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ABSTRACT

ATTITUDES TOWARD ALCOHOL USE, ALCOHOL-CONSUMPTION
PATTERNS, AND THE ATTRITION OF FRESHMAN STUDENTS:
IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP?

By
Julia Haggin Bonkowski

The researcher’s purpose in this study was to examine attitudes
toward alcohol use and self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of
returning and nonreturning freshmen 17 to 20 years of age, enrolled
at a four-year public university. Independent variables examined in
relation to attitudes toward alcohol use and alcohol-consumption
patterns included demographics and selected life events. Several
reasons students left or did not return to the university were also
investigated.

The data were gathered using two 45-question anonymous survey
instruments designed by the researcher and administered to a random
sample of returning and nonreturning students between August and
December 1990. Of the sample of 203 returners, 78% responded; of
the 141 nonreturners, 46% responded. Data analysis was accomplished
by performing one-way MANOVA, ANOVA, t-tests, and chi-square.
Significance was determined at < .10.

Major findings were as follows: Both returners and

nonreturners shared similar attitudes toward alcohol use. They



Julia Haggin Bonkowski

tended to approve of 17 to 20 year olds drinking 5+ drinks once or
twice each weekend, did not have intentions of stopping or reducing
their alcohol consumption, and did not believe alcohol negatively
affected their academic performance. Returners consumed
approximately 5 drinks at one time more often than nonreturners and
were more likely to have an argument and/or a physical fight with
friends after drinking than nonreturners. Both returners and
nonreturners who drank approximately 5 drinks at one time were more
likely to miss a class. However, nonreturners were more likely to
earn less than a "C" on a quiz or an examination due to drinking.
Approximately 55% of the returners and up to 31.6% of the
nonreturners could be classified as moderate to heavy drinkers.
Males and students with lower ACT scores drank greater amounts more
often than other students. Approximately 15% of all the respondents
were identified as children of alcoholics (COAs). Not returning
because of financial problems was statistically significant for

nonreturning students identified as COAs.

Dissertation Director: Dr. Louis F. Hekhuis
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Attrition continues to be a widespread concern in American
higher education. Numerous researchers (Bean, 1980; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1980; Spady, 1970; Stoecker, Pascarella, & Wolfle, 1988;
Tinto, 1975) have indicated student persistence is multidimensional,
with the highest percentage of college attrition occurring during
the freshman year (Hodgkinson, 1987). Previous researchers have
focused on the relationship of students’ adjustment to a wide
variety of institutional and academic variables. However, Tinto
(1982) stated:

Individuals who withdraw from college often show levels of

academic performance that exceed those of the students who

persist. Rather than arising primarily from inadequate skills,
such withdrawals appear to arise from incomplete personal
integration into the intellectual and social mainstream of

institutional life. (p. 6)

Barton (1989) stated that approximately half of those who
enroll in baccalaureate programs never finish. On a scale of one to
five, Beal and Noel (1980) rated the four most important dropout-
prone characteristics for four-year public college students to be
"low academic achievement 4.41, 1limited educational aspirations

4.13, indecision about major/career goal 3.95, and inadequate

financial resources 3.53" (p. 45). Kemerer (1984) characterized



students as being at risk for dropping out if they are academically
underprepared, if they enroll as part time, if they stop out for a
term or a semester, or if they are adding and dropping courses more
than the average student. Based on the academic and social
integration elements of Tinto’s college attrition model, Wilder
(1989) defined commitment to college as (a) goal commitment that
reflects the student’s determination to finish college and (b)
institutional commitment, which refers to the student’s disposition
toward the particular college.

During the first year of the college experience, students are
exposed to unfamiliar philosophies, conflicting values, and new
freedoms. Gardner and Jeweler (1989) suggested that too much
freedom is the single greatest problem college students face. Among
24 types of decisions that college freshmen ponder are whether to
eat balanced meals or junk food and whether to use or not to use
alcohol. Although the literature has shown that drinking habits
have their foundation in the high school setting (Johnston,
0’Malley, & Bachman, 1986), use of alcohol during the college years
may have a significant influence on the college experience and,

possibly, freshman student attrition.

