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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 l990. Of the sample of 203 returners, 78% responded; of

the l4l nonreturners, 46% responded. Data analysis was accomplished

by performing one-way MANOVA, ANOVA, t-tests, and chi-square.

Significance was determined at < .lO.

Major findings were as follows: Both returners and

nonreturners shared similar' attitudes toward alcohol use. 'They
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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 3l.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 l5% 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

 



Copyright by

JULIA HAGGIN BONKOWSKI

l99l



I affectionately dedicate my efforts to

John Lang Johnson, Ph.D.

and to my mother

Charlotte Briggs Johnson

plus

Lewis Kay Haggin and Suzanne Harley Haggin,

all of whom have served as my life-long teachers

and to

Marilyn J. Keigley, Ph.D.,

colleague, distinguished teacher, and forever friend,

who provided immeasurable counsel and support along the way.

iv



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to express my appreciation to . . .

the love of my life, Jack, who bargained with me in 1964 to be

the benefactor for my college education and who has paid for

tuition, books, and transportation expenses for ll years, but most

important, without whose love and true patience I could not have

achieved this or any degree;

my sons, Mark and David, who not only shared in the sacrifices

made and assisted with several technical aspects of the dissertation

content, but who respect the need for a woman to be able to balance

the love of family with professional and personal development .

and to Bonnie Beltman, who warmed my heart with her unconditional

love . . . and to Crystal Fisher, undergraduate and special friend,

to whom I bestow the honorary title of research assistant for her

diligent. efforts and loyalty' during nearly two ,years of active

research;

my sister, Tish Anderson, for being willing to learn a new

computer software program that would assist me, for being my

audience during the oral defense . . . and for continuing to be my

hero;

my committee and dissertation chair, Louis F. Hekhuis, Ph.D.,

who nurtured me, had confidence in me, and remained sensitive to the



family losses I experienced during my four years at Michigan State

University; to Eldon Nonnamaker, Ph.D., who encouraged me to put

into my studies the amount I felt appropriate to get out of them and

who always had time for me; to James Snoddy, Ph.D., who consented to

serve on my comittee even though he was on sabbatical and who

appropriately challenged me to make the study stronger by addressing

validity and reliability of self-reporting; to Marvin Grandstaff,

Ph.D., for serving on my committee and for requiring that the

population be expanded to include both returning and nonreturning

students;

Fred Swartz, Ph.D., highly respected Ferris State University

colleague, who provided encouragement, the "facts," and open

support, and who took the time with me even when the demands on him

were extraordinary;

Bonnie Swanson, Sue Marek, Deb Cox, B.S., M.A., Matthew Klein,

Ph.D., and Sue Hammersmith, Ph.D., colleagues in the Office of

Student Academic Affairs, who gave me moral support--at times, on a

daily basis-—as well as helpful suggestions;

Mike Cairns, Charlene Fisher, Peggy Haggin, and Joyce Hawkins,

dear friends, for their never-ending stream of cards, flowers, and

prayers;

Susan Wheatlake, for believing in me, listening, and giving me

objective advice when I was smothered in detail;

Luanne Gogolin, Marilyn Keigley, Mary McCorriston, Wanda Smith,

Rose Ann Swartz, and Carole Timinskis, members of a primary support

vi



group that brought rainbows to my rainy days through their

consistent sharing, caring, and encouragement;

Jo Colby and Linda Martiny, secretaries in the Offices of

Academic Affairs at Michigan State University and Ferris State

University, respectively, both of whom always greeted me with a

smile and with great finesse brought order to the logistical and

bureaucratic processes each office demands;

Lorraine Hull, for her support during the comprehensive

examination and for being there several times when others could not

be, and Darleen Hartig, for facilitating contact with my advisor and

committee members;

Sandra Balkema, Ph.D., Charlotte Johnson, and Wanda Smith,

Ph.D., who gave generously of their time to critique and check my

text; and

Susan Cooley, for her professional editing and word-processing

expertise, as well as her understanding and untiring efforts to make

it all right.

To each of you, I thank you immensely.

vii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES .......................

LIST OF FIGURES .......................

LIST OF APPENDICES .....................

Chapter

I. INTRODUCTION ....................

Statement of the Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Purpose of the Study ...............

Research Questions ................

Significance of the Study .............

Definition of Terms ............. '. . .

Limitations and Delimitations ...........

Limitations ...................

Delimitations ..................

Organization of the Study .............

II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ..............

Historical Perspective ..............

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-

e a t r s ..................

Predisposition .................

Peer Pressure, Modeling of Adult Behavior, and

Other Influences ...............

The Relationship Between Academic Performance

and the Use of Alcohol .............

Studies Relative to the Prediction of Freshman

Student Persistence ...............

Summary ......................

viii

Page

xi

xiv

XV



III.

IV.

METHOD

Design of the Study ................

The Population of the Study ............

Returners ....................

Nonreturners ..................

The Sample

Sample Size of Returners ............

Sample Size of Nonreturners ...........

Simple Random Sampling of Returners .......

Simple Random Sampling of Nonreturners .....

Replacement of Random Sample Elements:

Returners and Nonreturners ..........

Survey Procedures for Returners .........

Mail Survey Procedure for Nonreturners .....

Instrumentation ..................

Instrument Development .............

Instrument Reliability .............

Data Analysis ...................

Categorical and Interval Data ..........

Statistical Treatment ...............

Research Question l ...............

Research Question 2 ...............

Research Question 3 ...............

Research Question 4 ...............

Research Question 5 ...............

Research Question 6 ...............

Research Question 7 ...............

Research Question 8 ...............

Research Question 9 ...............

Approval

FINDINGS

Survey Participants ................

Response Rate ..................

Demographics--Returners .............

Demographics--Nonreturners ...........

Summary of the Means--Attitudes Toward Alcohol

Use ......................

Discussion--Frequency of Responses to 0-15

and Q-l6 ...................

Summary of the Means--Consumption Variables . . .

Results of Hypothesis Testing ...........

Hypothesis l ..................

Hypothesis 2 ..................

Hypothesis 3 ..................

Hypothesis 4 ..................

Hypothesis 5 ..................

ix



Hypothesis 6 .................. 155

Hypothesis 7 .................. 157

Hypothesis 8 .................. 159

Hypothesis 9 .................. 161

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER

STUDY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND REFLECTIONS ...... 162

Summary ...................... 162

Purpose ..................... 162

Hypotheses ................... 163

Review of the Literature ............ 165

Method ..................... 166

Findings According to the Means ......... 166

Attrition Factors According to Frequencies . . . 167

Conclusions and Discussion ............ 168

Hypothesis 1 .................. 168

Hypothesis 2 .................. 171

Hypothesis 3 .................. 175

Hypothesis 4 .................. 177

Hypothesis 5 .................. 182

Hypothesis 6 .................. 185

Hypothesis 7 .............. '. . . . 186

Hypothesis 8 .................. 187

Hypothesis 9 .................. 188

Implications for Further Study .......... 190

Recommendations .................. 191

Reflections .................... 192

APPENDICES ......................... 194

BIBLIOGRAPHY ........................ 249



LIST OF TABLES

Table

4.1 Demographic Profile of Ferris State University

Fall Term 1989-90 Freshmen--Returners and

Nonreturners ....................

.2 Reasons Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90

Freshmen Did Not Return ..............

.3 Frequency and Percentage of "Yes" Responses to Life

Event Experiences: Returners and Nonreturners . . .

.4 Means of the 13 Attitudinal Variables: Returners

and Nonreturners ..................

.5 Means of the Eight Consumption Variables: Returners

and Nonreturners ..................

.6 One-Way MANOVA of the Attitudinal and Consumption

Variables According to Returners and Nonreturners

.7 T-Tests of Means of Consumption Variables According

to Returners and Nonreturners ...........

.8 One-Way MANOVA of Attitudinal Variables According

to Nonsignificant Demographic Variables:

Returners .....................

.9 One-Way MANOVA of Significant Attitudinal Variables

According to ACT Composite Score and Gender:

Returners ....................

.10 T-Tests of Means of Attitudinal Variables According

to ACT Composite Scores and Gender: Returners . .

.11 One-Way MANOVA of Attitudinal Variables According

to Four Nonsignificant Selected Life Event

Variables: Returners ..............

.12 One-Way MANOVA of Significant Attitudinal Variables

According to Argument, Difficulties With Friends,

Missed a Class, Less Than a "C" on a Quiz or

Exam, and Less Than a "C“ in a Class: Returners .

xi

Page

83

84

86

88

93

97

98

100

102

103

106

107



.13

.14

.15

.16

.17

.18

.19

.20

.21

.22

.23

.24

T-Tests of Means of Attitudes According to

Argument, Difficulties With Friends, Missed a

Class, and Less Than a "C" on a Quiz or Exam:

Returners ....................

One-Way MANOVA of Attitudinal Variables According

to Six Nonsignificant Demographic Variables:

Nonreturners ...................

One-Way MANOVA of Significant Attitudinal

Variables According to High School GPA:

Nonreturners ...................

T-Tests of Means of High School GPA According to

Have 5+ Drinks Once or Twice Each Weekend,

Should Reduce Personal Use of Alcohol, and

Alcohol Negatively Affected Academics:

Nonreturners ...................

One-Way MANOVA of Attitudinal Variables According

to Three Nonsignificant Selected Life Events:

Nonreturners ...................

One-Way MANOVA of Attitudinal Variables According

to Criticism by a Family Member: Nonreturners . .

T-Tests of Means of Attitudinal Variables

According to Criticism by a Family Member:

Nonreturners ...................

One-Way MANOVA of Consumption Variables According

to Four Nonsignificant Demographic Variables:

Returners ....................

One-Way MANOVA of Significant Consumption Variables

According to Ferris State University HPA, High

School GPA, ACT Composite Score, and Gender:

Returners ....................

T-Tests of Consumption Variables According to

Ferris State University HPA, High School GPA,

ACT Composite Score, and Gender: Returners

One-Way MANOVA of Consumption Variables According

to Six Nonsignificant Life Events: Returners

One-Way MANOVA of Consumption Variables According

to Physical Fight After Drinking, Argument, and

Missed a Class: Returners ............

xii

Page

109

116

117

119

122

123

125

127

128

130

137

138



.25

.26

.27

.28

.29

.30

.31

.32

.33

T-Tests of Consumption Variables According to

Physical Fight After Drinking, Argument, and

Missed a Class: Returners ............

One-Way MANOVA of Consumption Variables According

to Five Nonsignificant Demographic Variables:

Nonreturners ...................

One-Way MANOVA of Significant Consumption

Variables According to ACT Composite Score

and Gender: Nonreturners ............

T-Tests of Consumption Variables According to

ACT Composite Score and Gender: Nonreturners

One-Way MANOVA of Consumption Variables According

to Two Nonsignificant Life Event Variables:

Nonreturners ...................

One-Way MANOVA of Significant Consumption Variables

According to Missed a Class and Earned Less Than

a "C" on a Quiz or Exam: Nonreturners ......

T-Tests of Significant Consumption Variables

According to Missed a Class and Earned Less

Than a "C” on a Quiz or Exam: Nonreturners

Comparison of Returners and Nonreturners and

Whether They Ever Wished Their Parents Would

Drink Less ....................

Chi-Square of Perceptions About Parental Drinking

as Compared to Reasons Freshman Students Left

Ferris State University .............

xiii

Page

140

145

146

147

149

150

152

156

158



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page

3.1 Attitudes Toward Alcohol Use--Returners and

Nonreturners ................... 68

3.2 Alcohol-Consumption Patterns--Returners and

Nonreturners ................... 68

3.3 Selected Demographic Characteristics--Returners . . . 69

3.4 Selected Life Events--Returners and Nonreturners . . 70

3.5 Selected Demographic Characteristics--Nonreturners . 71

3.6 Alcohol-Consumption Patterns--Returners . . . . . . . 73

4.1 Reasons for Leaving: Other ............. 85

4.2 Reasons for Leaving: Other/Miscellaneous ...... 85

xiv



LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix Page

A. List of Random Numbers ............... 194

B. Table of Random Numbers ............... 195

C. Student Information Form: Cooperative Institu-

tional Research Program (CIRP) .......... 196

D. Ferris State University Alcohol and Other

Substances--Use Survey, Academic Year 1988-89 . . . 200

E. Quality of Student Life Follow-Up Survey, Summer/

Fall 1989 ..................... 201

F. Spring 1990 Ferris State University Survey ..... 205

G. Ferris State University 1989-90 Freshman Student

Survey (Nonreturning Students) .......... 207

H. Ferris State University 1989-90 Freshman Student

Survey (Returning Students) ............ 215

1. Introductory Letter (Nonreturning Students) ..... 223

J First Letter of Transmittal (Nonreturning Students) . 224

K. Number 9 Return Envelope (Nonreturning Students) . . 225

L Return Stamped Post Card (Returning and Nonreturn-

ing Students) ................... 226

M. Number 10 "Window" Mailing Envelope (Nonreturning

Students) ..................... 227

N. Second Letter of Transmittal (Nonreturning

Students) ..................... 228

O. Nonreturning Freshman Student Survey Log: 1990 . . . 229

P. Reminder Post Card (Nonreturners) .......... 234

Q. Third Letter of Transmittal (Nonreturners) ..... 235

XV



Page

Fourth Letter of Transmittal (Nonreturners) ..... 236

Briefing Notes for Distribution of the Instrument,

Including Telephone Link (Returning Students) . . . 237

Example of Schedule Sheet (Returning Students) . . . 240

Letter of Transmittal (Returning Students) ..... 241

Number 10 Return Envelope--Bu11dog Logo (Returning

Students) ..................... 242

Number 10 Envelope--Results Requested (Returning

Students ..................... 243

Follow-Up Letter (Returning Students) ........ 244

Letter of Endorsement ................ 245

Letters of Approval ................. 246

xvi



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, limited 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,

O’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



19705, 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 primaryreasons 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 less

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%).

‘
,

_
'
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In a study of high school students who were residents of a drug

rehabilitation center, there appeared to be a "strong linkage

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 administrators to

focus on retention because institutional 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.



WM

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 life 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 enrollment, 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 genderu An additional

demographic variable, school/college of enrollment, was used only

for the returning students. The 13 independent life 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 life «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

‘
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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

0
.
0
0
'
"

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

Q
O
U
'
Q
D
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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.

Si nif‘ n e o 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 the 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 oftletmg

To provide a common basis for understanding, the following

definitions are included for terms that were used in this study.

Agademjg genial: 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. Students may have been

academically denied following Fall Term 1989-90, Winter Term 1989-

90, or Spring Term 1989-90.

i ta : Self-reported Ferris State University cumula-

tive honor point average.

W: Fall Term 1989-90, Winter Term 1989-90, and

Spring Term 1989-90.

Aeeepteble level of eleehel eenegmptjen (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.

Aleghel coneumgtion: 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 lZ-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 at 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 light 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.

Al oh l'c ever : All beer, wine, wine coolers, and

distilled liquors are considered alcoholic beverages.

Aleehelie_etin5: A 12-ounce bottle or can of beer, a 5-ounce

glass of wine, a lZ-ounce wine cooler, 1.5 ounces of distilled

liquor, or a mixed drink with 1.5 ounces of distilled liquor

(Lindsay, 1990).

Attitude teward elcohol consum: 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.

Autherized withdrewal: 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 etudents: 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.

Nonreturnerez 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-ehows: Freshman students who were nonreturners and who were

initially enrolled at Ferris State University for a ufinimum of 12

credits and who completed Fall Term 1989-90 but were dropped from

the enrollment list 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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Immmmnnm

i i n

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

l. 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



16

fifth day 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.

ni 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 investigated,

significance of the study, a definition of terms, identification of

the limitations and delimitations, and an overview of the

organization of the study.

Chapter 11 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 111 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 i P rs e ve

l U r of

the Americau 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 1,,

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 lower, 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 it: 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 life. 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 (Plant, 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).

D f'nitio Pr lemat' rink n :

Aleohol Abuee and Alcuhol Deuendenee

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. ThereI 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 drinking behavior of students as follows

(cited in Brown, 1984):

fleevy drinker: One who consumes five or six glasses of beer,

wine, or liquor more than once a week.

Muueuete drinker: One who consumes three or four glasses of

beer, wine, or liquor less than weekly.

Seeiel drinker: One who has one or two glasses of beer, wine,

or liquor less than weekly.

Absteiuer: 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. Congress 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 agpthguJSLfiLglmhnhc

Manages .EQJhLETTé’Xfentsethatmheanh .. -or_..economie——er—-see-i a1

functioninwe.-substmtiilll..ilfl9fl£ed. . . . 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.

Issues Associated With Problem Drinking

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 19705, 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 81 McFadden,

1979). College officials recognized an alarming relationship

between alcohol use/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 likely 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 a Hewitt, 1977; Engs, 1977; Engs

& Hanson, 1985; Glassco, 1975; Hanson, 1977; Hockhauser, 1977), so

the higher percentage of males having problems related to drinking

is not surprising.

The College Alcohol Survey, released in early November 1988,

indicated that alcohol-related problems had not decreased on most

college campuses. David S. Anderson, Associate Research Professor

at George Mason University’s Center for Health Promotion, and

Angelo F. Gadaleto, Associate Professor at West Chester University’s

Department of Counselor, Secondary, and Professional Education, have

conducted the survey every three years since 1979. Although alcohol

education and prevention programs are now offered by 97% of the 213

colleges responding to that survey (Magner, 1988a), alcohol was "a

factor in more than half of the incidents that result in physical

injury, violent behavior, violation of campus policies, and damage

to dormitories and other campus buildings" (p. A-37).

t di Rel ive to Colle e S nts’ A1 0 l-Use P r

Hanson (1974) conducted a study of' 3,700 students from 37

colleges and then compared his findings to a study conducted 20

years earlier of 15,700 students. Findings in the recent study

revealed an increase in the percentage of students who drank. In

addition, a reduction in the differential between the number of men

and women who drank was noted. Hanson indicated that results of the
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recent study showed 70% of the female freshmen and 80% of the male

freshmen drank.

An increase in the number of college students who consume

alcohol, compared to a generation ago, has been reported in a number

of other surveys. Recent studies performed by Indiana University

and the State University of New York College at Potsdam (1983) and

Arizona State University (1987), as reported by Hirschorn in the

March 25, 1987, issue of The Chronicle of Higher Edueetion,

indicated that as many as 90% of all college students are drinkers

and that the use of alcohol on the nation’s college and university

campuses is higher than in the United States population at large.

Rivinus (1988a) stated, "85% of college students drink beverage

alcohol compared with 70% of the general population" (p. 4). In

comparing the drinking patterns of college students in 1974 and

1982, Engs and Hanson (1985) established that there was a

significant "increase in the percentage of students who were heavy

drinkers and a decrease in those who said they drank less than once

a year or not at all" (p. 74).

Maddox and Williams (1968) reported that black college students

had a higher rate of heavy drinking than white students, but studies

by Engs (1977), Kaplan (1979), and Moos et a1. (1976) indicated that

black students in comparison to whites have lower or similar rates

of alcohol consumption. In 1988,-Barnes and Wilte investigated

alcohol use and abuse among adults in New York State and found that:

Minority' groups have lower rates of overall drinking than

whites. However, black males have higher rates of heeyie:
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drinking than white or Hispanic males. . . . Thirty-one percent

(31%) of black males are heavier drinkers in contrast to rates

of 23% for both white and Hispanic males. (p. 4)

Engs and Hanson (1985) found a significant difference in the

drinking patterns of students between the freshman and senior years.

Even though heavy drinking decreased from the first to the fburth

year, the percentage of drinkers (79% the first year and 84.8% the

fourth year) increased. Most of the students in their study drank

at least once. a year, and approximately one-fifth were heavy

drinkers, with beer being the most widely consumed alcoholic

beverage.

Students themselves reported their drinking habits as excessive

in the freshman and sophomore years, with a decline toward the later

college years as the students developed a sense of maturity and

responsibility (Hartford, Wechsler, & Rohman, 1983; Miller Brewing

Company, 1984; Moos, 1979). However, in a study of Ferris State

University students (n = 564) conducted for the FSU Substance Abuse

Task Force» by' Cancelosa, Denyes, Hoffman, and O’Neil (1991), a

higher percentage of seniors reported consuming heavier amounts of

alcohol per week than freshmen, sophomores, or juniors.

Incoming Ferris State University Students surveyed through the

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (Astin, 1989; Kowalkoski

&. Swartz, 1989) revealed that alcohol-consumption patterns were

higher among the Ferris group than the national four-year college or

university norm. For example, 71% of the Ferris incoming freshmen

had drunk beer as compared to 53% of the national sample. In the

category of having drunk wine or liquor, 75% of the incoming Ferris
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students had consumed wine or liquor-42% more than the national

norm. In a 1991 study (Cancelosa et al., 1991), Ferris students who

were freshmen in the 1988 CIRP survey were juniors. Of those

juniors responding (n - 188), 83.6% indicated they did drink and

24.6% indicated they drank, on the average, 11 to 39 drinks per

week. It appears that either the students who drink less have left

or the ones who have stayed have increased their drinking during

their enrollment at Ferris.

Mambo

Moos et a1. (1976) found the likelihood that the father had a

college degree or the likelihood that the mother had some college

education did not significantly differentiate male or female heavy

drinkers from their abstinent counterparts. Peer pressure (Burkett

& Carrithers, 1980; Dupont, 1988; Farrow, 1980; Mitchell, Hong, &

Corman, 1979; North & Orange, 1980) and having one or both parents

be abusers of alcohol have been related to the predisposition of

alcohol abuse 'h1 adolescents and (young adults (Jalali, Jalali,

Crocetti, & Turner, 1981; Landers & Hollingdale, 1988; Mitchell et

al., 1979; Parker & Parker, 1980; Rivinus, 1988b).

Adult Children of Alcoholics (ACOAs) recognize the propensity

of their members to become problem drinkers or alcoholics (McKenna &

Pickens, 1981). Donovan (1981) wrote about a group formed at Brown

University for the offspring of alcoholics. The group was devised

to provide support for students newly aware of their parents’

alcoholism and also to assist the students in times of acute crises
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that related to the use of alcohol. Providing information to

stimulate awareness that the students could abandon the roles they

had assumed in the alcoholic family system was a primary objective

of the group.

In a study by Claydon (1987), 1,302 freshman students completed

the 30-item Children of Alcoholics Screening Test (CAST) developed

by Pilat and Jones (1982). Findings supported the widely held

hypotheses that alcohol problems tend to 1nn1 in families and that

males generally have higher levels of alcohol abuse than females.

"The COAs [children of alcoholics] were approximately four times

more likely to report a possible drinking problem for themselves as

those from nonalcoholic homes" (p. 114).

In their recently published study pertaining to data gathered

in 1984, Perkins and Berkowitz (1991) hypothesized that:

Collegiate children and grandchildren of alcoholics are more

likely than other students to exhibit signs of problem drinking

and that reported incidents of problem drinking would be most

prevalent among students who have experienced both parent and

grandparent alcoholism. (p. 237)

Perkins and Berkowitz measured student problem drinking by

quantifying "frequent heavy consumption, frequent negative

consequences, frequent intoxication and personal concern about one’s

own drinking“ (p. 238). Incidents that occurred one or more times

within the previous year as a result of the personal use of alcohol

were defined as negative consequences:

(1) physical injury to oneself; (2) physical injury to others;

(3) fighting; (4) behavior that resulted in negative reactions

from others; (5) damage to property; (6) missing class; (7)

inefficiency in homework, classroom, or lab performance; (8)
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late papers, missed exams, or failure to study for exams; (9)

damaged friendships of [sic] relationships; or (10) impaired

driving. (p. 238)

Even though the collegiate children of alcoholics (COAs)

experienced fewer negative consequences due to their personal use of

alcohol, the COAs reported "heavier consumption, more frequent

intoxication and a greater incidence of self-concern” (p. 240). It

appears that the collegiate children and grandchildren of diagnosed

alcoholics cultivated an awareness of and control over their

personal drinking, thereby minimizing the negative consequences of

drinking.

In contrast, students in [the] sample who had experienced

significant familial dysfunction in relation to parental

alcoholism, but whose parents were not formally recognized as

alcoholic, reported frequent negative consequences more often

than other students, yet without greater indication of heavy

consumption and intoxication. Family denial of parental

alcoholism may have prevented these students from developing

the necessary self-monitoring mechanisms to reduce negative

consequences of' alcohol use that COAs with a diagnosed or

treated parent may have developed. (p. 240)

Beer Pressure. Modeling of Adult

Behevior, end Other influences

Several researchers (Burkett & Carrithers, 1980; North &

Orange, 1980; Stumphauser, 1980; Vingilis, 1981) have agreed that

peer pressure is the most important contributing variable in

adolescent alcohol abuse.

In a longitudinal study of alcohol consumption among college

students, Igra and Moos (1979) concluded that residence-hall living

supported the college subculture of informal social relations

characterized by drinking-oriented peers. However, Banks and Smith
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(1980) claimed that students in their study believed their decisions

about alcohol consumption were made independently of environmental

or peer pressure.

Others have contended that drinking patterns are learned from

the adult parent (Addeo & Addeo, 1975; Barnes, 1981; Farrow, 1980;

Shearin, 1980). However, Hawkins (1982) stated that the primary

reasons for adolescent alcohol abuse are (a) peer influence, (b) the

search for adult status, and (c) the lack of comfort with one’s

sexuality. Hawkins believed that feeling awkward with groups or

with individuals of the opposite sex, especially in unfamiliar

social situations, greatly increases the risk of alcohol use by

adolescents. Addeo and Addeo (1975) reported that peer pressure to

drink was intensified in the residence-hall environment of college

campuses as groups of teenagers and young adults are without the

close supervision of adults or parents, and, initially, the

surroundings are unfamiliar.

1 ° nsh' Betwe n A ad ic f an

and the Use of Alcohul

In 1972, Jessor and Jessor reported that college male problem

drinkers valued and expected less academic achievement and had lower

grade point averages than nonproblem or minimal drinkers. Data

collected throughout the freshman year disclosed that male heavy

drinkers completed a lower average number of academic credits than

did female nondrinkers. A more recent study by Moos et a1. (1976)

not only confirmed the findings by Jessor and Jessor regarding lower

aspirations toward academic achievement and lower academic
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performance by male heavy drinkers but also showed that heavy-

drinking females appeared to value academic achievement less than

did both nondrinking males and females. In addition, Demone (1972)

found that the male adolescent problem drinker is more frequently

absent from school and is more likely to receive grades of D or

below than is the abstainer.

Engs and Hanson (1985) found that:

Among beer drinkers the lower the grade point average the more

the individual was likely to drink beer on a monthly or weekly

basis. . . . For wine drinkers, on the other hand, the higher

the GPA the higher the percentage of drinking wine on a

monthly, weekly and daily basis with 10.7% of those with a 4.0

average down to 7.2% of those with below a 2.0 drinking on a

weekly basis. (p. 71)

Both male and female heavy drinkers reported proportionately higher

drapout rates and lower aspirations for academic achievement than

did nondrinkers (Moos et al., 1976).

Studiee Relative to the Prediction of

Freehmen Student Pereietence

The research on attrition is endless. A multitude of

researchers have attempted to explain the attrition phenomenon by

investigating various characteristics of dropouts.

In a study of' 13 small colleges by Chickering and Hannah

(1969), results indicated that dropouts lacked purpose, did not talk

to appropriate institutional personnel, experienced disorientation,

and had minimal institutional interaction. The degree of

interaction and adaptation to the college was less than desirable.

It was concluded that faculty needed to be more accessible and
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sensitive to students and that the college climate should facilitate

more interaction.

In 1975, Tinto presented his explanation of attrition factors.

A discussion of Tinto’s model follows:

It is the levels of goal and institutional commitment, in

periods of stable market conditions, as they are affected and

modified by the. individual’s experiences in the academic and

social systems of the college, that determine his decision to

remain in college. Given sufficiently low goal comitment,

individuals tend to withdraw not so much because of poor grade

performance as because of insufficient rewards gained in the

social system of the college. As a result, low levels of

commitment to the institution and to the goal of college

completion distinguish the voluntary withdrawal from the person

who is an academic dismissal. (Tinto, 1975, p. 117)

Tinto’s model of persistence-withdrawal behavior has been the

subject of extensive study (Bean, 1980; Mallette, 1989; Pascarella

& Terenzini, 1980, 1983; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977, 1978).

Terenzini and Pascarella showed support for Tinto’s model through

several studies. Academic and social integration were examined

using an Adjective Rating Scale, factor analysis, and discriminant

analysis.

In discussing persistence in higher education, Stoecker,

Pascarella, and Holfle (1988) suggested generalizability of the

findings using Tinto’s model was limited because, previously, most

studies had been conducted on single-institution samples. However,

Stoecker et a1. confirmed their support of Tinto’s model following

their nine-year study that used a national, multi-institutional

sample.

Contrary to elements of Tinto’s model, Suina (1988) found in

his study of 190 Pueblo Indian students at six colleges that the
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level of college-degree aspiration and ACT scores were not valid

predictors of persistence. However, the findings indicated that

social services for the students could positively affect attrition

and that persisters were more integrated into the academic and

social systems of the institution than nonpersisters. The latter is

supportive of Tinto’s model. The study also serves as a reminder

that examining persistence among college students who are culturally

and linguistically distinct from the general population may expand

current information that has been generated through study of more

traditional population samples.

In Lanning’s (1977) review of attrition studies based on

traditional variables, he concluded that "little agreement exists

concerning the predictive value of numerous variables on college

persistence and/or withdrawal" (p. 34). Lanning contended, "More

appropriate considerations would seem to require a systematic

attempt to uncover the uersonel reaeeue that individuals have for

withdrawing and then trying to deal with those by means of

organizational or institutional changes" (p. 37).

Using six predictor variables, Crymes (1988) conducted a study

examining how accurately student retention could be forecast. The

sample was composed of 165 freshman students. A two-group

discriminant function analysis and a multiple regression procedure

were used to determine the test set of predictors that could

distinguish between persisting and nonpersisting students. High

school grade point average, lower concern about financial problems,
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and academic satisfaction were the most important variables that

discriminated between persisting and nonpersisting students.

In a study by Lackie (1988), 404 male and female students from

two colleges completed a survey instrument during the third week and

again in the thirteenth week of their first semester in college.

Academic adjustment was found to be the greatest contributor to

overall adjustment problems, followed by social, personal, and

college-match adjustment.

It is important to distinguish between the behavior associated

with academic dismissal and voluntary withdrawal. While academic

dismissal is a result of poor grade performance, voluntary

withdrawal appears "to relate to the lack of congruency between the

individual and both the intellectual climate of the institution and

the social system composed of peers" (Tinto, 1975, p. 117).

Background variables such as high school grade point average

and ACT scores represent facts about students before college

enrollment. According to Bean (1982), these variables "can be used

to indicate the types of problems an institution can expect when

admitting student with certain attributes" (p. 26). Over extended

periods of time, the relationship between high school grade point

average and ACT scores and retention appears to weaken.

Summary

Historically, alcohol use has been endemic to American society.

The quantity of alcohol consumption in the United States has

continued to proliferate among the general population since 1950. A
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1987 study indicated that a greater proportion of males aged 18 to

29 reported heavy drinking than did older males and that, since

1964, women in their twenties have begun to report lower abstention

rates. Although collegiate drinking patterns have reflected the

mores of the larger society, alcohol use among college students not

only exceeds that of the general population but is greater than that

of noncollege men and women within the same age group. Alcoholism

has been defined as a disease; the negative consequences associated

with problem «drinking are numerous and affect all segments of

society. Prevention through education has sought to change public

attitudes toward problem drinking and alcoholism.

Defining problematic drinking and drawing cutpoints for the

amount and frequency of consumption have made the study of alcohol-

related problems difficult. However, a number of studies have been

conducted relative to problem drinking by college students.

Issues associated with problem drinking (alcohol use or abuse)

by college students include academic difficulties, accidents,

acquaintance/date rape, and being victimized by or participating in

sexual assault, armed robbery, theft, and/or vandalism. Both male

and female heavy drinkers are more likely than nondrinkers to argue

with other students. Male students experience a higher percentage

of problems related to drinking than do females because they drink

more frequently' and in higher quantities than women. Although

alcohol education and prevention programs exist in a number of

colleges, alcohol-related problems continue to plague the college

community.
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Studies relative to college student alcohol usage patterns have

indicated that, over the past 40 years, there has been an increase

in the percentage of students who drink. It is estimated that as

many as 90% of all college students are drinkers. With regard to

problem drinking according to ethnicity and years in college, the

literature is in disagreement. However, in a number of studies beer

has been reported to be the most widely consumed alcoholic beverage

by college students. It appears that parents’ educational level is

not a significant factor in problem drinking. Peer pressure and

being the child of an alcoholic seem to have the most influence on

the drinking patterns and consequences of drinking by college

students. Some studies have indicated that alcohol abuse is also

related to the search for adult status and the lack of comfort with

one’s sexuality. In addition, the residence hall environment and

the lack of supervision of adults or parents are major influences

leading to problem drinking.

