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Abstract
Past research had shown college trained professionals as
having more tendencies toward drinking problems than other
socioeconomic groups. This study attempted to determine
whether or not significant relatiohships existed between
the drinking behaviors of college students and selected
personality factors.
Instruments employed for this study included The Adjéctive
Check List and Drinking Scale thal was developed to classify
the students into three drinking beshavior groups: Problem
“Prihkers (PDJ, Non-problem Drinkeré_(NPD), and Non--drinkers
(ND); Tén of the 23 factors éf the ACL were Utiiﬁéed énd-“
included: Self-acceptance, Self—cﬁiticality; Self—céntrol
Endurance, Order, Change, Aggression, Autonomy, Lability,
and beference, Hypotheses were develoﬁed for each of the
ten factors énd five were found to be significant through
analysis of variance. Those factors that were found signifi-
cant were: Self-acceptance, Self-criticality, Self-control,
Endurance, and Order. The Scheffg test was performed on
the significant variables and it confirmed the author's
hypotheses of predicted differences on all but one compari-
son. Problem Drinkers scored significantly lower than Non-
problem Drinkers and Non-drinkers on the following variables:
Self-acceptance, Self-control, Endurance) and Order. Pro-

blem Drinkers scored significantly higher than Non-drinkers



on the Self-criticality scale. No significant differences
were found between the drinking bzshavior groups on the fol-
lowing variables: Change, Lability, Deference, Aggression,
and Autonomy.

The writer concluded that, Problem Drinkers could be
characterized as having low self-evaluation, and as being
1qw_ip self-control, endurance, and order. These results

were consistent with findings of other research related to

alcoholics and problem drinking college students.
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Chapter 1

Introductigp

Alcohol beverages have long played a significant role
in the life of American college students, and more than a
few students have made alcohol a part of their social life,
While alcohol consumption has been evident on almost all
college campuses, certain campuses have, at times, gained
the reputation.of being "drinking" or "party'" schools.
Except for a few private and church operated colleges,
drinking has not only been tolerated but even encouraged
through peer group pressure and traditional customs of
college social activities. DrinkingAhas beenrsb‘popular
on college campuses tﬁat it has been impossible For dfinking
related problems not to exist. | |

While many .explanations have been proposed for the
causes of alcoholism and problem drinking, it seems reascn-
able to propose that the beginning of problém drinking for
many professional pebple may have occurred during their
.college experience. Research has indicated that members
of college trained professions such as physicians, lawyefs,
educators, and clergy have recorded the highest incidence

of alcoholism (19:65)1. Thus, college campuses have been

lThe first number within the parenthesis refers to the
reference listed numerically in the selected references.
When this first number is followed by a colon and a second
number, the second number refers to the page number of the
citation.



considered as reasonable places to research and explore
the rools of problem drinking and alcoholism.

Statement of the Problem

One predominant theme of research about the causes of
problem drinking and alcoholism, has heen whether or not
pre~alcoholics display a personality pattern or constellation
that predisposed them toward alcoholism. Lisansky suggested
that the following personality type may be predisposed
toward alcohol dependency under the stresses and strains
of the environment (6:164).

(a) an intensely strong need for dependency;

(b) a weak‘and inadequate defense mechanism

against this‘excessive neéd, leading, under

certain cdnditions, toA(c) an intense depen-

dence-independence conflict. There is éiso

(d) a low degree of tolerance for frustrations

or tension; and (e) unresolved love-hate ambi-

valences.

Given the evidence that personality patterns may predispose
an individual toward problem drinking and/or alcohol de-
pendency, it appeared possible to research personality
factors and predict a tendency toward alcoholism.

This project was an atltempt to determine whether or
not a significant relationship exislted between the consumption
of alcohol and personality factors of college Students.

Significance and Purpose of the Study

Several theories bhave been proposed and researched
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while trying to understand or explain the basis for problem
drinking. Among these, personalilky trait theory has played
a significant role in explaining possible causes for problem
drinking by suggesting that personality factors may pre-
dispose certain individuals to be more dependent on drugs
like alcohol (6:163).

Relatedly, problem drinking college students and their
personality factors have been studied in an attemplt to
determine what personality factors precede the development
of alcoholism. Williams (23:358) proposed reasons for
s£udying problem drinking college students and their per-
sonality factors. He indicated:

" By working with problem drinkers in young

adulthood, it may be possible to isolate

those pérsonality charaéteristics which precéde'

the development of alcoholism from any which

follow primarily as a consequence of this dis-

order. And, once personality characteristics

of problem drinkers are known, possible rcasons

for their heavy and frequent drinking and per-

haps eventual alcoholism can be explored.

A 1973 report from the Secretary of Health, Education,

and Welfare entitled Alcohol and Health, recommended the

\;érneed for further study of college drinking patterns (6:261):
Studies of alcohol drinking among college and
high school students which, two decades ago,

indicated that most students at that time



were not getting into serious trouble over their

drinking, now need to be followed up to learﬂ

wihether early indicators of impending alcohol

problems were accurate. Since campus drinking

behaviors - just as many other campus patterns

of life - probably have also changed, alcohol

drinking studies among students will need to be

replicated.

The purpose of Lhis study was to compare selected
personality factors of noh—drinking (ND}, non-problem
drinking (NPD), and problem drinking (PD) college students.
It was hoped that this study would be of benefit to college
and university personnel‘in_implementing,altérnate‘or cor-
regtive prdgramming.aimed at students with potential ér
established drinking problems. :

Definition_g£ Terms

The following terms were of importance to this study
énd were defined as follows for the purposes of this re-
search:

ACL. An abbreviation for the Adjective Check List;
a published and copyrighted personality inventory.

Alcohol dependence or addiction. 'Increased adaptation

to the effects of alcohol so that one needs increasiug
doses to achieve and sustain a desired effect, and shows
specific signs and symptoms of withdrawal upon suddenly

stopping drinking! (6:5).
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Alcoholic., One. who manifests the bhehaviors of alcohol
dependence or addiction (6:5).

Alcoholism. A chronic behavioral disorder manifested

by reported drinking of alcohlic beverages in excess of the
dietary and soccial uses of the community and to an extent
that interferes with the drinker's health or his social or
economic functioni.ng (3:4),

ND or Non-drinker. An individual who scored zero,

one, or two on the Drinking Scale used in this study. In
more common terms, someone who never or very seldom con-

sumes alcoholic beverages.

NPD or Non-problem bBrinker. An individual who scored
three to nine on the Drinking Scale used in this study.
In more common terms, someone who drinksrsocially‘gf -
"moderatelycand'shows no signs of having a"pfoblemrﬁith
drinking.

PD or Problem Drinker. An individual who scored ten

or more on the researcher's Drinking Scale. In more common
terms, someone who drinks to the point of causing physical,
psychological, or social harm to the drinker or to others.

Personality Factors. A defined perscnality charac-

teristic or trait. For the purposes of this sltudy, trait
~definitions as assigned by the ACL to describe various
personality characteristicswere utilized., The following
scales of "personality factors!" of the ACL were used 1in

this research (7:7-11),



Aggression. To engage in behaviors which attack

or hurt others.

Autonomy. To act independently of otﬁers or of
social values and expectalions.

Change. To seek novelty of experience and avoid
routine.

Deference. To seck and sustain subordinate roles
in relationships with others.

Endurance. To persist in any task undertaken.
Lability. To display spontaneity, flexibility,
‘need for chanyge, rejection of convention, and
assertive individuality.

Order. To place special emphasis on neatness,
organizafion, and planning in one's activities..

Self-acceptance {number of favorable adjectives

checked). A score determined by the number of
adjectives checked thal are considered as favor-
able of desirable. The higher the number of
favorable adjectives checked, the more the
individual is defined as motivated by a strong
desire to do well and to impress others, but
always by virtue of hard work and conventional
endeavor, The reaction of others would be to
see him as dependable, steady, conscientious,
mannerly, and serious; there is also the
suspicion that he may be too concerned about

others, and lacking in nerve and quickness of mind.



Self-criticality (number of untavorable adjectives

checked). A scoré determined by the number of
adjectives checked that are considered as unfavor-
able or undesirable. The higher the number of
unfavorable adjectives checked the more the
individual is defined as rebellious, arrogant,
careless, conceited and cynical. He tends to be
a disbeliever, a skeptic, and a threat Lo the
complacent beliefs and attitudes of fellows.
This does not spring from a sense of humility
and self-effacement, but more from a kind of
impulsive lack of control over the hostile and
unatt:actiye aspects of .one's personality. -

Self-control. To display tendencies of being3

conScientious,.serious, diligent, practicél, and
interested in and responsive to obligations. They
are seen as diligentit, practical, and logical
workers.

