ab-
stained and 78% reported that their mothers abstained. According to Flum &
Blum (1967), how children are introduced to drinking depends upon the ethnic
group of which they are members, and on the correlated fact of cohesiveness of
families and the extent to which families "teach" drinking behavior. In her
Perkeley study, Knupfer (1961) found that whether or not the respondent's
parente drank and/or approved of liquor had a marked influence on whether or
not the respondent was an abstainer, but had mach less correlation withthow mch
people drank, if they drank at all. There has been agreement on this finding
in reports of other studies (Straue & Bacon, 1553; University of Kansas, 19563
and University of Wisconsin, 1956). Knupfer (1561) also found that the
influence of the mother's drinking appears to be considerably greater than the
influence of the father's drinking for both male and female respondents. In
the Straus & Bacon (1953) study, the stronger influence of the mother's
behgvior was appsrent among college women but not among college men. In her
study, Knupfer (1961) noted that if both parents drank, the proportion of
drinkers among their male and female children (the respondents in her study)
was the same, whereas if one or both phrants was an asbetainer, their female
children were less likely to drink than their male children. These findings
support Straus & Bacon's (1953) position that women are more responsive to
parental sanctions against drinking and more likely to drink only when their
home background fully encourages drinking. Other research (National Center for
Prevention & Control of Alcoholism, 1967) has also shown that drinking patterns

of teen-agers are learned from adult models, and more specifically, from the
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adult pattern in the same community. If the parents drink, the greater the
probability that their teen-age children will drink; similarly, parents who ab-
stain generally raise children who will abstain.

As mentioned before, negative sanctions originating in the family are
associated with an impressively high incidence of abstainers for both sexes.
Church sanctions appear more effective than no advice, while sanctions coming
from the school are actually associated with & greater incidence than no advice
at all (Straus & Bacon, 1953). A comparison of the four religious groups by
incidence of drinking in relation to advice from the church to abstain showed
no difference for Protestanta; Jews, Mormons, and Catholice (Straus & Bacon,
1953). Another study examining the effects of both religious behavior and
parental sanctions was done by Shaw & Campbell (1962). They investigated 210
male freshmen at Duke Univereity and the Dhivefnity of North Carolina regarding
parents! feelinge about their use of s&lcohol, their own drinking behavior,
their informal associstions, and religious sttendance. The asuthors also had the
students respond to & series of hypothetical dilemmas involving the use of
alcohol. Results indicated that those students who drank without parental
approval were similer to those students who drank without psrental opposition
in the amount of drinking, informal associstion, and low frequency of
attendance at religious services. Those who drank without parental approval
were, however, similar to non-drinkers in their religious training, religious
attendance prior to college, and in some of their responses to hypothetical
dilemmass. It was concluded that those who drank, even though they felt a
moral pressure not to, tended to seek support for their deviant behavior through

informal association rather than through parental attitude.
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Examining only the religicus variable, large differences have begen shown
between drinkers and abstainers with respect to religious affiliation. Many
studies comparing the drinking patterns of Protestants and Catholics have found
that the proportion of abstainers is much less among Catholics than among
Protestants (Knupfer, 1961; Maxwell, 1952; McCarthy, 1556; Mulford & Miller,
1959; Riley & Marden, 19L7; Straus & Bacon, 1953; and the University of Kansas,
1556), Cahalan et al, (1965) found that Jews and conservative Protestant sects
(e«.g., Methodista, Baptists, Congregationalists) showed & lower incidence of
heavy drinking than other religious groups. With respect to occasional con-
gumption of alcoholic beverages, Cahalan et al. (1965) found that 82% of the
Jews in their sample drank at least occasionally, in contrast to 65% of the
conservative Protestants. Knupfer & Room (1966) studied drinking patterns and
attitudes in Irish, Jewish, and White Protestant men. Their data from 755 mail
questiommaires filled out by 22L Irish, 3LL Protestant, and 187 Jewish men
showed consicderable ethnic differences in drinking patterns, and particularly
in quantity drunk at a sitting and recent intoxication experience. The Irish
were highest in terms of cuantity drunk and recent intoxication experience, the
thite Protestants being next, and the Jews the lowest on these two variables.
¥hile Jews with no religious affiliation were more likely to have had recent
intoxication experiences, Knupfer & Room's (1966) sample showed no differences
in intoxication experience between Orthodox, Conservative, and Feform Jews.
The authors pointed out that the ethnic differences in drinking patterns
continued to be substantial even for their generation Ss,

Fegarding the religious factor with respect to college students, Straus &

Bacon (1953) found that differences in the incidence of drinking among
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religious groups were consistent with the different sanctions on drinking.
These authors noted the grestest incidence of drinking -- for both sexes --
gmong the Jewish students, and the smallest incidencs among Mormon students.
Catholic students and Protestant students were, respectively, second and third
in order. Among the religious groups where negative sanctions prevail, there
vere many wore female than male abstainers. Again, this suggests that as
sanctions against drinking in a college group are stronger, they are wore
effective for female studente than for wale students. With respect to extent
of religious affiliation, Straus & Facon (1953) generally found that theose
gtudents who participated in religious activity also observed their religion's
drinking sanctions. The suthors pointed eut t.at religiocus perticipation and
incidence of drinking may reflect more besic factors, but did not elaborate on
this position. Astin (1968) obtained guestionnaire data from 127,212 entering
freshmen in 246 college institutions regarding socio-economic background,
academic and extracurricular achievements in high school, and future educational
and vocational plans. The data was compiled from items on the Inventory of
College Activitiee (ICA), the College Characteristics Index (CCl), the College
& University Environmental Scales (CUBES), and the Environmental Assessment Techs
nique (EAT). Astin (1968) hypothesized -~ and found -- that drinking and
religiousness are negatively related; i.e., "if one knows the extent of stucdent
drinking that occurs on the campue, he can use this informetion as a fairly
sccurate inverse measure of the amount of religious behavior among the
students." Astin (1968) attributed this phenomenon to two factors: the kinds
of students initially recruited by the college, and the degree of

adminietrative permissiveness which may contribute to shaping these patterns of
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student behavior.

With respect to sex differences in patterns of drinking behavior, Knupfer
(1961) conducted 570 interviews with a representative cross-section of the
adult population of Berkeley, California, and found that male respondents
clearly predominate among heavy drinkers, whereas modsrate drinkers and
abstainers are similar in having a higher proportion cf female respondents in
their ranke. Clark (196L) studied sex differences in alcocholic beverage usage,
basing his data on 1268 interviews conducted in San Francisco in 1661, Among
his findings, Clark observed that & greater proportion of women than men drank
for social reasons, while a greater proportion of men than women drank for
relaxation reasons and for personal effects reasons (e.g., reduce anxiety, for-
get problems, relieve tension, etc.). Cahalan et al. (1965) surveyed drinking
practices in Hartford, Connecticut and in Berkeley, California, and found that
men drank more than women -- the difference being more proncunced in Hartford
than in Berkeley. In general, Cahalan et al. (1965) noted that a combination
of three variables -- sex, age, and income -~ accounted for a large share of
the variance in drinking behavior in both Hartford, Comnecticut and Berkeley,
Californis. Younger, well-to-do men drank the most and older, poorer women
drank the lesst. Child, Barry, & Bacon (1965) surveyed 139 societies, mostly
preliterate, and found a definite sex difference in 53 societies and no
evidence of a sex difference in 36 (the remaining 50 societies were excluded fo1
a variety of reasons. They found that societies with a definite sex difference
in drinking tended significantly to have a large sex difference in child-train-
ing practices and also tended to have characteristics of settlement pattern,

subsistence economy, and child training which appeared to encourage or require
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greater differentiation between the sexes in their adult role. Generally, the
results were consistent with the hypothesis of dependency conflict in males as
8 major source of motivation for increased drinking in males.

Specific to sex differences in college students, studies have generally%;f
indicated that drinking is more frequent among males than among females, It
has already been mentioned that Straus & Bacon (1953) found a higher incidence
of drinking among men. Jessor et al. (1968) studied 88 students -~ 33 male,

50 female -~ from introductory psychology classes at the University of Colorado
and found that the sex difference in total alcohol intake was accounted for
entirely by the difference in beer consumption. Wine and spirits yielded the
sare quantity-frequency scores for both males and females. Jessor et al.
(1968) also found a significant sex difference on a measure of drunkenness, the
men's frequency of having been drunk or pretty high in the past year being
higher than the women's frequency. Finally, the men reported significantly
more drinking-related complications than did the women.

Regarding raciel differences, limited evidence suggests that the
incidence of alcoholism is higher for Negro than for Caucasian men (Bailey,
Haberman, & Alksne, 1965; Maddox & Borinski, 196L; and Zsx, Gardner, & Hart,
196L). Maddox & Borinskit's (196L) review of the literature describing the
drinking behavior and consequences of drinking among American Negroes revealed
three patterns: 1) drinking is prevalent among Negroes; 2) it is associated
with a high incidence of personal and social complications; and 3) among
Negroes with middle~class backgrounds, self-disparagement is a major factor in
the complications associated with drinking. Low self-esteem was found to be ;2

a correlate of both preoccupation and drinking for effect. Lemert (1954),

Y
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pbased upon his study of drinking problems among Northwest Ccast Indians,
hypothesized that individuals who have been indoctrinated with a "middle class
drinking ethic or perhaps with that which has been called the 'Protestant
Ethic'" will symbolize drinking as evidence of loss of control over the self,
s cardinel sin in its terms. Specific to racial differences in drinking
patterns of college students, Maddox & Williawms (1968) investigated the relatiof-
ghip between drinking Lehavior and socio-economic status, self-esteem, and reli-
gious affiliation of 262 male freshmen in a state-supported Negro college in
North Carolina. Each g's drinking was measured by a quantity-frequency index
based on the number of drinks, converted to absolute alcohol, he ordinarily
consumed on a drinking occasion, combined with the repcrted fregquency of such
occasione in a given periocd. Socio-economic status was measured by Hollings-
head's (1958) two-factor Index of Status Placement (ISP) for heads of house-
hold. Self-estsem was measured by acceptance or rejection of 15 essentially
derogatory descriptive statements which a person might apply to himself and of
6 similer statements which significant-others (e.g. family and friends) might
use to describe him. Leneki's (1963) measures of association, orthodoxy, and
devotionalism were used to estimate religious involvement and orientation. The
resulting findings were: 1) Of the 262 freshmen, 76% were drinkers (i.e.,
users). In light of the older ages of most of these freshmen, this proportion
was considered quite high as compared to Caucasian college male freshmen. 2)
The most commonly reported problem associated with drinking among Negro men -~
trouble with the police -- was infrequent among the Negro collegisns. 3) On
the basis of Mulford's (1966) preoccupation-with-alcohol scale for identifying

problem drinkers, 27% of the Negroes in Maddox & Williams' (1968) sample were




30
in scale types which Mulford had found to be reasonably predictive of trouble
with drinking. L) Of the 262 freshmen, ;9% of the abstainers had high self-
esteem, while only 19% of the heavy drinkers had high self-esteem. However,
high self-esteem was found te be not simply a function of abstinence, but also
of religious and socio-economic background: the higher-status Protestant who
abstained was most likely to indicate high self-esteem, while the extent of
érinking was not associated with self-esteem among the lower-status freshmen.
Maddox & Williams (1968) interpreted this last finding in terms of the limited
exposure of the lower-status freshmen to the conflicting aspects of drinking
prominently felt by the middle status (i.e., loss of control vs, sociability
and conviviality).

Demographic norme specific to drinking on the college campus have covered
such variables as type of college, year in college, drinking habits of friends,
choice of beverage, quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption, degree and
frequency of intoxication, drinking places, and effects from drinking.

Regarding types of colleges., Straus & Bacon (1953) found that among male
students, users of alcoholic beverages included 92% of those attending private
colleges, 80% of those attending public colleges, and 65% of those attending
private cclleges controlled by "dry" religious denominations. Furthermore, in
the private "dry" colleges, the proportion of abstainers among women was much
higher than that among men. In the colleges where drinking was most prevalent,
the incidence of drinking among women came closest to approximating that for
men. Where there was less drinking, there was s marked discrepancy between the
incidence for men and for women. Straus & Bacon (1953) interpreted this find-

ing as suggesting that where sanctions against drinking are strongest, their
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gffectiveness is much greater for women than for men. v

The survey by Straus & Bacon {1953) showed that the incidence of drinking
increased with each college year. For men, there was an increase from 699
among freshmen to 87% among seniors; for women, the incidence was from L6% among
freshmen to 77% among seniors.

Straus & Bacon (1953) alsc reported that students who stated that the
majority of their close friends drink were usually drinkers themselves, while
those students whose close friends abstained were generally abstainers also.

Straus & Bacon (1953) found that most drinking by college women occurs in
mixed groups. Men, in addition to drinking in mixed social groups, drink even
more frequently in all-male fellowships. Under the all-male circumstances, the
usual beverage is beer, while in the mixed groups, it is more likely to be
spirits. The students' choice of beverage appeared toc be unrelated to several
of the factors which were found to be associated with the over-all question of
use or abstinence: family incoms, religion, and ethnic group. Instead,
variations in choice were seen to accompany such factors as drinking situation
or drinking companions. Fink (1965) obtained opposite results regarding
beverage choice. He conducted a home-interview study of alcoholic-beverage
drinking practices among nearly LOO male adult drinkers in and around Oakland,
California. Fink (1965) found that in social drinking situations, personal
choice of beverage persists to some extent, even in the presence of social
norms -- wine drinkers would be more likely than others to order wine of these
occasions, beer drinkers to order beer, and distilled-beverage drinkers to order]
cocktails or highballs. It should be emphasized here that Fink (1965) uas

studying a general male adult group, which might not be as concerned with peer
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approval as are college students,

Straus & Bacon (1953) indicated that most students reported first getting
tight in the presence of close friends rather than family. Again, for most menyg
it was close friends of the same sex; for most women, it was close friends in
mixed company. Of all of the students who had ever been tight, 75% of the men
and L7% of the women reported it had happened before they entered college.
Straus & Bacon (1953) concluded that college did not figure prominently as the
place where initial intoxication was experienced.

With respect to college drinking regulations, Straus & Bacon (1953) found
that in those colleges having rules against drinking, relatively few students
drink -- but at these "dry" schools, those students who do drink tend to drink
more frequently and more heavily and are more often involved in drinking-related
incidental problems than are students of colleges with a more liberal attitude
toward drinking. Asg one student is quoted to have said: "If you have to drive
£ifty miles to get a drink, you don't take just one drink."

