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ABSTRACT
COMPARING PATTERNS OF ALCOHOL USE IN FEMALE ATHLETES AND
THEIR TEAM CAPTAINS IN INTERCOLLEGIATE SOFTBALL TEAMS
By
Amber L. Wamers
The purpose of this investigation was to examine the patterns of alcohol use between
captains of college softball teams and their teammates. Participants were 618 female
intercollegiate softball players ages 18-23 (M = 19.83). Athletes completed the Core
Alcohol and Drug Survey (Presley, Leichliter, & Meilman, 1998). Four questions were
asked in regards to alcohol use among the teams: (a) Do team captains use less alcohol
and binge drink less than their teammates? (b) Does captains’ alcohol use predict the
alcohol use of other members on their teams? (c) Does a coach’s emphasis on alcohol
policy adherence predict the alcohol use of the non-captains on their teams? (d) Does a
team’s additional alcohol policy predict the alcohol use of the non-captains on the team
representing that institution? Alcohol use was operationalized as an index score that was
constructed from the average number of drinks consumed in the past week, the number of
times there were five or more drinks consumed in one sitting over the past 2 weeks, the
amount of alcohol consumed in the past year, and the number of drinks consumed within
the past 30 days. Binge drinking was operationalized as consuming five or more drinks
in one sitting. Coaches’ emphasis was measured by how many times the coaches talked
to their teams about adhering to an alcohol policy. Teams’ additional alcohol policy was
examined by distinguishing teams that had an added alcohol policy from just their

institution’s policy regarding alcohol use. Results showed that there was very little



difference in the pooled captain scores of alcohol use and the collective scores of team
members’ alcohol use. Using Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM), results showed there
was a moderate relationship between captains’ alcohol use and their teammates alcohol
use. However, no relationship between coach’s emphasis of adhering to an alcohol
policy and their team’s alcohol use. There was a slight relationship between a team’s

additional alcohol policy and the team’s alcohol use.
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GLOSSARY

Operational Definitions and Abbreviations

Alcohol Use: An index score created by measuring four components of drinking
patterns: having five or more drinks within the past 2 weeks of completing the survey,
average number of drinks consumed in the past 30 days, frequency of alcohol use within
the past year, and number of drinks consumed in the past week.

Athlete: Division III college softball players from the Midwest.

Binge Drinking: Drinking five or more alcoholic drinks within the previous 2 weeks

of completing the survey.

Captain: Softball player who was either elected by her teammates and/or appointed by

his/her coach.

Coach’s Emphasis: The score given by athletes of how many times a coach talked about
obeying an alcohol policy.

CAS: Harvard School of Public Health College Alcohol Study

CDC: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

CORE: Core Alcohol and Drug Survey, Southern Illinois University

Dangerous Drinking: Another term used for binge drinking.

Formal Peer Leader: Captain

Frequent Episodic Drinking: Binge drinking three or more times within the previous 2
weeks.

Heavy Episodic Drinking: Another term used for binge drinking.

Informal Leader: Athletes on the team who demonstrate leadership qualities but are not

1X



in a formal leadership position.

MTF: Monitoring the Future, University of Michigan

NCHRBS: The National College Health Risk Behavior Survey (CDC).

NHSDA: The National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration (SAMHSA).

NIAAA: National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism

Non-captain: Members of the softball team who were not a captain.

Prevalence Rate: Term used in the alcohol research to define the incidence rate of
alcohol use within 1 year.

SAMHSA: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration.

Team’s Additional Alcohol Policy: A policy of alcohol restrictions or rules that teams

or coaches create in addition to the institution’s alcohol policy.



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Nature of the Problem

Research has shown that there is an enormous effect that alcohol has on the
college population. In fact, experts have labeled the widespread misuse of alcohol as one
of the most serious threats to our nation’s institutes of higher education (Higher
Education Center, 1997). Researchers have examined the prevalence of drinking patterns
of college students as well as identified some of the unique variables that make the
college population more vulnerable to alcohol problems than other subgroups. There are
certain subgroups of college students who are more at risk than the general college
student population including members of the Greek system and athletes (Cashin, Presley,
& Meilman, 1998; Presley, Meilman, & Lyerla, 1993; Wechsler, Dowdall, Davenport, &
Castillo, 1995a). Furthermore, trends in drinking show excessive drinking by female
college students is on the rise (Keeling, 2002). Despite the extensive lines of research
regarding alcohol use in the coliege population, there has been little done on the
relationship between alcohol use and the college athlete.

The research that has been examined on alcohol and athletes has merely found
general statistics comparing alcohol use by athletes vs. non-athletes with the addition of
sparse studies relating alcohol and athletes with gender, injury, performance, different
sports, and medical concerns. There has been no research examining alcohol patterns
within a team or group and how different variables such as social components within a

team’s environment might affect group members’ alcohol use. Furthermore, research has



not explored the relationship between athletes holding leadership positions, and their
teammates, within each team in regards to alcohol use. -

There is a growing need for the intervention and education of college student
alcohol misuse and abuse. In particular, college athletes are in a unique culture when it
comes to the pressures of excessive alcohol use. Many students and student-athletes are
unaware of the long-term consequences of their lifestyle choices pertaining to alcohol
consumption. In order for the most effective intervention strategies or prevention plans
to be created, it would be important to not only understand what the problem is among
.college athletes and the misuse of alcohol, but to examine the unique variables that play a
part in the college athlete’s life that influences excessive alcohol use. Once those
variables are understood and researchers have some answers to why college athletes are
more at risk, then proper strategies can be implemented to help reduce the misuse of
alcohol among the college-athlete population. More research studies within the sport
setting are needed to examine the unique culture of being a part of a team and how
different components within a team can affect a person’s choices in regards to alcohol
use.

The purpose of this study is to determine whether the drinking patterns of female
athletes in formal leadership positions (i.e., team captains) differ from the drinking
patterns of the other members on their team. Additionally, the relationship between
female team captains’ alcohol patterns and their team members’ alcohol patterns within
each team will be examined. This chapter provides a general overview of research on
alcohol and its relationship to the college student population and the college athlete

population. In addition, a brief summary is presented of the research examining social



learning theory applied to peer influence in alcohol use among college students, as well

as a conceptual background of peer leadership in regards to sport.

Alcohol and the College Student

Research on alcohol consumption of college students has increased over the past
few decades. This research has focused on prevalence rates, demographic characteristics
of alcohol users and nonusers, and the consequences of drinking among college students.
Data show that annual prevalence rates of drinking are 82 -85% among college students
(Johnston, O’Malley, & Bachman, 1994; National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1991;
Presley, Meilman, & Cashin, 1996a; Tricker & Cook, 1989). Prevalence rates are
defined as the incidence rate of alcohol use within 1 year. This high percentage rate of
alcohol use by college students within a 1-year period is not a major concern because it
tells very little about the quantity and frequency of alcohol consumed by college students
within a year. Furthermore, it does not suggest any findings about the misuse of alcohol
other than reporting under-age drinking. More of a concern is the problematic, “heavy
episodic drinking” or “binge drinking” because it is this kind of drinking that causes most
of the harm associated with alcohol. The harm associated with alcohol misuse is
associated with the quantities consumed during a drinking occasion more than by ine
frequency of drinking (Rehm et al., 1996).

Wechsler and his colleagues coined the term “binge drinker” and refined the
concept to categorize students whose drinking comprised of four or more drinks for
women and five or more drinks for men at one sitting (Wechsler & Austin, 1998;

Wechsler, Davenport, Dowdall, Moeykens, & Castillo, 1994; Wechsler, Lee, Kuo, &



Lee, 2000). The literature has also used similar terms to refer to binge drinking that
include heavy drinking, dangerous drinking, excessive drinking, heavy episodic drinking
and episodic drinking. Although binge drinking is a term that has been widely used as a
“catch word” to designate college drinking that leads to serious problems, there is
acknowledged criticism of the term (DeJong, 2001; Goodhart, Lederman, Stewart &
Laitman, 2003; Gruenewald, Johnson, Light, Lipton & Saltz, 2003; Jung, 2003). Binge
drinking is the term that is used in the present study because of its widespread use in the
literature.