Limitations of Study

The reader should be cautioned that the results or
applications of this study may have been affected by the
following:

1. The study was based on students enrolled at the
University of Wisconsin—LaCrosse. To the extent that
University of Wisconsin-LaCrosse students are representative

of other populatiens this data may be generalized.



2. The author assumed lLhe data provided by the
participants wds honest and in good faith. Since the pro-
blem dealt with a "social-emotional' topic, the tendency
toward providing socially approved answers may have been
present.

3. 1In some instances, personalities may already have
been modified through excessive use of alcohol. Because
this study dealt with specific subjects at a specific point
in time, one should interpret with caution data which may
indicate predisposed alcoholic personality traits. It
would be impossible to state that predisposing personality
factors lead to alcoholism without doing a longitudinal

study on specific. individuals.



Chapter II
Review of Selected Literaturc

The literature available on problem drinking and
alcoholism was more than abundant. Since this sfudy
focused on préblem drinking college students and their
personality factors, the writer reviewad literature deter-
mined most pertinent. The following arbitrary divisions
were established in this chapter: - (a) a brief historical
cverview of-problem drinking on American college campuses,
(b) college trained professionals and alcohol, (c) an |
overview of theories regarding the causes of alcoholism
and ﬁroblem drinking with a special focus on pérsonélity
trait theory, and (d) a summary of-thé reéearqh rélated to

college students, problem drinking, and personality traits.

Historical Overview of Problem Drinking on American College

Campuses

In the study entitled "Alcohol Trends in College
Life: Historical Perspective," Harry Warner described
the drinking trends of early American college campuses.
He indicated that the social habits of early colonial
colleges closely resembled those of the RBuropean founders
(22:40). The social habits included the drinking customs
of English Universities of Oxford and Cambridge (25:46).

The English universities held festivities,/i A

known as 'college ales,' had a great variety

|
!
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of ancient and later drinking occasions,

developed famous student taverns, and wrote

a mass of literature, poetry, and song in

praise of drink. These or thelr equivalent

weré accepted as a traditional part of soci-

ability by the colleges established in the

Colonial period.

Even though the early universities attempted to
regulate the use of alcoholic beverages by students, ad-
ministrators did allow alcohol to be consumed in excess at
special occasions (14:27, 22:46),

On special occasions in the college halls at

Yale, 'a barrel of wine was elevated On.thé

~fable and none were expécted.to 1eaye'untii

mid shouﬁs and songs and ﬁarangues,'the-bar?él

was emptied. To the first commencement at

Dartmouth, the founder who had secured the

charter brought a roast ox and a barrel of rum.'

During the 19th century, contrasts were evident in
regard to enforcement of college regulations, and students!'
drinking habits. In many church founded and "small colleges
of whatever origin" (22:47)

alcohollc customs never gained dignified

standing; social and perscnal drinking usually

were under disapproval, and were not, as in

European universities, a recognized part of

the life of the community.
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On the other extreme, at the older more prestigious schools,
drinking by students was tolerated by administrators and
sometimes became a yroublesome state of affairs.

One well documented case, was that of Harvard University
during the 1820's. Students héd mid-week drinking bouts
that lasted through the night, '"halted only by the need to
appear at morning chapel" (12:593). Harvard students of
this era also involved themselves with weekend jaunts to
saloons and brothels which often ended in town-gown brawls.
One Harvard undergradua£e during this periocd commented
(12:593):

The time not spent in classes was divided

between eating and drinking, smoking and

7éleeping,' Appfoach the door of one of théir
apaftments at any hour‘of the day, yéu will

bé driven back from it as you-would‘from the

cabin of a Dutchsmack, by the thick volumes

of stinking tobacco smoke, which it sends forth;

should you dare enter, you will find a half

dozen loungers in a state of oriental lethargthy,

each stretched out upen two or three chairs,

with scarce any indication of life in them

than the feeble effort they make to keep up

the fire of thelir clgars.

Warner cited "two deeply divergenl trends" occurr}ng

on American college campuses during Lhe early 1900's (22:47),



12

One, a strong and increased guestioning of

the place and value of alcoholic liguors in

the community and in personal use, Because of

their many unfortunate social consequences; and

the other, a growing consciousness and attitude

of defense of the traditional drinking privileges

combined with efforts to retain support for; the

criticized customs.
Warner went on to describe numerous cases of violence and
alcohol abuse on the part of students.at prominent uni-
versities across the country (22:48-56). During this period,
saloon drinking had become very popular because ”coileges
had discontinued the earlier pfactice'of:providing liquoré
and also the restrictions aéainst going downtown' (22:47){
Warner contended that the "use and ektent“ of liqhor con-
sumption during this pefiod was very serious. He cited a
1903 r?search survey of an eastern university that found
that 90% of the students drank, 35% drank heavily, and 15%
became drunkards (22:48),

By 1910, student opinion had bégan to turn agains£
drinking. From 1910 until 1918, student groups all across
the country used their poiitical clout of petitions and
campaigning to rid their communities of saloons and drinking
celebrations. Warner concluded that when prohibition be-
gan “"the great body éf college students accepted the new

situation" (22:48}.
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During the latter pa;t of prohibition, drinking
seemed to reappear as a strong social custom onh some
campuses, An example was the following account taken
from the Wisconsin Dailly Cardinal in 1928 (22}62).

The annual drunk ié over. Practically every

student is once more sober. The grand old"

homecoming spree has become a mere matter of
history repeating history ... Drunken students

have ceased their maudlin wanderings up and,

down the streets ... Impossible was it to

walk down the street under night without

meeting one drunken student after another.

Impdssible to go even to a fraternity party

withouf findiﬁg'a ﬁumﬁer of students in'va;ioué

: étéges“of intéxication andrsimilér cases in
non-fraternity rooming houses. Graduates and
undergraduates, alumni, and visitors, many of

them in all stages of intoxicalion, enjoying

the énnual homecoming. |

When prohibition ended, college drinking became
epidemic in proportion and two new trends had developed:
(1) Drinking gained popularity at church related and
smaller colleges. (2) It became more acceptable for women
to drink (22:73).

y In 1953, Straus and Bacon in their book Drinking in
College, reported that on a nation-wide scale "less than

half of the students drink more than once a month; fewer
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than a fifth of the men and a tgnth of the women drink
more than once a week" (16:250)., Straus and Bacon studied
énd researched'data

furnished during 19492-51 by nearly 17,000 stu-

dents from 27 American Colleges and universities

selected to provide representation of various

kinds of schools and located in all major

regions of the country, including students

with varied socio-cultural chracteristics.
Straus and Bacon concluded that their findings were "incon-
sistent with the stereo types of frequent heavy drinking‘
and intoxication among college students" (16:34). Their
study was one of the fipst to try to identify"pofential
problem drinkers from a coliege populétion. Thé_resea:chers
estimated that perhaps "6% of the male student d;inkers,ﬁ
énd % of the women demonstrated positivé signs éf potentiél

problem drinking™ (16:35}.

The findings of Drinking in College, revealed that
"most college students.who used alcohol in the periéd éround
1950 did so moderately" (16:44).

in 1970, Robert‘Straus speculated that users of drugs
such as mar%juana or L5D would otherwise bemisusing alcohol.
He also suggested that (16:42):

It is élso probable thét the impressions

created by the popular press greatly exaggerate

these problems just as they have previously

exayggerated the proplems of student drinking,
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In 1973, Jules Saltman reported that the current trend
of drug use among young people was (18:2):

shifting back toward alcohol as the drug of

choice, It appears that we are passing the

peak of drug experimentation and are leveling

out with a more chronic use pattern of mix sub-

stance abuse with alcohol quite prominent. in the

picture,

In the literature, evidence of problem drinking and
dryg abuse on college campuses has been alinost non-existent
over the past two years. Instead, lhere has been an abun-
dant amount of literature on the problems of drinking and
.poly~-drug use among high school students. 'Accordinglto.'
surveys done by Dr., Morris Chafetz, who was the former
_director of the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and
Aléoholism, most high school seniors have used alcohol to
some degree (2:1). Chafetz also found that 14% of high
schoql senior boys are "getting drunk once a week, every
week." Chafetz has estimated that: ”ab&ut 1.3 million
boys and girls between the ages of 12 and 17 have serious
drinking problems." It remains to be seen wnhether or not
these problem drinking trends have become a part of the
college scene,

College Trailned Professionals and Alcohol

A 1965 Gallup Poll indicated that "drinking habits
and the amount of alcohol consumed parallels the amounts

of education the person has obtained" (6:9).
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S5ixty-two percent of the people with less

than an eighth grade education abstained

from drinking, while only 15 percent of

the college educated people abstained.