Statement of the Problem

Alcohol use has been endemic to American society since colonial
times. Following Prohibition, the quantity of alcohol consumed
continued to proliferate in the United States, as illustrated by an

increase of more than 30% since 1950 (Olson, 1985). During the



1970s, results of several studies indicated that alcohol use and
abuse among college students was a serious problem (Engs, 1977;
Gonzalez, 1978; Scheller-Gilkey, Gomberg, & Clay, 1979; Wechsler &
McFadden, 1979). For this subset of American culture, alcohol has
become the drug of choice (Boyer, 1987; Engs & Hanson, 1985; Greene,
1987). The primary reasons college students have found alcohol,
specifically beer, more tempting than other drugs include its taste,
the fact that alcohol is legal for those over 21, alcohol is
socially acceptable, and students believe that alcohol is 1less
damaging physically than other drugs (Greene, 1987; Kinnick, Genova,
Ogden, & Rodriguez, 1985).

In a report issued by the Miller Brewing Company (1984), misuse

was viewed as drunkenness, not alcoholism; according to one student,

"People who can’t handle it flunk out" (p. 3). Lavin (1980) implied—

that alcohol use is an accepted part of adolescence and that college
staffs should lessen their preoccupation with alcoholism because
consumption patterns in college are not a good predictor of eventual
alcoholism. Kaplan (1979, p. 31) reported on Fillmore’s 1975 pilot
follow-up study of students who were initially studied by Straus and
Bacon (1953). Fillmore had noted the following: 42% of the college
men studied had been identified as problem drinkers while in
college. Twenty years later (1973), only 17% were classified as
problem drinkers. However, there was a trend for the college women
studied to drink more heavily later in life (12%) than they had
while in college (11%).



In a study of high school students who were residents of a drug
rehabilitation center, there appeared to be a "strong 1linkage
between drug abuse and dropping out of [high] school" (Ayerve, 1989,
p. 3597-A). However, drug use, and specifically alcohol use and
abuse, has not been studied as a factor contributing to the
attrition of freshman college students.

A variety of characteristics that influence college-student
attrition are continually being studied. Institutions of higher
education are currently facing serious cutbacks in financial support
at both the state and federal levels, while operational expenses
steadily increase. The threat of fewer applicants to support the
weakened economic base puts pressure on college admini.strators to
focus on retention because insfitutiona] health during times of

declining enrollment may be measured by student retention.

Purpose of the Study

The researcher’s purpose in this study was to examine the
attitudes toward alcohol use and the self-reported alcohol-
consumption patterns of freshman students who were 17, 18, 19, or 20
years of age and who were enrolled at Ferris State University, a
four-year public university, for a minimum of 12 credits during Fall
Term 1989-90. Attitudinal and consumption variables were examined
in relation to selected demographic variables and selected life
events for returning and nonreturning students. A second purpose
was to examine perceptions about parental drinking and students’

reasons for leaving or not returning to Ferris. A third reason for



conducting this study was to examine selected variables in relation
to reasons students leave or do not return to Ferris State
University.

"Attitudes addressed included approval or disapproval of the
amount and frequency of alcohol consumption by friends/peers, the
wish for parents to drink less alcohol, and whether self-reported
alcohol use had an influence on the decision to return or not.to
return to Ferris during Winter Term 1989-90, Spring Term 1989-90, or
Fall Term 1990-91. Questions regarding consumption patterns related
to both peer and self-reported alcohol use. The demographic
variables were used to identify several attributes of the returning
and nonreturning students and also to screen respondents, assuring
the researcher the participants did fit within the parameters
outlined for the study. After many studies and several survey
instruments were reviewed, life events questions were designed to
focus on problems associated with alcohol use and abuse, and the
relationship of those problems to student attrition.

The data were gathered using two 45-question survey instruments
designed by the researcher. During the summer of 1990, one survey
instrument was sent via U.S. mail to a simple random sample of
Ferris State University nonreturning freshman students. The second
survey instrument was administered on campus to a random sample of
1989-90 freshmen who returned as second-year students for Fall Term

1990-91.