The findings of Straus & Bacon (1953) on quantity, or amount, of alcohol
consumed did not support the stereotype of heavy drinking by most students.
Making adjustments for differences in the alcohol content of various types of
beverage, Straus & Bacon (1953) found that the average quantity of alcoholic
beverages consumed at one sitting showed rather wide variation depending on the
type of beverage and the sex of the drinker. Poth men and women consumed more
alcohol at a sitting when drinking spirits than when drinking beer or wine.

ore than 95% of students of both sexes consumed only smaller or medium amounts
Lof wine, and more than 90% consumed swmaller or medium amounts of beer.

Frequency of drinking by students was not found to be widespread (Straus
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& Bscon, 1953). Over LO% of the men and more than 50% of the women who drank
¢id so no more than once a month. Appreximately 20% of the men and 25% of the
women who drank ¢did sc less than 6 times a year. Only 21% of the men and 10% o
the women drank oftener than once a week. Students were asked to indicate
whether they drink, on the average, more often at college or on vacation. Half
the women reported no difference, while the rest divided evenly between college
anc¢ vacation. Half the men, too, reported no difference, but 15% reported more
frequent drinking at college and 35% more drinking on vacation.

Regarding student drinking places, Straus & Bacon (1553) found that three
main types of beverage were ordinarily consumed in different settings. Most
wine drinking took place in homes (7L% for men, 82% for women); beer drinking
usually occurred in restaurants, taverns, or bars (60% for men, L7% for women);
for spirits the night club was the chief setting for both sexes., Straus &
Bacon (1953) feund it quite significant that very small percentages wers shown

for fraternity and sorority houses sg the usual setting for any type of drink-

ing, in light of society's accusetions that these organizations encourage drinkt

ing. The authors also found that there was not a meaningful difference between

fraternity and non-fraternity students with respect to drinking customs, They

e—

concluded that drinking behavior does not stem from the society’per ge but

rather frow the current practices of the students who are associated in member- |

ship. The finding that over 70% of the male athletes and over 60% of the
female athletes were users of alcocholic beverages might be partly s function of
the many social activities in which these people must participate,

In determining effects from drinking, Straus & Baccn (1953) defined

"high", "tight", and "drunk" as follows: ‘"high!" indicates a noticeable effect

T
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without going beyond socially acceptable behavior (increased gaiety, slight
fuzziness of perception, etec.); "tight" suggests unsteadiness in ordinary
phyeical activities, or noticeable aggressiveness, or oversolicitiousness, or
loss of control over social amenities or of verbal accuracy, or slight nausea;
"drunk" suggests an overstepping of social expectancies (short of complete
passing out), loss of control in ordinary physical activities, and inability to
respond to reactions of others. Straus & Bacon (1953) also incorporated the
levels of "no appreciable change in behavior or attitude" and "passed out" in
order to complete the possible range of effect. The majority of students
reported that on most occasions when they drank, they were sware of no
eppreciable change in behavior., Nearly 50% of the men users and over 80% of
the women users reported being tight never or less than 6 times in their lives.
About 10% of the men and less than 1% of the women reported being tight more
than 50times. On the level labeled "drunk', 90% of the women users and 50% of
the men users reported never having been drunk or only once. The most advanced
stage, "passing out", occurred never or once or twice by 90% of the male users
and 99% of the female users. Farther incuiry revelaed that early intoxication
was not merely & product of childhood experimentation, but rather a function of
some established pattern. Straus & Bacon (1953) concluded that background
cultural and social forces are very important in the adoption or non-adoption
of & behavior pattern and its wode, frequency, intensity, and individual manner
of expression; but after the behavior pattern is adepted, individual,
situational factors take on increasing significance. Often, the extent and
nature of the resulting pattern is affected by the level of clarity and

explicitness of the individual's cultural norms. For example, for the Mormons,
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there is no norm for drinking. Thus, sextreme patterns of drinking bshavior
would be likely since the behavior itself represents rejection of social rules,

Relatively very little research has been done on the psychological aapect?
of drinking in college, i.e., anxiety about drinking, reasons for drinking,
personality differences between drinkers and abstainers, relationships between
personality features and drinking patterns and/or with demographic variables.
Even less of this type of research has employed psychological tests.

With respect to subjective reports of psychological reactions to drinking
in college students (questionnaires, check-lists, surveys, etc.), most
investigators have concluded -~ based upon their inquiries -- that college
users of alcohol are not particularly anxious about their drinking behavior,
that they drink primarily for social reasons, and that they tend to express
their impulses. In Strsus & Bacon's study, anxiety over drinking was expressed
by 174 of the men and 10% of the women; these reported that they either feared
the long-range consequences of their drinking, or had felt that they might
become dependent upon or sddicted tc alcochol, or both. In the majority of
cases where anxiety was expressed by men, it was associated with s relatively
high incidence of intoxication, of difficulties resulting from drinking, or of
warning signs of potential problem drinking. Straus & Bacon (1953) considered
this "a highly significant finding, for it suggests that the potential preblem
drinker begins to recognize scmething different about his own drinking behavior
and ie often fearful of the consequences at a relatively early stage of develop-
ment...Constructive counseling at this early stage might contribute effectively
toward preventing future progression into alcoholism.™ As for ressons for

drinking, Straus & Bacon (1953) found a high degree of agreement between men and
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women in the reasons they reported for drinking. The most frequent reasons
given by men included: enjoyment of taste; to comply with custom; to be gay;
to relieve fatigue or tension; to get highj and to get aleng better on dates.
Feasons most frequently given by women included: enjoyment of taste; to comply
with custom; to be gay; to relieve fatigue or tension; and to get along better
on dates. Straus & Bacon (1953) indicated that these reasons have primarily a
social connotation and are of greater importance than these suggesting
primarily a psychological motivation (e.g., az an aid in meeting crises; to get
drunk; for a sense of well-being; and in order not to be shy). PRegarding
personality features assesged through questiomnaire-type techniques, Strass-
burger & Strassburger (1965) studied a sample of college students and found
that impulse expression is related to highly positive attitudes toward socisl
drinking. Astin (1968) found that students in colleges where the rate of drinkt{
ing is relatively high are more argumentative, independent, and competitive in
their behavior than are typical students. Also, they tend to be brighter
academically, to be more highly motivated toward graduate training, and to come
from higher socic-economic backgrounds.

As mentioned before, the amount of psychological testing done to determinT
reasons for drinking awong young people -~ especially college students -~ has
been sparse., This author could find only three such studies (Jessor, Carman &
Grossmen, 1968; Kalin, McClelland, & Kahn, 19653 and Iundin & Sawyer, 1565.)

Kalin, McClelland, & Kahn (1965) reported three experiments in which a
total of 124 college males wrote TAT stories at three points during social
drinking, either in living room discussion groups or at stag cocktail parties.

Under similar conditions, 62 comparable Se wrote TAT stories when only
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non-alcoholic beverages were served. In contrast to the control Ss whose
protocols showed almost no changes, the protocols of the experimental Ss showed
significant increases in various sentient thoughts with moderate drinking, and
decreases in various inhibitory thoughts with heavier drinking. Among the
’ former, meaning contrast and physical aggression thoughts increased up to a
maximum at 3-L drinks (containing 1.5-oz. shots of B6-procf slcoholic beverage),
They then decreased and were replsced by an increasing number of physical
sexual thoughts from 6 drinks on. The decline in inhibitory thoughts --
aggression restraint, fear, anxiety, and time concern -- ococurred regularly
only after heavy drinking from 6 drinks on. Physical aggression thoughts
recurred again at high frequency in those Ss who drank very heavily (10 drinks
and up). A "nied for Sentience" score -~ based on the pre-party TAT stories,
and consisting of the sentient categories which increased minus some of the
inhibitory categories which decreased -~ predicted the amount of alcohol that
would subsequently be consumed.

Inndin & Sawyer (1965) attempted to discover what relationships, if any,
exist between test anxiety, drinking patterns, and scholastic achievement in a
group of male college undergraduates. They gave the IPAT Anxiety Scale and a
questionneire constructed to evaluate drinking patterns to LO male fraternity
students at Hamilton College. Their results were the following: 1) The three
measures of aleoholic consumption (the amount consumed per week; the number of
drinking days per week; and the effect index) had a statistically insignificant
but positive relationship to test anxiety. 2) Of the three measures, the effect
index was the most definitely related tc test anxiety. This result agrees with

Mie common atititude that those individuals who drink to achieve scme stage of
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intoxication do so to be relieved of some tension and anxiety. 3) Anxiety
and scholastic achievement show some positive relationship. Here, the authors
state that anxiety over studies miniwmizes the tendency of some students to
drink. L) The effect index and the rumber of extracurricular activities are
positively related. The authors posited an cperative sociability factor to
explain this finding. 5) Finally, since a large number of the heaviest
drinkers came from private preparatory achools, it is possible that sttitudes
toward drinking may have developed prior to coming to college. These attitudes
may have developed out of the kind of secondary school situation or reflect
family attitudes with regard to drinking.

Jessor, Carman, & Grossman (1968) attempted to relate personality factors
to variations in the use of alcohol among 300 students from introductory
psychology classes at the University of Colorado. The authors hold the positiof
that drinking behavior can be essentially adaptive, serving to attain goals,
attain substitute goals, and cope with failure. With this in mind, they
hypothesized that when expectations of need satisfaction in academic achieve-
ment (ACH) and peer affection (AFF) are low, the measure of alcohol intake,
drunkenness, and drinking-related complications would tend to be higher.
Expectations of needs for achievement and peer affection were assesged by means
of a 30-item questionnaire -- 15 ACH items and 15 AFF items. The measure of
alccholic intake was obtained by determining a quantity-frequency (C-F) index;
the measure of drunkenness consisted of a single question: "How many times
have you gotten drunk or pretty high in the last year?" and Ss circled the
agpropriate cholice; the measure of drinking-related complications was sssessed

using Straus & Bacon's (1953) four categories of drinking-related problems:
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formel punishment or discipline, accidents or injuries, damage to friendshipe,
and failure to meet everyday obligations. In analygzing their results, Jessor
et al. (1968) assigned the Ss to one of four groups: 1) High ACH/High AFF; 2)
High ACH/Low AFF; 3) Low ACH/High AFF; and L) low ACH/Low AFF. The authors!?
hypothesis was supported: the Low ACH/low AFF group had the highest score
(p .05) on each of the three drinking measures. Next, Jessor et al. (196E)
investigated whether students with low expectstions of goal attainment actually
attribute more problem-solving functions to their use of alcohol than do other
gtudents., The authors presented the Ss with 2 list of drinking functions to
which they were asked to respond by checking all of those which characterige
their own reasons for drinking. The four categories of functions were: 1)
Positive Social Functions (PS) -- drinking for the convivial pleasure which
surrounds it; 2) Conforming Social Functions (CS) -- drinking becsuse it is
appropriate to, or necessary for, certain social situations; 3) Psychophysio-
logical Functions (PH) -~ drinking to relieve physical symptoms; and L) Per-
sonality Effects Punctions (PE) -~ drinking as an escape from, or relief for,
psychological inadequacies, probleme, or shortcomings, or as a way of achieving
goals not otherwise attainable. The authors predicted that a negative relation
ship should exist between expectations of need satisfaction and the degree to
which PE functions were attributed to drinking. They also anticipated a
negative relationship with the CS and PH functions. A positive relationship
was expected between PS functions and expectations of need achievement. Their
findings partially supported their hypothesis, findings in the women being more
consistently supportive than in the men., For the men, it was found that the

higher the expectation of achievement, the larger the proportion of functions




Lo
chosen which are attributable to PS functions; the lower the expectation of
affection, the higher the proportion of functions chosen which are sttributable
to the PH or the PE function. Jessor et al., (195f) regarded their study as
representing a start in the direction of relating personslity factors to
variations in the use of alcohol among youth of college age. It might be noted
that their study took no account of demographic variables. Farthermore,
students who absztain from drinking alcoholic beverages were excluded from the
study .

Specific to high school students, most of the studies on the use of
alcoholis beveragee have focused on drinking practices (Jones, 1957; Maddox,
1962; Maddox & Borinski, 156L; Slater, 1952; Sower, 1958; and Spalding, 1956).
A mumber of surveys have reported sttitudes of high scheool students toward the
use of alcoholic beverages, but these attitudes are usually inferred from
drinking behavior (Heath, Maier, & Remmers, 1957; Hofstra Research Pureau, 1953
University of Kansas, 1956; and the University of Visconein, 1956). A few
studies have incorporated some data on wvhat teen-agers think about their own
dérinking and that of adults, but the emphasis has been on drinking practices
(Imre, 1963; Landman, 1952; University of Kensas, 1956; and University of
Wisconsin, 1956)., Blane, Hill, & Prown (1968) posited that prior to their
study, no studies of high schoel students have attempted to relate personality
variables to attitudes toward the use of alcohol. These suthors attempted to
relate the personality characteristics of alienation and self-esteem to
attitudes toward drinking in high school students. They hypothesized that
alierztion would be positively -- and self-esteem negatively -~ relsted to the

favorability of attitudes towerd irresponsible uee of alcohol, and by
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implication, that alienation and self-esteem would be negatively correlated to
each other. The sample consisted of 256 boys and 270 girls in grades 9 through
12. Attitude measures consisted of the Williams Attitudes toward Temperate
& Irresponsible Use of Alcohol Scales. Alienation was measured by a slightly
modified version of the Dean Alienation Scale (Dean, 1961), which was divided
into three subscales: social isolation, powerlessness, and ncrmlessness. Self
esteem was measured by the Feelings of Inadequacy subscale of the Janis & Field
Personality Questionnaire (Hovland & Janis, 1959). Resulte showed that high
school students' attitudes toward irresponsible use of alcohol are related to
the alienation subscales of normlessness and powerlessness, but not to the
subscale of social isolation. Furthermore, the students' attitudes toward
irresponsible use of alcohol were not related to self-esteem as expected,
although alienation and self-esteem did show a sirong negative association.
The authors concluded that what the test of self-esteem measures is not related
to attitudes toward irresponsible use, but rather, to alienation. They also
suggested that social isoclation and attitudes toward irresponsible use of
alcohol might be totally unrelated.