A survey entitled "American Drinking Practices" was
conducted during the mid-1960's. This survey reported the
drinking bhabits of Americans through various standards of
comparison groups including sex, socio-economic levels,
education, and professions. The group that had the highest
proportion of drinkers (88%) Qas.men between the ages of 21
and 39 in the highest socio-economic group. In contrast,
the lower socio-economic groups of men of the same age group
reported a_higher.proportion of heavy drinkers (6:62). VWhen
using level of education as the standard for compariéon,

the "majority of college graduates~both men and women-were

light or moderate drinkers" (6:63). It was int?resting'zo
note that "those most likely to be heavy drinkers were men{
who had completed hiéh school and men who did npt finish
college." Of the males iIn the professional type occupations
who ware drinkers, 18% of the "professionals," 38% of tgé.
"semi-professionals," and 30% of the "businessmen," were
heavy drinkers.

In a more recent book (1975), entitled What You Should

Know About Alcoholism, Don Tracy reported results that were

different from those of the "American Drinking Practices"

report, Tracy reported that people in the professions of
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law, medicine, education, and clergy have the highest rates
of alcoholism (19:65).

Possible Causes of Alcoholism and Problem Drinking

In reviewing the literature, it was evident that many
theories and ideas had been proposed to explain the causes
of alcoholism and problem drinking. However, experts have
not been able to agree on any one particular cause of pro-

blem drinking or alcohol dependency.

In thq Alcohol and Health report from the Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare, the following analysis was
iﬁtroduced (6:147).

The causes of alcoholism are unknown, al though

the number of theories that have been advanced

_are as_nﬁmerous as £ﬁe brofessioné_and'écientific
disciblines cdncerned with the problem. No |
single theory Eas yet proved adequate to explain

the complex of symptoms which are collectively

termed alcoholism, alcohol addiction, or alcohol

dependence. Most probably the condition reflects

a form or response to an interactive combination

of physiological, psychological, and sociological

factors in an individual and his enviromment,.

The Alcohcol and Health report went on to explain three broad

theoritical propositions as to the cause of alcoholism.
Physiological theories proposed that the possible causes of

alcoholism were a combination of nutritional deficiencies,
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inherited genitic traits, or as a dysfunction of the
endocrine system (6:152, 156},

The sociclogical theories have suggested that certain
cultural and national groups have different rates of
alcoholism. Within the sobiological framework, two
theories have been proposed to explain problem drinking
(6:166-177). (1) The Cultural theory stated that society
creates tension within ﬁeople, but also has norms and
standards for which these tensions can be alleviated.
Depending on taboos, soclal norms and other emotional out-
lets available, drinking can be explained as an outcome
of the way some people handle their anxietigé. (2) The
Deviant Behavior theory has stated that once a bérson
idéntifiés énd éssociates‘with a deviant-sUb—cultﬁre ofiﬁx
problem drinkers, he finds it difficult to return to the.
mainstream of society as a non-problem drinker or abstainer,

The third major category, psychological based theories,
has assumed that problem drinking was a symptom of an
underlying personality or emotional disorder (6:158).

Psychoanalytic theorists have viewed alcohéiism as
a-result of one or more of three unconscious tendencies
including self-destruction, oral fixation, and latent
homosexuality. An Adlerian view would represent alcoholism
as a striving for power to overcome childhood inferiorities

(6:158).
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Learning and Reinforcement theory has described pro-
blem drinking as a learned way to reduce fear or anxiety of
problems encountered in everyday tiving (6:160).

Personality Trait Theory

Besides psychoanalytic theory and learning theory,
psychological research has also attempted to define the
causes of problem drinking through perﬁonaliyy trait theory
in terms of an M"alcoholic personality" (6:163). Clinebell
describes the "alcoholic personality" as being "a dis-
tinctive syndrome of psychological attributes which pre;
disposes /Jone/ to alcoholism" (4:59). More specifically
(6:163):

Though it is-conceded'thqt all alcoholic

persons need not. all have the same charac-

teristics, it is postulatedrthat in the pre-

alcoholic stage, a personality pattern or

constellation of characteristics should be

discernible and should correlate with a pre-

disposition toward alcoholism.
Much research has attempted to discern possible personal ity
pattern or common personality characteristics that predis-
pose ohe to problem drinking. Summarizing the review of
this type of research, Lisansky (6:164) has_SUggésted that
the predisposed personality type has:

(a) an intensely strong need for dependency;

and (b} a weak and inadequate defense mechanism

against this excessive need, leading, under
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certain conditions, to (c} an intense dependence-
independence conflict. There is also (d) a low
degree of tolerance for frustration or tension;
and (e) unresolved love-hate ambivalences.’
Logically,. the most credible way to view the
possibility eof there being predisposed personality traits
to problem drinking was by combining personalilty trait
theory with other factors in designing tentative models
that suggest a multi-faceted approach. Such a model was,
suggested by Plaut (6:171): ’

An individual who (1) responds to beverage

alcohol in a certain way perhaps physiolo-

gilcally determined, by expefiencing intense

_reiief and relaxatiqn, and who {2) has certéin
.personalify characteristics, such as diffiéhity

in dealing with an overcoming depression,

frustration, and angiety, and who (3) is a

member of a culture in whicrlﬁhere is both

pressure to drink énd culturally induced guilt

and confusion regarding what kinds of drinking

behavior are appropriate, is more likely to

develop trouble than will most other persons.

Harrison Trice combined vulernable personalities and
socio-cultural factors to describe the causes of Alcoholism
in American éociety (20:2).

(1) prone personalities who imbibe regularly

in (2) drinking groups that reflect the



functional values of alcohol in a complex
society, but. which exercise (3) widely varying
norms about what is deviant drinking behavior -

a social ambivalence. As a result there are

(4) weak social norms controls, since a deviant
drinker in one group can readily move to a set

of drinking companions withlmore tolergnt norms.
Finally, cultural values stpessing the importance
of self-control justify (5) a pattern of
segregation of those who regularly beccome

intoxicated.

In chapter four of his book, Alcoholism in America,
Trice explained the role of persbnality in the deﬁglopment
of alcoholism (20:42);:_ )

 The unique iﬁgredient in the process of

alcoholism, however, is the fit between

vulnerable personality traits and drinking-

group values and roles. Thus pérsonality

readiness 1is necessary, but in most instances

it is not all-important. Many peréons have

emotional tralts similar to those of alcoholics,

but they lack regﬁlar exposure to groups that turn
latent tendencies to alcoholism.

College Students, Persconality Traits, and Problem Drinking

Numerous researchers have attempted to evaluate the
relationship between personality traits and the drinking

habits of alcoholics, problem drinkers, and ndn—problem
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drinkers, This review of literature focused on the compari-
son of alcoholics, problem drinkers and personality traits
utilizing college students as the observed population.

Trice explaineq that "efforts to study the personality
make-up of alcoholics have taken three approaches" (20:46).

First, and most frequent, have been ex post

facto studies; i.e., once a person showed clear

symptoms of alcoholism his personality pattepn

was analyzed. Though the logic was questionable,

it was then assumed that tralts discovered at

this point were also present at the onset of the

disorder. Second, efforté to study long-sober

akxholics have proceeded on the notion that
personality traits are fixed even though they

may be stretched b& an'expEEiénce such as

alcoheolism. Once sober for a substantisl-

period the original personality returns to its

state prior to alcoholism. Finally, there are

those tentative efforts to describe personality

features present before the onset of the disorder

by longitudinal follow-up or by reconstructing

the alcoholics!' experience.

Through the use of the Adjective Check List, Ralph
Connors found two self-descriptive themes of alcoholics
(5:466):

The first of these, ...5 is the primary relation-

ship aspect, the pronounced emphasis the



alcoholic places on primary relationship terins

/centering around permissive friendliness/

when he undertakes to describe himself.

The second majér théme ..._£i§7 a generalized

lack of organigation and integration of the

self which is manifested by, and includes, the

other three aspects of the al;oholic‘srself“

description we have discussed - the lack of

homogeneity and extensiveress, the absence of
secondary relationsbip terms, and the use of

terms characteristic of neurosis.

Taking a similar view, Howard Clinebell accepted evi-
dence that a high'percentagé of alcoholics are emotionélly'
disturbed even before they begin drinking. He reported
that the foiléwing have heen mentioned repe@tedlyraéi
.psyéhological problems and attributes that are typical'of
many alcoholics (4:53):

(1) a high level of anxiety in interpersonal

relationships, (2) emotional immaturity,

(3) ambivalence toward authority, (4) low

frustration tolerance, (5) grandiosity (6) low

self esteem, (7) feelings of isolation, (8) per-

‘

fectionism, (9) guilt, and (10) combulsiVeness.