Research Questions

Examining the data base gave the researcher an opportunity to
pose a number of questions. The following research questions were
addressed in this study:

1. Is there a statistically significant difference in the
self-reported attitudes toward alcohol use and the self-
reported alcohol-consumption patterns between returning and
nonreturning Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90
freshmen?

2. Do the self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State
University freshman students toward alcohol use differ with
respect to:

a. selected demographic variables?
b. selected 1ife event variables?

The 13 dependent attitudinal variables of returning students
included personally trying 1 or 2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage,
taking 1 or 2 drinks nearly every day, taking 4 or 5 drinks nearly
every day, having 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend;
approval/disapproval of friends/peers trying 1 or 2 drinks of an
alcoholic beverage, taking 1 or 2 drinks nearly every day, taking 4
or 5 drinks nearly every day, having 5 or more drinks once or twice
each weekend; the number of friends/peers estimated to drink
alcoholic beverages; status of alcohol use as perceived among
friends/peers; personal feelings about status of alcohol use;
personal thought regarding reduction of alcohol use or abstention;
and negative effect of alcohol on personal academic performance.

The eight independent demographic variables for returning
students included school/college of enroliment, parents’ educational

level, Ferris honor point average, high school grade point average,



ACT composite score, ethnicity, age, and gender. The 13 independent
life event variables for returning students included the following:
getting into a physical fight after drinking, getting into an
argument after drinking, experiencing acquaintance/date rape after
drinking, having trouble with boss or fellow workers, having
difficulties of any kind with friends, having automobile accidents,
being criticized by a family member, having trouble with the police,
having an accident in the home or residence hall, missing a class,
earning less than a "C" on a quiz or examination, earning less than
a "C" for a class, and withdrawing from a class.
3. Do the self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State
University freshman students toward alcohol use differ with

respect to:

a. selected demographic variables?
b. selected life event variables?

The same 13 dependent attitudinal variables were used for the
returning and nonreturning students; they were listed under
Research Question 2. The seven independent demographic variables
for nonreturning students included parents’ educational level,
Ferris honor point average, high school grade point average, ACT
composite score, ethnicity, age, and gender. An additional
demographic variable, school/college of enrollment, was used only
for the returning students. The 13 independent 1ife event variables
for nonreturners were identical to those for the returners; they

were listed under Research Question 2.



4. Do the self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of
returning Ferris State University freshman students differ
with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables?
b. selected life event variables?

The eight dependent alcohol-consumption-pattern variables for
returning students were average number of beer drinks at any one
time, average number of wine or wine cooler drinks at any one time,
average number of liquor shots or mixed drinks at any one time,
frequency of drinking enough to feel pretty high, number of times
consumed 5 or more drinks in a row during last term at FSU,
approximate number of drinks per month during Fall 1989-90
enrollment, approximate number of drinks per month during Winter
1989-90 enrollment, and approximate number of drinks per month
during Spring 1989-90 enrollment. The eight independent demographic
variables and 13 independent 1life event variables for returning
students, which were identical for both Research Questions 2 and 4,
were listed under Research Question 2.

5. Do the self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of non-

returning Ferris State University freshman students differ

with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables?
b. selected life event variables?

The eight alcohol-consumption-pattern dependent variables for
nonreturning and returning students were the same; they were listed
following Research Question 4. The seven independent demographic
variables for nonreturning students were listed after Research

Question 3. The 13 life event variables for nonreturning students,



which were identical for Research Questions 2, 3, 4, and 5, were

listed following Research Question 2.

6.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the
Ferris State University freshman students’ self-reported
perception about the drinking behavior of their parents
between the returning and nonreturning freshmen?

Is there a statistically significant relationship between
the Ferris State University nonreturning freshman students’
reported perceptions about the drinking behavior of their
parents and the following reasons influencing the decision
either to drop or not return?

