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ABSTRACT

Alcohol Use among Bogazici University Students:
Differences by Drinking Motive, Gender, Grade Point Average;
Level of Academic Progr\es_s, Living Arrangement, Parental Education,
. Participaﬁdn in‘é-ocial Activities and Perceived Harm of Alcohol

by

Ayfer Topuz

This research examined how set of student characteristics, particularly gender, grades, level
of academic progress, living arrangement, \par@ntal educéﬁoh, 'pérti-cii)ation in social
activities and perceived harm of alcoh;ﬂ relate to drinking motives and amount of alcohol
consumed, and how drinking motives and alcohol consumed relate to each other.
Participants were 842 female and 743 male prep to senior Bogazi¢i University
undergraduate students. The Drinking Motives Questionnaire (DMQ-R) was translated into
Turkish. Factor analyses yielded four factors, namely Enhancement, Social, Coping and
Conformity just like the original form. Reliabilities were satisfactory. Descriptive analyses
indicated that the majority of students were nqndrinker. The most common reason for not
drinking was beliefs. The most common motives to drink were Enhancement, Social,
Coping and Conformity, respectively. Gender, level of academic progress, parental
education, participation in social activities and perceived harm of aléohol were related to
drinking motives and amount of alcohol consumed, while grades and type of residence did
not relate to either. Drinking motives and amount of alcohol consumed were positively and
moderately correlated except for conformity motive. When nondrinking students were

compared with those who were at dependency risk, differences were found in gender, level
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of academic progress, presence, education and occupation of parents, number of siblings,
students’ social characteristics, pocket money and perception of harm in using alcohol, but
in grades, type of residence and family visits. Findings indicated the importance of
awareness about negative influences of alcohol as a manipulable factor in prevehting

excessive use of alcohol. (247 words).
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OZET

Bogazici Universitesi Ogrencilerinde Alkol Kullammu:
Icme Nedenleri, Cinsiyet, Genel Not Ortalamasi, Siuf Diizeyi,
Yasanilan Yer, Ana-Baba Egitim Diizeyi, Sosyal Etkinliklere Katilim ve

Alkol Zaran Algisina Gore Farkliliklar
Ayfer Topuz

Bu aragtirma, cinsiyet, notlar, simf diizeyi, yasamlan yer, ana-baba egitim diizeyi,
sosyal etkinliklere katilim ve alkol zarar1 algisinin igme nedenleri ve icilen alkol
miktar1 ile olan iligkisini ve igme nedenlerinin i¢ilen alkol miktari ile olan ilgkisini
incelemistir. Katilimcilar 842°si kiz, 743’1 erkek, hazirhik okulu ile 4. sinif arasi
okuyan Bogazici Universitesi lisans 6grencileri olmustur. igme Nedenleri Anketi
(DMQ-R) Tiirkge’ye ¢evrilmistir. Faktor analizleri 6zgiin formda oldugu gibi dort
fakt6riin varhigim gostermigtir: Rahatlama, Sosyal, Basa Cikma ve Uyma.
Giivenirlikler yeterli bulunmustur. Tanmimlayict analizler 8grencilerin cogunlugunun
hi¢ icki icmedigini gdstermistir. En 6nemli igmeme nedeni inang¢lardir. En yaygin
igme nedenleri, Rahatlama, Sosyal, Basa Cikma ve Uyma Nedenleri olarak
stralanmigtir. Cinsiyet, sinif diizeyi, ana-baba egitimi, sosyal étkinliklere katilim ve
alkol zarar1 algisi igme nedenleri ve i¢ilen miktar ile iligkili bulunurken notlar ve
yaganilan yer iligkisiz bulunmugtur. Uyma Nedenleri disinda, icme nedenleri ve
kullanilan alkol miktar:1 arasindaki iligki olumlu ve orta derecelidir. Hi¢ igmeyenler ve

bagimlilik riski tagiyan 6grenciler karsilagtirildiginda, cinsiyet, sinif diizeyi, ana-baba
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yasam durumu, egitim diizeyi ve meslegi, kardes sayisi, 6grencilerin sosyal dzellikleri,
cep hargligi ve alkol zarar1 algisinda farkliliklar bulunmus, ancak notlar, yasanilan yer
ve aile ziyaretlerinde fark bulunmamugtir. Sonuglar, degistirilebilir bir etken olarak
alkoliin olumsuz etkileri hakkindaki farkindaligin asir1 alkol kullanimini engellemede

olan 6nemini gostermistir. (203 Kelime).
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Alcoholic beverages have been used for a very long period of time, probably since the
Paleolithic age and certainly since Neolithic (Knupfer, 1960, cited in Engs and Hanson,
1990). Historians have reported that the records of all ancient civilizations indicate use of
alcoholic beverages. The earliest of these accounts are found on Egyptian carvings,
Hebrew script, and Babylonian tablets (Patric, 1952, cited in Engs and Hanson, 1990). The
Code of Hammurabi (cirr. 2 225 B.C) devoted several sections to problems created by the
abuse of alcohol. In China laws that forbade making wine between 1 100 B.C and 1 400
A.D. (Alcoholism and Drug Research Foundation of Ontario, 1961, cited in Engs and
Hanson, 1990). It seems that problems related to consumption of alcohol are not unique to

present societies.

The role of alcohol in the United States (US) was ambivalent since the colonial period
(Stratus and Bacon, 1953, cited in Engs and Hanson, 1990); Until recently, the attitude that
“Jadies don’t drink” has largely kept female drinking and alcohol abuse from public
discussion. This attitude, however, has been prevalent only in North America for the last
100 years or so while alcohol and women have been entangled throughout history. In some
ancient cultures women had an active part in drinking ceremonies and folklore, including
presiding at the Greco-Roman cults of Dionysius and Bacchous and brewing beer in

ancient Babylon as temple priestesses. The Egyptians considered the knowledge of how to
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do beer as gift given to them by their goodness of nature (Hornik, 1977, cited in Engs and

Hanson, 1990).

Beer was used to fortify a woman for breast-feeding. Hot toddles of various fruit tonics
have been used for centuries for menstrual camps and for premenstrual tension. In the later
part of the 19™ Century many women drank tonics with high alcohol contents to ease the
frustrations of child rearing and depression. Women who were alcoholics during this
period were often labeled hysterical. They were not called alcoholics because it conflicted
with their role as good mother, wife or "well-mannered spinster" (Hornik, 1977, cited in

Engs and Hanson, 1990).

Some archeological research in Anatolia showed that people had used different styles of
cup for drinking. It is also known that Turkish emperors were drinking alcohol in their

home or among their group of people following tradition ceremonies (Cakirogiu, 1998).

Engs and Hanson (1985) pointed out that conceptualization of high and low alcohol use or
abuse is not easy. However, drinkers can be classified into several categories according to
the beverage (beer, wine or distilled spirits) they used most frequently and the amount they

consumed on a typical occasion. This categorization is generally done as in the following:

Abstainer: drinking less than once a year or not at all. Infrequent drinker: drinking more
than once a year but less than once a month. Light drinker: drinking at least once a month

but not more than 1 to 3 drinks at any one sitting. Moderate drinker: drinking at least once

a month with no more than 3 to 4 drinks, or at least once a week with no more than 1 to 2
drinks at any one sitting. Heavy drinker: drinking six or more at any one sitting more than

once a week. Frequent heavy drinker: drinking an average of more than one drinking per
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day in the past 30 days. Heavier drinker: drinking 3 to 4 drinks at least once a week or

drinking 5 or more drinks at least once a month (Engs and Hanson, 1985).

Hester and Sheeby (1990) reviewed current and historical theories of alcohol. The theories
help us to answer the question “why people drink” and to find appropriate ways for change

These theories are summarized below.

Moral Models: Moral models have historically emphasized deficits in personal

responsibility or spiritual strength as the cause of excessive drinking or drunkenness.
While many might consider that the moral model is something of a historical artifact, it is
still alive. Consider that driving under the influence of alcohol is a crime regardless of

whether the individual is diagnosed as alcoholic or not.

The Temperance Model: In the late 1800s the temperance model was developed and
emphasized the moderate use of alcohol. While sometimes confused with the moral
models, the temperance model viewed alcohol itself as a dangerous drug which was to be
consumed cautiously. As the temperance movement became more popular and increased
its political influence, its perspective of alcohol became more extreme. Alcohol came to be
viewed as an extraordinarily dangerous drug, which no one could use, even in moderation,
without progressing down the road to ruination and death. Sustained moderate
consumption in any form was not considered possible. Key assumptions of the temperance
model have survived however, and they influence our thinking about alcohol and drugs to
this day. The model emphasized the hazardous aspects of alcohol. The temperance model
implies that prevention and intervention should be conducted by abstainers who can act as
role models in exhorting others to abstain. Legislation to restrict the availability and

promotion of alcohol is another appropriate intervention in this model.
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The American Disease Model: The central assumption of this model is that alcoholism is a

progressive, irreversible condition characterized primarily by loss of control over drinking.
It cannot be cured, but only arrested by complete abstiqence. Alcohotlics are somehow
constitutionally different from nonalcoholics and this individual difference vmakes it
impossible for them to drink moderately or without problems for anything but short
periods of time. Denial of alcoholism is another cardinal symptom of the disease. Until
strongly confronted, alcoholics deny their disease. The disease model had an immediate
advantage for alcoholics: Humaﬁe treatment rather than derision or prison. It also enabled
society to accept moderate drinking for most but not all people. Eventually the disease
model was accepted by the medical community. As a disease it required medical
treatment. Finally, it was embraced by the liguor industry because of its implication that
most people can drink with impunity without risk of becoming alcoholic. The American
disease model implies that the most appropriate agents for intervention are recovering
alcoholics. Because of the unique aspect of denial, recovering alcoholics are best able to
spot it and intervene with confrontation. Prevention is best accomplished by early
identification of those at highest risk from a constitutional standpoint for becoming

alcoholic,

Educational Models: A central assumption in educational models is that alcohol abuse

stems from a deficit in knowledge about the harmful effects of alcohol énd heavy drinking,
Once, because of this knowledge, individuals understand that alcohol abuse or alcoholism
causes significant harm to themselves as well as to their families and society. Abstention
from drinking is then a logical conclusion. Then, educational lectures were given about the

harmful effects of alcohol by educators.

Characterological Models: These models focus on psychopathology or deficits in

personality functioning as the cause of alcohol abuse. They originated in psychoanalysis
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and e{}olved after the World War II. Alcoholics were thought to be fixated at some stage in
their personality development, usually the oral stage. Other psychoanalytic theories have
considered alcoholism to be a manifestation of sex-role conflicts, latent homosexuality, or
low self-esteem. Given these causes, the natural agent for intervention is the

psychoanalytically oriented psychotherapist.

Conditioning Models: The premise of conditioning models, as they are applied to
alcéholism, is that excessive drinking is a pattern of learned behavior, which has been
reinforced. As a learned behavior it is subject to the same laws of reinforcement as other
behaviors. It is also subject to change through releaming and different patterns of
reinforcement. Treatment then, is a matter of counterconditioning (e.g., aversion
therapies), changing probabilities for drinking and sobriety (e.g., community
reinforcement approach or "disenabling"), and/or relearning new ways to reduce tension or
deal with conflicts. Prevention efforts might focus on factors which create positive
expectations about drinking (e.g., advertising) and incentives, which encourage heavy

drinking. The agents of intervention are behavior therapists.

Biological Models: Biological models have emphasized genetic and physiological factors

resulting in alcoholism. The genetic models are supported by evidence of higher levels of
alcoholism among the offspring of alcoholics, even if not raised by their biological
parents. The implied intervention here is risk identification by diagnosticians and the
urging of stimulus about the use of alcohol in individuals at high risk. The concept of
pharmacological addiction represents another biological model. Thé assumed causal factor
here is alcohol itself, The natural agents of intervention are physicians and the intervention

is medically-oriented treatment.
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Social Learning Models: These models go beyond the conditioning models by

emphasizing the social context in which heavy drinking occurs. Causal factors include
deficits in coping skills, peer pressures and modeling of“heavy drinking, positive
expectancies about drinking, and psychological dependence. In the latter, heavy drinking is
seen as a strategy for altering psychological states or coping with problems. In these
models the appropriate agents of intervention include cognitive-behavior therapists and

role models.

General Systems Models: These models focus on the larger social system in which the

alcohol abuser 1s one part of a whole. Most often the social system is the family. The
implied causal factor is a dysfunctional family of which an individual is a part while he or
she grows up. Because the family system is seen as having an inherent drive to maintain
the status, changing the individual with treatment without addressing the family dynamics
has a low chance of succeeding. Consequently the agents of intervention are family

therapists and the intervention is systems-oriented family therapy.

Sociocultural Models: These models emphasize the roles of societal norms about drinking,

the cost and availability of alcohol, and the nature of the drinking environment itself. For
example, per capita consumption of alcohol is strongly influenced by its cost and
availability. An important assumption here is that the more alcohol consumed in a society,
the more alcohol-related problems arise. Recent moves to increase the commitment of
those who serve alcoholic beverages is another recognition that the environment in which
a person drinks is, in itself, an important influence oh howmucha pérson consumes. In the
view of the sociocultural models, the agents of intervention include legislators and makers
of social policy. The implied interventions include legislation to restrict access and to

increase the price of alcohol and training of servers of alcohol.



7

The present study follows the cognitive motivational model of alcohol use thatis
originated from conditioning model and social learning models. It was based especially on
Cox and Klinger’s (1988) motivational model of alcohol use. Their theory focuses on
motives that influence decision about alcohol use. The decision to drink is considered a
conscious process, which has many classes of determinants. The theory explains that the
decision to drink is influenced by that the person’s desire to change the current affective
state and the belief that the desired outcome is possible. This theory is explained in greater

detail in the literature review section.

Studies abroad and in our country show that alcohol consumption especially among young
adults increases every day. Stewart and Devine (2000) pointed out that heavy consumption
of alcohol among young adults is normative and its prevalence is increasing in university
population. Recent studies from abroad suggest that about one third of undergraduate
students drink at a level that people produce acute physical psychological, social and
academic problems (Stewart and Devine, 2000). In the 1993 survey of alcohol use among
Ontario university students, 31.1% reported drinking 15 or more drinks per week
(Gliksman, aylor, Adalf, Devis and Giesbrecht, 1995, cited in Goldstein, 1999). Studies
from American colleges have found that up to 20% of undergraduate students are frequent
heavy drinkers and 44% are binge drinkers (Wechsler, Davenport, Dowdall, Moeykens

and Castillo, 1994).

According to the Core Institute at Southern Illinois-Carbondale, whic‘h conducted the
national Core Alcohol and Drug Surve in US, alcohol is the overwhelming drug of choice
among the college students population (Presley and Meilman, 1996, cited in Presly,
Meilman, and Leichliter, 2002). Approximately 83% of college students drink alcohol

regularly. The University of Michigan’s Monitoring the Future Project found a binge-
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drinking rate of 40% among college students (Johnston, O’ Malley and Bachman, 1996,
éited in Ketcham, 1998). Harward School of Public Health study found that binge drinking
rate of 44% on college and university campuses (Wechslqr et al., 1994). The high rates of
drinking associated with physical and sexual assault, unplanned or unintended sexual
activity, unintentional injuries, interpersonal problems, drinking and driving, selected
criminal violations and poor academic performance (Wechsler et al., 1994). Negative
consequences of heavy drinking are not limited to the drinker him/herself. Wechsler and
his colleagues (1994) found that 66% of students were experiencing adverse consequences
form others’ drinking. Since our knowledge about use of alcohol by our own university
students is limited, as a graduate student of Bogazici University (BU) I decided to form the
current research to identify the reasons and patterns of alcohol use in BU population, more

specifically undergraduate students.

My interest in alcohol use started during my undergraduate education as I assisted a
practition program at Bakirkoy State Hospital for Mental and Neurological Diseases for
two months. For one month I made observations in the psychosis department and another
month in Alcohol and Substance Abuse Treatment Center that is known as AMATEM,. 1
observed patients as they received psychiatric and psychological treatments. I listened to
their stories that led them get into alcohol use. Some of those people were young and some
were older. During their group psychotherapy sessions they talked about their past
experiences and réasons for their use of alcohol. Some of them complained about bad
family environment, bad friendships, and frustrations or pleasures, while others
complained about helplessness. For one month I listened to various real life stories. I grew
interested in understanding the dynamics of alcohol dependency. I remember one person
who was alcohol dependent and had to restart the treatment 19 times. Towards the

completion of my thesis, I started working as a psychologist at the Volatile Substance
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Abuse Treatment Centre, known as UMATEM, of the same hospital. Thus, my interest in

dependency has grown towards a career path.

I believe that the results of this study provide us with valuable information about drinking
habits of our undergraduate students. The results can help us to organize informative
studies about alcohol use and impacts on people. Results can be used by the student
counseling center of Bogazi¢i University (BUREM) to design intervention studies for
students who have alcohol problem. And finally, the information obtained from this study
may add to the efforts to establish a growing body of knowledge about alcohol use of

young people in Turkey.
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Chapter T
CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Early Conceptualization of Drinking Motives

Cognitive-motivational models of alcohol use suggest a link between subjective reasons or
motives for drinking and the amount of alcohol consumed. Cappell and Greeley (1987, cited in
Carey and Correia, 1997) identified tension reduction (derived from earlier drive reduction
research and theory) as the earliest motivational model of alcohol use. Tension reduction
models maintain that drinking alcohol sérves the function of eliminating or alleviating a
negative or aversive condition. More recent motivational models do not focus exclusively on the
reduction on tension. Cox and Klinger (1988) asserted that people choose to drink based on
their expectation that drinking will have desired outcomes. Generally speaking, alcohol can
either enhance positive mood states or alleviate negative mood states. Drinking can be
considered a goal directed behavior motivated by one of these two outcomes. Initial drinking
may be motivated by the desire to enhance positive states. However, drinking itself may result
in negative outcomes that accumulate over time and manifest themselves during periods of
sobriety. These negative outcomes can include depression and anxiety as well as disruptions in
interpersonal relationships. As negative outcomes mount, alternative sources or positive
reinforcement (friends, family, etc.) may diminish. Under these conditions, a positive feedback
can develop, with increased desires both to alleviate negative states and to enhance positive

experiences through drinking (Carey and Correia, 1997).
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Researchers suggested that motivational construct plays a pivotal role in studying human
behavior particularly with regard to psychological manifestations (Lecci, MacLeaﬁ, and
Croleau, 2002). Consistent with this idea Cox and Clinger (1988) developed a motivational
model of alcohol use stating that an individual’s decision to drink or not drink is based on
whether he or she expects the positive consequences of drinking to be greater than those
associated with not drinking. They further suggested that these expectations are in part
influenced by an individual’s current nonalcohol-related motives and incentives. This model
also acknowledges that factors such as a persons’s biochemical reactivity to alcohol, personality
characteristics, and sociocultural environment help define an individual’s past experiences with
alcohol and the resultant expectancies. The assumption is that these influences shape the
individual’s current motivétions regarding drinking, buf that the alcohol-specific motives are the

final pathway to alcohol use (Cox and Klinger, 1988).

There are multiple factors that influence drinking. According to motivational theorists
psychological “drinking motives” are the final common pathway to alcohol use/abuse through
which other risk factors exert their influences on drinking behayvior and drinking-related
outcomes (Stewart, Loughlin and Rhyno, 2001). Moreover, motivation to drink is closely tied to
people’s incentives in other life areas and to the affective changes that they derive from their

incentives (Cox and Klinger, 1988).

Incentive Motivation

According to Cox and Klinger (1988) the term incentive motivation was introduced by Clark
Hull in 1951 as a theoretical construct to account for the vigor intensity of behavior.
Previously, Hull had assumed that organism can perform a learned response to the extent that it

has acquired habit strength (the learned association between a stimulus and the response) and

that the response is energized solely by the organism’s current level of drive (which was
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assumed to be proportional to its physiological need). Other learning theorists Black and Spence
(1965, cited in Cox and Klinger, 1988) modified and extended Hull’s view of incéntive
motivation and elaborated on the manner in which it combines with other learning and
motivational constructs. Stewart, de Wit and Eikelbooxﬁ (1984, cited in Cox and Klinger, 1988)

specifically interpreted drug taking behavior as an incentive—motivational phenomenon.

The concept of drive has a number of limitations as a motivational construct in addition to the
one that Hull recognized. To Bindra (1968, 1976, cited in Cox and Klinger, 1988) drive states
are neither necessary nor sufficient for the initiation behavior. Reinforcement can take place in
the absence of drive reduction and powerful behavioral effect can be observed under extremely
low drive states by the offering of appropriate incentives. In fact, under some circumstances,
reinforcement takes place with increases in drive levels. Unlike the constructs of affect or
emotion, the drive construct is unable to account for foresightful behavior. The class of effective
incentives includes event that cannot reasonably be equated with drive reduction. Therefore,
comprehensive models of motivation must include explanatory construct other than drive and

drive reduction (Cox and Klinger, 1988).

Incentive motivation refers to an organism’s motivation to pursue incentives: positive incentives
to which it is attracted and negative incentives by which it is repelled. An incentive becomes a
goal when an organism becomes committed to pursue it. Incentive motivation forms an integral
part of organism’ psychological functioning. In fact, in the case of human organism, human
lives are organized around the pursuit and enjoyment of incentives. A person who is committed
to pursue an incéntive, moreover, is characterized by a distinctive motivational state, or current
concern, that last from tl;e time of the initial commitment until the incentive is either

consummated or relinquished. According to motivational model of alcohol use, a person’s

motivation to use alcohol is intertwined with his or her incentive motivation in alcohol use and
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other life areas (work, school, family e.t.c) and the affective changes that result from that

motivation (Cox and Kliinger, 1988).
Alcohol Use

Langenbucher and Nathan (1988, cited in Cox and Klinger, 1988) pointed out that there are two
ways in which drinking alcohol can bring about affective changes, and two corresponding types
of effects that people expect to achieve by drinking. The first way is through the direct,
chemical effects of aicohol on emotion. Alcohol clearly has mood-altering effects that are
usually described as either “tension reducing” or “mood enhancing.” However, people’s
expectations about the mood-altering effects of alcohol are often a more potent source of actual
changes in mood than is the pharmacological action of alcohol itself. The second way in which
drinking brings about affective changes is indirect and occurs by virtue of the fact that drinking
alcohol can be instrumental in regulating the other incentives in one’s life. That is imbibing
alcohol might either facilitate or interfere with a person’s reaching nonchemical positive or
negative goals, thereby indirectly bringing about affective changes. For instance, many of the
social variables influence drinking do so indirectly through peer approval. Regardless of
whether an affective change that is produced by drinking alcohol is direct or indirect, alcohol
use is intertwined with peoples’ incentive motivation and the affective changes that they
experience as a result of the incentives in their lives. In turn, drinking alcohol, especially in
excessive quantities, changes people’s affect, their incentive motivation, and their subsequent
motivation to use or not use additioné.l alcohol. Thus either directly or indirectly, drinking
alcohol influences and is influenced by the other incentive in people’s lives (Cox and Klinger,

1988).



- According to the motivational model different variables influence a person’ expectations about
the effect that drinking will have on his or her affect. Thus this model of alcohol use depicts
people as deciding that what they expect to derive from drinking outweigh those that they
expect to derive from not drinking. The motivational model views different drinking styles and
the frequencies at which people drink (e.g., “addictive” versus “non addictive™) not as discrete
entities but as ranging along a continuum. According to the model, addictive drinking occurs
when factors that contribute to the decision to drink (e.g., and individual’s pesitive biochemical
reactivity to alcohol) strongly outweigh factors that contribute to the decision not to drink (e.g.,
the interference with positive, nonchemical incentives that drinking will cause). Addictive
drinking is mediated by the same decision-making process that governs all drinking, and this
process is no less salient in addictive than in nonaddictive drinking. Like any decision, the
decision to drink involves values as well as expectancy components, and values are based on

emotional processes (Cox and Klinger, 1988).

Motivational model assumes that a person makes a decision about whether or not he or she will
consume any particular drink of alcohol. Rational decision-making always involves values,
which are emotionally based. The decision to drink is thérefore a combination of emotional and
rational process in that the decision is made on the basis of the affective change that the person
expects to achieve by drinking compared with not drinking. For instance, the alcoholic may
reasonably expect that continuing a binge will endanger his or her position at work and at home,
and the thought of getting fired or divorced may be aversive enoqgh to create apprehension.
Nevertheless, the expected pleasure or relief of the present drinking situation may outweigh
these more remote negative emotional consequences (Cox and Klinger, 1988).