Numerous sources, including the American Medical
Association (1:11) have doubted the concept of the "Alcoholic

personality." Don Cahalan, in his book Problem Drinkers

lists Trice, Jellinek, and Bowman as being among those who
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have essentially said that "no personality constellation

leads of necessity to addiction" (2:75). Rudolf Kalin, in

a chapter he wrote entitled "Self Descriptions of College

Problem Drinkers"™ for a book entitled The Drinking Man,

discussed the controversy of the "Alcoholic Personality”

(10:217-218).

A primary reason why many investigators doubt the
existence of an alcoholic personality is the fact

. ——
that its discovery is subject to a number of
difficulties. Allthough a freqguent strategy
has been to describe the personalities of full-
fledged alcoholics, a major problem with such an
approach is thexcoqfounding of those personality“
attributes that predispose a peréon to alcoholish:_:

‘with c¢haracteristics that are outcomes of a lonhg

" history of excessive drinking.

An option that Kalin and others have used to study problem

drinking personalities is through the use of "pre-alcoholics."

In his study, Kalin used heavy drinking college students and

rationalized this procedure in the following way (10:

Of course, heavy drinkers can be regarded ag
pre-alcoholics only in a stalistical sense,
but a sample of heavy drinkers is likely to
contaln a greater proportion of future
alcoholics than a sample of light drinkers
or abstainers.

Kalin analyzed information received from personality

218):

inventories
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given to 255 students at a western university. Inventories
administered included: California Psychological Inventory,
Minnesota Multiphasic Ihventory, and the Yeasaying Scale of
the Gough and Keniston Inventory. Information concerning
the drinking behavior of these subjects was obtalned through
peer-rating. Kalin's results concluded that heavy drinkers
have tendencies for anti-social behavior, lively social
presence, and a lacking in order (10:224).

In another series of studies, A. F. Williams obtained
self-descriptions of problem drinking college students
through the use of the Adjective Chéck List and Parke's
Problem Drinking Scale. Problem drinkers were found to be

high in aggression and..autonomy, and low in succorance, . ..

deference, and self control (10:226). 'Williams‘aléqtfbundt S T

that prob}em drinkers disﬁlay a lower self—eﬁaiuaﬁiéh;,a'
liking for the new and different, and a corresponding dis-
like for consistency and routine; and a theme of restlessness,
impatience, impulsiveness, spontaneity and action (23:357).
By administering the anxiety and depression adjective scales
developed by Zuckerman, Williams found that problem drinkers
displayed significantly higher amounts of anxiety and de-
pression., Williams contended that problem drinkers were
‘similarrto alcoholics on the following personality charac-
teristics: low in self-evaluation, endurénce, and order;
‘high in anxiety and depression; and a de-emphasizing of

sedondary relationship terms. Because Williams fouhd that
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problem drinkers were simlilar to alcoholics on the bulk of
the variables under study, he contended that (23:357)

if the problem drinking scale is an adequate

prognosticator of alcoholism, these findings

are of importance to an investigation of the

etiology of alcoholism since they indicate

thalt théese traits precede the development of

alconolism.

The most recent study of college students and the
"alcoholic personality" was done aL the UniVersity-of
Minnesota in 1972. That study reported that (9:9)

students who abused alcohol .during the early

stages of college were more rebellioﬁs, ﬁore
- socially active than’ some of their-Ciassm&teéE
who did not.becdme alcoholics. ‘They vere
skightly discontented? interested in people,
and more sensitive than their classmates.
Summary

Problem drinking among the college student population
has beeq evident throughout Amgrican history. Thefe algo
has been evidence that persons of college trained professions
tend to be more vulnerable to alcoholism when compared to
other socio-economic groups.

Broad theoretical propositions have been proposed by
researchers within the disciplines of physiology, sociology,
and psychology. More specific theories have also been pro-

posed by researchers within each of these disciplines.
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Some thedrists have combined portions of these theories in
the form of tentative models which display the inter-relation-
ships of multiple causes of problem drinking.

Within the psychological framework of Personality Trait
Theory, the "alcoholic personality" has been theorized and
rescarched as being a part of the cause of alcoholism.

There have been numerous altempts to research and describe
the personality profile of alcohélics. Numerous studies have
also attempted to identify the personalily traits which pre-
disposes one to alcoholism. College students have often

been the subjeclts of such studies., Evidence has not been
conclusive as to whether or not personality traits and
drinking habits of college students are good'predicators

of alcohol problems.



Chapter 11X
Methods and Procedures
This chapter dealt with the selection and development
of instruments, description of subjects, method of data
collection, hypotheses, method of data analysis, and
rationale for the use of the chosen significance level.

Selection and Development of Instruments

The instruments used in this study were the Adjective
Check List (ACL), and a Drinking Scale developed to as-
certain drinking habits.

Rational for the use of the Adjective Check List

The résearchér considered the folldwing
criteria important in Sélecting'an instrumeﬁt
- to measure‘persohaiity factors: (1) an instru-
menkt that could be administered in a relatively
short amount of time, (2) an instrument that
would create little or no suspicion or anxietly
on the part of the subjects, and (3) an instru-
ment that had previously been used in research
on the personality factors of problem drinkers,
alcoholics, and non-problem drinkers.
Major features of the ACL were that it
could be "completed in 10 or 15 minutes," by
-relatively unsophisticated subjects, and it

"arouses l1little resistance or anxiety and



yields a variety of potentially useful infor-
mation" (6:4). Further, the ACL had been used
in the previous fesearch on personality factors
and drinking (5, 10, 23).

"Development of a Problem Drinking Scale

A drinking scale was to be used to deter-
mine which students were problem drinkers, non-
problem drinkers, and noﬁ—drinkers. A panel
of experts was formed to examine drinking
scales and if necessary to edit or develop a
new drinking scale.

This panel_of experts included Dr. Richard
Hardy, Michael Bockenhauer, and Dr. Tom Hood.
All.three'haﬁe had extensive educétion and
experience in research, feaching, and counseling
with college students and problem drinking.

As Chairman of the Health Education Depart-
ment at the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse,
Dr. Hardy has made numerous contributicons to the
academic community in the form of research and
teaching in the area of alcohol and drug abuse,
He also has served as a "Resource Coordinator
for the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse Em--
ployees Assistance Program {(an alcohol related
assistance program) and has two and a half years

experience in the pharmaceutical business.

29
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As director of the Counseling and Testing
Center at the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse,
Tom Hood has had humerous counseling contacts,
with student problems related to drinking. He
also has served as a "Resource Cooinrdator" for
the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse Employees
Assistance Program.

Michael Bockenhauer has been the ocout-patient
coordinator of the Coulee Council of Alcoholism
and the Alcohol Information and Referfal Service
of La Crosse. He has served for maﬁy years as
a counselor and resource peréon to the La Crosse

, ,
region in the area of alcoholism and chemical abuse.

As a former alcoholic he has a thorough under-

~standing of alcoholism, problem drinking, ang,

relafed problems. He was recently appointed'Out—
Patient Coopdinatoq of thg Western Wisconsin
Dependency Services. He has been in service to
Monroe, Vernon, and La Crosse Counties as a re-
source individual to health delivery agencies to
include post discharge planning and rehabilitation
efforts directed toward individual needs.

The following drinking scales and question-
naires were examined by the researcher and the
panel of experts to determine which one Waé best
for use in this study: "Parke's Problem Drinking

Scale," by Peter Parke; "What Are the Signs of
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Alcoholism," by the National Council of
Alcoholism; "Twelve Questions Only You Can
Answer," by Alcoholics Anonymous; and ”Young'
People and A.A." by Alcoholics Anonymous. A1l
of these scales and questionnaires have been
utilized by various researchers and agencies
to identify drinking problems and alcohol
dependence.

The panel of experts decided that none of
the scales examined were appropriate for‘this
research. As a result, efforts were made’ to
deyelop a more locally appropriate scale. Out
of the various scalés examined; the researChér"
seleﬁted 34 questions-that,were potentiallj1  i R
valuable. Each quéstion vas then éxémined by
£he panel and the researcher for the following
criteria: (1) duplication of meaning with .other
- questions. (2) examined for logical applicability
for present day college students. (3) examined
for intensity; in that questions were chosen for
being useful for identifying either problem
drinkers, nonéproblem drinkers, and non-drinkers.
(4) appropriateness for each group of this study
(i.e. problem drinkers, non-problem drinkers,
and non-drinkers).

An agreement was reached by the panel and the

researcher that the scale would contain 26 questions,
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some of which were reworded by the panel in

order that they be suited for the purpose of
this study. The number of questions checked
by each subject would classify him or her as
follows: =zero, one or two as a non-drinker,
three to nine as a non-problem drinker, and

10 or more as a problem drinker.