One of the most noted surveys of college alcohol use and its misuses was
conducted by the Harvard School of Public Health College Alcohol Study (CAS) in
which Wechsler and his colleagues surveyed a random sample of the college population
in 1993, 1997, 1999 and 2001. The results of the CAS, using over 140 colleges, found
that binge drinking among college students did not change between 1993 and 2001.
Rates of binge drinking stayed consistent between 40 - 45% within the last 2 weeks of the
survey (Wechsler, Lee, Kuo, and Lee, 2002). In addition, other research has shown
college students have been found to drink frequently and binge drink at similar rates
(Leichliter, Meilman, Presley, & Cashin, 1998; Presley et al., 1996; Wemer & Greene,
1992).

In another national survey from the Core Institute at Southern Illinois University,
Presley and his colleagues surveyed a national sample of college students every year
between 1990 and 1994 and found 45.6% of full-and part-time students at 2 and 4 year
institutions engaged in binge drinking over the previous 2 weeks (Presley et al., 1998). In

the latest (1994) survey, over 45,000 students participated.



Although Wechsler et al. (2002) did not find binge drinking rates to change
between 1993-2001, others found an actual increase in the prevalence rates of annual
abstainers of alcohol between 1993 (16%) to 2001(23%) for a difference of 7% (Knight,
Wechsler, Kuo, Seibring, Weitzman, & Schuckit, 2002). There has been a decline in the
percentages of college students who have taken a drink within the past 30 days between
the years 1982 (83%) to 1999 (70%) by 13% (Johnston, O’Malley, & Bachman, 2000).
However, the 2001 CAS (Wechsler et al., 2002) data showed more drinking in excess on
measures such as frequency in drinking, frequency in drunkenness, and frequency of
drinking to get drunk than from the previous data. These trends show that more students

are choosing not to drink alcohol but those that are drinking are binge drinking the same

or more frequently.

Gender Differences in Alcohol Use

Overall, statistics show that female college students drink less than male college
students (Everett-Jones, Oeltmann, Wilson, Brener, & Hill, 2001; Johnston et al., 2000:
Keeling, 2002; Wechsler et al., 2002). Rates are more similar in regards to monthly
alcohol use (73% for males, 67% for females) but the difference expands as frequency
and quantity of alcohol increases (Johnston et al., 2000). Binge drinking rates in males
have been reported to range from 47-52% while in females rates have been reported to be
from 33- 35% (Everett-Jones et al., 2001; Johnson et al., 2000: Keeling, 2002; Wechsler
et al., 2002). Keeling’s (2002) examination of the literature of the five major data sets,
concluded that the gap between gender in regards to heavy drinking is narrowing as

female heavy drinking is on the rise. Female college student alcohol use is another area






of research that needs more attention. While there have been some studies that
differentiate statistics by gender, there needs to be more information to access reasons
why female binge drinking is increasing and to identify the unique variables that are

specific to both men and women regarding alcohol abuse in college.

Alcohol and the College Athlete

Alcohol and sport seem to go hand-in-hand: tail-gating before games, alcohol
sales in venues, sports bars, and celebrating victories with champagne. The alcohol
industry plays a major role in this relationship. It is estimated that the average child
views as many as 100,000 beer ads before reaching the legal age for drinking alcohol
(Gloede, 1988).

The economic impact of alcohol on sports cannot be overstated. According to
Top TV Sports Advertisers (1988), Anheuser-Busch spends two thirds of its advertising
budget on sports. In addition, the same company will sponsor, in broadcast television,
radio, and/or cable, 23 of the 24 domestic Major League Baseball teams; 18 of the 28
clubs in the National Football League; 22 of the 23 National basketball Association
franchises; 13 of 14 domestic National Hockey League teams, and 9 of 11 Major Indoor
Soccer League clubs. Anheuser-Busch also sponsors over 300 college teams (Gloede,
1988). There is no question that a symbolic relationship exists between the alcohol
industry and sport. Unfortunately, the athlete falls in the center of that relationship: the
athlete that is deemed—the role model (Wadler & Hainline, 1989).

Not only do the media and alcohol companies impact college athletes, there have

been several other areas identified by research concerning the unique culture that athletes
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live in, that might contribute to alcohol use. Because of their dual role of being student
and athlete, some may feel an enormous amount of pressure and stress (Parham, 1993,
Watson, 2002). These stressors may include balancing academics and athletics, feeling
pressure to please many people including coaches, teammates, professors, school
officials, friends, relatives, fans and the media, and having an elevated status around
campus. For some athletes, alcohol consumption can be a way of relieving the stress they
are faced with on a daily basis (Archer, 1991; Archer & Cooper, 1998).

Another unique factor regarding college-athletes is the social environment
(Nelson & Wechsler, 2001). Athletes were found to be more likely than what non-
athletes to exhibit several social factors that have been linked to the increased risk of
binge drinking. These factors include: reporting that athletes have five or more close
friends than what non-athletes reported, placing a higher level of importance on parties as
compared to non-athletes, and spending at least 2 hours more per day socializing than
non-athletes. One reason for this unique social environment was reported by Stainback
(1997) who found that student-athletes were overly exposed to social settings that
promote alcohol use which include traveling frequently and engaging in social settings
with alumni and sports boosters.

College athletes also, in general, have been found to be higher risk-takers than
college non-athletes (Bakker, 1996; Nattiv & Puffer, 1997). These risk-taking behaviors
include not using seatbelts, not wearing helmets when riding motorcycles, mopeds or
bikes, driving while under the influence of alcohol, riding in a car operated by a person
under the influence of alcohol, getting in physical fights, having multiple sexual partners,

not using contraception, and drinking heavy amounts of alcohol. Surprisingly, few






researchers have examined the association between intercollegiate athletics and drinking.
In one of the classic studies, Straus and Bacon (1953) used 15,747 students from 27
colleges. Researchers suspected that because athletes would strive to maintain top
physical fitness and because they would be more disciplined and have less time to
socialize, they would be less likely to drink than non-athletes. Data revealed 87% of
male athletes used alcohol compared with 75-78% of all other male students. Of women
athletes 60% were found to drink alcoholic beverages as compared with 48-56% of all
other female students (Straus & Bacon, 1953).

In very few studies, athletes were found to be less likely to drink alcohol
(Kokotailo, Henry, Koscik, Fleming, & Landry, 1996; Koss & Gaines, 1993). But for
most of the previous research, dating back to the 1980s and early 1990s, researchers have
shown that participation as a student-athlete showed no differences in alcohol use (88-
92% annual prevalence rate) than the general college population (Anderson, Albrecht,
McKeag, Hough, & McGrew, 1991; Anderson & Snellman, 1986; Duda, 1984; Gay,
Minelli, Tripp, & Keilitz, 1990; Toohey, 1978; Toohey & Corder, 1981).

Alcohol use did not differ significantly between athletes and non-athletes in a
study of students from two state universities and two private colleges (Overman & Terry,
1991). However, they found evidence that drinking patterns may vary between athletes
and non-athletes. They suggest that male non-athletes drink significantly more during the
week than male athletes, who tended to drink more on weekends or special occasions.
Also, athletes reported drinking more beer than non-athletes, perhaps reflecting

influences of the marketing strategy of beer distributors or traditional values associated



with participation in sport. These findings were consistently replicated until the latter
part of the 1990s when trends in the data of student-athletes started to shift.

The research since the late 1990s to the present has shown that “athletes are as
likely, and in many instances more likely than the general student population, to engage
in deleterious alcohol consumption” (Leichliter et al., 1998, p. 257). Other studies
supported the research that athletes consume more alcohol than the general student
population (Leichliter et al., 1998; Nelson & Wechsler, 2001; Wechsler, Davenport,
Dowdall, Grossman & Zanakos, 1997).