In studies that have examined academic performance according to

the use of alcohol, there appeared to be a negative relationship

between alcohol consumption and academic achievement. Both male and

female drinkers reported a proportionately higher dropout rate than

did nondrinkers.

A multitude of studies related to the prediction of freshman

student persistence helped to explain characteristics of returners

and nonreturners. The theory of commitment to educational goals and

commitment to the institution, as they are affected by the academic
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and social integration of students, has been researched extensively.

Recently, attention has been drawn to the need to assess the

culturally diverse by looking at the personal reasons that

individuals have for withdrawing. High school grade point average,

lower concern about financial problems, and academic satisfaction

appear to be important variables that distinguish between students

who persist and those who drop out. However, it is important to

distinguish between the reasons for academic dismissal and voluntary

withdrawal as the relationship between high school grade point

average and ACT scores and retention appears to weaken over time.

The need to study the relationship between attitudes toward

alcohol use and alcohol-consumption patterns with respect to

freshman attrition was reinforced following a review of the

literature. There is a lack of publications relating alcohol to

attrition, yet factors leading to the attrition of college students

are often parallel to the negative consequences of alcohol

consumption.



CHAPTER III

METHOD

The researcher’s major goal in this study was to examine the

attitudes toward alcohol use and the alcohol-consumption patterns of

returning and nonreturning students at Ferris State University.

Another goal was to examine perceptions about parental drinking and

the reasons influencing the decision either to drop or not return to

Ferris State University. A third goal was to examine selected

variables in relation to reasons students leave Ferris State

University. The method provided a framework for a valid and

systematic investigation into the relationship of alcohol to the

persistence and attrition of Fall Term 1989-9O freshman students.

The method section includes a discussion of the research

design, population, sample, instrumentation, data analysis, and

statistical treatment of each research question.

Design uf the Study

The study was quantitative and descriptive. Data were

collected from the returning students by administering an anonymous

on-campus survey during Fall Term 1990-91. The data from the

nonreturning students were collected during summer and fall 1990

using a mail survey that provided maximum anonymity.

39
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The study was cross-sectional, using a simple random sample of

both returning and nonreturning students. The sample of returning

students was drawn from 2,228 returning freshman students who were

17, 18, 19, or 20 years of age during Fall Term 1989-90 and who were

continuously enrolled at Ferris State University for a minimum of 12

credits during the 1989-90 academic year. The 203 students

represented close to 10% of the 2,228 returners.

The sample of nonreturning students was drawn from 461

nonreturning freshman students who were 17, 18, 19, or 20 years of

age and who were enrolled at Ferris State University for a minimum

of 12 credits during Fall Term 1989-90. 'The 141 students repre—

sented approximately 30% of the 461 nonreturners.

Research Question 1 involved performing one-way MANOVAs and

t-tests to compare the attitudes toward alcohol use and the alcohol-

consumption patterns between returning and nonreturning freshmen.

Research Questions 2 through 5 involved comparing two sets of

dependent and two sets of independent variables, using one-way

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), ANOVA, and t-tests. The

two dependent variable sets included attitudes toward alcohol use

and alcohol-consumption patterns; the two independent variable sets

consisted of demographics and selected life events. This analysis

was intended to show whether alcohol was a contributing factor in

the decision to leave or not return to Ferris State University.

Research Question 6 involved using chi-square to examine the

difference between returning and nonreturning students’ reported

perceptions about parental drinking. For Research Question 7,
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chi-square was used to compare a total of eight reported reasons

students leave Ferris State University with perceptions about

parental drinking. Using chi-square, Research Questions 8 and 9

involved comparing the two alcohol-related reasons students nfight

not have returned to Ferris State University' with six separate

reasons that might have influenced the decision either to drop or

not return to Ferris State University.

The Pouulatiun of the Study

Returners

The p0pulation consisted of 2,228 of the 2,838 freshmen who

entered Ferris State University during Fall Term 1989-90 and who

were defined as returning students. Specifically, the population of

returning students included freshman students who were 17, 18, 19,

or 20 years of age; who were enrolled at Ferris State University for

a minimum of 12 credits during Fall Term 1989-90; who were

continually enrolled for Fall, Winter, and Spring Terms 1989-90; and

who returned to Ferris State University for Fall Term 1990-91. The

1989-90 population total of 2,228 returning students, as defined,

was generated from the Office of Institutional Studies at Ferris

State University.

W

The population consisted of 461 of the 2,838 freshmen who

entered Ferris State University during Fall Term 1989-90 and who

were defined as nonreturning students. Nonreturning students
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included the following categories: authorized withdrawals,

no-shows, academically denied students, and students who neglected

to register by May 9, 1990, for Fall Term 1990-91. Specifically,

the nonreturning population of the study was defined as nonreturning

freshman students who were 17, 18, 19, or 20 years of age, who were

enrolled at Ferris State University for a minimum of 12 credits

during Fall Term 1989—90, 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. The

1989-90 population total of 461 nonreturning students, as defined,

was generated from several areas within the university: the Office

of Institutional Studies and the Office of the Registrar, both of

which are under the leadership of the Office of Academic Affairs;

the Ferris Housing Office, which is a function of Student Services;

and the Ferris Computer Center.

A total of 149 freshman students who were enrolled for fewer

than 12 credits (n = 88) during Fall Term 1989-90 or who were age 21

years or older (n - 61) were removed from the population of the

study either because they were not full time or because they were of

legal drinking age. Thus, the 2,228 returners, 461 nonreturners,

and 149 students who were less than full time or 21 years of age or

older constituted the population total of 2,838.



The Semule

1 Si 0 Returners

The sample size of returners consisted of 203 randomly selected

returning freshman students and was determined by using the formula

n = 22 p q/ez. The estimate of the percentage of students whose

decision to return might not have been related to alcohol was

represented by p. For this sample size, the confidence level of 90%

was used with 5% error. The following formula shows the sample

calculation:

n = 22 p q/e2

n = 1.645 sq x (.75 x .25) / .05 sq

n = 202.95

By using the above formula, the sample size was determined to be

203.

Seuule Size of Nonreturners

The sample size consisted of 141 randomly selected nonreturning

freshman students and was determined by using the formula

n . 22 p q/ez. The population size correction factor formula

"0 x N/n + (N-l) was also used because the population size was

small. For this sample size, the confidence level of 90% was used

with 5% error. The p-value was defined as "proportion of successes”

and was determined to be 25%. The estimate of the percentage of

students whose attrition decision might have been related to alcohol

was represented by p. Previous researchers have indicated that

freshmen leave a university primarily for reasons other than
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alcohol. Several reasons students have given for leaving Ferris

State University, according to Bonkowski and Shible (1990) and

Keigley and Bonkowski (1990), have been transferring to another

college or university, financial difficulties, and joining the

military. In addition, between 80% and 95% of all students consume

alcohol (Rivinus, 1988a), and yet approximately 50% receive

baccalaureate degrees (Barton, 1989). While 5% would have been a

likely estimate of the number of students whose decision to leave

Ferris State University might have been related to alcohol, p could

have been as high as 25%, although it was unlikely according to

previous research. Therefore, 25% represented a very conservative

estimate of p. Using .05 as p resulted in a sample size of 52,

whereas .25 used as p yielded a sample size of 202.95. By

calculating the population size correction factor for 11 - 202.95,

the result was a sample size of 141.

The following formula shows the sample calculation:

 

 

22 pa
n:

e2

1.5452 x (.25 x .75)
n:

.052

n - 202.95

The n - 202.95 was then entered into the population size correction

formula:
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110 x N

n:

n + (N-l)

202.95 x 461

"a

202.95 + 460

n = 141

Simple Rendom Sampling of Returuers

The sample was selected from the newly enrolled Fall Term 1989-

90 returning freshman population at Ferris State University using

simple random sampling. According to Scheaffer, Mendenhall, and Ott

(1986), "a simple random sample of size n occurs if each sample of n

elements from the population has the same chance of being selected"

(p. 67).

A master list of returning freshman students in alpha order was

provided by the Office of Institutional Studies. A cross-check was

performed using the list of nonreturning freshman students to assure

that all students defined as returning did appear on the master list

and that there was no contamination of the population by

nonreturners.

The master list of the 2,228 returning students was downloaded

from the Ferris State University mainframe computer in a format that

could be read using the P-C File + (3.0) database software program.

Because randomization is an available function in the P-C File +

.(3.0) database program, the downloaded file was randomized and 203

records were cloned to a separate data file.
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Simple Rapdom Sampling of Nonreturnere

The sample was selected from the newly enrolled Fall Term 1989-

 

90 nonreturning freshman population at Ferris State University using

simple random sampling. A master list of nonreturning freshman

students in alpha order was provided by the Office of Institutional

Studies. A cross-check was performed using lists from the Office of

the Registrar, the Housing Office, and the Computer Center at Ferris

State University to assure that all students defined as nonreturning

appeared on the master list. Sampling units on the master list were

numbered. The first name was number 1, the second name was number

2, and so on. The numbering sequence continued until all names on

the master list had been assigned a number.

A list of random numbers was used in selecting the sample. The

random number generator program, written in BASIC, was used to

produce the list (see Appendix A), which was made available to the

researcher through the Office of Assessment Services at Ferris State

University. One hundred forty-one names that previously had been

assigned numbers and that appeared on the list of random numbers

were then selected to be elements in the sample.

Replacement of Random Sample Elements:

Returners end Nonreturnere

There was no need to replace any of, the returning students

within the returning sample. However, seven replacements were

needed for the nonreturning sample. Identification of the

replacements was accomplished using a random number table (Kendall &

Smith, 1939; cited in Parket, 1974) (see Appendix B).
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Reasons for replacement were as follows: Two parents wrote to

the researcher indicating that their sons had joined the service and

would not be able to participate in the survey, three of the

nonreturners identified themselves as Professional Golf Management

students who had left campus only to serve their internships, and

two of the 141 nonreturners’ questionnaires were returned because of

invalid addresses.

Survey Procedures for Returners

The class schedule, permanent address, campus address, and

campus/local phone number of each student in the sample of 203

returning students were identified and compiled. Each returning

student in the sample was then contacted regarding a time when the

questionnaire could be administered. The survey was administered to

a total of 159 returning students.

Before completing the questionnaire, students were advised of

their voluntary participation and were assured of anonymity. Once a

survey was completed, the student placed it inside a pre-addressed

envelope, sealed the envelope, and returned the envelope to the

researcher via the Ferris campus mail system. To improve the

response rate of the returners, one follow-up letter was sent. Of

the 159 surveys completed by returning students, all were usable.

The total number of surveys returned was 159, which represented a

78% response rate.
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Mei] Survey Proeedure for Nonreturnere

All students who made up the sample of 141 nonreturners

received an introductory letter from the president of Ferris State

University in summer 1990, followed one week later by a mail survey

accompanied by a letter of transmittal and a preaddressed, stamped

post card that was to be returned to confirm participation. The

return post card was designed to eliminate unnecessary mailings to

the respondents while maintaining their anonymity. Three of the

four follow-up mailings included an identical survey that was

duplicated on different colors of paper. Return deadlines were

adjusted on the questionnaires, as were the dates and contents of

each letter of transmittal. Each mailing of the instrument also

included a preaddressed, postage-paid #9 envelope for return of the

survey. One post card reminder was sent to all nonrespondents.

As recommended by Dillman (1978), each letter of transmittal

was individually signed with a blue ball-point pen, and first-class

stamps were affixed to both the #10 and #9 envelopes and the return

post cards for all mailings. Use of official letterhead and

envelopes was intended to enhance the professional aspect of the

survey. Phone calls were made to encourage return of the surveys,

followed by a final mailing. Assurance of anonymity was constantly

conveyed to the students through every phase of the fieldwork.

A ‘total of' 66 surveys were returned. Of the 65 surveys

completed by nonreturning students, two were unusable because they

arrived after the statistical analysis had been performed. A parent

had completed another questionnaire and returned it. That survey
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was also unusable. Therefore, out of a total of 66 surveys received

from nonreturning students, the total number of usable surveys was

63. The return of 66 of the 141 surveys represented a respectable

response rate of 47%. According to Alreck and Settle (1985), "Mail

surveys with response rates over 30 percent are rare. Response

rates are often only about 5 or 10 percent" (p. 45).

Instrumentetipn

Two questionnaires were developed to gather data; one

instrument was used to survey the nonreturning students using a mail

survey, whereas the second instrument was administered on campus to

gather data from the returning students. The surveys were identical

except for Questions 2, 27 through 32, and 39. Five other questions

were slightly modified to be appropriate for the returning students.

In Q-17 thrbugh 0-19 for nonreturners, the question began, "When you

were enrolled at Ferris. . . ."; for the returners, the question

read, "Since you have been enrolled at Ferris. . . ." For

nonreturners, Q-23 began, "Did your use of alcohol. . . ." while

0-23 for returners read, "Has your use of alcohol. . . ." In Q-24

the nonreturners’ questionnaire began, ”During the term(s) I

attended Ferris. . . .“; for the returners, Q-24 began, "During the

1989-90 year I attended Ferris. . . ." Response choices for the

slightly modified questions (17 through 19, 23, and 24) were

identical on both questionnaires.
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rumen v 10 ment

evi re r h. Several studies recently conducted at

Ferris State University have made reference to or focused on the use

and abuse of alcohol by Ferris students. Anderson and McCoy (1987)

reported perceptions of' on-campus students, off-campus students,

resident assistants, and "significant others" about alcohol use on

the Ferris campus. During summer 1988, Kowalkoski and Swartz

surveyed a sample of 2,510 freshman-orientation students using the

Student Information Form (see Appendix C) developed through the

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP). Since 1966,

Astin and Green have produced a longitudinal profile of the American

freshman population using the 215-question Student Information Form.

The instrument contained items in the following categories:

demographics, academics, social items, religion, and emotional

characteristics. Attitudes toward alcohol and alcohol-consumption

patterns were compared with national norms. A locally developed

questionnaire (see Appendix D) regarding specific attitudes toward

alcohol use and alcohol-consumption patterns was administered

simultaneously with the Student Information Form to the 2,510

freshman-orientation students (Shible & Bonkowski, 1988).

Data were gathered for a third study between July and September

1989 (Bonkowski 81 Shible, 1990) (see Appendix E for survey

instrument). The Quality of Student Life Follow-Up survey contained

items on the following topics: demographics, reasons for academic

withdrawal, attitudes toward alcohol, and behavioral characteristics

related to alcohol use. The sample consisted of a systematic sample
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of 209 students who were surveyed following their freshman year at

Ferris State University.

A fourth study was further developed by Keigley and Bonkowski

(1990) to determine the relationship of alcohol to the persistence

of freshman students. Items measured on the Spring 1990 Ferris

State University survey, located in Appendix F, included

demographics, attitudes toward alcohol use, level of alcohol

consumption, and selected life events, as well as categorical

questions identifying the students’ intention to return to Ferris.

The number of 1989-90 freshmen surveyed in this study totaled 348.

Eretesting. A pretest of the entire final nonreturning student

instrument (Appendix G) was conducted with a group of freshman

students who were attending Ferris State University during summer

1990. No changes in the questionnaire were necessary according to

the pretest.

For' the returning students, a pretest of the entire final

instrument (see Appendix H) was conducted during fall 1990 with a

group of second-year students attending Ferris. No changes in the

survey instrument were necessary according to the pretest.

Items that were new and that were subject to pretesting at

Ferris State University included the following seven questions:

Q-l, Q-2, Q-22, and Q-33 through Q-36 for both questionnaires.

Items used in previous studies at Ferris State University or at the

state or national level and that appeared unrevised on both the

returning and nonreturning student instruments included the

following three questions: Q-13, Q-14, and 0-45.
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Items used in previous studies at Ferris State University or at

the state or national level and that were reused with modification

included the following 35 questions: 0-3 through 0-12, 0-15 through

0-21, 0-23 through Q-32, and 0-37 through 0-44. The rationale for

the revisions was as follows: Stating the age of peers as '17, 18,

19, or 20” for 0-3 through 0-10 limited friends/peers to individuals

who are under 21 and who are not of legal drinking age. For 0-11

and 0-12, the word "peers" was added since the word ”peer” appears

as a more adult form of the word "friends." Adding "wine cooler” to

the list of alcoholic drinks in 0-15 through 0-19 updated the list

of alcoholic beverages. Also, by making 0-17 through 0-19 specific

to time of enrollment at Ferris; listing the categories of "beer,”

”wine or wine cooler,” and "shot of liquor or mixed drink" and

expanding the responses to include "0," "less than 1,” "1-2," '3-4,”

"5," and "6 or more," the continuous data were indicative of the

degrees of alcohol consumption as defined in Chapter It In 0-20,

0-21, and 0-23, phrases identifying the respondents as Ferris

students were inserted. The response ”withdrew from a class" was

deemed more informative than the response "hangover" for 0-24. In

0-25, the time period for considering reducing or stopping use of

alcohol was expanded from "A guy time during the LAST 8 MONTHS” to

”How often . . ." with response choices being continuous instead of

categorical. The response choices in 0-26 were also made continuous

by using “Strongly agree," ”Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly

disagree" instead of ”Yes," "No,” "Uncertain," and ”I am a non-

user.” For 0-27 through 0-32, specific time frames (Winter 1989-90,
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Spring 1989-90, and Fall 1990-91) were added. For the returning

students, responses to 0-27 through 0-32 were categorical, whereas

responses for Q-27 through 0-32 on the nonreturning student survey

were made continuous. In Q-37, both mother and father were included

in one question in an effort to gauge social status without adding

several questions to the instrument. Although the educational level

of‘ the father* has been identified as a significant demographic

variable in many studies, the current prevalence of single-parent

families may limit the reliability of data regarding only the

father. In 0-38, "Spring Term 1990" was changed to "at the end of

my last term at FSU" for the nonreturners. "I was at Ferris" was

added to 0-39 in case a nonreturner had enrolled at another college

or' university since leaving Ferris. The response choices were

simplified for both 0-40 and 0-41 to minimize distraction for the

respondent. The ACT composite ranges in Q-42 were designed to

conform'to the bell-shaped pattern of incoming Ferris students’

scores and to offer continuous data for purposes of analysis

(Swartz, 1990). Responses to the ethnicity question (0-43) were

congruent with the classifications used for reporting ethnicity at

Ferris. Finally, 0-44 was expanded to include "17" because the age

at which the students entered Ferris during Fall Term 1989-90 was

probably different from the age they would have been when they

completed the questionnaire.

Queetjunnaire length and layout. The questionnaires used for

this research were developed as a result of previous studies and
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included questions that had been administered at the national,

state, and local levels. Because a mail survey was used for the

nonreturning students, an attempt was made to make the

questionnaires for this study brief, yet comprehensive.

In an effort to develop a cost-efficient survey that would

elicit a high response rate, major reference was made to the Total

Design Method (TDM) as recommended by Dillman (1978). The TOM

process included placing demographic items last, noting directions

after each question, and using a booklet layout.

tteu source end content balepee. Questions not common to one

of the Ferris State University survey instruments (Bonkowski &

Shible, 1989; Keigley & Bonkowski, 1990; Shible & Bonkowski, 1988)

were drawn from survey instruments used 'hi national (Engs, 1975;

Johnston et al., 1990) or state studies (Barnes 81 Welte, 1988;

DiCicco, Davis, & Orenstein, 1984).

Attitudinal items from national studies that were used for

returning and nonreturning students included the following:

approval of peers trying one or two drinks of an alcoholic beverage,

taking one or two drinks nearly every day, having four or five

drinks nearly every day, or having five or more drinks once or twice

each weekend (0-3 through 0-6); perceived risk of peers trying one

or two drinks of an alcoholic beverage, taking one or two drinks

nearly every day, taking four or five drinks nearly every day, or

having five or more drinks once or twice each weekend (0-7 through

Q-lO); estimate of number of peers who drink alcoholic beverages
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(0-11); status of’ alcohol use among peers (Q-12); and personal

feelings about status of alcohol use (Q-13).

An attitudinal item previously used in a state study (DiCicco

et al., 1984) was wishing one or both parents would drink less (0-14

for returning and nonreturning students). Personal belief regarding

reduction in ("1 abstention from alcohol use (Q-25), and belief

alcohol had a negative effect on academic performance (0-26) were

locally generated attitudinal items used for both returning and

nonreturning students. Whether personal use of alcohol or

friends/peers’ use of alcohol caused students to consider not

returning (0-27 through Q-32) were new questions used only for

returning students. The degree to which personal use of alcohol

influenced the decision to return or not return to Ferris (Q-27

through 0-29) and the degree of influence regarding peer use of

alcohol in the decision to return or not return to Ferris (Q-30

through 0-32) were new questions used only for nonreturning

students.

Consumption-pattern items included: ever having beer, wine,

wine coolers, or liquor to drink (Q-15); having beer, wine, wine

coolers, or liquor within the last year (Q-l6); the approximate

number and kinds of' drinks usually consumed at one time while

enrolled at Ferris (0-17 through 0-19); the number of occasions when

alcoholic beverages were consumed enough to feel pretty high (Q-20);

the times five or more drinks were consumed in e row during the last

term at Ferris (0-21); and the approximate number of drinks per

month consumed during Fall, Winter, Spring, and Summer Terms 1989-9O
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when enrolled at Ferris (0-33 through Q-36). Most of the

consumption-pattern items were questions used in national studies

that were modified for use with both the returning and nonreturning

students in the Ferris State University sample.

The demographic variables were a result of modifying questions

from both national and local studies. For the nonreturning

students’ survey, the mother’s or father’s level of schooling (0-

37), cumulative credit hour load (0-38), full-time status by term

(0-39), Ferris honor point average (0-40), high school grade point

average (0-41), ACT composite score (0-42), ethnicity (0-43), age

(0-44), and gender (0-45) were included. The questionnaire

administered to the returning students included the nine demographic

variables previously stated plus a tenth--school/college of

enrollment for Fall Term 1990-91 (0-2).

The following life event items were generated as a result of

local studies at Ferris: transferring to another college/

university, having financial difficulties, being academically

denied, feeling peer pressure to drink alcohol, and personally using

or abusing alcohol (0-2 for nonreturners). Having a physical fight

after drinking, having an argument after drinking, and experiencing

acquaintance/date rape after drinking (0-22 for both returners and

nonreturners) were life event items also generated from local

studies at Ferris State University. Having trouble with boss or

fellow workers, having difficulties of any kind with friends, having

an automobile accident, being criticized by a family member, having
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trouble with the police, and having an accident in the home or

residence hall (0-23 for returners and nonreturners) were items

modified from a statewide study (Barnes & Welte, 1988). Missing a

class, earning less than a "C" on a quiz or examination, earning

less than a "C" for a class, or withdrawing from a class (0-24 for

returners and nonreturners) were also locally generated items.

Questions 1, 38, and 39 were designed to be used for screening

respondents and were not intended for statistical analysis.

Scale sensitivity. All 45 items on both the returning and

nonreturning students’ survey instruments used forced-choice

responses as opposed to open-ended questions. Some questions were

treated as categorical for the purpose of analysis, whereas others

were considered as interval data. A major portion of the variables

were continuous; hence the response system was intended to

approximate the degree in the underlying variable. For example, 0-3

asked, "Do YOU approve of your friends/peers age [7, IS, IS pr 20

doing each of the following . . . Trying l or 2 drinks of an

alcoholic beverage?" The respondent was offered the choices of

"Strongly Approve," "Approve," "Disapprove." and "Strongly

Disapprove." It is believed that most young people today do have an

opinion regarding the use of alcohol. By leaving out a neutral

choice, respondents were forced to indicate a point of view.

Interval data were treated as continuous and analyzed with

parametric statistics. Much has been written and researched

regarding the number of response options necessary for a study. Cox
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(1980) indicated that five—point scales appear adequate in subject-

centered scales such as the Likert scale. In stimulus-centered

scales, as many as nine alternatives may be appropriate if stimuli

(scales) are heterogeneous and the respondents are sophisticated as

to the response choices and committed to answering thequestions.

Some researchers have agreed that two or three categories are not

appropriate (Cox, l980; Green & Rao, l970). However, Jacoby and

Matell (197l) indicated that three categories may be sufficient.

For this study, response options, scales, and categories of the

continuous measures ranged from four to eight.

To measure students’ approval of alcohol-consumption levels, a

range of four response options was used. The range included

"Strongly Approve," "Approve," "Disapprove," and ”Strongly

Disapprove." The range of one to four was considered to be a

continuum and treated as interval data. Other similar scales

included "No Risk," "Slight Risk," "Moderate Risk," and "Great

Risk"; "Strongly Agree," "Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly

Disagree"; and "Not At All,” "Very Little," "Somewhat," and “To a

Great Extent" (Gable, l986).

Number and types of drinks consumed at any one time was

measured using a range beginning with none. and ending with six or

more. Other continuous scales included "None," "A Few," "Some,"

”Most," and "All" (estimate of number of peers who drink alcoholic

beverages); "Look Up to a Lot," "Look Up to Some," "Neither Up or

Down," "Look Down on Some," and "Look Down on a Lot" (Status of
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alcohol use among peers); "Look Up to It a Lot," "Look Up to It

Some," "Neither Up or Down," "Look Down on It Some," and ”Look Down

on It a Lot" (personal feelings about status of alcohol use); ”No

0ccasion,’I "A Few Occasions," "About l/2 of the Occasions,” ”Most of

the Occasions,” and "Nearly All of the Occasions" (the frequency of

occasions when alcoholic beverages were consumed enough to feel

pretty high); "None,'I “Once,” "Twice," "3-5 Times,” '6-9 Times,” and

"lo or More Times" (the times five or more drinks were consumed in a

row during the last term at Ferris); "None," "l-Z,” "3-5,” ”6-l0,"

"ll—l9," "20-39," "40-55," and "56+" (approximate number of drinks

per month consumed when enrolled at Ferris); "l.99 or below,” "2.00-

2.49," "2.50-2.99," "3.00-3.49,” and "3.50-4.00" (Ferris honor point

average and the high school grade point average); "0-5,” ”6-l0,"

”ll-l5," "l6-20," "2l-25," "26—36" (ACT composite score); and "l7,"

"l8," "l9," and "20" (age upon entry during Fall Term l989-90).

Demographic yariables. Demographic variables were placed at

the end of the nonreturning students’ questionnaire as recommended

by Dillman (l978). The nine demographic variables for nonreturning

students were mother’s or father’s level of schooling (0-37), full-

time status by term (Q-38), cumulative credit hour load (0-39),

Ferris honor point average (Q-40), high school grade point average

(Q-4l), ACT composite score (0-42), ethnicity (0-43), age (0-44),

and gender (0-45). A tenth demographic variable, school/college of

enrollment during Fall Term l990-91 (0-2), was added for returning

students.
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Ti etabl and ma’l ues i nnai n nonr r i

students).

Week 1: On July 27, l99l, an introductory letter (Appendix I)

was sent to the l4l students identified as nonreturners using a list

of random numbers (Appendix A).

Heek 2: On August 3, 1990, the survey instrument, copied on

white paper and dated for return by August l0, l990 (Appendix G),

first letter of transmittal (Appendix J), preaddressed and stamped

#9 return envelope (Appendix K), and return stamped post card

(Appendix L) were mailed in a #lO window envelope (Appendix M).

Heek 3: On August l0, l990, a second survey instrument, copied

on peach paper and dated for return by August 17, l990 (Appendix G),

a second letter of transmittal (Appendix N), preaddressed and

stamped #9 return envelope (Appendix K), and return stamped post

card (Appendix L) were mailed in a #lO window envelope (Appendix M)

to individuals from whom no return post card (Appendix L) was

received, as noted on the Nonreturning Freshman Student Survey Log:

l990 (Appendix 0).

Week 4: On August 17, l990, a reminder post card (Appendix P)

was sent to all nonrespondents.

Heek 6: On August 29, l990, a third survey instrument, copied

on yellow paper and dated for return by September 7, l990 (Appendix

G), a third letter of transmittal (Appendix 0), a preaddressed and

stamped #9 return envelope (Appendix K), and a return stamped post
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card (Appendix L) were mailed in a #lO window envelope (Appendix M)

to all nonrespondents.

Seven individuals in the original random sample were replaced

by using numbers in a random table (Appendix B) to determine

selection.

On August 29, 1990, an introductory letter (Appendix I) was

sent to the seven replacement students identified as nonreturners.

Week 7: On September 7, l990, a fourth but identical survey

(Appendix G) was copied on white paper using blue ink instead of

black. The date for return was September l4, l990. The survey was

mailed to the identified replacement individuals along with a

redated letter of ‘transmittal (Appendix J), a preaddressed and

stamped #9 envelope (Appendix K), and a return stamped post card

(Appendix L) in a #lO window envelope (Appendix M).

Weeks .16 through 19: From November l through November 25,

l990, an attempt was made to contact all nonrespondents by telephone

with subsequent mailings that included a redated questionnaire

(Appendix G), a fourth letter of transmittal (Appendix R), a

preaddressed and stamped #9 return envelope (Appendix K), and a

return stamped post card (Appendix L) in a #lO window envelope

(Appendix M).

 

limetable and administration of the on-campus questionnaire

tu i 5 de

Week 1: From October l5 through October 22, 1990, students

enrolled in two marketing research classes and one marketing data-

analysis class at Ferris State University were given verbal and
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written instructions (Appendix S) regarding distribution of the

questionnaires (Appendix H). To facilitate making contact, schedule

sheets indicating the class schedule, permanent address, local

address, and local/campus phone number of each student in the sample

were distributed in late October to the marketing students (Appendix

T).

Weeks 2 through 5: From October 22 through November 25, 1990,

each marketing student was assigned to make contact with three or

four (designated) l989-9O freshman students. within four* days to

arrange for delivery of the letter of transmittal (Appendix U) and

the returning student questionnaire (Appendix H). Returning

students who were contacted and who were willing to participate in

the survey then returned the completed surveys in the preaddressed

return envelopes provided (Appendix V). Respondents also mailed the

return stamped post card (Appendix L) to the researcher. Return

envelopes were designed to be returned to the researcher via the

Ferris State University campus mail system. If they wanted the

results of the study, respondents were able to make that request by

using the second preaddressed envelope provided (Appendix H).

As a follow-up, a second letter of transmittal (Appendix X), a

copy of the questionnaire (Appendix H) with a return date of

November l6, 1990, a preaddressed return envelope (Appendix V), and

a results-requested envelope (Appendix H) were sent to nonrespond-

ents via campus mail.
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Institgtjana! ggoparatioa. The Ferris State University Office

of Academic Affairs and the Substance Abuse Task Force Committee

Chair had jointly endorsed the proposed study (Appendix Y). This

support permitted the researcher to obtain the names, addresses, and

phone numbers of both the returning and nonreturning students from

Carol Maki (Institutional Studies) while allowing the researcher to

remain within the legal boundaries established by the Family

Educational Rights and Privacy Act of l974 (as interpreted on May

30, l990, by Barbara Yockey, Assistant Legal Counsel, Ferris State

University). Permission was obtained through the endorsement to use

official university letterhead stationery and envelopes. Ferris

State University President Helen Popovich agreed to sign an

introductory letter to nonreturning students. The president

authorized the Ferris Computer Center to place her personal

signature on each of the introductory letters by using a digitized

font. The result was a set of personalized introductory letters

that Dr. Popovich did not have to sign individually.

The first three mailings to the nonreturning students (the

introductory letter and the first and second letters of transmittal)

were produced by a mail-merge process instituted with the

cooperation of the Ferris Computer Center under the direction of

Jerry Nogy, Hayne Naki, Bruce Werner, and Calla Dean. A request to

waive programming fees for the mail-merge digitized-font process was

made by the dean of the College of Arts & Sciences, Dr. Sue

Hammersmith. The request was granted by Jerry Nogy and Wayne Haki

of the Ferris Computer Center. The Office of Academic Computing at
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Ferris, through the cooperation of Denise Erickson, assisted with

the preparation of lists by offering instruction and assistance with

various software packages. The mainframe computer at the university

was used for analysis, using the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS-X). Dr. Manfred Swartz, Penny Papo, and Linda Burnes

of the Office of Assessment Services provided the list of random

numbers, format for the survey instrument, data entry, and

consultation regarding the SPSS-X software package. Marketing

research professor Dr. Marilyn Keigley performed the MANOVA, ANOVA,

t-tests, and chi-square analysis and provided countless hours of

research consultation. Dr. James Maas and Mike Cooper also provided

statistical consultation.

non it . To protect the anonymity of both the returning and

nonreturning student respondents, only group data were collected and

reported. No coding system for identification was used on any of

the questionnaires. Returned questionnaires were dated according to

the date the researcher received them from the Office of Academic

Affairs. Although returned post cards were indicative of an

individual’s participation in the study, it was impossible to link

individually returned questionnaires with returned post cards for

either returning or nonreturning students.

r m t a il

Reliabilities were calculated on the dependent variables to

determine internal consistency of the instrument using Cronbach’s

coefficient alpha (Cronbach, l947). The variables were factored
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into a matrix consisting of five factors, or sets, of variables.