Description of Subjects

The subjects of this study were enrolled students at
the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse during semester I1,
1975—76. Since the missicon of this study was to categorize
students into three defined groups, a random sample was not
necessary. As é result, classes and social organiéations were
éeiécted‘aﬁd sampled until thé‘deSired-number of'subjécﬁs 
.was obtaiﬁed.\; | H | |

Becausé the data collécted yielded a very high number
of Non-problem Drinkers, only one out of three from this
category was randomly drawn and scored for this study.
The final sample included 64 males and 71 females. The
male population included 25 Problem Drinkers, 21 Non-
problem Drinkers, and 18 Non Drinkers. The female popu-
lation included 16 Problem Drinkers, 22 Non-problem Drinkers,
and 33 Non Drinkers. |

Method of Data Collection

The data was collected under the supervision of the
researcher in an orderly and logical manner. The inven-

tories were administered at the beginning of meetings and



33
classes. A cover letter {(Appendix B) was read aloud and
enclosed with the testing malerials that described the pur-
pose of the study, emphasized the confidentiality of the
data, and encouraged honesty from the subj)ects.

Hypotheses

Ten hypotheses were constructed based on the ten chosen

ACL variables. Each variable was hypothesized in the fol-

lowing forms: Ho: predicted significant differences bebtween

the three groups and Ha: predicted directional difference
between problem drinkers and the other two groups.

1. Ho: There will be no significant difference between
Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Prgblem
Drinkers on the ”Self—acceptante“ scale (pOSitivé
adjectives of the ACL.

Ha: Problem drinkers will score significanfly lower
on the ACL ”Self—aééeptance" scale than.Non—
problem Drinkers and Non-drinkers.

2. Ho: There will be no significant difference between
Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Ppoblem
Drinkers on the "Self-criticality" scale (nega-
tive adjectives) of Lhe ACL.

Ha: Problem drinkers will score significantly higher
on the ACL "Self-criticality" scale than Non-
problem Drinkers and Non-drinkers.

3. Ho: There will be no significant difference between

Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem

Drinkers on the "Self-conltrol"™ scale of the ACL,
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Problem Drinkers will score significantly lower
on the ACL "Self—controlﬁ scale than Non-problem
Drinkers and Non—drinkers.

There will be no significant difference between
Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem
Drinkers on the "Lability" scale of the ACL.
Problem Drinkers will scére significantly higher
on the ACL "Lability" scale than Non-problem
Drinkers and Non-drinkers.

There will be no significant difference between
Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and qublem

Prinkers, on the "Change" scale of the ACL,

~Problem Drinkers will score Significantly“higher_
onfthe'ACL "Change" scale than’Non-problem Drinkers =

and Non-Drinkers.

There will be no signficiant difference belween
Non~-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem
bDrinkers, on the "Order" scale of the ACL.

Problem drinkers will score significantly lower

on the ACL "Order'" scale than Non-problem Drinkers,

and Non-drinkers.

There will be no significant difference between
Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem
Drinkers, on the "Endurance" scale of the.ACL.
Problem Drinkers will score significantly lower
on Lthe "Endurance" scale than Noﬁ—drinkers and

Non-problem Drinkers.
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There will be no significant difference between
Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem
Drinkers on the "Aggression'" scale of bthe ACL.
Problem Drinkers will score significantly higher
on the ACL "Aggression" scale than Non-drinkers
and Non-problem Drinkers.
There will be no significant difference belween
Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem
Drinkers on the "Autonomy" scale of the ACL,
Problem drinkers will score significantly higher
on the ACL "Autonomy" scale than Non-drinkers and
Noﬁ;probleﬁ Drinkers.
There will be no significant difference between
Non—drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem. 
Drinkers on the '"Deference" scale of the ACL;
Pfoblem Drinkers will score significantly lowér
on the ACL '"Deference" scale than Non-drinkers

and Non-problem Drinkers.

Method of Data Analysis

groups,

In order to examine the relationship between the three

it was decided that analysis of variance was the

most appropriate statistical method. Data were entered

into the computer and the analysis of variance procedure

was completed by an established computer program on the

University of Wisconsin-La Crosse campus.
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On the ACL variables determined to be significant
through analysis of variance, a Scheffe Test was performed
to more specifically define those significant differences.

Choice of Significance Level

In exploratory research, .10 or .20 levels of signifi-
cance are at times appropriate. However, a risk decision
of .05 was chosen for this project. This appears to be a
logical compromise between .01, which would be too stringent,
and exploratory type résearch levels of .10 or .20.

Further support for choosing the .05 level was based
upon the fbllowing:

1. '"Most behaviorial research is Conducted'aé the

.01 and .05 levels of significance" (15:155). _
| 2. Kerlinger supported the .05 choice forrfhié‘tyPe'
of research beeauée (11:154) |

The .05 level was originally chosen —— and has

persisted with researchers -- because it is con-

sidered a reasonably good gamble. It is neither

too high or too low for most social scientific

research.

3. In similar research pertaining to college students,
drinking habits, and ACL personality factors, significance

{ levels were found to be at .05 or lower for the ACL per-

sonality factors used in this study (23:349),

R



Chapter IV
Results Of The Study
This chapter was divided into two sections; the first
section presented an overview of the results, with an
egplanation of the two tables, and in the second section,
the results of the hypotheses were presented with signifi-
cant differences reported.

An Overview of the Results

In examining the researched variables of the ACL, five
of the 10 variables revealed significant differences
- between the three drinking behavior groups (Non—drinkers,
Non-problem Drinkers, and Problem Dfinkers). The followihg
variables were fduhd significant at the .05 level.

1. Self-acceptance (positive adjectives ghecked) _

2. Self-criticality (negative adjectives Checked)

3. Self-control

4, Endurance

5. Order
Table 1 presented the mean T scores for each of the three
defined groups. An F value in excess of 3.84 with df=129,
indicated a level of significance at the .05 level. In
Table 1, analysis of variance [ values were located in the
right Band column with those variables having been found
significant marked with an asterisk.

The following variables were found not to be signifi-

cant: Lability, Change, Aggression, Deference, and
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Table 1
Mean T-scores and FF-test Values

for Defined Groups and ACL Variables

ACL Variable ND# * NPD** PD* * F

Self-~acceptance

(positive) 52.41 47.83 43.65 9.82¢
Self-criticality

{negative) 46.41 49,11 52.58 4.74+
Self-control 48.76 47.04 41.85 7.35%
Lability 5464 52.74 55.41 .79
_ Endurance ' 51.82 49.18 45.41 8.98*
Order 49;25 47.55 42.7 - T.5%
Autonomy 51.39  49.95 50. 60 .29
Aggression 19.82  50.37  53.39 | 2.00
Change | 51.74  51.18 51.41 .05
Deference 47.37 48,72 45,92 .88
pA.05

Note: [ = 3.84

df = 129
¥ = Significant variables (F-values) that exceed 3.84

were significant at .05,

#*¥ = Columns show the mean T-scores of Non-drinkers (ND),
Non-problem Drinkers (NPD), and Problem Drinkers (PD).
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Autonomy. Of the nonnuignificant'Variables, the Aggression
variable was the only one that resulted in mean scores with
a trend in the predicted direction.

The five variables thal were found to be significant
through analysis of variance, were consequently examined
through the use of the Scheffe Test, The Scheffe Test was
performed to determine between which of the three drinking
behavior groups the significant differences were located.

Table 2 presented Lthe Scheffe Test results. An F
score above 3.84 with df:129,'was determined to be signifi-
cant at the .05 level. Values which exceeded the adopted
significance level were indicated by an asterisk.

Within the five Signifidant.variables,.only one of
the ten predicted compafisons was found not to be signifi-
cant'at_the .05 level. On the Self-critcality scale,
Problem Drinkers did score hijher than Non-problem Drinkers,
but not significantly higher. The most obvious differences
appeared befween Non-drinker and Problem Drinker groupé.
The next most obvious difference existed beltween Non-problem
Drinkers and Problem Drinkers, while the least amount of
difference was found between Non-drinkers and Non-problem
Drinkers. Perhaps this trend should be expected since the
Nen-drinker-Problem Drinker comparison reflects the extreme
ends of lLhecontinuum while Non-problem-Problem Drinker or
Non-drinker—-Non-problem Drinker comparisons would tend to

.blend into one another.
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Table 2

Scheffe Test of Significant ACL Variables

ACL Variable ND-NPD** ND-PBD** NPD-PD**
Self—accaptance 5.43% 19.53* 4.1*
Self-criticality 1.86 ' 9.46* 2.76
Self-controi . «89 14.0 * 7.29%*
Endurance 3.12 17.95% 5.73%
Order « 99 | 14.35* 7;284
p £.05
Note: F - 3.84

' df = 129

* = Significant variables (F-values) that exceed the 3.84

(.05) significance level.