A person, however, is not necessarily aware of either having made a decision to drink or not to

drinking or the factors that affected the decision. In point of fact, decisions about drinking often
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are nonconscious and automatized. As with any well practiced behavioral sequence, the
conscious aspects of the decision process tend to occur toward the beginning of the sequence.
For instance, a person consciously decides whether or not to play tennis, but decisions about
individual strokes to make during the course of the game are more nonconscious and automatic.
Similarly, a veteran drinker of alcohol consciously decides whether or not to také a dnnk 6f
alcohol, but after an initial decision to drink is made, decision concerning the particular
circumstances under which drinking will occur and the amount that will be consumed occur
more automatically. The effect of automatization is therefore primarily to limit the range of
decision factors to those that are already integrated into sequence. Nevertheless, these decisions

are voluntary and a person can exercise control over them (Cox and Klinger, 1988).

According to Cox and Klinger’s motivational model there are two main factors related to
alcohol use. We can classify them as historical and current factors. Historical factors include
biochemical reactivity to alcohol, personality characteristics, sociocultural environmental

factors, past reinforcement from drinking and conditioned reaction to alcohol.

Biochemical reactivity to aleohol. The responsibility of biochemical mechanism for the

reinforcing effects of alcohol is still hypothetical. However, there are wide differences among
people in the manner in which they metabolize alcohol and its metabolic byproducts-differences
that are controlled by the genetically determined level of metabolic enzymes in the body. People
whose enzymes are insufficient for the rapid metabolism 0f acetaldehyde (the first metabolic
product of alcohol) experience stronger negative physica.l effects of drinking that do people witt

adequate levels of the enzymes.

Personality characteristics. Certain personality characteristic have been observed among people

who develop problems with alcohol such as conformity, impulsivity and reward seeking are



often seen before the problems with alcohol develop and among alcoholics undergoing
treatment. Personality also effects the motivation to drink because of the impact that drinking
has on the nonchemical incentives in a person’s life. Thus, the impulsive reward seeker who
tends not to place importance on traditional societal values is less likely than other people fo
pursue incentives that are difficuit to achieve but that potentially will be enduring' sources of
emotional satisfaction. Such a person is also more likely than others to persevere when
frustrated in goal pursuit and to turn to alcohol as means of coping. As a result of having fewer
nonchemical resources that regulate his or her affect, this person’s motivation to use alcohol

would be further strengthened.

Sociocultural environmental factors. These factors can be listed as pervasive cultural factors.

Besides these cultural influences, there are additional social variables. For instance, individuals
model their drinking behavior after that of family, friends and peer groups who also provide
direct social rewards for drinking or not drinking. Also the mass media to which an individual is
exposed help to install drinking habits, especially through the drinking practices.

i

Past reinforcement from drinking. It is likely that a person who has been strongly reinforced for

drinking in the past will have become habitual heavy user of alcohol. Such a person would
expect that he or she will be reinforced for drinking in the future, and when faced with a choice
between drinking or not drinking so, this person would be more likely than other people to

decide to drink.

Conditioned reaction to alcohol. Because of the historical variables a person will have

developed classically conditioned emotional responses to alcohol and the stimulus that have

been associated drinking. These conditioned responses will add further weight fo the person’s

decision to drink or not.



Current factors include situational factors, current positive and negative incentives and

cognitive mediating events. They are briefly explained in the following.

Situational factors. It means the immediate environmental context in which an individual

located when he or she decides whether to drink or not. For instance, whether a person is alone
or with other people, and if with other people, the degree to which they encourage or discourage

drinking.

Current positive and negative incentives. The intensity of a person’s current positive affect and

current negative affect is determined by the quality and quantity of that person’s current positive
and negative incentives. If a person does not have satisfying positive incentives to pursue or is
not making satisfactory progress toward réaching goals that will produce positive incentives,
weight will be added to that person’s expectations that he or she can better enhance positive

affect by drinking.

Cognitive mediating events. The cognitive progress includes people’s thoughts, perception, and

memories that determine the nature of their expectations about the direct (chemical) and indirect
(instrumental) effects that taking a drink will have on their effect. These expectations might

concern both positive and negative effects of drinking and effects that immediate or delayed.
Four Factor Motivational Model of Alcohol Use
Cox and Klinger (1988) proposed a categorical model of drinking motives that are mentioned

above. They describe motivations for alcohol use along two dimensions that refer to

characteristics of the outcomes people desire to obtain by drinking. The first dimension is



“valence” (positive vs. negative): people might consume alcohol because they hope to obtain a
positive outcome (positive reinforcement) or because they wish to avoid a negative outcome
(negative reinforcement). The second dimension is “source” (internal vs. external): people
might drink because they wish to obtain an internal reward (the manipulation of their own
emotional state), or because they hope to achieve an external reward such as social approval. As
Figure 1 captures crossing these two dimensions yields four categories of drinking motives: (1)
internal positive reinforcement motives (drinking to enhance positive mood or well-being); (2)
external, positive reinforcement motives (drinking to obtain positive social rewards); (3)
internal, negative reinforcement motives (drinking to reduce or regulate negative emotion), and
(4) external, negative reinforcement motives (drinking to avoid social condemn or rejection).
These four motives have been referred to as Enhancement, Social, Coping, and Conformity

motives, respectively (Stewart and Devine, 2000).

Valence
Positive Negative
Internal Enhancement Coping
1 3
Source
Social Conformity
External 2 4

Figure 1. Categorical model of drinking motives

Enhancement Motives are strongly related to drinking in situations where heavy drinking is

condoned (e.g., with same sex friends and in bars), drinking in response to pleasant emotional

states, and drinking in response to urges temptations (Stewatt and Devine, 2000). Enhancement
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motives involve the strategic use of alcohol to increase positive affective states or emotional
experiences. Drinking to enhance is therefore conceptualized as an appetitive process as
behavior emitted to achieve a desired state or outcome rather than avoid or minimize an
aversive one. Individual differences in the propensity to seek, value, or need higher levels of
stimulation, or greater variability in stimulation, may be an important predictor of enhancement
drinking. Thus high sensation seekers, who have an increased sensitivity to positive |
reinforcement a greater need for more and more varied stimulations may be prone to drink to
enhanée. Several researchers have hypothesized that enhancement motivations mediate the link

between sensation seeking and substance use (Cooper, Russell, Frone, Mudar, 1995).

Cooper and her colleagues (1995) studied 2 554 adolescents between ages 13-19 and 1 933
adult household residents. This research indicated that in cross-age comparison enhancement
motives were more strongly related to aléohol use among adults than among adolescents. In
cross-gender comparisons, enhancement motives were more strongly related to alcohol use
among men than women. In addition, positive emotions were significantly negatively relaied to
enhancement drinking among men but not women. In cross-race compariscens, enhancement

motives were found strongly related to alcohol use among Whites than Blacks.

Carrrigan, Samoluk, and Stewart (1998) used Annis’s (1987) Inventory of Drinking Situations

- (IDS-42) and Drinking Motivation Questionnaire (DMQ) to assess relative frequency of
drinking in each of eight drinking situations. These situations are Unpleasant Emotions, Conflict
with others, Physical Discomfort, Testing Personal Control, Urges and Temptations, Social
Pressure to Drink, Pleasant Times with others and Pleasant Emotions. Those are subscales made
up three higher order factors, which included positively reinforcing, negatively reinforcing and
temptation drinking situation. Respondents were 473 university students (338 females, 133

males, 2 unspecified). According to result of this study male students scored higher than



females on the Pleasant Times with Others and Social Pressure to drink subscales but also Urges
and Temptations and Testing Personal Control subscales. Males did not score sigriificantly
higher on the Pleasant Emotions subscale, and female students did not score significantly higher
than males on the Unpleasant Emotions subscale. Thus it seems that male university students
are particularly likely to report higher frequencies of drinking than females in positively
reinforcing and temptation drinking situations. Consistent with their hypothesis university
students reported drinking more frequently in positively reinforcing situations than in negatively

reinforcing or temptations situations

Mooney (1987, cited in MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart, 2001) pointed out that the specific
alcohol outcome expectancies associated with drinking behavior appear to differ among men
versus women. For university men, drinking frequency has been related to expectancies for
increase social and physical pleasure, gloBaI positive changes, and sexual enhancement; for
university women drinking frequency has been related to expectation for tension reduction.
Williams, Conner and Ricciardelli (1998, cited in MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart, 2001) found
that for university men, drinking quantity has been related to expectations of increased
assertion, whereas drinking quantity has been associated with expectancies of increased

assertion, affective change, and sexual enhancement among university women.

Coping Motives are strongly associated with drinking alone, drinking in response to unpleasant

emotions and conflict with others, heavier drinking, drinking problems preoccupation with
drinking and worries about controlling drinking (Stewart and Devine, 2000). Drinking to cope is
defined as the tendency to use alcohol to escape, avoid or otherwise regulate unpleasant
emotions. Correlational research examining motives for drinking consistently reveals that a
substantial percentage of drinkers, typically ranging from 10% to 25%, report drinking to

regulate negative emotion (Cooper, Russell and George, 1988). According to Abrabam and



Niaura’s social learning models of alcohol use (1987, cited in Cooper et. al., 1988) drinking to
cope is a maladaptive coping response used when other, more adaptive means of coping are
unavailable.’ Thus recording to this perspective, use of alcohol to cope should be inversely
related to coping ability, skill, or options. However, Cooper and her colleagues’ research (1988)
showed that drinking to cope was strongly related to maladaptive forms of emotion coping, such

as avoidance and denial, but not to deficits in more active forms of problem focused coping.

Cooper and her colleagues (1988) assessed drinking to cope on 119 adults meeting DSM-III
criteria for current alcohol abuse or dependence and a comparison group of 948 drinkers, all of
whom drank within the past year and had no history of alcohol abuse or dependence. They
wanted to the test social learning perspective on alcohol abuse. This model sees the drinking to
cope as proximal determinants and general coping skills and positive alcohol expectancies as
more distal determinants. They used Polich and Orvis’ Six Item Scale. Subjects were asked to
report the reveal frequency on a 4-point scale (almost never, sometimes, often, almost always)
with which they drinking for each of the following reasons: to forget your worries, to relax, to
cheer up when you are in bad mood, to help when you feel depressed and nervous, to feel more
self-confident and sure of yourself, and because there is nothing better to do (i.e., to relieve
boredom). Results showed that drinking to cope is the most powerful predictor of abuse. Also
individuals who drink to cope are more likely to experience problems indicative of abuse
syndromes regardiess of their level of consumption. An implication of this finding is that
reasons for drinking are important determinants of the consequences of drinking and drinking to
cope may be maladaptive. It can be speculated that individuals who rely on alcohol to cope with
dysphoric feelings may become more psychologically dependent on alcohol. Increased

psychological dependence may promote conditioned drinking.



Cooper and her colleagues (1995) showed that in cross-gender comparison coping motives
were more strongly related to drinking problems among men than women. In cross-race (Blacks
and Whites) comparisons, tension reduction expectancies were more strongly related to coping

motives and coping motives were strongly related to drinking problems among Blacks.

Despite the predominant social influence on collegiate heavy drinking O’Hare (1990) estimated
that 15% of college students drink when alone and Wechsler and Isaac (1992, cited in
Christiansen, Vik and Jarchow, 2002) reported that a small percantage of female (5%) and male
(7%) heavy drinkers reported drinking alone at home. Because college drinking occurs
especially in social circumstances, students who drink heavily when alone may exhibit an

unusual or atypical pattern of college drinking.

Students may drink heavily when alone for several reasons. Solitary heavy drinkers might hold
different alcohol outcome and self efficacy expectancies, experience more negative |
consequences from drinking, report more depressive symptoms and reéogm’ze to reduce
drinking than students who restrain greater need heavy drinking to social settings. For example,
a student who drinks heavily when alone might use alcohol to cope with stress. Solitary
drinking might also reflect a loss of control over drinking (e.g., a student is unable to limit

alcohol use to social context) (Christiansen, et. al., 2002).

Christiansen and his colleagues (2002) formed a study with 424 undergraduate psychology
students who were under age 30 and mostly women. The group consisted nondrinkers, social
heavy drinkers, and heavy drinkers when alone. Their primary hypothesis was that heavy
drinking when alone reflects more sévere drinking than heavy drinking only in social context.
They examined the effect of drinking context on four groups of variables commonly associated

with drinking severity; current drinking, drinking history, psychological factors (alcohol



expectancies, self-efficacy, motivation to reduce drinking, depressive symptoms) and alcohol
related consequences. Results indicated that students who drink heavily when alone consumed
more alcohol, experienced more alcohol related problems, and regressed to regular drinking at a
foster rate than social heavy drinkers. These results are associated with risk factors for future
drinking problems. Therefore findings supported the hypothesis that heavy drinking when alone
is not typical of college students, and that students who drink heavily when alone are more
vulnerable fo future alcohol problems. Social heavy drinkers were more similar to non heavy
drinkers than to students who drank heavily when alone with regard to emotional coping
expectancies, emotional relief self efficacy, and depressive symptoms. In contrast, students who
drank heavily when alone endorsed more beliefs that alcohol would reduce negative emotions

and expressed less confidence in their ability to resist drinking when feeling emotionally upset.

Park and Levenson’s study (2002) examined drinking to cope among college students. Their
data were drawn from a sample of 275 undergraduates (164 women, 104 men, 7 subjects of
unreported sex) in a cross-sectional sample. The mean age of participants was 19.8 years.
Results showed that drinking to cope is very common among college students and is related to
much higher levels of alcohol consumption episodes of heavy drinking and levels of both
negative and positive alcohol related consequences. Analysis of gender differences suggested

that men rely on to cope more than women do.

Stewart and Zeitlin (1995) constructed a design to examine the relationships between anxiety
sensitivity and alcbhol use motives. The Anxiety Sensitivity Index (ASD), the State-Trait
Anxiety Inventory and the Drinking Motivation Questionnaire were administered to 314
university students (234 females; 80 males) and the mean age was 22.2 years. Results of this
study showed a significant positive relationship between ASI scores and coping motive subscale

scores on the DMQ, suggesting that higher anxiety sensitivity (AS) levels are associated with a



greater self-reported frequency of drinking for coping related reasons. Moreover, the
relationship between coping motivated drinking and AS was stronger for women than men.
Coping motivated drinking has been found to be more highly related to the frequency of heavy
drinking among women than among men in community sample (Cooper, Russell, Skinner and
Windle, 1992). Thé present result extend the Cooper and her colleagues (1992) findings,
suggesting that women who have high AS levels are most susceptible to coping motivated

drinking and, thus potentially at high risk for frequent heavy drinking.

Conformity Motives are strongly associated with drinking in situations where pressures to

conform may be particularly strong (e.g., parties), and with drinking related problems (Stewart
and Devine, 2000). About 80% of'young people’s alcohol consumption is consumed in public
drinking places during weekend. Both experimental and observational studies in natural settings
showed that drinkers also directly inﬂuencé one another; Asch (1956, cited in Oostveen, Knibe
and Vries, 1996) showed the importance of socializing and conformity. This importance was
observed through the desire to be part of a peer group and instrumental reasons to participate in
drinking situations like making new friends or getting to know the standards of a group in order

to gain acceptance.

Although individual drinking behavior may governed by relatively stable cognitive predictors of
drinking such as social norms and perception of modeling, situational factors pertaining to
socializing in groups and conformity to direct social pressure might be more important to
explain an individual’s alcohol consumption in pﬁblic drinking places, because these situations
can be characterized as “time outs.” Time out situations allow performing impulsive and
expressive behaviors which, are socially approved or even stimulated. In time out situations
where in alcohol drinking takes place during weekends, adolescents and young adults seem to

define their own norms. Because of the nature of this time-out mechanism, we expect heavy



drinking during the weekend to be more strongly related with situational social factors (direct
pressure and importance of socializing) than with cognitive social factors (norm and modeling).
Also heavy drinkers tend to drink in larger groups and conform more to the drinking style of the

group than moderate and light drinkers (Oostveen et al., 1996).

In an empirical study, Oostveen and his colleagues (1996) studied two samples aged 15-15 were
from urban and rural areas. The first sample was from classes of secondary and vocational
schools (n=1001). The second sample was from customers of public drinking places (n=640).
This study was based on a model that includes the four types of social influence: social norms
(norms of family and peers and norms of authorities), modeling (observed drinking of both
family and peers), direct pressure (group size, pressure of family or boy/girl friend, pressure of
friends and peers and frequency of remarks about not drinking alcohol, not keeping up with
rounds, drinking at a lower rate) and impoﬁance of socializing (meeting new friends, drinking
in groups while rounds are being offered, and the socializing power of drinking in a group).This
theory explains more of the variance in heavy drinking than a model including only cognitive
social influences like modeling and social norms. It is proposed that heavy drinking during
weekends is more strongly related with situational social factors (direct pressure and importance
of socializing) than with cognitive social factors (normed modeling). Results indicated that
heavy drinkers tend to drink in larger groups and conform more to the drinking style of the
group than moderate and light drinkers. No significant differences were found between groups
on three of the four factors (except for group size) indicating effects of direct pressure, pressure
of peers and family and frequency of remarks about drinking. This study tested the assumption
that the situational predictors like direct social pressure and importance of socializing would be
stronger predictors of heavy alcohol consumption than the cognitive concepts of modeling and

notms.

& Boazici Universitesi Kataphanesi €



Social Motives are strongly related to drinking in social-affiliative situations (e.g., mixed sex

friends at parties, and in contexts involving pleasant times with others). But social motives are
unrelated to heavy drinking, drinking-related problems, preoccupation with drinking, or worries
about controlling drinking (Stewart and Devine, 2000). Studies also report that individuals with
social anxiety and low self-concef)ts are more likely to expect alcohol to compensate for their
social functioning than individuals without these difficulties. Similarly, research indicates that
individuals who expect alcohol to compensate for their shyness, drink more than shy individuals

not expecting such a compensation form alcohol (Lewis and O Neill, 2000).

Lewis and O’Neill (2000) investigated the social deficits relating to problem drinking among
116 male and female undergraduates. Participants were classified as either problem or
nonproblem drinkers based on the Ruters Collegiate Substance Abuse Screening Test. The
result of this study showed that within the same sample, problem drinkers are more likely fo
expect positive outcomes associated with drinking and experience more social functioning
 difficulties than nonproblem drinkers. This result suggested that although drinking is associated
with long-term negative consequences problem drinkers have positive expectancies about the

immediate effects of alcohol use.

In different stages of life, individuals are in more accord with one reference group than another.
This may account for variations in behavior as an individual moves from adolescence to
adulthood. People tend to extent their involvement with and be increasingly influenced by their
peers beginning in early adolescence. The passage from high sch(;ol.to college is commonly
marked by an increased opportunity for peer interaction, thus potentially creating and increasing
the importance of peer norms. This transition is also a period marked by increased alcohol
consumption and alcohol related problems (Read, Wood, Davidoff, McLacken and Campbell,

2002). Their study on 311 Greek university students revealed that perceived norms might play a



stronger role for men than for women in determining alcohol use and related consequences. This
finding is consisted with Lo’s (1995) research result where men were more susceptible to peer
influences than were women. But parent as well as peer behaviors are significantly and

positively related to individual drinking behavior.

Two social mechanisms have been suggested to explain parental and parenting and peer
influences on individual substance use. These are modeling and normative influences.
Individuals may see their friends both as models to imitate and as source of norms. Through
association with friends, attitudes of individuals may change to more closely reflect the social
norms shared by their group of friends. These social mechanisms don’t necessarily operate in
the same way for both gender groups. Some of the studied showed that males conform more
readily to their perception of group norms than do females (Barnes and Welte, 1986; Lo, 1995;
Qostveen, Knibbe and Vries, 1996). Other studies reached the opposite conclusion that females
are affected more than males by drinking styles of peers because of their higher levels of

sensitivity to environmental factors (Berkowitz and Perkins, 1986).

The perceived norms hypothesis maintains that youthful drinking is influenced by perceptions
of peers’ drinking practides. According to Perkins (1994, cited in Thombs, Wolcott and Farkash,
1997) social norms produce a strong desire in individuals to drink in accordance with their
peers’ drinking behavior, or at least perceptions of their peers’ drinking behavior. Research on
peer norms also shows that both adolescent and college student alcohol use are most closely
associated with the perceived prevalence of close friend’s drinking (Oostveen et al., 1996, Lo,

1995; Read, et. al., 2002).

Thombs and his colleagues (1997) studied 1 283 middle school students and 930 college

students. They used two version of a social context scale developed by Beck and Thombs in



1994 for high school and college students. Both versions have subscales. The adolescent version
consists of Social Facilitation, Stress Control, Peer Acceptancé, Family, and School-Defiance.
The college version consists of Social Facilitation, Emotional Pain, Peer Acceptance, Family
and Sex Seeking. Resulfs showed that drinkers perceive that their close friehds drink more than
they do, and that most students drink more than their close friends. The data indicated that the
motivations of young people for consuming alcohol are complex, varied, and they differ in the
two age groups. In both groups of students, alcohol use is linked to social interaction. The
drinking of high school students is also associated with motivations such as stress management
and defiance of adult authority, whereas college students’ drinking is linked to sex seeking.

Perception of close friends’ drinking intensity is related to consumption levels in both age

groups.

Research suggests that heavy drinking amdng university students is most likely to occur in.
positive social contexts as opposed to negative contexts. Nonetheless, male and female
university students appear to differ in their éontext-speciﬁc alcohol consumption patterns. For
example, university men tend to drink more frequently than their female counterparts in positive

and temptation situations such as those involving social cues to drink (Carrigan et al., 1998).

There are three types of social drinking contexts such as large mixed-gender groups, small
mixed-gender group and small same-gender groups. MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart (2001)
examined the context-specific positive alcohol outcome expectaﬂcies of 78 female
undergraduate psychology students. In this study total positive e;xpectancies were significantly
higher in social and sexual contexts than in tension context, in which they were the smallest.
Positive expectancies were also significantly higher in sexual context than in social context.

Findings on sexual context indicated that university women expect more overall positive effect

of alcohol consumption when anticipating a sexual encounter than they do when they are in
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social or emotionally difficult contexts. Other findings suggest heavier- and lighter-drinking
male university students can be most easily discriminated by their drinking in social context,
whereas discrimination between heavier and lighter drinking university women is strongest in

the context of emotional pain (MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart 2001).

Senchak, Leonard and Greene (1998) evaluated social context of drinking with respect to the
size and gender makeup of social drinking events on college campuses. Both group size and
gender differences were observed. Men reported greater frequency of drunkenness in large
groups of mixed sex and small groups of same sex individuals compared with small mixed sex
grovu‘ps. Women frequenéy of drunkénness Vwas unrelated to gender mix or group size. It éppears
that women’s presence in small groups may moderate maleb consumption. It is noteworthy in

- this study that men and women who reported drinking in large mixed sex groups were less
depressed and less socially avoidant than those who preferréd small groups, although depression

and social avoidance did not account for differences in drinking in different social contexts.
Alcohol Expectancies

Brown (1985) showed that alcohol expectancies have better predictive capacity for college
drinking than did demographic variables. Furthermore, social drinkers were shown to expect
social enhancement from alcohol, whereas problem drinkers were more likely to expect tension
reduction from alcohol. Thus alcohol expectancies not only increased the predictability of
college drinking, but were differentially related to problematic and non problematic patterns of

college drinking as well.

Other studies like Leigh and Stacy” study (1993, cited in Baer, 2002) used college samples

and different methodologies and found that heavies drinkers report more positive effects
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over all dimensions than lighter drinkers. They reported that positive expectancy was a
stronger predictor of rates of drinking than was negative expectancy. Werner, Walkér, and
Greene (1995, cited in Baer, 2002) reported that heavier drinkers expected more positive
effects on sociability and sexuality and expected less efféct on cognitive and behavioral
impairment. They studied 184 students who completed measures of drinking expectancy
during the freshman and junior years. Results of this study showed that high risk drinkers
had the greatest positive expectations for alcohol effects at both time points. Participants
who moved into a problem drinking category had higher positive expectancies at both time

points and developed less concern for negative outcomes over time.

The role of tension reduction expectancies has been demonstrated by Kushner, Sher, Wood
and Wood (1994, cited in Rutledge and Shgr, 2001), although only in men. They found
that there was a stronger positive relationship between anxiety (arguably stress variable)
and alcohol use in male college freshmen who held stronger tension-reduction alcohol
expectancies than in male college freshmen who held weaker tension-reduction
expectancies. No such interaction was observed for female college freshmen. Kushner and
others’ results are consistent with findings of Cooper and her colleagues (1992) on a
random sample of adults ages 19-87. In contrast, compared with male high school
students, female high school students evidenced a stronger relationship between alcohol
involvement and being motivated to reduce stress, desire to change a negative self image,

and coping with problems.