Interestingly, trends in the data show a drop in the prevalence of college athletes
using alcohol while that of binge drinking increased. In other words, there are more
athletes abstaining from alcohol but the athletes who are drinking alcohol are consuming
it in greater frequency and quantity (Green, Uryasz, Petr, & Bray, 2001). It is because of
the harmful consequences to not only the student-athletes and non-athletes that are
engaging in heavy episodic drinking, but also to the entire college population that college
administrators and government officials are concerned about these trends. |

Although studies on prevalence rates between athletes and non-athletes may be
equivocal, researchers generally support the fact that athletes are increasingly engaging in
binge drinking. Binge drinking rates among athletes increased from 36-43% between the
years 1985-1989 (Michigan State University, College of Human Medicine, 1989).
Wechsler et al. (1997) found 61% of the males involved in athletics (students who spent 1
or more hours per day in intercollegiate sports and thought participation in athletics was
important) engaged in binge drinking while 55% of those partly involved in athletics

(students who spent 1 or more hours per day in intercollegiate sports or thought



participation in athletics was important) binge drank within the previous 2 weeks of the
survey. Women'’s results were similar with 29% of male athletes and 24% of female
athletes engaged in binge drinking three or more times within the past 2 weeks compared
to 18% of male non-athletes and 15% of female non-athletes. The authors found the
more one was involved in athletics the higher the binge drinking.

Similarly, Leichliter et al. (1998) used data from 51,483 students at 125
institutions and found binge drinking rose for men and women as the degree of athletic
involvement increased. For men, 45% of non-participants’ were binge drinkers, 61% of
athletes (non captains) were binge drinkers and 64% of athletic team leaders (captains)
were binge drinkers. For women, the binge rates were 31, 47 and 49% for non-
participants, team members, and team leaders, respectively.

In the most recent research published, Nelson and Wechsler (2001), using 12,770
college students from 130 colleges and universities, reported athletes binged at higher
rates than non-athletes. Among the male students, 57% of athletes reported binge
drinking at least once during the previous 2 weeks compared to 49% of the non-athletes.
Among the female students, 48% of the athletes reported binge drinking while 40% of the
non-athletes binge drank.

Overall, male and female athletes show equal annual prevalence rates with
alcohol consumption, but male athletes tend to drink more often and binge drink more
than female athletes. The percentages of binge drinking among male collegiate athletes
range from 57- 61% while women collegiate athletes range from 46-50% (Leichliter et

al., 1998; Nelson & Wechsler, 2001; Wechsler et al., 1997). In addition, Wechsler et al.
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(1997) found 21% of the male athletes drank to get drunk compared to 12% of women

athletes.

Alcohol and Athlete Leadership

The risks and problems associated with alcohol use in college athletics will not be
adequately addressed by focusing only on student athletes. Attention must also be given
to the role of positive leadership for enhancing the health and total well-being of athletes.
There has been very little research conducted on team leaders and alcohol. Such research
would allow us to discover whether or not leaders tend to act more or less responsibly
and if the team’s leaders’ alcohol patterns have a positive or negative relationship to the
other team members’ drinking patterns. Carron (1980) found the role of athletic
leadership is a significant factor in the life of a student athlete. In a study that examined
differences in alcohol use and consequences of use according to the leaders vs. the other
team members, Leichliter et al. (1998) found no support for the hypothesis that athletic
leaders were more responsible than other team members in using alcohol. The study used
58,453 students from 125 colleges across the United States who participated in Core
Alcohol and Drug Surveys between 1994 and 1996. In fact male team leaders consumed
more alcohol, binged more often, and suffered more consequences than other team
members. Female team leaders, however, showed no differences from other team
members.

While the Leichliter et al. (1998) research helps shed some light on the pattemns of
alcohol use among athletes in leadership roles as compared to the general athlete

population, it fails to examine how each leader’s behavioral patterns might influence
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his/her team members’ alcohol use patterns because it did not consider the inherent
nesting involved with team captains and their team members. In order to examine if the
alcohol use of team captains predicts the alcohol use of their respective teammates, the
nesting of athletes within teams must be considered.

The topic of leadership has been heavily researched in the educational and
business literature but remains one of the least understood concepts (Todd & Kent, 2004).
Even while researchers can not agree on a consensus regarding the definition of
leadership, Chelladurai (1999) has synthesized this complex term as follows: “All
definitions of leadership imply three elements: (1) leadership is a behavior process, (2)
leadership is interpersonal in nature, and (3) leadership is aimed at influencing and
motivating members toward group goals” (p. 160). There have been a limited number of
research studies that have stressed the importance of leadership (Meindl, 1990; Pfeffer,
1977) but most have ascertained that leadership is a crucial and distinct aspect of
organizations and groups (Bass, 1990; Bennis, 1989; Kouzes & Posner, 1995).

Because leadership is important to the success of many different organizations
whether it be corporations, schools or athletic teams, it is important to understand its
intricate structure and development. By nature, groups consist of individuals who work
together to achieve goals that are both interpersonal and task-oriented. Kozub and Pease
(2001) state that the primary function of a leader is to influence members of the group
and help facilitate the achievement of the group’s goals. Bennis (1989) emphasizes that
leaders are responsible for the effectiveness of groups and that they provide integrity to
institutions. Leadership can come from any member of the team. According to Mabry &

Barnes (1980), leadership roles are labeled within a team as either formal or informal.
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Formal leadership is set apart from the group and is included in the organizational
structure. The coach and team captain would represent formal roles of leadership.
Informal leadership emerges over time as individual members of the group interact and
spend time together. The informal leader might be a star player or a veteran player who
might have significant influence within the group members. Informal leadership can
have as much influence on the group, and sometimes more, compared to formal
leadership (Mabry & Barnes, 1980).

In support for the formal and informal leadership types, there is a small body of
literature that has recently dealt with peer leadership among adolescents regarding risk-
taking behaviors. While these studies have primarily used subjects that are of middle-
school and high-school age, it would be erroneous to overlook what researchers have
found. Luthar and McMahon (1996) found two contrasting patterns of admired, well-
liked teens. The first group was characterized by conventionally valued behavior such as
academic achievement and prosocial behavior. The second group was characterized by
disruptive/aggressive behaviors and school performance. In a similar study, Rodkin,
Farmer, Pearl and VanAcker (2000) found two types of boys that were well-liked by their
peers, popular-prosocial boys and popular-antisocial boys. Each group rated themselves
as “cool” and athletic while the popular-prosocial group added the characteristics of
nonaggressive and academically competent; the popular-antisocial group rated additional
characteristics of aggressive. Both groups were well-liked and recognized as central
figures within their peer groups. Miller-Johnson, Costanzo, Coie, Rose, Browne and
Johnson (2003) found that a more unconventional peer group leader may be influential in

promoting norms that support involvement in risk-taking behaviors. The research team
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concluded that reaching adolescents through peer leaders, including the use of more

unconventional controversial status peers should be considered and may have the most

impact to changing substance use patterns.

b

Data from alcohol research support that the best avenue for influencing athletes
decisions regarding substance use is through peers. Additionally, peer leaders who
reinforce drug-free behavior acts as the best prevention strategy over other traditional
strategies such as social norms or educational programs (Elder, Barnes, Leaver-Dunn,
Nagy, & Leeper, 2002). Fitzgerald and Ardnt (2002) strongly encourage prevention
programs not only to focus on peer disapproval of drinking alcohol but also the
disapproval from students in school, parents, and the community for the most impact.
Unfortunately, very little if any research is being conducted in this area for the college
athlete population.

Almost all of the research related to leadership in sport has focused on the formal
leader—that of the coach. Although these studies have examined self-reported leadership
styles and preferred leadership behavior by athletes (e.g., Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980),
none have examined coaches’ leadership behavior and alcohol use by athletes. Research
that focused on peer leadership is even more sparse than coach leadership research. The
importance of leadership among group members has had many schools and sports
organizations identify it as a desire to develop peer leadership in future goals (Sage,
1973). Many times one can hear coaches calling for their athletes to lead their team.
Despite this hypothetical importance, sports psychologists have largely ignored peer
leadership. Not only does there need to be more studies to identify how peer leaders

develop or emerge but even more importantly, research is needed on how player or peer
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leadership can influence members of the team in regards to performance or social '
behaviors. '

Previous research suggests there are four social environments (peer, school, home
and neighborhood/community) that directly impact adolescents’ drinking behavior (Bahr,
Marcos, & Maughan, 1995; Mason & Windle, 2001; Ouellete, Gerrard, Gibbons, & Reis-
Bergan, 1999). In fact, studies that were designed to assess the significance of each of
these four areas found peer attributes and influence to have the most influence on
adolescents (Beal, Ausiello, & Perrin, 2001; Fitzgerald & Arndt, 2002; Jenkins, 1996;
Olds & Thombs, 2001; Urberg, Degirmenciouglu, & Pilgrim, 1997).