¥**¥ = Columns show the ' Values between the drinking behavior
groups: Non-drinkers Non-problem Drinkers (ND-NPD),
Non-drinkers Problem Drinkers {(ND~PD), and Non-problem
Drinkers Problem Drinkers (NPD-PD).
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Results by Hypothesis

Hypothesis 1: Self-acceptance.

Ho: There will be no significant difference

between Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers,

and Problem Drinkers on the ACL "Self-

acceptance" scale.
Based upon an I' score of 9.82, which exceeded the necessary
value of 3.84, the null hypothesis was rejected. Therefore,
a significant difference was found to exist among the qgroups
in the way they endorsed the ACL items that méasured self=
acceptance. |

Ha: ProblemrDrinkers will score significantly

lower on the ACL "self;acceptance”iscéle-1

than Non—prdblém Drinkers, and’Noﬁ~Qrinké}s;?

This hypothesis was stfongly supported by both analysis of
variance and the Scheffe Test, in that significant dif-
ferences did in fact exist. The Scheffe Test revealed that
significant differences existed between all three drinking
behavior groups. Problem Drinkers were fdund to have scored
significantly different in the predicted direction. The I
score betwéen Non-drinkers and Problem Drinkers was 19.53
and the F score between Non-problem Drinkers and Problem
Drinkers was 4.1. A significant difference was also found
between Non-drinkers and Non-problem Drinkers (F'=5.48),

Hypothesis 2: Self-criticality,

Ho: There will be no significant dif-

ference between Non-drinkers, Non-problem
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Drinkers, and Problem Drinkérs on the

ACL "Self—criticality” scale.
Based upon an F' score of 4.74, which exceeded the necessary
value of 3.84, the null hypolhesis was rejected. Therefore,
é significant differénce was rfound to exist among the groups
in the way they endorsed the ACL items that measured self-
criticality.‘

Ha: Problem Drinkers will score significantly

higher on the ACL "Self-criticality" scale

than Non-problem Drinkers and Non-drinkers.
The Scheffe Test revealed lthat significant differences did
exist between Problem Drinkers and Non-drinkers (I'=9.46)
in the predicted direction.; Buk there were no significant
_dlfferences beLWeen Non-problem Drinkers and Pfébleﬁ
Drlnkers, becauae the I score (2.76) did not exceed the
necessary 3.84 level. Also, in comparing Non-drinkers and
Non-problem Drinkers, thé F value of 1.84 indicated no
‘significant difference.

Hypothesis 3: Self-control.

Ho: There will be no significant difference
between Non—drinkers, NonQproblem Drinkers,
and P;obleﬁ Drinkers on the ACL "Self Control"
scale. _
Based upon an F score of 7.35, the null hypothesis was re-
jected, Therefore, a significant difference did exist among
the groups in the way they endorsed the ACL items that

measured self control.
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Ha: Problem Drinkers will score signifi-

cantly higher on the ACL "“5elf control"

scale than Non-problem Drinkers and Non-

drinkers.
In both comparisons, the Scheffe Test revealed that signifi-
cant differences did exist in the predicted direction. The
F value between Non-drinkers and Problem Drinkers was 14.0
and, the I' value between Non-problem Drinkers and Problem
Drinkers was 7.29. Both scores exceeded the nécessary Value
of 3.84 to indicate statistical signifiggﬁée. However, in
comparing Non-drinkers aﬁd Non“problem Drinkers, the F
value of .89 did not exceed the necessary 3.84 value to
be sighificanf. |

‘Hypothesis 4: Lability.

Ho: There will be no significant difference
between Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers
and Problem Drinkers on the ACL "LabilitY"
scale, |
Values obtained from analysis of variance led to acceptance
of the null hypothesis. An I' score of .79 revealed no
significant differences between the drinking behavior
groups on this variable.
Ha: Problem Drinkers will score significantly
higher on tﬁe ACL "Lability" scale than Non-
drinkersand Non-problem Drinkers.
Because the null hypothesis Was accepted through analysis

of variance, the Scheffe Test was not performed.



44
Hypothesis 5: Change.

Ho: There will be no significant differences

between Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers,

and Problem Drinkers on the ACL "Change"

sScale.
Values obtained from analysis of variance led to the ac-
éeptance of the null hypothesis. An F score of .05 revealed
that there were no significant differences between the
drinking behavior groups on this variable.

Ha: Problem Drinkers will score signifi-

Cantly higher on the ACL "Change! scale.than

Non;problem Drinkers and Non-drinkers.
-Because_the null hypothésis was accepted through anaiysis
 6£ ﬁariancé, a Scheffe Teét Was“hot performed.

Hypothesis §:' Order.

Ho: There will be no significant dif-

ferences between Non-drinkers, Non-problem

Drinkers, and Problem Drinkers on the ACL

"Order" scale.
Based upon an F value of 7.5 the null hypothesis was rejected.
It was therefore concluded that a sigﬁificant difference did
exist among the groups on this ACL variable.

Ha: Problem Drinkers will score signifi-

cantly lower on the ACL "Order" scale than

- Non-drinkers and Non-problem Drinkers.

The Séheffe Test revealed that significant differences did

exist i the predicted direction between Non-drinkers and
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Problem Drinkers and between Non-problem Drinkers and Pro-
blem Drinkers. The F value between Non-drinkers and Pro-
blem Drinkers was 14.38, and the I’ value between Non-drinkers
and Problem Drinkers was 7.28. A non-significant F score
of .99 was reported between Non-drinkers and Non-problem

Drinkers.

Hypothesis 7: Endu;énce.

Ho: There will be no significant differences

between Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers

and Problem Drinkers on the ACL "Endurance"

scale.
Based upon an IF score of §,98, lLhe null hypothesis was re-—
jected. Therefore, a significant difference did eXist.
among the groups on this ACL variable.

Ha: Problem Drinkers will significantly

score lower on the ACL "Endurance™ Scale

tLhan Non-drinkers and Non-problem Drinkers.
The Scheffe Test revealed significant differences existed
in the predicted direction between Non-drinkers and Problem
Drinkers and between Non-problem Drinkers and Problem
Drinkers. The F value between Non-drinkers and Problem
Drinkers was 17.95 while the F value betwéen Non-problem
Prinkers and Problem Drinkers was 5.73. A non-significant
F score of 3.12 was reported between Non-drinkers and Non-

problem Drinkers.
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Hypothesis 8: Aggression.

Ho: There will be no significant difference
between Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinker;,
and Problem Drinkers on the ACL "Aggression"
scale.
Through analysis of variance, tﬁe null hypothesis was
accepted. An F score of 2.0 reveéled that there were no
significant differences between the drinking behavior
groups on this variable.
Ha: Problem Drinkers will score significantly
higher on the ACL "Aggression" scale than Non-—-
drinkers and Non-problem Drinkers,
Because the nill hypothesgis WaszCCepted thrbugh aQAiysié:"

of variance, the Scheffe Test was not-performed.

Hypothesis ER gptonova :
Ho: Thereiwill be no significant differences
betweén Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers,
and Problem Drinkers on the ACL "Autonomy!
scale.
Through analysis of variance, the null hypothesis was
acceptéd. An T' score of .29 revealed that there was no
gsignificant differences between the drinking behavior
.groups on this variable.
Ha: Problem Drinkers will score significantiy
higher on the ACL ﬁAutonomy" scale than Non-

drinkers, and Non-problem Drinkers.
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Because the null hypothesis was accepted through analysis
of variance, the Scheffe Test was not performed.

Hypothesis 10: Deference.

Ho: There will be no Sigﬁificant difference
between Non-drinkers, Non-problem Drinkers,
and Problem Drinkers, on the ACL "Deference"
scale.
Through analysis of wvariance, the null hypothesis was
accepted. An F score of .88 revealed that there were no
significént differences between the drinking behavior groups
on this variable.
Ha: Problem Drinkers will score significantly
10wef on . the ACL ”Deference”-scale than_Ndné;
drinkers; énd N©n~probleh_Drinkers.
Because the null-ﬁypothesis Gaé accepted through analyéis

of variance, the .Scheffe Test was not pefformed.



Chapter v
Conclusions, Recommendations, and Discussion

This chapter was divided into three sections. The
first section (Conclusions) summarized the results pre-
sented in Chapter IV and related these findings to results
of similar studies pertaining ko alcohol consumption and
personality factors. The second Secfion (Recommendations
for Further Study and Research) consisted of recommendations
for further study on the topic of alcohol and college stu-
dents. The final section {(Campus Drinking Behaviors:
Discussion and Recohmendations) included discussion and
- recommendations concerning_problem drinking, collége stu-
- dents, and comments_towardlinstitutional responéibility.'