Rutledge and Sher (2001) followed heavy drinking from freshman year up into early
young adulthood investigating the roles of stress, tension-reduction drinking motives,
gender and personality. Participants were in the five existing waves (years 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7)

of an ongoing longitudinal study of 489 young adults with negative and positive family
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histories of alcoholism. Findings of this study were that men and women evidenced
different developmental patterns in the strength of the relationships between ténsioﬁ
reduction (TR), drinking motives and heavy drinking. At year 1, the relationship between
TR, drinking motives and heavy drinking were of similarvimportance for both genders,
indicating that during the collegiate freshman year, men and women were equal in the
extent to which their heavy drinking was in accord with their TR drinking motives. During
years 2, 3 and 4, however, TR drinking motives were a stronger predictor of heavy
drinking for men than for women, indicating that after the freshmen year, men’s heavy
drinking was more in accord with their TR drinking motives than was women’g heavy
drinking. At year 7, when participants were in their mid twenties and generally were in or
entering the adult workplace, gender differences in the relationship of TR drinking motives
to heavy drinking increased. The role of TR drinking motives in heavy drinking became a
great deal less important for women relative to men. According to Rutledge and Sher,
(2001) this finding of gender differences in the strength of the relationship between TR
drinking motives and heavy drinking across late adolescence and early young adulthood
suggests that factors not modeléd in the present analyses have differential effects on
women and men as they enter the third decade of life. One poésibility is that cultural
norms are more supportive of stress ﬁlotivated drinking in men than in women, particularly
after the college years. Men may be encouraged to act on their TR drmkmg beliefs and

motivations, whereas women may be discouraged from doing so.
Motivational Structure and Alcohol Use of University Students
University student’s use of alcohol continues to be a matter of great concern (Baer, 2002; Carey

and Corria, 1997, O’Hare, 1990). Many students drink excessive quantities of alcohol, and their

common pattern of heavy episodic drinking can cause severe negative consequences. It is,
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therefore, important to identify the factors that determine which students will drink
problematically, and how these factors might place them at risk for greater ddnking problems in

the future (Cox, Schippers, and Klinger, 2002).

Shore, Rivers, and Berman (1983 cited in Presley et. al., 2002) suggested that the récogm'tion
that campus life is in some way isolated from the “real world” has been one of the most
important factors in focusing on immediate environmental variables over earlier developmental
influences such as religious orientation or parent’s drinking habits. This focus is consistent with
Presley, Meilman and Cashin’s research (1996, cited in Presley et. al., 2002) results that
indicated almost one-fifth of students in college report taking their ﬁrst drink after reaching age

18.

Motivational variabies that underlie students’ pattern of drinking warrant empirical scrutiny.
One theoretical model (Cox and Klinger, 1988) shows how a variety of motivational variables
interact with one another to produce drinking motives that can be subsumed into four categories.
The four kinds of drinking motives resuit from the factorial combination of (.1) the valence of
the expected affective change from drinking (enhancement of positive affect or reduction of
negative affect), and (2) whether the change comes directly, from the pharmacological effects of
the alcohol, or indirectly, through the effects of drinking on other incentives. A student who
drinks in order to gain the approval of his of her peers, for example, would do so to enhance
positi#e affect through instrumental means. One who drinks to quell feelings of anxiety would

counteract negative affect through alcohol’s direct chemical action.

Another key aspect of the motivational model (Cox and Klinger, 1988) emphasizes that an
individual’s drinking goals must be viewed in the context of the other, nonsubstance related

incentives in the person’s life. These other incentives, when they become goals, potentially
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compete with the drinking goals. They do so in the sense of absorbing attention, time and
energy that might be otherwise devoted to drinking actix}ities, and in the sense of oécasioning
posttive affect of relief from negative affect, thus reducing the need to use alcohol for
improving affect. People’s ability to gain access to these ;)ther, nonsubstance incentives reduces
their motivation to achieve affective changes from drinking alcohol. According to the model’s
premise, university students’ consumption of alcohol should be inversely related to their
perceived ability to acquire other positive incentives in their lives (that would enhance positive

affect) and to remove negative incentives (that intensify negative affect) (Cox et al., 2002).

Basing their approach on the motivational model, Cox and his colleagues (2002) studied alcohol
use of university students across four nations. Their participants were undergraduate students
from Czech Republic, Netherlands, Norway and United States universities, A total of 370
students (244 women) with a mean age of 21 responded to the Motivational Structure
Questionnaire (MSQ). It was found that among students who did not report having alcohol
related problems, there were two significant predictors of alcohol consumption: First, men
drank more alcohol than women when they experience negative affect. Second, as students’
negative affect increased, so did the amount of alcohol that they drank. The latter finding is
consistent with the motivational model of alcohol use (Cox and Klinger, 1988) which predicts
that people will be motivated to drink alcohol, in part to counteract the négative affect that they
experience. They also found that experiencing alcohol-related problems would likely lead
students to try to control their intake of alcohol. This outcome is again consistent with the
motivational model of alcohol use. As the model predicts, if people are able to find emotional
satisfaction through other areas of their lives (i.e., those with and adaptive motivational

structure) they will be less motivated to find satisfaction by drinking alcohol.
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People whose motivational structure is more dysfunctional will have less to lose by continuing
to drink heavily, despite the fact that they have experienced negative consequences .from doing
so. In fact, such people will probably use alcohol in an attempt to cope with the negative
feelings arising from lack of success in other areas of their lives. These results are also
compatible with the findings of another study (Carey and Corria, 1997) which showed that
students who both drink heavily and experience problems as a result of doing so are more
controlled by negative-reinforcement than positive—reinforcemént motives for drinking. The
similarity in results across culturally diverse samples indicates a robust relationship between

university students’ motivational structure and alcohol consumption.

The refationship between two of the most widely studied reasons for drinking, social and coping
motives, in alcohol consumption has received attention of Cooper (1994) who found that
adolescent coping motives were associated with self-reported heavy drinking and drinking

problems, even after controlling for usual alcohol consumption.

Cooper (1994) examined the relationship between drinking motives and alcohol consumption
among 1 243 adolescents (49% female, 50.4% female) whose age ranged between 13 and 19. It
was found that coping motives were more strongly related to drinking problems among younger
than among older adolescents. This same pattern was not found with social motives and
drinking behavior. Since a significant proportion of younger adolescents have not yet initiated
a]cohbi use, one possible explanation is that socializing among young adolescents does not
involve drinking. Therefore,v those adolescents who are drinking are less likely to be doing so in
order to gain positive social rewards and are more likely to be drinking for intrapersonal factors,

such as coping reasons.
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Bradizza, Reifman and Barnes (1999) studied the reasons for drinking. Their respondents were
699 Blaék and White adolescents and 54% of them were female. The mean age was 15.
Contrary to their predictions, social motive was a somewhat better predictor of alcohol misuse
than was coping motive, particularly during’ mid to late aéloleécence. However, there was some
limited evidence of a significant relationship between coping motives and alcohol misuse in the
mid-adolescent age group. Some support was found for racial differences such that social
motives are better predictors of alcohol misuse among Whites, and coping motives are better
predictors among Blacks. It was predicted that coping reasons for drinking would be more
strongly related to alcohol misuse in females as compared with males. This study provided
ﬁmited support for this prediction. In the late adolescent wave cross-sectional analyses, coping
motive predicted alcohol misuse only among females. However, no gender-based differences
were found in any analyses. These results are not consistent with Cooper’s 1992 study that
found a strong relationship between coping motives and heavy or problematic drinking among
females. Finally, it was predicted that coping motives would be more influential in alcohol
misuse of younger adolescents, as compared with older adolescents. This hypothesis received
limited support form the result of this study. There was no significant interaction between
coping motive and age. All of these findings suggest a strong tendency for social and coping

motives to influence alcohol misuse during mid to late than in early adolescence.

Brennan, Walfish, and Aubuchon (1986) identified eight studies examining different motives
for alcohol consumption among college students. Two general types of drinking motives
typically emerged: drinking for social purposes and drinking for emotional escape or relief. In
their review, five studies associated escape motives with increased drinking and related

problems among college students. However, at least one study documented increased frequency

of intoxication associated with motives to drinking for “gefting drunk.”
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Perkins (1999) qonducted a study to examine stress motivatedvdrinking aﬁd its potential
gontribution to alcohol problems for young adults in college and subsequeﬁt postcoﬂegiate
contexts, specifically focusing on the simultaneous influences of life course stage and gendér.
The undergraduate student data were drawn from three sv;rveys conducted among 1982
(N=1514), 1987 (N= 6599) and 1991 (N= 1 151). Survey administered to graduate students in
1987 and again in 1991. Results of this study showed that stress motivated drinking is
somewhat more prevalent in undergraduate years as other drinking motivations, but stress
related reasons for drinking are relatively more prominent among motivations and relatively
more problematic in terms of consumption levels and consequences in the succeeding years
after college. Furthermore, relative prevalence of stress-related reasons for drinking
substantially increases, however, in post collegiate life. While drinking among graduates is
generally lighter and with fewer consequences compared to undergraduates, using alcohol to
cope with anxiety and stress becomes a much more prominent feature of the drinking that takes
place after college. This pattern may reflect developmental changes where graduates depend
less on alcohol to reduce inhibitions surrounding new social interactions outside the home, but
they use alcohol more to cope with increased stresses from greater responsibilities and role
demands associated with families and careers that are being established. It may also be
reﬂecﬁng the change from college environment where alcohol use is frequently encouraged in
the context of parties and social life, and tied relatively less often to persénal anxieties. Men in
this research study, were much more likely than women to consume alcobol more often, in great
quantities, and with more immediate consequences. The prevalence rates of stress-related
reasons for drinking were very similar for women and men, however, both as undergraduates
“and as postcollegians. Thus, drinking perceived as a form of tension reduction seems to be an

important aspect of drinking for both genders.
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Kairouz, Gliksmaﬁ, Demers, and Adlaf (2002) assessed the effect of the reasons for drinking on
situational alcohol use above and beyond other environmental and individual (académic
activities like arts, student occasions, cultural political activitigs; recreational activities like
parties, athletics, other leisure activities) factors. The data were drawn from the Canadian
Campus Survey, a national mail survey conducted in 1998 with a sample of 8864 stﬁdents in 18
universities. Each student provided information on up to five drinking occasions, resulting in
2 5347 drinking occasion among 6 598 drinkers. At the individual level, this study focused on
university life experience. At the situational level, information about alcohol intake was
recorded as related to why, when, where and with whom drinking occurred. Results indicated
that generally students are drinking for aesthetic reasons such as to enjoy the taste or to enhance
meal (24,9%), and for social reasons such as to celebrate (21,3%), to be sociable or polite
(16,9%), and, to a lesser extent, to comply with others (6,0%). By far, social reasons appear to
be the main reasons for drinking for undergraduates. In 63% of the situations, a social reason
was given as the primary motivation for drinking in that situation. Compensatory reasons for
drinking such as to relax (7,5%), to feel good (6,4%), to forget worries (2,1%) and to feel less
shy (2,1%) are less common but not trivial, since this type of motivation was provided for
drinking in roughly of five drinking occasions. Results also suggest that the effects of all the
reasons for drinking on alcohol consumption are different for men and women except for
reasons to enhance positive states, which contrasts with previous ﬁndings. Men were more
likely than women to report higher alcohol intake when they drink for social reasons such as to
be soéiable, to celebrate or to comply with others, and when they drink to get drunk. As for
coping motives, the relationship between compensatory reasons for drinking, alcohol intake and
gender is more complex. Thus, the effect of reasons to enhance positive states (to feel good and
to relax) is more marked for men than for won;en, whereas the effect of reasons to alleviate

negative or undesirable states does not differ significantly between genders. However, because

gender interacts with several setting characteristics and reasons for drinking further
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investigation may be required to examine different casual models for men and women that may

underlie the relationship between reasons for drinking and alcohol intake.

There are some theoretical models and research on identiﬁcation of psychological predictors of
college student drinking tendencies in order to improve the efficacy of prevention efforts (Baer,
Kivliahan and Marlatt, 1995; Martin and Hoffman, 1993; Wechsler, Dowdall, Maenner, Gledhill
and Lee, 1998). The first model maintains that college students’ drinking tendencies can be
attributed largely to situational and normative influences. Research in this area has indicated
that peers, residence and social activity (e.g., fraternity membership) heavily influence drinking
tendencies (Baer, 1994, cited in Baer et al., 1995; Martin and Hofinan, 1993; Wechsler et al.,
1998). Accordingly, best approach to reducing heavy drinking is to alter the situation or
normative environment on college campuses or in social groups. The second model (Model 2)
asserts that patterns of college students drinking tendencies can be attributed, in part, to the
weakening of parental control as students leave home for college. Studies have shown that
individuals tend to drink more frequently and in larger quantities as coliege freshman than
during their senior year in high school (Baer, 1994; Leibsohn, 1994, cited in Baer et. al., 1995).
The third model posits that college student drinking tendencies tend to be most pronounced
during the early years in college. Studies in this area showed that students tend to drink and
experience more consequences during their first 2 years in college and thén “mature out” (Klein,

1994; Saltz and Elandt, 1986, both cited in Wechsler et al., 1998).

Turrisi, Padilla, and Kimberly (2000) formed a study to examine these three models. Their
research contrasted three groups of students: (1) traditional incoming freshmen who were
approximately 18 years old, (2) non-traditional incoming freshmen who were approximately 22

years old and (3) upperclassmen who were approximately 23 years old. The sample consisted of

college students (N= 363; 62.1% female) from introductory and upperdivision psychology
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classes. Respondent competed a multi-item drinking tendency measure that included items
assessing self-reported drinking quantity, consequences and beliefs. Self reported dﬁnking
quantity items asked the number of drinks the respondents have in a typical week and the
number of times during the past two weeks that they had five of more drinks ina row on a
single occasion. Drinking consequences were assessed using four items those are involvement
in a physical fight, experiencing a block out, regretting a sexual situation and experiencing a
headache or other hangover symptom after drinking. The drinking beliefs measured by four
dimensions as follow: negative affect, normative approval, inhibition of social relations and
positive transformations. Results indicated that compared with each other, traditional freshmen
and non-traditional freshmen consumed similar amounts of alcohol; they (traditional and
nontraditional) consumed larger amounts of alcohol than upperclassmen. This observation
provides empirical support for the first and third models. Second, examination of drinking
consequences revealed that traditional freshmen were less likely to experience drinking-related
consequences relative to non-traditional freshmen and upperclassmen. This observation
provides empirical support for the second model. Third, examination of the drinking beliefs
revealed that nontraditional freshmen and upperclassmen were significantly different on all
beliefs except for normative approval. This observation provides empirical support for all of the
models. This study explains perhaps why numerous studies that have examined different
samples of college students have found divergent drinking beliefs to be iniportant predictors of
alcohol consumption and alcohol consequences (Baer et al., 1995; Carey and Correia, 1997

Cooper, 1994; Cox and Klinger, 1988).

Hensley’s study (2001) included 114 participants (38 males, 76 females) who were traditionally
raised, residential students attending a selective, liberal arts college in the southern United
States. Age range was 18 to 22. The class distribution of the sample was 32 freshman, 32

sophomores, 25 jurniors, and 25 seniors). Thirty nine participants were members of Greek
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organizations. The purpose of this study was to examine relationships between college student
development and alcohol consumption patterns. Although many biological and environmental
factors are related to a college student’s alcohol consumption choices this study explored
additional variables to be considered in college counselors’ understanding of student drinking
behaviors. Participants were classified into one of four drinking categories accordiﬁg to their
alcohol consumption patterns as in the following: abstainers, drinkers, binge drinkers and
frequent binge drinkers. The instruments were the Core Alcohol and Drug Survey that assesses
the nature, Scope, and consequences of student drug and alcohol use as well as student
awareness of relevant policies; The Erwin Identity Scale (EIS) that assesses three components
of identity; confidence, sexual identity, the concern about body and appearance; the Defining
Issues Test (DIT) that assesses student moral development by measuring conceptual framework
and judgment of individuals and the Scale of Intellectual Development (SID) that assesses
intellectual and ethical development. Regarding demographic variables, neither sex nor class
standing was related to consumption patterns in this study. Contrary to the findings in past
studies, male and female participants in this study had similar patterns of alcohol consumption.
Participants who were frequent binge drinkers were Iess likely than abstainers to have made
personal and intellectual commitments, as measured by SID. Furthermore, moral development

and identity development were unrelated to participants’ level of alcohol consumption.

Gerrard, Gibbons, Benthin, and Hessling (1996) found that though adolescents were aware
of the risks involved in smoking, drinking, and reckless driving, they would "manipulate
their cognitions" about these risks in ways that facilitated their coﬁtinuation of the
behavior. As they increase such behavior, they convince themselves that many others take
the same risks, or they avoid thinking about the health and safety concerns. In focusing on
cognitive approaches, which emphasize thought processes, researchers have examined

adolescents' perceptions of various health risks. For example, several studies have
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explored the relationship between adolescents' knowledge of health risks and their own
risky behavior in real-life situations. In general, it has been found that adolescents dd not
seem to relate their knowledge about risks to their own risk-taking behaviors, whether they
involve smoking, drinking, driving, or sex. Adolescents kﬁow the risks of using
substances; they know it can affect their physical and méntal health, their families, and
future plans. Yet this knowledge does not seem to discourage them from engaging in risk-
taking behaviors. In fact, for the past five decades increasing ﬁumbers of adolescents have

been using substances, and at an earlier age (Gerard et al., 1996).

Gender Differences in Drinking Motivation

Recent investigations (Richardeﬂi, Connor, Williams and Young, 2001; Richardelli and
Williams, 1997) have found that the proportion of adolescent drinkers is increasing among
females than among males. Trends suggest that the gap between young men and women’s
drinking is closing. This has sometimes been referred to as the “Convergence Hypothesis” or
the “Disappearing Phenomenon Thesis (Engs and Hanson, 1990; Neve Drop, Lemmens and
Swinkels, 1996). According to convergence hypothesis men and women drinking are more
similar now than they were in the past because of the changing roles and positions of men and
women in society. University population provides more evidence for the convefgence
hypothesis because both male and female students have more liberal attitudes tdward drinking
and their gender stereotypes are more equal. The other distinctive fabet_ of drinking in student
populations is that there is little restrain over drinking and the supportive drinking environment
places students at higher risk of developing alcohol related problems (Richardelli and Williams,
1997). Wilsnack and Wilsnack (1987, cited in Engs and Hanson, 1990) explained disappearing

phenomenon and pointed out that increased drinking among females might be a result of the
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women’s movement and changes in women’s, roles,.especiaﬂy changes that involve exposure to
formerly masculine environments and roles. They suggested that changes in sex rolés might
increase women’s exposure to alcohol and opportunities to drink; might modify traditional
norms against female drinking, furthermore, making drmi(ing more permissible and might offer

females new goals and aspirations, thus causing stress that alcohol might be used to reduce.

Richardelli and Williams (1997) found no difference in men and women’s drinking levels in
university residential environments where gender roles are less stereotyped. The women living
on campus were drinking at higher levels than the other women and their drinking levels did not
differ significantly from men living on campus. The campus was seen as the least gendered
environment as these women rated themselves no differently from men on any of the gender
scale. There were no sex differences on the drinking indices for subjects living at home, either.
Again, the lack of sex differences in their drinking corresponded to a lack of differences in their

gendered stereotypes.

Richardelli and his colleagues (2001) examined gender stereotypes and drinking cognitions as
indicators of moderate and high risk drinking among 301 female 118 male university students.
All participants completed a battery of measures administefed in the following order: a) self
efficacy for alcohol reﬁxéal, b) restrained drinking, ¢) alcohol dependence; d) reported drinking,
;md e) gender stereotypes. Results suggested that the high risk drinking women scored
significantly lower on all three of the self eﬁicacy subscales and significantly higher on four of
the five drinking restrain subscales. They demonstrated a lower capaci‘iy to refuse drinking in
social situations, when in negative emotional states, and when faced with other temptations and
cues (watching tv). This was despite the fact that the high risk drinking women were trying
“harder to control their drinking and were more worried about the amount of alcohol they

consumed. Furthermore, women were mare likely to report alcohol use as a means of dealing



43
with negative affect than men. One of the scales that assessed gender stereotypes, positive
femininity, also differentiated between the moderate and high risk drinking women. Specially,

the high risk drinking women were found to score significantly lower on positive femininity.

Despite the findings of diminishing sex differences in drinking, many researchers continue to
find consistent and large sex differences in drinking (Lo, 1995; Neve et. al., 1996). They argue
that many reasons may help explaining gender differences in collegiate alcohol use. Larger
drinking of males may be attributed, in part, to the fact that they are physically bigger than
females. These differences may also be explained by different socialization styles typically
applied to the two groups; styles that perpetuate different outlooks on alcohol use. As self
directed behavior, drinking is learned through association and hold of drinking tends to become
one’s own definitions, providing one’s own standards of what kind of drinking is appropriate in

| given circumstances. Individual definitions affect behavior, thus, if males in general hold more
favorable definitions about drinking than females do, males should be more likely to use alcohol

(Lo, 1995).

Lo’s study (1995) among 808 freshmen students showed that male drinking is subject to greater
approval from significant others than is female drinking behavior. For both male and female
samples, associations with alcohol using friends did not show the expected direct effect on
respondents’ pro-drinking norms. Observing peers while they drink do not apparently make
male ai cohol use definitions more positive. On the other hand, having friends who approve
one’s drinking has a significant impact on male behavior. This impact is weaker but still

significant for females.

Blingham, Parrilio, and Gross (1993, cited in Baer, 2002) suggested that gender differences

exist in the functions of drinking motivations. They found more reasons for drinking that
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actually related to drinking categories (moderate versus heavy) for women than for men. For
women, factors such as “drinking to get drunk,” “forget disappointments,” “feel godd” and “get
along better on dates” were all significant predictors of drinking behavior. For men, fewer

factors emerged, and one, “drinking to get drunk” accounted for most of the prediction.

Carey and Correia (1997) tested the relationship between motive for drinking and alcohol
related problems in a college sample. Subjects were 139 undergraduates with a mean age of 18
and 61% of them were female. They first found that drinking motives did contribute
significantly to the prediction of alcohol related problems. Second, the results of the mediational
analysis indicated that both positive and negative reinforcement motives contribute directly to
the prediction of drinking problems. Finally, no gender difference was found in drinking
motives and there was no significant contribution of gender in the prediction of alcohol related

problems.

The principle of gender congruence primarily predicts that individuals who identify with
traditional gender roles and sex-typed traits conform to behaviors consistent with cultural
norms. Regarding alcohol consumption, gender congruence predicts that individuals who
identify with masculine traits are at greater risk of developing alcohol related problems than
those who do not. Conversely, a closer identification with femininity is predicted to provide
protection against problem drinking (Bem, 1997 cited in Williams and Ricciardelli, 1999).
Williams and Ricciardelli (1999) believe that gender congruence may work in at least two main
ways. High masculinity relates to high level of alcohol consumption and alcohol-related
problems can be described as confirmatory drinking. The label confirmatory is used to depict as
style of drinking that reinforces an existing image of self. Masculine characteristics are typically
associated with high levels of alcohol consumption. However, there is also evidence that low

scores on masculinity and femininity scales also predict problem drinking. The motivation in
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these cases can be described as compensatory. Whereas confirmatory drinking reinforces an
existing image of self, compensatory drinking emphasizes the use of alcohol as a psychological
and emotional agent for changing perceptions of self. That is individuals who rate themselves
low on masculinity and femininitf may use alcohol to heighten their sense of masculinity or

femininity.

Williams and Ricciardelli’s study (1999) among 179 male and 243 female psychology studénts

- was designed to examine the relationship between gender stereotypical traits and drinking
behaviors. They also examined both positive and negative gender stereotypical traits and found
that men scored significantly higher than women on quantity of drinking, frequency of drinking,
positive masculinity and negative masculinity. Women scored significantly higher on positive
femininity. Compared with women, men drank more often, and in greater quantity per occasion,
Men also reported more problems related to their drinking. These results are consistent with the
view that the more men and women resemble each other on gender dimensions such as
masculinity and femininity, the more similar are their behaviors in a range of areas, including

self-esteem, delinquent behavior, and substance abuse.

Drinking in Relation to Academic Performance and Current Residence

among College Populations

Brennan, Walfish and AuBuchon (1986 cited in Ham and Hope, 2003) suggested that level
of involvement and/or performance in academic work during college is associated with
drinking behavior. Grade point average (GPA) was found to be an important predictor of
binge drinking. Athletes with higher GPAs were somewhat more likely to refrain from in-
season drinking than other athletes (Thombs, 2000 cited in Ham and Hope, 2003). On the

other hand, McCabe (2002), found that low academic performance, as measured by GPA,
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was not a significant risk factor for heavy episodic drinking and argued that academic
performance measured by missed classes and late assessments due to drinking was; found
to be a significant risk factor for heavy and frequent binge drinking. It could be that GPA
does not fully assess academic involvement, as some s‘u.;dents may be able to have an
above average GPA with less effort than others. However, these relations among drinking
and academic performance could be interpreted as consequence of problematic drinking
rather than a cause and thus should be interpreted with caution. Alternatively, poor
academic functioning may be another aspect of the nonconforming/sensation secking type

of individual that is at a higher risk for problematic alcohol use.