Transferring to another college university
Having financial difficulties

Being academically denied

Feeling peer pressure to drink alcohol
Personally using or abusing alcohol

Other

(1) Academic dissatisfaction

(2) Residence hall life

(3) Personal

-H® QO oW

Is there a statistically significant relationship between
the peer-pressure-to-drink-alcohol reason Fall Term 1989-90
freshman students left Ferris State University and the
following reasons influencing the decision either to drop
or not return?

Transferring to another college/university
Having financial difficulties

Being academically denied

Other

(1) Academic dissatisfaction

(2) Residence hall life

(3) Personal

Qoo

Is there a statistically significant relationship between
the personal-use-or-abuse-of-alcohol reason Fall Term 1989-
90 freshman students left Ferris State University and the
following reasons influencing the decision either to drop
or not return?

Transferring to another college/university
Having financial difficulties

Being academically denied

Other

(1) Academic dissatisfaction

(2) Residence hall life

(3) Personal

QaonooTe
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The research questions were investigated using an instrument
that explored the attitudes toward alcohol use, the alcohol-
consumption patterns of the returning and nonreturning students, and
the reasons students did not return to Ferris State University. A
limited amount of demographic information was collected, as well.
Survey responses were examined at less than the .10 level of
significance, using multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA),

analysis of variance (ANOVA), t-tests, and chi-square.

Significan h

Because the relationship between attitudes toward alcohol use
and alcohol-consumption patterns and freshman attrition was
examined, this study has added a new dimension to the conventional
attrition research literature. There appeared to be no published
study that had focused on alcohol as a major factor in freshman
student attrition, although a number of previous researchers concen-
trated on the alcohol-consumption patterns of college students
(Engs, 1977; Engs & Hanson, 1985; Hanson, 1974; Hilton, 1987; Straus
& Bacon, 1953).

Because the relationship between attitudes toward alcohol use
and self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns and the attrition of
Fall Term 1989-90 Ferris freshman students was examined, Ferris
administrators will be able to review the findings and compare them
with those of previous studies performed at the university. In the
April 1989 "Report to the Ferris State University Board of Control
Policy Subcommittee" (Ferris State University, 1989), a dropout rate
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of 38% of the freshmen from Fall 1987 to Fall 1988 was disclosed.
This high nonreturn rate may have been anticipated as tha 1988
incoming Ferris freshmen who were surveyed through the Cooperative
Institutional Research Program (CIRP) (Astin, 1988) indicated they
were 4% less likely to expect satisfaction with their college than
the national four-year public college and university norm
(Kowalkoski & Swartz, 1989). In addition, patterns of responses to
the CIRP survey revealed Ferris freshmen had lower positive academic
behaviors and higher alcohol-consumption patterns than the national
four-year college or university norm. Additional information
regarding the relationship of alcohol to the attrition process may
prove beneficial when allocating resources and refining future
retention strategies at Ferris State University.

The survey instruments developed for this study will provide a
reference for the design of future instruments that could be used by
those interested in studying the relationship between alcohol and
freshman student attrition. In addition, the findings may allow
generalization to other four-year public colleges and universities
whose freshman students parallel the reported characteristics of

Ferris State University freshmen.

Definition of Terms

To provide a common basis for understanding, the following
definitions are included for terms that were used in this study.
Academic denial: Students are denied further Ferris State

University enrollment due to poor academic progress, as defined in
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the "Academic Probation and Dismissal Policy" found in the 1988-90
Ferris State University School Bulletin. Studenis may have been
academically denied following Fall Term 1989-90, Winter Term 1989-
90, or Spring Term 1989-90.

Academic status: Self-reported Ferris State University cumula-
tive honor point average.

Academic year: Fall Term 1989-90, Winter Term 1989-90, and
Spring Term 1989-90.

Acceptable level of alcohol consumption (as defined by the
Michigan Office of Substance Abuse Services): ZERO, ONE, THREE--
Zero alcohol if one is under 21 years of age, driving, chemically
dependent, or pregnant. One drink per hour sets the pace for
moderate drinking, and no more than three drinks per day and never
daily.