Factor l primarily included consumption variables. 'The variables

for Factor l were as follows: Q-33, ”Drinks per month at FSU-FALL

89-90"; 0-34, ”Drinks per month at FSU-HTR 89-90"; Q-Zl, “Number of

times last FSU term--5+ drinks"; Q-ZO, ”How often felt high after

drinking alcohol"; Q-l7, "When enrolled, average # beers at one

time"; Q-l9, "When enrolled, average # shots at one time"; and Q-ll,

”Estimated how many friends drink.“ The coefficient alpha was

.89l6, which is indicative of strong reliability.

Factor 2 included the following four attitudinal variables:

Q-B, ”Think friends age l7-20 risk harm if they . . . take l-2

drinks nearly every day"; Q-S, "Approve of l7-20 years olds .

having 4-5 drinks nearly every day"; 0-4, "Approve of l7-ZO year

olds . . . taking l-2 drinks nearly every day"; and Q-9, ”Think

friends age l7-20 risk harm if they . . . take 4-5 drinks nearly

every day." The coefficient alpha for Factor 2 was .Bll9. A high

reliability resulted for Factor 2, which included four variables

measuring attitudes toward daily drinking.

Factor 3 was a homogeneous category and included the following

attitudinal variables: Q-lO, "Think friends age l7-20 risk harm if

they . . . have 5+ drinks once or twice each weekend"; Q-6, "Approve

of l7-20 year olds . . . having 5+ drinks once or twice each

weekend"; 0-7, ”Think friends age l7-20 risk harm if they . . . try

l-2 drinks/alcoholic beverage"; and Q-3, “Approve of l7-20 year olds

. . trying l-Z drinks/alcoholic beverage.” The coefficient alpha
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was .6956. Although there was correlation, it was not as strong as

it was for Factors 1 and 2.

Factor 4 was a homogeneous category and included the following

two attitudinal variables: 0-26, "Alcohol negatively affected

academics,” and 0-25, "Should reduce personal use of alcohol." The

coefficient alpha was .672l. Because the survey was administered to

college students between the ages of l7 and 20 years, the

reliability might have been weaker than it would have been for a

mature adult population. Alcohol use has been described as a ”rite

of passage" for college students (Hirschorn, l987); therefore, not

admitting alcohol might have had an adverse effect on academics,

and/or denying the need to reduce alcohol use could be expected.

Factor 5 was a homogeneous category and included the following

attitudinal variables: Q-l3, "Approve alcohol use/self," and Q-lZ,

"Friends approve alcohol use." The coefficient alpha was .4918.

These questions were taken from a survey used nationally for high

school students. The response choices "Looked up to. . . ." and

"Looked down on. . . ." might have been too rudimentary for the

college freshmen. Because the correlation was weak, these questions

need to be revised for college students and are not recommended for

future studies involving college students.

Data Analysis

Catggorical and Interval Data

The majority of questions on the survey were considered

continuous, interval data. These questions were discussed in the
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section on Scale Sensitivity. The interval questions were

summarized using means. Multivariate analysis, analysis of

variance, and t-tests were employed in the data analysis. The alpha

level of < .lO was used.

Specific yes/no questions, gender, ethnicity, and the reasons

influencing nonreturn were treated as categorical. Statistical

analysis for categorical questions was accomplished using percent-

ages and chi-square. The significance level of < .10 was used.

Statistjgal Ingatment

W

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 l989-9O freshmen?

Mn 1: There is no 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 l989-9O

freshmen.

One-way MANOVA was performed to analyze l3 dependent variables

that included attitudes toward alcohol use (Figure 3.l) of the

returning and nonreturning freshman students. One-way MANOVA was

also performed to analyze the seven dependent variables that

included the alcohol-consumption patterns (Figure 3.2) conlnon to

both the returning and nonreturning students. MANOVA was selected

to help avoid Type I error. T-tests were then performed to isolate

significance for returners and nonreturners. The .lO alpha level

was used.
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Trying l or 2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage

Taking l or 2 drinks nearly every day

Taking 4 or 5 drinks nearly every day

Having 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend

Try l or 2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage

Take 1 or 2 drinks nearly every day

Take 4 or 5 drinks nearly every day

Have 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend

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 belief regarding reduction of alcohol use or abstention

Negative effect of alcohol on academic performance

Figure 3.1: Attitudes toward alcohol use--returners

and nonreturners.

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 l989-9O

enrollment

Approximate number of drinks per month during Hinter l989-9O

enrollment

Figure 3.2: Alcohol-consumption patterns--returners and

nonreturners.

r e tio

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 life event variables?



69

Ha_;: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

The T3 dependent variables that included returning and

nonreturning students’ attitudes toward alcohol use were listed in

Figure 3.l.

The eight independent demographic variables for returning

students are listed in Figure 3.3.

School/college of enrollment

Parents’ educational level

Ferris honor point average

High school grade point average

ACT composite score

Ethnicity

Age

Gender

Figure 3.3: Selected demographic characteristics--returners.

The 13 independent life events variables for both returning and

nonreturning students are listed in Figure 3.4.
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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

Withdrawing from a class

Figure 3.4: Selected life events--returners and nonreturners.

One-way MANOVA was performed to analyze l3 attitudes

(Figure .3.l) of' the returning freshmen using each of 'the eight

independent. demographic variables for returning students (Figure

3.3). One-way MANOVA was also performed to analyze l3 attitudes

(Figure 3.l) of the returning freshmen using each of the 13

independent life event variables (Figure 3.4). MANOVA was selected

to help avoid Type I error.

ANOVA was performed for each of the demographic and life event

variables where one-way MANOVA findings indicated significance of

less than .lO (probability level). T-tests were then performed to

isolate significance for all possible demographic and life event

variables. Where a demographic or life event variable resulted in

significance for three categories or more, all possible groups of

two were tested.
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W

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?

fln_3: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

The l3 dependent variables that included nonreturning students’

attitudes toward alcohol use were the same for returning and

nonreturning students and were listed in Figure 3.l. The seven

independent demographic variables for nonreturning students are

listed in Figure 3.5.

Parents’ level of schooling

Ferris honor point average

High school grade point average

ACT composite score

Ethnicity

Age

Gender

Figure 3.5: Selected demographic characteristics--nonreturners.

The 13 independent variables regarding selected life events

were identical for returners and nonreturners and were listed in

Figure 3.4.

One-way MANOVA was performed to analyze l3 attitudes (Figure

3.l) of the nonreturning freshmen using each of the seven
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independent demographic variables for nonreturning students (Figure

3.5). One-way MANOVA was also performed to analyze l3 attitudes

(Figure 3.l) of the nonreturning freshmen using each of the T3

independent life event variables (Figure 3.4). MANOVA was selected

to help avoid Type I error.

ANOVA was performed for each of the demographic and life event

variables where one-way MANOVA findings indicated significance of

less than .lO (probability level). T-tests were then performed to

isolate significance for all possible demographic and life event

variables. Where a demographic or life event variable resulted in

significance for three categories or more, all possible groups of

two were tested.

W

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?

fln_5: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of returning Ferris

State University freshman students with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

The eight dependent variables that include alcohol-consumption

patterns of returning students are listed in Figure 3.6.
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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 1989-9O

enrollment

Approximate number of drinks per month during Winter 1989-90

enrollment

Approximate number of drinks per month during Spring 1989-9O

enrollment

Figure 3.6: Alcohol-consumption patterns--returners.

One-way MANOVA was performed to analyze eight alcohol-

consumption patterns (Figure 3.6) of the returning freshmen, using

each of the eight independent demographic variables for returning

students (Figure 3.3). One-way MANOVA was also performed to analyze

eight alcohol-consumption patterns (Figure 3.6) of the returning

students, using each of the 13 independent life event variables

(Figure 3.4). MANOVA was selected to help avoid Type I error.

ANOVA was performed for each of the demographic and life event

variables where one-way MANOVA findings indicated significance of

less than .lO (probability level). T-tests were then performed to

isolate significance for all possible demographic and selected life

event variables. Where a demographic or life event variable

resulted in significance for three categories or more, all possible

groups of two were tested.
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r u 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?

Ho 5: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of nonreturning

Ferris State University freshman students with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

The seven dependent variables that include alcohol-consumption

patterns common to both the returning and nonreturning students were

listed in Figure 3.2.

One-way MANOVA was performed to analyze seven alcohol-

consumption patterns (Figure 3.2) of the nonreturning freshmen using

each of the seven independent demographic variables for nonreturning

students (see Figure 3.5). One-way MANOVA was also performed to

analyze seven alcohol-consumption patterns (Figure 3.2) of the

nonreturning freshmen using each of the l3 independent life event

variables as listed in Figure 3.4. MANOVA was selected to help

avoid Type I error.

ANOVA was performed for each of the demographic and life event

variables where one-way MANOVA findings indicated significance of

less than .lO (probability level). T-tests were then performed to

isolate significance for all possible demographic and life event

variables. Where a demographic or life event variable resulted in
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significance for three categories or more, all possible groups of

two were tested. The .10 alpha level was used.

Bemuhjussjjmj

Is there a statistically significant difference in the Ferris

State University freshman students’ self-reported perceptions

about the drinking behavior of their parents between the

returning and nonreturning freshmen?

Hn_§: There is no statistically significant difference in the

Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-9O freshman students’

self-reported perceptions about the drinking behavior of their

parents between the returning and nonreturning freshmen.

The parental drinking perception question was, ”Have you ever

wished that either one or both of your parents would drink less?"

and the responses were "parents don’t drink at all,” "no," and

"yes." This same question has been used for more than eight years

by the Cambridge & Somerville Program for Alcoholism Rehabilitation

on school surveys and with teenagers in alcohol education groups.

The question has been deemed to be both reliable and valid as a

method to identify children of alcoholic parents (DiCicco et al.,

T984).

Chi-square was used to compare the self-reported perceptions

about drinking behavior of parents between the returning and

nonreturning freshmen. The .lO significance level was used.
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W

Is there a statistically significant relationship between the

Ferris State University nonreturning freshman students’

reported perception 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

(l) Academic dissatisfaction

(2) Residence hall life

(3) Personal

m
m

0
.
0

U
'
fl
!

 

Ho '7: There is no statistically significant relationship

between the Ferris State University Fall Term l989-9O

nonreturning freshman students’ self-reported perception about

the drinking behavior of 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

"
'
5
0
0
.
0
0
"
”

Chi-square was used to compare the perception about parental

drinking behavior with each decision to leave. Decisions to leave

for this research question included transferring, financial

difficulties, academic denial, peer pressure to drink alcohol,

personal use or abuse of alcohol, academic dissatisfaction,

residence hall life, and personal.

A substantial number of respondents (Bl/63) indicated reasons

for ‘leaving in the ”other" categoryu 'Three additional sets of

variable categories were developed: experiencing academic
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dissatisfaction, disliking residence hall life, and personal.

Additional chi-square tests were performed on those variables. A

.TO significance level was used.

W

Is there a significant relationship between the peer-pressure-

to-drink-alcohol reason Fall Term l989-9O 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

(l) Academic dissatisfaction

(2) Residence hall life

(3) Personal

Q
0

0
'
”

Ho 8: 'There is no statistically significant relationship

between the peer-pressure-to-drink-alcohol reason Fall Term

l989-9O 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

0
.
0
U
N

Chi-square was used to compare the peer-pressure-to-drink-

alcohol reason for leaving with the following reasons influencing

the decision either to drop or not return: transferring to another

college/university, having financial difficulties, being

academically denied, experiencing academic dissatisfaction,

disliking residence hall life, and personal. A .TO significance

level was used.
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W

Is there a statistically significant relationship between the

personal-use-or-abuse-of~alcohol reason Fall Term 1989-9O

freshman students left Ferris State University and the

following reasons influencing the decision either to drop or

not return?

a. Transferring to another college/university

b. Having financial difficulties

c. Being academically denied

d. Other

(l) Academic dissatisfaction

(2) Residence hall life

(3) Personal

flLS‘ There is no statistically significant relationship

between the personal-use-or-abuse-of—alcohol reason Fall Term

1989-9O freshmen 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

C
L
O
U
'
N

Chi-square was used to compare the personal-use-or-abuse-of—

alcohol reason for leaving with the following reasons influencing

the decision either to drop or not return: transferring to another

college/university, having financial difficulties, being academi-

cally denied, experiencing academic dissatisfaction, disliking resi-

dence hall life, and personal. A .lO significance level was used.

Apnnnval

An application submitted to the Michigan State University

Committee for Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) contained

the following: abstract, subject population, procedures for
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anonymity/confidentiality, risk/benefit ratio, consent procedures,

signed statement from the committee chairman, a copy of the proposed

”methods" section, and the information-gathering instrument. The

researcher submitted the application on July 16, 1990, and was

granted approval on July 26, 1990, to proceed with the survey of

nonreturning Ferris State University students (see Appendix 2).

On August 9, 1990, application was made to the Ferris State

University Institutional Review Board regarding the survey of the

returning students. Following a meeting with the Institutional

Review Board on September 10, 1990, approval for the protocol was

granted on September 25, 1990 (see Appendix 2).

A second application was submitted to the UCRIHS at Michigan

State University because the survey instrument for the returning

students (Questions 2, l7-19, 23, 24, 27-32, and 39) had been

modified from the original application. Approval to proceed was

granted by UCRIHS on October 17, 1990 (see Appendix 2).



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

The study was designed for the collection and analysis of data

regarding the attitudes toward alcohol use and the alcohol-

consumption patterns of freshman students who were 17, 18, 19, or 20

years of age and who were enrolled at Ferris State University for a

minimum of 12 credits during Fall Term 1989-90. Returning and

nonreturning students were surveyed. A total of nine research

questions were examined.

For Research Question 1, one-way MANOVA and t-tests were used

to compare the attitudes toward alcohol use and alcohol-consumption

patternsbetween returning and nonreturning freshmen. Attitudinal

and consumption variables were analyzed in relationship to selected

demographic characteristics and selected life events for returners

and nonreturners in Research Questions 2 through 5 by performing

one-way MANOVA, ANOVA, and t-tests. Research Question 6 involved

using chi-square to examine the difference between returning and

nonreturning students’ reported perception about parental drinking.

For Research Question 7, chi-square was used to compare several

reasons students leave Ferris State University' with perceptions

about parental drinking. Using chi-square, Research Questions 8 and

9 involved comparing the two alcohol-related reasons students might

80
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not have returned with six separate reasons that might have

influenced the decision either to drop or not return to Ferris State

University.

The method presented in Chapter 111 provided a framework for a

valid and systematic investigation into the relationship of alcohol

to the persistence and attrition of Fall Term 1989-9O freshman

students at Ferris State University. The statistical analysis of

the data follows.

Survey Participants

Response Rate

Survey instruments were mailed to a random sample of 141

nonreturning Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-9O freshman

students. A total of 66 surveys were returned. Of the 65 surveys

completed by nonreturning students, two were unusable because they

arrived after the statistical analysis had been performed. A parent

had completed another questionnaire and returned it, making it

unusable. Therefore, out of a total of 66 surveys returned, the

total number of usable surveys was 63. The return of 66 of the 141

mail surveys represented a respectable response rate of 47%, as

previously noted (Alreck & Settle, 1985).

Survey instruments were also distributed to a random sample of

203 returning Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-9O freshman

students during Fall Term 1990-91. A total of 159 returning

students responded by completing the survey. Of the 159 surveys
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returned, all 159 were usable, which resulted in a response rate of

78% (159/203).

Damographjc§--Baturnars

Highlights of the data as presented in Table 4.1 are as

follows: (a) the male/female ratio of respondents closely

paralleled the male/female ratio at Ferris State University, (b)

more than half of the respondents’ parents had had some college

(17.6%) or had completed college (34.6%), (c) 74.2% of the

respondents were age 18 when they matriculated, and (d) ethnic

groups represented by the respondents were limited to African

American (6.3%) and Caucasian (93.7%).

Denpgnaohics--Nonreturners

An examination of the data from Table 4.l indicates the

following: (a) the male/female ratio of respondents was reverse

that of the male/female ratio at Ferris State University, (b) more

than half of the respondents’ parents had had some college (29.5%)

or had completed college (29.5%), (c) 77.4% of the respondents were

age 18 when they matriculated, and (d) ethnic groups represented by

the respondents included African American (11.1%), Native American

(3.2%), Asian American (1.6%), Caucasian (79.4%), and other (4.8%).

In Table 4.2, nonreturning students indicated transferring to

another college/university (30%) and having financial difficulties

(30%) as the most frequent reasons for leaving Ferris State

University. Academic denial was the reason noted second most often

(17%). The percentage of alcohol-related reasons (6.3% + 1.6%) for
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Table 4.l.--Demographic profile of Ferris State University Fall Term

1989-9O freshmen-~returners and nonreturners.

 

 

 

Returners Nonreturners

(n - 159) (n - 63)

No. % No. %

Gender

Males 83 52.2 29 46.8

Females 76 47.8 33 53.2

Total 159 100.0 62 100.0

Parents’ educational level:

High school or less 48 30.2 14 23.0

Some college 28 17.6 18 29.5

Completed college 55 34.6 18 29.5

Graduate/professional 28 17.6 10 16.4

Total 159 100.0 60 100.0

Age:

17 years 22 13.8 8 12.9

18 years 118 74.2 48 77.4

19 years 17 10.7 5 8.1

20 years 2 1.3 l 1.6

Total 159 100.0 62 100.0

Ethnicity

International 0 0.0 0 0.0

Black/African American 10 6.3 7 1.1

Indian/Native American 0 0.0 2 3.2

Oriental/Asian American 0 0.0 1 1.6

Hispanic 0 0.0 0 0.0

White/Caucasian 149 93.7 50 79.4

Other 0 0.0 3 4.8

Total 159 100.0 63 100.0

 

Nata. Numbers of missing responses for nonreturners: gender - 1,

parents’ educational level - 3, and age - l.
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leaving or not returning was approximately the same as each of the

following categories: academic dissatisfaction (8%), disliked

residence hall life (8%), and personal (8%).

Table 4.2.--Reasons Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90

freshmen did not return (n - 63).a

 

 

Reason No. %

Transferred 19 30

Financial 19 30

Academic denial 11 17

Peer pressure to drink alcohol 4 6

Personal use or abuse of alcohol 1 2

Academic dissatisfaction 5 8

Disliked residence hall life 5 8

Personal 5 8

Other/miscellaneous 7 ll

 

aRespondents could check more than one response.

A substantial number of respondents (22/63) indicated the

reason for leaving in the original "Other” category. Therefore,

three additional categories were developed for answers common to

five or more respondents: academic dissatisfaction, disliking

residence hall life, and personal (see Figure 4.1). Because 7 of

the 22 “Other" responses could not be grouped, the "Other" category

was redefined as "Other/miscellaneous" (see Figure 4.2).
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Academic Dissatisfaction

Not allowed to change my major when requested

Classes I needed were taken before I could get them

Hard to get classes

Didn’t like my program or the school

Classes I needed were already closed before I could schedule

Residence Hall Life

Dorm too noisy

Loud dorm rooms, and no rules applying to that problem

My resident advisor

Unfairness, dorm mildewing, etc.

Housing

Personal

Pregnant

Family problems

Males are overbearing and rambunctious/push/close to date rape/

more so at Ferris than any other place I’ve been

Did not like university life

My best friend of 12 years attempted suicide and was returning

home, which was a major influence in my final decision

Figure 4.1: Reasons for leaving: other.

Other/Hiscellaneous

Joined U.S. Navy

Internship

Distance

Moved to another state

Full-time job

Graduation

Theft of [?] on campus-~resulted in loss of co-op job

Figure 4.2: Reasons for leaving: other/miscellaneous.



86

The frequency and percentage of "yes" responses to the various

life experiences for returners and nonreturners can be seen in Table

4.3.

Table 4.3.-~Frequency and percentage of "Yes" responses to life

event experiences: returners and nonreturners.

 

 

 

Returners Nonreturners

(n - 159) (n - 63)

Life Event Experience ——————————

No. % No. %

Q-22. After drinking experienced:

A physical fight 21 13.2 4 6.3

An argument 61 38.4 15 23.8

Acquaintance/date rape 5 3.1 5 7.9

Q-23. Alcohol-related problems:

Trouble with boss/fellow workers 1 .6 1 1.6

Difficulties of any kind with

friends 25 15.7 3 4.8

Automobile accident 4 2.5 1 1.6

Criticism by a family member 17 10.7 7 11.1

Trouble with the police 12 7.5 3 4.8

Having an accident in home/ 3 1.9 3 4.8

residence hall

Q-24. While enrolled at FSU, expe-

rienced at least once as a

result of alcohol use:

Missed a class 78 49.1 22 34.9

Earned less than a "C" on a

quiz or exam 23 14.5 9 14.3

Earned less than a "C" for a 9 5.7 4 6.3

class

Withdrew from a class 5 3.1 2 3.2

 



87

As seen in Table 4.3, several life event experiences occurred

more frequently than others as a result of alcohol use. Missing a

class as a result of alcohol use (49.1% of the returners and 34.9%

of the nonreturners), having an argument after drinking (38.4% of

the returners and 23.8% of the nonreturners), having difficulties of

any kind with friends after drinking (15.7% of the returners),

earning less than a "C" on a quiz or an examination due to alcohol

use (14.5% of the returners and 14.3% of the nonreturners), and

experiencing criticism by a family member after drinking (10.7% of

the returners and 11.1% of the nonreturners) were the most

frequently occurring events.

Summary of the Means—-Attitudes

Toward Alcohol Use

An examination of the data presented in Table 4.4 reveals that

returning and nonreturning students shared similar attitudes toward

peer use of alcohol. To measure the students’ attitudes toward

their 17- to 20-year-old friends’/peers’ use of alcohol (Q-3 through

Q-6), a continuous scale of l to 4 was used. The scale included

"Strongly approve" (1), "Approve" (2), "Disapprove" (3), and

"Strongly disapprove" (4). For example, returning students had a

mean of 1.962 and nonreturning students had a mean of 2.073 for Q-3.

Both returning and nonreturning students approved of friends/peers

trying 1-2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage. For Q-4, returning

students had a mean of 3.083 while nonreturning students had a mean

of 3.158. Both returning and nonreturning students disapproved of

taking 1-2 drinks nearly every day. With a mean of 3.554 for the
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returning students and a mean of 3.464 for the nonreturning

students, attitudes toward friends/peers having 4-5 drinks nearly

every day fell midway between disapprove and strongly disapprove for

both groups (Q-5). However, with the respective means of 2.494 and

2.825, returning students leaned more toward approving of

friends/peers having 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend,

whereas the mean for nonreturning students was closer to

disapproving of friends/peers having 5 or more drinks once or twice

each weekend (Q-6).

Thinking friends age 17 to 20 risk harm was measured using a

range of four responses: "No risk" (1), "Slight risk" (2),

"Moderate risk" (3), and "Great risk" (4). As seen in Table 4.4,

both returning and nonreturning students shared similar attitudes

for Q-7 through Q-9. They tended to think peers took a slight risk

if they tried 1-2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage, tended to take a

moderate risk if they took 1-2 drinks nearly every day, and tended

to take a great risk if they took 4-5 drinks nearly every day. For

Q-lO, returners tended to think peers took a moderate risk if they

had 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend, whereas

nonreturning students thought peers definitely took a moderate risk.

To measure the students’ attitudes toward the number of

friends/peers they estimated drank alcoholic beverages in Q-ll, a

continuous scale of 1 to 5 was used. The scale included "None" (1),

"A few" (2), "Some" (3), "Most" (4), and "All" (5). With a mean of

4.113, returners estimated that most of their friends/peers drank,
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whereas nonreturners, with a mean of 3.850, estimated that close to

most of their friends/peers drank (see Table 4.4).

For Q-lZ, attitudes were measured using a range of five

responses: "Look up to a lot" (1), "Look up to some" (2), "Neither

up or down" (3), "Look down on some" (4), and "Look down on a lot"

(5). With respective means of 2.610 and 2.733, as seen in Table

4.4, returners and nonreturners indicated that alcohol use among

their group of friends/peers was close to being neither looked up to

nor looked down on. The same scale was used for measuring the mean

regarding approval of their personal use of alcohol in Q-13. With

respective means of 3.196 and 3.233, both returners and nonreturners

neither looked up to nor looked down on their personal use of

alcohol.

When responding to the question of how often students thought

they should reduce or stop their use of alcohol (Q-25), the scale of

responses consisted of "Often" (1), "Sometimes" (2), "Seldom" (3),

and "Never" (4). With respective means of 2.885 and 2.937, as seen

in Table 4.4, both returning and nonreturning students indicated

they seldom thought they should reduce or stop their use of alcohol.

For Q-26, attitudes were measured using a range of four

responses: "Strongly agree" (1), "Agree" (2), "Disagree” (3), and

"Strongly disagree" (4). With respective means of 3.201 and 3.170,

both returning and nonreturning students disagreed that alcohol had

negatively affected their academic performance (see Table 4.4).

In summary, the attitudes of returning and nonreturning

students toward the use of alcohol by their friends/peers or
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themselves were similar, as evidenced by the close approximation of

the means shown in Table 4.3. Both returners and nonreturners

tended to approve of 17 to 20 year olds drinking 5 or more drinks

once or twice each weekend and believed there was a moderate risk

involved with that type of binge drinking. Consuming alcohol was

acceptable, and most of their friends drank. Neither returners nor

nonreturners had intentions of stopping or reducing their

consumption of alcohol, nor did they believe alcohol negatively

affected their academic performance.

Diatnnsipn--anguency of Responsgs

to 9-15 and 9-16

In response to Q-lS, "Have you ever had any beer, wine, wine

 

coolers, or liquor to drink?" 100% (n = 159) of the returners

responded; 97.5% (n = 155) indicated they had had beer, wine, wine

coolers, or liquor to drink. Only 59 of the 63 nonreturning

students responded to that same question. Of those nonreturners who

responded, 96.6% (n . 57) indicated they had had beer, wine, wine

coolers, or liquor to drink.

In response to Q-16, "Have you had any beer, wine, wine

coolers, or liquor to drink within the last year?" 98.7% (n - 153)

of the returning students indicated yes and 1.3% (n - 2) indicated

no. However, 2.5% (n = 4) of the 159 returners chose not to respond

to Q-16. 0f the 57 nonreturners who chose to respond, 100% (n - 57)

indicated yes, they had had beer, wine, wine coolers, or liquor to

drink within the last year. However, 9.5% (n - 6) chose not to

respond to Q-16.
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In Table 4.5, the means of the eight consumption variables for

returners and nonreturners are presented. It is noteworthy that

the number of returners who responded to any of the consumption

questions never exceeded 155 and that the number of nonreturners who

responded to any of the consumption questions never exceeded 57. Of

the returners (n - 155) who admitted to having had an alcoholic

drink sometime, not all admitted whether they had had alcohol within

the last. year (n - 153). However, the fact that 155 of the

returning students responded to two of the consumption questions

confirms that 155 instead of 153 of the returning students had had

alcohol within the last year during their enrollment at Ferris. In

response to Q-15 and Q-16, the number of nonreturners (n - 57) who

indicated that they not only had had an alcoholic drink at sometime

but that they had also had alcohol within the last year during their

enrollment at Ferris State University was consistent.

Summary of the Means--

Danaumption Variables

In Table 4.5, returners indicated that they consumed more

alcoholic beverages than nonreturners for each consumption variable.

For example, when returners and nonreturners were asked how much

beer, on the average, they usually drank at any one time during

their enrollment at Ferris (Q-l7), responses resulted in a mean of

4.329 for returners and a mean of 3.554 for nonreturners. Because

the scale of six response options for Q-17 included "None” (1),

"Less than 1" (2), "1-2" (3), ”3-4" (4), "5" (5), and ”6 or

.4
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more” (6), returning students reported they consumed in excess of 3-

4 beers, on the average, at any one time during their enrollment at

Ferris. In comparison, nonreturning students consumed between 2 and

3 beers. Likewise, for Q-18 and Q-l9, returners indicated they

consumed more wine or wine coolers and shots of liquor or mixed

drinks than nonreturners.

For Q-20, consumption variables were measured using a range of

five responses: "No occasion" (1), "A few occasions" (2), "About

1/2 of the occasions" (3), "Most of the occasions" (4), and "Nearly

all of the occasions" (5). As seen in Table 4.5, returning

students, with a mean of 2.890, indicated they drank enough to feel

pretty high close to half of the occasions, whereas nonreturning

students, with a mean of 2.193, indicated they drank enough to feel

pretty high on a little more than a few of the occasions they drank.

To measure the consumption variables for Q-21, a scale of six

responses was used. The scale included "None" (1), ”Once” (2),

"Twice" (3), "3-5 times" (4), "6-9 times" (5), and "10 or more

times" (6). The mean for returning students was 3.645, and the mean

for nonreturning students was 2.526, as seen in Table 4.5.

Returning students indicated that, during their last term at Ferris,

they had 5 or more drinks in a row close to 3-5 times, whereas

nonreturning students indicated that, during their last term at

Ferris, they had 5 or more drinks in a row between 1 and 2 times.

For Q-33 through Q-35, the consumption variables were measured

using a scale of eight responses: "None" (1), "1-2" (2), '3-5" (3),
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"6-10" (4), "ll-l9“ (5), "20-39" (6), "40—55" (7), and "56+" (8).

For Q-33, returners had a mean of 4.658 for Fall Term 1989-90, and

nonreturners had a mean of 3.887 for the same time period. As seen

in Table 4.5, returning students drank in excess of 10 but probably

less than 19 drinks per month during their Fall Term 1989-90

enrollment at Ferris, whereas nonreturning students reported they

drank close to 6-10 drinks per month during Fall Term 1989-90. For

Q-34, returners had a mean of 4.755 and nonreturners had a mean of

3.816. During Winter Term 1989-90, returning students drank close

to 11-19 drinks per month, whereas nonreturning students drank close

to 6-10 drinks per month. For Q-35, the returning students had a

mean of 4.873. Returning students drank, on the average, even more

during Spring Term 1989—9O than they did during Fall or Winter

terms. Fifty-five out of 63 of the nonreturning students indicated

they were not at Ferris during Spring Term 1989-90, so a comparison

of the means for Spring Term 1989-90 was not possible.

In summary, the consumption patterns of' returning and

nonreturning students differed, as seen in Table 4.5. Returners

drank more than nonreturners, drank more often than nonreturners,

and increased the amount they drank each term. Although

nonreturners drank slightly more during Fall Term 1989-90 than they

did during Winter Term 1989-90, it appears that nonreturners never

drank as much as the returners.
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miles—iu

The first hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as follows:

flp_l: There is no 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.

The purpose of the first hypothesis (Research Question 1) was

to examine the self-reported attitudes toward alcohol use and the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns between returners and

nonreturners. As shown in Table 4.6, the MANOVA of the attitudes of

returners and nonreturners was not significant (probability level -

.300), but the consumption patterns of returners and nonreturners

were significant at a probability level of .002. Following

performance of ANOVA, it became evident that the individual

consumption probability levels for questions Q-l7, Q-l9 through

Q-21, Q-33, and Q-34 (marked with an asterisk) were the primary

contributors to the MANOVA significance for returners and

nonreturners. Using individual t-tests affirmed significance for

each of the previously listed consumption variables.

Collectively, in every case presented in Table 4.7, returners

consumed more alcohol than did nonreturners. For example, returning

students consumed in excess of 3-4 beers, on the average, at any one

time, whereas nonreturning students consumed approximately 3 beers,

on the average, at any one time (Q-17). The pattern was consistent:

Returning students consumed in excess of 1-2 shots or mixed drinks,

on the average, at any one time, whereas nonreturning students
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Table 4.6.—-One-way MANOVA of the attitudinal and consumption

variables according to returners and nonreturners.

 

MANOVA: Wilks’ Lanpda

Attitudes .91830

Consumption .87188

Prob.

MM

1.17707 .300

3.46360 .002

 

Consumption Variable

Returners and

 

Nonreturners

Prob.

F Level

 

0-17.

Q-18.

0-19.

0-20.

0-21.

0-33.

q-34.

When enrolled, average no. of beers

at one time

When enrolled, average no. of wines

at one time

When enrolled, average no. of shots

at one time

How often felt high after drinking

alcohol

Number of times last FSU term--5+

drinks

Drinks per month at FSU-—Fall 1989-90

Drinks per month at FSU--Winter 1989-90

8.74872 .004*

1.33804 .249

8.77670 .003*

14.54950 .000*

15.22662 .000*

3.66435 .057*

5.09477 .025*

 

*Significant at p < .10.



98

Table 4.7.--T-tests of means of consumption variables according to

returners and nonreturners.

 

Returners Nonreturners

Variable -————————— t Prob.