Maney (1990 cited in Durkin, Wolfe and Clark, 1999) stated that drinkers (especially
heavy drinkers) earn lower GPAs than non-drinkers and excessive drinking may have
detrimental effects on the student’s academic performance. He continued that “a student’s
grades may suffer because the time required to academically succeed is being spent
pursuing or consuming alcohol” (p.47). Franklin (1999 cited in Durkin et all., 1999) found
that among moderate drinker and binge drinkers females reported having higher GPAs
than males. Additionally, GPAs of female appeared to be less affected by the presence of
binge drinking than GPAs of males. These findings support the hypothesis that gender
specific patterns of alcohol use have more detrimental impact on the academic
achievement of males than it has on that of females. Pullen (1994 cited in Durkin, Wolfe
and Clark, 1999) showed that there is a relationship between the alcohol consumption
patterns of college students and their college GPA. That is collegé students who consumed

more alcohol generally tended to have lower GPAs.

Wechsler (2001) showed that Binge drinking also affects students' academic performance,

Half of binge drinkers reported that they missed at least one class as a result of their
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alcohol use, and more than a third stated that they fell behind in their schoolwork due to

drinking. Binge drinkers are also more likely to report lower grades than non-bingers.

Harford, Wechsler and Muthen (2002) reported that recent national surveys in the United States
indicate that college students who are male, white, younger in age, have never married, live in
fraternity or sorority houses, adopt a party-centered lifestyle, spend considerable time
socializing with friends and iniﬁate heavy episodic drinking prior to college have higher rates of
heavy drinking and alcohol related problems in college. Indeed, Wechsler, Dowdall, Davenport
and Castillo (1995) indicated that fraternity/sorority residence is one of the most powerful
predictors of heavy episodic drinking in college. They also reported that students who live in
campus or independently off campus tend to drink more than students living at home with their

parents.

In an article on environmental correlates of underage alcohol use, Wechsler, Lee, Kuo, Lee
(2000) repeated their 1993 Harvard School of Public Health alcohol study. They reported that
when compared with students residing in single-gender dormitories, college students residing in
coed dormitories and fraternity/sorority houses, were more likely to report binge drinking (the
consumption of five or more drinks in a row for men, and four or more for women, at least once.
in the 2 weeks). Col}ege students residing in and off-campus coed housing did not differ from
single-gender dormitory students in their drinking amount of alcohol. Two out of 3 students
who live in fraternity or sorority houses were binge drinkers. Binge drinking rates were high

among students living off-campus and were low among students living in dormitories.

" Harford and his colleagues (2002) studied students between ages of 18-22 who were never
married and who reported alcohol use in the past month (N= 8 208 and 55.6 % of the sample

was female). They hypothesized that alcobol problems would vary by residence, students who
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live in coed, dorms would report more alcohol related problems and students who live off-
campus with parenfs would report lower alcohol related problems when compared to single
gender dorms. It was further hypothesized that heavy episodic high school drinking would relate
to alcohol problemé independent of résidence. Measmeé of college residence were provided by
information on current location and current living cpmpam'ons. Heavy episodic drinking prior to
college was defined as having five or more drinks in a row or more times during the last year in
high school. Findings showed that whereas all other students in the study reported use of
alcohol in the past 30 days, students living off campus with parents reported significantly lower
levels of heavy episodic drinking in college. Despite the difference in drinking levels between
off-campus students living with and without parents, both off-campus groups reported higher
probabilities of drinking /driving when compared with on-campus students living in
dormitories. Another finding indicated that students living in coed dormitories, when compared
with students in single gender dorms, incurred more problem consequences related to drinking
but reported significantly lowers probabilities associated with designated driving and

drinking/driving. Interactions between gender and residence were not significant.

Harford and Muthen (2001) argued that alcohol and other drug use rates tend to increase as
students leave their homes and move to on campus and off-campus college residence.
Compared with students living at home with parents, students residing ih dorms or off campus
without parents reported significant elevations in the growth trajectories for heavy drinking. The
analysis of change of residence from living with parents to dorms or off campus without parents
yielded time specific increase in the alcohol trajectories associated with change of residence in

the past year.

Harford and Muthen (2001) examined the relationship between residence and prior problem

behaviors and the drinking patterns of college students over a 3 year period. Examination of
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factors associated with residence (e.g., parental education, parental drinking problems, prior
conduct problems) and college characteristics {(e.g., year in school, 2 year vs 4 yea; programs)
are additional study objectives. Fifty one percent of the sample was female while the remaining
| 75% was White. The college sample was distributed by érade in 1982 as follows: first year,
696, second year, 570; third year, 396 fourth year, 288, during the three year period. Current
residence for each year was coded as follows: (1) living at home with parents, (2) living in a
college dorm, fraternity or sorority, and (3) living in own dwelling unit. A 7 day measure of
alcohol use was used and a cross sectional analysis was done with 30 day measures, Cross-
sectionél findings showed that there were significant and consistent effects in the following
variables: gender, race, marital status, conduct problems, illicit substance involvement, early
onset of alcohol use and residence. Age was not systematically related to drinking measures.
Parental education was related to drinking frequency but not to average consumption or
frequency of heavy drinking. Parental drinking problems were unrelated to students’ alcohol
use. For each drinking measure, dormitory residence, when compared with living with parents
was significantly and positively related to increases in alcohol consumption above would be
expected by the growth trajectory. The pattern of dwelling residence was similar to that of
dormitory residence. The cross-sectional analyses of students attending college indicated that
upperclass students reported increased drinking frequency but lower frequency of heavy
episodic drinking. Findings also showed that students with prior problenﬁs in high school were
more likely to reside in their own dwelling units, in settings further removed from both parental
and other adult controls. The analysis of change of residence was related to time specific
increases in the alcohol trajectories associated with change of residence in the past year, also

indicated significant longer-term impacts on drinking.

Baer, Kivlahan and Marlat (1995) examined the transition from high school to college in a

sample of high-risk drinkers (N=366) and found that students living in fraternities or sororities,
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when compared with students living in dormitories, reported increased rates of drinking
frequency and average consumption. A smaller sample of off-campus students (N= 35) reported
lower rates of increased consumption when compared with on-campus students but they did not

differ in terms of alcohol-related problems.

O’Hare (1990) found that there were differences in drinking rates depending on the living
arrangements. Commuters living at home were more likely to be lighter drinkers than students
who lived on campus. Men were twice as likely to be heavy drinkers if they lived on campus.
However, women living independently had higher rates of heavy drinking than women living on
campus or at their parent’s homes. These finding are consistent with Harford, Wechsler and
Rohman’s study (1983, cited in O’Hare, 1990) which revealed that the number of roommates
was positively related to drinking contexts. Students living at home were more likely to drink in
nighiclubs and bars, and residence hall students were more likely to drink in large, mixed

~ gender groups in their residences.

College students’ heavy alcohol use has been tied to their living arrangements. Three out of four
fraternity and sorority house residents are heavy episodic drinkers, a rate twice as high as that of
other students (Wechsler, Kelley, Weitzman, Giovanni and Seibring, 2000 cited in Wechsler,
Lee, Nelson, 2001). Students who live on campus, particularly in co-edﬁ‘cational housing, and
students who live independently off-campus are more likely to drink at higher levels. The
association between students” alcohol consumption and their living arrangements may be a
result of by peer influence. Alcohol use in college is 4 highly social behavior. Students who are
heavy episodic drinkers have more friends and more likely to be members of fraternities,

sororities or athletic teams (Wechsler et al., 1998).
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Students may' choose their living arrangements to fit their preexisting level of alcohol use.
Schali, Kemeny, and Maltzman (1992) found that students who planed to join a so.rority or
fraternity drank more heavily than those who lived in the same living arrangements but did not
plan to join. Newcomb and Bentler (1985, cited in Schail et al., 1992) found that high school
substance use impacts on choice of later young living environment and career, and that living
arrangements shape alcohol use from high school to young adulthood. Wechsler and his
colleagues (1998) found that fraternity and sorority house residents were more likely to be
heavy episodic drinkers in high school, and that high school drinking was strongly related to the

level of alcohol use in college.
Drinking Motives and Alcohol Related Problems

Empirical research has supported an association between drinking motives and alcohol
disorders. Farber, Khavari, Douglas (1980) found that having been treated for drug or alcohol
abuse was associated with stronger negative reinforcement motives for drinking in a sample of
psychiatric outpatients, providing indirect evidence for the association between negative

reinforcement and alcohol disorders.

Johnson, Schwitters, Wilson, Nagoshi and McLearn (1985) investigated ‘the relationship
between drinking motives and alcohol consumption in a sample of Hawaiian residents. Drinking
for pathological reasons (i.e., when conscience bothering) was found to be more predictive of
both amounts of alcohol consumed and alcohol-related problems than drinking for celebrative
reasons (i.e., when looking for fun). Cooper (1994) found that the four motives proposed by
| Cox and Klingeg (1988) accounted for 14% to 20% of the variance in quantity and frequency of
alcohol consumption in a large sample of adolescents. Enhancement motives (positive internal)

and coping motives (negative-internal) were both significant predictors of drinking problems,
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with coping motives being the stronger of the two predictors. Conformity motives (negative-
external) were also significantly related to drinking problems. It is noteworthy that Aonly the
negative motives, coping and conformity, continued to predict problems after controlling for

usual alcohol consumption (Cooper, 1994).

Carey and Correia (1997) evaluated the relationship between drinking motives and alcohol
related problems in a 139 female and male undergraduate students. Three main findings
emerged from their study. First, drinking motives contributed significantly to the prediction of
alcohol-related problems. Second, the result of the mediational analyses indicated that both
positive and negative reinforcement motives contribute directly to the prediction of drinking
problems. Finally, no gender differences in drinking motives and no significant contribution of
gender in the prediction of alcohol-related problems were found. Consistent with cognitive-
motivational models and previous research, the results of this study suggest thatv gathering
information on why individuals drink may aid in the identification of students experiencing
alcohol-related problems. Individuals who strongly endorse a wide variety of reasons for
drinking, particularly those who strongly endorse negative reinforcement reasons, are more

likely to drink heavily and to experience alcohol-related problems (Carey and Correia, 1997).

According to O’Hare and Sherrer (1997) students with a greater belief that even moderate
alcohol consumption can increase confidence in social situations or relieve tension are more
likely to report more serious socio-emotional problems such as depression, anxiety, family and
other relationship problems, and negative feelings toward oneself. In addition, those with
greater expectancies of social assertiveness and tension reduction are also more likely to feport
more acute effects of dﬁnking, spend too much money on alcohol or other drugs, drive while

under the influence, and are more likely to report problems with the law. O’Hare and Sherrer

conducted a study on 315 undergraduate students. The percentage of females was 39.7%, and



53
males was 60.3%. The mean age of the resi)ondents was 18, 8,’ and standard deviation was .96.
Results indicated that the expectancy of enhanced sexual relations have more discriﬁlinant
validity for alcohol related problems than other, overlapping alcohol expectancies. Students
with high levels of socio-emotional and community probiems were more likely to consume
excessive amounts of alcohol across all three drinking context. These include convivial (e.g.,
partying) and personal-intimate situations (e.g., dating or sexual encounters) as well as
occasions where drinking was being used to actively cope with anxiety, depression, and
relationship problems. These results suggest that higher expectations for alcobol’s reinforcing
effects and excessive drinking in both positive and negative social situations are almost
indiscriminately associated with more socio-emotional and community problems (O’Hare and

Sherrer, 1997).

Perkins (1992) conducted a study to examine gender differences in alcohol-related problems
among college students. Its data obtained from four surveys carried out at an undergraduate
institution in New York State between 1979 and 1989. The results did not support the
hypothesis about the.convergence of gender differences with regards to alcohol abuse. Trends in
collegiate alcohol misuse indicated that problems with public or legal consequences were more
common in men than in women, while no significant gender differences were found in alcobol

problems with private repercussions.

Heavy episodic alcohol use on college campus is associated with such “second hand” effects as
having studies interrupted, being assaulted, having property vandalized or, in the case of
women, being victims of unwanted sexual advances resulting from the alcohol use of other
students. Students living on campuses ;Nith high rates of heavy episodic drinking were as two or

more times more likely to experience such serious second hand effects as students living on

campus with low rates (Weschiler et al, 2001).
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Motivational models of alcohol use rest on the premise that all people make choices between
drinking and alternative actions, and that problem drinking is mediated by the same ciecision
process that governs all drinking (Cox and Klinger, 1988). People decide to drink or not to drink
on the basis of whether positive consequences that they exioect from drinking outweigh those
that they expect from not drinking (Strizke and Butt, 2001). Strizke and Butt (2001) formed a
study to develop a measure of motives for not drinking (Motives for Abstaining from Alcohol
Questionnaire— MAAO) derived from three domains of variables central to Cox and Klinger’s
(1988) motivational model of alcohol use. These domains included historical or dispositional
risk items reflecting specific aversions to alcohol associated with medical condition, medication
regimen, or genetic predisposition, and concerns due to a personal or family history of alcohol
problems. Situational items reflected indifference toward drinking, and constraints such as
disapproval by family or friends, religious proscriptions and not being old enough. Items
reflecting cognitive mediating events focused on fear of negative consequences such as concern
about study and job performance, general health, losing self-control, getting in trouble with
authorities, and poor athletic performance. The resulting 35 items were randomly ordered.
Respondents were 171 (49% female) Australian high school students from years 10 (n=94) and
12 (n=77) who had a mean age of 15, for year 10 and a mean age of 17 for year 12. Results
indicated that, the most strongly endorsed factors were fear of negative consequences,
indifference, and family constrains. Fear of negative consequences items feﬂecting adverse
negative health consequences and fear of becoming an alcoholic did not reliably load on fear of
negative consequences or any other factor. Instead, the items on fear of negative consequeces
scale suggested that adolescents were primarily concerned about negaﬁve effects most salient to
their current life circumstances, such as interference with school work, impairment of

behavioral control, loss of respect due to drunken comportment, and increased vulnerability to

suffering personal harm (Strizke and Butt, 2001).



55

Religious orientation has also been included in the literature to be related to alcohol use
(Payne, Bergin, Bielema, and Jenkins, 1991 cited in Templin and Martin, 1999). Khavari
and Harmon (1982, cited in Templin and Martin, 1999) studied religious belief and alcohol
consumption and found that subjects who considered thémselves very religious drank
significantly less than those who felt they were not religious at all. Hanson and Engs
(1987) surveyed college students about their alcohol use, using the Student Alcohol
Questionnaire (Engs, 1977), in the 1982-83 academic year (N=6 115) and again in the
1984-85 academic year (N=4 266). Students' religious denomination and professed
importance of religious belief were assessed and compared with their drinking patterns.
Catholics had the highest percentage of drinkers (90.1%), followed by Protestants who
were not prohibited from drinking by their religion (86.2%), Jews (85.2%), and finally,
Protestants who were prohibited from drinking by their religion (60.3%). In addition, the
study found that 66.3% of those who believed religion was very important to them drank,
while 89.5% who claimed that religion was not important to them drank, a difference of
over 20%, In a study of high school seniors by Benson and Donohue (1989 cited in
Oleckno and Blacconiere, 1991) subjects' lack of religious orientation was found to be one

of the most powerful predictors for at-risk behaviors, including binge drinking.

Oleckno and Blacconiere (1991) also studied the relationship between religion and alcohol
use. Religion was determined by asking college students about their frequency of
attendance at religious services and by asking how religious they were and then combining
these variables to produce an index. In general, those subjects wh(; were less religious on
the index drank more heavily and frequently than those who reported high religiosity. The
authors noted, however, that their definition of religiosity was somewhat narrow, and that
a measure such as Allport's Religious Orientation Scale (ROS) (Allport, 1967) should be

used in future research exploring the relationship between religion and health. Aliport
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defined two types of religiosity: intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic religiosity describes an
approach toward religion that is internally motivated, sincere, and committed in tel;ms of
living by religious beliefs regardless of consequences. Extrinsic religiosity describes an
approach to religion that is poorly committed and exterﬁally motivated in which religion is
used as a means of obtaining status, security, and sociability (Allport, 1967, cited in

Oleckno and Blacconiere, 1991).

Témplin and Martin (1999) examined the relationship between religious orientation and
alcohol drinking patterns of 318 undergraduate and graduate students. The majority of the
subjects were between 19 and 22 years of age. They used Religious Orientation Scale
(ROS) (Allport, 1967) and the Student Alcoho! Questionnaire (SAQ) developed by Engs
(1977). The results indicated that intrinsic motivations toward religion were associated
with fewer total drinks consumed per week (1=-.1085, p=037, N=273) and fewer total
problems experienced over the previous year due to drinking (r=-.1258, p=.023, N=251).
Extrinsic motivation toward religion were not /associated with either total drinks consumed
per week (1=.0029, p=.481, N=273) or total problems experienced over the previous year
due to drinking (r=0194. p=380, N=251). The results of the t-tests indicated that there
were no significant differences in the mean scores for intrinsic or extrinsic motivations
toward religion between males and females. Males, however, consumed a significantly
higher mean number of drinks per week compared to females (t=2.20, p=.029). Similarly,
males had a significantly higher mean number of problems associated with drinking
compared to females (t=3.25, p=.001). Having an extrinsic approéch_ toward religion was
not related to drinking behavior and consequences for either males or females. This finding
is important because it qualifies past findings that people who are more "religious” tend to

drink less.
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Turkish Studies on Alcohol Use among Youth

Just like their foreign counterparts, Turkish researchers recently tend to do more research
on drinking by youth. Efforts are oriented towards understanding the reasons for, patterns

of and consequences of drinking. Some of these studies are summarized below.

Bilir and Magden (1984) investigated the use of alcohol and other substances among high
school students from 36 schools in Ankara city center. This study showed that alcohol use
among high school students change by their age, amount of pocket money, and
socioeconomic status of their family. Male students use more alcohol more than female

students.

Uslanmaz (1993) investigated alcohél and cigarette use among students who were selected
from high schools in Ankara metropolitan center. She investigated the influence of gender,
age, sociogconomic status, amount of pocket money, leisure activities and peer
relationships on alcohol and cigarette use. Results showed that male students use alcohol
and other substances more than females. Alcohol and other substance use also increased
with age. Students from high socioeconomic level consumed alcohol more than students
from low socioeconomic level. Students who participated in leisure activities like sports,
art and music consumed less alcohol than students who did not. In addition, students who
have drinking friends had more drinks. These findings point out to the influence of social

learning on drinking behavior.

Delikaya (1999) surveyed the students in five different schools in the center of Ankara to
study the student attitudes regarding smoking and alcohol use. A questionnaire was

administered to a student sample (N=501) that was made up of 45.3% of boys and 54.7 of
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girls. The average age for the students was 16.55. Results of this study showed that 22.2%
of the students were smokers. About 20.7% of them were male and 23.4% of them;;vere
female. The mean age for starting to smoke was 14.55. Reasons for smoking were noted as
wanting to be like others (26.1%) followed by curiosity (é1.6%) and family problems
(17.1%). A high percentage of students (64.4%) didn’t smoke and noted that they don’t
smoke because it is harmful to their body. And 68.4% of students who used alcohol noted
that they drink because it gives pleasure. Others (14.9%) noted that they use alcohol to
forget their problems, and some others (12.1%) use it out of curiosity. On the other hand,
52.3 % of the students who didn’t use alcohol noted that they don’t use it because they
know it is harmful to their body. There were significant differences between male and
female students’ drinking behaviors. In the sample, 27.0% of female and 44.4% of male

students were categorized as drinkers.

Ogel, Tamar, Evren and Cakmak (1998) conducted a research to examine the prevalence
of cigarette, alcoho! and drug use among second grade high school students. The research
included 15 different cities (Adana, Ankara, Antalya, Denizli, Diyarbakir, Eskisehir,
Erzurum, Istanbul, Izmir, Kocaeli, Malatya, Mugla, Sivas, Trabzon and Van). The sample
was made up of 20245 high school students between ages 15-17. The questionnaire
surveyed revealed that while the rate of smoking at least one cigarette in é lifetime was
63.9%, the rate of smoking cigarette every day was 22%. In addition, 17.3% of students
stated that they had alcohol at least once during the past month and 9% of them stated that
they had alcohol once in a week. Rates of cigarette and alcohol use were more than what
was expected by the researchers. Percentages for use of substance at least once in a life

was 3.6% for cannabis, 8.6% for volatile, and 3.3% for other substances.
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Ogel, Tamar, Evren, and Cakmak (1998) evaluated the Istanbul data of their 1998 study
which was done in 15 cities in Turkey. A questionnaire was given to 7849 second érade
high school students. It was seen that 65.1% of students used tobacco at least once in a
lifetime, 22.55% of them used at least one cigarette eversr day and 15% of them used

alcohol at least once within the last 30 days.

Yildiz (1984) was interested in the impact of social factors in alcohol use. Subjects of this
study were 50 patients who were under treatment at Cerrahpasa Medical Faculty,
Psychiatry Clinic. He found that 50% of the alcoholic people started to use alcohol by

modeling effects, 33% of them with peer pressure, 7% of them to forget their worries.

Cakiroglu (1998) studied the alcohol and cigarette consumption among students attending
Balikesir University and its relation to a set of variables such as age, sex, birth order,
number of siblings, education of parents, family features and relation with the family and
friends. Students (N=525; 200 females, 323 males) were at faculties of Engineering,
Science, Literature anci Education. According to the results of this research, 33.9% of the
students used alcohol and 46.86% of them used cigarette. Furthermore, 24.75% of the
female students and 39.5% of the male studentsb were drinkers. Whereas, 39.11% of the
females and 51.70% of the males were cigarette user. Results showed thét gender was
important in drinking behaviors. Males drank more than females and drinking behavior
increaéed with age. Another factor was birth order; first children drank more (37.23%)
than second (36.14%) and third children (20.65%). Educational level of parents didn’t
have a significant effect on drinking, but subjects who had university graduate parents
drank more (46.46%) than subjects who had low (35.655 and middie level (28.42%)

educated parents. It was found that family characteristics were important as reasons to



60

drink because subjects who had problematic family environments drank more. Students

who had no friends or had poor social relations drank more than others.

Mangir, Aral and Boran (1992) investigated the cigaretter and alcohol use among university
students who stayed at public dormitories in Ankara. They investigated effects of gender,
number of sibling, birth order, educational level of parents, features of family

_ environment, and relationship with peers and family on alcohol use. Results showed that
41.67% of female and 46.29% of males used alcohol. Females preferred light drinks while
boys preferred hard drinks. Most of the students (65.26%) reported that they started to
drink before they started university. A high rate of the students (56.84%) argued that they
started to drink because it gives them a pleasant feeling. Students (30.53%) reported more
peer influence on their drinking behavior than their family. Results indicated that number
of siblings and birth order were not significant (p>0.05 for both) on drinking behavior but
educational level of parents was influential on alcohol consumption. Students who had
university graduate parents drank more (27.78%) than students who had parents with
primary school (5.74%) or high school (10.20%) levels of education. As educational level
of parents increased, drinking level of subjects increased too. This was in the opposite
direction of Cakiroglu’s study, which showed no effect of family and social environment

on drinking.

Akvafdar, Demiral, Ergér and Ergér (2002) studied the use of alcohol, cigarette and
sedative hypnotic drugs use at Dokuz Eylil University Medical Faculty. They investigated
effects of academic level, anxiety and depression. Respondents were 114 undergraduate
students, 100 graduate students, 300 assistants and professionals. Results showed that

alcohol was the most common substance among undergraduate students, assistants and
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professionals. The first grade students had the highest rates of alcohol use, while the

professional doctors had the lowest rate.

Tot, Yazici, Yazict, Erdem, Bal, Metin and Camdeviren (2002) assessed the prevalence of
cigarette smoking and alcohol use as well as related sociodemographic variables among
students of Mersin University. A total of 901 students were asked to answer 45 items of a
questionnaire. The mean age of the population was 20. Of the total sample, 47% was
female and 53% was male. The question “do you use alcohol?” was answered “yes” by
43% of the students (female 15%, males 28%). Rate of alcohol use was significantly
higher among students whose parents used alcohol and whose mothers smoked. Frequency
of drinking alcohol increased by educational level of mothers but not by economic level of
family, death or separation of parents and school achievement. Students stated that they
drink because it’s fun (46%), to forget their problems (35%), for the pleasant feeling it
gives (34%,), to pass time (30%), fo fit in with their peers (25%), to reduce tension (19%),

out of curiosity (17%), and to sleep (8.8%).