Alcohol consumption: Drinking alcohol; amount and frequency.
The active ingredient in all alcoholic beverages (beer, wine, wine
coolers, and distilled liquors) is ethyl alcohol (ethanol) (NIAAA,
1977). According to the Standard Drinks Chart (1984), as explained
by a representative of the National Council on Alcoholism, one 12-
ounce beer = .6 ounce of ethanol, one 5-ounce glass of wine = .6
ounce of ethanol, 1.5 ounces of 80-proof liquor = .6 ounce of
ethanol, and one 12-ounce wine cooler = approximately .48 ounce of
ethanol (Lindsay, 1990).

Heavy drinkers: Persons who consume 56 drinks or more per

month, or 5 or more drinks at any one time.
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Moderate drinkers: Persons who consume between 11 and 55
drinks per month, or 3 to 4 drinks it any one time.

Light drinkers: Persons who consume between 3 and 10
drinks per month, or 1 to 2 drinks at any one time.

Occasional 1ight drinkers: Persons who consume between 1
and 2 drinks per month or less than 1 drink at any one time.

Nondrinkers: Persons who do not consume ethanol.

h ver : A1l beer, wine, wine coolers, and

distilled liquors are considered alcoholic beverages.

Alcoholic drink: A 12-ounce bottle or can of beer, a 5-ounce
glass of wine, a 12-ounce wine cooler, 1.5 ounces of distilled
liquor, or a mixed drink with 1.5 ounces of distilled liquor
(Lindsay, 1990).

A e toward alcohol consumptijon: The attitude one holds
regarding acceptable levels of alcohol consumption.

Attrition: This definition includes freshman students who were
enrolled for a minimum of 12 credits after the fifth day of classes
during Fall Term 1989-90 at Ferris State University but who did not
return to Ferris State University some time during the 1989-90
academic year or who did not plan to return during Fall Term 1990-
91, as evidenced by their lack of participation in registration for
Fall Term 1990-91 by May 9, 1990. Students may have processed an
authorized withdrawal during Fall Term 1989-90, Winter Term 1989-90,
or Spring Term 1989-90; have been denied enrollment for academic

reasons; transferred to another institution; or planned not to
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return to Ferris State University for Fall Term 1990-91 for a
variety of elective reasons.

Authorized withdrawal: Method whereby freshman students were
officially allowed to withdraw from all or part of their academic
credits at Ferris State University during Fall Term 1989-90, Winter
Term 1989-90, and/or Spring Term 1989-90, as processed by the
various deans’ offices between the fifth and thirty-fifth days of
each term.

Freshman students: Individuals who graduated from high school;
who were age 17, 18, 19, or 20; and who attended college for the
first time at Ferris State University during all or part of the
1989-90 academic year, beginning in Fall Term 1989-90.

Nonreturners: Freshman students who were initially enrolled at
Ferris State University for Fall Term 1989-90 for a minimum of 12
credits but who were not enrolled for Winter Term 1989-90 and/or
Spring Term 1989-90 beyond the fifth day of classes, or did not
register for Fall Term 1990-91 by May 9, 1990.

No-shows: Freshman students who were nonreturners and who were
initially enrolled at Ferris State University for a minimum of 12
credits and who completed Fall Term 1989-90 but were dropped from
the enrollment 1list after the fifth day of classes during either
Winter or Spring Term 1989-90 due to nonpayment of tuition.

Returners: Freshman students who were initially enrolled at
Ferris State University for a minimum of 12 credits for Fall Term
1989-90, and who returned to Ferris State University for Winter Term
1989-90, Spring Term 1989-90, and Fall Term 1990-91.
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Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations

1. Individuals who consumed alcohol and who were under the age
for legal consumption of alcohol might have chosen not to respond to
the survey, even though anonymity was assured.

2. At the time of the survey, freshmen identified as
nonreturners might have changed their minds and registered by
telephone for Fall Term 1990-91 during June or July 1990, or in
person during September 1990.

3. The response rate of nonreturning students might have been
low because those individuals who had left Ferris State probably
felt no alliance with the university and/or had no interest in a
study regarding attitudes toward alcohol use and alcohol-consumption

patterns of freshman college students.

imi n

1. The returning-student sample was drawn from a population of
returning freshman students who were enrolled at Ferris State
University during Fall Term 1989-90 and who also attended Ferris
during Winter Term 1989-90, Spring Term 1989-90, and Fall Term
1990-91.