The findings from the studies using psychological tests are very similar
to results from inventory-type questionnaires and surveys: college students
drink primarily for social spproval, for relief from the tensions promoted by
college life, and to facilitate expression of impulses. Vvhatever pattern of
drinking they establigh, it is usually some function of long-term environmental

variables,
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Because of the lack of literature relating demographic variables,

psychological variables, and drinking practices among college students, the

present investigation is largely an exploratory cne, attempting to assess some

of these relationships.




CHAPTER II

METHOD

Subjecgg

The Ss were 320 Caucasian, Catholic undergraduate studsnts -- L0 males anc
LO females at each year level (Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, anc¢ Senior) --
enrolled in psychology classes at Loyola University. The mean (X) and standard
deviation (SD) of ages for each class were the following: Freshmen -~ ¥=17,88
81=0,48; Sophomores -- ¥=19,18, Sp=0.96; Juniors -- X=20.L0, SD-1.5%; and,
Seniors -- X=21,48, 8p+1,57.
Instruments

The test materisl included the Edwards Personal Preferernce Schedule
(EPPS) and a drinking questionnaire constructed by ths investigator (See
Appendix II).
Procedure

The drinking questionnaire and the EPPS were group administered tc the
students in regular classroom situations. The instructions given to the Ss
were: "I am a graduate student at lLoyola University and am doing my Doctoral
Dissertation on 'Drinking in College'. This involves having undergraduate
students f£ill out two things: a personality test and a drinking questionnaire.
I emphaticelly emphasize that this is a survey-type research on groups -- not
on informetion about individuals. Everything you fill out is to be anonynous.
There are some items on the drinking questionnaire which could eaeily be
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considered personal, and I could not expect you to answer them honestly if you
even thought I could in any way identify the person who answered them. I urge
you, therefore, to please answer truthfully, both for the sake of my project,
and because there is no reason why you shouldn't. For anyone whe is interested
in the resulte of this study, I will be happy to send you a summary if you
leave your name and address on a separate index card when you return the forms.
In taking the personality test, make sure you mark your answers on the answer
sheet -~ not in the question booklet, The instructions are on the cover of the
test booklet and very esasy to understand. In filling out the drinking questiond

naire, make sure you answer every question. Are there any questions?"




CHAPTER III
RESULTS

Frequency counts were made on the discrete variables (e.g. nationality,
yes/ho items, etec.) of the drinking questionnaire. Frequencies were tallied foy
the sample as a whole, as well as for males and females separately, for the foun
college classes (Freshman, etc.), and for the eight subgroups (male Freshmen,
female Freshmen, male Sophomores, etc.). The frequency counts were converted
into percentages in order that the data could be more meaningfully understood.
Only those considered relevant to the present investigation are reported in the
results, All of the frequency counts and percentages can be found in Appendix
II, next to the appropriate item. Since mich refarsnce iz made to the question-
naire iteme in Appendix II, such documentation is indicated in the Results
section by providing the number of the question in parentheses -- for exampls,
findings on item 21 of the questionnaire in Appendix IY would be referenced by
(q.21).

Means, standard deviations, and 2xL (sex x college class) snalyses of
variance were computed for each of the EPPS varisbles and for each of the
contimous varisbles in the questionnaire wvere quantified con the basis of
individually affixed rating scales (indicated in Appendix II, next to the
appropriate item), so that their means and standard deviations would refer to
their particuler rating scales. Therefore, mich of the narrative presented is
interpretive, means and standerd deviations of various items being mentioned in

L5
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the resulis only where appropriate. These names and standard deviatioms can bej
found in Appendix II, next to the appropriate question. Significant F ratios
are also entered next to their respective questions in Appendix II; these too
will be incorporated in the results where relevant., Duncan multiple range
tests on means were performed where closer inspection of significant F ratioes
was thought necessary. Finally, Pearson product-moment correlation coefﬂcientL
were corputed between all EPPS and continuous questiomnaire variables., Such
non~relevant material as EPPS intercorrelations are not reported.

The results are presented in five main sections: 1) Demographic data;
2) Parents' drinking patterns; 3) Pre-college drinking patterns; L) Current
drinking patterns; and 5) Relationships between personality variables and

questimmira variables,

Demographic data

The first section of the results is a description of the sample based on
data assessed from questiomnaire items. The following characteristics are
covered: nationality; residence; church attendsnce; dating practices; high
school background; smoking pattemrms; and socio-economic background.

Nationality The nationality of S was determined by ascertaining each
parent's nationality. The frequencies and percentages of the represented
nationalities are included in Appendix I. A frequency count indicated that
L3% of the sample came from Polish/Polish (15%), Irish/Irish (14%), and Irish/
German (1l7) backgrounds. Italian/Ttalian background comprised 6% of the total
N, while German/German, German/French, French/Irish/Cerman, and Irish/English
nationalities each occurred with a frequency of 5%. Other nationalities were
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each represented by less than 57 of the sample.

Residence. Regarding permanent locale (q. 5,9) most students in the
sample reported residing in a city (pop. 500,000 or more) or in a suburb of a
city; 75% of the students claimed living in an owned house and 77% with both
parents. Vhile attending the wniversity, LlZ of the Ss commuted from home,
35% lived in a dormitory, and the remainder lived either in a fratermity or

sorority house, apartment rented for the duratiom of the school term, or 'othery

(q. ll)o
Church attendance. The overall average frequency of church atiendance

for the sample was reported as slightly less than once a week (q. 18).
Dating practices. On the average, students reporied dating between twice

a month to once a week -- the frequency of dating increasing with college class|
(P(classes)=5.07, p< .O0l). With respect to going steady, 339 of the sample
reported that they were presently going steady (including married Ss), 57%
endorsed 'no', and 107 checked 'don’t date' (q. 19.20).

High school background. Regarding type of high school attended (q.25),
817 of the males reported attending a parochial/all-boys school and 69% of the

Temales reported attending a parochial/all-girls school. The females reported
a significantly higher high school total grade average than the males (F(sexes)
27.43, p< .01), the males approximating a B average and the females averaging
closer to A-/B+ (q.26). With respect to whether the average grade reported was
considered a fair indication of S's true ability (q.27), a Pearson r between
astimated fairness and average g;ada indicated that the higher the reported
grade average, the more fair S thought it was (r=.57, p<.0l).

Smoking patterns. With respect to smoking L8% of the total N reported
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that they smoked some type of tobacco and 51% claimed that they did not (g.22).
Cigarettes comprised the predominant choice for both males and females (g.23).
wWhile there was no significant difference between the sexes for number of
cigarettes smoked per day, there was a significant increment in cigarette smok-
ing over the classes (F(classes)=3.2L, p<.05). A significant sex difference
with respect to cigar and pipe smoking was clearly noted (p < .0l), males
smoking cigars and pipes considerably more than females.

Socio-economic background. The average gross annual income reported by

the sample was slightly below the $10,000-$15,000 range (q.17). The average
occupational level of father of fathers fell between 'clerical, sales, etc,!
and 'managers, officials, & proprietors! (q.lh); 95% of the Ss reported that
their father does/did work steady (q.15). Regarding age of parents, the mean
age of fathers was 51.12 years with an SD of 6,6l;, and the mean age of mothers
was L8.52 years, with an SD of 6.50 (q.12,13). PBoth of these means were

s ignificantly different between college classes, increasing with class in-

crement (p<.0l).

Parents! drinking patterns

The following results are based upon information yielded from q.74-91.
With respect to parents'! drinking, 97% of the sample reported seeing their
father take an alcoholic beverage at soms time, while 95% endorsed this for
their mother. On the average, Ss claimed having seen their father take a drink
between 2-4 times a month to 2-3 days a week. For mother, the average fell
betwsen 6-12 times a year to 2-4 times a month. Regarding alcoholic beverage

preference, beer and liquor tied as first choice for the father -- L2% of the
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58 endorsing beer as the alcoholic beverage father drank most often, and L:2%
of the Ss endorsing liquor as the beverage most often consumed by father.
Liquor was the alcocholic beverage reported as most often drunk by mother by
L9% of the Sg, with wine (19%) being next. Father was seen high at some time
by 5€% of the sample, and mother was seen high at scme time by 39%; 35% of the
sarple had seen their father tight while 14% had seen their mother tight; 22%
reported seeing their father drunk at some time, while only 6% claimed seeing
their mother drunk; 8% of the 88 endorsed seeing their father pass out from
drinking, and 2% of the S8 affirmed this for their mother. Pegarding whether
a parent was ever hospitalized for alcoholism or some related disease, LT
answered 'yes'! for their father, and 1% answered 'yes for their mother. To
the question of whether either parent ever missed a day (or more) of work as a
result of drinking, 1L% of the sample answered 'yves'!, 83% answered 'no', and
3% responded 'I don't know'. Membership of either parent in Alecholics
Anonymous was endorsed by 3% of the Ss.

Pre-college drinking patterns

The data on pre-college drinking practices are found in Appendix II,
Q.30-36,L1. Taking the total N as a whoie, the mean age at which slcohol was
reported as first tasted was 9.l years, with an SD of .19 (for those Se who
reported never having tasted an alcoholic beverage, the mean age for the sample
vas entered for calculations). Most of the students {7L%) reported having
tasted some alcoholic beverage before the age of 11, and of these students, $2%
had parental approval. Beer, wine, and liquor had all been tasted before age
11 by 2L% of the "tasters" (i.e., those who tasted alcohol before age 11); both

wine and beer by 20% of the “tasters'; and beer only by 18% of the "tasters".
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The remeining "tasters' designated wine only (12%), liquor only (9%), beer and
1iquor (12%), wine and liquor (3%), or 'other' (2%) as the sampled beverages.
Inspection of these figures indicated that beer was predominant among the
beverages tasted, having been sampled by 62% of the 'tasters". No significant
sex or class differences were noted here. Of those who tasted alecchol before
age 11, 6L¥ endorsed toccasional eipe' as the circumstance under which they
drank, and 26% reported that their drinking was part of a regular family
custom. With respect to whether or not those tasting an alcohol beverage
vefore age 11 liked it, 39% of this group endorsed ‘'yes', 39%¢ endorsed 'no!,
and 22% claimed no particular reaction one way or another,

Examination of reported drinking practices after age 11 revealed that L9%
of the sample had their first drink in their own home, 23% had their first
drink in the home of parents! friend(s), and 16% had the first drink in the
home of their own friend. Of the total N, 3% claimed that they never tasted

alcohol after age 1l.

Current drinking patterns

Frequency of drinking. The data on frequency of drinking generally

indicated that drinking frequency increased with an increment in college class;
drinking frequency was not significantly different between the sexss; and
different types of drinks were consumed in varying frequencies depending upon
class and sex.

A compariscn of frequency of drinking in college to frequency of drinking
in high school (q.L0) indicated that on the average, freshmen drank betwesn

"lese! to 'just as' frequently in college than they did in high school, while
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sophomores, juniors, and seniors drank between 'just as' to 'more! frequently ig
college than in high school. A Durean analysis of mean differences between
classes revealed a significant difference (p<.0l) on this varisble between
freshmen on the one hand, and scphomores, juniors, and seniors on the other.

Fegarding frequency of drinking during the last school year (q.L2), the
sample as a whole reported drinking approximately 6-12 times during the school
year., Tables 1 and 2 indicate that frequency rose with an increment in class,
and that the difference between freshmen and the other three classes was
gignificant (p<.0l), sophomeres, juniors, and seniors drinking much more
frequently during the last school year than freshmen.

Quentity of aleohol consumption. Tables 3-% include the means, standard

deviations, and F ratios for average and maximum amounts of alcohel intake at
any one sitting during the last school year, by the sample. The average amount
of beer consumed during the last school year by the sample as a whole (q.L3)
consisted of 1-3 beers. There was a significant sex difference here (p < .01),
the beer consumption being greater for the males. The maximm amount of beer
consumed during the last school year by the sample as & whole (q.LL) fell
within the range of 2-5 beers at & sitting. A significant szex difference
(p<.01) revealed a higher maximm for the males.

Average wine consumption during the last school year (q.L5) was 1-3
glasses for the total N. The females averaged considerably more wine con-

sumption than the males (p< .0l), and sophomores, juniors, and seniors esch

™

drank significantly more wine than freshmen during the last school year (p< .0l
%ith respect to maximum wine consumption during the last school year (q.L6),

the sample as a whole averaged close to 2-3 glasses at a sitting. Again, there




TABLE 1

VEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATICNS FOR FREQUENCY OF
ALCOHOL INTAKE DURING THE IAST SCHOOL YEAR

Class X SD
Freshman 2.66 1.16
Sophormore 3.21 1,20
Junior 3.8 1.27
Senior 3.55 - 1.07
Total 3.2 1.23
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TAELE 2

F~FATIOS FOR FREQUENCY OF ALCCHOL INTAKE
DURING THE LAST SCHOOL YEAR

53

Source df MS F
Class 3 12,92 9o 3TH%
Sex 1 L.05 2.94
Clase x Sex 3 2.86 2.07
Error 32 1.38

Significance: #p <.05

##p < .01
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TABLE 3

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR CUANTITY OF
ALCOHOL INTAKE DURING THE LAST SCHOOL YEAR

Type of Drink X SD

Average 2.57 1.30
Baer

Maxioum 3.30 1.98

Average 2.26 0.59
¥ine

Maximm 2.62 1.73

Average 2.96 1.33
Iiquor

Maximum 3.89 1.95
Significance: #p < ,05

##p < 01




TARLE L

F~-RATIOS FOR QUANTITY OF AVERAGE BEER INTAKE DURING

THE LAST SCHOOL YEAR

55

Source df MS F
Class 3 2.01 1.35
Sex 1 62.13 L1 .70
Class x Sex 3 3.80 2.55
Error n2 1.49

Significance: ¥p < 05

##p < .01




TABLE 5

F-RATIOS FOR QUANTITY OF MAXIMUM BEER INTAKE
AT ONE SITTING DURING THE LAST SCHOOL YEAR

56

Source af MS F
Class 3 3.67 1.11
Sex 1 193.75 58,134
Class x Sex 3 5.82 1.76
Error 312 3.32

Significance: #p < ,05

s+#p < .01




TABLE &

F-RATIOS FOR QUANTITY OF AVERAGE WINE INTAKE

57

DURING THE LAST SCHOOL YEAR
Source af M8 F
Class 3 5.55 LA LT
Sex 1 6.61 7 . Olysest
Class x Sex 3 0.87 0.93
Error 312 0.94
Significance: #p < .05

##p < JO1




TABLE 7

F-RATIOS FOR CUANTITY OF MAXIMUM WINE INTAKE
AT ONE SITTING DURING THE LAST SCHOOL YEAF

58

Source af ME F
Class 3 9.79 Lo 71
Sex 1 3.L0 1.64
Class x Sex 3 3.04 1.L6
Error 32 2.08

Signi ficance: #p < .05

##p < ,01
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TABLE 8

F-RATIOS FOR QUANTITY OF AVERAGE LICUOR INTAKE
IURING THE IAST SCHOOL YEAR

B e e et

Source ¢f MS F
Class 3 6.19 L 683
Sex 1 L.28 3.2L
Class x Sex 3 0.55 0.2
Error 3z 1.32

Significance: #p < .05

p <01




TABLE ©

F~-FATIOS FOR QUANTITY OF MAXIMUM LICUCR INTAKE

AT ONE SITTING DURING THY IAST SCHOOL YEAR

Seurce af MS F
Class 3 18.66 5e178%
Sex 1 25.88 T 17363
Class x Sex 3 3.83 1.06
Error 312 3.61

Significance: #p < 05
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was 8 significant difference hetween the freshmen on the one hand and the
sophomores, juniors, and seniors on the other, these thres classes averaging a
greater maximum than the freshmen. (p <.0l).