Dur’s study (1994) focused on drinking styles and individual psychological reasons that
influenced the alcohol use of Bilkent University students (N=1142). Results of this study
indicated that 30.6% of students started to use alcohol to conform to their peers, 27.6% was
curious to see its effects; 70% felt more relaxed and happy when they were drunk. Age, gender,
socioeconomic level, family and peer alcohol ﬁse were related to drinking behaviour of
students. Drinking increased with age and socioeconomic level of family. Like in previous
studies (Akvardar, Demiral, Ergér and Ergor, 2002; Cakirogiu, 1998) males were found to drink

more than females and students who had friends who drank tended to drink more.
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Ozer, Eradamlar, Karamustafaoglu, Alpkan and Beyazyiirek (1990) investigated psychosocial
characteristics of 93 male college graduate inpatients, who were treated at Baklrké}} Neuro-
Psychiatric Hospital, Alcohol and Substance Dependence Research and Treatment Center.
Results showed that beer was the most commonly used aicohol, wine was the second and raki

- was the third. A total of 61% patients reported that they had their first drink at home, in a pub
or at picnic, respectively. A high rate of patients (44%) reported that they drink to be like others,

to celebrate an occasion (16%), to conform to others (15%) and out of curiosity (14%).
Summary

People drink alcohol for different reasons. Some use it to reduce or manage difficulties,
some to enhance positive emotional experiences, and others for social acceptance by their
group. Research on alcohol consumption aims to understand why people drink or what the
consequences are for doing so. Theories on alcohol use include moral, educational,
personality as well as conditioning, biological, learning and sociocultural factors (Engs
and Hanson, 1985). This study followed a cognitive motivational model of alcohol use,

which is a combination of conditioning and learning models.

The earliest motivational model of alcohol use was identified with tension reduction. According
to this model, drinking alcohol serves the function of eliminating or alleviating a negative or
aversive condition (Cappel and Greeley, 1987 cited in Carey and Correia, 1997). Cox and
Klingers’ (1988) motivational model does not only focus on the tension reduction. This model
asserts that an individual’s decision to drink or not drink is based on whether he or she expects
positive consequences of drinking to be ;greater than those associated with not drinking. This
model also underlies factors such as person’s biochemical reactivity to alcohol, personality

characteristics, sociocultural environment, past experiences with alcohol and expectancies.
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These influences shape the individual’s current motivations regarding drinking (Cox and

Klinger, 1988).

Cox and Klinger (1988) argue that motivation to drink is “closely related to people’s incentives
in other life areas and to the affective changes that they derive from their incentiveé. In addition
to the incentives, expectations and values, which are emotionally based, bave an impact on
people’s decision to drinking alcohol. This model depicts that the person expects to achieve

some affective changes by drinking.

Cox and Klinger (1988) describe motivations for alcohol use along two dimensions. The first
dimension is valence: people might consume alcohol to obtain positive outcome or to avoid a
negative outcome. The second dimension is source: people might drink to obtain and internal
reward or to achieve an external reward such as social approval. Cooper, Russell, Frone, Mudar
(1995) crossed these two dimensions and constructed four categories of drinking motives. These
are 1) internal, positive reinforcement motives, 2) external, positive reinforcement motives, 3)
internal, negative reinforcement motives, and 4) external, negative reiﬁforcement motives.
These four motives refer to Enhancement, Social, Coping, and Conformity motives,

respectively.

Enhancement motives are related to drinking in response to pleasant emotional states, and
drinking in response to urges and temptations. They involve the strategic use of alcohol to
increase positive affect or emotional experiences (Stewart and Devine, 2000). Researchers
(Carrigan, Samoluk and Stewart, 1998; Cooper, Russell, Frone and Mudar, 1995; Mooney, 1987
cited in MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart, 2001) found that university students are drinking more
in positively reinforcing situations than in negatively reinforcing situations. It was also found

that enhancement motives were more strongly related to alcohol use among men than women.
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Coping motives are associated with drinking alone, drinking in response to unpleasant emotions
conflicts with others, heavier drinking. People might drink alcohol to escape, avoid or regulate
unpleasant emotions (Cooper, Russell and George, 1988). It was shown that drinking to cope is
very common among college population and is related to heavy episodic alcohol coﬁsumption.
(Cooper et al., 1988; Cooper et al., 1995; Christiansen, Vik and Jarchow, 2002; Park and

Levenson, 2002).

| Conformity motives are associated with drinking in situations where pressures to conform and
drinking related problems exist. Being part of a peer group, making new friends and gaining
acceptance are very important in keeping youth in drinking situations. These situations also lead

them to heavy drinking (Oostven, Knibbe and Vries, 1996; Stewart and Devine, 2000).

Social motives are related to drinking in social situations (e.g., mixed sex friends at parties) and
in contexts involving pleasant time with others. This drinking motive is unrelated to heavy
drinking (Stewart and Devine, 2000). But some of the research suggests that heavy drinking
among university students is most likely to occur in positive social contexts (Carrigan et al.,
1988). MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart (2001) talked about three types of social contexts such

as large mixed-gender groups, small-mixed gender group and small-same gender groups.

Brown (1985) argued that alcohol expectancies have predictive capacity for patterns of college
drinking. He showed that social drinkers expect social enhancement from alcohol while problem
drinkers expect tension reduction from alcohol. Leigh and Stacy (1993; Werner, Walker and
Greene, 1995 both cited in Baer, 2002) reported that heavier drinkers have more positive

expectations on sociability and sexuality.



Kusher, Sher, Wood and Wood’s (1994, cited in Rutledge and Sher, 2001) findings showed that
i8 a strong positive relationship between anxiety and alcohol use among male college students
who had strong tension reduction alcohol expectancies. Rutledge and Sher (2001) showed a
strong relationship between heavy drinking of college students and tension reduction

expectancies.

According to motivation model, university students’ alcohol consumption is related to their
perceived ability to acquire other positive incentives in their life and to remove negative
incentives (Cox, Schippers, and Klinger, 2002). Cox and his colleagues found that among
university students, men drink more than women. They also found that alcohol intake increases

together with students’ negative affect.

Brennan, Walfish, Aubuchon (1986) reviewed eight studies on drinking motives and alcohol
consumption among college students. Findings showed that two types of drinking motives had
great importance: drinking for social reasons and drinking for emotional escape or relief.
Perkins (1999) found that stress motivated drinking is more prevalent for undergraduate college
students. Kairouz, Gliksman, Demers, and Adlaf (2002) showed that social reasons appear as
the main reasons for undergraduates’ drinking. They also found that men drink more than

-women for social reasons.

According to literature (Richardelli, Connor, Williams and Young, 2001; ‘Richardelli and
Williams, 1997) the gap between men and women’s drinking is ciosing among young people.
Richardelli and Williams (1997) found no difference between men and women’s drinking levels
in university residential environments where gender roles are less stereotyped. Richardelli and
his colleagues (2001) showed that female university students have lower capacity to refuse

drinking in social situations. On the other hand, Lo (1995) and Neve, Drop, Lemmens, and
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Swinkels (1996) found large sex differences in drinking and argued that physical power, and

different socializing styles influence men’s higher drinking behaviors.

Grade point average (GPA) was found to be an important predictor of binge drinking by
Brennan, Walfish and AuBuchon (1986 cited in Ham and Hope, 2003). Maney (1990) and
Pullen (1994) (both were cited Durkin, Wolfe and Clark, 1999) showed that drinkers
(especially) heavy drinkers) earn lower GPAs than nondrinkers. It was also found that GPAs of
females were less affected by binge drinking than GPAs of males (Franklin, 1999 cited in
Durkin et all., 1999). However, McCabe (2002) found that low GPA was not a significant risk

factor for heavy episodic drinking.

Harford, Wechsler, Muthen, (2002) argued that alcohol use and problems vary by students’
residence. They reported that college students living off campus with their family drink at lower
rates when compared to single gender dorms. Harford and Muthen (2001) argued that alcohol
use increases as students leave their homes and move to on campus and off-campus college
residence. O’Hare (1990) found that drinking rates change depending on the living
arrangements. Students, living at home were more likely to be lighter drinkers than students
who lived on campus. Men also were more likely to be heavy drinkers if they lived on campus.
However, living women who live independently were more heavy drinkers than women who

live on campus or at their family home.

Research showed that some of the drinking motives are better predictors than of drinking
problems than others. Johnson, Schwitters, Wilson, Nagoshi, and McClearn (1985) found that
drinking for pathological reasons was predictive of both amounts of alcohol consumed and
alcohol related problems. Cooper (1994) found that Enhancement, Coping and Conformity

motives were significant predictors of drinking problem. Carey and Correia (1997) reported thal
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individuals who endorse negative reinforcement reasons (coping and conformity) are more

likely to drink heavily and to experience alcohol related problems.

Gerard, Gibbons, Benthin and Hessling (1996) found that adolescent do not seem to relate their
knowledge about risk to their own risk taking behaviors. Although they know the risk of using

substances they continue to engage in risk taking behavior.

Strizker and Butt (2001) studied the reasons for not drinking as derived from Cox and Klinger’s
motivational model and found presence of fear of negative consequences (concern bout study
and job performance, general health, losing self control, getting in trouble with authorities, and
poor athletic performance). Indifference and family constrains were the reasons for not drinking

among 12-17 years old adolescents.

Religious orientation was found relate to alcohol use (Payne, Bergin, Bielema and Jenking,
1999 and Khavari and Harmon, 1982 both cited in Martin and Templin and Martin, 1999),
Subjects who considered themselves very religious drank significantly less than those who felt
they were not religious at all. Hanson and Engs’ study (1987) showed that a high rate of
students considers religion important in their drinking patterns. Benson and Donohue (1989
cited in Oleckno and Blacconiere, 1991) found that lack of religious orientation was one of the

most powerful predictors for binge drinking among high school students.

Like its foreign counterparts, alcohol use is increasing among youth in Turkey (Bilir and
Magden, 1984; Cakiroglu, 1998; Delikaya, 1999; Dur, 1994; Ogel, Tamar, Evren and Cakmak,
1998; Uslanmaz, 1993; Yildiz, 1984). Bilir and Magden’s (1984) and Uslanmaz’s (1993)

studies showed that prevalence of alcohol use was very high among adolescents. . Male students
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drink more than females. Results also indicated that students’ drinking rates change by their

age, amount of pocket money, socioeconomic status of their family, peer influence and gender

Studies on drinking among university students (Akvardar, Demiral, Ergér and Ergor, 2002;
Cakiroglu, 1998; Dur, 1994; Mangir, Aral and Boran, 1992; Tot, Yazici, Erdem, Bél, Metin and
Camdeviren, 2002) showed that male students drink more than females. Results also indicated
that family and peer alcohol use, socioeconomic level, and age were related to drinking
behavior of students. Students from high socioeconomic level drink more than students from
low socioeconomic level and students who have drinking friends drink more than students don’t

have drinking friends. Drinking rate increases with age.

Both in Turkey and abroad theoretical and empirical studies indicate that young people drink for
different reasons (or have different motives) in different situations and this can change by
gender, age, socioeconomic level and relationship with family and friends. In existing Turkish
literature, alcohol using habits of students were examined through demographic guestions which
generally asked about reasons to start drinking or not drinking, generally consumed drinks,
places where drinking occurs and family and friends drinking habits. These studies did not use a
standardized measure of drinking motives. They did not follow a particular theoretical model of
alcohol use, either. The current study attempts to fill these gaps by basing itselfona

motivational model and using a standardized measure of drinking motives.

The aim of this study was to investigate the motives that underlie alcohol use among Bogazigi
University (BU) undergraduate students. More specifically, this study examined what alcohol
related characteristics BU students have, which of the four motives namely, Enhancement,

Social, Coping and Conformity, are more common reasons for their alcohol use, whether

gender, grade point average (GPA), level of academic progress, type of residence, parental



education, participation in social activities, and perceived harm of alcohol relate to drinking
motives and amount of drinking and finally, how drinking motives and amount of drinking

relate to each other. The following research questions were formed.

Research Questions

1. What are the alcohol related descriptive characteristics of male and female BU

students?

2. Do drinking motives change by student gender, grade point average, level of academic
progress, type of residence, parental education, participation in social activities and

perceived harm?

3. Does amount of alcohol consumed change by student gender, grade point average,
level of academic progress, type of residence, parental education, participation in

social activities and perceived harm?

4. How are the drinking motives and amount of alcohol consumed by male and female

BU students related to each other?

5. Are there differences between the demographic characteristics of male and female BU

students who don’t drink and who are at risk for alcohol dependency?
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Chapter Il
'METHOD
Pilot Sample

To test the face validity of the instruments used in this study, a pilot study was conducted on 38
(33 females and 5 males) senior students of the Department of Educational Sciences. They were

given an extra credit for participation. Their data were not added to the data of the main study.
Main Sample

The target population in this study was Bogazi¢i University (BU) undergraduate students,
from the English preparatory division (YADYOK) to senior grades. The sample was
selected from all four faculties, school of applied disciplines and English preparatory
division. The purpose was to obtain a fair level of representation of undergraduate BU
students. Table 1 presents the frequencies and percentages of subjects by academic units in
comparison to the population frequencies and percentages. Information on the population

was obtained from the records of the Registrar’s Office.

The total sample of 1585 subjects was made up of 842 females and 7 43 males. Distribution
of subjects in terms of gender, age and marital status are presented in Table 2. The

majority (77%) was between the ages, 20 and 23, and they were single (99.8%).
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Table 1: Distribution of Subjects by Academic Units in Comparison to the

Population
W

(N=8809) (2=1585)

N % f %
Faculty of Arts and Sciences 1755 20 362 2238
Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences 1654 19 125 7.9
Faculty of Education 1501 17 424 268
Faculty of Engineering 1822 21 300 189

The School of Applied Disciplines 756 9 142 9.0

The Schoot of Foreign Languages
English Preparatory Division (YADYOK) 1321 15 232 146

Table 2: Distribution of Subjects bv Gender, Age and Marital Status

£ %
Gender Female 842 53.1
Male 743 46.9
Total 1585 100
Age 19 and below 187 11.8
20 318 20.1
21 338 213
22 340 21.5
23 227 143
24 and above 175 11
Marital Single 1582 99.8
Status Married 3 02

e —

As can be seen in Table 1 distribution of most academic units in the sample was
comparable to the ones in the population, except for faculties of Economics and
Administrative Sciences which was underrepresente&, (19% in the population, 7.95 in the
sample), and of Education which was overrepresented (17% in the population, 26.8% in

the sample). The highest percentage of students in the sample belonged to the Faculty of
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Education (26.8%), while the lowest percentage came from the Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences (7.9%). Different levels of represéntation by academic units were
due to the differences in cooperation of instructors who allowed time for data collection.

However, the cumulative representation of the population was fair for a survey study

(about 18%; N=8 809, n=1 585).

Table 3 gives frequencies and percentages of departmental distribution of subjects.

Table 3: Distribution of Subiects by Departments

L N S SN

f %
Molecular Biology and Genetics 64 4.0
Mathematics 59 3.7
Psychology 46 3.0
Sociology 44 2.8
Chemistry , 41 2.6
History 26 1.6
Western Languages and Literatures 26 1.6
Department of Translation and Interpretation 25 1.6
Philosophy 20 1.3
Turkish Language and Literature 18 1.1
Physics 11 0.7
Economics 41 2.7
Management 43 2.7
Political Sciences and International Relations 39 2.5
Primary Education 152 9.7
Secondary School Science and Mathematics Education 85 5.5
Foreign Language Education 73 4.6
Educational Sciences 61 39
Computer Education and Educational Technology ) 43 27
Chemical Engineering C97 6.1
Mechanical Engineering 72 4.5
Computer Engineering ) 45 2.8
Industrial Engineering 45 2.8
Civil Engineering 29 1.8

Electrical and Electronics Engineering 12 0.8
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Cont.Table 3: Distribution of Subjects by Departments

f %
English Preparatory Division (YADYOK) 232 14.2
Tourism Administration ) 91 5.7
Management Information Systems 42 2.6
International Trade 3 02

Lo ]

In terms of departmental distribution of subjects, the highest percentage (14.2%) of the
subjects came from the YADYOK, and that was followed by the Primary Education
Department (9.7%) and Chemical Engineering (6.1%). Some departments were
underrepresented, namely, Physics (0.7%), Electrical and Electronics Engineering (0.8%),

and International Trades (0.2%).

Table 4 shows the frequencies and percentages of level of academic progress of the

subjects.

Table 4: Distribution of Subjects by Level of Academic Progress

f %
Preparatory classes (YADYOK)
Advanced 51 3.2
Intermediate 109 6.9
Beginner 64 4.0
Semesters
1-2 339 214
3-4 366 231
5.6 313 19.7
7-8 272 17.2
9 and above 71 45

L



Majority of the YADYOK students were at intermediate level (6.9%), students of the

“academic studies were mostly from the third and fourth semesters (23.1%) and from the

first and second semesters (21.4%).

Table 5 gives frequencies and percentages of grade point averages (GPA) of the subjects.

Table 5: Grade Point Averages of Female and Male Subjects

i e

Gender
Female Male Total

(m=531) (n=501) (N=1032)

£ % f % f %
0-1.50 1 2 8 1.6 9 0.9
1.50-2.00 24 4.5 48 956 72 7.0
2.00-2.50 121 22.8 158 31.5 279 270
2.50-3.00 176 331 154 30.7 330 320
3.00-3.50 149 28.1 91 18.2 240 233
3.50-4.00 60 11.3 42 3.4 102 2.9

L ]
*Preparatory classes and 1% semester students were excluded since they don’t yet have GPA.

~ As can be seen in Table 5, the highest percentage (32.0%) of the subjects reported a GPA
between 2.50-3.00. Students who scored at either extremes of GPA were less in number,
especially those at the lower end. Therefore in analyzing results, GPA level grouping |
between 0-1.50 were combined with GPA grouping of 1.50-2.00. Female students seemed

to have higher GPAs than male students in the sample.

Table 6 presents the frequencies and percentages of type of residence that subjects have.



Table 6: Distribution of Subjects by Tvpe of Residence

MM

£ %
Family 569 359
Dormitory ' . 578 36.5
Girls” Residence 1 82 5.2
Girls’ Residence 2 132 8.3
Boys” Residence 1 51 32
Boys’ Residence 2 110 6.9
Hisar Boys’ Residence 49 3.1
Ugaksavar Residence 43 2.7
Superdorm Residence 58 3.7
Kilyos Residence 33 2.1
Out of University Dormitory 32 2.0
Relatives | 30 1.9
Friends 286 18.0
Alone 40 2.5
Siblings , 74 4.7
Spouse 2 0.1
No answer 6 0.4

As can be seen in Table 6, the highest percentages of participants lived in dormitories
(36,5%), and with their families (35.9%). Living with friends constituted the third option
of residence (18.0%). While analyzing results, similar residence types were regrouped to
have comparable sample sizes. Groups of relatives and siblings were combined, and group

of spouse was excluded.

Table 7 shows the frequencies and percentages of family visits of students who do not live

with their families.



Table 7: Frequency of Family Visits
. ]

£ %
Several times in a week 24 1.5
Every weekend 61 38
Once in a few weeks 168 10.6
Once in a few months 422 26.6
Semester breaks 267 16.8
Only summer 45 2.8
Never 5 0.3

In terms of family visit frequencies among the students who lived apart from their

families, 26.6% of them had visits over several months, and 16.8% of them had visits over

semester breaks.
Table 8 gives frequencies and percentages of presence and marital status of parents.

Table 8: Presence and Marital Status of Parents

f %

Present/Absent

Both Alive 1495 94.3

Both Died 4 0.3

Father Died 74 4.7

Mother Died 11 0.7

No answer 1 0.1
Marital Status

Married - 1408 92.7

Divorced 111 7.3

No answer 66 42

As can be seen in Table 8, the highest percentage (94.3%) of the parents were alive and

most of them were married (92.7%).
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Table 9 presents the frequencies and percentages of educational level of parents.

Table 9: Distribution of Educational Level of Parents

f % f %
Iiliterate 63 4.0 11 0.7
Literate 52 3.3 23 L.s
Primary school drop out 24 1.5 17 1.1
Primary school graduate 382 24.1 230 14.5
Secondary School drop out 32 2.0 46 2.9
Secondary School graduate 85 5.4 81 5.1
High School drop out 40 2.5 52 33
High school graduate 379 23.9 286 18.0
University drop out 39 25 59 3.7
University graduéte 421 26.6 624 39.4
Graduate drop out 9 6 10 6
Graduate 36 23 96 6.1
Doctorate drop out 2 1 2 1
Doctorate 19 12 38 2.4
No answer - 2 0.1 10 0.6

In terms of educational level of mothers and fathers, 26.6% of the mothers were reported
to have university education, which was followed by primary school education (24.1%)
and high school education (23.9%). Fathers were reported to have university education
(39.4%), which was followed by 18.0% high school education and 14.5% primary school
education. These numbers indicated that fathers were more educated than mothers, and the

average level of education was middle to high.

Educational levels of parents were grouped for the analysis of results. Levels from
illiterate to secondary school drop out were combined as low educational level, levels from
secondary school graduate to high school drop out were grouped as middle education level

and levels form high school graduate to doctorate were grouped as high level of education
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Table 10 shows the frequencies and percentages of parental occupation of subjects.

Table 10: Distribution of Parental Occupation

f % f %
Housewife/ Unemployed 892 56.3 41 2.6
Merchandiser 23 1.5 123 7.8
Tradesman 28 1.8 119 7.5
Doctor, lawyer, engineer, academician 70 44 202 12.7
Staff, teacher, nurse, technician 205 12.9 288 18.2
Army officer - - 66 4.2
Upper level manager 23 1.5 19 1.2
Blue color worker 42 2.6 136 8.6
Farmer 1 0.1 12 0.8
Retired 291 18.4 515 32.5
No answer 10 0.6 64 4.0

]

In terms of maternal occupation, 56.3% of the mothers were reported to be housewives,
18.4% were retired 12.9% were either staff, teacher, nurse, technician (12.9%). In terms of
father occupation, 32.5% of them were reported to be retired, 18.2% were staff, teacher,
nurse or technician and 12.7% were doctor, lawyer, engineer or academician (12.7%).
These numbers indicated that a significant number of parents were not actively at work

and working parents tended to have middle income jobs.

Parental occupations were grouped for the analyses of results according to educational level an
skills they require. Housewife/unemployed, retired and doctor, lawyer, engineer and
academician levels remained the same, but merchandisers were combined with upper level
managers; tradesmen were combined with blue collar workers and farmers; staff, teachers,

nurses and technicians were combined with army officers.
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Table 11 gives frequencies and percentages of subject distribution by socio-economic
level.

Table 11: Distribution of Subjects by Socio-economic Level

f %
Low 169 10.7
Middle 1289 81.3
High i 122 7.7
No answer 5 03

In terms of socioeconomic level, 81.3% of subjects reported that they were from middle

class, 10.7% reported to be low and 7.7% reported to be high in socioeconomic level.

Table 12 presents the frequencies and percentages of subjects by sources of expenses.

Table 12: Sources of Student Expenses

£ %
Family support 1327 83.7
Scholarship 704 44.4
Working 264 16.7
Support of relatives 96 6.1

As can be seen in Table 12, the highest percentage (83.7%) of subjects were financially
supported by their families. A significant portion received scholarship (44.4%) and some were |

working (16.7%).

Table 13 gives frequencies and percentages of subjects by their social characteristics like
number of friends they have, dates and participation in students clubs and other social

activities.
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Table 13: Distribution of Subiects by Social Characteristics

el s S S ]

£ %

Friends

Many 435 274

Enough 992 62.6

A few 152 9.6

No 6 04
Dating

Yes 537 339

No 1048 66.1
Students Club Activities

Very Active 165 10.4

Active 271 17.1

Somewhat active 422 26.6

Barely active 727 45.9
Other Activities

Very Active 211 13.3

Active 676 42.6

Somewhat active 425 26.8

Barely active 273 17.2

Social behaviors of subjects were identified by four dimensions: number of friends, dates,
activities in student clubs and other social activities. Most of the subjects (62.6%) reported
that they have enough friends, and 66.1% of the subjects were not dating. Students did not
seem to be active at clubs (barely active, 45.9%) but most of them (42.6%) reported being

active in other social activities out of school.

Based on the information, described in tables 1-13 it can be summarized that BU students
in our sample were mostly female. Majority of them were between ages of 20 and 23, and
single. Most were from 3-4 semesters and majority had GPAs of 2.50-3.00 and lived at

dormitory. Majority of their parents were alive and married with high education. Most of

mothers were housewives while majority of fathers were retired. Majority of the subjects
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from middle class and had family support for their expenses. Most stated having enough
friends but no date. They were not active in student clubs, but were active in other

activities outside the school.