Mean SD Mean SD Level

 

 

Q-l7. When enrolled,

average no. of 4.33 1.73 3.55 1.76 2.86 .005*

beers at one

time

Q-19. When enrolled,

average no. of 3.27 1.60 2.34 1.38 3.67 .000*

shots at one

time

Q-20. How often felt

high after drink- 2.89 1.20 2.19 1.23 3.73 .000*

ing alcohol

Q-21. Number of times

last FSU term-- 3.65 1.72 2.53 1.74 4.18 .000*

5+ drinks

Q-33. Drinks per month

at FSU--Fall 4.66 2.14 3.89 2.15 2.25 .025*

1989-90

Q-34. Drinks per month

at FSU--Winter 4.76 2.03 3.82 2.07 2.54 .012*

1989-90

 

*Significant at p < .10.
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consumed less than 1 shot or mixed drink, on the average, at any one

time (Q-19); returning students drank enough alcoholic beverages to

feel pretty high on close tohalf of the occasions they drank

alcoholic beverages, whereas nonreturning students drank enough‘

alcoholic beverages to feel pretty high on only a few occasions when

they drank alcoholic beverages (Q-20); returning students drank 5 or

more drinks in a row approximately 3 times during their last term at

Ferris, and nonreturners drank 5 or more drinks in a row between 1

and 2 times during their last term at Ferris (Q-21); and returning

students drank approximately 11-19 drinks per month during both Fall

Term 1989-90 (Q-33) and Winter Term 1989-90 (Q-34). Nonreturning

students drank approximately 6-10 drinks per month for both terms.

Therefore, Hypothesis 1, as previously stated, was rejected.

Even though there was no statistically significant difference in the

attitudes toward alcohol use between returning and nonreturning

students, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self—reported alcohol-consumption patterns between returning and

nonreturning Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90 freshmen.

Hyppthesis z

The second hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as follows:

Hg 2: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables
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The purpose of Hypothesis 2 (Research Question 2) was to

examine the attitudes of returners toward alcohol use according to

selected demographic and life event variables.

An examination of the data in Table 4.8 indicates that there

were no differences in attitudes of returners toward alcohol use

with respect to the following six demographic variables: school/

college in which students were enrolled, parents’ educational level,

Ferris State University honor point average, high school grade point

average, age, and ethnicity.

Table 4.8.--One-way MANOVA of attitudinal variables according to

nonsignificant demographic variables: returners.

 

 

Wilks’ Prob.

Variable Lambda F-Value Level

Q-Z. School/college of enrollment .67520 .99814 .481

Q-37. Parents’ educational level .68499 .31684 .103

Q-40. Ferris State Univ. HPA .71497 .15917 .243

Q-41. High school GPA .68421 .32107 .101

Q—44. Age .91090 .47040 .988

Q-45. Ethnicity .86936 .49109 .129

 

An examination of Table 4.9 with respect to the two demographic

variables, ACT composite score and gender, reveals significance at

probability levels of .070 and .037, respectively. The primary

contributors to the MANOVA significance for ACT composite score and
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gender are marked with an asterisk. Using individual t-tests with

ACT composite score revealed no significance for Q-3 and Q-13.

As seen in Table 4.10, three groups of ACT scores were used to

compare differences in means using individual t-tests. Because none

of the returning respondents indicated they had an ACT composite

score of 0-5 and only four indicated they had an ACT composite score

of 6-10, those response choices were collapsed into Group 3 for

purposes of data analysis and discussion. The lowest group (Group

3) included ACT composite scores of 6-15, the middle group (Group 4)

included ACT composite scores of 16-20, and the high group (Group 5)

was for scores of 21 and above. According to individual t-tests

performed on each possible pair of ACT groupings, only one pair

(Groups 3 + 5) was significant when compared to thinking friends age

17 to 20 risk harm if they try 1-2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage

every day (Q-7).

As seen in Table 4.10, with a probability level of .046, the

highest and lowest ACT groups differed in thinking friends age 17 to

20 would risk harm if they tried 1-2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage

(Q-7). The low ACT group had a mean of 1.64, and the highest ACT

group had a mean of 1.34. Returning students with higher ACT scores

were inclined to think that friends took ”no risk," whereas

returning students with lower ACT scores tended to think there could

be "slight risk" for harm.
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Table 4.10.--T-tests of means of attitudinal variables according to ACT composite scores and

 

 

 

 

 

gender: returners.

W

Variable Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Sig. Prob.

(6-15) (16-20) (21+) Groups t Level

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Think friends age 17-20

risk harm if they:

Q-7. Try 1-2 drinks/alco-

holic beverage 1.64 .78 1.53 .69 1.34 .58 (3+5) 2.03 .046*

Other attitudes:

Q-26. Alcohol negatively

affected academics 3.21 .70 2.98 .85 3.43 .74 (4+5) -2.88 .005*

Gender

Variable Males Females Prob.

t Level

Mean SD Mean 50

Approve of 17-20 year olds:

Q-4. Taking 1-2 drinks nearly every day 2.96 .71 3.21 .52 -2.52 .013*

Q-S. Having 4-5 drinks nearly every day 3.38 .66 3.75 .47 -4.06 .000*

0-6. Having 5+ drinks once or twice each 2.32 .84 2.68 .90 -2.55 .012*

weekend

Think friends age 17-20 risk harm if they:

Q-7. Try 1-2 drinks/alcoholic beverage 1.40 .68 1.62 .69 -2.10 .038*

Q-8. Take 1-2 drinks nearly every day 2.63 .87 2.86 .88 -1.71 .090*

Q-9. Take 4-5 drinks nearly every day 3.57 .75 3.78 .48 -2.15 .033*

Other attitudes:

Q-26. Alcohol negatively affected academics 3.09 .87 3.32 .69 -1.82 .070*

 

*Significant at p < .10.
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With a probability level of . 005, the middle and highest ACT

groups (Groups 4 + 5) differed on Q-26 (see Table 4.10). The middle

ACT group had a mean of m and the highest ACT group had a mean

of 3.43. Returning students with an ACT composite score of 16-20

disagreed that alcohol negatively affected their academic

performance, whereas returning students with an ACT composite score

of 21 or over were midway between disagreeing and strongly

disagreeing that alcohol had a negative effect on their academic

performance.

As seen in Table 4.10, male and female returners differed in

attitudes on Q-4 through Q-9, and Q-26. Returning females tended to

be less approving of 17 to 20 year olds taking 1-2 drinks nearly

every day (Q-4), having 4-5 drinks nearly every day (Q-5), and

having 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend (Q-6). For

example, in Q-S the mean for returning males was 3.38, whereas the

mean for returning females was 3.75 (probability level - .000).

Returning females were more likely to strongly disapprove of 17 to

20 year olds having 4-5 drinks nearly every day, whereas returning

males were more likely to disapprove.

Refer to Table 4.10 for Q-7, Q-8, and Q-9. Returning females

thought friends/peers age 17, 18, 19, or 20 risked harming

themselves physically or in other ways if they took 1 or 2 drinks of

an alcoholic beverage, took 1 or 2 drinks nearly every day, or took

4 or 5 drinks nearly every day. For example, see Q-9 in Table 4.10.
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The mean for returning males was 3.57, whereas the mean for

returning females was 3.78 (probability level - .033). Returning

females were more likely to think friends/peers were at great risk

if they took 4 or 5 drinks nearly every day, whereas returning males

thought there was a moderate to great risk for harm.

Returning males and returning females differed in their

attitudes regarding the belief that alcohol negatively affected

their academic performance (Q-26 in Table 4.10). An examination of

the mean for males (3.09) indicates that males disagreed, whereas

examining the mean for females (3.32) indicates that returning

females disagreed even more than returning males that alcohol

negatively affected their academic performance. The probability

level in this t-test was .070.

As seen in Table 4.11, attitudes of returners toward alcohol

use did not differ with respect to the following four life events:

having a physical fight after drinking, experiencing acquaintance/

date rape after' drinking, being criticized by a family member,

and having trouble with the police.

An examination of Table 4.12 with respect to attitudes of

returners according to five life experience variables (having an

argument after drinking, having difficulties with friends, missing a

class, earning less than a "C" on a quiz or exam, and earning less

than a "C" in a class) reveals significance at probability levels of

.050, .006, .002, .001, and .054, respectively. The primary

contributors to the MANOVA significance for getting into an argument
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Table 4.12.--One-way MANOVA of significant attitudinal variables according to argument.

difficulties with friends, missed a class. less than a 'C' on a quiz or exam,

and less than a 'C' in a class: returners.

 

 

 

Prob.

MANOVA: Ellki' Lampda E-Valgg Lava]

Experienced argument after drinking .84659 1.79817 .050

A1cohol--difficulties with friends .80501 2.40360 .006

Alcohol use--missed a class .78827 2.66536 .002

Alcohol use--1ess than 'C' on a quiz/exam .76411 3.06345 .001

Alcohol use--1ess than 'C' in a class .84847 1.77219 .054

Argument Difficulty Missed Less Than 'C' Less Than ’0'

Variable After Drinking With Friends Class on a Quiz in a Class

F p F p F p F p F p

Approve of 17-20 year olds:

0-3. Trying 1-2 drinks/

alcoholic beverage .10924 .742 .02566 .873 .95608 .330 .44006 .508 .50003 .481

Q-4. Taking 1-2 drinks

nearly every day .83992 .361 .49864 .481 3.58577 .060' 1.17495 .280 .57912 .448

Q-S. Having 4-5 drinks

nearly every day .20517 .651 .34321 .559 6.12542 .015' .02824 .867 .65245 .421

Q-6. Having 5+ drinks once

or twice each weekend .28787 .592 3.35567 .052. 8.82747 .003' .04495 .832 1.02315 .314

Think friends age 17-20 risk

harm if they:

Q-7. Try 1~2 drinks/

alcoholic beverage .02987 .863 4.02740 .047‘ 2.69548 .103 .79818 .373 .90728 .342

0-8. Take 1-2 drinks nearly

every day .30727 .580 .59806 .441 3.97031 .048' .02280 .880 .56619 .453

Q-9. Take 4-5 drinks nearly

every day 1.76697 .156 .59091 .443 8.58306 .004* .08037 .777 .08231 .775

Q-lO. Have 5+ drinks once or

twice each weekend .14950 .700 .03511 .852 5.79298 .017' 2.58256 .110 .47502 .492

Other attitudes:

Q-ll. Estimated how many

friends drank 4.08320 .045' .02466 .875 2.01426 .158 .08544 .770 .09705 .756

Q-12. Friends approve

alcohol use .83536 .362 .06586 .798 1.11214 .293 .00008 .993 8.27062 .005'

Q-13. Approve alcohol use/

self 4.52673 .035' .17370 .677 3.89112 .050' 4.37872 .038. 2.21003 .139

0.25. Should reduce personal

use of alcohol 7.19991 .008' 13.42151 .000* 4.97020 .027' 9.46700 .003. 7.43495 .007‘

0-26. Alcohol negatively

affected academics 14.65080 .000* 5.92143 .016' 17.66815 .000' 25.28420 .000* 10.40429 .002'

 

'Significant at p < .10.
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after drinking, having difficulties with friends, and missing a

class are marked with an asterisk. Individual probability levels

(ANOVA) for attitudinal variables contributing to the MANOVA

significance for earning less than a "C" on a quiz or examination

and earning less than a "C" in a class are also marked with an

asterisk. Using individual t-tests revealed no significance for Q-7

(Having difficulty with friends after drinking) or Q-8 (Missing a

class due to alcohol use).

As seen in Table 4.13, returning students who had an argument

after drinking (probability level of .006) differed in estimating

how many of their friends drank alcoholic beverages (Q-ll).

Returning students who had an argument had a mean of 4.30, and

returning students who had not had an argument after drinking had a

mean of 4.00. Returning students who had an argument after drinking

estimated most to all of their friends drank alcoholic beverages,

whereas returning students who had not had an argument after

drinking estimated most of their friends drank alcoholic beverages.

With a probability level of .007, returning students who had an

argument after drinking differed in their personal feelings about

the use of alcohol (see Table 4.13, Q-l3). Returning students who

had an argument had a mean of 2.98, and returning students who had

not had an argument had a mean of 3.33. Therefore, returning

students who had an argument after drinking were close to having no

feelings one way or another regarding the use of alcohol, and



T
a
b
l
e
4
.
1
3
.
-
T
-
t
e
s
t
s

o
f

m
e
a
n
s

o
f

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g

t
o

a
r
g
u
m
e
n
t
,

d
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
i
e
s

w
i
t
h

f
r
i
e
n
d
s
,

m
i
s
s
e
d

a

c
l
a
s
s
,

a
n
d

l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

a
'
C
'

o
n

a
q
u
i
z

o
r

e
x
a
m
:

r
e
t
u
r
n
e
r
s
.

 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

A
r
g
u
m
e
n
t

A
f
t
e
r

D
r
i
n
k
i
n
g

 

S
D

t

P
r
o
b
.

L
e
v
e
l

D
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
y

W
i
t
h

F
r
i
e
n
d
s
A
f
t
e
r

D
r
i
n
k
i
n
g

 M
e
a
n

P
r
o
b
.

S
D

t
L
e
v
e
l

 A
p
p
r
o
v
e

o
f

1
7
-
2
0
y
e
a
r

o
l
d
s
:

0
-
4
.

T
a
k
i
n
g

1
-
2

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

Q
-
S
.

H
a
v
i
n
g

4
-
5

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

Q
-
6
.

H
a
v
i
n
g

5
+

d
r
i
n
k
s

o
n
c
e

o
r

t
w
i
c
e

e
a
c
h

w
e
e
k
e
n
d

T
h
i
n
k

f
r
i
e
n
d
s

a
g
e

1
7
-
2
0

r
i
s
k

h
a
r
m

i
f

t
h
e
y
:

Q
-
7
.

T
r
y

1
-
2

d
r
i
n
k
s
/
a
l
c
o
h
o
l
i
c

b
e
v
e
r
a
g
e

Q
-
B
.

T
a
k
e

1
-
2

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

Q
-
9
.

T
a
k
e

4
-
5

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

Q
-
l
O
.

H
a
v
e

5
+
d
r
i
n
k
s

o
n
c
e

o
r

t
w
i
c
e

e
a
c
h

w
e
e
k
e
n
d

O
t
h
e
r

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
:

Q
-
l
l
.

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

h
o
w
m
a
n
y

f
r
i
e
n
d
s

d
r
i
n
k

Q
-
1
2

F
r
i
e
n
d
s

a
p
p
r
o
v
e

a
l
c
o
h
o
l

u
s
e

Q
-
1
3
.

A
p
p
r
o
v
e

a
l
c
o
h
o
l

u
s
e
/
s
e
l
f

0
-
2
5
.

S
h
o
u
l
d

r
e
d
u
c
e

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

u
s
e

o
f

a
l
c
o
h
o
l

0
-
2
6
.

A
l
c
o
h
o
l

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e
l
y

a
f
f
e
c
t
e
d

a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
s

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

-
2
.
8
0

2
.
7
2

2
.
6
7

4
.
0
1

.
0
0
6
*

.
0
0
7
*

.
0
0
8
*

.
0
0
0
‘

-
5
°

3
.
0
3

.
0
0
3
*

~
5
9

-
1
.
3
7

.
1
7
3

~
3
9

3
.
3
6

.
0
0
1
*

3
3

2
.
2
4

.
0
2
7
*

1(N9



T
a
b
l
e

4
.
1
3
.
—
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
.

 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

M
i
s
s
e
d

a
C
l
a
s
s

 M
e
a
n

S
D

t

P
r
o
b
.

L
e
v
e
l

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

'
C
'

o
n

a

Q
u
i
z
/
E
x
a
m

L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

'
C
'

i
n

a
C
l
a
s
s

 M
e
a
n

S
D

P
r
o
b
.

t
L
e
v
e
l

 M
e
a
n

S
D

P
r
o
b
.

t
L
e
v
e
l

 A
p
p
r
o
v
e

Q
-
4
.

0
-
5
.

0
-
6
.

o
f

1
7
-
2
0

y
e
a
r

o
l
d
s
:

T
a
k
i
n
g

1
-
2

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

H
a
v
i
n
g

4
-
5

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

H
a
v
i
n
g

5
+

d
r
i
n
k
s

o
n
c
e

o
r

t
w
i
c
e

e
a
c
h

w
e
e
k
e
n
d

T
h
i
n
k

f
r
i
e
n
d
s

a
g
e

1
7
-
2
0

r
i
s
k

h
a
r
m

i
f

t
h
e
y
:

0
'
7
0

0
-
8
.

0
-
9
.

0
-
1
0
.

T
r
y

1
-
2

d
r
i
n
k
s
/
a
l
c
o
h
o
l
i
c

b
e
v
e
r
a
g
e

T
a
k
e

1
-
2

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

T
a
k
e

4
-
5

d
r
i
n
k
s

n
e
a
r
l
y

e
v
e
r
y

d
a
y

H
a
v
e

5
+

d
r
i
n
k
s

o
n
c
e

o
r

t
w
i
c
e

e
a
c
h

w
e
e
k
e
n
d

O
t
h
e
r

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
:

Q
-
l
l
.

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d

h
o
w

m
a
n
y

f
r
i
e
n
d
s

d
r
i
n
k

F
r
i
e
n
d
s

a
p
p
r
o
v
e

a
l
c
o
h
o
l

u
s
e

A
p
p
r
o
v
e

a
l
c
o
h
o
l

u
s
e
/
s
e
l
f

S
h
o
u
l
d

r
e
d
u
c
e

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

u
s
e

o
f

a
l
c
o
h
o
l

A
l
c
o
h
o
l

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e
l
y

a
f
f
e
c
t
e
d

a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
s

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

.
6
1

.
7
0

.
4
7

.
7
7

.
9
2

:
5
6

.
9
2

.
o
o

2
.
6
2

2
.
7
0

3
.
9
4

2
.
9
5

2
.
1
3

.
0
1
0
*

.
0
0
8
*

.
0
0
0
*

.
1
1
7

.
0
4
7
*

.
0
1
5
*

.
0
0
4
*

.
0
3
5
*

.
0
0
0
‘

.
5
8

.
8
0

.
9
8

1
.
0
0

.
7
9

.
7
4

3
.
1
3

.
0
0
3
'

2
.
8
1

.
0
0
6
*

4
.
7
6

.
0
0
0
‘

2

O

O

2
.
4
4

3
.
2
5

1
.
0
0

1
.
0
0

1
.
0
1

.
7
6

2
.
7
4

.
0
0
7
*

3
.
0
2

.
0
0
3
*

 

*
S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

a
t

p
<

.
1
0
.

110



111

returning students who had not had an argument were more inclined to

look down somewhat on the use of alcohol.

For Q-25, with a probability level of .008, returning students

who had an argument after' drinking differed in how often they

thought they should reduce or stop their use of alcohol (see Table

4.13). Returning students who had an argument after drinking had a

mean of 2.62, and returning students who had not had an argument had

a mean of 3.07. Returning students who had an argument after

drinking thought they should reduce or stop their use of alcohol

more often than those who had not had an argument after drinking.

See Table 4.13 for a comparison of the means between having an

argument after drinking with Q-26. With a probability level of

.000, returning students who had an argument after drinking differed

in the belief that their use of alcohol had negatively affected

their academic performance. Returning students who had an argument

after drinking had a mean of 2.90, and returning students who had

not had an argument had a mean of 3.41. Therefore, returning

students who had an argument after drinking tended to disagree that

their use of alcohol had negatively affected their academic

performance, whereas returning students who had not had an argument

were inclined to strongly disagree that alcohol had a negative

effect.

With a probability level of .003 for Q-6, .001 for Q-25, and

.027 for Q-26, as seen in Table 4.13, returning students who had

difficulties with friends after drinking differed in their attitudes
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from those who did not have difficulties with friends after

drinking. For example, in Q-25, returning students who had

difficulties with friends after drinking had a mean of 2.28, and

returning students who had no such difficulties had a mean of 3.01.

Returning students who had difficulties with friends after drinking

sometimes thought they should reduce or stop their use of alcohol,

whereas returning students who had not had difficulties with friends

after drinking seldom thought they should reduce or stop their

alcohol consumption. Returning students who had difficulties with

friends after drinking approved of having 5 or more drinks once or

twice each weekend (Q-6) and agreed more than those returning

students who had not had difficulties with friends after drinking

that their use of alcohol had negatively affected their academic

performance (Q-26).

Returning students who missed a class as a result of their use

of alcohol differed from those who had not missed a class (see Table

4.13). Returning students who missed a class as a result of their

use of alcohol tended to approve more of 17-, 18-, 19-, or 20-year-

old friends/peers taking 1 or 2 drinks nearly every day (Q-4),

taking 4-5 drinks nearly every day (Q-5), and having 5 or more

drinks once or twice each weekend (Q-6) than those who did not miss

class. For example, in Q-6, the mean for returning students who

missed a class as a result of their use of alcohol was 2.22, and the

mean for returning students who had not was 2.75. Returning

students who had missed a class as a result of their use of alcohol

were more likely to approve of taking 4 or 5 drinks nearly every
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day, whereas returning students who had not missed a class were more

likely to disapprove.

With probability levels of .003, .006, and .000 for Q-13,

Q-25, and Q-26, respectively, returning students who earned a ”C” or

less on a quiz or an examination as a result of their use of alcohol

differed in their attitudes toward alcohol use from those who had

not (see Q-26 in Table 4.13). For example, the mean for returning

students who had earned a ”C" or less on a quiz or an exam as a

result of their use of alcohol was 2.52, and the mean for returning

students who had not was 3.33. Therefore, returning students who

earned less than a "C" on a quiz or an exam tended to disagree that

their use of alcohol had negatively affected their academic

performance. Conversely, those who did not earn a "C” or less on a

quiz or an exam disagreed even more that alcohol had negatively

affected their academic performance.

See Table 4.13 for a comparison of the means between earning

less than a "C" in a class and friends approving of alcohol use,

reducing the personal use of alcohol, or alcohol having a negative

effect on academic performance. With probability levels of .004,

.007, and .003 for Q-12, Q-25, and Q-26, respectively, returning

students who had earned less than a ”C" in a class as a result of

their use of alcohol differed in their attitudes toward alcohol use

from those who had not. For example, the mean of the responses to

Q-26 for returning students who had earned less than a "C" in a

class as a result of their use of alcohol was 2.44, and the mean for

the returning students who had not was 3.25. Therefore, returning
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students who had earned less than a "C" in a class were closer to

agreeing than disagreeing that their use of alcohol had negatively

affected their academic performance. Returning students who had not

earned less than a ”C” in a class were closer to disagreeing that

alcohol had negatively affected their academic performance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 2, as previously stated, was rejected.

That is, there was no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

demographic variables:

1. School/college of enrollment

2. Parents’ educational level

3. Ferris State University honor point average

4. High school grade point average

5. Ethnicity

6. Age

However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

demographic variables:

1. ACT composite score

2. Gender

Second, there was no statistically significant difference in

the self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

life events:

Having a physical fight after drinking

Experiencing acquaintance/date rape after drinking

1.

2.

3. Being criticized by a family member after drinking

4. Having trouble with the police



115

However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

life events:

Having an argument after drinking

Having difficulties with friends after drinking

Missing a class due to use of alcohol

Earning less than a "C" on a quiz or an examination

Earning less than a ”C” in a classm
-
F
W
N
H

In addition, each of the following life event variables, as

linked to attitudes toward alcohol use, yielded a response of five

or less and were not tested: having trouble with boss or fellow

workers, having an automobile accident, having an accident in the

home or residence hall, and withdrawing from a class.

In summary, within the group of returning Ferris freshman

students, there was a significant difference in attitudes toward

alcohol use with respect to ACT composite score, gender, and whether

any of the returning freshman students had had an argument after

drinking, had experienced difficulties with friends after drinking,

had missed a class after drinking, or had earned less than a "C" on

a quiz or an exam or had earned less than a ”C" in a class due to

alcohol use.

Hypotheajs 3

The third hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as follows:

flp_3: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables
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The purpose of the third hypothesis (Research Question 3) was

to examine the attitudes toward alcohol use of nonreturners

according to selected demographic and life event variables. As seen

in Table 4.14, there were no differences in attitudes of

nonreturning students toward alcohol use with respect to the

following six demographic variables: parents’ educational level,

Ferris State University honor point average, ACT composite score,

ethnicity, age, and gender.

Table 4.14.--One-way MANOVA of attitudinal variables according

to six nonsignificant demographic variables:

 

 

nonreturners.

' Wilks’ Prob.

Variable Lambda F-Value Level

Q-37. Parents’ educational level .21254 1.31729 .153

Q-40. Ferris State Univ. HPA .30027 .88492 .656

Q-42. ACT composite score .44057 .93523 .563

Q-43. Ethnicity .64515 1.14234 .369

Q-44. Age .46696 .99809 .486

Q-45. Gender .70403 .93782 .529

 

The MANOVA of attitudes of nonreturners toward alcohol use

according to high school grade point average was significant at a

probability level of .011 (see Table 4.15). The primary

contributors to the MANOVA significance for high school grade point
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average are marked with an asterisk. Using individual t-tests with

high school grade point average revealed no significance for Q-12.

Table 4.15.--One-way MANOVA of significant attitudinal variables

according to high school GPA: Nonreturners.

 

Prob.

MANOVA: Djlks’ Lambda E-Valna Layal

High School GPA .14411 1.84102 .011

 

High School GPA

 

 

Variable

F p

Approve of 17-20 year olds:

Q-3. Trying 1-2 drinks/alcoholic beverage .54417 .655

Q-4. Taking 1-2 drinks nearly every day .69349 .562

Q-5. Having 4-5 drinks nearly every day .45129 .718

Q-6. Having 5+ drinks once or twice each .67165 .575

weekend

Think friends age 17-20 risk harm if they:

Q-7. Try 1-2 drinks/alcoholic beverage .92463 .438

Q-8. Take 1-2 drinks nearly every day .68307 .568

Q-9. Take 4-5 drinks nearly every day .75173 .528

Q~10. Have 5+ drinks once or twice each 2.99397 .043*

weekend

Other attitudes:

Q-ll. Estimated how many friends drink 2.00105 .130

Q-12. Friends approve alcohol use 3.55841 .023*

Q-l3. Approve alcohol use/self .19648 .898

Q-25. Should reduce personal use of alcohol 2.58176 .068*

Q-26. Alcohol negatively affected academics 3.53292 .024*

 

*Significant at p < .10.
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As seen in Table 4.16, four groups of high school grade point

averages (HSGPA) were used when comparing differences in means using

individual t-tests: Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5. Because none of the

nonreturning respondents indicated ‘they had a HSGPA. of 1.99 or

below, that response choice was collapsed into Group 2 for purposes

of data analysis and discussion. Therefore, Group 2 represents the

lowest grade point averages--2.49 or below. Group 3 includes grade

point averages between 2.5 and 2.99. Group 4 includes the grade

point averages between 3.00 and 3.49, and Group 5 consists of the

highest grade point averages--3.50 to 4.00.

An examination of Table 4.16 with respect to each possible set

of pairs of HSGPA groupings revealed Groups 3 + 4 and 4 + 5 to be

significant when compared to Q-lO (see Table 4.16). With a

probability level of .015, nonreturning students with a HSGPA of

2.50-2.99 differed from nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-

3.49. The 2.50-2.99 HSGPA group had a mean of 3.02, and the

nonreturning students with a 3.00-3.49 HSGPA had a mean of 4.00.

Nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 2.50-2.99 thought frie'nds/

peers took a moderate risk of harming themselves physically or in

other ways if they had 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend,

whereas nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49 thought

there was great risk for harm.

As seen in Table 4.16, nonreturning students with a HSGPA of

3.00-3.49 (probability level of .001) differed from nonreturning

students with a HSGPA of 3.50-4.00. The 3.00-3.49 HSGPA group had a

mean of 4.00, and the students with a 3.50-4.00 HSGPA had a mean of
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2.50. Nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49 thought

friends age 17 to 20 were at great risk for harm if they had 5 or

more drinks once or twice each weekend, whereas nonreturning

students with a HSGPA of 3.50-4.00 thought there was only slight to

moderate risk for harm (Q-lO).

The individual t-tests performed on each possible set of pairs

of HSGPA, as seen in Table 4.16, indicated that Groups 2 + 3 and 2 +

4 were significant when compared on Q-25: "How often have you

thought you should reduce or stop your use of alcohol?" With a

probability level of .037, nonreturning students with a HSGPA of

2.49 or below (Group 2) differed from nonreturning students with a

HSGPA of 2.50-2.99 (Group 3). The 2.49 or below HSGPA group had a

mean of 4.00, and the nonreturning students with a 2.50-2.99 HSGPA

had a mean of 2.81. Nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 2.49 or

below never thought they should reduce or stop their personal use of

alcohol, whereas nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 2.50-2.99

were close to seldom in thinking they should do so.

Also, for Q-25, as seen in Table 4.16, nonreturning students

with a HSGPA of 2.49 or below (Group 2), with a probability level of

.028, differed from nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49

(Group 4). The 2.49 or below HSGPA group had a mean of 4.00, and

the students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49 had a mean of 2.40.

Nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 2.49 or below never thought

they should reduce or stop their personal use of alcohol, whereas

nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49 tended sometimes to

think they should.
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For Q-26, as seen in Table 4.16, an examination of each

possible set of pairs of HSGPA indicated Groups 2 + 3, 2 + 4, and

3 + 4 to be significant. The highest probability level among the

pairs of groups was for Groups 2 + 4. With a probability level of

.049, nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 2.49 or below differed

from nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49. The 2.49 or

below HSGPA group had a mean of 3.80, and the nonreturning students

with a 3.00-3.49 HSGPA had a mean of 2.40. Nonreturning students

with a HSGPA of 2.49 or below tended to strongly disagree that their

personal use of alcohol had negatively affected their academic

performance, whereas nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49

were closer to agreeing than disagreeing that alcohol had negatively

affected their academic performance. For students with a HSGPA of

3.49 or below, the higher the students’ HSGPA, the more likely they

were to agree that alcohol had negatively affected their academic

performance.

All of the t-tests in Table 4.16 were statistically significant

with the small number (n =- 63) in the nonreturning sample. In

performing multivariate analysis, using all respondents who answered

every attitudinal question and then breaking those responses into

subgroups of four categories of HSGPA, some-subgroups had an n count

of anywhere from two to six, making the results susceptible to

statistical error.

As seen in Table 4.17, attitudes of nonreturners toward alcohol

use did not differ with respect to the following three life events:
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having an argument after drinking, missing a class, or earning less

than a "C" on a quiz or examination.

Table 4.17.--One-way MANOVA of attitudinal variables according to

three nonsignificant selected life events: non-

 

 

returners.

Wilks’ Prob.

Variable Lambda F-Value Level

Q-22/2. Experienced argument after .56985 1.68392 .119

drinking

Q-24/l. Alcohol use--missed a class .62088 1.36215 .236

Q-24/2. Alcohol use--1ess than "C"

on a quiz/exam .64536 1.22586 .312

 

An examination of Table 4.18 with respect to the attitudes of

nonreturners according to one life event variable, being criticized

by a family member, reveals significance at a probability level of

.084. ‘The primary contributor to the MANOVA significance for

criticism by a family member is marked with an asterisk. Using an

individual t-test affirmed the significance of Q-26, "I believe my

use of alcohol has negatively affected my academic performance,"

with Q-23, ”My use of alcohol during my enrollment at Ferris has

caused me to be criticized by a family member."
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Table 4.18.--One-way MANOVA of attitudinal variables according to

 

criticism by a family member: Nonreturners.

Prob.

MANOVA: ujlks’ Lanpda E-Valug Level

Criticism by a family member .54806 1.83952 .084

 

Criticism by a

Family Member

 

 

Variable

F p

Approve of 17-20 year olds:

Q-3. Trying 1-2 drinks/alcoholic beverage .40864 .526

Q-4. Taking 1-2 drinks nearly every day .17336 .679

Q-S. Having 4-5 drinks nearly every day .02041 .887

Q-6. Having 5+ drinks once or twice each .15275 .698

weekend

Think friends age 17-20 risk harm if they:

Q-7. Try 1-2 drinks/alcoholic beverage .33510 .566

Q-8. Take 1-2 drinks nearly every day .70575 .406

Q-9. Take 4-5 drinks nearly every day 1.97002 .168

Q-lO. Have 5+ drinks once or twice each .10722 .745

weekend

Other attitudes:

Q-ll. Estimated how many friends drink .59825 .444

Q-12. Friends approve alcohol use 2.10050 .155

Q-13. Approve alcohol use/self .10491 .748

Q-25. Should reduce personal use of alcohol .75600 .390

Q-26. Alcohol negatively affected academics 8.35027 .006*

 

*Significant at p < .10.
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As seen in Table 4.19, with a probability level of .042,

nonreturning students who attributed their use of alcohol during

their enrollment at Ferris to causing criticism by a family member

differed from those who did not. Nonreturning students who were

criticized by a family member had a mean of 2.14, and nonreturning

students who were not criticized had a mean of 3.33. Therefore,

nonreturning students who were criticized by a family member because

of their use of alcohol while enrolled at Ferris agreed that their

use of alcohol had negatively affected their academic performance,

whereas nonreturning students who were not criticized disagreed that

their use of alcohol had negatively affected their academic

performance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 3, as previously stated, was rejected.

That is, there was no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

demographic variables:

1. Parents’ educational level

2. Ferris State University honor point average

3. ACT composite score

4. Ethnicity

5. Age

6. Gender

However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

demographic variable:

1. High school grade point average
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Table 4.19.--T-tests of means of attitudinal variables according to

criticism by a family member: nonreturners.

 

Yes No Prob.