Conclusions -

Based upon an analysis of the data presented, the
following conclusions were drawn:

Self-evaluation. Problem Drinkers were found to have

lower self-evaluation indices than Non-drinkers and Non-
prbblem Drinkers. This was displayed through significantly
lower "self-acceptance" (number of positive adjectives
checked) scores on the ACL when compared to Non-drinkers
and Non-problem Drinkers. The concept of self-evaluation
being an important variable in identifying drinking per-
sonalities was further supported by the results of the

"Self-criticality" scale which measured the number of
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negative adjectives checked. Problem Drinkers scored
significantly higher on this scale than Non-drinkers.
Another supportive but not significént finding was that
Problem Drinkers scored higher, bult not significantly
higher, on the "Self-criticality" scale than Non-problem
Drinkers.

Further support of this conclusion may be related to
simllar research, in-ﬁhich Connors fouhd that alcoholics
displayed low self-evaluation scores on the ACL (23:345).
Williams also found that Problem Drinking College Students
displayed léw self-evaluation tendencies in scoring on the
ACL. There appears to be consistent research to support
thé conclusion that low self—evaluation:is'an overriding

theme of both alcohclics and problem drinkers.

Self—Control,_ Préblem Drinkers were found.té ﬁavé f
significantly lower scores on the ACL "Self-control" vari-
able, when comparéd to Non-drinkers and Nonh-problem Drinkers,
Williams. found that Proﬁlem Drinking Collége Students scored
significantly lower on the "Self—controi" variable of the
ACL, when compared to Non-problem Drinkers. Williams also
reported that alcoholics tended to be impulsive (23:355),
while Clinébell reported that alcoholics tended to be com-
puléive (4:55)., Both of these traits related well with pro-
blem drinkers' lacking in self-control. 1t can be con-
cluded from research on both alcoholics and problem drinkers
that people who have a problem with drinking also lack self-

control over their behavior.
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Fndurance and Order. Problem Drinkers were found to

have significantly lower scores on the %CL variables of
"Endurance," and "Order'" when compared fo Non-drinkers, and
Non-problem brinkers. Similar research has found that
alcoholics (Connors (5:466) and problem drinking collegz
students (Williams) scoredsignificantl§_ldwer on both of
these variables (19:357), when compared to non-problem
drinkers. According to the ACL manual, lower scorers on
the Endurance scale tend to be intolerant of prolonged
effort or'attenfion, and tend to be’erratic, impatient,
and changeable. Low scorers on the Order scale tend to
be quick in temperament and reaction, and impulsive-
{19:354-355, 7:9-10).

Williams noted that there are common themes:running _
through ﬁhe'variables of low scbrihg on Endurancé, Order,
and Self control. . These themes include: dislike for con- .
sistency, and routine; restlessness, impatience, impulsive-
ness, and a dislik;ng of ﬁrolonged effort or attention,
delay or deliberation (23:355). Alcohol may play a
significant role in relieving the anxiety caused by these

personality characteristics.

Lability, Change, Autonomy, Aggression, Deference.
Thij;reﬁéarch.ﬂimdrk)significant relationship (p .05)
between the following ACL variables and drinking behavior:
Lability, Autonomy, Aggression, Change, and Deference.

However, Williams found that problem drinking éollege

students scored significantly higher than non-problem



51
drinkers on the lability, autonomy, change and aggression
scales. He also found that problem drinkers scored signifi-
cantly lower than non-problem drinkers on the deference
scale of the ACL (19:348).

In a longitudinal study of alcoholics performed by
McCord and McCord; it was concluded that (23:352);

while alcoholics were rated as dependent and

were probably basically dependent, as pre—'

alcoholics they were counlter dependent, ex-

pressing such traits as aggression, autonomy, and

lack of deference as reactions against dependency.
- It appears that the‘problem drinkers, of this study, do not:
display the preéalcoholic tendencies expressed By the
McCords on the variables of defefencé,‘autohomy,'aﬁd
aggreésion (23:351). |

Williams reported that "it is not certaih'that
alcoholics would also score high on lability and.change”
(23:357). Further reseérch is needed to fufther clarify
wﬁether or not these five personalily factors can be corre-
lated with problem drinking or alcoholism.‘

Recommendations for Further Study_and Research

The following recommendations may sServe as aid foa
further study and research in the area of alcohoi and drug
abuse and how they pertain to personality factors.

1. Since most studies of Lhis nalture have utilized

the Adjective Check List as the personality

inventory, similar studies may utilize other



personality inventories in order to determine
how they correlate with the ACL on key personality

factors. This process may be important in deter-

mining whether or not construction factors of
the ACL are contributing to the identification
of significént differences in this and similar
alcohol research. |

The use and abuse of other.drugs may be included
in a study of this nature to determine how
coﬁgeniallthe results of other drug research
would be with alcohol research.

Because the drinking age has been lowered to
18, it would be appropriate to research high
school Students'én problem drinking tendencies.
In order to validaté a study of this nature,
further research may attempt folioﬁ—dplstudies
that may include the same subjects to see if
certain personality traitspreaiCted further
alcohol or drug abuse. qu example, a certain
high school class may be studied and tested
upon entering high school and again at gpadu—
ation time.

Further studies may question students as to

wny they drink and/or abuse alcohol as well as

evaluate drinking behavior and personality factors,

This may be accomplished through additional

guestioning or interviewing of subjects to
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determine their reasons for consumption and
abuse of various alcohol and drug substances.

6. Similar research may consider the effecls of a
particular community environment on the drinking
habits of its citizens. Such research may study
évailability of alcohol and various social pres-—
sures to drink. Such research may Compare more
than one campus or community to determine whether
or nol: the reasons for drinkipg or abusing
alcohol may vary because of lpcai pecularities
of social climate.

Campus Drinking Behaviors: Discusslion and Recommendations:

This study goncluded that problem drinkers can be
- characterized as having a low self—évalhdtion,.aﬁd iaéking:
-in self controi, endurénce, and order. It was notedrthat'
these chafécterisﬁiés wefe also attributed to'problem
drinking c&llege students and alcoholics of other studies.
Even though, controversy exists on whether or not certain
personality'factors can be correlated with problem drinking,
these personality factors do reappear in the literature as
probable contributors of potential alcoholism. It is hard
to deny the possibility that there is some type of relation-
ship between personality and alcohol abuse.
| A more difficull question to answer is how do thesé

personality traits develop and eventually lead to éertain

- self-abusive behaviors., Tentative drinking behavior models
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ncluding parsonality factors),

-

thatk 1ink mulzivle causes {
saam te k=2 ti2 mast plausible.
It is s5 difficult to identify all of the resasons why

Ezople abuse zlzohol as ik i3 Lo identify all aicohol

o

£oisers,

4t problem drinking college students tend Lo
rave similar reasons for the abuse of alcohol. The lowering
of the drinkina age to 18, almost completely eliminates
any chance thst alcohol may not be available to most col-
l=ge students. Alcohnlic beverages are readily available
at most colleje and community social functions, and alcohol
usz= is of ten encouraged ahd promoted as a major vehicle of
gnod.timesrand sociability. |

Perhaps the functional respgonsbility of institutions

5f higher =ducation, such as the University of Wisconsin-

Lz Crosse, rejarding the prevention of alcohol abuse and

2lsc in prom2ting productive human development of its stu-

d=nts need:s 7 bz examined. The Univarsity of Wisconsin

rlizsion St=tzran

o

calls for development of the human
cordition. Specifically... (21:10)
inherent ir, this broad mission are methods.of
instruction, research, extended education and
public service, designed to educate péople and
improve the human condition.
But in reality, what specific activities and goals does such
a system as the University of Wisconsin System or more
sp2cifically an institution such as the University of Wisconsin-

La Crosse attempt to provide for its students in order to
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prevent alcohol or drug abuse and thus effect the human
condition? The students, faculty, and administration of
an institution such as the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse
may wish to consider the following recommendations in
attempting to impact the lives of persons in the campus
community who may be effected by alcohol and drug abuse,

Resources such as counselors, physicians, therapists,
dollars, and programs should be idengified and supported
within the campus community by the administgation, faculty,
and student organizations. More specificaliy the following
may be reasonablé to consider:

1. University social organizations may be encouraged

to plan altlternative campus activilies that dis-

Y .
/ . L
/ ;"J ! "JK

2., Campus organizations may be encouraged to imple-

courage the excessive use of alcohol,

ment alcohol education seminars.to alert the
campus community to the dangers of alcohol and
drug abuse.