Significant class differences occurred for average and maximum liquor
consumption also, the freshmen drinking smaller amounts than any of the other
three classes (p <.0l). Taking the sample as a whole, the average amount of
liquor consumed during the last school year (q.L7) wae approximately 2-3 drinks
and the maximum amount of liquor consumed at any one sitting (q.L8) averaged
Li-5 drinks. The latter finding yielded a discriminable sex difference, the men
reporting a greater maximum than the women (p<.0l).

Degree and frequency of inebriation. Tables 10-17 show the means,

standard deviations, and F ratioe for degrees and frequencies of inebriated
states. In general, findings showed that the greater the degree of inebriety,
the fewer rmmber of endcraeménts it received; i.e., the mumber of Ss that got
high the number of Ss that got tight the rumber of Ss that got drunk the
rumber of Ss that passed out from drinking. This relationship also applied the
frequency of occurrance of each of these states for an S; i.e., Se got high
more frequently than they got tight, ete. The latter finding occurred more
disproportionately for females in comparison to males, the females getting high|
tight, or drunk much less frequently then the males. It was also found that
the more extreme the state of inebriety, the fewer number of endorsements it
received with respect to liking the feeling of being in that state. Finally,
it was found that mixed groups were the most frequent setting for all states of
inebriety among female fr and for lees extreme degrees of inebriety among male

Ss, while same-sexed groups were the most frequent setting for the more extrems
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TABLE 10
MEANS AND STANDARD IEVIATIONS FOR REPORTED NUMEER
OF TIMES HIGH
Class Sex X SD
Males 2,60 1.36
Freshman
Females 1.80 0.8L
Males 2.92 1.52
Sophomors
Females 2.28 1,12
Males 2.78 1.51
Junior
Females 2.50 1.20
Males 3.18 1.L€
Senior
Females 2.86 1.15
Total 2.61 1.35
Significance: #p < .05

##p < .01




TAELE 11
F-RATIOS FOR REPORTED NUMBER OF TIMES HIGH

Source df MS F
Class 3 8.82 5154
Sex 1 21.01 12,264
Class x Sex 3 1.2 0.75
Error 312 1.71

Significance: #p < 05
#p ¢ 01




TABLE 12

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR REPORTED NUMBEF
OF TIMES TIGHT

6l;

Class Sex X 8D

Males 1.85 1.01
Freshman

Females 1.35 0.53

Males 2.08 1.08
Sophomore

Famales 1.32 0.65

Males 1.92 1.15
Junior

Males 2412 1.10
Senior

Females 1.768 0.79
Total 10 76 Oc 95

Significance: #p< .05
##p < 01




65

TABLE 13

F-RATIOS FOR REPORTED NUMBER OF TIMES TIGHT

Source af MS F
Class 3 1.75 2.07
Sex 1 18.05 21,39
Class x Sex 3 0.82 0.97
Error 312 0.84

Significance: #*p < 05
#p < 01




TABLE 14

MEANS AND STANDAED DEVIATIONS FOR REPORTED NUMBER
OF TIMES DRUNK

o TR B T Nl

Class Sex X SD

Males 1.65 0.94
Freshman

Females 1.20 0.56

Males 1.80 1.08
Sophomore

Fenales 1.12 0.40
Juni or

Males 1.58 1.0%

Females 1.58 0.55
Senior

Males 1.95 1.1},

Females 1.48 1.00
Total 1.54 0.96
Significance: #p < .05

#p < 01




TABLE 15

F-RATIOS FOR REPORTED NUMBER OF TIMES DPUNK

67

Source daf MS F
Class 3 1.34 1.5L
Sex 1 12.80 1h, 0%
Class x Sex 3 1.62 1.87
Error 312 0.87

Significance: #p < ,08

##p < 01




TABLE 16

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR REPORTED NUMRER

OF TIMES HAVING PASSED OUT FROM DRINKING

Class Sex X SD

Males 1,22 0.72
Freshman

Females 1.12 0.L0

Males 1.50 0.84
Sophomore

Females 1.12 0.51

Males 1.32 0.76
Junior

Females 1.28 0.67

Males 1.50 1.02
Senior

Females 1.22 0.82
Total 1 . 29 O . 75
Significance: #p < .05

#p < 01
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TABLE 17

F-RATIOS FOR REPORTED NUMBER OF TIMES HAVING
PASSED OUT FROM DRINKING

x 14 W U S N

Source df M3 F
Class 3 0.51 0.90
Sex 1 3420 5.65%
Class x Sex 3 0.L46 0.82
Error 312 0.56

Significance: #p <08

#p < 01
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~degrees of inebriety among the male Ss.

To the question, "How many times have you evér been hig}-l?."_ (q.L49), Table
3.indicates that the entire‘ sample's responses averaged 1515 times, The .
seniors averaged significanély higher than the other ﬁhree classes combinegi
(p ¢ .01), and males reported getting high more times than femalesk (ﬁ ¢ J01).
Taking the sample as a whole, 64% endorsed liking the feeling of Being high,
163 respondéd negatively to this feeling, and 20% claimed never havihg be;;n
high (q.SB). During the Freshmen year, more males than females liked being
high, but by the Junior and Seniorbyears ’ slightly more femaleé than males
reported liking this feeling. With respect to héw often Ss gbt high after
starting to drink (q.61), the sample as a whole reported getting high close
to one-fourth of the time. Analysis of variance showed a significant s.ex
difference here, males getting high a greater proportion of the time than
females (p £ .05). Considering the circumstances under which §s became high
nost often (g.53), L9% of the sample endorsed 'on the week-end, wﬁen with \
opposite-sexéd friends', and 23% endorsed 'on the week-end, when with ‘
same—seigd friends', . Considerably more females than males endorsed the
former, and considerably more males than femaies endorsed the latter.

'Never get high® was checked by 23% of the sample,

To the question "How many times have you ever been tight?" (q.50), Table
; shows that the entire sample's response averaged between 'never; to 1-5 times
Analysis of variance indicated that males reported get}ﬁing tiéht more times
than females (p {.01). Taking the sample as a whole, 23% endorsed liking the
feeling of being tight, 29% responded negatively, and LB% claimed never havihg’

beer_l tight (q.59). With respéct to how often §s got tight after startingto drin

LA}
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{g.62), the sample as 2 whole reported rarely getting tight. There was a
significant sex difference here, males getting tight a greater propertion of
the time (p<.0l). Considering the circumstances uncer which Ss became tight
most often (g.5L) a frequency count indicated that 26% of the sample endorsed
'on the week-end, when with opposite-sexed friends', and 21% endorsed ‘Yon the
weak-end, when with same-sexed fri.nds', More females than males endorsed the
former, and considerably more males than females endorsed the latter. 'Rever
become tight' was checked by 50% of the sample.

To the question, "How many times have you ever been drunk?" (q.51)},
Table 5 indicates the entire sample's response averaged between 'never' to 'l
time!. Analysis of variance showed that males reported having been drunk more
times than females {p<.0l). Taking the sample as a whole, L% endorsed liking
the feeling of being drunk, 35% responded negatively, and 61% claimed never
having been drunk (q.60). More females than males reported never having been
drunk, and more males than females claimed liking the feeling. With respect to
how often Ss got drunk after starting to drink (q.63), the sample as a whole
averaged between 'drink, btut never get drunk! and 'rarely get drunk'. Analysis
of variance indicated a significant sex difference here, males getting drunk =
greater proportion of the time (p< .0l). Considering the circumstances under
which Ss became drunk most often (q.55), 17% of the sample endorsed ‘on the
week-end, when with opposite-sexed friends!, and 16% endorsed 'on the week-end.
when with same-sexed friends'. More males than females fell into the latter
category. 'Never become drunk' was checked by 6L% of the sample.

To the question, "How many times have you ever passed out after drinking

some alcoholic beverage?" (q.52), Table 6 indicates that the entire sample's
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response averapged between 'never'! to 'l time'. Analysis ef variance revealed
that males reported having passed out more times than females (p <.05).
Considering the circumstances under which Ss passed out from alcohol most often
(ge56), 7% of the sample endorsed ‘on the week-end, when with same-sexed
friends', and LZ endorsed 'on the week-end, when with opposite-sexed friends!.
¥ore men than women fell into the former category. 'Never pass out from
drinking' was checked by 87% of the sampled.

Parental sanctions. ‘“hile 17% of the Ss claimed that either or both

parents had ever forbidden them to drink at somstime (q.68), only 7% responded
that either or both parents now ferbade them to drink (q.6%).

Orinking practices directly related to college life. Relating drinking

and study habits, 17% of the sample endorsed having drunk some alcoholic
beverage while studying (q.55), and 20% of the sample reported having taken
some alcoholic beverage on the night before an exam (q.64). Drinking on the
night before an exam occurred on an average of *never! to 1-3 times for the
group as & whole (q.65); analysis of variance revealed a significant difference
between freshmen and the other three classes, freshmen drinking on the night
before an exam mﬁch less frequently than the other classes (p<.0l). VWith
respect to drinking soon after an exam was over (q.66), the sample as a whole
averaged spproximately 1-3 times. There were significant sex and class
differences here, the males drinking after an exam more often than the females
(p < .01), and the sophomores, juniors, and seniors as a whole doing this more
often than the freshmen {p<.0l). PRegarding the question "Would it make much
difference to you if alcohol werentt such an integral part of college life?"

(qs73), 15% of the sample answered 'yes', LL% answered 'mo', anc L1% answered
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17 don't think that alcohol is such an integral part of college 1ife'.

Other aspects of current drinking. The two main sources of money with

which to buy alcoholic beverages (q.67) were checked as *only drink when others
tuy! (LO%) and 'job' (30%). The former was predominantly endorsed by the
females and the latter was checked mainly by the males. The question "Out of
your five closest friends, how many drink?" (q.70) yielded a sample mean of
3.8l friends (SD=1.52). There were significant differences between classes

(p <.0l1), between sexes (p< .0l), and a significant interaction (p <.0%) here.
Generally, tne higher the class S was in, the more friends S had that drank. OT
the whole, males ad more friends that drank than females, but this difference
diminished by the Junior year -- and by the Senior year, the females' average
rumber of friends that drank was slightly higher than the males'. Taking an
alecoholic beverage before going to sleep was endorsed by 55% of the sample
(q.58). TFinally, of those Ss who lived on campus or had their own apartment,
59% reported having kept some alcoholic beverage in their room since they had
teen in college.

Social complications as a result of drinking. Table 18 indicates the

frequencies of occurrence of the four social complications due to drinking
previously discussed (Straus & Bacon, 1952). Interference with preparation for|
or missing, classes or exams was endorsed by 7% of the sample (15 males, 6
females); loss of friends or damaged friendships as a result of drinking was
reported by 2% of the sample (L males, 3 females); injury or accident due to
drinking was endorsed by 3% of the sample (9 males, O females); ané loss of
job, arrest, or confrontation by high school or college suthorities because of

drinking was reported by 3% of the sample (7 males, 1 female) (q.94-57). To




TABLE 18

FREQUENCIES OF SOCIAL COMPLICATIONS DUE TO DRINKING

interference loss or injury trouble
with damage of or with
schoolwork friendships accident gutherities
Class Sex
Males 3 1 0 1
Freshman
Females 2 1 0 0
Males = 1 L 3
“pphomore
Females 1 2 0 0
Hales 3 1 3 1
Junior
Femalegs 2 0 0 1
Hales L 1 2 2
Senior
Females 1 0 0 0
Total 21 7 b g




TAERLE 19
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ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR DRINKING, MEANS AND STANDARD
DEVIATIONS, FOR THOSE SS WHO ENDORSED DRINKING

Reasons for Drinking X SD
1. enjoyment of taste 2.2L 0.87
2. to comply with custom 1.78 0.83
3. to relieve fatirue or tension 1.67 0.84L
L. to get high 1.55 0.81
5. for a sence of well-being 1.4 0.72
6. in order not to be shy 1.3k 0.72
7. to forget disappointments 1.29 0.67
8. to relieve illness or physical
discomfort 1.23 0.66
S. to get along hetter on dates 1.20 0.63
10. to get along better with members
of your own sex 1.18 0.57
11. other 1.12 0.65
12. in order not to feel lonely 1.11 0.53
13. to get tight 1.09 0.53
1l;. as an aid in meeting crises 1.07 0.51
15. to get drunk 1.04 0.47
16. to facilitate studying 0.98 0.39

Significance: #p< .05

#p < .01




TABLE 20

F-EATIOS FOR ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR
DRINKING FOR THOSE £S WHO ENDORSED DRINKING

7%

Reasone for Drinking F(Class) F(Sex) F(exs)
1. enjoyment of taste Tollsese 0.07 0.07
2. to comply with custom L o393 2.96 1.38
3. to relieve fatigue or tension L.l6ux 0.29 0.7%
h‘ to ge‘t high 1,02 IJOBT* 1082
5. for a sense of well-being 3.32% 5,584 1.07
6. 1in order not to be shy 0.08 0.60 0.6%
7. to forget disasspointments 0.91 0.25 1.96
8. to relieve illness of physical 1.21 6.23% 1.25
discomfort
9. to get along better on dates 2.20 0.20 0.88
10. to get along better with
members of your own sex 2.48 22, 724¢ 1.00
11. other 0.69 0.12 0.65
12. in order not to feel lonely 1.69 0.04 0.90
13. to get tight 0.93 6.06% 1.08
14. as an aid in meeting crises 1.32 0.97 0.49
15. to get drunk 1.25 0.91 2.92%
16. to facilitate studying 3,273 0.00 0.80

Significance: - #p < 05
#3p < 01
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the question "Have yvou ever felt that you were, are, or might become, dependent
upon or addicted to the use of alecholic beveragee?" (q.93), 3% of the sample
answered 'yes', 89% answered 'mo', and 8% responded 'maybe'. The entire sarple
denied ever having belonced to Alateen (q.92).