Variable -————————. t Level

Mean SD Mean SD

 

 

0-3 to Q-25 -- -- -- -- -- --

Criticism by a 2.14 1.22 3.33 .70 2.51 .042*

family member by Q-26

 

Note. Q-3 - Approve of 17-20 year olds trying 1-2 drinks/alcoholic

beverage.

Q-4 . Approve of 17-20 year olds taking 1-2 drinks nearly

every day.

Q-5 = Approve of 17-20 year olds having 4-5 drinks nearly

every day.

Q-6 - Approve of 17-20 year olds having 5+ drinks once or

twice each weekend.

Q-7 = Think friends age 17-20 risk harm if they try 1-2

drinks/alcoholic beverage.

Q-8 2 Think friends age 17-20 risk harm if they take 1-2

drinks nearly every day.

Q-9 = Think friends age 17-20 risk harm if they take 4-5

drinks nearly every day.

Q-lO = Think friends age 17-20 risk harm if they have 5+ drinks

once or twice each weekend.

Q-ll = Estimated how many friends drink.

Q-12 a Friends approve alcohol use.

Q-13 - Approve alcohol use/self.

Q-25 . Should reduce personal use of alcohol.

*Significant at p < .10.

Second, there was no statistically significant difference in

the self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

life events:

1. Getting into an argument after drinking

2. Missing a class

3. Earning less than a "C" on a quiz or examination
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However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State University

freshman students toward alcohol use with respect to the following

life event:

1. Criticism by a family member

In addition, each of the following life event variables, as

linked to attitudes toward alcohol use, yielded a response of five

or less and therefore could not be tested: having a physical fight

after drinking, experiencing acquaintance/date rape after drinking,

having trouble with boss or fellow workers, having difficulties with

friends, having an automobile accident, having trouble with the

police, having an accident in the home or residence hall, earning

less than a "C" for a class, and withdrawing from a class.

In summary, within the group of nonreturning Ferris Freshman

students, there was a significant difference in the attitudes toward

alcohol use with respect to high school grade point average and

whether any of the nonreturning freshman students had experienced

criticism by a family member after drinking.

Hypothesis 4

The fourth hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as follows:

up 4: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of returning Ferris

State University freshman students with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables
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The purpose of the fourth hypothesis (Research Question 4) was

to examine the alcohol-consumption patterns of returners according

to selected demographic and life event variables. As seen in Table

4.20, there were no significant differences in consumption patterns

of returners with respect to the following four demographic

variables: school/college of enrollment, parents’ educational

level, ethnicity, and age.

Table 4.20.--One-way MANOVA of consumption variables according to

four nonsignificant demographic variables: returners.

 

 

Wilks’ Prob.

Variable Lambda F-Value Level

Q-2. School/college of

enrollment .79729 .90852 .614

Q-37. Parents’ educational

level .82584 1.04020 .413

Q-43. Ethnicity .91560 1.47495 .173

Q-44. Age .86665 1.17762 .286

 

An examination of the data in Table 4.21 indicates that the

MANOVAs of consumption variables of returners according to Ferris

State University honor point average (FSUHPA), high school grade

point average (HSGPA), ACT composite score, and gender were

significant at probability levels of .053, .053, .020, and 000,

respectively. The primary contributors to the MANOVA significance

for FSUHPA, HSGPA, ACT composite score, and gender are marked with
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Table 4.21.--One-way MANOVA of significant consumption variables according to Ferris State

 

 

  

 

University HPA, high school GPA, ACT composite score, and gender: returners.

Prob.

MANOVA: mm Llalue- 1.21:1

Ferris State University HPA .75723 1.53475 .053

High school GPA .75733 1.53402 .053

ACT composite score .79406 1.90952 .020

Gender .79095 4.22882 .000

High School ACT Compos-

Variable FSU HPA GPA ite Score Gender

F p F p F p F p

Q-17. When enrolled, average

no. of beers at one time .02471 .009* 2.85486 .040* 2.54224 .083* 8.02985 .005*

Q-18. When enrolled, average

no. of wines at one time .52129 .061* .34089 .796 3.09548 .049* 5.85387 .000*

Q-19. When enrolled, average

no. of shots at one time .77921 .044* 1.72592 .165 1.31580 .272 3.10977 .080*

Q-20. How often felt high after

drinking alcohol .51053 .676 1.46166 .228 1.12857 .327 4.30572 .040*

Q-21. No. of times last FSU

term--5+ drinks .88752 .038* 4.11744 .008* .66652 .515 4.98799 .027*

Q-33. Drinks per month at

FSU--Fall 1989-90 .29634 .278 4.84257 .003* 2.25833 .109 7.42252 .027*

Q-34. Drinks per month at

FSU-~Winter 1989-90 .80058 .150 3.65143 .014* .88078 .417 6.59733 .Oll*

Q-35. Drinks per month at

FSU--Spring 1989-90 .66178 .051* 3.99365 .009* .63268 .533 5.83536 .017*

 

*Significant at p < .10.
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an asterisk. Using individual t-tests with gender revealed no

significance for Q-19.

As seen in Table 4.22, four groups of FSUHPAs were used to

compare differences in means using individual t-tests. The lowest

group (Group 2) included FSUHPAs of 2.49 or below, Group 3 included

FSUHPAs of 2.50-2.99, Group 4 included FSUHPAs of 3.00-3.49, and

Group 5 included FSUHPAs of 3.50-4.00. Because only eight of the

returning respondents indicated an FSUHPA of 1.99 or below, that

response choice was collapsed into Group 2 for purposes of data

analysis and discussion.

A minimum of two sets of FSUHPA groups were significant for

Q-l7 through Q-l9, Q-21, and Q-35, as seen in Table 4.22. By

observing the groups that contained the extremes, it became obvious

that the further apart the honor point averages were, the more

likely the consumption patterns would differ. For example, with a

probability level of .002, Groups 2 + 5 differed in the average

amount of beer consumed at any one time during their Ferris

enrollment (Q-l7). Group 2 (FSUHPA = 2.49 or below) had a mean of

4.62, and Group 5 (FSUHPA - 3.50-4.00) had a mean of 2.93.

Returning students with an FSUHPA of 2.49 or below would have, on

the average, close to 5 beers at any one time, whereas returning

students with an FSUHPA of 3.50-4.00 would have, on the average,

between 1 and 2 beers at any one time.

As seen in Table 4.22, with a probability level of .004, Groups

2 + 4 differed in the average amount of wine or wine coolers

consumed at any one time during their Ferris enrollment (Q-18).
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Table 4.22.-~T-tests of consumption variables according to Ferris State University HPA, high

school GPA, ACT composite score, and gender: returners.

 

V i

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Sig. Prob.

(2.49/below) (2.50-2.99) (3.00-3.49) (3.50-4.00) Groups t Level

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Q-17. When enrolled, 4.62 1.65 4.60 1.58 4.19 1.71 2.93 1.91 (2+5) 3.31 .002*

average no. of (3+5) 3.40 .001*

beers at one (4+5) 2.37 .021*

time

Q-18. When enrolled, 3.24 1.51 2.87 1.73 2.29 1.45 2.93 1.44 (2+4) 2.49 .004*

average no. of (3+4) 1.72 .089*

wines at one

time

Q-19. When enrolled, 3.85 1.58 3.27 1.53 2.80 1.68 2.73 1.16 (2+3) 1.80 .075*

average no. of (2+4) 2.98 .004*

shots at one (2+5) 2.52 .015*

time

Q-21. No. of times 4.11 1.58 3.69 1.65 3.45 1.81 2.60 1.72 (2+4) 1.83 .070*

last FSU term-- (2+5) 3.15 .003*

5+ drinks (3+5) 2.23 .030*

Q-35. Drinks per 5.40 1.83 4.89 2.16 4.70 2.22 3.57 2.03 (2+5) 3.22 .002*

month at FSU-- (3+5) 2.03 .047*

Spring 1989-9O (4+5) 1.68 .098*

W

Variable Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Sig. Prob.

(2.49/below) (2.50-2.99) (3.00-3.49) (3.50-4.00) Groups t Level

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Q-l7. When enrolled, 4.57 1.61 4.58 1.53 4.35 1.85 3.36 1.84 (2+5) 2.50 .016*

average no. of (3+5) 2.94 .004*

beers at one (4+5) 2.08 .041*

time
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Table 4.22.5-Continued.

 

 

 

 

 

 

W

Variable Group 2_ Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Sig. Prob.

(2.49/below) (2.50-2.99) (3.00-3.49) (3.50-4.00) Groups t Level

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Q-21. No. of times 4.60 1.50 3.55 1.72 3.49 1.69 2.96 1.67 (2+3) 2.81 .006*

last FSU term-- (2+4) 2.96 .004*

5+ drinks (2+5) 3.77 .000*

0-33. Drinks per 5.87 1.89 4.69 2.08 4.40 2.19 2.57 1.83 (2+3) 7 2.55 .013*

month at FSU-- (2+4) 3.04 .003*

Fall 1989-9O (2+5) 4.46 .000*

. (3+5) 2.22 .029*

Q-34. Drinks per 5.83 1.90 4.69 1.93 4.54 2.16 3.91 1.63 (2+3) 2260 .011*

month at FSU-- (2+4) 2.69 .009*

Winter 1989-9O (2+5) 3.83 .000*

Q-35. Drinks per 6.00 1.86 4.80 2.01 4.68 2.29 3.91 1.69 (2+3) 2.66 .009*

month at FSU-- (2+4) 2.65 .010*

Spring 1989-9O (2+5) 4.17 .000*

(3+5) 1.83 .072*

A£I_£emnesite_ficose

Variable Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Sig. Prob.

(6-15) (16-20) (21-36) Group t Level

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Q-17. When enrolled, ave- 4.41 1.85 4.66 1.50 3.83 1.81 (4+5) 2.66 .009*

rage no. of beers

at one time
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Table 4.22.--Continued.

 

 

Gendgn

Variable Males Females Prob.

.____________ Level

Mean SD Mean SD

Q-17. When enrolled, average

no. of beers at one 4.67 1.60 3.93 1.80 2.69 .008*

time

Q-18. When enrolled, average

no. of wines at one 2.33 1.56 3.32 1.46 -3.95 .000*

time

Q-19. When enrolled, average

no. of shots at one 3.47 1.70 3.04 1.47 1.63 .106

time

Q-20. How often felt high

after drinking alcohol 3.07 1.24 2.68 1.13 2.03 .044*

Q-21. Number of times last

FSU term--5+ drinks 3.94 1.64 3.32 1.76 2.29 .024*

Q-33. Drinks per month at

FSU--Fall 1989-90 5.16 2.11 4.11 2.06 3.12 .002*

Q-34. Drinks per month at

FSU--Winter 1989-90 5.24 2.11 4.22 1.81 3.17 .002*

Q-35. Drinks per month at

FSU--Spring 1989-90 5.36 2.08 4.35 2.02 3.01 .003*

 

*Significant at p < .10.
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Group 2 (FSUHPA - 2.49 or below) had a mean of 3.24, and Group 4

(FSUHPA - 3.00-3.49) had a mean of 2.29. During their Ferris

enrollment, returning students with an FSUHPA of 2.49 or below would

have, on the average, in excess of two wines or wine coolers at any

one time, whereas returning students with an FSUHPA of 3.00-3.49

would have, on the average, one or less wine or wine cooler. The

trend of higher consumption levels being significant with lower

FSUHPA continued for Q-l9, Q-21, and Q-35. Returning students with

lower FSUHPAs consumed significantly more than did returning

students with higher FSUHPAs. In Q-21, returning students with an

FSUHPA of 2.49 or below had 5 or more drinks in a row from 3-5

times, whereas returning students with an FSUHPA of 3.50-4.00 had 5

or more drinks in a row once or less during their last term at

Ferris. For Q-35, returning students with an FSUHPA of 2.49 or

below indicated they had consumed at least 11-19 drinks per month,

whereas returning students with an FSUHPA of 3.50-4.00 indicated

they had consumed more than 3-5 but fewer than 6-10 drinks per

month.

As seen in Table 4.22, four groups of HSGPAs were used when

comparing differences in means using individual t-tests: Groups 2,

3, 4, and 5. Because only one of the returning respondents

indicated having a HSGPA of 1.99 or below, that response choice was

collapsed into Group 2 for purposes of data analysis and discussion.

Therefore, Group 2 represents the lowest grade point averages of

2.49 or below, Group 3 includes grade point averages of 2.50-2.99,
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Group 4 includes grade point averages from 3.00-3.49, and Group 5

consists of the highest grade point averages, 3.50-4.00.

Following performance of individual t-tests on each possible

set of pairs of HSGPA groupings, a minimum of three sets of pairs

were revealed to be significant for Q-l7, Q-21, and Q-33 through

Q-35 (see Table 4.22). By observing the groups that contained the

extremes, it became obvious that the further apart the HSGPAs were,

the more likely consumption patterns would differ, with the

exception of Groups 2 + 5 for Q-l7 (with a probability level of .016

as opposed to a probability level of .000 for Q-21 and Q-33 through

Q-35).

Refer to Table 4.22 regarding the findings for Q-17, Q-21, and

Q-33 through Q-35 concerning HSGPA. With a probability level of

.016, Groups 2 + 5 differed in the average number of beers consumed,

on the average, at any one time (Q-17). Returning students with a

HSGPA of 2.49 or below drank 4-5 beers, on the average, at any one

time, whereas returning students with a HSGPA of 3.50-4.00 drank 2-3

beers, on the average, at any one time.

With respective probability levels of .000, as seen in Table

4.22, returning students in Groups 2 + 5 differed in the number of

times they had consumed 5 or more drinks in a row (Q-21), and in the

approximate number of drinks they consumed per month during Fall

Term 1989-90 (Q-33), Winter Term 1989-9O (Q-34), and Spring Term

1989-90 (Q-35). Returning students in Group 2 (HSGPA - 2.49 or

below) had consumed 5 or more drinks in a row close to 6-9 times

during their last term at Ferris and had consumed close to 20-39
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drinks per month during both Fall and Winter Terms 1989-90. During

Spring Term 1989-90, returning students consumed 20-39 drinks per

month. In comparison, returning students in Group 5 (HSGPA - 3.50-

4.00) had consumed 5 or more drinks in a row close to twice during

their last term at Ferris and had consumed between 2 and 3 drinks

per month during Fall Term 1989-90 and close to 6-10 drinks during

Winter and Spring Terms 1989—90.

As seen in Table 4.22, three groups of ACT scores were used to

compare differences in means using individual t-tests. Because none

of the returning respondents indicated they had an ACT composite

score of 0-5 and only four indicated they had an ACT composite score

of 6-10, those response choices were collapsed into Group 3 for

purposes of data analysis and discussion. The lowest group (Group

3) included ACT composite scores of 6-15, the middle group (Group 4)

included ACT composite scores of 16-20, and the high group (Group 5)

included scores of 21 or above.

In Table 4.22, only one pair of ACT groupings was significant

when compared to the amount of beer consumed at any one time (Q-l7),

following performance of individual t-tests. With a probability

level of .009, Group 4 (ACT - 16-20) and Group 5 (ACT - 21 or above)

differed. Group 4 had a mean of 4.66 and Group 5 had a mean of

3.83. Returning students with an ACT of 16-20 had, on the average,

close to 5 beers at any one time, whereas returning students with an

ACT of 21 or above had, on the average, close to 3-4 beers at any

one time.
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As seen in Table 4.22, male and female returners differed in

consumption patterns in Q-l7, Q-18, Q-20, Q-21, and Q-33 through

Q-35. For example, returning males had a mean of 4.67 and returning

females had a mean of 3.93 when comparing the average number of

beers consumed at one time (Q-17). Returning males had close to 5

beers, on the average, at any one time, whereas returning females

had approximately 3-4 beers, on the average, at any one time.

Returning males consumed greater amounts of beer (Q-17), felt high

more often after drinking alcohol (Q-20), had 5 or more drinks in a

row more often (Q-21), and had more drinks per month during Fall,

Winter, and Spring Terms 1989-90 (Q-33 through Q-35) than returning

females. Both returning males and returning females increased their

alcohol consumption during each succeeding term.

The exception to the higher alcohol consumption patterns of

males was fOund with regard to wine or wine coolers (see Table 4.22,

Q-18). Returning males had a mean of 2.33, and returning females

had a mean of 3.32. Therefore, returning males consumed, on the

average, one or fewer wine or wine cooler at any one time, whereas

returning females consumed, on the average two or more wines or wine

coolers at any one time.

As seen in Table 4.23, there were no statistically significant

life event differences in consumption patterns of returners with

respect to experiencing acquaintance/date rape after drinking,

having difficulties with friends after drinking, being criticized by

a family member, having trouble with the police, earning less than a

"C" on a quiz or examination, and earning less than a ”C" in a class
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as a result of alcohol use. The results show that consumption

patterns of returners did not differ among the six life events

listed.

Table 4.23.--0ne-way MANOVA of consumption variables according to

six nonsignificant life events: returners.

 

 

Wilks’ Prob.

Variable Lambda F-Value Level

Q-22/3. Experienced date rape

after drinking .96568 .56858 .802

Q-23/2. Alcohol--difficulties

with friends .94578 .91733 .504

Q-23/4. Alcohol--criticism by

family member .93332 1.14310 .339

Q-23/5. Alcohol--trouble with .95342 .78167 .620

police

Q-23/2. Alcohol use--less than

"C" on a quiz/exam .95154 .81478 .591

Q-23/4. Alcohol use--earning

less than a "C" in a .94805 .87680 .538

class

 

The MANOVA of consumption variables of returners according to

having a physical fight after drinking, having an argument after

drinking, and missing a class were significant at probability levels

of .000, .009, and .056, respectively (see Table 4.24). The primary

contributors to the MANOVA significance for having a physical fight

after drinking were Q-17, Q-l9 through Q-21, and Q-33 through Q-35.
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Table 4.24.--One-way MANOVA of consumption variables according to physical fight after drink-

 

 

  

 

ing, argument, and missed a class: returners.

Prob.

MANOVA: flilks’ Lambda E-Valng Lgygl

Physical fight after drinking .75518 5.18700 .000

Argument after drinking .85592 2.69340 .009

Missed a class .89066 1.96426 .056

Physical Fight Argument Missed

Variable After Drinking After Drinking a Class

F P F P F P

Q-17. When enrolled, average no.

of beers at one time 3.25982 .073* 9.13572 .003* 12.82031 .000*

Q-18. When enrolled, average no.

wines at one time .01348 .908 5.05820 .026* .94600 .332

Q-19. When enrolled, average no.

of shots at one time 7.04843 .009* 5.89632 .016* 9.87669 .002*

Q-ZO. How often felt high after

drinking alcohol 7.08622 .OO9* 4.74866 .031* 8.18566 .005*

Q-21. Number of times last FSU

term--5+ drinks 7.29023 .008* 16.44638 .000* 27.15504 .000*

Q-33. Drinks per month at FSU--

Fall 1989-9O 3.19209 .076* 13.94378 .000* 35.10416 .000*

Q-34. Drinks per month at FSU--

Winter 1989-90 8.98023 .003* 11.05127 .001* 31.10142 .000*

Q-35. Drinks per month at FSU--

Spring 1989-9O 7.41329 .007* 12.35439 .001* 19.36318 .000*

 

1*Significant at p < .10.
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The primary contributors to the MANOVA significance for having an

argument after drinking included Q-l7 through Q-21, and Q-33 through

Q-35. The~ primary' contributors to the MANOVA significance for

missing a class were Q-l7, Q-19 through Q-21, and Q-33 through Q-35.

Using individual t-tests with the consumption variables affirmed

significance for three life event variables: having a physical

fight after drinking, having an argument after drinking, and missing

a class as a result of alcohol use.

Returning students who had a physical fight after drinking

differed from those who did not, as noted in Table 4.25. Returning

students who had a physical fight after drinking consumed close to 5

beers, on the average, at any one time (Q-l7), consumed in excess of

3-4 shots or mixed drinks, on the average, at any one time (Q-19),

drank enough alcoholic beverages to feel pretty high on between half

and most of the occasions they drank alcoholic beverages (Q-20),

drank 5 or more drinks in a row close to 6-9 times during their last

term at Ferris (Q-21), and drank between 11-19 and 20-39 drinks per

month during Fall Term 1989-90 (Q-33), 20-39 drinks per month during

Winter Term 1989-9O (Q-34), and more than 20-39 drinks per month

during Spring Term 1989-90 (Q-35). In comparison, those who did not

have a physical fight after drinking drank less. For example, in

Q-35, returning students who had a physical fight after drinking had

a mean of 6.30, and returning students who did not have a physical

fight after drinking had a mean of 4.65 (probability level of .001).

As previously noted, returning students who had a physical fight

after drinking had more than 20-39 drinks per month during Spring
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Table 4.25.--T-tests of consumption variables according to physical fight after drinking,

argument, and missed a class: returners.

 

Physical Fight

 

Argument After

  

 

 

After Drinking Drinking Missed a Class

Variable

Prob. Prob. Prob.

Mean 50 t Level Mean 50 t Level Mean 50 t Level

Q-17 Yes 4.91 1.51 a 4.87 1.42 _ a 4.87 1.40 _ a

No 4.24 1.75 "55 "°° 3.97 1.83 3'" .001 3.75 1.86 ”5 °°°°

Q-18 Yes -- -- -- -- 3.22 1.72 _ a -- -- -- --

No 2.57 1.46 2'42 '017

Q-l9 Yes 4.20 1.82 _ 3.69 1.72 , a 3.72 1.62 _ 4

No 3.12 1.52 2'86 '005* 3.00 1.47 2'6] '010 2.83 1.47 3'52 '00]

Q-20 Yes 3.52 1.25 , 3.15 1.11 _ a 3.21 1.11 _ a

No 2.79 1.16 2'55 '°°9* 2.72 1.23 2'18 ‘°3‘ 2.57 1.21 3'“ .oo1

Q-21 Yes 4.62 1.60 _ 4.30 1.37 _ a 4.37 1.39 , a

No 3.49 1.59 2'86 '°°5* 3.22 1.80 "2° '°°° 2.91 1.72 5‘83 °°°°

Q-33 Yes 5.52 2.04 _ a 5.47 1.97 , a 5.64 1.75 _ a

No 4.52 2.14 2'10 “0‘5 4.13 2.10 3'93 '°°° 3.65 2.06 5'“ '°°°

Q-34 Yes 6.00 2.00 _ a 5.41 1.93 - 4 5.62 1.72 , a

No 4.55 1.97 3'" '°°Z 4.31 1.99 3'37 '00] 3.84 1.95 5'95 '°°°

Q-35 Yes 6.30 1.87 _ a .5.68 1.83 , a 5.64 1.83 _ 4

No 4.65 2.06 3’36 '00] 4.33 2.12 4'03 .000 4.04 2.09 5'00 .000

Notg. Q-l7 - When enrolled, average no. of beers at one time.

Q-18 - When enrolled, average no. of wines at one time.

Q-19 - When enrolled, average no. of shots at one time.

Q-20 - How often felt high after drinking alcohol.

Q-21 - Number of times last FSU term--5+ drinks.

Q-33 - Drinks per month at FSU--Fa11 1989-90.

Q-34 - Drinks per month at FSU--Winter 1989-90.

Q-35 - Drinks per month at FSU--Spring 1989-90.

*Significant at p < .10.
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Term 1989-90. In comparison, returning students who did not have a

physical fight after drinking had more than 6-10 but less than 11-19

drinks per month during Spring Term 1989-90.

As seen in Table 4.25, returning students who had an argument

after drinking differed from those who did not. Returning students

who had an argument after drinking consumed close to 5 beers, on the

average, at any one time (Q-17), consumed in excess of 1-2 wines or

wine coolers, on the average, at any one time (Q-18), consumed close

to 3-4 shots or mixed drinks, on the average, at any one time

(Q-l9), drank enough alcoholic beverages to feel pretty high on more

than half of the occasions they drank alcoholic beverages (Q-20),

drank 5 or more drinks in a row more than 3-5 times during their

last term at Ferris (Q-21), drank between 11-19 and 20-39 drinks per

month during both Fall Term 1989-90 (Q-33) and Winter Term 1989-90

(Q-34), and drank close to 20-39 drinks during Spring Term 1989-9O

(Q-35). For example, in Q-21, returning students who had an

argument after drinking had a mean of 4.30, and students who did not

have an argument after drinking had a mean of 3.22 (probability

level of .000). As previously noted, returning students who had an

argument after drinking drank 5 or more drinks in a row more than 3-

5 times during their last term at Ferris. This is in comparison to

the returning students who did not have an argument after drinking

but who drank 5 or more drinks in a row close to 2 times during

their last term at Ferris.
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Returning students who missed a class as a result of their use

of alcohol differed from those who did not. Returning students who

missed a class as a result of their use of alcohol consumed close to

5 beers, on the average, at any one time (Q-17), consumed close to

3-4 shots or mixed drinks, on the average, at any one time (Q-l9),

drank enough alcoholic beverages to feel pretty high on more than

half of the occasions they drank alcoholic beverages (Q-20), drank 5

or more drinks in a row more than 3-5 times during their last term

at Ferris (Q-21), and drank close to 20-39 drinks per month during

Fall Term 1989-90 (Q-33), Winter Term 1989-90 (Q-34), and Spring

Term 1989-90 (Q-35). For example, in Q-34, returning students who

missed a class as a result of their use of alcohol had a mean of

5.62, and students who had not missed a class had a mean of 3.84

(probability level of .000). As previously noted, returning

students who had missed a class as a result of their use of alcohol

drank close to 20-39 drinks per month, whereas students who had not

missed a class as a result of their use of alcohol drank more than

3-5 drinks but less than 6-10 drinks per month.

Therefore, Hypothesis 4 as previously stated was rejected.

That is, there was no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of returning Ferris State

University freshman students with respect to the following

demographic variables:

School/college of enrollment

Parents’ educational level

1.

2.

3. Ethnicity

4. Age
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However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of returning Ferris State

University freshman students with respect to the following

demographic variables:

1. Ferris State University honor point average

2. High school grade point average

3. ACT composite score

4. Gender

Second, there was no statistically significant difference in

the self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of returning Ferris

State University freshman students with respect to the following

life events:

Experiencing acquaintance/date rape after drinking

Having difficulties with friends after drinking

Being criticized by a family member after drinking

Having trouble with the police

Earning less than a "C" on a quiz or examination

Earning less than a "C" in a class0
1
0
1
-
9
d
e

However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of returning Ferris State

University freshman students: with respect to 'the following life

events:

1. Having a physical fight after drinking

2. Having an argument after drinking

3. Missing a class

In addition, each of the following life event variables, as

linked to alcohol consumption, yielded a response of five or less

and were not tested: having trouble with boss or fellow workers,

having an automobile accident, having an accident in the home or

residence hall, and withdrawing from a class.
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In summary, within the group of returning Ferris freshman

students, there was a significant difference in the alcohol-

consumption patterns with respect to Ferris State University honor

point average, high school grade point average, ACT composite score,

and gender. There was also a significant difference among the

returning freshman students with respect to having a fight after

drinking, having an argument after drinking, and missing a class due

to alcohol use.

flyppthasis 5

The fifth hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as follows:

flp_§: There is no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of nonreturning

Ferris State University freshman students with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

The purpose of Hypothesis 5 (Research Question 5) was to

examine the alcohol-consumption patterns of nonreturners according

to selected demographic and life event variables. As seen in Table

4.26, there were no significant differences in consumption patterns

of' nonreturners with respect to the following five demographic

variables: parents’ educationaJ level, Ferris State University

honor point average, high school grade point average, ethnicity, and

age.
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Table 4.26.--One-way MANOVA of consumption variables according to

five nonsignificant demographic variables: nonreturners.

 

 

Wilks’ Prob.

Variable Lambda F-Value Level

Q-37. Parents’ educational level .41967 1.16794 .306

Q-40. Ferris State University HPA .58576 .62125 .888

Q-41. High school GPA .59502 .65553 .860

Q-43. Ethnicity .70865 1.35089 .272

Q-44. Age .58920 1.08134 .396

 

The MANOVA of consumption patterns of nonreturners according to

two demographic variables, ACT composite score and gender, were

significant at probability levels of .048 and .053, respectively, as

seen in Table 4.27. The primary contributors to the MANOVA

significance for ACT composite score and gender are marked with an

asterisk. Using individual t-tests affirmed significance for the

two demographic variables, ACT composite score and gender.

As seen in Table 4.28, three groups of ACT composite scores

were used to compare differences in means of nonreturners using

individual t-tests. Because none of the nonreturning respondents

indicated they had an ACT composite score of 0-5, only 5

nonreturning respondents indicated they had an ACT composite score

of 6-10, and 24 nonreturning respondents indicated they had an ACT

composite score of 11-15, those response choices were collapsed into

Group 3 for purposes of data analysis and discussion. The lowest
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group (Group 3) included ACT composite scores of 6-15, the middle

group (Group 4) included ACT composite scores of 16-20, and the high

group (Group 5) was for scores of 21-36. According to individual

t-tests performed on each possible set of pairs of ACT groupings,

only one pair (Groups 3 + 4) was significant when compared to the

number’ of' wines or wine coolers, on the average, nonreturning

students drank at any one time.

With a probability level of .009, the lowest ACT group and the

middle ACT group differed in the number of wines or wine coolers, on

the average, nonreturning students drank at any one time (Q-18) (see

Table 4.28). The lowest ACT group had a mean of 2.72, and the

middle ACT group had a mean of 1.60. Nonreturning students with

lower ACT scores (6-15) were inclined to drink close to 1-2 wines or

wine coolers, on the average, at any one time, whereas nonreturning

students with ACT scores of 16-20 drank less than 1 wine or wine

cooler, on the average, at any one time.

As seen in Table 4.28, nonreturning males and nonreturning

females differed in alcohol-consumption patterns for Q-l7 and Q-l8.

For Q-17, the t-tests showed that nonreturning males had a mean of

4.18 and nonreturning females had a mean of 2.93 (probability level

of .007). Nonreturning males drank, on the average, 3-4 beers at

any one time, whereas nonreturning females drank, on the average,

approximately 1-2 beers at any one time. With a probability level

of .002, the t-tests showed that nonreturning males had a mean of

1.68 and nonreturning females had a mean of 2.96. Nonreturning

males drank, on the average, less than 1 wine or wine cooler, at any
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one time, whereas nonreturning females drank, on the average,

approximately 1-2 wines or wine coolers at any one time.

As noted in Table 4.29, there were no significant differences

in alcohol-consumption patterns of nonreturners with respect to the

following two life events: having an argument after drinking or

experiencing criticism by a family member caused by the use of

alcohol.

Table 4.29.--One-way MANOVA of consumption variables according to

two nonsignificant life event variables: nonreturners.

 

 

Wilks’ Prob.

Variable Lambda F-Value Level

Q-22/2. Experienced argument

after drinking .74894 1.24512 .315

Q-23/4. Alcohol--criticism by

family member .82357 .79572 .598

 

As seen in Table 4.30, the MANOVAs of consumption patterns of

nonreturners according to two life event variables missed a class

and earned less than a "C" on a quiz or an exam, were significant at

probability levels of .025 and .000, respectively. The primary

contributors to the MANOVA significance for both missed a class and

earned less than a "C" on a quiz or an exam are marked with an

asterisk. Using individual t-tests with earned less than a ”C” on a

quiz or an exam revealed no significance for Q-19 and Q-33.
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As seen in Table 4.31, nonreturning students who missed a class

as a result of their use of alcohol differed from those who did not.

Nonreturning students who missed a class as a result of their use of

alcohol consumed in excess of 3-4 beers, on the average, at any one

time (Q-17); consumed 1-2 wines or wine coolers, on the average, at

any one time (Q-18); consumed 1-2 shots or mixed drinks, on the

average, at any one time (Q-l9); drank enough alcoholic beverages to

feel pretty high on close to half of the occasions they drank

alcoholic beverages (Q-20); drank 5 or more drinks in a raw

approximately 3 times during their last term at Ferris (Q-21); drank

slightly in excess of 11-19 drinks per month during Fall Term 1989-

90 (Q-33); and drank close to 11-19 drinks per month during Winter

Term 1989-90 (Q-34). For example, in Q-33, nonreturning students

who missed a class as a result of their use of alcohol had a mean of

5.19, and nonreturning students who had not missed a class had a

mean of 3.03 (probability level of .000). As previously noted,

nonreturning students who missed a class as a result of their use of

alcohol drank close to 11-19 drinks per month during Fall and Winter

Terms 1989-90. Nonreturning students who did not miss a class as a

result of their use of alcohol drank approximately 3-5 drinks per

month during Fall and Winter Terms 1989-90.