Instruments

Drinking Motives Questionnaire (DMQ)

Three Dimensional Drinking Motives Questionnaire, The drinking motives questionnaire

(DMQ) was developed by Cooper, Russell, Skiner and Windle in 1992, This form had three
dimensions including enhancement, social and coping motives. There were 15 items, These
items were developed by reviewing previous published studies (Beckwith, 1987, Cahalan, 1969;
Mulford & Miller, 1963; Polish & Orvish, 1979; Snow & Wells-Parker, 1986, all of cited in
Cooper et al., 1992). Items were independently judged by two trained graduate students. They
rated as the face validity indicators of drinking motives and 8 items were retained to assess
social and enhancement motives. In addition, 5 of the 6 coping motive items used by Polish and
Orvish (1979, cited in Cooper et al., 1992) were retained. The resulting pool of 15 items was
administered in random order to a convenience sample of 170 male and 146 female
undergraduate students whose ages were 17 to 26 years. Items were factor-analyzed by using
both principal-axis (PAF) and principal components (PC) extractidn procedures, followed by
varimax and oblique rotations. Although the magnitude of individual loadings varied across

procedures, the number of factors and item content were invariant. Item selection was guided

primarily by result of the PAF procedure with oblique rotation (Cooper et al., 1992).

For the psychometric properties of three-dimensional questionnaire 15 items was

administered as a part of a longitudinal studies follow-up study of random sample of
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household residents (N=1 206). This group was dominantly female (61%) and about half
were Black (52%). Their average age was 43 years. Respondents rated the fréquency of
drinking for each of the 15 reasons on a 1 to 4 scale on which 1 equals almost never/never

and 4 equals almost always (Cooper et al., 1992).

Three phases of analyses were conducted. In the first phase, the hypothesized three-factor
structure of the drinking motive items was examined using confirmatory factor analytic
techniques. In the second phase, the resulting best fit model was examined for invariance
across male (n=466) and female (n=740) reépondents and across Blacks (n=615) and
Whites (n=569). Twenty-two respondents who were neither Black nor White were
excluded from all analyses involving cross-race comparison. Finally, both hierarchical
multivariate and univariate multiple regression analyses were conducted to assess the
extent to which drinking motives independently predict alcohol and use and the extent to

which these effects are invariant across race and gender (Cooper et al., 1992).

In the first phase, multiple fit indexes were used to ¢valuate the model’s goodness of fit.
Three fit indexes are reported for all analyses: the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the standardized root mean square residual (RMR).
Because each fit index has different limitations, consistency across indexes may be
regarded as the most reliable indicator of goodness of fit. Both the NFI and CFI range in
value from 0 to 1, with values of .90 or higher indicating a good fit. The RMR is the
standardized average absolute difference between the original and reproduced matrixes.
Goodness of fit indexes for the three models (one factor model, two factor model and three
factor model) indicated by the chi-square difference test and the correlated three-factor
model fits the data significantly better than do either the one factor model or the correlated

two factor model. Finally, the three-factor model provided an acceptably good fit to the
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data as indicated by values in excess of .90 for both the NFI and CFI and a relatively small
RMR. All items loaded significantly on their hypothesized factors (t values=16.0-33.4, p<
.001). Descriptive statistics suggests that the drinking motives scales are internally
consistent and moderately inter correlated sharing from 22% to 46% overlapping variance

(Cooper et al., 1992).

To determine the extent to which the correlated three-factor model was invariant across
gender and race groups, a series of within group models was specified and independently
tested among men and women and among Whites and Blacks. Analysis of the fit indexes
suggests that the correlated three-factor model fits well for both men and women and for
Whites and Blacks. Values for NFI and CFI ranged from .88 to .94 for all within group
models and the RMS were uniformly small (.04 to .05). In addition to the within group
models two simultaneous between group models were specified. First, a model tested in
which a common factor was specified across gender and race groups, but the magnitude of
factor loading was allowed to vary. Values for NFI and CFI of .90 or higher, combined
with the relatively small RMRs, indicate that the specified three-factor model provided and
equally good fit to the data across men and women and Whites and Blacks. A factor
loading equivalent model was tested in which both the factor patiern and factor loadings
were constrained equivalence across groups. Examination of the fit indexes for this model
indicated that the factor loading equivalent model also provided reasonably good fit data
across gender groups. Values for NFI and CFI ranged from .89 to .92 and RMRs where
acceptably (.06 for both men and women) (Cooper et al., 1992).

ISespite the lack of complete factor loading invariance, all items loaded significantly on
their respective factors in both racial groups (t values=13.3-23.4 among Blacks and 9.0-

23.5 among Whites, p< .001). Internal consistency estimates of reliability (coefficients
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alpha) were .80 to .81 for Coping Motives, .84 to .86 for Enhancement Motives and .76 for
Social Motives both groups. For comparison of mean differences in drinking motives
across race and gender a two-way race-gender multivariate analysis of covariance was
conducted, followed by two-way univariate analyseé of covariance to search significant
effects. Results indicated no significant race x gender interactions (male vs. female < 1.0;
p>.50). Results also showed that middle age men reported higher relative frequencies of
drinking for Social Motive, Coping Motive and Enhancement Motive than middle age

women (Cooper et al., 1992).

Psychometric properties of the DMQ (i.e. internal consistency, degree of shared variance
between subscales, and factor analytic structure) were examined in university population
by Stewart, Zeitlin and Samoluk in 1996. Three hundred and fourteen university students

(80 males, 234 females) with a mean age of 22.2 years old were participants.

For analyses of variance subject were divided into two age groups, based on an appropriate
split of the sample on the age variable. The two resultant age groups were younger
students (20 year and under; p=117) and older students (21 year and over; n=149). A2x 2
x 3 (gender x age group x drinking motives) ANOVA with repeated measures was three
performed on the DMQ data. Scores on the subscales of DMQ served as repeated
measures. The ANQVA showed three significant main effects: gender [F (1 262)=5.17,
g<0.05], age group [F (1 262)= 4.36, p<0.05], and drinking motives [F (1.95,
510.05)=72.68, p<0.0001]. The gender main effect was due to higher DMQ scores among
men than among women overall. The age group effect was due to higher DMQ scores
among your;ger as compared to older students overall. In drinking motive, the main effect -

was due to a higher relative frequency of drinking for Social Motive relative to Coping

Motive; Enhancement Motive in middle between Social Motive and Coping Motive. The
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ANOVA also showed a significant age group x drinking motives interaction p< 0.0001
(Stewart et al., 1996).

A 2 x 2 (gender x age group) ANOVA Wasbperfonned for each of the drinking motive
variables (i.e. social motive, coping motive, and enhancement motive subscale scores. The
ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for age group in the Enhancement Motive
subscale scores [F (1 262)= 16.96, p< 0.0005], with younger students scoring higher than
older students. The ANOVA also revealed a significant main effect gender in the Social
Motive subscale scores [F (1 262)= 2.84, p< 0.10]. Consistent with community sample of
adolescents and middie-age adults (Cooper, 1994; Cooper et al., 1992), both of these

gender effects were due to higher scores among men than women (Stewart et al., 1996).

Pearson correlation coefficients were computed to examine the shared variance between
subscales on the DMQ. Results showed that each of the subscale scores was significantly
correlated with the other two, with the most significant degree of shared variance occurred
between the Social Motive and Enhancement Motive subscales (26%), and the least
occurred between the Coping Motive and Social Motive subscales (4%), (Stewart et al,,

1996).

The reliability of the three DMQ subscales was examined using the split half method. The
Spearman-Brown corrected reliability estimates were r= 0.66, 0.85,and 0.83, for the Social
Mdtive, Coping Motive and Enhancement Motive subscales respectively. These values
suggest adequate to high reliability on all subscales, with the Social Motive subscale
showing the least, and the Coping Motive and Enhancement Motive subscales showing the

greatest degree of internal consistency (Stewart et al., 1996).
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Items on the Enhancement Motive subscale were highly inter-correlated with one another,
but also with some items on the other two subscales. The ’mean inter-item correlation for
items on the Enhancement Motive subscale was statistically significant (= 0.57, p<
0.001). Similarly items on the Coping Motive subscale were generally highly inter-
correlated with one another but were generally unrelated to items on the other two
subscales. The mean inter-item correlation for items on the Coping Motive subscale was
also statistically significant (r=0.51, p< 0.001). The items on the Social Motive subscale
were not highly inter-correlated like Enhancement Motive and Coping Motive subscales.
However, the mean inter-item correlation for items on the Social Motive subscales was
statistically significant (r=0.31, p< 0.001) but less effective than the mean inter-item
correlations of the Enhancement Motive and Coping Motive subscales (Stewart et al.,

1996).

Four-Dimensional Version of Drinking Motives Questionnaire (DMQ-R). In 1994 Cooper

added 5 items to the Three-Dimensional Drinking Motives Questionnaire and developed
the Revised Drinking Motives Questionnaire (DMQ-R) (See Appendix A). This version of
Drinking Motives Questionnaire in¢cluded social, coping, enhancement and conformity
motives items, Five items were used to measure each of the four drinking motives. Coping,
social and enhancement motive items were taken from Cooper and others’ earlier study in
1992. Conformity items were prepared from the existing literature and from focus group
discussion with adolescents. Individuals indicate their relative frequency of alcohol use for
each the indicated reason, when they drink. Each of which is answered to complete the
statement *“ How often do you drink...” Relative frequencies of drinking for each of the 20
reasons are ratedona 1 to 3 scalé (1=almost never/never, 2=some of the time, 3=half of
the time, 4=most of the time, 5=almost always/always). Subscale scores were computed as

the mean of the relative frequency ratings for each of the 5 items on each subscale
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(possible range of 1-5). Thus high scores on a particular drinking motives subscale refer to
individuals who usually attribute their drinking to that mdtive, independent of how often
they drink. For the psychometric properties of Four-Dimensional Drinking Motives
Questionnaire 1 243 respondents were assessed with a mean age of 17.3 years. Fifty-eight
percent of them were White. Gender comparison of sample was 50.4% females and 49,6%
male. Ninety-ﬁvé percent of the adolescents had drunk alcohol within the past 6 months

(Cooper, 1994).

In the first phase the adequacy of fit to the data for 3 alternative models was compared: 1)
a single factor model, 2) two correlated two factor model, 3) a correlated three factor
model, 4) the hypothesized correlated four-factor model. The one-factor model testes the
adequacy of a common factor to account for the underlying structure of the data, and
provides a more reasonable baseline comparison than the null model, which assumes no
covariation among individual motive items. The two-factor model tests the adequacy of
models that collapse across the internal-external distinction to compare positive versus
negative drinking motives (enhancement/social vs. coping/conformity) and collapse across
the positive-negative distinction to compare internal versus external motives
(coping/enhancement vs. social/conformity). The viability of model is supported Cooper

and others’ 1992 studies (Cooper, 1994).

All confirmatory factor analyses were conducted with the‘ EQS structural equation-
modeling program. Three fit indices were reported for all analyses: the Normed Fit
Indexes (NFI), the Comperative Fit Index (CFI) and Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (RMR). Chi-square difference test ;ndicated, the correlated four-factor model fit

the data significantly better than the other three models. Moreover, the four factor-model
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provided an acceptably good fit to the data as indicated by values above .90 for both the

NFI and CFI and a relative small RMR (Cooper, 1994).

All items loaded significantly on their hypothesized factors (t values ranged from 15.2 to
24.3, p> .001). Descriptive statistics and factor intercorrelations data suggests that the
drinking motives scales are adequately reliable and, with the exception of social and
enhancement motives, which are not highly correlated. Also, positive reinforcement
motives (Social, Enhancement) were on average more strongly endorsed and showed
greater variability than did either negative reinforcement motive (Coping, Conformity)

(Cooper, 1994).

To examine invariance across groups, a series of within group models was specified and
independently tested between male and female, Analysis of the fit indices suggests that the
correlated four-factor model fits well across all groups. Values for NFI and CFI ranged
from .90 to .94 for all within group models, and the RMRs were uniformly small (p<.06).
Values for the NFI and CFI >91 and relatively small RMRs indicate that the specific four

factor structure was invariant across gender, race and age groups (Cooper, 1994).

Factor loading equivalence was demonstrated across race groups for all scales, and across
gender groups for Social, Enhancement, and Conformity metives, but not for Coping
motives. Loading for four of the five coping items differed across gender groups similar
with middle age community sample with one exception: adolescent males and females did
not differ in relative frequency of Coping Motives. The magnitude of factor loadings also
significantly differed across age groups. It was found (that older adolescents were more

likely than younger adolescents to report drinking for Social Motive, Coping Motive and

Enhancement Motive (Cooper, 1994).
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Translation and Adaptation of DMQO-R into Turkish

DMQ-R was translated into Turkish independently by the author and her thesis advisor.
The Turkish form of the DMQ-R (See Appendix B) was obtained by comparison of the
original items with their translation. In the Turkish form of the DMQ-R all subscale names
that appeared at the top of the related items (enhancement, coping, conformity and social)

were omitted by recommendation of a committee member.

Factorial Structure. Exploratory factor analyses were done for factorial comparison of the

Turkish form of the DMQ-R. Table 14 shows the results of exploratory rotated factor
analyses of original form of the DMQ-R. Exploratory factor analysis results of the original
DMQ-R were obtained through personal communication. Rotated matrix suggested 4
factors as seen in Table 14, In the original form the first factor consisted of 5 items (1, 2, 3,
4, and 5) and was named Enhancement Motives. They ranged between .54 and .88. The
second factor consisted of 5 items (11, 12, 13, 14, 15) corresponded to the Conformity
Motives. Loadings ranged from .63 to .79. The third factor consisted of 5 items (6, 7, 8, 9
and 10) made up the Coping Motives. Loadings ranged between .20 and .92. Item 9 that
had the lowest loading, actually had higher loading with Factor 4 (Social), but was piaced
under factor 3 (Coping), instead. The fourth factor consisted of remaining 5 items

(16,17,18,19, and 20) indicated the Social Motives. Loadings ranged from .45 to .85.
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Table 14: Exploratory Rotated Factor Matrix of the Original Form of The 4 Factor

Drinking Motivation Questionnaire

Factor 1 B " Factor 2 | Factor 3 Factor 4
Items (Enhancement)  (Conformity) (Coping) (Social)

1 like feeling .88
4 pleasant feeling .87
3 get high 73
2 exciting .54
S fun .70

14 to be liked .79
12 not to be kidded 78
15 not to be left out .76
13 fit in group .68
11 friends pressure 63

10 forget problems 92
6 forget worries 79
7 help depressed 77
8 cheer up .61
9 feel more confident .20 -35

19 gather more fun .85
18 improve celebration » 82
16 enjoy party .68
20 celebrate with friends 66
17 to be sociable 45

The exploratory factor analysis that was conducted on the Turkish form of the R-DMQ
suggested 4 factors just like the original form. Item distribution to factors was also similar to the
-original DMQ-R and loadings were generally higher than the original form (Table 15). The first
factor consisted of 5 items (6, 7, 8, 9 and 10) and corresponds to the Coping Motives of the
original DMQ-R. Unlike in the original form, Item 9 loadings were distinctive. | Its loadings
were between .48 and .87. The first factor accounted for the 17.65% of the total variance. The
second factor consisted of 5 items (16, 17, 18, 19, 20), which wére.same as the Social Motives
of the original R-DMQ. Loadings ranged from .51 to .84. This second factor accounted for the
16.35% of the total variance. The third factor consisted of 5 items (1, 2, 3, 4 and 5), which were
the corresponding 5 items of the original Enhancement Motives items. Its loadings were

between .66 and .80. This third factor accounted for 16.31% of the variance. The fourth factor
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consisted of the remaining 5 items (11, 12, 13, 14 and 15), which were the original Conformity
Motives items. The loadings ranged from .67 to .81. The last factor accounted for 15.67% of the
variance. All four factors together accounted for 65.99% of the variance.

Table 15 represents the results of exploratory factor analyses of Turkish form of DMQ-R and

Table 16 represents the variance explained by each factor.

Table 15: Exploratory Rotated Factor Matrix of the Turkish Form of The 4 Factor

Drinking Motives Questionnaire

Ttems Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
{Coping) (Social) (Enhancement) {Conformity)
6 to forget worries .841 105 .200 9.440E-02
7 help depressed 841 8.177E-02 172 5.575E-02
8 cheer up .869 140 .209 5.666E-02
9 feel more confident 480 192 138 322
10 forget problems .839 8.305E-02 127 132
16 enjoy party .106 724 268 111
17 improve celebration 225 551 7.176E-02 457
18 to be sociable 120 .816 231 .104
19 gather more fun 122 841 .301 3.911E-02
20 celebrate with friends 9.207E-02 710 324 -1.425E-02
1 like feeling 151 309 790 -6.050E-02
2 exciting 123 137 19 176
3 get high 373 .149 660 5.604E-02
4 pleasant feeling .203 329 802 -3.504E-02
5 fun 157 381 749 1.009E-04
11 friends pressure .166 -6.064E-02 2.960E-02 665
12 not to be kidded 3.353E-02 -6.819E-02 5.066E-02 812
13 fit in group -5.813E-02 .248 -4 158E-02 .667
14 to be liked 5.853E-02 7.298E-02 4.067E-02 803

15 not to be left out 221 138 2.731E-02 731

T D S O S SR
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Table 16: Variance Explained by the Factors of the Turkish Form of the Revised

Drinking Motives Questionnaire

e

Tnitial Rotation Sums

Eigen of Squared

values Loadings
Component Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative

Variance % Variance %

Coping 6,867 34334 34,334 3,530 17,651 17,651
Social 2,941 14,705 49,039 3,270 16,350 34,001
Enhancement 2,253 11,266 60,305 3,263 16,314 50,315
Conformity 1,137 5,683 65,088 3,135 15,673 65,988

Internal Consistency. Alpha reliabilities of the original R-DMQ were high. The alpha

reliability coefficient of the Enhancement Motives was .88. The alpha reliability
coefficient of the Conformity Motives was .85, it was .85 for the Conformity Motives and
it was .85 for the Social Motives. Table 17 shows the alpha values of the four factors as

well as the item-remainder reliabilities, which ranged from .77 (item 7) to .88 (item 2). -
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- Table 17: Factor Alphas and Item Remainder Correlations of the Original Revised

Drinking Motives Questionnaire (N=1242)

ftems (Enhancement)  (Conformity) (Coping) {Social)
=88 0=85 _ 0=83 =85 =

1 like feeling .84
4 pleasant feeling .84
5 fun 85
3 get high 87
2 exciting .88

12 not ta be kidded 81
15 not to be left out .80
14 to be liked 81
13 fit in group 82
11 friends pressure .84

10 forget problems 77
7 help depressed a7
6 forget worries .79
8 cheer up .79
9 feel more confident .87

19 gather more fun 79
18 improve celebration 79
16 enjoy party 81
20 celebrate with friends .34
17 to be sociable .86

Alpha reliabilities of the Turkish Form of the DMQ-R were high like original form. The
alpha reliability coefficients were .88 for Coping .88 for Enhancement, .86 for Social and
.79 for Conformity motives. Reliability of the conformity motives was slightly lower (.79)
than the original (.83). Reliability of the coping motives (.88) however, was slightly higher
than the original (.83). Item remainder reliabilities ranged from .73 (itéms 12,14,15) to .91
(item 9). Item total reliabilities were also calculated for the Turkish foﬁn and presented in
the Vsame table. These reliabilities ranged from .22 (items 11, 12) to .69 (item 4) (See Table |

18). Lowest ifem total reliabilities were in conformity motives.

Table 18 shows the alpha values of the four factors as well as the ifem-remainder and item

total reliabilities of the Turkish form of the DMQ-R.



Table 18: Factor Alphas, ltem Remainder and Item-Total Correlations of the Turkish
Form of the Revised Drinking Motives Questionnaire (N=946)

Ttems (Coping) {Saociat) (Enhancement) {Conformity)
6=38 6~.88 =86 =79

Rem. Total Rem Total Rem. Total Rem. Taotl
G & a & il a i 01

6 to forget worries .84 58
7 help depressed 84 54
8 cheer up .83 6l
9 feel more confident 91 47
10 forget problems 85 54

16 enjoy party .84 58
17 improve celebration 88 54
18 to be sociable 87 .62
19 gather more fun .83 .66
20 celebrate with friends .84 56

1 like feeling 83 63
2 exciting 87 54
3 get high 81 .62
4 pleasant feeling 79 .69
5 fun .83 .67

11 friends pressure a7 .23
12 not to be kidded 73 22
13 fit in group 77 24
14 to be liked g3 29
15 not to be left out 73 38

O A R e R SO O T L A TS SNt
To further examine the internal consistency of the Turkish Form of the DMQ-R,
correlations among the four factors were calculated (Table 19).

Table 19: Pearson Product Correlations Matrix for the Turkish Form of the Revised

Drinking Motives Questionnaire Factors (N=944)

Motives Coping Conformity Social

I p r P I B
Enhancement 47 000 11 .001 .62 .000
Coping 27 000 37 .000
Conformity 27 000

L
*Significance tests were two-tailed
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Although all factors were significantly and positively related to one another, Enhancement
and Social motives were closest (r=.62) and Enhancement and Conformity motives were

less related (r=.11).

Pilot Study

This research was composed of essentially two stages; development of instrumentation and
investigation of alcohol related behaviors of students. A pilot study was conducted to help the

first stage.

After the translation of the DMQ-R a pilot study was formed to make sure that wording of the
questions in the Demographic Form and Drinking Motives Questionnaire are understandable.
Results of this pilot study indicated a need for modification of the instruments, First, two
questions were added to the demographic form; one on perceived harm of alcohol (26) another
on reasons for not drinking (33). To avoid unnecessary waste of time a warning was written
after question 33 so that the students who never drink would stop answering the rest of the form.
This last change made the “never” response to questions 34-44, redundant, so this response

alternative was omitted.

Demographic form

A demographic form was developed to obtain some information about student background and
past and current drinking bebaviors (See Appendix C). Completion of the entire demographic
form takes approximately 15 minutes. Information that could reveal student identification was

not asked to assure the validity of responses.
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The form has two parts: demographic information and drinking behaviors. Questions from 1 to
26 gonstitute the first part, which was developed by the author and her thesis advisor. It contains
questions on age, gender, current semester at the university, residence, whether parents are
alive, educational, occupational and financial background of the family, presence of friends and

perceived harm of alcohol.

The second part of the demographic form (questions 27-46) relate to alcohol use. This part is
essentially made up of two sections: drinking background and drinking level. Drinking
backgrqund section (questions 27-34) contains questions on age of starting to drink, first
drinking environment, persons that alcohol consumed together, type of alcohol, family history
about alcohol use, reasons for not drinking and reasons to start drinking. There are eight
questions in this first section. Some of the questions in this section were written by the author
and her thesis adviser (questions, 28, andr 31). Questions 27, 29, 30 and 34 were based on the
form used by Cogkunol (1996) and were slightly modified. These questions were used to

describe the drinking related profile of students.

Because there was no instrument available to measure drinking level, essentially and a new
system of measurement was formed by use of other forms available in the literature (Cogkunol,
1996; Erol Kili¢, Ulusoy, Kegeci, and Simgek, 1998). Drinking level section (questions 35-46)
serves ‘this purpose and contains questions that capture the problematic nature of the alcohol
use. Questions 35 and 38 were based on the form used by CO§kqn01 (1996) and were modified
to fit the rating format. Questions 36, 37 were based on a form used by Erol and her colleagues
{1998) to measure amount of alcohol consumed. These questions were slightly changed and

rearranged to fit the rating format and scoring.
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There are 12 questions in this second section. Some of the questions in this section {questions

~ 35 and 38) were rated on a scale of 1-4, but question 36 wasv rated on a scale of 1-6 and question
37 was rated on a scale of 0-4. Score that can be obtained from these questions ranges between
3-18. Amount of alcohol scores were counted by adding scores of 35-38 questions. Some other
questions (39-46) are answered on a categorical format (Yes or No). The categoriéal scoring

changes between 0 and 1 (“yes” takes 1 point, and “no” takes no point).

Some of the questions are about problem drinking (questions 39-42), one of them about
deprivation of alcohol (46) and some others about addiction criterias (43-45). Scores on these 8
questions were computed and people who had 3 scores and above were categorized as having a

risk for addiction.
Procedure

The pilot data were collected in the spring semester of 2002-2003, while the data for the main

study were collected in the fall semester of 2003-2004.