Because peer attributes are shown to have the most influence on adolescents’
substance use and because athletes spend many hours within the same peer group, it is
speculated that the peer leader has a major influence on other members of his/her athletic
team on substance use patterns. Although, the literature involving adolescents indicates
that being a member of a group, particularly an athletic team, is a protective factor
against health risk behaviors, including preventing substance abuse, that may not be the
case for alcohol use (Pate, Heath, Dowda, & Trost, 1996; Page, Hammermeseister,
Scanlan, & Gilbert, 1998; Pate, Trost, Levin, & Dowda, 2002; Rainey, McKeown,
Sargent, & Valois, 1996; United States Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS), 2002; Winnail, Valois, McKeown, Saunders, & Pate, 1995). Pate et al. (2002)
found that adolescents involved in sports were significantly less likely to smoke
cigarettes and marijuana but did not find the same correlation for alcohol. One

explanation for this finding is our culture’s acceptance of alcohol use through the media

especially in relationship with sport.
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These studies primarily involved adolescents in middle and high schools. Given
the fact that by the time athletes are attending college, substance abuse rates in athletes
are exceeding that of their non-athlete peers the following questions can be raised: What
makes the environment of athletics in college different and more prone to alcohol abuse?
What influence could peer leaders have within their athletic teams in regards to alcohol
use? The present study is an attempt to start the process of examining some of the
variables within teams that affect alcohol use, specifically the relationship between the
formal team leader and members of his/her team.

The sport chosen for the current study was collegiate softball teams. There was
nothing specifically intrinsic to the nature of softball for using this sport in the study
other than the fact that the investigator had access to softball coaches at the Division III

level as well as the need for more research on female athletes and alcohol use.

Exploratory Questions

Specifically, the following research questions were examined:

1. Do team captains use less alcohol and binge drink less than non-captain
athletes?

2. Does captains’ alcohol use predict the alcohol use of the other members on
their teams?

3. Does a coach’s emphasis on alcohol policy adherence predict the alcohol use

of the non-captains on their teams?

4. Does a team’s additional alcohol policy predict the alcohol use of the non-

captains on the team representing that institution?
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Basic Assumptions
The study was conducted based upon several assumptions. First, it was assumed
that the sampling technique used for this study was appropriate. Secondly, it was
assumed that the administration of the questionnaire provided consistency of
measurement. Next, there was an assumption that the subjects answered all the questions
honestly. Finally, the study was conducted with the assumption that the Core Alcohol
and Drug Survey questionnaire was a reliable anci valid instrument for measuring college

athlete alcohol patterns.

Delimitations
The study was delimited to Division III softball players in the Midwest. Results
cannot be generalized beyond this population. It should also be stated that the results
should be interpreted with caution for other levels of these teams including club, junior or

senior high school or elite players.

Limitations
The present study is based on subjects’ self-reports. Some athletes may
misrepresent their leadership roles. Some athletes may also misrepresent sensitive
information about their substance use and involvement in illegal acts, such as drinking
under the legal age or damaging property. To help reduce this from occurring, the

surveys were anonymous while providing the respondents with adequate protection.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

Alcohol and its related risks have become a major concern in society. One
population affected greatly by alcohol is the college student. College life offers
opportunities for individuals to experiment with, and in some cases, abuse alcohol and
other drugs. Not surprisingly, alcohol consumption by college students has been the
focus of attention during the past few decades. Student-athletes are not immune to these
findings. Recent research has shown that “athletes are as likely, and in many instances
more likely than the general student population, to engage in deleterious alcohol
consumption” (Leichliter et al., 1998). The problem continues, despite more educational
programs directed at student athletes and stricter rules by coaches and universities as well
as expanded use of drug testing.

This literature review will examine the relationship between alcohol use and
college students including the five national data sets that have examined college alcohol
use, trends of use, gender differences, factors affecting student drinking and the
consequences of college alcohol use. This review will also cover the area of peer
influence on college alcohol use and discuss prevention strategies that have been
researched. In addition, the literature review will examine one subgroup of college
students— student athletes. Specifically, student athletes and alcohol use including the
literature on athletes as risk-tékers, athletes’ patterns of use, alcohols effect on

performance, gender differences, peer leadership and alcohol use, differences in college

divisions, and prevention efforts.
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Finally, alcohol has been shown to have a direct link to many of the other risk
behaviors of college athletes. Because alcohol plays such an integral paﬁ in these
behaviors, it is important to include research pertaining to risk behaviors of college
students and student-athletes. Some of these behaviors include driving while under the
influence of alcohol or drugs, sexual intercourse without using condoms, property
damage, sexual assaults, consideration of suicide, atterﬁpted suicide and more. It is for
these reasons that more research needs to be conducted to better understand the broad
scope of alcohol in the college population—including athletics. This review will
conclude with a discussion on the limitations of the research, suggestions for future

research and a discussion on future prevention of the abuse of alcohol by college athletes.

Alcohol and College Students
Research indicates that alcohol is the most commonly used drug on college
campuses with annual prevalence rates of approximately 82-85% (Johnston et al., 1994;
National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1991; Presley et al., 1996b; Tricker & Cook, 1989). In
addition, college students have been found to drink frequently and binge drink often
(Leichliter et al., 1998; Presley, Meilman, Cashin & Lyerla, 1996b; Wemer & Greene,

1992). Much of the research findings have come from large, national data sets on college

student drinking.
Five National Data Sets on Alcohol Use By College Students

There are five key national sources of data that have been collected regarding

alcohol consumption among the college student population. Each of these sources has
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conducted their research with slightly different characteristics related to their population,

data collection methodology, instrumentation, and period of data collection. These five

data sets are:

1.

The Harvard School of Public Health College Alcohol Study (CAS)
(Wechsler et al., 2002);

The Core Institute (Core), Southern Illinois University (Presley et al.,
1996a; Presley et al., 1996b);

Monitoring the Future (MTF), University of Michigan (Johnston et al.,
2000);

The National College Health Risk Behavior Survey (NCHRBS), Youth
Risk Behavior Surveillance, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 1995);

The National Household Survey on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) (National

Institute on Drug Abuse, 1991).

In the CAS study, funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, the principal

investigator (PI), Henry Wechsler and his colleagues conducted their survey over four

different years—1993, 1997, 1999, and 2001. All of these surveys were distributed to the

same colleges over the span of the four surveys. In 1993, 140 randomly selected, four-

year colleges participated. The complete 20-page, mailed questionnaire was completed

by 15,103 students (response rate of 69%). In 1997, 14,521 students (response rate of

60%) from 116 colleges completed surveys. In 1999, 14,138 students from 128 colleges

participated (response rate of 60%). In 2001, 10,446 students (response rate of 53%)
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from 114 colleges participated (Wechsler, 2003). The advantages of the CAS study
include large sample sizes which allow for subgroups to be identified, institution-level
variables can be examined and analyzed, repeated surveys to study change over time and
samples are randomly selected allowing the findings to be generalized to suggest national
estimates.

The PI for the CORE Survey was Cheryl Presley. The CORE was funded by the
Drug Prevention in Higher Education Program of the Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education of the U.S. Department of Education. The CORE Survey was
specifically designed for use with college students and the institutions participated on a
voluntary basis, so the sample was not randomly selected. More than 45,000 students
participated in the study’s fourth cycle, a period that covered 1992 to 1994. CORE’s
major advantages include large sample sizes, information about institutions, and
respondents grouped by institution, so institutional variables and policies could be
examined, and the inclusion of other drugs.

The MTF’s primary investigator was Lloyd Johnston and was funded by a series
of grants from the National Institute on Drug Abuse. The study conducted annual
nationwide surveys of about 17,000 high school seniors, with annual follow-up surveys
of representative subsamples from all previously participating senior classes. There were
no colleges represented so no conclusions can be drawn from individual institutions. The
advantages of MTF are: availability of relatively long-term trend data, the study is
ongoing, the design is longitudinal including the transition period between high school
graduation and college, and the design includes both college students and same-age peers

who do not attend college, so comparisons between the two groups can be drawn.
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The NCHRBS was a one-time study conducted between January and June of 1995
by the Division of Adolescent and School Health, National Center for Chronic Disease
Prevention and Health Promotion. More than 4,800 students from 136 colleges which
were relatively proportional of Black and Hispanic students, completed the questionnaire.
The major advantages of this sample include comparisons across ethnic groups, and data
on several health risk behaviors in addition to alcohol and drug use.