As seen in Table 4.31, nonreturning students who earned less

than a ”C” on a quiz or an exam as a result of alcohol use differed

from those who did not. Nonreturning students who earned less than

a "C" on a quiz or an exam consumed close to 5 beers, on the

average, at any one time (Q-l7); consumed 3-4 wines or wine coolers,
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on the average, at any one time (Q-l8); drank enough alcoholic

beverages to feel pretty high on close to most of the occasions they

drank alcoholic beverages (Q-20); drank 5 or more drinks in a row

close to 3-5 times during their last term at Ferris (Q-21); and

drank close to 11-19 drinks per month during Fall Term 1989-90

(Q-33) and in excess of ll-l9 drinks during Winter Term 1989-90

(Q-34). By comparison, those who did not earn less than a "C" on a

quiz or an exam as a result of alcohol use drank less. For example,

in Q-20, nonreturning students who earned less than a "C” on a quiz

or an exam had a mean of 3.78, and nonreturning students who did not

earn a ”C" or less on a quiz or an exam as a result of alcohol use

had a mean of 1.90 (probability level of .000). As previously

noted, nonreturning students who earned less than a ”C" on a quiz or

an exam as a result of alcohol use drank enough alcoholic beverages

to feel pretty high on close to most of the occasions they drank

alcoholic beverages. Nonreturning students who did not earn a "C"

or less on a quiz or an exam as a result of alcohol use drank enough

alcoholic beverages to feel pretty high on very few occasions.

All of' the 't-tests shown in Table 4.31 were statistically

significant with the small number (n - 63) in the nonreturning

sample. In performing multivariate analysis, using all respondents

who answered every attitudinal question and then breaking those

responses into subgroups of four categories of ACT composite scores,

some subgroups had an n count of anywhere from two to six, making

the results susceptible to statistical error.
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Therefore, Hypothesis 5, as previously stated, was rejected.

That is, there was no statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of nonreturning Ferris

State University freshman students with respect to the following

demographic variables:

1. Parents’ educational level

2. Ferris State University honor point average

3. High school grade point average

4. Ethnicity

5. Age

However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns. of' nonreturning Ferris

State University freshman students with respect to the following

demographic variables:

1. ACT composite score

2. Gender

Second, there was no statistically significant difference in

the self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of nonreturning

Ferris State University freshman students with respect to the

following life events:

1. Having an argument after drinking

2. Being criticized by a family member after drinking

However, there was a statistically significant difference in the

self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns. of' nonreturning Ferris

State University freshman students with respect to the following

life events:

1. Missing a class

2. Earning less than a "C" on a quiz or examination
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In addition, each of the following life event variables, as

linked to alcohol consumption, yielded a response of five or less

and therefore could not be tested: having a physical fight after

drinking, experiencing acquaintance/date rape after drinking, having

trouble with boss or fellow workers; having difficulties with

friends after drinking; having an automobile accident, having

trouble with the police, having an accident in the home or residence

hall, earning less than a ”C" for a class, and withdrawing from a

class. I

In summary, within the group of nonreturning freshman students,

there was a significant difference in the alcohol-consumption

patterns with respect to ACT composite score and gender. There was

also a significant difference among the nonreturning students with

respect to earning less than a "C" on a quiz or an examination and

missing a class due to alcohol use.

Hypnthesjs 6

The sixth hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as follows:

Ho 6: There is no statistically significant difference in the

Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90 freshman students’

self-reported perception about the drinking behavior of their

parents between the returning and nonreturning freshmen.

The purpose of the sixth hypothesis (Research Question 6) was

to examine the self-reported perception about the drinking behavior

of their parents between the returning and nonreturning freshmen.

As seen in Table 4.32, returning and nonreturning students were

equally likely to have said "yes," they had ever wished that either

one or both of their parents would drink less. Approximately 15% of
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both the returning and nonreturning freshman students responded

affirmatively to having wished their parents would drink less. In

an inference to the Fall Term 1989-90 freshman population of 2,689

(2,228 returners and 461 nonreturners) at Ferris State University,

it is possible that approximately 403 of the freshmen could be

identified as children of alcoholics.

Table 4.32.--Comparison of returners and nonreturners and whether

they ever wished their parents would drink less.

 

 

 

 

 

Returners Nonreturners

Response -———-————

No. % No. %

"No" and "Parents don’t drink" 133 84 51 85

"Yes" 26 16 9 15

Total 159 100 60 100

Chi-square - .05932 Probability level - .8076

Hypothesis 6 was not rejected. There was no 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.
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flypptheaja Z

The seventh hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as

follows:

up '7: There is no statistically significant relationship

between the Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90

nonreturning freshman students’ self-reported perception 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

«
u
p
a
n

0
'
”

The purpose of the seventh hypothesis (Research Question 7) was

to examine the relationship between nonreturning students’

perception about their parents’ drinking behavior and several

reasons influencing the decision of nonreturners either to drop or

not return to Ferris State University. The response choices of peer

pressure to drink alcohol, personal use or abuse of alcohol,

academic dissatisfaction, residence hall life, and personal “each

yielded a response rate of five or less. Consequently, the chi-

square analyses were limited to the three reasons listed in Table

4.33: transferred to another college/university, having financial

difficulties, and academic denial.

As seen in Table 4.33, the transferred-to-another-college/

university and academic-denial reasons were not statistically

significant. Therefore, students who transferred to another

college/university or were academically denied were equally likely
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Table 4.33.--Chi-square of perceptions about parental drinking as

compared to reasons freshman students left Ferris

State University.

 

 

 

 

 

Yes No

Response -———————-

No. % No. %

e he e n

"No" and "Parents don’t drink" 17 89.5 34 82.9

"Yes" 2 10.5 7 17.1

Total 19 100.0 41 100.0

Chi-square - .43646

Probability level - .5088

Ejnancial Difficultiaaafn - 601

"No" and "Parents don’t drink" 14 73.7 37 90.2

”Yes" 5 26.3 4 9.8

Total 19 100.0 41 100.0

Chi-square - 2.79242

Probability level - .0947*

naademic Denial (n - 601

”No" and "Parents don’t drink" 11 100.0 40 81.6

”Yes” 0 0.0 9 18.4

Total 11 100.0 49 100.0

Chi-square . 2.37695

Probability level - .1231

 

*Significant at p < .10.
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to say "yes," they wished their parents would drink less. As noted

previously, approximately 15% of the nonreturning students wished

their parents would drink less.

As seen in Table 4.33, regarding the financial-difficulties

reason for leaving, five out of nine students who said "yes,” they

wished their parents would drink less, left for financial reasons.

Even though there was a possibility for statistical error because of

the low cell count, a probability of .0947 indicated that students

who left for financial difficulties were more likely to say "yes.”

Those who left because of financial difficulties were also more

likely to wish their parents would drink less.

Although Hypothesis 7, as previously stated, was rejected,

there was a statistically significant relationship between the self-

reported perception of the drinking behavior of parents and having

financial difficulties. As noted, the peer-pressure-to-drink-

alcohol reason, the personal-use-or-abuse-of-alcohol reason, the

academic-dissatisfaction reason, the residence-hall-life reason, and

the personal reason for dropping or not returning could not be

tested because of the low cell count.

flyppthasia 8

The eighth hypothesis, in its null form, was stated as follows:

Haj: There is no statistically significant relationship

between the peer-pressure-to-drink-alcohol reason Fall Term

1989-9O freshman students left Ferris State University and the

following reasons influencing the decision either to drop or

not return:
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transferring to another college/university

having financial difficulties

being academically denied

other

(1) academic dissatisfaction

(2) residence hall life

(3) personal
0
.
0

0
'
9
7

The purpose of the eighth hypothesis (Research Question 8) was

to examine the relationship between peer pressure to drink alcohol

and several other reasons that might have influenced Fall Term 1989-

90 nonreturning students either to drop or not return to Ferris

State University. Chi-square analysis could not be performed on any

of the reasons for leaving because only four respondents indicated

they had left because of peer pressure to drink alcohol. Therefore,

Hypothesis 8 was neither rejected nor not rejected. However,

performing the analysis with a larger sample would be useful in a

discussion of the relationship of alcohol and freshman student

attrition.

Even though only 4 out of 63 respondents admitted they left

because of peer pressure to drink alcohol, the fact that 6.3% did

give that reason deserves attention. For example, if the percentage

of respondents who identified peer pressure to drink alcohol as a

reason for not returning was generalized to the nonreturning

freshman student population, it would mean that approximately 28

freshman students would have left Ferris during the academic year

because of peer pressure to drink alcohol.
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flypothasis 9

The ninth hypothesis, stated in its null form, was as follows:

flp__2: There is no 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

Q
O
U
'
U

The purpose of the ninth hypothesis (Research Question 9) was

to examine the relationship between the personal use or abuse of

alcohol and several reasons influencing Fall Term 1989-90

nonreturning students either to drop or not return to Ferris State

University.

For reasons similar to those stated for Hypothesis 8 (Research

Question 8), chi-square analysis could not be performed for the

personal-use reason because only 1 respondent out of 63 nonreturners

identified the personal use or abuse of alcohol as a reason for

leaving or not returning to Ferris State University.

Therefore, Hypothesis 9 was neither rejected nor not rejected.

However, performing the analysis with a larger sample would be

useful in a discussion of the relationship of alcohol and freshman

student attrition.

The summary, conclusions, implications for further study,

recommendations, and reflections are presented in Chapter V.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY,

RECOMMENDATIONS, AND REFLECTIONS

almost:

The researcher’s primary purpose in this study was to examine

the attitudes toward alcohol use and ‘the self-reported alcohol-

consumption patterns of returning and nonreturning 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

nfinimum of 12 credits during Fall Term 1989-90. By comparing the

attitudes toward alcohol use and the alcohol-consumption patterns of

the returning and nonreturning freshman students, the relationship

between attitudes and consumption patterns and attrition was

examined.

A second purpose was to examine the differences in perceptions

about parental drinking between the returning and nonreturning

freshman students. By identifying the percentage of returners and

nonreturners who were children of alcoholics, the institution could

use the information during development of student services and,

possibly, academic programming. Several reasons students left

Ferris State University were also compared with perceptions of the

162
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nonreturning students about parental drinking to identify whether

there could be a link between parental drinking and the persistence

of Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90 freshmen.

Finally, the peer-pressure-to-drink-alcohol and the personal-

use-or-abuse-of—alcohol reasons the Fall Term 1989-90 freshman stu-

dents left Ferris State University were to be compared to

traditional reasons that might have influenced freshman students

either to drop out or not return. If there was a relationship

between the attitudes toward alcohol use and alcohol-consumption

patterns and the attrition of freshman students, this study could

add a new dimension to the conventional research literature on

attrition.

Hyppthaaes

The assumption underlying the purpose of this study was that

alcohol has a negative effect on the retention of freshman students.

To examine the relationship between alcohol and the attrition of

Fall Term 1989-9O Ferris State University freshmen, nine hypotheses

were developed. Stated in their null form, the hypotheses were as

follows:

Hypotnagjg 1: There is no 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

reshmen.

flypotheaia 2: There is no statistically significant difference

in the self-reported attitudes of returning Ferris State

University freshman students toward alcohol use with respect

to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables
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flypntnaa1§_§: There is no statistically significant difference

in the self-reported attitudes of nonreturning Ferris State

University freshman students toward alcohol use with respect

to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

flypotnaaja 4: There is no statistically significant difference

in the self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of returning

Ferris State University freshman students with respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

flypptneais 5: There is no statistically significant difference

in the self-reported alcohol-consumption patterns of

nonreturning Ferris State University freshman students with

respect to:

a. selected demographic variables

b. selected life event variables

. There is no statistically significant difference

in the Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-9O freshman

students’ self-reported perception about the drinking behavior

of their parents between the returning and nonreturning

freshmen.

t si 7: ‘There is no statistically significant

relationship between the Ferris State University Fall Term

1989-90 nonreturning freshman students’ self-reported

perception 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
t
‘
b
Q
0

0
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flypnthesja 5: There is no 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

0
.
0
U
0

flypptheajs 2: There is no 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:

a. transferring to another college/university

b. having financial difficulties

c. being academically denied

d. other

(1) academic dissatisfaction

(2) residence hall life

(3) personal

v' w h i r

Alcohol use and abuse among college students have grown in

magnitude and have become major concerns in the college community.

Attrition continues to be studied as a multidimensional problem,

with the highest percentage of college attrition occurring during

the freshman year. Studies of attitudes toward alcohol use and the

alcohol-consumption patterns of students have not been linked with

studies investigating the attrition milieu. Thus, the need for this

study was reinforced both by the dearth of published articles on

alcohol as a problem on the nation’s campuses and by the lack of

publications relating alcohol to attrition.
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Method

The researcher developed two questionnaires. Data were

collected from 45%. (n - 63) of the 141 nonreturning freshman

students in the sample during summer 1990, using a mail survey.

Data from the returning freshman students were collected from 78%

(n - 159) of the 203 returning students in the sample during Fall

Term 1990 through administration of an on-campus survey.

Distribution and return of the instruments were designed to protect

respondents’ anonymity.

The study was quantitative and descriptive. One-way

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and t-tests were

performed for Hypothesis 1. Data analyses were accomplished by

performing one-way MANOVA, ANOVA, and t-tests for Hypotheses 2

through 5. Chi-square was used to examine Hypotheses 6 and 7. Due

to a low cell count, Hypotheses 8 and 9 could not be tested using

chi-square; however, frequencies and percentages were reported.

Fin in s Accor ' t h M an

Danngnapniaa. Approximately three-quarters of both the return-

ing and nonreturning students were age 18 upon matriculation.

Ethnic groups represented by the returners were limited to African

Americans (6.3%) and Caucasians (93.7%), whereas the nonreturning

group consisted of Caucasians (79.4%), African Americans (11.1%),

Native Americans (3.2%), an Asian American (1.6%), and others

(4.8%).
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Lifa avants. Returners missed a class as a result of alcohol

use (49.1% vs. 34.9%), had an argument after drinking (38.4% vs.

23.8%), and had difficulties with friends after drinking (15.7% vs.

4.8%) more frequently than nonreturners. Approximately 14% of both

the returners and nonreturners earned less than a "C” on a quiz or

an examination due to alcohol use. Between 10% and 11% of both the

returners and nonreturners experienced criticism by a family member

after drinking.

Attitudes. The attitudes of returning and nonreturning

students toward the use of alcohol by their friends/peers were

similar. Both returners and nonreturners tended to approve of 17 to

20 year olds drinking five or more drinks once or twice each weekend

and believed there was a moderate risk involved with that type of

binge drinking. Consuming alcohol was acceptable, and most of their

friends drank. Neither returners nor nonreturners had intentions of

stopping. or reducing their consumption of alcohol, nor did they

believe alcohol negatively affected their academic performance.

Consnmptipn patterna. The consumption patterns of returning

and nonreturning students differed significantly. Returners drank

more than nonreturners, drank greater amounts more often than

nonreturners, and increased the amount they drank each term.

i i a or Ac i

r e i

Nonreturning students cited transferring to another

college/university (30%) and having financial difficulties (30%) as

the most frequent reasons for leaving Ferris State University. The
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percentage of alcohol-related reasons (6.3% + 1.6%) for leaving or

not returning was close to equal to leaving due to academic

dissatisfaction (8%), disliking residence hall life (8%), and

personal (8%). Six and three-tenths percent (n - 4) of the

nonreturners indicated they did not return because of peer pressure

to drink alcohol. Only one (1.6%) of the nonreturning respondents

identified the personal use or abuse of alcohol as a reason for

leaving or not returning to Ferris State University.

Approximately 15% of both the returners and nonreturners were

identified as children of alcoholics (COAs). Students who left

Ferris State University for financial reasons were more likely to be

identified as children of alcoholics than those who transferred to

another college/university or who were academically denied.

Cpnalnsipna and Discgsaipn

A number of conclusions were drawn from the findings, based on

the statistical analysis of the data using MANOVA, ANOVA, t-tests,

and chi-square at the < .10 level of significance.

81212139311

wa h 1 an oh l-con m t' a r

patnaan_yatannana_ann_nnnnatnnnan§. Although there was no statis-

tically significant difference in attitudes toward alcohol use

between the returning and nonreturning Ferris State University

freshman students, there was a difference in alcohol-consumption

patterns between the Ferris freshmen who returned and those who did

not return.
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Diannaainn. The returning Ferris freshmen as a group consumed

greater' quantities of alcohol than those freshmen who did not

return. Ferris freshmen who returned also drank alcohol more often

than the nonreturners and increased the amount they drank each term

of their enrollment. Because the underlying assumption of this

study was that alcohol consumption has a negative influence on the

retention of freshman students, this finding was extraordinary.

The attitudes toward alcohol use did not differ significantly

between returning and nonreturning students when reviewing the

results of the MANOVA, ANOVA, and t-tests. Returners with an ACT of

16 or above, returning males and returning females, returners who

had an argument after drinking, returners who had difficulties with

friends after drinking, and returners who earned less than a "C" on

a quiz or an examination all disagreed that alcohol might have had a

negative effect on their academic performance, even though 30.2% (n

. 48) indicated they had an FSUHPA of 2.49 or below. Of the

nonreturners, 63.2% (n = 36) had an FSUHPA of 2.49 or below, yet

they ‘tended to strongly' disagree that alcohol might have had a

negative effect on their academic performance.

Approximately 55% (n - 87) of the returners could be described

as moderate to heavy drinkers throughout the 1989-90 academic year.

However, of the nonreturners, 31.6% (n - 17) could be described as

moderate to heavy drinkers during Fall Term 1989-90; 24.4% (n - ll)

of the 45 nonreturners could be described as moderate to heavy

drinkers during Winter Term 1989-90; and only 5.8% (n - 2) of the 35

nonreturners who were enrolled during Spring Term 1989-9O could be
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described as moderate to heavy drinkers. Is it possible that, as

the academic year progressed, more and more of the heavy drinkers

dropped out? Is it possible that the students who drank more had

left? Findings of the Cancelosa et a1. study (1991) raised the same

questions.

Seventeen percent (11 - ll) of the nonreturning respondents

reported that they left Ferris because they had been academically

denied. If one considers missing class and having a HSGPA of 2.49

or below as characteristics that could predispose one to academic

denial, examining those factors according to the influence of

alcohol seems appropriate. However, the self-reported attitudes of

nonreturners who missed class due to alcohol use were not

significant according to thinking alcohol might have had a negative

effect on academic performance. In fact, nonreturners with a HSGPA

of 2.49 or below tended to strongly disagrea that alcohol might have

had a negative effect on their academic performance. Tha only

stgdanta whp agread tnat nalcohol had negativaly affaated their

aaadamicnparformanae were that 11.1%Lanonretnrners who had baan

 

 

ri 'ci ed b m m mb ard' h r us 0 o . It is

quite possible that most students would deny, or refuse to see, a

relationship between academic achievement and alcohol use,

especially at age 18 or 19. In a study by Lyon, Miner, Sand, and

Zellinger (1991), 250 nontraditional Ferris students (age 25 and

above) were surveyed; 28% (n . 70) had left college following their

first semester as a freshman. When asked whether alcohol had
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negatively affected their performance as freshmen, of the 202 who

responded to the question, 22% (n - 44) said yes. It appears that,

as the years pass, students might reflect more realistically

regarding influences they experienced at an earlier time.

ot e

Attitudaa tpward alaohpl nsa (natnrnarai. Within the group of

returning Ferris freshman students, there was a significant

difference in the attitudes toward alcohol use with respect to ACT

composite score, gender, and whether any of the returning freshman

students had had an argument after drinking, had experienced

difficulties with friends after drinking, had missed a class after

drinking, had earned less than a "C" on a quiz or an examination, or

had earned less than a "C“ in a class due to alcohol use.

Discussion. Returning freshmen with a higher ACT composite

score (21+) were inalinen to think friends age 17 to 20 took "no

risk" if they tried 1-2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage and were

ninway betwean disagreeing ann atrpngly niaagreeing that alcohol had

a negative effect on their academic performance. Returning students

with an ACT composite score of 16-20 djaagnaag that alcohol

negatively affected their academic performance. It appears that,

the higher the ACT composite score, the less likely the returning

students were to be concerned about trying alcohol and the less

likely they were to think alcohol might have negatively affected

their academic performance. It is possible that returning students

with a higher ACT can manage more distractions, such as drinking
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alcohol, without experiencing a negative effect on their academic

performance. Also, returners with higher ACT scores did not drink

excessively and therefore were more likely to strongly disagree that

alcohol had a negative effect on their academic performance.

Returning female freshmen differed from returning male freshmen

as they tended tn 5a lags approving of their friends/peers who were

17 to 20 years old taking 1-2 drinks nearly every day, having 4-5

drinks nearly every day, and having 5 or more drinks once or twice

each weekend. Returning females differed from returning males in

thinking friends/peers age 17 to 20 [jataa_gnaatan_nann physically

or in other ways if they would take 1-2 drinks of an alcoholic

beverage, would take 1-2 drinks nearly every day, or would take 4-5

drinks nearly ever day. However, returning females did not differ

significantly from males regarding their attitude that there was

la§§ than a nodenata risk for friends/peers if they would have 5 or

more drinks once or twice each weekend. In addition, returning

females di§agneed more than returning males that alcohol negatively

affected their academic performance. The more conservative

attitudes of returning females versus returning males regarding

attitudes toward alcohol use are reflective of the lower consumption

patterns of females (Barnes 81 Welte, 1988; Blane 81 Hewitt, 1977;

Engs, 1977; Engs & Hanson, 1985; Glassco, 1975; Hanson, 1977;

Hockhauser, 1977). With the exception of sharing the less-than-a-

moderate-risk. attitude regarding binge drinking on the weekend,

females were less approving of alcohol use. The fact that males

disagreed less than females that alcohol might have negatively
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affected their academic performance suggests that males failed to

recognize that academic achievement might be affected by heavy

levels of alcohol consumption, as noted by Berkowitz and Perkins

(1987).

Returning freshmen who had had an argument after drinking

estimated that most tn all of their friends drank alcoholic

beverages, were alpaa tp having np faalings one way or another

regarding the use of alcohol, thought they should reduce or stop

their use of alcohol npre pftan than those who had not had an

argument after drinking, and tanded tp disagrea that their use of

alcohol had negatively affected their academic performance.

Returning students who had not had an argument after drinking

estimated that npat of their friends drank alcoholic beverages, were

more inclined to look down aomewhat on their personal use of

alcohol, seldom thought they should reduce or stop their use of

alcohol, and tended to atrongly,diaagnaa that alcohol had a negative

effect on their academic performance. According to the returning

students, most to all of their peers drank. Returning students who

had had an argument after drinking appeared hesitant to make any

judgment about the respect alcohol use bestows. Apparantly tlia

 

- 1- who ran a cu-d .fte . in n- t o--h .bo- -.‘ nc .-

alcphpl nsa ant did not reco ni ha ther wa e ti 11 hi

petwaan alaohnl naa and academia achievament (Demone, 1972). The

returning students who had avoided having an argument after drinking

might have been disillusioned with alcohol use. Apparently, they
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believed they had their alcohol use more under control because they

seldom thought they should quit. It is not surprising that they

strongly' disagreed ‘that alcohol had a negative effect on their

academic performance because they would not allow alcohol use to

interfere.

Returning freshmen who had experienced difficulties with

friends after drinking apprpvad of having 5 or more drinks once or

twice each weekend, tanded tn gisagraa that their use of alcohol had

negatively affected their academic performance, but spmatimaa

timglfi they should reduce or stop their use of alcohol. Perhaps

the returning students who approved of heavy drinking, as defined by

Bonkowski (1991), Brown (1984), and the NIAA (1977), had experienced

problems with friends following a drinking episode and had had

second thoughts regarding the advisability of drinking more than an

acceptable level of alcohol (Zero, One, Three, 1989). It is

possible that these students were more concerned about upsetting a

friendship due to their personal attitudes toward alcohol use than

being concerned about their academic achievement.

Returning freshmen who missed a class due to use of alcohol

tandad tp appnpva mpna of 17- to 20-year-old peers taking 1-2 drinks

nearly every day, taking 4-5 drinks nearly every day, and having 5

or more drinks once or twice each weekend than returning students

who had not missed a class. Returning students who are more liberal

in their attitudes toward alcohol use than the acceptable level

suggested in the Zero, One, Three (1989) pamphlet would be likely to

miss class due to alcohol use. Because these returning students
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approved of heavy consumption as previously defined in the

literature, there might have been a greater chance they would abuse

alcohol. Thus, the consequences of missing a class due to

oversleeping or experiencing a hangover after drinking could follow.

Returning freshmen who earned less than a "C" .on a quiz or an

examination due to alcohol use seemed ]a_s_s_sn_ra that alcohol had

negatively affected their academic performance than were the

returning students who had not earned less than a "C" due to alcohol

use. It is possible that the students who had earned less than a

"C" on a quiz or an examination and/or in a class might have

remembered a time or two when their ability to perform academically

had been negatively influenced by their use of alcohol.

The attitudes reported by the Ferris State University returning

freshmen toward alcohol use appeared to be congruent with the

findings of a number of previous studies (Berkowitz & Perkins, 1987;

Brown, 1984; Demone, 1972; Engs & Hanson, 1985; Hanson, 1977).

Hypptnaais 3

t i oward cohol us e rn r . Within the group

of nonreturning Ferris freshman students, there was a significant

difference in attitudes toward alcohol use with respect to high

school grade point average (HSGPA) and whether any of the

nonreturning freshman students had experienced criticism by a family

member after drinking.

91.599.531.23 Nonreturning freshmen with a HSGPA of 2.49 or

below never thought they should reduce or stop their personal use of
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alcohol and tanpag to strangly disagree that their personal use of

alcohol had negatively affected their academic performance.

Nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 2.5-2.99 alpse tp saldpm

thought they should reduce or stop their personal use of alcohol,

whereas nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49 tended to

spmatimes think they should reduce or stop their personal use of

alcohol. It appears that, the lower the HSGPA, the less likely

nonreturning students were to think there might be a need to reduce

or stop their personal use of alcohol. This is discouraging because

the average HSGPA of the Fall Term 1989-90 Ferris freshmen was 2.57

(Swartz, 1991). Apparently, a great number of the nonreturning

students would not think they should reduce or stop their personal

use of alcohol. In addition, nonreturning students with a HSGPA of

2.49 or below would be more likely to deny there might be a negative

relationship between their use of alcohol and their academic

performance.

Nonreturning freshmen with a HSGPA of 3.50-4.00 thought there

was only a slight to npderata risk for harm if friends/peers had 5

or more drinks once or twice each weekend, whereas nonreturning

students with a HSGPA of 3.00-3.49 thought there was graat_risk for

harm. It is difficult to speculate as to the differences in

attitudes between these two groups. One possibility could be that

nonreturning students with HSGPAs of 3.50-4.00 considered themselves

not only smart but also invulnerable to the effects of binge

drinking.
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Nonreturning freshmen who experienced criticism by a family

member due to their use of alcohol agraan that their use of alcohol

had negatively affected their academic performance. At the time a

family member had expressed concern about their alcohol use, the

nonreturning students might have been unable to continue to deny the

negative effect on their academic performance. There is a

possibility that the nonreturning students could have been using

alcohol consumption as an excuse for a number of problems, including

poor academic performance, but this is not likely because drinking

and getting drunk at college are considered a "rite of passage”

(Hirshorn, 1987) by students and possibly even parents.

Hyppthasis fl

Alaphol-aonsumptipn patterns (retarnars). Within the group of

returning Ferris freshman students, there was a significant

difference in alcohol-consumption patterns with respect to FSUHPA,

HSGPA, ACT composite score, and gender. There was also a

significant difference among the returning freshman students with

respect to having a fight after drinking, having an argument after

drinking, and missing a class due to alcohol use.

When reviewing the findings regarding the alcohol-consumption

patterns of returning Ferris State University freshman students, it

is appropriate to keep in mind that several researchers have

confirmed that there is a strong drinking culture among the students

at Ferris State University (Anderson & McCoy, 1987; Bonkowski 5

Shible, 1990; Cancelosa et al., 1990; Kowalkoski & Swartz, 1989).
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For example, in the Ferris State University Alcohol Use Survey

Report prepared by Anderson and McCoy (1987), 89.6% of the on-campus

students and 91.5% of the off-campus students reported drinking

alcohol. Because, with few exceptions, freshman students at Ferris

live on campus, the high percentage of on-campus students who

reported they drank alcohol could be indicative of the high number

of freshmen who drink. In this study, 98.7% (n - 153) of the

returning freshman respondents reported that they had had beer,

wine, wine coolers, or liquor’ to drink. within the last year.

Therefore, there is no reason to believe that the percentage of

Ferris students who drink might have decreased since 1987 because a

review of the literature (Gadaleto 81 Anderson, 1988, cited in

Magner, 1988; Engs & Hanson, 1985; Hirschorn, 1987; Rivinus, 19883)

indicated that alcohol use on college campuses across the nation is

continuing to increase, despite the establishment of a number of

educational and prevention programs.

Discgssjon. Returning freshmen with an FSUHPA of 2.49 or below

drank, on the average, alosa ta 5 bears at any one tima, drank in

akaess of 2 wines or wina applars at any pne tima, drank 5_ar_nara

drinks in.aarow 3-5_tinas during their previous term at Ferris, and

indicated they had consumed at least ll-lD drinks par npnth during

Spring Term 1989-90. On the average, returning students with lower

 

FSUHPAs consumed enough to be considered moderate to heavy drinkers

(Bonkowski, 1991) and consumed significantly more than did returning

students with higher FSUHPAs. In 'the sample of ‘159 returning
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students, 30.2% (n - 48) of the respondents had an FSUHPA of 2.49 or

below and could probably be considered moderate to heavy drinkers.

Returning freshmen with a HSGPA of 2.49 or below drank, on the

average, 5-5 paars at any nna tima, had consumed 5_ar_nnra_dr1nks_1n

a ran alpsa tp 5-2 timas during their previous term at Ferris, and

had consumed 29-52 drinks par ngntn dnring 1291211 [all and kintar

Iarms_15§2;DD. Apparently, the returning students with a HSGPA of

2.49 or below could be classified as moderate to heavy drinkers

(Bonkowski, 1991). In the sample of 159 returning students, 18.9%

(n . 30) of the respondents had a HSGPA of 2.49 or below. Because

the average HSGPA of Fall Term 1989-90 freshmen at Ferris State

University was 2.57 (Swartz, 1991), a considerable number of the

returning freshman students had the potential to be classified as

moderate to heavy drinkers. Whether the larger number of moderate

to heavy drinkers with an FSUHPA of 2.49 or below included the same

students who had a HSGPA of 2.49 or below is difficult to know.

Returning freshmen with an ACT composite score of 16-20 had, on

the average, alpsa tn 5 paars at any pna tina, whereas returning

students with an ACT composite score of 21 or above had, on the

average, glnsa tn 5-5 paars at any one time. The average ACT score

for the Fall Term 1989-90 freshmen at Ferris was 16.0, and the

national average for incoming freshmen during that year was 18.6

(Swartz, 1991). It appears that returning students with higher ACT

scores drank less than students who had average or slightly above

average ACT composite scores. Based on data that indicate students

are more likely to persist at Ferris if they have higher ACT scores
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(Swartz, 1991), the fact that some students have higher ACT scores

could also suggest that those students might be more likely to

persist, in part, because they drink less alcohol.

Returning freshman malesW.W

dften after drinking alcohol, had 5 pr mpra. drinks in a raw mpra

pftan, and had mpra drinks par mpntn during Fall, Winter, and Spring

Terms 1989-90 than did returning freshman females. Returning males

consumed, on the average, I or lass wine or wine cooler at any ona

time, whereas returning females consumed, on the average, 2_pr_ndra

 

1 s or win c o r t n ’m . However, both returning

males and returning females increasad their alcohol-consumption

patterns during each succeeding term. The exception to the higher

alcohol-consumption patterns of males was found with regard to wines

or wine coolers. Females drank more wine or wine coolers than did

males. According to Engs and Hanson (1985), 10.7% of students with

a 4.0 average drink wine on a monthly, weekly, or daily basis,

whereas 7.25% of those with an honor point average below 2.0 drink

wine on a weekly basis. If Ferris females drink more wine or wine

coolers and have higher FSUHPAs than males, another finding by Engs

and Hanson might be applicable to the Ferris freshmen: ”Among beer

drinkers the lower the grade point average the more the individual

was likely to drink beer on a monthly or weekly basis" (p. 71).

Returning freshmen who had a physical fight after drinking

consumed alpsa tn 5 pears and consumed in ekaass pf 5-5 slipts pr

mtkad_dri_nks, on the average, at any one time. They also drank
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enough alcoholic beverages to feel pretty high on patnaan_na1f_and

mast pf tna psaasinns they drank, drank 5 pr mpra drinks in a ran

alasa to 5-9 tinas during their previous term at Ferris, and drank

between ll-lD and 29-39 drinks per mpntn during Fall Term 1989-90,

29-52 drinks per montn during Winter Term 1989-90, and in_akaass_at

29-32 drinks during Spring Term 1989-90. It is obvious that

returning students who had a physical fight after drinking could be

described as moderate to heavy drinkers (Bonkowski, 1991). By

comparison, returning students who drank but did not have a physical

fight drank lesser quantities of alcohol. Because wine consumption

did not appear to be significant, one could speculate that females

(who consume proportionately more wine than males) are less likely

to get into a physical fight if they drink wine and not the other

alcoholic beverages.