For the purpose of high level of representation and easy delivery the data for the main study
lwere collected during some common core courses of 1™ and 2™ semester students. For the
Jjunior and senior years, however, departmentél courses had to be chosen because they no longer
had common core courses. After the selection of the courses an g—mail message was sent to the
instructors of the selected courses. After permissions were granted, instruments were delivered
during the class time of some courses and they were completed and collected at the end. But in
some other courses where instructors did not permit using their class time, they were distributed
in one meeting and then collected in the next one and this resulted in some loss in returned |

instruments. A handout on alcohol use was distributed to students after forms were collected



(See Appendix D). Having more or less supportive contact with instructors led some faculties
overrepresented (Faculty of Education) and some others underrepresented (Faculty of

Economics and Administrative Sciences).
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Chapter IV
RESULTS

Results are presented in the same order of the researc}; questions. Descriptive statistics (means
and standard deviations, frequencies and percentages) were conducted for 1% and 2™ questions.
Descriptive statistics, Repeated Measures of Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVA)
and one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted for each dependent variable by the
independent variable for the 3™ and 4* questions. Pearson Product Moment Correlations was
conducted for 5% question and descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages) and chi-

squares were calculated for the 6™ question.

Research Question 1

What are the alcohol related descriptive charactenstics of male and female BU students?

Mean values, standard deviations, frequencies and percentages are calculated for each of the
alcohol related characteristics of students, namely, perceived harm, first drinking age and
company, general drinking company and drinks, family drinking habits, reasons for not drinking

and reasons to start drinking for male and females.

Table 20 shows descriptive statistics of perceived harm of alcohol by female and male students.

Table 20: Perceived Harm of Alcohol by Female and Male Students
]

Gender
Female Male Total
, £ % £ % f %
Very Harmful 278 330 292 39.3 576 36.0
Harmful 332 394 223 300 555 35.0
A bit harmful 195 232 162 21.8 357 22.5
Not harmful 35 4.2 58 78 293 59

No idea 2 0.2 8 1.1 10 0.6




100
As can be seen in Table 20, high percentages of subjects think alcohol either as very
harmful (36.0%) or harmful (35.0%). Males tend to ﬁnd. alcohol more hannﬁli (39.3%)
than females (33.0%).

Table 21: First Drinking Age of Female and Male Students

L ]

Gender
Female Male Total

f % f % f %
Non drinker 298 354 300 40.5 598 37.8
10 and below 37 44 53 7.1 90 5.7
11-15 241 28.6 185 249 426 26.9
16-20 185 22,0 158 21.3 343 216
21 and above 6 0.7 8 1.1 14 0.9
Don’t remember 15 8.2 38 5.1 it3 7.1

L

A large proportion (37.8%) of students were nondrinkers. Among those who did drink,
the majority (26.9%) had their first drink between the ages of 11 and 15. Females and

males seemed rather similar in their first drinking.

Table 22 shows the frequencies and percentages of first drinking place/company of female
and male students.

Table 22: Place/Company During the First Drinking of Female and Male Students

e D T S A Gty

Gender
Female Male Total
£ % f % f %
At home with family 260 309 139 187 399 252
At home with friends 99 118 92 124 191 121
In pub with friends 2 97 8 117 169 107
In a meeting and party 71 84 64 86 135 85
Out of home with friends 24 29 29 3.9 53 33
In school 8 1.0 31 42 39 25

e R S R
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As can be seen in Table 22, students had their first drink at home either with family
(25.2%) or with friends (12.1%). Compared to females less males had their first &ink at
home with family (30.9% vs 18.7%) but more at pub with friends (9.7% vs 11.7%).

Table 23 shows the frequencies and percentages of drinking company of female and male

students.

Table 23: Company During Drinking of Female and Male Students

]

Gender

Female Male Total

f % f % f %
With boy and girl friends 427 508 252 3406 679 429
With boyfriends 39 46 146 19.7 185 117
With parents 137 16.3 46 6.2 183 11.5
With boy/gir] friend 71 84 45 6.1 116 7.3
With girlfriends 63 7.5 2r . 2.8 84 5.3
Alone 28 33 32 43 60 38

S O SR O 0

In terms of general drinking habits there were some gender differences in drinking
company. Both females and males drink with their boy and girl friends (42.9%). This was
true for female (50.8%) and male (34.0%) subjects in differing degrees. However, the
second choice of drinking company was parents for females (16.3%), while it was
boyfriends for males (19.7%). Drinking alone seemed much less common for both gender

(3.8%; 3.3% and 4.3% for females and males, respectively).

Table 24 represents the frequencies and percentages of types of drinks that female and

male students generally prefer.
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Table 24: Types of Drinks Females and Males Prefer

Gender
Female Male Total
f % f % f %
Beer 382 454 371 499 753 47.5
Wine 365 433 185 249 550 34.7
Hard Drinks 187 222 247 332 434 274
Mixed Drinks 88 10.5 56 7.5 144 9.1

T ———

As can be seen in Table 24, 47.5% of the subjects generally drink beer, which is true both
for males (49.9%) and females (45.4%). Gender difference appears in the second generally
preferred drink. Females have wine (43.3%), males have hard drinks (33.2%). Mixed

drinks are the last choice for both gender (9.1%; 10.5% for females, 7.5% for males).

Table 25 shows the frequencies and percentages of presence of family drinking at meals
and problem drinkers.

Table 25: Drinking Habits of the Family

T R

Gender _
Female Meale Total
f % f % f %

Drinks at Family Meal

Yes 196 233 100 13.5 296 18.7

No 646 76.7 643 86.5 "~ 1289 81.3
Problem Drinkers

None 760 90.3 658 86.6 1418 89.5

Mother 4 0.5 e 12 13 0.8

Father 38 4.5 36 - 48 74 4.7

Sibling 6 0.7 8 1.1 14 0.9

Relatives 38 45 36 4.8 74 4.7

M
Table 25 indicates that although majority of the families (81.3%) do not have drink during

meal, nearly 20% of them (18.7%) bave drinks at meal. Similarly, majority of subjects
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(89.5%) have no family member who has drinking problem. Some fathers and relatives

(4.7% each) do have such drinking problem.

- Table 26, represents the frequencies and percentages of reasons for not drinking of female

and male students.

Table 26: Reasons for Not Drinking of Female and Male Students

S VT TN

Gender
Female Male Total

£ % f % f %
It’s against my beliefs 227 645 235 706 462 674
I don’t like its taste and smell 196 554 150 448 346 502
To protect my health 189 335 154 462 343 500 -
1 witnessed its consequences 98 27.8 106 318 204 297
I don’t enjoy drinking 113 322 75 22.7 188 276
No one around we drinks 43 12.3 39 11.7 82 12.0
I dow’t like the feeling after 42 11.9 37 1.1 79 115
My upbringing doesn’t allow 18 5.1 45 13.5 63 9.2
My friends don’t drink 15 4.2 31 9.3 46 6.7
I don’t have enough money 4 1.1 18 54 22 32

L ______

In terms of for not drinking, the majority stated that it was against to their belief (67.4%;
64.5% females, and 70.6% males). The second and third reasons changed depending on
gender. It was disliking the taste and smell of alcohol for females (50.2%; 55.4% females,
44.8% of males) while it was protection of health for males (50.0%; 53.5% for females,
46.2% for males). Fourth reason was witnessing its consequences (29.7%; 27.8% for
females, 31.8% males) for males, while it was not enjoying drinking (27.6%, 32.2% of
females, 22.7% males) for females. So the second and third as well as the fourth and fifth

reasons changed their relative standing by gender.



104

Table 27 shows the frequencies and percentages or reasons to start drinking for females

and males.

Table 27: Reasons to Start Drinking of Female and Male Students

e e i i i

Gender

Female Male ‘Total

f % f % f %

Curiosity

Good feeling
Upbringing environment
To forget troubles

Test anxiety

Pressure of fifends

To escape from troubles
To feel more confident
To look cool

To help concentration

342 617 262 57.0 604  59.6

141 255 137 298 278 274
48 87 51 111 99 98
37 67 50 109 87 86
5 0.9 6 1.3 11 11
25 45 46 1006 71 70
29 52 40 88 69 68
17 31 21 46 38 38
8 14 4 31 22 22

09 7 1.5 12 12

: 5
L}

In terms of reasons to start drinking, the highest percentage (59.6%) of the subjects both

female (61.7%) and male (57.0%) had started to drink for curiosity. This was followed by

feeling good (27.4%; 29.8% of male and 25.55 % of female). They also mentioned the

environment they were brought up (9.8%,; 11.1% males and 8.7% of females,).

Table 28 shows the frequencies and percentages of drinking frequencies of female and

male students.

Table 28: Distribution of Drinking Frequencies of Female and Male Students

M

Gender

Female Male Total

f % f % £ %

Once in a year
Once or twice in a2 month
Once or twice in a week

Everyday

202 364 142 309 344 339
272 490 199 434 471 464
80 144 114 248 194 191

1 02 4 09 5 05
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As can be seen in Table 28, majority (46.4%) of the subjects drink once or twice. In terms
of gender differences, 43.4% of males and 49.0% of females do so. A large group of
students (33.9%; 36.4% of females, 30.9% males) drinks once in a year. Weekly drinking
constitutes 14.4% of females and 24.8% of males (about 1/5 of the entire group). These

findings indicate that males drink more frequently than females.

Table 29 shows the number of standard drinks consumed in a day by female and male
students.

Table 29: Distribution of Number of Standard Drinks for Female and Male Students

b ____]

Gender
Female Male Total

£ % f % f %
1 i69 305 106 231 275 27.1
2 190 342 97 212 287 283
3 131 236 107 234 238 23.5
4 43 11 78 17.0 121 1t9
5 16 29 36 79 52 5.1
6 and above 6 1.1 34 74 40 39

]
As can be seen in Table 29, the highest (28.3%) percentage of students drink 2 and 27.1%
of students drink 1 standard drink a day. Having 4, 5 or more drinks was more common
among males (17%, 7.9% and 7.4% respectively) than females (7.7%, 2.9% and 1.1%,

respectively).

Table 30 indicates the frequencies and percentages of prevalence of having 6 or more

drinks at one sitting for females and males.
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Table 30: Prevalence of Having 6 or More Drinks at Once for Female and Male Students

]

Gender
Female Male Total
f - % f % f %
Never 259 467 163 355 422 416
At most once in a year 233 420 164 35.7 397 39.2
At most once in a month 54 9.7 98 214 152 15.0
Once in a week 7 1.3 30 6.5 37 3.6
Everyday 2 0.4 4 09 6 0.6

e ______}

In terms of frequency of drinking six and more drinks in a one sitting, 41.6% of the total
drinker sample claimed having no such experience, 39.2% of them did that once in a year,
15% once in a month, 3.6% once in a week and 0.6% once in a day. This excessive
drinking was less prevalent among females than males. About 1/5 (21.4%) of males had
such an experience on a monthly and more than 5% (6.5%) of them had that on a weekly

basis.

Table 31 shows the frequencies and percentages of the timing of last drinks of females and
males.

Table 31: Last Drinking Time of Female and Male Students
A S S N St

Gender
Female Male Total
f % f % £ %
Approximately one year before 108 19.5 97 2it 202 205
Approximately one month before 222 400 138 300 360 35.5
Last week 153 27.6 135 29.3 288 284
These days 72 13.0 90 19.6 162 16.0

About 1/5 of all students had their last drink a year ago, while the majority (35.5%) of

them had it last month. Recent drinking was more common among males. About 1/5 of

males (19.6%) claimed to have it these days, while 13.0% of females claimed to have it

these days.
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In summary, tables between 20-31 represented the alcohol related descriptive
characteristics of male and female students. Results showed that males tend to find alcohol
more harmful than females, majority of students never dnnk, and those who do, start
drinking as teens (ages 11-15), they generally drink with their boy and girl friends, but
second choice of males was always their boyfriends while it was parents for females. Both
males and females prefer beer but the second choice of females was wine, and it was hard
drinks for males. The main reason for not drinking was their belief for both gender but the
second reason was disliking the taste and smell of alcohol for females, while it was
protection of health for males. Both females and males started drinking out of curiosity.
Male drinking was more than female drinking. Most families didn’t have a regular

drinking habit or drinking problem.
Research Question 2

Do drinking motives change by students’ gender, level of academic progress, type of residence,

parental education, participation in social activities and perceived harm?

Mean values and standard deviations were calculated for each of the four dependent variables
(drinking motives), namely, enhancement motive score, coping motive score, conformity
motive score and social motive scores as grouped by each independenf variable, namely,
gender, level of academic progress, type of residence, parental education, participation in social
activities and perceived harm. To avoid Type I Error a multiple analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted for each independent variable and if the overall effect was
significant then unvaried analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine their
separate effects in each of the four drinking motives. When the independent variai;le had more

than two levels, group differences were examined by Bonferroni follow-up tests.
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Table 32 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, coping,
conformity and social motive scores for females and males.

Table 32: Means and Standard Deviations of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Motives for Female and Male Students

L ]

Female Male Total
n M SD n M Sb n M SD
Enhancement 526 13.33 541 419 1325 528 945 13.29 5.35
Social 527 193  4.56 418 12.60 4.83 945 1223 4.69
Coping 525 844 4.05 418 929 470 943 882 437
Conformity 526 586 1.78 417 6.53 74 943 6.15 228

As seen in Table 32, except for the enhancement motive all means seemed higher for males
indicating higher use of most motives for them. Females scored slightly higher in enhancement.
In terms of commonality of motives, however, there was no gender difference. Both females
and males had the highest score in enhancement, and then in social, coping, and conformity
motives. So differences that could be observed were not in what motivates female and male

drinking, but rather how much they were influenced by each motive.

To test for overall group differences for females and males, on all four drinking motives a
MANOVA was conducted (Table E1). Hotellings test indicated an overall difference between
males and females (F (error df: 934.000) = 7.454; p=.000). Then separate ANOVAs were

conducted in each motive. Table 33 shows the results of these ANOVAs.
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Table 33: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,

Conformity and Social Motives by Female and Male Students

KR df MS E p
Enhancement Between 1.278 ! 1.278 .045 833
Within 26976.940 943 28.608
Total 26978218 944
Social Between 106.202 1 106.202 4.842 .028
Within 20685.337 943 21.936
Total 20791.539 944
Coping Between 166.234 1 166.234 8.780 .003
Within 17817.028 941 18.934
Totat 17983.262 942
Conformity  Between 103.873 1 103.873 20425 .000
Within 4785.522 941 5.086
Total 4889.396 942

B

One-way analyses of variance showed that gender difference was significant in all motives

except for enhancement. All the existing gender differences were in the same direction, i.e.,

males scored higher than females (Table 33). The largest gender difference was observed in

conformity (F (1, 941)=20.425; p=.000), while the smallest was observed in social (E (1,

943)=4.842; p=.028) motives. Gender differences in coping was also Signjﬁcant (F(,

941)=8.780; p=.003).

Table 34 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, coping,

conformity motive and social motive scores for prep school, 1-2 semesters, 3-4 semesters, 5-6
semesters, 7-8 semesters and 9 and above semesters students. Regarding Enhancement Motive,
students in 7-8 semesters had the highest mean and the students in 3-4 semesters had the highesf

second mean and the 9 and above semesters students had the third highest mean although the
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differences among the 6 groups seemed ignorable except those between 7-8 semesters and prep
students. For Social Motive students from 3-4 semesters to 9 and above semesters had the
highest means and the students in prep school had the lowest mean. For Coping Motive 9 and
above semester students had the highest mean, and the rests of the groups were very close to
each other. For Conformity Motive, semester students who are at their academic programs had

higher means and prep school students had the lowest mean.

Although there are ignorable exceptions, an examination of drinking motives by level of
academic progress indicates that students tended to have increasing motivation of all four types
as they progressed in their academic programs. Prep and last year students (two extremes) seem

rather different and the difference favors the prep students.

Table 34: Means and Standard Deviations of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Motives for Level of Academic Progress

L _____]

Enhancement Social : Coping Conformity

n M Sb n M S » M SD n M SD

Prep. 90 1219 540 90 108 499 89 855 431 89 594 2.05
1-2 202 1275 558 202 11.64 466 201 8.61 441 200 625 252
3-4 225 13.72 539 224 1246 460 225 8.92 444 225 6.25 252
5-6 - 186 1276 527 186 1246 4.80 185 8.68 4.29 186 6.19  2.19
7-8 190 1436 493 191 1292 436 191 899 432 191 6.19 232
9andasbove 52 1350 5.19 52 1254 497 52 946 4.55 52 6.63 3.2

B

To test for overall group differences for prep, 1-2 semesters, 3-4 semesters, 5-6 semesters,

7-8 semesters, and 9 and above semesters groups, on all four drinking motives a



111
MANOVA was conducted (Table E2). Hotellings test indicated that there was an qverall
difference among the groups on all four drinking motives (F (error df: 3714.000) = 1.594;
p=.045). Based on this result, ANOVAs that are presented in Table 35 were conducted.

Table 35: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Drinking Motives by Level of Academic Progress

. S8 dr MS F i}
Ephancement  Between . 483.890 5 96.778 3430 004
Within 26494.328 939 28215
Total 26978.218 944 |
Social Between 365.507 5 73.101 3361 005
Within  20426.032 939 21.753
Total 20791.539 944
Coping Between 43488 5 9.698 507 771
Within 17934.774 937 19.141
Total 17983.262 942
Conformity  Between 27417 5 5.483 1.057 383
Within 4861.979 937 5.189
Total 4889.396 942

L

Table 35 shows that there were no statistically significant differences among prep, 1-2 semester,
3-4 semester, 5-6 semester, 7-8 semester, and 9 and above semester groups for Coping Motive
(F (5, 937)=.507; p=.771) and Conformity Motive (E (5, 937)=1 .657; p=-383). However,
significant differences were observed in Enhancement Motive (F (5, 939)=3.430; p=.004), and
Social Motive (F (5, 939)=3.361; p=.005). Existing group differences were followed by

Bonferroni tests (Table E3).
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The results of Bonferroni tests showed that students from 7-8 semesters had significantly higher

Enhancement (p=.023) and Social (p=.005) motives than prep students. The rest of the group

differences were not statistically significant.

Table 36 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, copiﬁg,
conformity and social motive scores for students who live with their family, in dormitory, with

relatives and siblings, with their friends and alone.

Table 36: Means and Standard Deviations of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Motives for Tvpe of Residence

Enhancement Social Coping Conformtiy
n M Sb » M SbD o M SD n M SD
Family 375 1317 539 375 1249 4382 375 844 415 375 6.03 2.08

Dormitory 333 1314 549 334 1168 458 331 889 438 332 602 215

Relatives/ 68 1322 492 68 1229 398 68 881 4.9 68 6.54 2.65

Sibling
Friends 132 1405 507 131 1295 471 132 952 665 131 652 262
Alone 32 1300 545 32 1144 513 32 931 466 32 675 323

e |

Regarding Enhancement Motive, students who live with their friends had the highest mean and
students who live had alone had the lowest mean although the differences among the 5 groups
seemed minor. For Social Motive, students who live with their friends had the highest means
and the students were living alone had the lowest mean. For Coping_Motive, students living
with their friends had the highest mean, and the students living with their families had the
lowest mean and the mean differences among the group seemed ignorable. For Conformity
Motive, students living alone had the highest mean and dormitory students had the lowest mean.

A general observation of the means of motives by residential type seems to indicate that except
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for Conformity motives, living with friends tends to increase drinking motives and students who

live alone seem to have more conformity motives to drink.

To test for overall group differences a MANOV A was conducted (Table E4). Hotellings test
indicated that there was an overall difference among living with family, living in dormitory,
living with relatives and sibling, living with friends and living alone (F (error df: 3698.000) =
1.770; p=.029). Therefore, univaried analyses were conducted (Table 37).

Table 37: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Drinking Motives by Type of Residence

L ______|

ss df MS F D
Enhancement  Between 92.249 4 23.062 805 522
Within 26790.478 935 28.653
Total 26882.728 939 |
Social Between 215.555 4 53.88% 2.468 043
Within 20414.465 935 21.834
Total 20630.020 939
Coping Between 127.597 4 31,899 1.674 154
Within 17774.476 933 19.051
Total 17902.074 937
Conformity  Between 50.594 4 12.643 2.441 045
Within 4834.054 933 5.181
Total 4884.648 937 ‘

B
Table 37 shows that there were no statistically significant differences among different types of

residence for Enhancement (F (4, 935)‘—‘.805; p=.522) and Coping (F (4, 933)=1.674; p=.154)

motives. However, Conformity (F (4, 933)=2.441; p=.045), and Social (F (4, 935)=2.468,;
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p=.043) motives yielded significant differences among the five resident types, yet these
differences were rather small since the Bonferroni tests showed no significant differences

among any of the groups (Table ES).

Table 38 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, coping,

conformity and social motive scores for the following levels of (GPAs): 0-2.00; 2.00-2.50; 2.50-
3.00; 3.00-3.50; 3.50-4.00.

Table 38: Means and Standard Deviations bf Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Motives for Grade Point Averages

L

Enhancement Social Coping Conformity

n M SD n

=

S p M sSD n M SD

0-2.00 54 1385 508 54 1330 482 54 1009 511 54 683 390
2.00-2.50 172 1327 527 Y7t 1223 473 172 949 493 172 635 390
2.50-3.00 210 1328 530 211 1206 440 211 8.68 405 211 628 273
3.00-3.50 159 1497 498 159 1331 464 158 862 3.95 159 591 231

3.50-4.00 66 1289 528 66 1265 464 66 788 3.65 66 621 1.66
o
Regarding Enhancement Motive, students who had GPAs of 3.00-3.50 had the highest, and the
students who had GPAs of 3.50-4.00 had the lowest means. The rest of the groups had similar
means. For Coping Motive, students who had bottom GPAs (0-2.00) had the highest, while
students who had the top GPAs (3.50-4.00) had the lowest means. For Conformity and Social

motives, means of different GPA groups were largely similar.

To test for overall group differences for different GPA levels (0-2.00; 2.00-2.50; 2.50-

3.00; 3.00-3.50; 3.50-4.00) on all four drinking motives, a MANOVA was conducted
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(Table E6). Hotellings test indicated that there was an overall difference among the groups
((E (error df: 2598.000) = 2.825; p=.000) on alt four drinking motives, thus differences
were examined by unvaried ANOVAs (Table 39).

Table 39: One-Way An:

Social Drinking Motives by Grade Point Averages

e i i s il i

88 df MS E p
Enhancement  Between 423,669 4 105917  3.917 004
Within 17736.957 656 27.038
Total 18160.626 660
Social Between 191.246 4 47812 2255 062
Within 13909.008 656 21.203
Total 14100.254 660
Coping Between 227313 4 56.828  3.032 017
Within 12293.598 656 18.740
Total 12520.911 660
Conformity Between 38.708 4 9.677 1.625 166
Within 3913.166 657 5.956
Total 3951.875 661

L ______
Among the ANOV As, that were carried out to figure out whether mean differences among the
GPA groups were statistically significant for Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and Social
Motives showed that there were no statistically differences in Coﬁfonnity (F (4, 657)=1.625;
p=-166) and Social (F (4, 656)=2.225; p=.062) motives. However, significant differences
existed for Enhancement (F (4, 656)=3.917; p=.004), and Coping (F (4, 656)=3.032; p=.017)

motives which were followed-up by Bonferonni tests (Table E7).
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The results of Bonferroni tests for Enhancement Motives showed that students who had 3.00-
3.50 GPA bad significantly higher Enhancement motives for drinking than stﬁdents who had
2.50-3.00 GPAs (p=.003) and students who had 2.00-2.50 GPA (p=.030) and students who had
3.50-4.00 GPAs (p=.052). For coping motive although there was a gradual decrease in motive

by increases in GPA there were no significant differences among any GPA levels.

Table 40 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, coping,
conformity and social motives for mothers and fathers with low, middle and high education
levels.

Table 40: Means and Standard Deviations of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

- Social Motives for Parental Education

L

Enhancement Social Coping Conformity
n M sD n M sb an M sb n M sD
Mother
Education .
Low 286 1239 555 286 1099 454 285 892 452 284 6.18 224

Middle 276 1368 546 277 1251 475 275 B8.69 442 276 629 257

High 381 13.74 5.01 380 1298 457 381 8.85 422 381 605 2.08
Father

Education

Low 211 1243 572 211 1107 448 210 9.02 2.30 210 6.15 230

Middle 191 13.16 546 192 1167 482 191 846 231 190 6.11 225

High 537 1367 513 536 1288 4.64 536 8‘.89 225 537 e6.16 227
W@
Table 40 indicates that for Enhancement Motive, students whose mothers had higher education
had the highest mean and the students whose mothers had low education had the lowest mean.
The trend was the same for fathers. For Social Motive students who had highly educated

mothers and fathers, had the highest means and the students who had low educated mothers and
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fathers, had the lowest means. For Coping Motive, students whose mothers and fathers had low
education had the highéét means, and the students whose mothers and fathers had middle
education had the lowest means. For Conformity Motivg, students whose mother had middle
education had the highest mean and the students whose mother had higher education had the
lowest mean. Group means for father education were very close to one another. Findings related

to mother and father education levels were very similar in general.