2. The nonreturning-student sample was drawn from a population
of nonreturning freshman students who were enrolled at Ferris State
University during Fall Term 1989-90.

3. Survey participants were classified as nonreturners if they

had processed an authorized withdrawal, did not pay tuition by the
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fifth dav of Winter or Spring Term 1989-90, were academically
denied, or did not register by May 9, 1990, for Fall Term 1990-91.
4. The data gathered for the returning students were limited
to a one-time response using person-to-person administration of the
questionnaire.
5. The data gathered for the nonreturning students were

limited to a one-time response using a mail questionnaire.

tud

Presentation of the study is accomplished in five chapters.
Chapter I contained an introduction to the study, a statement of the
problem, purpose of the study, research questions iﬁvestigated,
significance of the study, a definition of terms, identification of
the limitations and delimitations, and an overview of the
organization of the study.

Chapter II provides a historical review of literature relevant
to alcohol use in the American culture, definitions of problematic
drinking (alcohol abuse and alcohol dependence), issues associated
with problem drinking by college students, studies relative to
college students’ alcohol usage patterns, the relationship between
academic performance and the use of alcohol, studies relative to the
prediction of freshman student persistence, and a summary of the
literature review.

Chapter III includes a description of the method for conducting
the study. The research design, the population surveyed, selection

of the samples, instrumentation, instrument development, reliability
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of the instrument, and an overview of the analysis of the data with
the statistical treatment used for each research question and/or
hypothesis are explained.

The findings of the study are contained in Chapter IV.
Selected frequencies, percentages, and a summary of the means are
presented. The hypotheses were tested by performing MANOVA, ANOVA,
t-tests, and chi-square analyses. Significance for each test was
determined at less than the .10 alpha level.

The summary, conclusions, implications for further study,

recommendations, and reflections are presented in Chapter V.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

isto Perspectiv
1 U rt of
the American Culture
Alcohol use has been endemic to American society, as noted by
Olson (1985): .

The per capita consumption of alcoholic beverages in the United

States has varied widely over the last 140 years. Before 1850,

per capita consumption was falling from the high levels (6 to 7

gallons annually of pure alcohol per adult) characteristic of

early America. Between 1850 and the beginning of World War I, .

it varied between 1.75 and 2.75 gallons, reaching its high

point just before the war. Prohibition reduced per capita
consumption to its lowest level in U.S. history, probably less

than 1.5 gallons. (p. 2)

Even though alcohol consumption had never been Tlower, the
failure of Prohibition demonstrated the ineffectiveness of
governmental dictates that attempt to eliminate drinking. According
to Olson (1985), the quantity of alcohol consumption has continued
to proliferate in the United States, as illustrated by an increase
of more than 30% among the general population since 1950. In
Hilton’s study published in 1986 (cited in Hilton, 1987), he
concluded that "abstention rates had fallen for women in their 20s
between 1964 and 1979" (p. 169). Hilton (1987) went on to report:

High intake occasions, at any level of frequency, were reported
by greater proportions of younger male drinkers than older
ones. For example, the proportion of male drinkers who

18
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reported consuming eight or more drinks a day as often as once

a week was 16% among those aged 18-29. . . . The proportions of

male drinkers who reported ever drinking as many as eight

drinks in a day during the past year (1984) was 56% among those

aged 18-29. (p. 169)

In addition, Hirschorn (1987) reported the following:

Surveys and interviews also suggest that alcohol use among

college students is significantly greater than in the

population at large and somewhat greater than among men and

women in the student-age group who are not in college. .

Unlike drug use, drinking and getting drunk at college are, in

the words of one health official, "a rite of passage." (p. 32)

Following examination of a number of studies, Rouse and Ewing
(1978) concluded that collegiate drinking patterns and the ethos of
college life do reflect the mores of the larger society. Fulton and
Spooner (1987) suggested that "responsible drinking will become a
general value and norm within college student subcultures only when
it is a value and norm of the culture at large" (p. 131).