The NHSDA was conducted under government contract by the Research Triangle
Institute. This survey was conducted by using in-home interviews. The study included
more than 4,800 part-time and full-time college students and more than 7,000
respondents of college age (17 to 22) defined as non-college students. The major
advantages of NHSDA are the study is on-going, comparing both college students and
same-age peers who do not attend college and a broad range of substance-abusing
behaviors is represented.

All of these sources identified extraordinarily high percentages of excessive
drinking. Findings from the five sources agreed that approximately two of three U.S.
college students participate in heavy episodic drinking (Wechsler & Austin, 1998). MTF
data showed a 70% prevalence rate of alcohol use within the previous 30 days among
full-time college students, ages 19-22. The same data set showed that 40% of the college
student sample binge drank within the previous 2 weeks. Therefore, more than half of
the students who drank in the past 30 days (70%) had been drinking heavily in the
previous 2 weeks (O’Malley & Johnston, 2002). CAS found prevalence rates of binge
drinking to be at 44% in 1993 and 43% in 1997 and 45% in 2001 within the 2 weeks of

the completed survey (Wechsler, Dowdall, Maenner, Glenhill-Hoyt, & Lee, 1998).
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CORE reported binge drinking rates, defined in the same way as in the CAS study, at
38% in the 1992-1994 survey (Presley et al., 1996a). The NCHRBS found binge
drinking rates to be 42% among college students (Everett-Jones et al., 2001).

In addition to the five key sources discussed, there are numerous other research
studies that add important findings in the area of college alcohol use. College drinking is
further reviewed using these five major data sources, in addition to other smaller data
sets. It is noteworthy that the estimates of prevalence rate of drinking in all of the data
sets are generally consistent with each other. This consistency suggests there is

considerable validity to the high drinking rates of college students.

Trends of Alcohol Use

The MTF study was the only national research data that extended over more than
4 years. The trend for alcohol use (past 30 days) showed a decline with rates peaking at
83% in 1982, down to 70% in 1999—a 13% difference. Binge drinking showed a
slightly smaller decline of 11% with reported heavy drinking at 29% in 1982, peaking at
45% in 1984 to 40% in 1999 (Johnson et al., 2000). Monthly prevalence rates have been
compared from one of the first studies by Straus and Bacon (1953) to recent years.
According to Blane and Hewitt’s (1977) recalculation of Straus and Bacon’s data from
college students in 1949 to 1951, 65% reported drinking alcohol once a month or more.
The monthly rates in the 1990’s are slightly higher with rates in the MTF study (1995) to
be 68% of full-time students, the CAS study estimated 70% and the NCHRBS reported
68% of all students (73% of full-time students) drinking at least once in the past 30 days.

However, since 1953, there have been major changes in the demographics of college
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students. There are higher proportions of females and ethnically diverse people attending
college in the 1990°s. There are also a lot more “non-traditional” students enrolled in
college presently. Because of these differences, and the fact that males are much more
likely to be frequent drinkers, the probability is high that there is a somewhat greater
change (O’Malley & Johnston, 2002).

Between 1993-1999 CAS data concluded that overall rates of abstainers rose (16
% in 1993 to 19% in 2001) as well as the percentage of frequent drinkers (20% in 1993 to
23% in 2001) (Knight et al., 2002). Overall, there has been a modest increase of
abstainers as well as a modest increase of binge drinkers from the CAS data through 2001
(Keeling, 2002). To put more simply, there are more college students choosing to not

drink any alcohol but those that are drinking alcohol are drinking alcohol more frequently

and in more quantity.

Gender Differences in College Student Drinking

The general consensus for alcohol rates found by almost all studies is higher for
male college students than female college students. The gaps generally get wider as
frequency and quantity goes up. In the MTF study in 1999, comparing drinking in the
past month, 73% of male students consumed alcohol compared to 67% of female students
for a difference of about 6%. However, 50% of male students reported having five or
more drinks in one sitting at least once as compared with 34% of female students for a
difference of 16% (Johnston et al., 2000). Using the NCHRBS data, Everett-Jones et al.
(2001) indicated that 49% of males binge drank as compared to 34.8% of women. The

CORE data reported that 26% of males consumed 10 or more drinks per week compared
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to 10% of females, or two and a half times more for males. According to MTF data,
trends in gender differences, particularly in regard to heavy drinking, include the
difference in 1986 of 24% (58% males vs. 34% females) and a difference in 1999 of 16%
(50% for males vs. 34% for females) (Johnston et al., 2000). According to the CAS
studies, the trends in frequent binge drinking among female college students are
substantially increasing (5% in 1993 to 12% in 2001) (Keeling, 2002).

Women need to be extra careful when it comes to how alcohol affects the body.
They have a smaller quantity of a protective enzyme in the stomach to break down
alcohol before it is absorbed into the bloodstream which causes them to absorb about
30% more alcohol into their bloodstream (White, Jamieson-Drake, & Schwartzwelder,
2002). This blood travels directly to the brain and leads to women becoming intoxicated
much faster than males. Women will black out after consuming only half of the amount
of alcohol men will drink. They also may be more susceptible to alcohol-induced
memory problems when given the same amount of alcohol as men (White et al., 2002).
These influences on the body could easily lead females to engage in risky behavior such
as unprotected sex. They also may put themselves at risk of being victimized of

attempted rape, assault, and rape.

Factors Affecting Student Drinking

Factors that affect student drinking include three major categories: living
arrangements, college characteristics, and first-year students. In terms of living
arrangements, drinking rates are highest among college students who are members of

fraternities and sororities, followed by students living in on-campus housing (Presley et
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al., 1996a, 1996b; Wechsler et al., 1998, 2000). Students who live with their families
drink the least amount of alcohol (O’Hare, 1990; Wechsler et al., 2002). Colleges where
there is more excessive alcohol use include those where Greek systems are dominant,
schools with high profile athletic programs, and schools located in the Northeast (Presley
et al., 1996a, 1996b; Wechsler et al., 1997, 1998, 2000; Werner & Greene, 1992).

Even though high school students who go on to college tend to drink less than
their non-college going peers, college students will surpass their non-college peers by the
first year in college (Schulenberg et al., 2001). Researchers found the first 6 weeks of a
freshman’s enrollment to college is the most critical time period for the risk of excessive
alcohol. This can have a major impact on the successful transition to college, in fact,

about one-third of first-year students do not enroll their second year (Upcraft, 2000).

Consequences of College Alcohol Use

One of the main concerns resulting from the more frequent, heavy drinking is the
health consequences. In fact, the National Institute on Alcohol and Alcoholism (NIAAA)
(2002) compiled results from most of the health studies conducted on alcohol use
outcomes and concluded that the consequences both drinking and nondrinking students
suffer due to alcohol use every year include: 1,400 college students die from alcohol-
related causes (1,100 from drinking and driving), 500,00 students suffer injuries that are
nonfatal, 400,000 students engage in unprotected sexual intercourse, more than 100,000
students do not remember if they gave consent for sexual intercourse, 1.2-1.5% of
students attempt suicide as a result of alcohol and other drug use, 11% of students

damage property, and 2.1 million students drive while under the influence of alcohol.
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Health consequences are not the only harmful effects of alcohol use by college students.
About 25% of college students report academic problems such as missing class, lower
grades, doing poorly on tests or papers and falling behind as a result of alcohol use
(NIAAA, 2002).