Reperted reasons for drinking. Possible reasons for drinking and their

asgigned ratings for degree of importance are listed in Appendix II, q.7la-p.
Tables 19-20 show these reasons in order of importance, their means, standard
deviations, and F ratios -- for those Ss who endorsed drinking alcohol.

0f those Ss who claimed having tasted alcohol at one time or another, the
reason given the greatest degree of importance was tbecause of enjoyment of
taste'. The reason second in degree of importance was 'to comply with custom!
and the reason third in degrse of importance was 'to relieve fatigue or tenaion'i
Besides being considered the most important, the above three reasons were the
only ones which yielded significant class differences such that the sophomores,
Juniore, and seniors weighted each of these reasons as much more important than
did the freshmen (p< .05). Reasons for drinking in order of next importance
were: L) to get high; 5) for a sense of well-being; 6) in order not to be shy;
7) to forget cisappointmente; €) to relieve illness or physical discomfort;
9) to get along better on dates; 10) to get along better with members of your
own sexj 11) other; 12) in order not to feel lonely; 13) to get tight; 1L) as an
aid in meeting crises; 15) to get drunk; and, 16) to facilitate studying. The
reasons 'to get high', 'to get along better with members of your own sex'!, 'for
a sense of well-being', and 'to get tight! were rated as significantly more
important by the males than by the females (p< .05). The reason 'to relieve

illness or physical discomfcri’ was rated more important by the females (p< .05)
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significant class differences were noted for the reasons, 'for & sense of well-
peing' and "to facilitate studying' (p<.05). In both cases, these reasons
took on increasing importance with an increment in class. There was a gig-~
nificant interaction with respect to the importance given to the reason, 'to
get drunk! (p<.05). The interaction was attributable to the fact that female
freshmen reported drinking for this reason considerably less than male freshmen
but in the Sophomore year, not only did the rate of drinking to get drunk
increase for females, but actually to a point where their performance was
greater than the malest.

Reported reasons for not drinking. Possible reasons for not drinking and

their assigned ratings for degree of iwportance are listed in Appendix II,
g.72a-m., Tables 21-22 shows these reasons in order of importance, their means,
standard deviations, and F ratios -- for those Ss who endorsed not drinking
alcohol.

Of those Ss who claimed they did not drink (27%), the reason given the
greatest degree of importance was 'don't like the taste of it', Second in
importgnce was 'other', Other reasons given, in their order of importance,
were: 3) 'can't afford it', and 'friends never use it'; L) 'parents or friends
disapprove!, 'bad experience of someone else', and 'interferes with participa-
tion in sports'; S) 'makes me sick'!, 'detrimental to my general health', and
tcontrary to my religious training'; and, 6) 'I think it's immoral', 'I pledged
not to drink', and 'I have lost control of drinking in the pastt!, The wost
cutstandinding finding here was a significant class difference for twelve of
the thirteen reasons ('contrary to my religious training' did not yield

significance) -~ such that those reasons for not drinking declined considerably
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TABLE 21

ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR NOT DRINKING, MEANS AND STANDARD
DEVIATIONS FOR THOSE SS WHO ENDORSED NOT DRINKING

Feasons for not Drinking X SD
1. don't like the taste 0.15 0.53
2. other 0.12 0.45
3. can't afford it 0.11 0.4
3. friends never use it 0.11 0.U5
L. parents or friends

disapprove 0.10 0.37
L. bad experience of somecne

else 0.10 041
L. interfereres with participation

in sports 0.10 0.40
5. makes me sick 0.09 0.36
5. detrimental to general health 0.09 0.4l
5. contrary to my religious

training 0.09 0.38
6., I think 1t's immoral 0.08 0.28
6. I pledged not to drink 0.08 0.32
6. I have lost control of

drinking in the past 0.08 0.37
Significance: #p < .05

8 < 01




TABLE 22

F-FATIOS FOR ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF REASONS FOR NOT
DRINKING FOR THOSE SS WHO ENDORSED NOT DRINKING

80

Reasons for not Drinking F(class) F(sex) F(cxs)
1. don't like the taste Lo 3232 0.10 0.81
2. other 3.63% 0.12 1.09
3. can't afford it 3.5%9#% 1.21 0.05
3. friends never use it lia 3G 0.26 0.55
L. parents cr friends

disapprove 3.21% 0.58 0.58
L. bad experience of some-

one else 3,20 1.53 0.32
L. interferes with participation

in sports 3.L9% 2.38 0.18
S. makes me sick 5,023 0.22 1.1
5. detrimental to general health .53 1.06 0.04
5. contrary to my religious

training 2.156 0.36 0.53
6., I think it's immoral 3. 7033 0.0L 0.26
6. I pledged not to drink 3,23 0.03 0.20
6. I have lost control of drink-

ing in the past Lo 093¢ 0.78 0.11

Significance: #p< 05

##p < L01




in importance after the Freshman year (p<.05).

Felationships between perscnality varlables and questionnaire variables

The following section of results deals with inter-relationships of
questionnaire variables, as well as those relationships of personality variabled
as measured by the EPPE with questionnaire variables thought relevant tc this
study. Such non-relevant msterial as FPPS intercorrelations are not reported.
All those significant correlation coefficients reported sre significant at the
.01 level of confidence (for df=300, r=+.1.8; for df=150, r=+,208).

There were few significant relationships between the dewographic
variables and the personality factors for the sample as a whole. The most
striking finding for the entire group was the significant negative relation-
ships of church attendance with need for autonomy (g Aut) and need for heter-
osexuality (g Het), and the significant positive relationships of church
attendance with need for abasement (n Aba) and need for nurturance (n Nur).

The correlation coefficients found were, respectively, -.16L, -.157, .191, and
.237. Vhen these relationships were analyzed separately for males anc females,
the only relationship that remained significant was between church attendance
and n Nur for the males (r=.282).

Table 23 reports correlations between demographic dimensione and drinking
practices for the sample. A number of significant trends were noted. Analyses
of the group taken as a whole, a&s well as males and females separately,
indicated that church attsndance was negatively related to average and maximum
amounts of alcohol consumption, frequency of drinking, frequency of inebristion|
degree of inebriation, and mumber of friends who drink. For the group as a

vhole, there was a significant positive relationship betwesn cigerette smoking
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TABLE 23

CORFELATIONS BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES AND DRINKING
VARTABLES FOR THE SAMPLE

Demographic Varisbles

Drinking Variables Church Dating
Attendance Frequency # Cigarettes

L2. frequency - 273 » 2633 o3l
L3. ave. amt. beer - o253 o183 o363
LL. max. amt. beer -~ 2233 » 2038 olg23e
LS. ave. amt. wine -e)2 o184 2533
L6. max., amt. wine ~ o5 o 2233 o33
L47. ave. amt. liquor - D2 J2Lxn 2 3L
L8. max. amt. liquor ~ o373 o 2y o384
hgo . # times high "‘035** . 2238% ohl**
50. # times tight - o233 o173 o353
51. # times dl‘unk "019** 018** 029**
52. # times passed out - o153 .10 o 2038t
61. proportion of times

high ""27** ol&** -36*‘*
62. proportion of times

tight - o 1940t .11 o 3l
63. proportion of times

drunk - o 2045 .15 0 2033
65. # times drank on

night before exam -.06 .10 o283
166. # times drank after

exam ~ 22833 o184 L0
70. # friends who drink -1 193 « 309

Significance: #p< .05
#p ¢ LOL
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and these drinking variables, the relationship appearing generally stronger for
females. There was alsc a significant positive relationship between fs!
frequency of drinking and the freguency with which they reported seeing their
mothers and fathers érink. The significance of this relationship did not hold
up between the drinking frequencies of female S¢ and their mothers, however.

Separate analyses for the sexes differentiated other relationships
between demographic variables and drinking practices. Significantly positive
relationships between drinking practices and family's gross income, and between
drinking practices and dating patterns, were found for the females btut not for
the males, Generally for the female S, the higher her family's gro:s income
and the more frequently she dated, the higher were the degrees and frequencies
of her drinking and getting inebriated.

Table 2l shows some of the correlations between various drinking practice&
and the degree of importance attributed to various reasons for drinking. A
mmber of significant relationships for the group &s a whole were revealed.
The degrees of importance given for wmost reasons for drinking had significantly
positive correlations with frequency of drinking; average beer, wine, and
liquor consumption; maximum beer, wine, and liquor consumption, frequencies of
getting high, tight, drunk, and of passing out; frequency of drinking before an
exam, frequency of drinking after an exam; and mumber of friends who drink. A
breakdown by sexes yielded two sex discriminating varisbles: average wine
consumption and maximum wine consumption. Poth of these maintained positive
significance for the females, but were not significantly related to importance
cf reasons for drinking for the males.

Table 25 shows some intercorrelations of drinking practices., A




CORRELATIONS BETWEEN REASONS FOR DRINKING

TABLE 24

AND DRINKING VARIABLES

FOR THE SAMPLE

8L

o AR A O SR B M N G e B B n

5 oy L3 s, o S St
deimiing Jariaclos

““fraquency ~proportion # of times # of friends
of of times drink on who drink
drinking get night before
Reasons for drunk exam
Drinking (q.71
a-p)

a. enjoyment of

taste oLy Baexe 231 o 330 o 36
b. custonm . 2233 o 2l .13 . 1638
¢. relief of ten-

sion e 533 L5 o 373+% o374
d. to get high L6 oSl « 30348 o 3B
e. 1o get along bet-

ter on dates o 383 « 393 o L7313 o333
f. to get along bet-

ter with members

of own sex o 3633t o SO 20303t o 3hase
g« to forget dis- ,

appointments o 3830 o 363 293 e 3330
h. not to be shy 310k o 3633 22343 « 3038
i. to relieve illness o 3lae o 30383 Jdh « 2033
J. for a sense of

well-being oLyt W6t o2l o 3233
k. to get tight 37 520 o273t «323%
1. as an aid in mest-

ing crises o 3lyaene oL 3 2633 o 2733
m. to get drunk « 30363 o523 «213% o213
n. not to feel lonely o 31 oLy 23 o 2Ly o 2T
o. %to facilitate

studying D7 26 LT .« 2933
p. other « 2533 o 2l o 17303 o 26%3
Significance: #p < ,05

#p< 01
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comparison of drinking amounts, drinking frequencies, degrees of inebriation,
frequencies of inebriated states, frequency of drinking before an exam,
frequency of drinking after an exem, mumber of friends who drink, etc., with
each other by pairing these variables in every possible way consistently
revealed significant positive correlations for the group as & whole, a&s well as
for the twe sexes examined separately. This, for example, the more drinking
friends an S had, the more frequently 5 himself drank, got high, got drunk,
drank before an exam, etc.

Examination of the strengths of relationships between EPPS personality
variables and drinking patterns revealed a number of significant trends for the
sample a8 a whole. Some of these are reported in Table 26. Generally, the
greater an S's average and maximum &lcohol intake and frequency and degree of
inebriation, the higher his need for aggression (g‘Agg) and n Het, ancd the lowen
|nis n Nur. Separate analyses for msles and females reduced the strengths of
these relationships to nonsignificance for males., The relationship between
these drinking patterns and n Het retained significance for the females, and in

addition, other significant findings emerged for this sex. In general, the

greater a female's alcohol intake and frequency of inebriation, the higher her
|need for autonomy (n Aut), as well as n Het, and the lower her need for
[eference (n Def) and need for endurance (n End), as messured by the EPPS.
Looking only at those Ses that endorsed drinking some alcoholic leverage,
examination of the strengths of relationships between EPVS personality
variables and degree of importance attributed to various reasone for drinking
revealed a consistently significant poesitive relationship between n Het and the

degree of importance given to these reasons. Table 27 indicates the correlation
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TABLE 25
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DRINKING VARIABLES FOR THE SAMPIE

Drinking Variables

# # # ¢4 # #
times times times times times friends
tight drunk passed drink drink who
(950) (g51) out before after drink
(a52) exam  exam (q70)
Drinking Variables (q65) (q66)
Q. 42. frequency L9 NNETT $32i% L[5 ST L9k
q. 43. ave. amt. beer 5633 JLylaes W33 36 oSl 38
g. L4, max., amt. beer 603 L1933 3T (L0 oS8 L1
g. 5. ave, amt, wine o2l « 20%% OB 23%# 263 193
g. b46. max. amt. wine o 36%% $ 3230 ST 363 W36 27
q. L4L7. ave. amt. liquor .57 oLl W27 324 55w 36%x
q. 4B, max. amt. liquor .59 oLy 8ase o3l 33 56w Ll
q. L9. # timeshigh o 830 o633 Ll (31 SBbu L 2w

[ ——

Significance: *p < .05
#3p < 01
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TABLE 26

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EPPS VARIABLES N NUR, N HET, AND N AGG
WITH DRINKING VARIABLES FOR THE SAMPLE

PORU N — . ORI . -

LPPS Yariobles

Drinking Variables n Nur n Het n Agg
q. L2. ave. amt. beer ~-.09 o 16363 o 1730
ge 43. max. amt. beer - o169 22%% o 223
g. 47. ave. amt. liquor -.13 <165 163
q. L8, max, amt. liquor -4 2033 « 2033 o183
qe 49. # times high - 163 o173 $ 22388
Qe 50. # times tight - 163 + 1534 L2133t
ge 51. # times drunk - o163 .08 L2035
q. 52. # times passed out -.07 .00 <155t
q. 61. proportion of times -,12 o273 o183

high
q. 62, proportion of times

tight ~.12 o 20363 o183
¢. 66, # times drank after

exam -.07 o163 o 1546%
g. 70. # friends who drink -.06 o233 o 1833
Significance: #p < .05
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coefficients for these relationships. A breakdown by sexes reduced this
relationship to nonsignificance for the males, but generally was supported for
the females. Again, when relationships for females were inspected separately,
additional significant trends emerged: the more importance & female attributed
to variocus reasons for her drinking, the higher her n Aut ( and n Het), and the
lower her n End.