Returning freshmen who had an argument after drinking consumed

alosa to 5 beers, in excass of l-Z wines pr wina cpolars, and alpsa

to 3-4 shots or mixed drinks, on the average, at any one time. They

also drank enough alcoholic beverages to feel pretty high on mnra

tnan_nalf of the occasions they drank alcoholic beverages, drank 5

or more drinks in a row ndra than 3-5 tinas during their previous

term at Ferris, drank between ll-lD and 20-55 drinks par npntn

during both Fall and Winter Terms 1989-90, and drank alpsa_tp_zD;52

drinks during Spring Term 1989-90. Returning students who had an

argument after drinking could be described as heavy drinkers

(Bonkowski, 1991). Even though beer appeared to be the drink of

choice, apparently the returning students, males and females, who
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had an argument after drinking did not necessarily discriminate

between the kinds of alcoholic beverages they drank.

Returning students who missed a class as a result of alcohol

use consumed alpse ta 5 baers and 5-4 shpts pr mixed drinks, on the

average, at any one time and drank enough alcoholic beverages to

feel pretty high on mpra than half of the occasions they drank

alcoholic beverages. They also drank 5 pr more drinks in a raw 3-5

t_i_n_1_as during their last term at Ferris, and drank closa tn 20-59

drinks par month during Fall, Winter, and Spring Terms 1989-90. It

appears that students who exceeded the acceptable level of alcohol

consumption (Zero, One, Three, 1990) were more likely to miss class

as a result of their use of alcohol. Missing class could be one of

several reasons a student might be faced with academic denial,

especially if course grades are dependent on consistent attendance.

Academic denial of students is an integral part of the attrition

picture; therefore, reasons leading to academic denial should also

be scrutinized.

Hypothasis 5

h - m i n a er n r ur e . Within the group

of nonreturning Ferris freshmen, there was a significant difference

in alcohol-consumption patterns with respect to ACT composite score

and gender. There was also a significant difference among the

nonreturning students with respect to earning less than a "C" on a

quiz or an examination and missing a class due to alcohol use.
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Disanssion. Nonreturning freshmen with lower ACT composite

scores (6-15) were inalinad tp drink alpsa to 1-2 wines pr wina

1 , on the average, at any one time, whereas nonreturning

students with ACT composite scores of 16-20 drank lass than l nina

pr wina aooler, on the average, at any one time. If ACT composite

scores could be related to the FSUHPAs, this finding would be

contrary to the study by Engs and Hanson (1985), in which students

with higher honor point averages were described as drinking wine

more frequently.

Nonreturning freshman males and nonreturning freshman females

differed in their alcohol-consumption patterns. Nonreturning males

drank, on the average, 3-4 beers at any one tiu, whereas

nonreturning females drank, on the average, approximataly 1-2 baars

at_anv one tinia. Nonreturning males drank, on the average, lass

than 1 wine or wine aooler at any one time, whereas nonreturning

females drank, on the average, approximately 1-2 wines or Ma

applars at any one time. It appears that the findings of this study

are congruent with those of other studies, which have indicated that

college males drink greater amounts of alcohol than college females

and that college males consume more beer than college females

(Barnes 81 Welte, 1988; Claydon, 1987). In this case, it appears

that nonreturning males drank twice as much beer as nonreturning

females. Apparently, wine or wine coolers were less favored as a

drink than beer among Ferris nonreturning male students.

Nonreturning students who missed a class as a result of alcohol

use consumed on the average, at any one time, 'n ex of 3-4



184

snnts_ar_mikad_drinks, and enough alcoholic beverages to feel pretty

high on alpsa ta half of the occasions they drank alcoholic

beverages. Nonreturning students who missed a class as a result of

alcohol use also drank 5 pr mpra drinks in a row apprpkinataly 3

tinas during their last term at Ferris, drank sligntly in akcass at

11-19 drinks_par_nantn during Fall Term 1989-90, and drank alpsa_tn

ll-lD drinks par month during Winter Term 1989-90. In comparison,

nonreturning students who did not miss a class as a result of their

use of alcohol drank only 3-5 drinks per month during both Fall and

Winter Terms 1989-90. Nonreturning students who missed a class as a

result of alcohol use can be described as moderate to heavy

drinkers; nonreturning students who did not miss a class as a result

of alcohol use can be described as light drinkers (Bonkowski, 1991).

Nonreturning students who earned less than a ”C" on a quiz or

an examination consumed on the average, at any one time, alpse ta 5

paars, 5-5 winas pr wina aoolers, enough alcoholic beverages to feel

pretty high on alpsa tn most of the occasions they drank alcoholic

beverages, 5_ar_npra drinks in a row alpsa tn 5-5 tines during their

last term at Ferris, and alnsa tp ll-lD drinks per month during Fall

Term 1989-90 and in_aktassdof 11:19 drinks dnring Wintar larn IDDD-

DD. Nonreturning students who earned less than a "C" on a quiz or

 

 

an examination can be classified as heavy drinkers (Bonkowski,

1991). Although the amount of self-reported consumption did not

meet the criteria Hilton (1987) outlined for determining whether one
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is a problem drinker, the negative effect of alcohol on academic

achievement had created a problem for the nonreturning students who

earned less than a ”C" on a quiz or an examination. It appears that

missing a class might. be a less severe consequence of abusive

drinking than earning less than a “C” on a quiz or an examination.

Nonetheless, both events can be defined as problems for college

students. Demone (1972) stated that the adolescent problem drinker

is more frequently absent from school and is more likely to receive

grades of D or below than is the abstainer. Apparently, students

who earned less than a "C" on a quiz or an exam were more abusive

drinkers than those who merely missed a class. Nonreturning

students who did not earn less than a "C" on a quiz or an exam due

to alcohol use drank less. The latter group would not be labeled

problem drinkers with regard to academic achievement.

Hypothesis 5

Differances betwaen returning and npnraturning studants’

parceptipns about the drinking, behavior of thair parants. No

statistically significant difference was found between the returning

 

and nonreturning Ferris freshmen in their perceptions about the

drinking behavior of their parents.

Discussion. Sixteen percent (n - 26) of the returners and 15%

(n - 9) of the nonreturners responded affirmatively to having wished

their parents would drink less. In an inference to the Fall Term

1989-90 freshman population of 2,689 (2,228 returners and 461

nonreturners) at Ferris, it is possible that approximately 403 of
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the freshmen could be identified as children of alcoholics.

Expanding the inference to the total freshman population of 2,838

students (that would include those who took fewer than 12 credits or

were age 21 or over), the number of children of alcoholics could be

as high as 426. According to Perkins and Berkowitz (1991),

collegiate children of alcoholics (parents and grandparents)

reported "heavier consumption, more frequent intoxication and a

greater incidence of self-concern" than other students (p. 240).

Hypothesis 7

Nonreturnin students’ erce tions bout th r'nk b ha r

of their parents, as compared to reasons influencing the deaision
  

either to drop out or not return. A relationship was found between

the nonreturning students’ perceptions of the drinking behavior of

their parents and having financial difficulties that influenced the

decision either to drop out or not return to Ferris State

University.

Discussion. Ferris freshman students who left because of

financial reasons (30%) were likely also to have wished their

parents would drink less. Because students who answered "yes” they

wished their parents would drink less identified themselves as

children of an alcoholic (COA), it appears that financial

difficulties might be a problem for this group of students. In the

study by Perkins and Berkowitz (1991), collegiate children of a

diagnosed alcoholic parent (and grandparent) reported "heavier

consumption, more frequent intoxication and a greater incidence of
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self-concern” (p. 240). Although the collegiate COAs in the Perkins

and Berkowitz study had been successful in controlling their

personal drinking in order to minimize the negatiye apnseguentes of

drinking, the fact that financial resources were beyond the Ferris

nonreturning students’ control might have predisposed these students

‘to having to leave college due to a lack of financial support.

Transferring to another college/university and being

academically denied were also compared as reasons freshman students

left Ferris with the "wish their parents would drink less" reason.

No statistically significant relationship was found. The response

choices of experiencing peer pressure to drink alcohol, personally

using or abusing alcohol, being academically dissatisfied, disliking

residence hall life, and personal reasons each yielded five or fewer

responses. As previously noted, due to the low cell count, the chi-

square analyses had to be limited to financial reasons, transferring

to another college/university, and being academically denied.

 

Hypothesis 5

lne relatipnsnip between the peer-pressure-tp-drink-alaanal

s n ro ed nd 0 h ea n luen 'n

decisipn either to droo out or not return. Because only four
 

nonreturning freshman respondents indicated they left Ferris due to

peer pressure to drink alcohol, a chi-square analysis could not be

performed to test the hypothesis. However, performing the analysis

with a larger sample could be useful in a discussion of the

relationship of alcohol and freshman student attrition.
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Disaussipn. Results of a recent telephone survey of 1,200

American college students conducted by the National Institute on

 

Drug Abuse (NIDA) (1991) showed that nearly 7% offresnnan_drap_dut

b r' n . U.S. Surgeon General Antonia Novello reported

that "Binge drinking--five drinks in a row--is the real villain”; 41

percent of college students consumed five or more drinks in a row in

the last two weeks vs. 34 percent of noncollege students" (p. 3A).

In this study, 6.3% (n - 4) admitted leaving Ferris because of peer

pressure to drink alcohol, and 1.6% (n . l) admitted leaving Ferris

due to the personal use or abuse of alcohol. Even though results of

the multivariate analysis may be susceptible to statistical error

due to the small sample size (n = 63/141) in this study, the

percentage of alcohol-related reasons (6.3% + 1.6% = 7.9%) for

dropping out of Ferris State University was amazingly similar to the

large (n - 1,200) NIDA sample. It is hoped that the 7% to 8% who

might have withdrawn in the past for alcohol-related reasons can be

reduced in the future. When the alcohol-related reasons are

considered along with the traditional reasons for dropping out,

retention efforts should be enhanced as appropriate policies and

comprehensive programs are implemented.

62991613112

e ati nsh etwe n the sona -u -or-ab s - f- h

e. 01 s d- t . ...-. . t .n. oth- rea . fl - ' - 1-

e on i h d or t . Because only one

nonreturning freshman respondent indicated the reason for leaving
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Ferris was the personal use or abuse of alcohol, a chi-square

analysis could not be performed to test the hypothesis. However,

performing the analysis with a larger sample would be useful in a

discussion of the relationship of alcohol and freshman student

 

attrition.

W. In the study by Lyon et a1. (1991), of the 250

students surveyed, 11% (n - 8) 3f the 70 respondents repented they

WMtheir fresiimaLxeaLJLa

girect result of the gee of alcohol. When asked how many drinks, on

 

 

the average, per month they had, 63 of the 70 students who withdrew

responded as follows: 9.5% (n - 6) did not drink; 26.9% (n - 17)

had 10 or fewer drinks, 22.2% (n - 14) indicated they had ll-19

drinks, (14.3% (n - 9) said 20-39 drinks, 12.7% (n =- 8) indicated

40-55 drinks, and 14.3% (n = 9) said they drank in excess of 56

drinks per month. Almost half (49.2%) of the dropouts could be

described as moderate drinkers, and 14.3% could be described as

heavy drinkers, for a total of 63.5%. In comparison, only 31% of

the 1989-90 nonreturning freshmen indicated they were moderate to

heavy drinkers. According to Smart and Jarvis (1981), "under-

reporting rather than over-reporting seemed to be more common" in

drug-use surveys (p. 83). In addition, Pernanen (1974) found that

underreporting of alcohol consumption, especially among heavy drink-

ers, was more of a problem than overreporting. It is hoped that the

inference drawn by surveying the nontraditional students will prompt

researchers to use more innovative study designs when undertaking

future research regarding alcohol consumption and attrition.
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Implications for Further Study

Continuing to learn more about the students who transfer from

one institution to another college or university or who drop out of

college altogether is germane to enhancing retention. Historically,

attrition has been viewed as multifactorial. Attrition needs to be

continually reexamined in conjunction with the traditionally

accepted characteristics common to dropouts, as well as with any

reasons for dropping out that might be related to alcohol use.

Further research should be conducted with culturally diverse

groups of nonreturners to allow a more precise investigation of the

relationship of alcohol consumption to freshman attrition,

regardless of the fact that, as a group, retgrning students in this

study consumed more alcohol, more frequently than nonreturners.

Approaches to minimize underreporting of alcohol-consumption.

patterns of, nonreturning students are to be encouraged. Using a

mail survey might be the best way to protect the anonymity of the

respondents; however, obtaining a high response rate will continue

to be a challenge.

Should the relationship between alcohol consumption, missing

class, and earning less than a "C" on a quiz or an examination be

studied to determine whether those factors might affect attrition

through the academic-denial process? Even though the statistical

analysis for this study did not indicate that students who missed

class earned a low course grade, is it possible that missing class

periodically due to alcohol use could affect grades to the point

that academic dismissal could be the result?
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Beeommengetipns

The typical Ferris State University Fall Term 1989-90 freshman

had an average HSGPA of 2.47 and an average ACT composite score of

16.0 (Swartz, 1991) and therefore was not strong academically.

Emphasis needs to be placed on the development of programs and

policies that enhance the quality of students’ academic and social

experiences at Ferris. The role of alcohol as a deterrent to

students’ academic achievement needs to be addressed.

The facts that financial difficulties continue to plague

students and that students appear repeatedly to be frustrated with

residence hall life need to be acknowledged and acted upon by policy

makers at Ferris State University. In the "Statement on College

Alcohol and Drug Abuse" (1986), the American College Health

Association urged a multidimensional approach to coping with alcohol

(and drug) abuse on college campuses. The philosophy underlying the

association’s statement is that responsibility for action must

involve the entire campus community-~students, staff, and faculty--

working at both the individual and institutional levels.

Both returning and nonreturning students with a HSGPA of 2.49

and an ACT composite score of 16 or below are likely to be moderate

to heavy drinkers when they initially come to Ferris State

University. If 'the institution continues recruiting under the

auspices of an "open door” philosophy, students with the previously

mentioned characteristics who are recruited might be more likely

than others to experience academic difficulties. In the future,
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allocation of resources and academic support programming should be

geared toward the academic development of the moderate to heavy

underage drinker. As in many special approaches used for a target

group, it is likely that the benefits would permeate the entire

campus community.

Refleetipns

The problems associated with surveying nonreturning students

presented many challenges to the researcher. Although the response

rate was less than desired, it was respectable at 47% because most

mail surveys have about a 30% return. One concern of the

researcher’s was the length of time between the initial mailing to

the' nonreturners and the final receipt of their completed

questionnaires. Therefore, an analysis was performed that focused

on the consistency of responses between the early respondents and

the late respondents. The analysis confirmed that there was no

statistically significant difference in the data obtained between

the initial respondents and the final respondents, according to time

of return of the questionnaires.

It is interesting that the returners consisted only of African

American and Caucasian students, whereas the nonreturners, in spite

of a response rate of only 47%, included a representation of diverse

cultural groups. The higher ratio of females to males in the

nonreturning group also came as a surprise. One might speculate

that, with respect to private and/or confidential information,

females are more apt than males to respond.
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Alcohol consumption by 17 to 20 year olds is illegal in

Michigan, yet not only do Ferris students drink, but anywhere from

5.8% (Spring Term 1989-90) to 31.6% (Fall Term 1989-90) of the

nonreturners could be described as moderate to heavy drinkers, and

approximately 55% of the returners could be described as moderate to

heavy drinkers. This means that 55% of the students who continue

to their sophomore year at Ferris consume, on the average, 20-39

alcoholic drinks per month, which equals 5-10 drinks per week. On

March 5, 1991, the U.S. Surgeon General, Dr. Antonia Novello,

addressed the issue of drinking by college students on "Good Morning

America." She stated that there are six million underage students

in college and that 41% of them drink five or more alcoholic drinks

one right after another. Dr. Novello believes this type of binge

drinking has a serious long-term: effect on the students. She

indicated that students spend more on booze than on books and urged

parents to pick colleges carefully. It appears that even

recruitment of’ college students, which could be considered the

initial step in retention, might be influenced by students’ and

parents’ attitudes toward alcohol use.

The importance of a study of this kind underscores the kind of

concern college and university administrators, faculty, and staff

should have for alcohol use and abuse among their students. Perhaps

the periodic review of alcohol-abuse prevention programs continues

to be a necessary step for many institutions of higher education.
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follow-up antact is that you participated in tha am: Orientatim

hgntratim Progran at Ferris State (hivenity daring the 3mm of

1988. hurt-ems willbaund mly brruearchandwillba

keptinatrictestomfldenoa.

hunttouflulizethat YQIRPARHCIPPEIOUISWYW.

m.urnpaflntyuuwillccnpletetheflwqmstiau. Ifyou

havaallqustiauabwttluanm,plaanuk.

Young use pen or penal tocircla mommmm

WWW 1’10”:thmeth in

halfandplacait int-he betas mtmctedbytha paramraadbq

thiaimtxmtlmmeat.

W'SMIS

1. Ian: a. anala b. afoul-

2. Ian: a.l7yunoldoryumgar b.18t020parsold

b.21t023yaanold d.24t028yaarsold

a. 29 years old or older

3. mringtbwtyaarIIuvauudalcdnlx

a. daily 1:. weekly c. uzthly

d.-eldn(lmthan3timayua:) a. natatall

4. unmflnwtyearlhawmadmijm:

a. daily 1:. weekly c. “my

b.naldn(lasstmn3t1may‘ar) a. notatall

5. During thapastyaar I have uaadcocainebrack):

a. daily b. weekly. c. mthly

d.uld:n(1mflm3t1mayuflo. notatall

Mmmumtmtimtousmmbywpletmgthnm.
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‘Fcfi’ls State Univexé’lty

September 1989

Thanks for letting us know you wish to participate in our Quality of Student Ute Survey. We still

need your help! All we are asking tor is approximately 10 minutes of your valuable time to complete

this survey.

Even if you withdrew from FSU sometime during this past year

OR

if you are not currently enrolled, your participation is critical. The accuracy of the

conclusions drawn increases with the number of individuals responding.

 

When completing the survey, indicate your responses by marking an 'X' through the appropriate

circles. Once you complete the survey, till out the enclosed post card. Place the completed survey

in the postage paid envelope. Mail the envelope and post card separately to assure your

anonymity.

The $50.00 JC Penney's gilt certificate winner will be chosen at random from the postcards

returned. It you return your survey and postcard by:

September 22, 1989, your name will be entered to times

September 29, 1989, your name will be entered 5 times

October 6. 1989, your name will be entered 3 times

The winner will be notified via certified mail by November 1, 1989.

Thank you for your time and attention.

v ulie Bonkowski Lenny Shib

Academic Affairs Student Services

P.S. Please note we have enclosed a voucher for your 2 free FSU Football tickets.
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Ferris State University Questionnaire

Summer 1988 Orientation/Registration

Quality of Student Ute

Follow up Survey

 

l. PERSONAL INFORMATION

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

1.Sex 3. lenteredFSUesastudemhtheSchool/Ooilegeof 5.Haveanyofyoureiatlvesprevlously

1. Allied HOGNII 5.mm attended FSU?

1.Male 2 Arts and Sciences a Pharmacy 0 1. y“

2, pm 3. Business 7. Technology 0 2. No

4. Education

2 A90 4. WhichofthefoilowlngbestdescrlbesywraclalletMIc group? PleaseW0Wmm""°"‘!.%§.‘

0 1.17orunder 1. Black (Non-Hispanic) giyofthefmciassesdurhgthet

2 18 , 20 2. White (Non-Hispanic) academ Y '

O 3 American lndien Alaskan Native Y N Y N

0 35132 “W“i. ’ "0 0 2223" °§ 253323. - ' 7. 75 10.

8 5.29aolder 8 g;gf,,‘§3°'"°“‘°"'a"°°' 8.8 8 encore 11. mesa

For questions 12 - 31 please indicate Yes or No for your answer.

Dunng1eeaes. lwasenrolledforggthan ldmppedggcourseduring

i was a student at FSU: 12 credit hours during the each of the following term(s):

following term(s):

Y N Y N . Y N

12. O 0 Fall 16. O 0 Fall 20. O 0 Fe!

13. O 0 Winter 17. O 0 Winter 21. O 0 Winter

14. O 0 Spring 18. O 0 Spring 22. O 0 Spring

15. O 0 Summer 19. O 0 Summer 23. 0 0 Summer

Idroppedtwoormore lwlthdrewfromallofmy

courses during each of 88-89 courses at FSU before

the following term(s): completing the following term(s):

Y N Y N

24. O 0 Fall at O 0 Fall

25. 8 O Wmter 29. 8 0 Winter

26. 0 Spring 30. 0 Spring

27. 0 0 Summer 31. 0 0 Summer

 

  

 
NOTE: I! you were enrolled for Fall, Winter and Spring terms oi the 1988 - 89 academic year, 29.! you are

currently enrolled tor Fall oi 1989, skip to Section N.

REASONS FOR ACADEMIC WITHDRAWAL

  

 

If.

32 ldecided collegewasnotforme

33. l was no longer eligible for financial aid

34. i was denied due to disciplinary reasons

35. i was denied due to academic reasons

36. l was unsure of my career choice

37. I was uncomfortable socially

38. lwentedtobeclosertohome

39. I had decided to attend another Institution

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
<

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2

iwithdrewfromanmycwrsesbeforecompietionofafufltermdurlng1088-89itwasbeceuse:

40.1hadnothadsatisfactoryaccesstoacademlc

advising

41.ihedproblemsthatwerecausedbymyuse

orabuseofalcoholendicrctherdrugs

42lwasgettlngmarriedldivorced

43.1couldnotaffordtuition/room3boardfeee

«.lwasunabletogetthecotneslneeded

45.l|olnedthemiiitary

01m

2

 

r
e

3 §
0
0
0
0
0

0
<

0
0
0
0
0

o
E
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III - b. REASONS FOR NOT RETURNING TO FSU
 

lam currently not enrolled for Fall 1989 - 90 because;

46. l have decided college is not for me

47. i am no longer eligible for financial aid

48. i have been denied due to disciplinary reasons

49. i have been denied due to academic reasons

50. i am unsure of my career choice

51. l have not become comfortable socially

52. lwant to be closer to home

53. l have decided to attend another institution 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
'
<

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2

54. i have not had satisfactory access to academic

advising

55. i had problems that were caused by my

use or abuse of alcohol and/or other drugs

56. i am getting married/divorced

57. i cannot alford the tuition/room & board fees

58. ihavebeenmabletogetthecwrseslneeded

59. I am joining the military

Other

0
0
0
0
0

0
‘

0
0
0
0
0

0
z

 

 

IV. ATTITUDES
 

60. if you thought you had a problem with alcohol or other drugs.

the person you would most likely go to ilr_st_ for assistance

would be: (check only one)

0 1. Parent

0 2. Professor/instructor

O 3. Friend/peer

O 4. Residence hail staff person

0 5. Counselor

62. i believe my use of alcohol and/or other drugs has

negatively affected my performance as a student:

0 3. Uncertain

Q 4. I am a non-user

During the 1988-89 academic year. at least once. I experienced the following as a result of my use of alcohol:

.
<

z

. Trouble with campus law enforcement officials

. Trouble with community law eniorcement officials

. Campus disciplinary action -

. Community disciplinary action

. Hangover

. Oversleeplng

. Missed a class

. Was late for work

. Missed work

8
8
8
8
!

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

3
3
3
%

For questions 81 - 83. please indicate the response that most honestly reflects your answer:

(1) Daily

81. How frequently Is it OK to use

alcohol before it becomes too much? 0

82. How frequently is it OK to use

marijuana before it becomes too much? 0

83. How frequemly is it OK to use

cocaine/crack before it becomes too much? 0

61.Whodoyouthlnlrwasthemostlnfiuentlalpersondurlng

your first term at FSU? (check only one)

1. Friend or roommate

2. Faculty advisor

3. Counselor

4. Parerl

5. instructor/professor
0
0
0
0
0

63. certain are you of your career choice? (check only one):1
:

2

1. Very certain

2 Fairly certain

3. Not certain0
0
0

N

O 73. Loss of appetite

O 74. Biacked out

0 7s. Earnedlessthana'C‘onaquizorexam

O 76. Roommate problems

0 77. Family problems

0 78. Insomnia

79. Offended Friends

0 e0. Physical problems

Other

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
‘

 

(2) Weekly (3) Monthly (4)3eldom (5) Never

0 0 0 0

o o o , g o

O O O O  See next page
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V. BEHAVIOR

For questions 84 ~ 86. please indicate the response that most honesty reflects your answer:

 

(UDaily (2) Weekly (3) Monthly (”Seldom (5) Never

84. During the past year I have used alcohol: 0 O O O O

85. During the past year i have used marijuana O O O O O

86. During the past year i have used cocaine/crack: 0 O O O O

For questions 87 - 94. indicate the amount of time (in hours) you spent per week on the following activities. Check only one for each

question.
0 1 _ 5 6 . 10 11 .15 16+

87. Attending classes and labs O O O O O

88. Studying and doing homework O O O 0 O

89. Socializing with friends 0 O O O O

90. Talking with faculty outside of class 0 O Q 0 O

91. Exercising or playing sports 0 O Q 0 O

92- Panying 0 O O O O

93. Working O O O O O

94. Participating in student organizations 0 0 g 0 O O

my (2)N (a) Uncertain (4) Non-user

95. I believe my use of alcohol has negatively affected my performance as a student at Ferris. O O O O

96. What things do you believe have enhanced the quality of student life at FSU?

 

 

 

 

97. What things do you believe FSU can do to improve the quality of student life at FSU?

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO HELP US BY COMPLETING THIS SURVEY.

PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO RANKIN CENTER 221. FERRIS STATE UNIVERSITY. BIG RAPIDS. MI

49307. BY USING THE ENCLOSED PRE-ADDRESSED/STAMPED ENVELOPE.

REMEMBER TO RETURN THE POST CARD; SEND SEPARATELY FROM QUESTIONNAIRE

IF YOU ARE A CURRENTLY ENROLLED FSU STUDENT. PLEASE USE CAMPUS MAIL  
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This surveyisbeing conducted foranMSU graduate student. Pieasetillwtthefoiiowing survey

lyouareafreshmananddonotfrllltoutlyouhavealreadyansweredl. Youranswerswill

remain anonymous. We appreciate your honesty. Check only QNEanswerforevery question.

1. Age 17_18_19____ 2ihadatleast12creditseverytenn yes—no_

3. Attheendofthistenn.Iwilfhavecompletedbehveen24860creditsatFSUyes_no_

4. UsingtheLElTERGRADES below. myhlghschoolGPAwas

5 Using the LETTER GRADES below. my rsu GPA is currently '

3.85 to 4.00 A 3.00 to 324 B— 225 to 2.49 C-

375 to 3.84 A- 275 to 299 0+ 2.00 to 2.24 04-

3.50 to 3.74 8+ 250 to 2.74 C 1.99 or below D

3.25 to 3.49 8

6. Gender 7. i am: Black or Afro-American_ American Indian_

Male_ Mexican American or Chicano_ White or Caucasian__

Female__ Puerto Rican or Latin American_; Other—

Oriental or Asian American_

8. lwillbereturningtoFSUduringtheFal1990tenn(checkonlyonecholce):

Definitely returning to FSU__

Definitely going to another institution_

DefinitelyM returning to FSU in the Fall—

Probably returning to FSU in the Fall_

Undecided right now—

ltNgIretumingto FSU IntheFali. checkany reasonsbelowthatapply:

9. Financial problems yes_ no_ 10. Academic denial yes_no_

11. Disciplinary problems yes_ no_ 12. Social environnm yes_ no_

13. Problems with alcohol yes_no_ 14. Transtermg yes_ no_

15. Other (list)
 

We'dlikeyouropinionregardingtheuseofaicohot Analooholic'Qrtnk‘isagIassowanemine

cooler.shotofliquor.bottieofbeer.ormbreddrtnk. DoYOUapproveofpeopiemlzg

doing each or the following?

Strongly Approve Approve Disapprove

16. Trying 1 or 2 drinks or an alcoholic beverage

17. Taking 1 or2drinks nearly every day

18. Taking4 or 5drinks nearlyevery day

19. HavingSormoredrinksonceortwiceeachweekend

HowmuchdoYOUthinkpeopleages18.190r20rlskhanningthemselvesphysicaiiyorhother

wayslthey ...... moderate

norisk sIlghtrisk risk

20. Trytor2 drinksofanalcohoricbeverage

21. Taket or2drtnksnearlyeveryday

22. Take4or5drinksnearlyeveryday

23. Havesormoredrtnksonceortwiceeach

 

 

 

l
l
l
l
'
fi a

 

 

weekend

24. Howmany ofyour friends would you estimate drink alcoholic beverages?

none afew some most all

25.Arnongyourgroupoftriends.useofalcoholls: lookeddownonalot

lookeddownonsome Iookeduptosome

Iookeduptoalot neitherupordown

.........PLEASE TURN OVER & COMPLETE THE BACK PAGE
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26. My own feeling about the use of alcohol is that: flock down on it a lot

I look down on it some I look up to it some

I look up to it a lot neither up or down

Regarding drinking alcoholic beverages (beer. wine coolers. liquor. or mixed drinks):

27. Have you ever had an alcoholic drink? yes_ no

On how many occasions have you had alcoholic beverages to drink?

0 1-2 3-5 6—9 10-19 20-39 40+

28. In your lifetime: _ _ _ _

29. During the last 8 mos. (Sept-May): _ _ _ _ _ _

30. During the last 30 days: _ _ __ _ _

31. On occasions you drink alcoholic beverages. how often do you drink enough to feel'M

high? on no occasion a few occasions abou 1/2 the occasions_

most of the occasions nearly all of the occasions

32. Over the LAST TWO WEEKS. how many times have you had five or more drinks in a row?

none__ once_ twice_ 3-5 times_ 69 times_ 10 or more_

33. At am time during the LAST 8 MONTHS have you felt in your own mind that you should

REDUCE or STOP your use of alcohol? yes_ no_ haven‘t drank in last 8 mo.__

Has your use of alcohol during the LAST 8 MONTHS caused any of these problems?

34. Trouble with your boss or fellow workers yes_ no_

35. Difficulties of any kind with friends yes_ no_

36. Automobile accident yes_ no_

37. Criticism by a family member yes_ no_

38. Trouble with the police yes_ no_

39. Having an accident in my home/residence hell yes_ no_

During the 1989-90 year. at least once. i experienced the following as a remit ct use of alcohol:

40. Hangover yes_ no_ 41. Earned less than a 'C‘ on a quiz or exam yes_ no_

42 Missed a class yes_ no_ 43. Earned less than a 'C' for a class yes_ no_

44. I believe my use of alcohol has negatively affected my academic performance:

yes no uncertain__

45. lflam not retumingto FSU lntheFall 1990. It Isbecauseofmypersonaiproblemsduetorrty

use of alcohol: yes yes. alcohol could be part or the reason

uncertain not because of alcohol__ dont use alcohol_ I am returning

.46. Ill am not returning to FSU inthe Fall 1990. It is because ofprcblems l haveencountered

due to my friengg' use of alcohol: yes no uncertain—

47. My latest ACT score was

Thankwa lfyou would bewillingtobeinterviewed by an MSU graduatestudent. pieaseptn

yournameandphonenumberfsuahome)onthecardprovldedbystudentresearcher.
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Ferris State University

1989-90 Freshman Student Survey

 
Summer, 1990
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Ferris State University 1989-90 Freshman Student Survey/Summer 1990

Directions:

Participation in this study is voluntary. You indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by completing and returning

this questionnaire. You may be assured of complete anonymity and there will be no penalty for not responding

Using either a pen or pencil, indicate your responses by placing a check (4’) on the blank for the response that best

describes you.

Once you complete the survey. fill out the enclosed postage-paid post card.

Place the completed survey in theWandWenvelope.

Mail the sealed envelope and post card separately to assure your anonymity.

Please complete the survey and mail it by Friday. August 10, 1990. It should take you approximately six minutes to

complete.

Thank you for your participation. 
 

1. that Is your pattern of germ enrollment at Ferris State University’i (Check ALL answers that apply.)

1. 1 attended Fall. tlfnter and Spring 1989-90

2. I attended Fall and llinter 1989-90 m

3. I attended Fall and Spring 1989-90 Q1!

4. 1 attended Fall 1989-90 gn_ly

5 l are returning next Fall (Septeaber. 1990)

2. that reasons influenced your decision to either drop daring the year or not return for next Fell (September, 1990)?

(Check ALL answers that apply.)

1. Transferring to another college/miversity

2. Financial difficulties

3. Academic denial

4. Peer pressure to drink alcohol

5. Personal use or abuse of alcohol

6. Other (Specify: )

' ' ' NEXT, HE WLO LIKE TO ASK 7M (PINIONS REGARDING TIIE USE OF ALCOHOL ' ' '

 

An alcoholic "drink" is defined a: a bottle of beer, glass of wine, wine cooler. shot of liquor or mixed drink.

  
 

Do 1w approve of your friends/peers age 17I 18. 19 gr 20 doing each of the follouing? (Check one blank for each question.)