In the meantime, alcoholism has been defined as a disease
(Jellinek, 1960; Lewis, Niven, Czechowicz, & Trumble, 1987). The
stereotype of the skid-row derelict (Torres, 1982) has been recast
to include individuals from all walks of 1ife. The American public
is slowly becoming sensitized to the needs of the problem drinker
and the alcoholic (Hawley & Brown, 1981). Organizations such as
Alcoholics Anonymous and Al-Anon have offered effective group
support and treatment to alcoholics and their families.

One of the most practical approaches for controlling
consumption has been to establish prevention policies. Educational
efforts concerned with alcohol problems have focused on changing

public attitudes with anticipation that changes in behavior would
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follow. In the "Cooperative Commission"” report (Plaut, 1967), it
was recommended that educational programs seek to create negative
attitudes with regard to drunkenness and drinking norms. Olson
(1985) stated that the objective of prevention through education has
been to "alter drinking practices in the general population or to
break the link between those practices and adverse consequences" (p.
25).

Definitions of Problematic Drinking:
Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol Dependence

Definitional issues regarding amount and frequency of alcohol

use have hampered attempts among researchers to determine the extent
of problem drinking (Hawkins, 1982). Knupfer (1984) indicated it is
not just drinking per se that places individuals at risk regarding
drinking problems because frequent drinking of larger amounts at one
sitting leads to intoxication. There is a distinction between
individuals who drink irresponsibly periodically and those who have
a drinking problem, even though both drinking styles present
themselves as social concerns. The irresponsible drinker who
becomes intoxicated is a short-term danger to him/herself and
others, whereas the problem drinker faces serious trouble on a more
permanent basis (Hewitt, 1977; NIAAA, 1977).

According to Hilton (1987):

As when interpreting any system of measuring drinking problems

in a general population survey, readers must be aware that the

resulting prevalence rates are strongly influenced by arbitrary
decisions about where cutpoints should be drawn. (p. 167)
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In 1974, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Public Health Service (cited in Torres, 1982) defined the heavy
drinker as one who, for at least a year, drank daily and had six or
more drinks on one occasion at least twice a month, or had six or
more drinks at least once a week for over a year, but reported no
problems. The problem drinker was defined as a heavy drinker with
problems. A moderate drinker was one who was neither a teetotaler
nor a heavy drinker. If one was a heavy drinker and had alcohol-
related problems in at least three of the following four areas,
alcoholism (alcohol dependence) was presumed: (a) social
disapproval of drinking by friends, parents, or spouse; (b) trouble
with the police or on the job; (c) frequent blackouts, tremors,
hallucinations, or convulsions; and (d) loss of control over
drinking (cited in Torres, 1982).

The Alcohol and Other Drug Education Service at Kansas State
University categorized the qrinking behavior of students as follows
(cited in Brown, 1984):

Heavy drinker: One who consumes five or six glasses of beer,
wine, or liquor more than once a week.

Moderate drinker: One who consumes three or four glasses of
beer, wine, or liquor less than weekly.

Social drinker: One who has one or two glasses of beer, wine,
or liquor less than weekly.

Abstainer: One who does not consume beer, wine, or liquor at

all.
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In a study conducted through the New York State Research
Institute on Alcoholism by Barnes and Welte (1988), indications of
alcohol abuse were the drinking of five or more drinks at a time and
the "frequency of being drunk or very high from alcohol during the
past year" (p. 41).

According to the National Clearinghouse for Alcohol and Drug
Information, alcohol abuse is a general term applied to the misuse
of alcohol that results in one or more psychological, medical, or
social problems for the drinker. The same agency defined a problem
drinker as one who experiences personal, social, and/or professional
problems whenever he/she drinks.