3. Lkiterature pertaining to drug and alcohgl abuse
may be made more reédily available by locating
it in places other than student health clinics
and counseling centers. Such locations may in-
clude library reading rooms, dormitory lounges,

. and student union reading lounges.
4. Funding should be made readily available to

student organizations and individuals who wish
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to sponsor alcohol seminars or do research
on the campus community.
Expressed support from the appropriate ad-
ministrative persons may encourage acceptance
of prevention, correction, or related health

models.
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Drinking Scale

Identification No. _

Instructions: Check the following questions that are true for you
(past or present).

10.

11.

12.

13,

14,

15.

16,

Do you usually drink to "loosen up" at social functions?
Do you sometimes find yourself drinking due to peer group pressure?

While you may consider yourself a social drinker, do you become
drunk at times?

Have you ever wanted to tell people to mind their own business
because they confronted you about your drinking?

Have you ever had conflicts (such as fights, arguments, arrests)
connected with your drinking during the last year?

Do you think you have a "drinking reputation"?

Have you ever switched from one kind of drink to another in
the hope thaL thlS would keep you from getting drunk?

'AfLer you have started drlnklng, do you have trouble saylng

no to additional c‘h:lnks'P

Have you often failed to keep the promises you made to yourself
about controlling or cutting down on your drinking?

Do you tell yourself that you can stop drinking any time you
want to but have gotten drunk when you did not mean to?

Have you felt dependent or addicted to the use of alcoholic
beverages?

Have you ever decided to stop drinking for a week or so, but
only lasted a couple of days?

Within the past year, have you had at least one weekend where
you were either drinking ox drunk most of the weekend?

After a hard day or week do you need a drink to "settle down"?
Did you ever wake ﬁp on the "morning after" and discover that
you could not remember part of the evening before even though

your friends tell you that you did not pass out?

Are there occasions when you feel uncomfortable if alcohol is
not available?
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Dxinking Scale Page 2

17. Do you lose time from school or work due to drinking?
18. Have you feared the long range: consequences of your drinking?

19. Do you drink in order to feel more comfortable with other

pecple?

20. Do you envy people who can enjoy themselves without drinking?
21. Would you feel better about yourself if you did not drink?

22, Have you ever had a drink in the morning during the past year

{excluding special occcasions)?

23. At parties do you like to be one or two drinks ahead without

others knowing it?

24. Do you regularly drink alone?
25. Have you become drunk alone?

26. Do you envy people who can drink without getting drunk or

causing trouble?

Other Information: Circlé Correct Item
1.

2.

Sex: Male Female
Year in school: 1 2 3 4

I have undergone treatment or therapy due to a former drinking
problem: Yes No
If the answer to guestion 3 is “Yes,"

when was the rehabilitation
program completed? : C e
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Dear Fellow Student:

I would like to ask you to supply me with information that I
need to complete my Master's Seminar Paper. Completion of these two
inventories should only take about ten minutes of your time. It is
important that you be honest in completing the inventories and that
you fully understand what you are being asked to do.

This study will compare "drinking habits" with ﬁpersonalit?
factors." If you are interested in the results of this study, the
semipar paper will be presepted on cgmpué in the later part;of f@e
se%eéter. o | |
| I would like torémphasize tha£ indiﬁidual‘resultéﬂwill he ﬁéid.
in-strict confidence. fhé.only identification I neéa is yoﬁf sex
and the last four digits of your Social Security number so that X
can match up the two inventories. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
5 ,thMl_.t'r;w
Bob Harrington

Graduate Student
Student Personnel Services



60

Selected References

American Medical Association, Manual on Alcoinolism.

(Rev, ed.) Chicago: Author, 1968.
Blakeslee, A. and Sullivan, B. They Drink Beer on the

School Bus, Milwaukee Journal, January 25, 1976,

p. 1.

Cahalan, D. Problem Drinkers. San Francisco: Josey-

Bass, 1970,

Clinebell, H. J. Understanding and Counselling the

Alcohplic: Revised., Nashville: Arbingdon Press,

1968.

‘Connor, R. G. The Self-concepts of AlcoholiCS; In

D. J. Pittman and C. R. Snyder (Eds.) Sbciet\,

Culture, and Drinking Patterns, New York: Wiley,

1962, pp. 455-467,
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Alcohol

and Health. Washinglton, D. C.: Author, 1973.

Gough, H. G. and Heilbrun, A.. B., Jr., he Adjective

Check List Manual, Palo Alto, California:

Consulting Psychologist Press, 1965.
Gruszecki, D. Alcoholism on Rise ... UW-L is No
Exception. Racquet. September 25,11975, pp. 2, 9.

Gruszecki, D. Alcohol Counseling Available to UW-L

Students. Racquet. September 25, 1975, pp. 2, 10,



10.

S 11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

61

Kalin, R. ©5elf Descriptions of College Problem Drinkers.

in D. C. McLlelland, W. N. Davis, R. Kalin, and
\

. Wanner, The Drinking Man. New York: Free

Press, 1972, pp. 217-231.

Kerlinger, F. N. Foundations of Behavioral Research.

New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winskton, 1967, p. 154,
McCaughey, R. A, The Usable Past: A 5Study of the

Harvard College Rebellion of 1834, William and

Mary Law Review, 1970, 11:575, 587-509,

Park, P. Problem Drinking and Soclal Orientation,
unptublished doctorial dissertation, Yale University,

1958,

Roe, B. Don't Ignore Alcchol, NASPA Journal, July,
1973, 11, pp. 27-33. '

Roscoe, J. T. TFundamental Research Statistics for the

Behavioral Sciences. New York: ‘Holt, Rinehart

and Winston, 1969, pp. 152-164, 230-242,

Straus, R. Drinking in College in the Perspective of

Social Change. In G. L. Maddox (ed.) The Domesticated

Drug. New Haven: College and University Press,
1970, pp. 27-44,
Straus, R. and Bacon, 3. D. The Problems of Drinking

in College.  In D, J. Pittman and C, R. Snyder

(eds.), Society, Culture and Drinking Patterns.
New York: Wiley, 1962, pp. 246-258.

Saltman, J. The New Alcoholics. New York: Dell, 1973,




19.
20.

21.

22.°

23.

Tracy, D, MWhat You Should Know About Alcoholism.

New York: Dodd, Mead and Co., 1975.

Trice, H. M. Alcoholism in America. New York:

McGraw Hill, 1966.

Universily of Wisconsin System. Mission of the

University of Wisconsin System, Madison, Wis.:

Author, 1974, p. 10.
Warner, H., S. Alcohol in College Life: Historical
Perspectives. In G. L. Maddox (ed.) The

Domesticated Drug. Neéw Haven: College and

University Press, 1970, pp. 45-80,
Williams, A. F. College Problem Drinkers: A

Persdnality Profile. In G. L. Maddox (ed.)-

-The_Domesticated Drug,. New Haven: College and

University Press, 1970, pp. 343-360.



	20111222091021977_0001
	20111222091021977_0002
	20111222091021977_0003
	20111222091021977_0004
	20111222091021977_0005
	20111222091021977_0006
	20111222091021977_0007
	20111222091021977_0008
	20111222091021977_0009
	20111222091021977_0010
	20111222091021977_0011
	20111222091021977_0012
	20111222091021977_0013
	20111222091021977_0014
	20111222091021977_0015
	20111222091021977_0016
	20111222091021977_0017
	20111222091021977_0018
	20111222091021977_0019
	20111222091021977_0020
	20111222091021977_0021
	20111222091021977_0022
	20111222091021977_0023
	20111222091021977_0024
	20111222091021977_0025
	20111222091021977_0026
	20111222091021977_0027
	20111222091021977_0028
	20111222091021977_0029
	20111222091021977_0030
	20111222091021977_0031
	20111222091021977_0032
	20111222091021977_0033
	20111222091021977_0034
	20111222091021977_0035
	20111222091021977_0036
	20111222091021977_0037
	20111222091021977_0038
	20111222091021977_0039
	20111222091021977_0040
	20111222091021977_0041
	20111222091021977_0042
	20111222091021977_0043
	20111222091021977_0044
	20111222091021977_0045
	20111222091021977_0046
	20111222091021977_0047
	20111222091021977_0048
	20111222091021977_0049
	20111222091021977_0050
	20111222091021977_0051
	20111222091021977_0052
	20111222091021977_0053
	20111222091155974_0001
	20111222091155974_0002
	20111222091155974_0003
	20111222091155974_0004
	20111222091155974_0005
	20111222091155974_0006
	20111222091155974_0007
	20111222091155974_0008
	20111222091155974_0009
	20111222091155974_0010
	20111222091155974_0011
	20111222091155974_0012
	20111222091155974_0013
	20111222091155974_0014
	20111222091155974_0015
	20111222091155974_0016
	20111222091155974_0017