Not only are these harmful effects happening to students who are engaging in
heavy episodic drinking, but also students who abstain from alcohol or who are moderate
drinkers are experiencing negative consequences (this is referred to as secondary effects).
Wechsler et al. (2002) found a number of secondary effects reported by students, living
on campus or in sorority or fraternity houses, who abstain or drink moderately:

e 60.0% had study or sleep interrupted

e 48% had to take care of a drunken student

e 29% had been insulted or humiliated

e 20% of female respondents experienced an unwanted sexual advance

e 15% had property damaged

® 9% had been pushed, hit, or assaulted

¢ 1% of female respondents had been a victim of sexual assault or

acquaintance rape

Alcohol has also been found to be the most significant factor in sexual aggression among
male college students (Koss & Gaines, 1993). In addition, alcohol is a key contributor in
rioting, hazing, and other forms of nonsexual violence, many of which occur in

connection to sporting events (Axtman, 2002; O’Toole, 2002; Strauss, 2001).
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Peer Influence on College Drinking

Researchers suggest four social environments, peers, the school, home, and
community that influence adolescents’ drinking behaviors (Bahr et al., 1995; Mason &
Windle, 2001; Ouellete et al., 1999). Of all of these four variables, it is the peer
environment that has proven to be the most influential on adolescents (Beal et al., 2001;
Fitzgerald & Arndt, 2002; Jenkins, 1996; Olds & Thombs, 2001; Urberg et al., 1997). As
adolescents get older they spend more time with their friends than they do with their
parents (Csikszentmihaly & Larson, 1984), and as their peers become increasingly
important, the more they are independent of parental control (Brown, Dolcini, &
Leventhal, 1997). This process only intensifies in college especially for those students
who leave home to live on campus. A major shift in influence from parents to peers
occurs during the college years. Thus, college life makes for an ideal environment for
drinking patterns to start and/or intensify.

Not only is the absence of parental control a key component in the importance of
peer influence on individual attitudes and behaviors but also the amount of alcohol-based
social opportunities at college that exist. College life is a time period for many students
to live carefree before taking on the responsibilities of adulthood and a full-time job.
Combining this carefree lifestyle with meeting new peers, some of whom will likely be
drinkers given that four of five college students drink (Wechsler et al., 2000), creates a
potential influence on drinking patterns in college. In addition, college students are more

approving of alcohol use (Johnson, 1989).

In sum, peers play a considerable role in the development and maintenance of

alcohol use in college students. Because college students are establishing a new peer
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network, and immersing themselves in social activities (Martin & Hoffman, 1993), they
encounter greater peer-drinking levels and alcohol-related behavior (Schulenberg,
Bachman, O’Malley, & Johnston, 1994). Exposure to such environments has been
correlated with increased levels of drinking especially for students living in places where
“heavy drinking is approved and where alcoholic beverages and the places to consume
them are readily available” (Schall, Kemeny, & Maltzman, 1992, p. 134). Thus, personal
attitudes and behaviors in regards to alcohol consumption are related to peer alcohol-
related attitudes and behaviors (Brennan, Walfish, & AuBuchon, 1986).

Literature on peer influence on college drinking patterns has been discussed
primarily from social-cognitive theory. Peer influences are those interpersonal
components present in the direct or potential drinking environment (Borsari & Carey,
2001). According to social-cognitive theory, peers can influence alcohol use by actively
shaping drinking behavior or through more cognitively based social influence processes
(Maisto, Carey, & Bradizza, 1999), which include three different variables: (a) active
offers of alcohol, (b) modeling of others’ drinking, and (c) perceived drinking norms.

For the purposes of this dissertation, the literature on peer influence on alcohol is
examined for—direct (or active) peer influence which includes peers focusing on getting
a student to drink and indirect (or passive) influences which include modeling and
perceived norms (Borsari & Carey, 2001). Direct peer influence includes anything from
polite gestures (e.g., offering to get a person a drink or buying a round) to command or
persistent encouragement to drink (e.g., forcing a person to drink during drinking games).

Indirect influences include what impact peers’ drinking behaviors play as well as what
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drinking behavior is acceptable and admired and what is expected behavior within a
social setting that would lead to acceptance and reinforcement by a person’s peer group.

In the area of direct peer influence, Wood, Read, Palfai, and Stevenson (2001)
concluded that the number of direct offers of drinks had a positive relationship with
alcohol use and problems. Conversely, not drinking at social events was found to be
unusual behavior and could result in teasing and feelings of inferiority by peers. Using
qualitative research, Rabow and Duncan-Schill (1994) had subjects keep a drinking diary
for 28 days, subjects reported that not drinking was less common than drinking at social
events and being without a drink caused several offers of drinks as well as comments.
The researchers also found that refusal of drink offers led to exclusion from social events.
Researchers indicated students who are more socially secure have better resistance to
peer offerings of alcohol (Shore, Rivers, & Berman,1983) as well as socializing with an
established group of friends. Furthermore, year in school had a positive correlation with
refusing to drink alcohol (Klein, 1992). In other words, as college students advanced
each year in college the better their refusal skills became.

In the area of indirect peer influence, the research on modeling and perceived
norms has been the primary variables of interest. The term modeling has been
interchanged with words like imitation and observational learning (White, Bates, &
Johnson, 1991) and can be defined as “the temporary and concurrent imitation of
another’s behavior” (Borsari & Carey, 2001, p. 395). There have been several laboratory
studies conducted in the 1970s and 1980s with modeling. A few of these studies are
mentioned here, but because the scope of this paper does not focus on modeling as one of

its primary foci, and because many of the studies found similar results, an overall
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summary is presented for other research. In this type of laboratory research, the
participant is first paired with another student who is actually a confederate trained to
consume alcohol at a certain rate. A modeling effect is demonstrated if the subject’s
alcohol consumption matches that of the confederate. Overall, the research indicates that
students exposed to heavy-drinking models consume more alcohol than students who
were exposed to light-drinking models or no models at all (Borsari & Carey, 2001).
Research on modeling of alcohol indicates three characteristics of the model
influence consumption. First, the participant matches the concurrent drinking behavior of
the confederate not previous observation of him or her (Cooper, Waterhouse, & Sobell,
1979; Hendricks, Sobell, & Cooper, 1978). The models were also found to increase or
decrease the subject’s rate of consumption (Dericco & Garlington, 1977; Garlington &
Dericco, 1977) as well as lead the participant in what kind of alcohol beverage to
consume (Corcoran, 1995). Secondly, composition of a group of models influences
participants’ alcohol use. When there is a slow drinking confederate and a fast drinking
confederate in the same group, participants will model the fast drinking confederate
(Dericco & Niemann, 1980). In a large group setting, the subjects drank at the same rate
as the majority rate of the confederates (Dericco, 1978). Third, modeling was influenced
by the sociability of the confederate. Heavy drinking occurs when a heavy drinking
sociable model is paired with a participant but not when paired with a light drinking
sociable model. When confederates are unsociable both the heavy and light drinking
confederates are associated with heavy drinking (Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985). These
findings support the coping role of alcohol in social learning theory (Maisto et al., 1999)

by concluding that a participant may drink heavily in reaction to the negative
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environment which may overwhelm the modeling effect of the confederate. Collins et al.
(1985) found social status (popularity within a group) of the model to have no effect on

the modeling effect.

Three participant characteristics were identified by researchers as influencing the
modeling effect of alcohol use. Lied and Marlatt (1979) found heavy drinkers consume
significantly more alcohol than light drinkers regardless of the modeling condition or
gender of the subject. Secondly, participants with a family history of alcohol problems
matched the confederate’s drinking level more than those without such a history
(Chipperfield & Vogel-Sprott, 1988). Finally, the gender of the participant influences
modeling. Males consistently drank more than females, regardless of type of drinking
confederate or history of drinking (Cooper et al, 1979; Dericco & Niemann, 1980; Lied &
Marlatt, 1970).