In the Seventh Special Report to the U.S. Congres§ on Alcohol
and Health from the Secretary of Health and Human Services (1990),
two distinct forms of problematic drinking were identified:

Alcohol abuse involves persistent patterns of heavy alcohol

intake in which health consequences and/or impairment in social

functioning are associated. Alcohol dependence is
differentiated from alcohol abuse on the basis of such
manifestations as craving, tolerance, and physical dependence
that result in changes in the salience of drinking in one’s
life and in impairment in the ability to exercise restraint

over drinking. (p. 7)

Alcohol dependence was defined by the World Health Organization
(WHO) and cited by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare (NIAAA, 1971) as follows:

. . Alcoholism can be defined as the use of alcoholic
bgygraggs to the extent that _health or_ economic—or—-secial
functioning are substantially impaired. . . . Lack of self-
control may be manifested either by the inability to abstain
from drinking for any significant time period, or by the
ability to remain sober between drinking episodes but an
inability to refrain from drinking to intoxication whenever
drinking an alcoholic beverage. (p. 106)
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Elements of the public health approach to alcohol-related
problems and abuse as presented by Holder and Stoil (1988) are
highlighted below:

The view that alcohol abuse is the destructive use of alcoholic

beverages by anyone in any situation rather than simply the

compulsive use of alcohol by alcoholics. . . . The belief that
alcohol abuse directly or indirectly affects all citizens and
therefore raises public health concerns . . . and that
prevention must employ a variety of strategies, including
public information and education, changes in social contexts of
drinking, and limitations on the availability of alcoholic

beverages. (p. 292)

To categorize the alcohol-use patterns of the Ferris State
University freshman students, the researcher devised a system to be
used in this study based on a combination of definitions and equiva-
lences. Reference was made but not limited to Barnes and Welte
(1988), Brown (1984), Hilton (1987), the National Clearinghouse for
Alcohol Information (1982), and the U.S. Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare Public Health Service/NIAA (1971, 1974). This
system, as presented in the Definition of Terms section in Chapter
I, provided the basis for classifying the amount and frequency of
alcohol consumed by the Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90

returning and nonreturning freshman students.

ssues Associated Wi robl j
by College Students

The negative consequences associated with problem drinking
(alcohol abuse and alcohol dependence) are numerous and affect all
segments of society. During the 1970s, several studies clearly

indicated that alcohol use and abuse among college students was a
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serious issue (Engs, 1977; Gonzalez, 1978; Wechsler & McFadden,
1979). College officials recognized an alarming relationship
between alcohol wuse/abuse and academic problems, accidents, and
acquaintance/date rape (Berkowitz & Perkins, 1987; Gonzales, 1988;
Ness, 1985; Woodruff, 1987).

In a study conducted by Towson State University’s Center for
Study and Prevention of Campus Violence (Dodge, 1990), approximately
36% of the 1,850 undergraduates reported they had been victims of
such crimes as sexual assault, armed robbery, theft, and vandalism
while at college. Nearly half (46.2%) of the students indicated
they had consumed alcohol or used drugs before being victimized.
Likewise, 46% of the 8% who acknowledged committing crimes reported
they were intoxicated by alcohol or other drugs at the time of their
crime.

Gonzales (1988) stated:

A young intoxicated woman is seen as sexually available and

often is taken advantage of or becomes a victim of assault.

. For females the usual vigilance that a young woman must

have regarding safety is temporarily suspended. . A

chemically dependent female who has been raped while drunk or

high usually feels so bad about their high or drunken state
they blame themselves and remain silent about the episode.

. . . The issues are particularly complicated if the violence

occurred in the circumstance defined as "date rape." (p. 164)

Moos, Moos, and Kulik (1976) revealed that male and female
. heavy drinkers were more 1likely to argue with other students,
oversleep, and miss or cut classes than were nondrinkers. A
significantly higher proportion of men have exhibited problems
related to drinking as compared to women (Engs, 1977, 1982; Engs &

Hanson, 1985; Kuder & Madison, 1976; Orford, Waller, & Petc, 1974;
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Wechsler & Rohman, 1981). Many studies have shown men tend to drink
alcoholic beverages more frequently and in higher quantities than
women (Barnes & Welte, 1988; Blane & Hewitt, 1977; Engs, 1977; Engs
& Hanson, 1985; Glassco, 1975; Hanson, 1<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>