Looking only at those Ss that denied drinking some alcoholic beverage, a
number of significant trends emerged with respect to relationships between EPPS
personality variables and importance attributed to reasons for not drinking.
Some of these relatiocnships are presented in Table 28. For the non-drinking
group ag a whole, the more importance attributed to reasons for not drinking,
the higher the need for order (3 Ord) and n Aba, and the lower the n Het., ¥hen
this group was broken down by sexes, the relationships for n Ord snd n Het held
up for the males, but not for the females, while the relationship for n Aba

genarally held up for the females but not for the males.




TABLE 27

COPPEIATIONS BETYEEN N HET AND FEASOMS FOR DRINEING
FOR $S WHO ENDORSED DRINKING

Feascons for Drinking n Het
(q. Tla-p) -
a. enjoyment of taste J15w
b. custom o1l
¢. relief of tension .16
d. to get high 2338
e. to get along better on dates #1930t
f. to get along better with members

cf own sex o183
g. to forget disappeintments o 183
h. not to be shy o 223
i. to relieve illness o 1683
j. for a sense of well-being 15
k. to get tight o 1738
l. as an aid in meeting crises o188
m. to get drunk o 2093
n. not to feel lonely o 1938
o. to facilitate studying $12
p. other .12
Significance: #p < .05

#p ¢ LO1
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TABLE 28

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EPPS VARIABIES N ORD, N ABA, AND N HET
WITH REASONS FOR NOT DRINKING
FOR SS WHO ENDORSED NOT DP TNKING

EPr S Variables

Feasons for not Drinking
(q. 72a-~m) n Ord n Aba n Het

a, don't like the taste o168 o 1603 - 10ms
b. makes me sick 63 o 203 - 208
c. detrimental to health W15# o213t - o238
de. contrary to religious

training o 158 o 1832 - o253
e. consider it immoral .14 « 204 .
f. pledged not to drink .13 o194 - 2238
g. perents or friends

disapprove o 1543 o 173 - o233
h. bad experience of some-

one else 1L .15 - o208
i. can't afferd it o 1683 o183 - 22
Jjs interferes with parti-

cipation in sports i o174 - 203%
k. friends never use it o153 o 20 ~ o 20
1. have lest control of a

drinking in past o150 o 15 ~ 1733
m. Uth@l‘ 012 » 19"»* el c‘ié%

Significance: sp < ,05
e ¢ W01




CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The literature surveyed indicates that: 1) usage of alcochol is prevalent
throughout college campuses in the United States; 2) there is a low incidence
of 'problem! drinking among college students; 3) drinking patterns of college
students are influenced by a host of demographic variables -- including sex,
religion, parental drinking habits, income, etc. -~ as well as by factors
specific to the college campus, such as college class, drinking habits of
friends, drinking regulations instituted by the school, etc. With respect to
this conclueion, the general consensus is that current situational factors
are most influential in determining drinking behavior patterns of college
students; L) College students drink primarily for social approval, for relief
frem the tensions promoted by college life, and to facilitate expression of
impulses.

The findings from the present investigation generally confirm the above
statements. Regarding the first conclusion, these results incicate that TL¥
of the sampled students tasted an aleoholic beverage before the age of 11 and
$7% tasted alcohol sometime during college; Straus & Bacon (1553) found that
92% of the males attending private colleges had used alcoholic beverages. In
this study, there was no sipnificant difference in the frequency of drinking
between male and female S8, This supports Straus & Bacon's (1953) observa-

tion that in the colleges where they found drinking most prevalent, the
91
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incidence of drinking among women came closest to approximating that for men.
The extensive drinking by both sexeg in the present investigation could be
attributed partly to the fact that these Ss attend e private, sectarian scheol
vhere drinking is not negatively sanctioned. This, together with Straus &
Bacon's (1953) observation, would explain why the male and female Ss drank at
similar frequencies, Indeed, in those studies where a& variety of types of
colleges were sampled (private, public, nonsectarian, etc.), the incidence of
drinking averasged lower, and male/female drinking frequencies were more dis-
crepant. The present investigation supported previous studies also in the
finding that frequency of drinking by students was not excessive. In this and
other studies, average drinking frequency was approximately once a month,
Degrees and frequencies of inebriation reported in this study were alsc in
agreement with past research, none of these states occurring in excess -- on thﬁ
average.

With respect to the incidence of problem drinking among college students,
the present investigation confirme previous findinge in its assesement of very
few endorsements to sccial complicetions due te drinking. Straus & Bacon's
(1653) conclusion for these results could apply here:s drinking is a custom;
the individual's drinking behavior largely reflects the hehevior problems of
his own social group. In addition, the fact that the university investigated ir
the present investigation does not negatively sanction drinking lends support
to the hypothesis that deprivation increases drive; i.e., students at tory!
schools have been involved in drinking-related problems more often than studentq

of colleges with a wore liberal attitude toward drinking. One finding shown by
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past research is that the earlier a child is exposed to the taste cf alcohol,
the less likely will be the cccurrence of a drinking problem -- again, the
underlying rationale teing that deprivation increases drive, "Early" ages of
alcohol exposure reported were 2-3 years (1olli et al., 1958; and Snyder, 195E€)
among Jewish and Italian-American families, while highest rates of alcohol
addiction have been found among children who were denied alcohol until ths age
of 21 (Bales, 19623 and Glad, 1947). In the present study, the mean age at
which Ss first tasted alcohol was 9.l] years, snd evidence of serious drinking-
related problems was not found.

That drinking patterns are related io a host of demographic variables was
indicated by the many low but significant correlations between demographic and
orinking variables., The significance of the correlstion coefficients showed the
probable presence of the relationships, and the small size of these figures
indicated that each one of the demographic variables was accounting for only a
small percent of the total veriance. This phenomenon supports a multi-
dimensional approach to the subject, wherein an individual's drinking pattern
ie considered a function of many inter-related factors and cannot be traced to
only a few, discrete, sources.

Straus & Bacon (1953) noted that a student is more likely to drink if hie
family income is high, and more likely to abstain if his family income is low.
In the present investigation, the only such relationship found significant was
between family income and female Sg' drinking patterns -- namely, the higher
their family's gross income, the higher their degree and frequency of drinking.
One possible explanation for this is that male college students more frequently

have jobs which provide them with extra income, and they cen therefore afford
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to buy alcohol regardless of extent of financial dependence upon parents.
Femgle students, on the other hand, might be able to buy alcohol only if they
can obtain money from their parents.

Regarding parental drinking behavior, Straus & Bacon (1953) stated that
"the influence of parental drinking practicee upon those of sons and deughters
cannot be stressed too strongly." The findings in the present investigation
are in agreement with this statement -- correlations between Ss' frequency of
drinking and reported frequencies of parental drinking being significantly
positive. However, it must be stressed again that the size of the correlations
indicate that parental drinking factors account for only & small percent of the
variance of Ss' drinking practices; parental influence can be considered as only
one factor among many in determining the components of an individual's drinking
bshavior.

With respect to the religious variable, many studies have shown that the
proportion of abstainers iz much lees among Catholics than among other religiou%
groups (Kmupfer, 1961; Maxwell, 1952; McCarthy, 19563 and Straus & Bacon, 1953),
The religious variable was controlled for in the present study by including onl;
Catholic Ss. Total abstention was reported by only 3% of the sample in this
study. In light of this, it is interesting to note that church attendance was
negatively related to amount and frequency of drinking, frequency and degree of
inebriation, and number of friends who drink. This appears rather puzzling
since religious reasons for not drinking were given minimal importance in
comparison to other reasons for abstsining, and since one wmight not expect
church attendance to influence the drinking patterns of members of a religion

which does not negatively sanction drinking. The only explenation this
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investigateor can offer is that church attendance might reflect a trait or
characteristic other than religiosity -- such as a need for structure, order,
compulsiveness, etc. Indeed, this investigator did find that the ZPPS person-
ality variable of n Ord was negatively related with degrees and freguencies of
drinking habits, and positively related to church attendance.

Regarding sex differences in drinking patterns among college students,
studies have generally indicated that drinking is more frequent among males
than among females. The present investigation found no significant sex
differences regarding frequency of drinking, although it did confirm past
research with respect to males' greater average intake, greater frequency and
extent of inebriation, and higher incidence of social complications related to
drinking. As mentioned above, the lack of sex differencez in drinking
frequency might be related to the liberal attitude toward drinking by the
university, &s well as to religious sanctions concerning alcohol. A greater
gimilarity between the sexes here should not be surprising in light of the
previous findinge that in those colleges where drinking wes wmost prevalent, the
incidenca of drinking among women came closest to approximating that for wmen.
This indirectly supports the broader interpretation that where drinking
sanctions are strongest, their effectiveness is much greater for women than for
men. Applying this interpretation to sex differences that were found in the
present study, one would expect that those drinking practices most negatively
sanctioned for women by society would be observed less among women than among
men., This expectation was found in this study. It follows that females who
exhibit drinking patterns in excess of society's norms are, in a certain sense,

'deviants! of society in a way that males are not, since society does not label
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similar behavior on their part as inappropriate. One might suspect a particulay
personality pattern for these 'deviant' drinking females -- this is discussed
more fully later.

Lith respect to college class differences, the present investigetion is
in accord with previous findings in that the incidence of drinking increases
with each college year, In addition, & widespread finding in this study was
that freshmen differ significantly from sophomores, jJuniors, and seniors on a
number of drinking variables., Generally, it seems that drinking practices in
college by and large ere specific to the institution, taking on increasing
importance and relevance to college life as one becomes embedcad within the
university structure. This interpretation would fit with Straus & Bacon's
(1953) hypothesis that drinking patterns -- while related to earlier environ-
ment -~ typically reflect one's current situation to an increasing degree.
Regarding number of close friends whe drink, the vpresent investigation
ragve:"ed & strong positive relationship tetween amount and frequency of drinking
and the number of drinking friends ons had. This supperts Strsue & RPacon's
(1953) finding concerning drinking practices among friends.

Regarcding drinking setting, Straus & Bacon (1953) found that most drinking]
by college women occurs in mixed groups, while men -- in addition to drinking
in mixed social groups -~ drink even more frequently in all-male fellowships.
The same resulis occurred in the present investigation. It was alsc found here
that more exireme degrees of inebriation in males occur more often in all-male.
fellowehips, and more extreme degrees of inebristion in females cccur more often
in mixed groups. This ties in with the general notion that drinking among

[college students ie a sccial phenomenon, and with the interpretation that
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females are taught to pursue mixed groups in order teo feel 'social!, while
males have been taught to feel quite comfortable in all-male groups where they
are permitted to behave with less inhibitions.

With respect to why college students drink, the present investigation
incorperated personality test results -- as well as directly asking Ss to rate
importance of reascns for drinking -- in an attempt to narrow the gap in this
milti~dimensional area, Fesults of this study concerning reported importance
of reasonsg for drinking yielded findings almost identical to those of Straus
& Bacon (1$53); both studies found *enjoyment of taste!, 'to comply with
custom', 'to relieve fatigue or tension', and 'to get high' as the most impor-
tant reasons for drinking. The next most important reason for drinking found
in the present investigation was 'for a sense of well being', while in Straus
& Bacon's (1953) study it was *to get along better on dates'. Straus & Bacon
(1953) felt that the first four reasons, together with 'tc get along better on
dates', have primarily a sccial connotation and are of greater importance than
those suggssting primarily 2 psychelogical motivation. The present investiga-
tion certainly found social factors to be important. One such indication is
the observation that the reasons for not drinking decreased markedly in
importance after the Freshman year -- supgesting that college environment
strongly influences one's reasons for drinking. Another indication is the
observation that those EPPS personality characteristice found significantly
related to drinking are primarily of a social nature; n Agg and n Het were
found to be positively related to drinking practices (frequency, amount, ete.),
[vhile n Nur was negatively related to drinking variables. These three needs

reflect modes of dealing with people, n Agg generally referring to angry,
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hostile reactions toward others, n Yet referring to the need of partaking in
various activities -- sexual or otherwige -- with members of the opposite sex,
and n Nur referring to a need for doing things for others. Kalin, MeClelland,
& Kahn (1965) found higher levels of physical apgression and sexual thoughts
among college males who drank heavily, and Astin (195€) observed that students
in collegee where the rate of drinking is relatively high are more argpumenta-
tive, independent, and competitive. OUne conclusion that might be drawn fron
all of these results is that college atudents who claim the need to express
their feelings and impulses outwardly endorse higher levels of drinking
practices., This interpretstion receives further support firom the findings of
the present investigation that thoce college students who indicsted greater
needs for contrel and self-abasement (n Ord and n Aba, respectively) also
reported lower degrees of drinking (frequency, amount, etc.). Also, such
traits seem more characteristic of how a person related to himself rather than
to others., Separate analyses for the sexes generally pointed to the same type
of picture, although it was more clear-cut ‘n the females. Many of the relation
ships between personelity variables with drinking hebits and reported reasons
for érinking lost significance for the meles. In ganeral, the twe relation-
ships that did hold up for the males were the negative relationships between
n Ord and n Het with reasons for not drinking. The pattern which emerged for
the females showed that the more a female S drank, the hicher were her nseds for
autonomy and hetercosexuality, and the lower were her needs for defersnce anc
endurance. One general conclusion that might be drawn from the above is that
since drinking is not a particularly unusual practice for males, no clear-cut

ricture of the average drinking man's personality as it incorporates a variety

]
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of personalities, fociety has notl consicdered drinking to be a8 commen a
rractice for femsles, however, so one would expect scme type of commonality in
the personaglities cf femsles who drink ~- in the form of independence, self-
assertion, autonomy, lack of deference, etc. -- this personality pattern
becoming more extreme with more exireme degrees of drinking.

In sum, even though this study used a relatively large rample from a
homogeneous group, the results of the present investigation seem to corresponc
to previous investigations with respect to: 1) incidence of alcohcl consump-
tion on college campuses in the United States; 2) incidence of problem drinking
among college students; 3) drinking norms and their relationship to demographic
variables; and i) reasons for drinking in college. Additionzl hypotheses were
offered regarding reasons for drinking. Most of the significant correlations
found in this study were low, each accounting for very little of the variance,
These results would support the theory that an individual's drihking pattern is

mlti-determined, and mast be attributed to a number of inter-related factors.




CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

A survey of the literature was made on drinking patterns of college
students, with specific attention being paid to personality characteristics
associated with various drinking patterns. The Zdwards Personal Preference
Schedule (EPPS) and a drinking questionnaire were administersed to 50 Caucasian,
Catholic, undergraduate students (4O male and LD female) at each year level
(Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, and Senior) enrolled in psychology classes at
Loyela University.