Research in the second type of indirect peer influence is perceived norms.
Because of the extensive research on perceived norms in the area of alcohol use, an
overall review of the literature is discussed by providing general findings of perceived
norms. Many studies, conducting survey research, found that the more the student
perceived others as drinking heavily or approving of drinking the more personal use there
was (e.g. Clapp & McDonnell, 2000; Liccione, 1980; Lo, 1995; Nagoshi, 1999; Perkins
& Wechsler, 1996; Turrisi, 1999; Wemer, Walker, & Greene, 1996). Furthermore,
people-based norms, such as friends or parents, align more closely to personal drinking
patterns than those of institutional-based norms such as governmental or health

authorities (Nagoshi, 1999; Nagoishi, Wood, Cote, & Abbit, 1994; Wood, Nagoshi, &
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Dennis, 1992). Gender differences showed that men perceive more permissive alcohol
norms than do women (Adams & Nagoshi, 1999; Lo, 1995; Nagoshi et al., 1994).
Regarding descriptive norms studies, students have been found to overestimate
the quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption of their peers, including close friends
(e.g. Baer & Camney, 1993; Baer, Stacy, & Larimer, 1991; Banks & Smith, 1980;
Larimer, Iruine, Kilmer, & Marlatt, 1997; Mooney & Corcoran, 1991) and typical college
students (Baer, 1994; Baer & Carney, 1993; Canter & Kahnweiler, 2000; Perkins,
Meilman, Leichliter, Cashin, & Presley, 1999; Thombs, 2000). Furthermore, researchers
indicate that subjects believe others always drink more than themselves (Canter &
Kahnweiler, 2000; Larimer et al., 2000). The perceived norms also show (a) students
perceive an overestimation of alcohol use by members of the Greek system (Baer &
Carney, 1993; Baer et al., 1991), (b) typical students are more comfortable with alcohol
use than personal attitudes (Perkins & Berkowitz 1986; Prentice & Miller, 1993), and,
(c) subjects reported perceiving close friends approval of excessive drinking as more than
the subjects themselves (Alva, 1998; Baer, 1994; Prentice & Miller, 1993). In sum, many
elevated descriptive and injunctive norms make excessive alcohol use seem common and
acceptable, which in turn, will likely influence behavior. Perkins (1997) summarized the
influence of norms on alcohol behavior by pointing out that the students who are
socializing with peers who are perceived to both participate in and approve of excessive
drinking may be at risk for increased levels of personal use. This does not mean to imply
that all students exposed to such norms will experience excessive drinking behaviors or

alcohol dependency. Instead there are many other psychological (e.g., religiosity) and
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social (e.g., social support) moderators that play a role in influencing peer norms on

alcohol use.

Prevention Strategies and Future Directions

Many alcohol programs and prevention strategies have been implemented over
the past decade in colleges and universities in the United States. Based on data collected
during this past decade, heavy episodic drinking has continued to increase implying that
the prevention efforts have not been effective in regards to frequent binge drinkers
(Keeling, 2002). These prevention efforts may have helped in increasing college
students’ prevalence rates of abstinence but the problem of excessive drinking (which
leads to the harmful effects) has not been solved and has not shown a decline (Wechsler
et al., 2000). There has been a lot of effort on the part of administrators, community
leaders, and even students to change the patterns of dangerous drinking. These efforts
have included: peer educators, social marketing campaigns, “social norming” campaigns,
educational materials and classes, student assistant programs and not without the
multitude of grants, campus-community coalitions, and concerned leaders.

The “hot” intervention program that almost half (48%) of all colleges and
universities have or are currently conducting is a social norms campaign (Wechsler,
2003). Social norms campaigns were developed and heavily marketed in the 1990’s.
This approach emphasizes that students over-estimate the number of peers who are
drinking and drinking heavily. The premise of this campaign is that if these
misperceptions are corrected and students are educated that there is a much smaller

percentage of actual alcohol use and abuse, the actual drinking percentages would
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decline. In other words, the higher the perceived level of drinking, the more students will
engage in drinking alcohol. There have been equivocal findings in the research
conducted on “social norming”. While evidence exists that social norm interventions
reduce alcohol consumption among college students (Barnett, Far & Mauss, 1996; Gilder,
Midyett, Mils-Novoa, Johannessen & Collins, 2001; Haines & Spear, 1996; Johannessen,
Collins, Mils-Novoa & Gilder, 2000; Peeler, Far & Miller, 2000), there are others who
have not found it to have any significant change in students’ drinking patterns (Clapp,
Russell, & DeJong, 2001; Granfield, 2002; Werch, Pappas, Carlson, Diclemente, Chally,
& Sinder, 2000; Wechsler et al., 1997).

Evaluations of social norms marketing campaigns have been conducted on single
college campuses and have not used equal comparison groups. As well, design flaws
such as lack of random sampling limit any kind of conclusions about the programs’
effectiveness. Scientific studies should be employed with acceptable and valid research
methods to determine the true effectiveness of social norms campaigns (Wechsler, 2003).
Using data from all four of the data sets from the CAS research studies and addressing
the flaws of the previous research, Wechsler (2003) found almost all of the institutions
used in the studies employed social norms programming and showed no decreases in any
kind of alcohol drinking patterns.

So what will have a positive effect in helping to reduce dangerous drinking
patterns? Wechsler et al., (2002) argues for tougher penalties for alcohol-associated
violations of standards of conduct, limiting students' access to alcohol, and controlling
marketing practices of the alcohol industry. Such control measures have much greater

empirical support (Holder et al., 2000; Shults et al., 2001; Substance Abuse and Mental
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Health Services Administration, 2001; Toomey & Wagenaar, 2002). Using data sets
from the CORE and the 1994 Fund for the Improvement qf Post-Secondary Education
(FIPSE), Ziemelis, Bucknam, and Elfessi (2002) sponsored drug-prevention programs
that criticized Wechsler’s et al.’s (2000) findings that educational approaches had not
helped decrease binge drinking rates. Ziemelis et al. problem with the CAS data set is
that accurate assessment of the effectiveness of prevention programs can not be measured
because the CAS could not detect whether or not schools had existing prevention
programs in place before the surveys were administered. However, the CORE data and
the FIPSE data do account for programs already in place. Ziemelis et al. (2002) found
that significant changes occurred in their sample of 94 institutions regarding alcohol use
from institution to institution. Their recommendations for alcohol programs included a
three-construct model consisting of student participation and involvement, educational
and informational processes, and campus regulatory and physical change efforts in
addition to alternative activities, curriculum infusion, social norms, and alcohol
restrictions/banning.

Keeling (2002) argues that the college environment needs to be changed along
with involving students in the environmental program model. He also points out that
there is room for combining the social-environmental approach that Ziemelis et al. (2002)
are advocating as well as the regulation approach that has been identified by Wechsler et
al. (1997). Keeling (2002) encourages environmental strategies such as alternative late
night events and activities lasting well into the early moming hours, keg restriction,
legislation to eliminate drink specials, control over liquor licenses, restrictions on alcohol

advertising, and student leadership development programs.
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Finally, the NIAAA Task Force on College Drinking (2002) has identified a 3-in-
1 framework for a comprehensive program based on the research. Their
recommendations include implementing programs at three different levels: (a) the
individuals, including frequent, episodic drinkers, (b) the student population as a whole,
and (c) the institution and the community. The individual level should consist of
strategies to assist individuals who have been identified as a problem, at-risk or alcohol-
dependent drinker. These would include alcohol screenings and intervention services.
Strategies that address the second level, the student body as a whole, would include
hindering the availability of alcohol, preventing the widespread social and commercial
promotion of alcohol, filling large amounts of student free time with desirable activities
that students would be attracted to, enforcement of campus policies and laws, and social
norm campaigns. Lastly, the college and community must reinforce interventions
together allowing for alliances among student affairs offices, residence life directors,
local police, and retail alcohol establishments to work cooperatively in resolving student

alcohol issues (Hingson & Howland, 2002; Perry & Kelder, 1992).

Alcohol and Athletics

Patterns of Alcohol Use

The NCAA has taken the lead in examining the use of drugs and alcohol among
collegiate athletes with funding national studies published in 1984 (Anderson & McKeag,
1985), 1989 (Anderson, Albrecht, & McKeag, 1991), and 1993 (Anderson et al., 1993),
and 1997 (Green et al., 2001). These studies involved thousands of athletes from many

sports and from institutions from all throughout the United States. These studies provide
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important data in documenting trends in the alcohol and drug use habits of college
athletes. Other major data sources that have examined college athletes include Wechsler
and his colleagues (CAS) and Presley and his colleagues (CORE). Results from these
nationally represented studies are examined throughout the literature review.

Though research has explored the relationship between sport participation and
alcohol use there is still much to be learned. In one of the only studies done before the
1980s, Straus and Bacon (1953) theorized that athletes would be less likely to drink
alcohol than their non-athlete peers to maintain top physical fitness and because they
would have less time to devote to social activities. Using 15,747 students from 27
colleges, the researchers found that athletes reported drinking more than their non-athletic
peers. Results showed 87% of male athletes compared to 77% of male non-athletes
consumed alcohol. More female athletes (60%) drank than female non-athletes (52%).