Strongly Approve Disapprove Strongly

Approve Disapprove

3. Trying 1 or 2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage? __ __ __ __

4. Taking 1 or 2 drinks nearly everyday? __ _ _ __

5. Taking 4 or 5 drinks nearly everyday? _ _ _ __

6. llaving 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend? __ _ _ __

Please continue to the next page -...,
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liow such do you think your friends/peers age 17I 18, 19 or :9 risk harping the-selves physically or

they . . . (Check one blank for each question.)

11.

13.

14.

15.

Ito Slight Moderate

Risk Risk Risk

try 1 or 2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage?

lake 1 or 2 drinks nearly everyday’?

take 4 or 5 drinks nearly everyday?

liave 5 or lore drinks once or twice each weekend?

in other ways if

Great

Risk

Now any of your friends/peers would you estimate drink alcoholic beverages? (Check me usher.)

1. lions

2. A few

3. Some

4. Host

5. All

Among your grow of friends/peers, alcohol use is . . . (Check one umber.)

1. Looked up to a lot.

2. Looked q) to some.

3. lleither up or down.

4. locked down on some.

5. looked dam on a lot.

My own feeling about the use of alcohol is that . . . (Check one raster.)

. llooktptoitalot.

i look no to it some.

Neither up or down.

. i look down on it some.

. llookdomonitalot.

1

2

3

a

5

Have you ever wished that either one or both of your parents would drink less? (Check one nulber.)

1. Parents don't drink at all

2. No

Yes3.

Have you ever had any beer, wine, wine coolers or liquor to drink? (Check one tuber.)

1. Yes

__ 2. Ito 

  

if you have never had an alcoholic

drink, go to Guestion 37.

   

' ‘ " now HE BUILD LIKE 'iO ASK YOJ W Y” PERSOML USE OF ALCOHOL ' ‘ '

Please continue to the next page ---->
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liave you had any beer, wine, wine coolers, or licpor to drink within the last year? (check one matter.)

‘0

2.

Yes

llo

when you were enrolled at Ferris, Mag, how such did you usually drink at any one tine?

(Check one blank for each question.)

20.

21.

22.

23.

Beer

wine or wine cooler

Shot of liqror or nixed drink

MEI 0f DRUMS

lone less 1-2 3-4 5 6

than 1 or lore

On the occasions that you drank alcoholic beverages mile a student at 59.1, how often did you drink enough to feel pretty

high? (Check one umber.)

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Think back

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

In occasion

A few occasions

About 1/2 of the occasions

Host of the occasions

tlearly all of the occasions

over your LAST TERM AT FERRIS.

tione

Once

Twice

3-5 tines

6-9 times

10 or more times

ltow nany tines did you have 5 or more drinks in a now? (Check one letter.)

51 ANY TlHE grim your mrollment at Ferris, have you experienced any of the following? (Check ALL answers that apply.)

1.

2.

A physical fight after drinkim

An argment after drinking

3. Acquaintance/date rape after drinking

Did your use of alcoholMWcause any of the following problem?

(Check ALL answers that apply.)

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Trotble with your boss or fellow workers

Difficulties of any kind with friends

Autonobi le accident

Criticism by a family usher

Trotble with the police

llaving an accident in your hone/residence hall

Please continue to the next page ---->
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24. During the ten“) 1 attended ferris, g; legst ones, i experienced the following as a result of I] we of alcohol.

(Cheek ALI. answers that apply.)

1. hissed a class

2. Earned less than a 'C' on a cpl: or exaa

3. Earned less than a 'C" for a class

4. withdrew fro- a class

25. liow often have vou thought you should reduce or stop your use of alcohol? (Check one tuber.)

1. Often

2. Soutines

3. Seldora

4. Never

26. i believe m use of alcohol has negatively affected ly acadenie performance. (Check one nulber.)

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly disagree

Mow mach did your argonal use of alcohol influence your decision not to return to ESL! in the . . .

(Check one blank for each westion.)

liot at Very To a Great

All Little Sonediat Extent

27. winter 1989-90 term?

28. Spring 1989-90 term?

29. fall 1990-91 tern?

How mach did your frimslpgrs’ use of alcohol influence your decision not to return to ESL! in the . . .

(Check one blank for each mestion.)

Not at Very To a Great

All Little Sonewhat Extent

30. winter 1989-90 tern? __ _ __ _

31. Spring 1989-9O term?

32. Fall 1990-91 tern?

Please continue to the next page —--->
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Approxinately how any drinks gr month did you have during the followirc tile periodsW1?

(Check one blank for each reaction.)

”E! OF DIIllKS PER OUT"

1-2 3-5 6'10 11°19 20°39 40-55tions 564

Fall 1989-90 Ter-

Uinter 1989-90 Terra

If not at fSU, check here

Spring 1989-90 Ter-

if not at fSU, check here

Sunaer 1990

if not at PSU, check here

FINALLY, K WLO LIKE TO ASK A FE“ UESTINS A30." YOJRSELF "’ ' '

37. what is the highest level of schooling either your another or your father comleted?

(Check one umber.)

1. Coupleted grade school or less

2.

3.

4.

Some high school

Capleted high school

Some college

Carpleted college

Graduate or professional school after college

Don't know, or does not apply

So

6.

7.

At the and

(Check one

of Iy last tern at FSU, I had gmleted between 12 and 60 credit hours at ferris State University.

nulber.)

1. Yes

2. lo

39. i had at least 12 credits every term i was at Ferris. (Check one tuber.)

1. Yes

_2. lio

40. At the end of ray last tern at FSU, my honor point average was: (Check one letter.)

a. 1 o

b. 2 2

c. 2. 0-2

(I. 3 3

e. 3 4

_ a. 1.99 or below

_ b. 2.00-2.49

__ c. 2.50-2.99

_ d. 3.00°3.49

__ e. 3.50-4.00

Please continue to the next page ---->
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42. My ACT Caposite score was: (Check one letter.)

a. 0-5

b. 6-10

c. 11-15

d. 16-20

e. 21-25

f. 26-36

43. 1 describe Iyself as: (Check one Under.)

1. international student

2. Black or African Anerican

3. lndian or Native A-eriean

4. Oriental or Asian Anerican

5. Hispanic

6. Shite or Caucasian

7. Other (Specify: )

44. that was your age when you entered Ferris sharing the Fall 1989-9D tern?

(Check one letter.)

a. 17

b. 18

c. 19

d. 20

45. Gender (Check one rulber.)

1. llale

2. female

Thank you for your help !!l
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Your participation in the survey is greatly appreciated. If you are interested in a

summary of the results, please print your name and address on the back of the return

post card: NOT on this questionnaire.
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Ferris State University

Returning Freshman Student Survey

 
Fall, 1990
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Ferris State University Returning Student Survey/Fall 1990

Directions:

Participation in this study is voluntary. You indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by completing and returning

this questionnaire. You may be assured of complete anonymity and there will be no penalty for not responding. There

isnowaywecanidcntifyfrom whomthequestionnairesarereturned.

Using either a pen or pencil, indicate your responses by placing a check (J) on the blank for the response that best

describes you.

Once you complete the survey, place it in the white envelope with the FSU Bulldog logo. 5931 the enveIOpe and place it

in a campus mail pick up location by November 1, 1990.

Thank you for your participation. 
 

1. what is your pattern of 3m enrollment at ferris State lhiversity’? (Cheek ALL answers that apply.)

1. I attended Fall, Uinter and Spring 1989.90

2. I attended Fall and winter 1989-90 131

3. 1 attended fall and Spring 1909-90 111.!

4. 1 attended Fall 1989-90 m

2. i am enrolled for a mini" of 12 credits as a student in the School/College of . . . (Check one umber.)

1. Allied health

2. Arts S Sciences

3. Business

Edicatfon

Optometry

Pharmacy

Technology“
0
“
“

e
a
e
a

"‘ “KLEWLD LIKE TOASKYGROIIICSIEGARDIWTIEBEOFALCOHQ".

 

An alcoholic "drink'irdcfmedasabottlcofbeenymofm'ne, winecooler, shotofliquororrnineddrink.

r
-
-
1

L
-
-
-
J

 

Do Yw approve of your friends/peers age 11, 1!, 12 2r :9 doim each of the followirg? (Check one blank for each queuion.)

Stromly Approve Disapprove ' 'rongly

W D approve

3. Trying 1 or 2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage? __ __ __ __

4. Taking 1 or 2 drinks nearly everyday’l _ _ _ .—

5. Taking 4 or 5 drinks nearly everyday? _ __ __ __

6. Itaving 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend? _ __ __ __

Please contirue to the naxt page no
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Itow such do Yul think your friends/peers age 11, 1g, 12 g: 29 risk harmim thaelves physically or in other ways if

they . . . (Check one blank for each question.)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

lo Sl 1 int Itoderate Great

Risk Risk Risk Risk

Try 1 or 2 drinks of an alcoholic beverage?

Take 1 or 2 drinks nearly everyday?

Take 4 or 5 drinks nearly everyday’?

Ilave 5 or more drinks once or twice each weekend?

Itow many of your friends/pears would you estimate drink alcoholic beverages? (Check one tuber.)

1. Ilene

2. A few

3. Some

4. Itost

5. All

Among your group of frierda/peera, alcohol use is . . . (Check one rater.)

1. Looked is: to a lot.

2. Looked up to some.

3. Neither w or down.

4. Looked dorm on some.

5. Looked dam on a lot.

Ity om feeling about the me of alcohol is that . . . (Check one timer.)

1. i look in to it a lot.

2. I look tp to it some.

3. Iteither up or down.

4. I look down on it some.

5. llookdomionitalot.

Itave you ever wished that either one or both of your parents would mink less? (Check one ntmber.)

1. Parents don't drink at all

2. lo

3. Yes

Itave you ever had any beer, wine, wine coolers or liqsor to drirm? (Check one radar.)

1. Yes

2. Ito 

 
 

If you have never had an alcoholic

drink, go to Dtsestion 37.

  
 

"' WKWLDLIKETONYNAWTYfllWLUfiNALm“.

Please continue to the next page --->
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16. have you had any beer, wine, wine coolers, or lian to drink within the last year? (Check one tuber.)

Y“

ID

'0

2.

Since you have been enrolled at Ferris, MW. how mach have you many had to drink at any one time?

(Check one blank for each tpestion.)

“DER Of DRIKS

lone Less 1-2 3-4 5 6

than 1 or more

17. Deer __ __ __ __ __ _

18. ltine or wine cooler __ _ _ __ __ _

19. Shot of “war or mixed drink _ _ _ __ _ ._

20. m the occasions that you drank alcoholic beverages mile a student at FSU, how often did you drink enough to feel pretty

high? (Check one meter.)

1. lo occasion

2. A few occasions

3. About 1/2 of the occasions

4. Itost of the occasions

5. Nearly all of the occasions

21. Think back over your LAST TERII AT TERRIS. how many times did you have 5 or more drinks in g row? (Check one letter.)

a. lone

b. thce

c. Twice

d. 3-5 times

e. 6-9 times

f. 10 or more times

22. AT AflY T13 grim mr mrgllmen; at ferris, have you experienced any of the following? (Check ALL answers that apply.)

1. A physical fight after drinking

2. An arguaent after drinking

3. Aoqsaintance/date rape after drinking

Z3. Itas your use of alcoholWcaused any of the following problems?

(Check ALL answers that apply.)

1. Trouble with your boss or fellow workers

2. Difficulties of any kind with friena

3. Automobile accident

4. Criticism by a fmsily mafier

5. Trotble with the police

6. Itaving an accident in your home/residence hall

Please contirue to the next page --->
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24. During the 1N9.” year I attended ferris, g; lgggt ones, I experienced the following as a result of my use of alcohol.

(Check ALL answers that apply.)

1. Itissed a class

2. Earned less than a “C" on a rails or exam

3. Earned less than a 'C' for a class

4. withdrew from a class

1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Seldom

4. lever

26. I believe my use of alcohol has negatively affected my academic performance. (Check one meter.)

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly disagree

Did yourm use of alcohol in any way cause you to consider not returning to FSU in the . . .

(Check one newer.)

27. winter 1989-90 term?

1. Yes

2. lo

28. Spring 1989-90 term?

1. Yes

__ 2. Ito

29. Fall 1990.91 term?

1. Yes

____2. Ito

Did your gtigndslmrs' use of alcohol in my cause you to consider not returning to TSU in the . . .

(Check one number.)

30. winter 1989-90 term?

1. Yes

2. Ito

31. Spring 1909-90 term?

1. Yes

_ 2. lo

32. fall 1990—91 tam

Yes

NO

‘0

Please cintinue to the next page --->
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Approximately how many drinks 3r month did you have during the following time periodsW?

(Check one blank for each question.)

“ER Of DRINKS PER KNIT)!

6-10 11-19 20-39 40-55 56+

Fall im-9D Term

winter 1989-90 Term

If not at FSU, check here

Spring 1989-90 Term

if not at tau, check here __

Stu-er 1990

If not at FSU, check here _

‘ ' ‘ FINALLY, if WLD LIKE TO ASK A PEN “SUNS anon YMSELF ‘ ' ‘

37. that is the highest level of schooling either your mother or your father cowleted?

(Check one newer.)

Cowleted grade school or less

39.

40.

41.

At the and

(Check one

1.

2.

I have had

(Check one

1.

2.

At the and

a.

b.

e.

d.

e.

Ily final hidt school grade point averm (GPA) was:

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

of my last term at FSU, my honor point average was:

Some hifit school

Cospleted hidi school

Some college

Cospleted college

Graduate or professional school after college

Don't know, or does not apply

of my last term at FSU, i had mm between 12 and 60 credit hours at ferris State University.

umber.)

Yes

No

at least 12 credits every term I was at Ferris and am currently enrolled for at least 12 credits.

nudeer.)

Yes

No

(Check one letter.)

(Check one letter.)

Please continue to the nex page ---->
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‘3.

4S.

Ity ACT Cosposite score was:

I.

b.

c.

d.

.0

f.

0°5

6°10

11°15

16°20

21°25

26-36

(Check one letter.)

221

I describe myself as: (Check one umber.)

1. International student

2. Slack or African American

3. Indian or Native American

4. Oriental or Asian American

5. Itispanic

6. khite or Caucasian

7. Other (Specify: )

what was your age when you entered Ferris (brim the fall 1969-90 term?

(Check one letter.)

Gender (Check one matter.)

1. Nate

2. taste

Thank you for your help 1!!
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Your participation in the survey is greatly appreciated. If you are interested in a ..

summary of the results, please inquire at the Ferris State University Library after

June 1, 1991.



APPENDIX I

INTRODUCTORY LETTER (NONRETURNING STUDENTS)
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“Peri-‘13 State Univeté’lty
Office Of The President

 

July 27, 1990

Levi Jeans Strauss IV

2201 Veeblefetzer Rd.

Lansing, MI 48723

Dear Levi:

In the past few years there has been a lot of discussion about the reasons

students choose to continue at a particular university, transfer to another

institution or drop out of college altogether. Your name has been randomly selected

from those Ferris State University 1989-90 freshmen who have not early registered for

Fall Term 1990 and who, therefore, may plan not to return to Ferris at this time. We

are interested in knowing why you may have decided to discontinue your education at

Ferris.

Julie Bonkowski, Associate Professor at Ferris and doctoral student at Michigan

State University. is undertaking a study regarding the relation, if any, between

students' attitudes toward the use of alcohol and their decisions to continue or to

discontinue their college education.

\Mthin a week, you will receive a letter and questionnaire from Mrs. Bonkowski.

Your response is very important since only a small but representative percentage of

the freshman class members have been selected to participate in the study. We hope

that this study will provide valuable information so we may better serve students who

choose Ferris State.

I would greatly appreciate your completing the questionnaire and returning it

promptly. Thank you!

Sincerely yours,

Helen Popovich

President

Hlejt

 

Starr 304 0 Big Rapids, Michigan 49307
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‘Ferfis §tatc Univeré'lty
Office 0! Academic Affairs

 

August 3, 1990

Levi Jeans Strauss IV

2201 Veeblefetzer Rd.

Lansing, MI 48723

Dear Levi:

During the week ofJuly 30, you should have received a letter from the president of Ferris State

University, Dr. Helen Popovich, alerting you to a study regarding Ferris State University freshman

students. Students who chose to attend Ferris during the Fall term 1989-90 may have decided to remain

here during their SOphomore year, may have chosen to transfer to another institution or to drop out of

college altogether. We believe we understand some ofthe reasons students do not return to Ferris, but

we would like to learn more in an effort to better serve the students who choose Ferris State.

You have been randomly selected from the Fall term 1989-90 freshman class to participate in this

study. In order that the results will truly represent the views and experiences of the freshman student,

it is important that you complete and return the questionnaire. Your input is especially valuable since

the accuracy of the conclusions drawn increases with the number of individuals responding.

You may be assured of complete anonymity. There is no way we can identify from whom the

questionnaires are returned. Instead, we ask that you print your name and student number (social

security number) on the enclosed post card and mail it back separately so that we may remove your name

from our mailing list. Only the questionnaire should be returned in the postage paid envelope. Mail the

sealed envelope and post card by Friday, Auggst 10I 1990.

Participation in the survey is voluntary and there will be no penalty for not responding. The

results of this research will be made available to academic administrators and college staff at Ferris .

whose responsibilities include enrollment management. You may receive a summary of the results by

writing ”copy of results requested" on the back ofthe return post card and printing your name and

address below it.

I would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call. The telephone

number is (616) 592-3660.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

c , '

ulie Bonkowski

Associate Professor

Project Researcher

 

Starr 303 0 Big Rapids, Michigan 49307
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Front:

First Class

Postage Stamp

Julie Bonkowski, Associate Professor

Starr 119

Ferris State University

Big Rapids, MI 49307

Back:

 

I have returned my questionnaire separately.

 

Please print your name here

Student NUmber:__ __ - -

THAHKB AGAIN TOR YOUR HELP TIT! THIS IMPORTANT STUDY

 



 
 

APPENDIX M

NUMBER 10 "WINDOW" MAILING ENVELOPE

(NONRETURNING STUDENTS)
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“Fcrfig state Univer’s’lty
Office Of Academic Affairs

 

 

August 10, 1990

Levi Jeans Strauss IV

2201 Veeblefetzer Rd.

Lansing, MI 48723

Dear Levi:

A week ago I wrote to you seeking your assistance regarding the reasons members

of the Fall 1989 freshman class may have chosen not to return to Ferris State

University. If you have already returned your completed questionnaire, please

disregard this letter. As well, let me express my appreciation for your cooperation.

If you have not completed the questionnaire, may I urge you to do so? Your

participation in the study is very important; every student has unique insight to

share.

We have undertaken this study to learn more about the reasons students leave

Ferris. The results will be of interest to the administrators and staff at Ferris

and also to me as a doctoral student at Michigan State University. I will use the

information as part of the research required in my Ph.D. program.

I am writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has to

the usefulness of this study. In order for the results of this study to be truly

representative of the opinions of nonreturning freshman students, it is essential

that each person in the sample return their questionnaire. As I mentioned in my last

letter, you may be assured of complete anonymity.

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is

enclosed. If you have any questions about the purpose of the survey or completion of

the questionnaire, please contact me at (616) 592-3660.

Please mail your completed survey and post card byWThank you

for your cooperation.

C dially,

Julie Bonkowski

Associate Professor

Project Researcher

 

Starr 303 . Big Rapids, Michigan 49307
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Front:

 

First Class
RRIS S A 8 UNIVERSITY

FE T T Postage Stamp
Office of Academic Affairs

901 s. State Street

Big Rapids, HI 49307-2295

 

Student Name

Address

City State Zip

 

 

 

Back:

 

August 17, 1990

IT'S NOT TOO LATE TO PARTICIPATE............

During the veek of July 30, you should have received a letter from

Dr. Helen Popovich, President of Ferris State University, asking you

to participate in our survey of students who vere freshmen at FSU

during Fall 1989—90. Since then, you should have received tvo

questionnaires.

If you have already completed and returned one of the questionnaires

to us, please accept our sincere thanks! It not, please_dg_sg

today, YOUR response is extreaely iaportant to the outcoae of this

study.

If by some chance you did not receive a questionnaire, or it got

aisplaced, please call (616) 592-3660 and ve will gladly send you

a nev questionnaire today.

Sincerely,

Méfiéfccé '-

Julie Bonkowski

Project Researcher
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“Ferris State Unive{s‘1ty
Corlege of Arts and Selences

 

 

August so, 1990

Dear name (hand written):

At the end or July, we informed you of a study we are conducting at

Ferris regarding the reasons some or the Fall 1989-90 freshman students may

have left during the school year or may not be returning to FSU this

September. As you know, the internation we are seeking should be useful for

enrollment management here at Ferris, but also, I am writing my doctoral

dissertation based on the data we are gathering. The response has been less

than we anticipated so I am continuing to seek your participation.

Enclosed is another questionnaire, postage-paid post card and return

envelope. Please complete the survey and mail it TODAY! Your cooperation

would be greatly appreciated.

sincerely yours,

6,“; flé‘mée’urzé;
lie Bonkowski

Project Researcher

WI

atreet_addrsss_lband_zrittenl

sitxr_atate._zin_lband_zrittenl

 

 

Student Acadennc Affairs 0 Starr 1‘9 0 30‘ S State Sl'eet 0 Big Rapids Michigan 43337-3295 0 io‘bi-.13-3r;i€6
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julie h bonkowski

Associate Professor

Educational Counselor

Arts A Sciences

To:

Date: Thanksgiving Day/ November 22, 1990

My son, David, called earlier this week requesting

you help me with my dissertation project.

THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR AGREEING TO COMPLETE

THE ENCLOSED SURVEY SO MY RESPONSE RATE WILL

BE ACCEPTABLE TO MY PROFESSORS AT MICHIGAN STATE.

For directions, please refer to the questionnaire.

No stamps necessary, just a few minutes of your

valuable time!!

CFefi‘is State
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BRIEFING NOTES FOR DISTRIBUTION OF THE INSTRUMENT,

INCLUDING TELEPHONE LINK (RETURNING STUDENTS)
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October 1990

BRIEFING NOTES FOR DISTRIBUTION OF THE INSTRUMENT:

Ferris State University

Returning Fresh-an Student Survey

Fall, 1990

Wm.

Part of your class assignment this tern will be to distribute a questionnaire

that has been developed by a Michigan State University doctoral student who

also is eaployed here at Ferris. As you will find out while doing your client

project, you also will be looking for a high response rate from those you

survey. Your help will be greatly appreciated!

Each schedule sheet given to you contains a student's nane, pernanent

address, school address and calpus/local phone number. An 'X' on the schedule

grid indicates the tiles that student is in class. You are expected to sake

arrangements to seat with each student outside of any regularly scheduled

class time so that you lay present hiI/her with the questionnaire. Based on

the student's schedule, you should be able to contact hie/her by phone at

reasonable tines of the day or evening. (Note: Students say have changed their

class schedule since this information was obtained or they say have a job).

IT IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT THAT YOU PRESENT YOURSELF AS ONE WHO IS

CHARGED WITH THE SPECIAL TASK OF DISTRIBUTING THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

THE INFORMATION YOU SHARE WITH THE RETURNING FRESHMAN STUDENT

SHOULD BE INTRODUCED TO THAT STUDENT IN AN OPEN AND NO PRESSURE

TYPE OF ATMOSPHERE.

W

A. Letter of transmittal

B. Questionnaire

C. Pre-addressed white envelope with red bulldog logo

D. Ere-addressed white envelope “Results Requested"

E. Peach colored return post card

OVEROOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO
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Instructions;

After looking over each student schedule, give

each student a telephone call at a reasonable time.

Explain to the student you are a marketing student

and you have been "charged" with distributing a

questionnaire for a Michigan State University

student who is working on her doctoral dissertation

and who is employed here at Ferris State University.

Arrange to meet with the student at a mutually

agreeable location (ie: the residence hall,

Rankin Center or immediately after a class.)

Be on time for the appointment and prepared to

present items A-E to the student(s).

Allow the student(s) to read the letter of

transmittal (Item A) and the questionnaire (Item 3).

Confirm that the student understands the "Directions"

section of the questionnaire (ie: participation is

voluntary, anonymity will be assured, etc).

Answer any questions the student may have. (You

may also refer them to me at 592-3660 M-F/8:00-noon

and 1-S:00 if there are any concerns you are not

comfortable handling.)

If the student prefers not to complete the

questionnaire, thank them for their time. The

student should then return items A and B to you.

If the student indicates he/she will complete the

questionnaire, thank him/her for their time. Give

him/her item C and so the instrument can be returned

via campus mail.

If the student wants results of the

research, give him/her item D.

Give the student item E and explain

he/she should return the post card

via campus mail.

Return all student schedule sheets and unused items

to your marketing research instructor the day

following distribution of all of your questionnaires.
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T E L E P H O N E L I N K

EXAMPLE:

My name is and I am

a senior research student here at Ferris. I am seeking your

cooperation by asking you to complete a questionnaire regarding

the quality of student life here at FSU.

You are part of a random group of 203 sophomores who have

been selected to participate in a survey regarding the quality of

student life at Ferris.

tit.itittttttttttittttt39*!!!tittttltttttl*tttttitiitttfititttiiitil

COMMENTS:
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‘Fefi’ig State Univcré’lty
Conege of Ans and Scuecces
 

November 10, 1990

Dear Sophomore!

I REALLY NEED YOUR NELP.... You have been randomly selected from the fall

term 1989—9o freshman class to participate in the study I am performing

regarding the attitudes toward alcohol use and alcohol consumption patterns of

freshman students at Ferris State university. YOur participation is very

important because I will analyze the results and use the analysis as the basis

for my doctoral dissertation.

I ENC. T818 18 I BUSY TIIE IN THE TERI; IE YOU'LL TREE ONE TEN IINUTE DEERE TO

COMPLETE TEE ENCLOSED SURVEY AND POST CARD, IT IOULD BE flflfifizhx EPPEECIETEDII

Ewen though you are no longer a freshman, your participation in this study

will allow you to express the views and experiences you had as a freshman at

FSU. Since nationwide studies show a significant number of first year students

do not return to the same college the following fall or leave college

altogether, reasons that may be related to why students leave Ferris before

their sophomore year are being examined. Because we are concerned with the

quality of the freshman experience here at Ferris, both President Helen

Popovich and Vice President of Academic Affairs E. Gary Nash have sanctioned

this study.

22!: input is especially valuable since the accuracy of the conclusions

drawn increases with the number of individuals responding. You are one among

only 203 sophomores to be invited to participate.

You may be assured of complete anonymity. There is no way we can identify

from whom the questionnaires are returned. Once you complete the questionnaire,

place it in the white preaddressed and stamped envelope provided. 11.1 the

envelope and mail it by November 16, 1990.

Please put your name and student number on the preaddressed and stamped

peach colored post card and mail it separately from the questionnaire so that I

know you have returned a completed survey.

The results of this research will he made available to academic

administrators and college staff at Perris whose responsibilities include

enrollment management. You may receive a summary of the results by writing your

name, address and "Preshman 1989-so: Copy of Results Requested" on the peach

colored post card, NOT ON TEE QUESTIONNAIRE.

Thank you for your assistance during this especially busy time. GOOD LUCK

'ITE YOUR IINIL EEIEB......!OO'RE GETTING CLOSER TO 1 DEGREE EACE TEE!!!

Sincerely,

Z L g3 ‘ i r

.11

Julie Bonkowski

Associate Professor

Project Researcher

ltrtlfl.81t

 

Student Academe Nights 0 Sta” ' T9 0 901 S State Street 0 Bug Rapids hIlChigfl" 49307-2295 0 ((216) 533-3666
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NUMBER 10 RETURN ENVELOPE--BULLDOG LOGO (RETURNING STUDENTS)
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H E L P iliiili

IT'S A BUSY TIME OF THE TERM AND I DESPERATELY NEED YOUR

HELP SO I MAY COMPLETE MY CLASS PROJECT. AFTER READING THE

ENCLOSED LETTER AND LOOKING OVER THE MATERIALS, PLEASE FILL OUT:

GOLDENROD SURVEY (PLACE IN NHITE ENVELOPE NITH

RED BULLDOG LOGO, SEAL, AND

RETURN VIA CAMPUS MAIL)

PEACH COLORED POST CARD (RETURN VIA CAMPUS MAIL)

IF YOU VOULD LIKE RESULTS--INDICATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS

ON A SHEET OF PAPER AND SEND VIA CAMPUS MAIL IN THE ”RESULTS

REQUESTED“ ENVELOPE .

NO STAMPS NECESSARYiiiiiiiiiii

PLEASE TAKE A 10 MINUTE BREAK FROM STUDYING FOR FINALS

AND HELP ANOTHER STUDENT.....MEII!I

IE BONKONSKI
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“Fetflg State Univel’s‘lty
Office of Academic Affairs

 

 

June 13, 1990

To whom it May Concern:

Julie Bonkowski, Associate Professor in the School of Arts

and Sciences at Ferris State University, is undertaking research

to satisfy the requirements of the Ph.D. in College and

University Administration at Michigan State University. The

researcher will examine the attitudes toward alcohol use and the

self-reported alcohol consumption patterns of non-returning

freshman students who were enrolled at Ferris State University

during the Fall 1989—9O term. Results of the research may be

used to gain insight regarding attrition factors and may reveal

additional information regarding the relationship of alcohol to

the freshmen student attrition process.

Professor Bonkowski has the joint endorsement of the

university and the Substance Abuse Task Force in this endeavor.

She may have access to such records and equipment that will

facilitate the research. She is given permission to use the

official letterhead stationary and envelopes in the external

contacts and to sign correspondence with her professional title.

mflfl/ ,zaw/W

E.G. sh, Vice President Paul Sullivan, Chair

Academic Affairs Substance Abuse Task Force

 

Bug Rapids. Michigan 49307 - (616) 592-2300
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

umvrnsrrv COMMITTEE ON answer INVOLVING usr unsure . MICHIGAN . «smut

HUMAN SUBJECTS (UCRIHS)

as am HALL

m7) 553.975:

July 26, l990 IRB# 90-323

Julie Haggin Bonkowski

M955 Chula Vista

Big Rapids, MI 49307

Dear Ms. Bonkowski:

RE: ”ATTITUDES TOWARD ALCOHOL USE, ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION

PATTERNS AND THE ATTRITION OF FRESHMAN STUDENTS: IS THERE

A RELATIONSHIP? IRB# 90-323'

The above project is exempt from full UCRIHS review. The proposed research protocol

has been reviewed by another committee member. The rights and welfare of human

subjects appear to be protected and you have approval to conduct the research.

You are reminded that UCRIHS approval is valid for one calendar year. If you plan to

continue this project beyond one year, please make provisions for obtaining appropriate

UCRIHS approval one month prior to July 26, l99l.

Any changes in procedures involving human subjects must be reviewed by UCRIHS prior

to initiation of the change. UCRIHS must also be notified promptly of any problems

(unexpected side effects, complaints, etc.) involving human subjects during the course of

the work.

Thank you for bringing this project to my attention. If I can be of any future help, please

do not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,

/ .: .
r ‘ . / ’ r“

Acevucu’gfl " Alarm; ’

Kenneth 0. Marvin, Jr.

Acting Co-Chair, UCRIHS \

KOM/sar

cc: L. Hekhuis

MSU is em A/fimlws Action/Equal Opponmmoly Inuit-now
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“Ferfig §tate Univet’s'ity
Student Publication .

 

 

September 25, 1990

Mrs. Julia Bonkowski, Associate Professor

Starr 119

College of Arts and Sciences

Dear Mrs. Bonkowski,

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Ferris State University has

approved your study to examine the attitudes towards alcohol use

and self-reported alcohol consumption patterns of returning

freshman students.

Your revisions covered the principal concerns of the committee

in terms of protecting "subjects at risk."

Please let me know if the committee can be of further help in

any aspect of your research.

Sincerely,

SApk McNamara, Chairman

Institutional Review Board
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

 

orncr or vrcr rxrsrorur ron RESEARCH mm uremic . wronGAw . “m...“

AND new or 1m GRADUATE SCHOOL

October 17, I990

Julie Haggin Bonkowski

14955 Chula Vista

Big Rapids, MI 49307

RE: ATTITUDES TOWARD ALCOHOL USE, ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION PATTERNS AND THE

ATTRITION OP FRESHMAN STUDENTS: IS THERE A RELATIONSHIPI, IRBS 90-323

Dear Ms. Bonkowski:

Your proposed revision in the questionnaire for the above proposal is

approved. However. since this is an approval of your revision only, you are

reminded that UCRIHS approval of the parent project is valid for one calendar

year. If you plan to continue this project beyond one year please make

provisions for obtaining appropriate UCRIHS approval one month prior to

July 26, 1991.

Any changes in procedures involving human subjects must be reviewed by the

UCRIHS prior to initiation of the change. UCRIHS must also be notified

promptly of any problems (unexpected side effects, complaints. etc.) involving

human subjects during the course of the work.

Thank you for bringing this revision to our attention. If we can be of any

future help. please do not hesitate to let us know.

Sincerely,

-02.. Ar

avid E. Wright, Ph .

air

University Committee on Research

Involving Human Subjects

DEV/Geo

MSU '- eI Mars-saline Adios/Equal Opportunity Imuileh'om
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