Results showed: 1) very high incidence of drinking; 2) very low
incidence of problems related to drinking; 3) relationships between drinking
practices anc past environmental variables; L) relationships between drinking
practices and college environment; and, 5) certain perscnality characteristics
~-- especially for females -- associated with drinking patterns., A milti-

[¢imensicnal approach was taken to account for some of these findings.
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APPENDIX I
NATIONALITY OF S8 BASED ON BOTH PARENTS

Nationality Frequency
Polish/Polish L8
Irish/Irish L6
Irish/German L6
Italian/Italian 18
German/German 16
German/French 16
French/Irish/German 16
Irish/English 15
Irish/Italian | 12
Polish/German 11
Fussian/Russian 9
Polish/RFussian 8
Irish/Polish 7
German/Italian 7
German/English 6
14 thuanian/1i thuanian 6
Spanish/Spanish 4
Other 29
Total 320

113

4 of Total N

15%
4%
1L%
6%
5%
5%
5%
5%
L%
3
3%
3%
2%
2%

2%
2%

1%
o%

100%
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APPENDIX II
rLEASE ~- ANSVER EVEBRY ITEMiii .
Whet is your age (as of last birthdey)? (ié a _e_) X = 19.73 - Sd = 1,83

GUESTIONNAIRE : R

What is your recc (chock onc)? Caucasian X Nogroid ; liongolian R

What 18 your sox (checlk onc)? ialo Female

What is your rcligion? Catholic

What is your nationclity? (o.g. lother is Scotch & Iriah, Father is Fronch
& German) See_Appendix I

whet country wcre you born in? -

Narital status (ecicck one): marricd ___; single ; scparated ;
divorced ___; w:.dowcd e

" Permanent residencc (check one):

city (500,000 or more) (3) -
suburb of a city (2] X=2,39 8D =0,73
town (500,000 or less) {1) : :

What typc of dwelling do you pcrmencntly reside-in (check one)?

cwiecd nouse . D e _15%.
rcnted hious — ..57:"’.
owncd apurtmont (co-op, condomlmum, ote.) .
rented epertacent - - - 15%

other (pleasc spocify)

when not ettending school, with whom do you permanently live . (check one)?
both porents 7%
motncr only 10%
fatiacr only 2%

ssouse 3%
other (plecse soccify)' _8%

While attending school, whorc erc you living (chcck onc)?

fraternity or sorority housc
dormitory
pcrmancnt rcsidonce (c.g

: _ If fathcr: ibéﬁ no iong;ér living, how long has
hc beon dececascd? X'= 51,12 8D = 6,64 ?(clasaea) = 947

13, iiow old is your mother? (If wother is no 1onzor living, how long haa

sho boen deccascd? Sx 48.52 8D = 6.50 I'(claaaeu)- 12,08%%.

Significance: * ,05
s* .01

Tt

(-



m ol

14, Indicate the occupetional ectogory of your fathcr end o‘ your mo*”cr by
cheeking the cppropriute category for 'Faticr' and for ‘ilother'. (IFf your
motiacr is & houscwifc, homemekor, ctc., chock: (11) Zocping houso)

Father i.0ther |
. (deleted)
(1) Frofossionul, tcochnical, end related worl
(c.z. physician, 1auycr, tcacnor, cnginecer, (12)
accountant), : :
(2) Farm owncrs, farm mancgors. | (11)

(3) ianagers, officials, and prourictors, cxcept
form (e.g. owner or wmencger of supermarkct,
furniturc store, hotel, department storc, cto.) {10)

(4) Clcricel, scles, and rclated work (c.g. book-
kcepcer, salcswan or selcswomen in dopurtmont
storc, insurencc sclesuen). (o)

(5) Craftemen, forecmen, end rclatod work (o.g.
lithogrepher, furniturc upholstecrer, wachinist,

forczen in factory). : (8) -
: X=90,39
(6) Cpcratives end related work (c.g. machine opera= C e , .
tor, truci: driver). ¢ . 8D = 4,08

(7) rrivatc houschold workers (o.v. maid, butler, , _
chcuffeur, zardener, ctc.) () .

(8) 3crvice worizers oxccpt private houschold (c.g.
building waintenance, nurso's aide, clecvator - —

operctor, woitross, cook in restaurant, ctc.) (5)
($) Form laborers .“f o j ()
(10) Ladorcrs o N o (3)
(11) Kecping housc § | ' ' | .(2)
(12) Students , . o _ A(1)

(13) Others (those who crc permenently uncble to work,
retired pcople, voluntarily idlc, and pcople who

work lcss than 15 hours a week). (i'of item)

| IR

15, Docs your fathcr work steady? Yes _22%_ - No 5%‘ Docsn't work ' 2%
16. Docs your mothcr work steady? Yes . o - Doosn'’ t worlk (deleted)

17. what is your family's gross annucl incomo (chacek one)?

under ..5,000 . _LL). X = 2,78
%5,000 - 10,000 (2) ‘ .

'+ 10,000 - 315,000 (%) 8D = 0.89
¢15,000 or over = _(4)

sit




18, Within the lcst yoar, how often aave you atucﬁch cnurch (a"nc~ovuc, ctc )
on tuc averege? (chcok one)

/
once & weok
more tihnn oncec a week
lcas tacn once & week
necver o

Y 2.78

EEEE

19, dow ofton do you dctc, on tho cverege? (ehcek onc)

once o week
morce than.oncc a week
twicc &« month

~oncc & month

~1cses than oncc a wonth
ncver

L

.x. - 4.22
SD = 1.76 ’ ‘
F(class) = 5,06%%

EEpERp

20. Arc you proscntly going stcady with somconc? (check onc)

Yes
o

Don't deote ]Qz

21, Is the person with whom you are going stcody rcesidine in another city or
stuto, 80 that you crc unable to go out with him/her too ofton? (check ono)

(deloted)
YCS ] . )
Don't go stocdy
22. Lo you cver smoke? - oL : ot
' Yos 48%. : 4 _ - o)
No 52% N ) .
23, What do you smokc? (chcek as many as cpply to you)
cigarcttes __31% cigarettés & cigars 5 '
cigars 1% cigarettes & pipes 4% - . : —
pipos %% ciggrs & pipes 1% o .
don't smoko _51% all 3 : §§ —

24, Indicate how mony cigercttes, cigars, and/or pipc tobacco rcfills you use :
. dey:s , —
rating:(1-4) cigarotics X = 0.63; SD = 0.89; F(class) = 3.24*
cignrs X = 0,09; SD = 0.40; F(aex) = 15,38%» L
. o pipc tobacco refilla = 0.25, D = 0.95. F(sex) - 220‘*8”

il

25. Wact typo-of high scaool did you attond? (caock ono)

puolic , 14%
perochial/ell boys 40
parcchicl/all girls
p.rooaicl/co-cducctionnl 11

26. what was your toicl grede average in high school? (chock onc)
A - 0 '

(1) (3) . -
4= or 3+ _(6) C-or D+ (2) gD- 5;5?
3 (5) Dor less (1) = 1,10

O\

B~ or O+ (4) o o T ~ F(sex) = 27.43%»




27. Is the everage grado &s reported above o falr indicction of your ability?
(cheelk ono) _ '
I4 grossly under-represcnts my ability - .
It slightly undcr-represcnts my cbility X =270 y
It is ¢ fair rcprescntation of my cbility 8D = 0,80.
It slightly over-represcnts my cbility — F(sex) = 23,00%*
It grossly ovcr-represcnts my ability ‘

95908

28, Whet is your major in college? (It docs not have to reflcet your finel
dccision) (cheek one) ' ‘
(deleted)
- So fer, vy intended major is ’
As yct, I have no iden

— N G SNt GUn S e NS GE aEn D e G G e

P

29. 4t this point, what do you plan s your futurc occupction? (ehcel ono)

At this point, my intonded occupation 3a _  _(deleted) _
I em a8 yet rather undocided _ '

. -a

o e

30, approximctcly how old wero you wicn you first tasted sowc elcoholic
beverege?, (£ill in onc) - '

I was epproximately _ _years old. SD = 4,19
I hcve nover tasted any alcoholic bovorago.

31, Did you cver tastec an alcoholic chcrﬁgc before the age of 117 (chock onc)

Ycs 74%
No .2620

32, If you ncver tcstod cn alcoholic beveraze beforc the age of 11, was it

H
beeausc (check onc =---omit if did teste alcohiolic beverage before 11): L
Your parcnts didn't allow it. (deleted) -
You just ncver hed the desire. .
__ Other (bricfly explain) _ _ _ o o o o o o e e e |
33. What clcoholic beveragzos did you taste boforc ege 111 (check appropriate , =
boxous): " , .
9%. wino wine & beer_15% wine & liquor::%% : f T
14% beer beer & liquor__ 9% all 3 - A : ==

6% liquor (c.g. zin, Scotch, bourbon, vodkz, toquila, rum, ctc. ==
cither streight, in high bulls, cgg nog, otc.) :
_1% others (c.g. after~dinner drinks such as creme do montho,
: Bencdictine, Drambuic, creme dc cacco, cte.)
27% ncver tostod any alcoholic beverage boforo age 11

34. Under whot circumstancos did you taste alcohol beforc cge 117

L47% ocensioncl sips

_4% a8 an cxperiment or a jolko

_3% as & mcdicine A

19% cs port of o rogudar family (social or rcligious) custom or
proctice ‘

21%ncvor tusted clcohol before ago 11

< 1% other (pleasc spoeify) - .




Wi |

35.

37,

36,

39

4o,

41,

If you h.d ¢n cleoholic bevcruge before age 11, wes it with the knowledgo
end cpprovel of your p.rent(s)? (chcek onc)

92% Yes
8% _ o
acver tusted wlcohol before wge 11

If you tecstcd an aleoholie bevercge beforc cze 11, did you like it ct the
time, os fir cs you can remember?  (check Onr)

39% Yea
%9% No
%‘__ﬁ no particulor recction onc way or cnotacr
___ ncver tested aleoholie bevercges before age 11

at ony onc sitting, did you drink . grecter cmount of &n clcoholic

. the same zmount
(deleted) . L c smcller cmount
(ncver drenk)

beverage in high school then whon you were in gremmer school? (check one of
tbove four choices)

at cny onc sitting, during thc timc you've been in college, have you drunk
& greoter cmount of an clcoholic boveragze than whon you worec in
tac samc cmount ‘
o smcller cmount . (deleted)

(ncvor drink)

high school? (check onc of abovo four choices)

Did you drink alcoholic bovcrugoa —__morc frcquently in high school
o . just cs frcqucntly
(deleted) : . lces frcqucntly

" (never, drank)

rntestn

hen in grammar school? (check onc of cbove four choicces)

Since you've been in collcge, hove you drunk clcoholic beverages
(4) worc frcquently thon in high school? (check onc of the four choices)
Just &s frequently - .
2) lcss frequently X = 3,40 SD = 0,93
(ncver drink) F(class) = 25.75*‘

If you tastcd somc zleoholic beverage after age 11, where did you have tho
first drink? (check onc) _2? own home
S “Z% ncver tasted clcohol after cge 11
2%% homeo of pmrcnts' fricnd(s)
16% home of your own fricnd
__1% scaool
4% rcstourcnt, tQVcrn, or bar
_0% night cludb
_;ﬁgcar
_1% private cludb
__jgothcr (plcuac spccify)

811

‘| L




RILILL

Aa.

.45.

by,

45,

46,

47.

During tiac last school yccr, approximatcly how often did .you hove cny
alcoholic bevernge? (cheek onc)

1) never ‘ X = 3.22
{2) 1-5 times during the school year :
{3) 6-12 timcs during the school yerr 8D = 1,25
2-4 timcs = month ‘
(5) 2-3 days « weck F(class) = 9,37*

(6) 4 or moro drys o weck

During thc lost school yeor, how much beer did you consume it ony onc
sitting —- on thc avercge? (check onc) L

{1) never h:d beer lest year X = 2,57
{2) 1 beer

(3) 2-3 beers SD = 1,%0
{4) 4-5 beers:

{5

6 or more F(aex) = 41,71%%

During thc lcet school yeor, what wns the moximum cmount of beor you
consumcd &t cny onc sitting? (check onc) . -
{1) never had beer last yeor X = 3,30
2) 1 beer

E

{3) 2-3 beors ‘ SD = 1,98 °
{4) 4-5 beers
(5) 6-7 bocrs . F(sex) = 58,43%»
:((% 8-S beers

10 or more

During tno lust school ycur, how much wine did you consumec ot cny onec
sitting -- on thc cverege?  (check onc)

(1) ncver had wine last yeor X = 2,26

(2) 1 glcss ’ -

. {3) 2-3 glosses - 8D = 0.99
4-5 glosscs F(class) = 5,91%*
6 or morg’ F(sex) = 7.04%+

During the last school ycur, whnt wes the moximum cmount of wine you
consumcd ¢t wny onc sitting? (chcck onc) o -
: (1) ncver h:d wine luet year X = 2,62
(2) 1 gless ’
(3 }'-::-5 gleascs 7. 8D = 1,73
(4)4-5 glusscs
(5) 6-7 glcsscs
(6) 8-9 glrssce
(1) 10 glassos o

v

During the lost school yonr, how meny drinks of liquor did you consume at
cny ono sitting -~ on tihc cverege? (consider ¢ drink of liquor s cither
¢ shot, high bcll, mixod drink, cte.)

- (1) ncver had o drinz of liquor lgst yeer

{2) 1 drink of liquor X = 2,96
2-~3% drinks of liquor SD =« 1.%%
(4) 4~5 drinks of liquor Flolass) = 4,68%*

"~ (5) 6 or morc drinks of liquor

F(class) = 4,71%%

61T
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52, fow meny times have you over pasacd out aftcr drinking aome alcoholicﬂf

48, During the lcet school ycur, whot wos the m=Ximum cmount of liquor you
eonsumcd ot any onc sitting? (check onc)

(1), ncver hed ¢ drin't of liquor last yeor

(2). 1 drink of liquor X =

(3). 2=3 drinks of liquor SD m. ?.gg

(4). 4~5 drinlks of liquor Fclass) = 5,17%#
(5) 6-7 drinks of liquor Flsex) = 7.17‘*

8-9 drinks of liquor
10~11 drinks of liquor
(8). & bottle or morc (1/5, or 4/5 - quert) of liquor

49, How many timcs htve you cver been high? (i.c. increcsed geicty, slight
fuzzincss of pcrcoption, giddy, light-hecded, cte.,) ‘cheek ono.