Research in the 1980s and early 1990s concluded overall that athletes' alcohol
patterns were similar to those of their non-athlete peers as well as the numbers that have
been found for society at large (Anderson & Snellman, 1986; Duda, 1984; Gay et al.,
1990; Toohey, 1978; Toohey & Corder, 1981). In one of the first published studies of
college athlete drug use, Toohey and Corder (1981) reported the nonmedical use of drugs
of 50 female and 17 male swimmers at six American universities and compared their use
rates with 678 non-athletes. Ninety-two percent of the athletes reported they used
alcohol. The researchers found that the use of alcohol and drugs by athletes was similar
to use of their non-athlete peers. Other studies of athlete and non-athlete alcohol
consumption among college students lend support to the idea that alcohol use by athletes

and non-athletes is similar. Anderson and McKeag (1989) found 88% of the athletes
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reporting alcohol use in the preceding 12 months. These findings were somewhat lower
but still comparable to alcohol use reported by college students in a national survey
conducted by Johnston et al., (1994). Overman and Terry (1991) found no significant
differences in alcohol use between athletes and non-athletes in a study of students from
two state universities and two private colleges. However, they found evidence indicating
that drinking patterns may vary between athletes and non-athletes. They concluded that
male non-athletes drink significantly more during the week than male athletes, who
tended to drink more on weekends or special occasions. Also, athletes reported drinking
more beer than non-athletes; perhaps this reflects the influences of marketing strategy of
beer distributors associated with participation in sport.

Furthermore, Anderson et al. (1991), in a survey of 2,282 varsity athletes,
contracted by the NCAA, found that the annual rate of athletes’ alcohol use was 90%
while the college population was 92%. Very few studies found athletes less likely to
drink alcohol (Kokotailo et al, 1996; Koss & Gaines, 1993). Most recently, however,
Green et al. (2001) conducted an expansion of the NCAA surveys and found annual
alcohol use among athletes to have dropped to 81%. Still other studies found results
supporting the research that athletes consume more alcohol than the general student
population (Leichliter et al., 1998; Selby, Weinstien, & Bird, 1990; Toohey, 1978).

However, the trends in alcohol drinking patterns among college athletes have
shifted since the mid to late 1990’s. These trends include more athletes choosing to
abstain from alcohol while the smaller percentage of athletes that are using have shown
an increase in the frequency and amount of alcohol being consumed (Green et al., 2001;

Leichliter et al., 1998; Nelson & Wechsler, 2001).
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Interestingly, there has been little research that addressed athletes’ alcohol use at
different times of the year. O’Brien (1993) found that despite a high reported use of
alcohol among athletes, the actual amount of alcohol consumed by athletes in training is
low. In another study, using 247 athletes from a major private university, 60% of male
athletes used alcohol at least once a week during their off season but decreased to 42%
during the competitive season. Results for women were similar, 41% drank during the
off-season and 26% drank during the competitive season (Selby et al., 1990). Finally,
Thombs (2000), using 297 athletes, representing 18 teams at a public university in the
Midwest, found 37% of the athletes abstaining during the season of competition.

The definition of binge drinking is heavy, episodic alcohol consumption usually
consuming five or more drinks in any one sitting for men and four drinks for women
(Wechsler et al., 1994). Although the annual prevalence rate of drinking from 1985 to
1989 decreased among athletes, the rate of binge drinking rose (Anderson et al., 1991).
Drinking three or more times a week was reported by 29% of the athletes in 1985 while
that percentage dropped to 20% in 1989. On the other hand, the quantity of alcohol
consumed at each sitting increased during the four year span: 36% drinking an average of
six or more drinks in 1985, compared with 43% in 1989. Wechsler et al., (1997), using
the CAS data set, surveyed 17,251 college students from 140 American colleges,
examined binge drinking and different levels of involvement in athletics. The researchers
found 61% of the men involved in athletics (those who spent at least 1 hour per day
involved in intercollegiate athletics and thought intercollegiate sports were important)
engaged in binge drinking while 55% of men partly involved in athletics (those who

spent 1 hour per day involved in intercollegiate athletics or thought intercollegiate sports
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were important) were binge drinkers. Among the men not involved in athletics, only
43% were binge drinkers. Women’s results were similar. In addition, 29% of male
athletes and 24% of female athletes engaged in binge drinking three or more times within
the past 2 weeks compared to 18% of male non-athletes and 15% of female non-athletes.
The authors found the more involved one was in athletics the higher the binge drinking.

Similarly, Leichliter et al. (1998) used data from 51,483 students at 125
institutions and found binge drinking rose for men and women as the degree of athletic
involvement increased. For males, 45% of the non-participants reported binging, 61% of
athletic team members binged and 64% of athletic team leaders binged. For female non-
participants, the binge rate was 31%, for athletic team members it was 47%, and for
athletic team leaders it was 49%.

Additionally, Nelson and Wechsler (2001), using another CAS data set, analyzed
responses from 12,770 college students from 130 colleges and universities and reported
that athletes binged at higher rates than non-athlete students. Among the male students,
57% of athletes reported binge drinking at least once during the previous 2 weeks
compared to 49% of the male non-athletes. Among the females, 48% of athletes reported
binge drinking, while 40% of non-athletes did so. They concluded that athletes are more
likely than non-athletes to be surrounded by the type of social environment that is
associated with binge drinking. These include having five or more close friends,
considering parties as important to them, spending an average of 2 or more hours per day

socializing, and having more friends that are binge drinkers.
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Gender Differences in Athlete Alcohol Use

Overall, research shows that male athletes tend to drink more often and binge
drink more than female athletes. Wechsler e; al. (1997) found 61% of the men involved
in athletics engaged in binge drinking compared to 50% of women athletes. In addition,
21% of the male athletes drank to get drunk compared to 12% of women athletes.
Nelson and Wechsler (2001) found similar results. Using 12,770 college athletes from
130 different institutions, 57% of male athletes reported binge drinking during the past 2
weeks compared to 48% of female athletes. Selby et al. (1990), using 247 varsity
athletes at a major private university from 27 varsity athletic teams, found there were
significant sex differences in alcohol use during the off season. Sixty percent of male
athletes and 41% of female athletes used alcohol at least once a week during their off
season. During the competitive season, alcohol use decreased to 42% for the men and
26% for the women.

In a study using 271 athletes at two Midwestern universities, gender differences
showed the male athletes had a higher prevalence of risk behaviors (swimming under the
influence of alcohol, driving under the influence of alcohol, riding in a car with a driver
who was under the influence of alcohol) than their male non-athlete counterparts, while
female athletes had fewer risk behaviors than their female non-athlete counterparts
(Kokotailo et al., 1996). Overman and Terry (1991) found no differences between male

and female athletes in frequency or in amounts of alcohol consumed.
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Alcohol Consumption Across Different Sports

There has been little research conducted examining differences in alcohol
consumption across different sports. Future research needs to focus on the differences
between sports specifically to determine if any patterns emerge among certain types of
sports (individual sports vs. team sports, contact sports vs. noncontact sports, aerobic
sports vs. anaerobic sports, media driven sports vs. nonmedia driven sports, and sports
with a long length of season vs. sports that have a short length of season). Of the few
studies that have aimed to separate the sports, they have found that different sports tend
to have different drinking patterns. Lyons (1998), in a study in Great Britain, found
traditional field sports such as rugby, cricket, hurling, soccer, and Gaelic football had
athletes who consumed the most alcohol compared to other sports like cycling, horse
racing, and tennis.

In a replicated NCAA study of 2,282 athletes from colleges across the country,
Anderson et al. (1991), found that the highest rates of alcohol use were from male tennis
players (96%) and the lowest were from female tennis players (83%). Other sports to
note included a low rate of alcohol use in men’s basketball (78%) and a high rate of use
in men’s football (90%) and women’s swimming (93%). Explanations for these sport-

specific patterns were not investigated.

University/College Divisions in Alcohol and Drug Use

Green et al. (2001), using data from the NCAA Study in 1997, found the
likelihood of athletes using alcohol, amphetamines, marijuana and psychedelics was

highest among Division III schools (82.6%) compared to Division II (79.7%) and
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