(1) never X = 2,61
1-5 times -
£2) 6-6-15 timce _ 8D = 1.3
__(_A_)‘l ~50 .times F(cla 8) m 5,15%»
__(_5_) 51-—100 timcs : F(gex; ).12 ?2’.

(5)100 or morc times

50. How many times hove you ever been tight? (i.c. physiczl unstccdincss,
slurring of words, ovcrly fricndly or utggressive, slight ncwson, loss of
control over socizl emenitics, cte. ) chcek onc.

never - 1,
féj 1-5 timcs ;% - ;.;g
{2) 6-15 timcs
CBIERE e se
_@&)100 or morec timcs. ‘

Ole now meny timcs heve you cver been drunk? (i.c;lloss of control in ordinery

physicel cetivitics, inability to rcspond to rcictions of others,
overutopping ooeinl expcotrncics short of complctc p~951nz out) cheek one.

never x = 1,54

{1)

12) 1T time . SD = 0.96

{3) 2-5 timos o

fé% 6-10 timcs - Fsex) = 14,70%
11-20 times . _ .

{6) morc than 20 times

beverage? check one.

EE@-:#

3.5 timos
{5) 6-10 timos
'(é).mcrc than 10)t1mca

0et
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53. Undcr what circumstonces do you beoome
choicds)

-23% ncver become high

<1% during thec wock, when

_2% during thc weck, when

1% during thc weck, when

on tho wock-end, whcen

on tac weck-ond, when

on ‘tho wock-cnd, when

Q@EBL

54, Under whut circumstchce do you bccomc
choicc(s)

59@ ncver beecome tight
<1% durinz thc weck, whon
<1% Aduring thc wcolk, when
£1% during thc weck, when
<1% on the weck-cnd, when
21% on the weck~cnd, whon
26% on *thc weelk-cnd, when

1% other (ploasc specify)

55 Undcr what circumstonees do you become
choicc(a) )

64% ncver bocome drunlk
during the weck, when
during tiic wock, when
during thec wock, wacn

o3k

-+ 1% on thc weck-cnd, when
16% on thc weck-ond, when
17% on <ih: woock-end, when

- _1% othee {pictsc spocify)

other (plcusc spocify)

high most ofton? (choak cppropricte

by myscilf

with stmc~scxed fricnds
with oppositc-scxcd frionds
by nysclf

with scmc-soxcd friends
with oppositc~zoxcd friends

- Gme B e e G mme GV Gy D CAMe BB SN e MR G

tight moat of ten? (chock cppropricto

by mysclf

with. scmec~scxed fricnds
with oppositc~scxcd friends
by mysclf

with stme-scxod friends
with oppositc-scxed fricnde

——---—‘——~—~—-~--

drunl most often? (chock cpproprirta

by mysclf

with samc-scxed friends
with oppositc—-scxed fricends
by myseclf

with s:meo~scxed friconds
with oppositc~scxcd Iricnds

%6. Under what clrcum,tgnﬂcJ do wou pass out from cleohol most ofton? (chock

cppropricts choiccs)

8

ak

o

0% during the wcck, when
during the weck, when
during thc weck, when
en the weck-cnd, when
on the weele-cnd, when

on tuc weck-cnd, whon

3
- |afea
030 ()

el

57. If you livc on ccmpus or hevo yeur own

ciy kind of clcoholic boveroge 1n your
(chock ono)

267 iocs 59%

24% Yo 41%

40% Do wsv live on compus

58. Do you likc the fccliig of being high?

SL7% Yea
16% Yo

othor (plecse spoczfy)

room, ainco )

never paas out from drinking

by mysclf

with scme-scxcd fricnds
with oppositc-scxed fricnds
by nmysclf

with ecmec-scxed fricnds:
with oppositc-scxcd fricnds

apartmont

‘or own tprrtmcnt

/chcck onc)

20% Never beon high e

et
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29

60,

61,

62,

63.

64, .

Do you like thc fccling of boing tight? (chock onc)

23% Yes
29%_ No
48% Vever been tirat

Do you like the fceling of being drunk? (cheek onc)

4nics

% No
__éuz’\trvc,r been drunk

tiow often do ycu ::_-ct high ¢fter yeu stert drinking? (chock onc)

ncver drinlk X = 3,76
(2) drinlk, but ncver gct high  SD = 1,67
rarcly get high
(4). cbout 1/4 of thc timo - E(sex) = 5.,61%
). about 1/2 of tiac time '
(6) cbout 3/4 of thc tinc -
(7). clmoat alwrys

dow oftcn do you gct tizht ofter you stort drinking? (chock one)

(1)ncver drink

_(2)drink, but ncver zct tigat T =2.70
rorely xot tight " SD = 1,14

4)zbout 1/4 of the time '

cbout 1/2 of the tioe F(sex) = 13,08%*

6)obout 3/4 of the timo

c.lmost clwiys

Szaces

idow often do ycu get drunk cf'ter yocu stcrt drinlkcing? (c rock ono)

el

(1) nover drink X = 2,23

- (2) drink, but ncver gct drunk  SD w 0.76

(3). rorcly get drunk o -

cbout 1/4 of tac time - F(sex) - 6 96”
zbout 1/2 of the time

cbeut 3/4 ef the time

almost "lw*ya

EEEE

% L Ly

Heve you cver tnken sonmc clcohol:.c chOngc on & night beforc on exem?

( chock ono)
20%. Yca

_3% ncv‘,r teotod cny o.lcoholio bevorcvc atell

How oftcn have yeu tcken on tleohelie bcvcrc.go on ¢ night bcforc an cxem?
(chcek onc)
' (1) never drink at all
(2) ncver drenle on the night before an exe
(3) 1-3 tince
(4) b4=7 timcs . X a 2,21
(5). 8-12 timcs .~ sbw=0.8
(6) 135 or mere tipcs

F(class) = 3,01*




Ll

. ...'.-

WO LUW OTtor litve you teolien on clcoholic bevorage soon wfter on cxem was ovor
(i.c. immediztely ofter the cxem, tact night, cte,)?  (chock onc)

(1) nover drirk at all ’ E'. 2.89
(2) never drenk efteoy on oxen SD = 1,46

{3) 1-3 tiwes

{4 tes - F(class) ='5,20%%

% Tt e F(sex) ~ =15,08+» | |
nes ‘ | :

{7) 17-25 tinmcs - o o

- {8) 26 timcs or morc
67. From whet sourcc do yeu get thc moncy to buy aléoholic beverages?(check onc)

8% ncver drink at cll :
L40% . only drink when othcrs buy (c.g. partics, privote home, cte.)
13%._ bircnte '

jeb
<1%_. scholcrship mency
<1%. otacr (pl:icsc spooify)

68, Hcs cithor or both of yeu: pr.ronts cver forbidden you to drink? (chock onc)

17% Yce : . - i ' | : .
83% Yo
69. Docs cither or both ef your porents now forbid yeu to drink? (cheek onc)
92 Fo .. el et ey
70. Out of your 5. closcst fricnds, hew meny drink? (cheek onc) _ .
. . R R . AT B . n
L0 e 3 X = 3,84 Fgclaaa) = 10,88%» e
I P SD = 1,52 F(eex) = 9,86%»
2 415 F(cXs) = 3,74%

71e For cich of the following;posaiblc rozsons for drinking, check the cpproprictoe -
_ degrce of importcnee which 1het recson hos for you =e be surc to mcke cn  ———
‘ cotry for cacn item (If you don't drink ct cll, leave this qucstion blenk);

“*% .SBE" B T, Co Lt —
REASON_FCR_DRINKING SRR TAPLE B DEGRIE_OF INPORTANGE,_ —
.+ %11 _CONSIDERABLE SOME ~ RONE
. .' RERTIESR ALK (5)‘ ARR RN TN §2) et ( 1 ) ‘14":.‘.-" .y
Ss beccuse of cnjoyment of ‘tasto A oo ;
b. to couply with custom Lo R ' ‘
G« to rclicve fatiguc or tcnsion ;. . =
de to get high T L L ol T
c. to gct along better on detes oo
f+ to get nlong bettor with mombera,of .. .y ¥ SRR o
.your own scx e ‘ '
+ to forget discppointments . e
he in order not te be shy : S
i. to rclicvo illncss or physiesl dincomfort o
jo .for a scnec of woll-being oo o L gl A R S 3
k. to get tight ' SR . g ;
1. cs an cid in meoting criscs, problems, . .. . S R o
feeing challenges, ote, - ' ; ot SRR

(cont'd on next pego)
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1. o get drunk
n. in order not to feel lonely

Qe

p. other (please speclfy)

T e My G s dem G WA G e G W e G G G e

Qe
bv
C.
d.

" e,

f.
g.
h.
i.
Je
k.
i,
Me

73.

Th.

76,

X-
SD =

(REASO.T FOR_FRIVKIIG) | (DEGRES_OF' TiiPORLATE. ). . °»
COSIDAFUBLE ~ SOHE ~ ¥
(3) ()"

om—

to facilicate sbudying

IH
1]

For each of the following possible reasons for not drinking, check the
ayproorlbate degree of importance vhich that reason has for you -- be

sure o malke an entry for cach.item. ° (If 'yoéu drink“at all, leave this
section blank.): SEE TABLE 9

REASON FOR NOT DRINKING . DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE

- man e e G WM GNP AW s fum Yme e L i I W N T

CONSIDERABLE SOM NOWE

75') D)

,J

don't like the taste of it

makes me sick

detrimental to my general health
contrary to my religious training

I think it's immoral

I pledged not to drink

parents or friends disapprove

bad experience of someone else

can't afford it

interferes with participation in sports
friends never use it

have lost control of drinking in the past
other (please specify) -

lvllllllllllllﬁ
T

Would it make much difference to you if alcohol weren't such an integral
part of college life? (check one)

5 Yes
% No

1% I don't think that alcohol is such an integral part
of college life :

Has your father ever taken an alcoholic beverage?uvz-,_}-
97% Yes
2%» No .
1% I don't know ‘

Has your mother ever taken an alcoholic beverage?

95% Yes
5% No
i% I don't know

on the average, how often have you seen your father take a drink?

(check one) e
4,20 . (2) 1-5 times dnring the year ey ) 2-3 days a week
. 4 ‘or more days a week
, never :

1.6 (z) 6-12 times during the yaar
> ‘(&) 2-L times a month i

21




7.

78.

79+

80.

81.

82.

83.

8'( v

85.

86.

87.

On the average, how often have
a drink? (check one)

{2)1=5 times during the year
(3)6-12 times during the year
(4)2= times a month

Have you ever seen your father

53% Yes
L Wo

Have you:irever

%07% Yes
61% No

Have you everx

35% Yes
g5 No

Have you eveur

14% Yes
&6% No

Have you ever

22% Yes

8% o

Have you ever

6% Yes
Gz No

Teevn, yum avor

8% Yes

9% No

Have you ever

2% Yes
Q8% No

seen

soeoen

gooun

seen

seen

asan

.aeen

your

youv

youwr

your

your

.your

your

-~

mother

fathor

mobLhwax

father

mother

father

mother

you seen your motaer take

li or more days a wook SD « 1,48
never F(sex) = 4,66"

high?

%2-3 days a weok X = 3.3

high? . : | '
tight?
tigb?
drunk?v

drunk?. T

pass out from drinking?' ff

pass out from drinking?

Has your father ever been hospitalized for alcoholism or

some related disease

_ (e.g. alcoholic gestritis, cirrhosis,
peptic ulcer associated with drinking, dellirium tremens,

alcoholic pancreatitis, alcoholic heart disease, etc.)?

47 Yes
gLz, No

27 I don't know

Has your mother ever been hospitalized for alcoholism or
some related disease (see above examples)?

<_1% Yes ~ '
Q9% Mo

21
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90. Which clcoholic beverage decs ( or did, if doccruod) drca your mo tiow

1‘;95. dove. you over 1ost fricnda or dcmrgod friendohipa a L3 rcauit of drinking

v

88, Hes cither of your perents missed ¢ day (or more) of worlz &g o rosult
of drinking?

1520 YCS

83% No
3% I don't know

89. Wwhich tleohiolic beverage decs (or did) your fother drink most ofton?

. _2% father never drinka (or ncver drank); wined liquer 1%
__8_%. vino ; wine & beer 1%
42% beor; beer & liquer _1%
42% liquor (i.c. gin, Scotch, bourbon, vodka, rum, ctce ==
cither straizht or mixed)
. 1% other (..f't.cr-dinnor drinks, ctc.)
_3% 1 don't know

’,

drink moast often?

5%_ mother never drinks ( or ncver drank)

'19%_ wine : &1% _ wine & beer
15%. beer : ' . 1% _ wine & liquer
497  liquor (acc sbove) - - K1%_Vbeer & liquer

6% other (soc rbovo)
47 1 don't know :

91. das cither of your p“rcnta cver bclongod to Alcoholics unonymoua or to
Alcnon? . .

ch

96%  WNo ST o
.1%_ .L don't know - .

92, Heve you cver bclom_z;cd to Alt‘.tccn? R

_0% Ycs _ ' o -
LQQ%NO..J ’ )

93. Hove you cver fcelt thet you were, crec, or might bcccmo,"dopcndont upon . ERE R
or cddicted to thc usc of aleoholic bevercges? . - —

_':\3%Y c3 ) ‘ . . . _—
__QQ%NO_ . L ) '
8&inybe

921

94, Hcs drinking some c.lcoholic_ bcvcrcgc cvor int“ rf'rc : preparction

for, or m. tsing, clnsaes
ch :
95% '\.o

3 c.lcoholic bcv::rcgcs?»

2% Yos
96% o




il

96, Hcve you cver been injurcd or in on cceident because of drinking on your
part? ' :
2% Yes
9% . o

97. Have you cver lost ¢ job, been nrrcsted, or gonc beforc high school or
collezec authoritics beetues of drinking clcohol?

Ycs
974 No
98. iave you over telkon an tleoholie beverege before going to sleep?
554 Ycs
457, o
99. Do you ovecr drink somc clecholic bovorage whilo you're otndying?
~17%Lcs |
_83iNo

[

100, - If you wish to mcke cny cormonta, fcol frce to. do sot

/
"

'YLEASE — MAKE SURE THAT YOU ANSWERED.

... EVERY QUESTION = .

Let
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