To test for overall group differences for different levels of education of mothers and
fathers on all four drinking motives a MANOVA was conducted (Table E8 and E9).
Hotellings test indicated that an overall difference for mothers (F (error df: 1860.000) =
5.572; p=.000), and fathers (F (error df: 1854.000) = 4.332; p=.000). Thus, a separate
ANOVA was conducted in each four motives by mother and father education (Table 41

and 42).
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Table 41: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Drinking Motives Scores by Level of Mother Education

e I i S e e S S O R

S8 daf MS E p
Enhancement  Between 350.975 2 175487 6227 002
Within 26489.364 940 28.180
Total 26840.339 942
Social Between 671.336 2 335.668  15.734 000
Within 20053.979 940 21334
Total 20725.315 942
Coping Between 7473 2 3.737 195 823
Within 17946.595 938 19.133
Total 17954.068 940
Conformity  Between 9.085 T2 4543 874 418
Within 4877.637 938 5.200
Total 4886.723 940

L ]

Table 41 shows that there were no statistically significant differences among the education
groups of mothers for Coping (F (2, 938)=.195; p=.823) and Conformity (F (2, 938)=.874;
p=.418) motives. However, Enhancement (F (2, 940)=6.227; p=.002) and Social (F (2,
940)=15.734; p=.000) motives of students changed depending of their mothers’ level of

education.

The results of Bonferroni tests showed that students who had mothers with low education had
lower Enhancement Motives to drink than students who had mothers of middle and high
education (p=.016 and p=.005) (Table E10). Students whose mothers had low education had

significantly lower Social Motives to drink than students whose mothers had middle and high
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education (p=.000 and p=.000). Middle and high groups did not differ from one another in

either of these motives.

One-way ANOV As were carried out to figure out whether means were different for different

levels of father education (Table 41).

Table 42: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Drinking Motives by Level of Father Education

L

88 af MS i B
Enhancement Betweeh 238.892 2 119.446 4,188 015
Within 26697.897 936 28.523
Total 26936.788 938
Social Between 570.870 2 285.435 13.241 000
Within 20177.611 936 21.557
Total 20748.481 938
Coping Between 36.460 2 18.230 952 386
Within 17890.234 934 19.154
Total 17926.694 936
Conformity  Between 396 2 .198 038 962
Within 4815.864 934 5.156
Total 4816.260 936

Table 42 summarizes the findings that there were no statistically significant differences among
educational groups of fathers in Coping (F (2, 934)=.952; p=.386) and Conformity (F (2,
934)=.038; p=.962) motives. However, differences existed for Enhancement (¥ (2,936)4.188;
p=.015), and Social (F (2, 936)=13.241; p=.000) motives and were followed-up by Bonferroni

tests (Table E11).
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The result of Bonferroni tests showed that students who had fathers with low education had
significantly lower Enhancement Motives to drink than students who had fathers with high
education (p=.017). Students who had fathers with low and middle levels of education had

significantly lower Social Motives to drink than students who had fathers with high education

(p=.000 and p=.009).

Table 43 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, coping,
conformity and social motives for being very active, active, somewhat active and barely active
in student clubs and other social activities.

Table 43: Means and Standard Deviations of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Motives for Participation in Social Activities

]

Enhancement Social Coping Conformity
n M SD o M Sb n M SD 1 M SD
Student Clubs
Very Active 131 1334 513 131 1293 487 131 823 353 131 607 215
Active 195 13.61 512 194 1218 456 195 848 407 194 600 219

Somewhat active 254 1327 520 255 1229 448 254 9.12 444 255 609 2.04

Barely active 365 13.12 565 365 1196 4.84 363 899 472 363 632 251
Other Activities

Very Active 144 1446 535 145 1296 5.00 145 881 438 145 592 1.88

Active 425 1295 524 424 12.17 448 423 848 407 422 6.08 227

Somewhat active 241 1345 526 241 1216 4.67 240 9.17 456 241 626 235

Barely active 135 1287 568 135 11.74 500 135 927 4384 135 646 254
R

For Enhancement Motive, students who were active in clubs and very active in other activities

had the highest means while the students who were barely active had the lowest means in both
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activities. For Social Motive, studen;s who were very active in student clubs and in other
activities had the highest means and the students who were barely active in student clubs and in
other activities had the lowest means. For Coping Motive, students who were somewhat active
in student clubs, and barely active in other activities had the highest means. In this motive,
students who were very active in students clubs, and active in other activities had the lowest
means. For Conformity Motive, students who were barely active in student clubs and in other
activities had the highest means and those who were active in students clubs and very active in

other activities had the lowest means.

To test for overall group differences for level of participation in student clubs and in other
activities on all four drinking motives, two MANOV As (Table E12 and E13) were conducted.
Hotellings test indicated significant differences both in student club activities (F (error df:
2792.000) = 1.752; p=.015) and in other activities (F (error df: 2792.000) = 2.085; p=.051).
Thus, unvaried ANOV As were conducted fo see the effects of these two social activities on

each drinking motive. They are reported in tables 44 and 45.
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Table 44: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Drinking Motives by Participation in Student Clubs

%W

S8 a - MS E B
Enhancement Between 29.622 3 9.874 345 .793
Within 26948.596 941 28.638
Total 26978.218 944
Social Between 93.292 3 31.097 1.414 237
Within 20698.247 941 21.996
Total 20791.539 944
Coping Between 103272 3 34.424 1.808 144
Within 17879.990 939 19.042
Total 17983.262 942
Conformity  Between 16.344 3 5.448 1.050 370
Within 4873.051 939 5.190
Total 4889.396 942

]

Table 44 shows no statistically significant differences among levels of participation in

student clubs in any of the four motives.
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Table 45: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Drinking Motives by Participation in Other Activities

Motives SS df MS F P
Evhancement Between 280.302 3 93.434 3.293 020
Within 26697.916 941 28.372
Total 26978.218 944
Social Between 110.488 3 36.829 1.676 A7
Within 20681.050 941 21.978
Total 20791.539 944
Coping Between 106.987 3 35.662 1.873 132
Within 17876275 939 19.038
Total 17983.262 9242
Conformity  Between 25912 3 8.637 1.668 A72
Within 4863.483 939 5.179
Total 4889.396 942

L . ________|

Table 45 shows no statistically significant differences among levels of participation in other
activities out of school for Social (F (3, 941)=1.676; p=.171), Coping (F (3, 939)=1.873;
p=.132) and Conformity (F (3, 939)=1.668; p=.172) motives. However, significant difference
was observed in Enhancement Motive (F (3, 941)=3.293; p=.020). Existing group differences

were followed by Bonferroni tests (Table E14).

The result of Bonferroni tests showed that students who were are active in other activities had
significantly higher Enhancement motives (p=.027) than students who were very active. The

rest of the group differences were not statistically significant.
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Table 46 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, coping,
conformity and social motive scores for different levels of perceived harm of alcohol (very
harmful, harmful, a bit harmful/no idea and not harmful).

Table 46: Means and Standard Deviations of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Motives for Pérceived Harm

el e ________]

Enhancement Social Coping Conformity

» M SO n M SO n M SO 1 M 8D

Very Harmful 109 9.89 519 108 978 443 109 743 393 109 6.07 231
Harmful 412 1237 507 412 1145 438 409 869 436 410 622 238

Abitharmful/ 335 1474 489 336 13.53 443 336 904 423 335 6.05 2.09
No idea

Not harmful 89 1630 523 89 - 13.90 534 89 10.26 495 89 635 243
L __]
For all four motives, students who perceived alcohol as not harmful had the highest means and
the students who perceived alcohol as very harmful had the lowest means except for conformity
where the lowest mean was obtained by those who found it a bit harmful or had no idea. Except
for conformity motive, trends were almost linear i.e., motives decreased as perception of harm

increased (Table 46).

To test for overall group differences for differing levels of perceived harm of alcohol a
MANOVA was conducted (Table E15). Hotellings test indicated that there was an overall
difference (F (error df: 2792.000) = 12.252; p=.000) and these were examined by one-way

ANOVAs (Table 47).
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Table 47: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and

Social Drinking Motives by Perceived Harm

M

df

S8 M_S. F B
Enhancement Between 3127.150 3 1042,383 41.125 .000
Within 23851.068 941 25347
Total 26978.218 944
Social Between 1715.198 3 571.733 28.202 000
Within 19076.341 941 20.272
Total
Coping Between 417410 3 139.137 7.438 .000
Within 17565.852 939 18.707
Total 17983.262 942
Conformity _ Between 5067 3 3.0 582 627
Within 4880328 939 5.197
Total 4889.396 942

b ]

One-way ANOV As, conducted to figure out whether mean differences among different levels of

perceived harm of alcohol were statistically significant for Enhancement, Coping, Conformity

and Social motives showed that except Conformity Motive (E (9, 939)=.582; p=.627), all

differences were significant; Enhancement (F (3, 941)= 41.125; p=.000), Coping (F (3,

939)=7.438; p=.000) and the Social (F (3, 941)=28.202; p=000) motives, respectively.

When the significant differences were followed by Bonferroni tests (Table E16) it was seen that

nearly all groups were different from one another in Enhancement (ranging from p=.000 to

p=.065). Students who perceived alcohol as barmful had significantly higher Social Motives

than students who perceive alcohol as a bit harmful or have no idea (p=.000) and students who
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perceived alcohol not harmful (p=000). For Coping Motives, students who perceived alcohol as
very harmful had significantly higher Coping Motives to drink than students who pérceived
alcohol as harmful (p=.050) and a bit harmful or have no idea (p=.005), and not harmful
(p=.000). Likewise, students who perceived alcohol as h@m had higher coping motives than
those who perceived it not harmful (p=.012). Students who perceived alcohol as very harmful
had significantly higher social motives than the students who perceived alcohol as harmful

(p=.003), a bit harmful or have no idea (p=.000), and not harmfisl (p=.000).

In summary, tables between 32 and 47 showed that motives change by student gender, level of
academic progress, type of residence, parental education, participation in social activities and
perceived harm of alcohol. Students drank for Enhancement, Social, Coping and Conformity
reasons, respectively, Except for Enhancement where there was no gender difference, males
had higher motives to drink. Senior students had higher enhancement and social motives than
prep students. Existing differences in social and conformity motives regarding type of residence
were ignorable. Differences on GPA, indicated that top students tended to have less
enhancement and coping motives to drink. Compared to parents with low education, parents
with high education bad higher enhancement and social motives to drink. Students who were
very active in social activities outside the university had higher enhancement motives to drink
than students who were not active in such activities. Students who found alcohol more harmful

had less enhancement, social and coping motives to drink.
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Research Question 3

Does amount of alcohol consumed change gender, level of academic progress, grade point

average. type of residence, parental education, participation in social activities and perceived

harm?
Table 48 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of amount of alcohol consumed
by females and males. Males had higher amounts of alcohol than females.

Table 48: Means and Standard Deviations of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Female

and Male Students

Female Male Total
n M SD n M SD N M SD
555 7.01 2.69 458 832 345 1013 7.60 3.12

To test gender differences for amount of alcohol consumed a one-way ANOVA was conducted
(Table 49). One-way analysis of variance showed that gender difference in amount of alcohol
consumed was significant (F (1, 1011)=46.060; p=.000). Males consumed significantly more
alcohol than females.

Table 49: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Female and

Male Students
WM
ss df MS E e
Between 430214 1 430214 46.060 000
Within 9443.065 1011 9.340
Total 9873.279 1012

W
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Table 50 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of amount of alcohol consumed
by students of prep school, 1-2 semesters, 3-4 semesters, 5-6 semesters, 7-8 semester and 9 and

above semesters.

Table 50;: Means and Standard Deviations of Amount (;f Aicohol Consumed for Level of

Academic Progress

1 M SD
Prep. 100 6.95 3.19
12 212 7.08 2.82
34 242 7.77 323
5-6 ’ 204 ’ 7.65 3.18
7-8 201 7.94 3.02
9 and above 54 8.60 3.41

Total 1013 7.60 3.12

L ]

Table 50 shows that, 9 and above semesters students had the highest mean and the students at
prep school had the lowest mean. An examination of amount of alcohol consumed by level of
academic progress indicates that students tended to have increasing élcohol consumption as they
progressed in their academic programs. This increase was nearly linear with the exception of
change in order between 3-4 and 5-6 semesters students. Prep and 9 and above semester

students seem rather different and the difference favors the prep students (two extremes).

To test for overall group differences for prep, 1-2 semester, 3-4 semester, 5-6 semester, 7-8
semester, and 9 and above semester groups, on amount of alcohol consumed a univariate

ANOVA was conducted that are presented in Table 51.
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Table 51: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Level of

Academic Progress

Between 182.407 5 36.481 3.791 .002
Within 9690.873 1007 9.624
Total 9873.279 1012

I A S A

Table 51 shows that there were statistically significant differences among prep, 1-2 semesters,
3-4 semesters, 5-6 semesters, 7-8 semesters, and 9 and above semesters groups in amount of
alcohol consumed (F (5, 1007)=3.791; p=002). Existing group differences were followed by
Bonferroni tests (Table E17). The results showed that students from 9 and above semesters
consumed alcohol more than prep and 1-2 semesters students. The rest of the group differences

were not statistically significant.

Table 52 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of amount of alcohol consumed
by the students with the following levels of grad point averages (GPA): 0-2.00; 2.00-2.50; 2.50-
3.00; 3.00-3.50; 3.50-4.00.

Table 52: Means and Standard Deviations of Amount of Alcohol Consumed for Grade Point

Averages
W
0-2.00 58 8.53 3.25
2.00-2.50 184 7.86 3.39
2.50-3.00 228 7.43 3.00
3.00-3.50 169 8.15 3',03
3.50-4.00 69 7.87 3.24

w
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Table 52 shows that, students who had GPAs of 0-2:00 had the highest and the students who

had GPAs of 3:00-3:50 had second highest mean and the students who had GPAs é:50—3:00 had

the lowest means. The rest of the groups had similar means.

To test for overall group differences for different GPA levels (0-2.00; 2.00-2.50; 2.50-3.00;
3.00-3.50; 3.50-4.00) on amount of alcohol consumed a univariate ANOVA was conducted
(Table 52). This ANOVA showed that there was no statistically significant difference among
GPA groups (F (4, 703)=2.109; p=1078).

Table 53: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Grade Point

Averages
b ]
S8 df MS E p
Between 83.903 4 20.976 2.109 078
Within 6992.316 703 9.946
Total 7076.219 707

]

In ANOVA, that were carried out to figure out whether mean differences among the GPA

groups were statistically significant for amount of alcohol consumed.

Table 54 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of amount of alcohol consumed
by students who live with their family, in dormitory with, relatives and siblings, with their

friends and alone.
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Table 54: Means and Standard Deviations of Amount of Alcohol Consumed for Type of
Residence

S I et .

n M SD
Family 398 7.42 2.98
Dormitory 357 7.48 3.15
Friends 150 8.21 3.31
Relatives/ 69 7.80 3.32
Sibling
Alone 33 7.55 2.92

e r———— o —— o ———————— T ———
Table 54 indicates that students who live with their friends had the highest mean and the
students who live with their family had the lowest mean although the differences among the 5
groups seemed minor. To test group overall group differences a univariate ANOVA was
conducted (Table 54). This ANOVA showed that there was no statistically difference among

different types of residence in amount of alcohol consumed (F (4, 1002)=1.948; p=.100).

Table 55: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Type of

Residence

S8 df MS E p
Between 75.590 4 18.897 1.948 100
- Within 9718.027 1002 9.699
Total 0793617 1006

: .

Table 56 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of amount of alcohol consumed
for mothers and fathers with low, middle and high education levels. It shows that students

whose mothers had higher education had the highest mean and the students whose mothers had
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low education had the lowest mean. The trend was the same for fathers. Findings related to

mother and father education levels were very similar in general.

‘Table 56: Means and Standard Deviations of Amount of Alcohol Consumed for Parental

Education

A

n M SD
Mother Education
Low 315 6.76 3.10
Middle 296 7.73 3.14
High 400 8.19 2.98
Father Education
Low 229 6.90 3.03
Middle 207 7.11 3.12
High 569 8.06 3.10

]

To test for overall group differences by different levels of education of mothers and fathers in
amount of alcohol consumed separate ANOVAs were conducted by levels of mother and father
education.

Table 57: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Level of

Mother Education

S8 df MS ) p
Between  283.525 2 141763  14.897 1000
Within 9535271 1002 9,516
Total 9818.796 1004

W

Table 57 shows that there were significant differences among the education levels of mothers in
amount of alcohol consumed by students (F (2, 1008)=19.377; p=.000). Amount of alcohol
consumed by students changed depending of their mothers’ of education. The significant

difference was followed by Bonferroni test (Table E18) which showed that students whose
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mothers had low education consumed significantly lower amount of alcohol than students

whose mothers middle (p=.000) and high (p=.000) education.

Table 58 summarizes the results of one-way analysis Gf variance for level of father education
which indicated that there were significant differences among the education levels of fathers in
the amount of alcohol consumed by students (F (2, 1002)=14.897; p=.000). Amount of alcohol
consumed by students changed depending on educational level of fathers. The signiﬂcant‘
difference was followed by Bonferroni test (Table E19). It was indicated that students whose
fathers had low and middle education consumed significantly lower amount Pf alcohol than
students whose fathers had high education (p=.000).

Table 58: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Level of

Father Education

i df MS E p
Between  363.975 2 181.988  19.377 .000
Within 9466.915 1008 9.392
Total 9830.890 1010

O NN SN S A AP

Table 59 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of amount of alcohol consumed
by students who were very active, active, somewhat active and barely active in student clubs

and other social activities.
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Table 59: Means and Standard Deviations of Amount of Alcohol Consumed for Participation in

Social Activities

Student Clubs
Very active 132 8.28 323
Active 201 7.73 2.96
Somewhat active 278 7.71 2.99
Barely active 402 7.23 322
Other Activities
Very active 153 832 3.18
Active 451 7.72 3.13
Somewhat active 258 7.19 2.82
Barely active 151 7.22 3.40

Table 59 indicates that students were very active in clubs and in other activities had the highest
means, while the students who were barely active in student clubs had the lowest mean and the

students who were somewhat active in other activities had the lowest mean.

To test for overall group differences for level of participation in student clubs and in other
activities in amount of alcohol consumed two separate ANOVAs were conducted (Table
60, 61). Results in Table 60 indicate that there were significant differences among levels of
participation in student clubs in the amount of alcohol consumed (F (3,1009)=4.232;
p=.006). For further analyses Bonferroni tests were conducted (Table E20). These tests
results indicated that students who were barely active in student clubs had significantly

lower amount of alcohol consumption than the students who were very active in student

clubs (p=.005).
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Table 60: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Cbnsumed by Participation in

Student Clubs

Between 122.695 3 40.898 4232 .006

Within 9750.585 1009 9.664
Total 9873.279 1012

S S T S AR T SO

Table 61 summarizes the univariate ANOVA results of amount of alcohol consumed by
students’ level of participation in other activities. The results showed significant
differences among the level of participation in other activities for amount of alcohol
consumed (F (3, 1009)=5.255; p=.001). Significance difference was followed by
Bonferroni tests (Table E21). Results of Bonferroni indicated that students who were
somewhat active or barely active in other activities out of school had significantly lower
amount of alcohol consumption than the students who were very active in them (p=.002

and p=.012, respectively).

Table 61: One-Wav Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Participation in

Other Activities
L ]
ss df MS F p
Between 151.877 3 50.626 5.255 001
Within 9721.402 1009 9.635
Total 9873.279 1012

T

Table 62 summarizes the mean values and standard deviations of enhancement, coping,
conformity and social motives for different levels of perceived harm of alcohol (very

harmful, harmful, a bit harmful/no idea and not harmful).
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Table 62: Means and Standard Deviations of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Perceived

Harm of Alcohol
M
n M SD
Very harmful 127 532 2.62
Harmful 442 6.89 2.85
A bit harmful /no idea 354 8.62 2.81
Not harmful 90 10.30 2.90

m

As can be seen in Table 62 students who perceived alcohol as not harmful had the hi ghest
mean and the students who perceived alcohol as very harmful had the lowest means.

Trends were linear i.c., amount of alcohol consumed decreased as perception of harm

increased.

To test for overall group differences for differing levels of perceived harm of alcohol a one-way
ANOVA was conducted (Table 63). One-way analyses showed significant differences among
different levels of perceived harm of alcohol for amount of alcohol consumed (F (3,
1009)=80.319; p=.000) and it was followed by Bonferroni tests (Table E22). Results indicated
that all the groups were significantly different from one another at p=.000 level. As students

perceived alcohol more harmful they had lesser amount of alcohol consumption.

Table 63: One-Way Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Perceived

Harm of Alcohol
o e ]
S8 df MS E P
Between 1903.296 3 - 634,432 80319 .000
Within 7969.983 1009 7.899
Total 9873.279 1012

A O RS S S S S0
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In summary, tables between 48 and 63 indicated that amount of alcohol consumed changed by
gender. Males consumed alcohol more than females. Students from 9 and above semesters
consumed more alcohol than prep and 1-2 semester students. Grade point averages and type of
residence did not seem to influence the amount of alcohol consumed by students. Students
whose parents had low levels of education consumed less amounts of alcohol. Students who
were very active in student clubs consumed more amount of alcohol, and students who were
very active in social activities outside the university consumed more amount of alcohol

compared to students who were less active in both. As students perceived alcohol more harmful

they consumed less alcohol.

Research Question 4

How are drinking motives of male and female BU students related to amount of drinking?

Pearson product moment correlations were calculated to see the relationship between drinking
motives (namely, Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and Social), and amount of drinking that
students consume. Table 64 shows the Pearson product moment correlations between amount of

alcohol consumed and drinking motives for female and male students separately.
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Table 64: Pearson Product Correlations between the Drinking Motives and Amount of

Alcohol Consumed for Females and Male Students

m

i} I e

Enhancement

Female 525 57 000

Male 417 60 .000
Social

Female 526 48 .00D

Male 416 49 000
Coping

Female 524 35 000

Male - 416 32 .000
Conformity

Female 525 -.023 598

e 415 _ -.053 279

*Significance te

The results seen in Table 64 show that all correlations except for those with conformity motives
were significant and positive. Correlations were very similar for both gender. Largest
correlations which were moderate, were with Enhancement Motive (.57 for females, .60 for
males. Second largest correlations were with Social Motive (.48 for females .49 for males).
Correlations with Coping were somewhat lower (.35 for females, .32 formales). It seemed that
enhancement, social and coping drinking motives are positively related to amount of student

drinking to differing degrees from moderate to low.
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Research Questions 5

What are the demographic characteristics of male and female nondrinking BU students in

comparison to those who are at risk for alcohol dependency?

Table 65 shows the frequencies and percentages of female and male students who never drink

and those who are at risk for dependency.

Table 65: Distribution of Male and Female Students by Drinking Status (N=691)

-

Non drinking Dependency risk

£ % f %
Female 298 49.8 34 36.6
Male ' 300 50.2 59 63.4
Total 598 100.0 93 100.0

(.*(1)=5.681; p= 0.017)
As can be seen in Table 65 gender distribution among nondrinking students was nearly
identical. However, among students who drink to the level that put them at risk for
dependency 36.6% of them were females and 63.4% of them were males. This gender
difference in frequencies was significant (.*(1)=5.681; p= 0.017) indicating that males

were in greater danger for alcohol dependency than females.

Table 66 shows the frequencies and percentages of nondrinking students and students who

were at risk for alcohol dependency by different levels of GPAs.

Table 66: Distribution of Grade Point Average by Drinking Status

Non drinking Dependency Risk

f % £ %

0-2.00 ' 25 7.3 6 8.5
2.00-2.50 97 283 22 31.0
2.50-3.00 108 315 22 31.0
3.00-3.50 79 23.0 16 22.5
3.50-4.00 34 9.9 5 7.0

e e e et
(.* (4)=.781; p=.941)
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As seen in Table 66, GPA, were distributed rather similarly between the two drmkmg
status. There were no GPA differences between the students who never drink and those

who were at risk for dependency ( x *(4/=781; p=941).

Table 67 indicates subjects distribution of nondrinking and at risk drinking status by their
level of academic progress.

Table 67: Distribution of Semesters by Drinking Status

Nondrihking ‘ Dependency Risk

£ % £ %.

Prep 126 211 4 43
Semesters v

1-2 133 222 18 19.4

3-4 131 219 28 30.1

56 113 18.9 20 215

7-8 77 12.9 17 18.3

9 and above 18 3.0 6 6.5

( x *(5)=19.446; p=002)

Table 67, shows that number of nondrinking students graduatly decrease as they progress in
their academic programs. (fromy prep, 21.4% to 9 and above semesters, 3%). On the other hand,
highest number of students at risk for dependency were sophomore (36:1%) and janior (21.5%)

(x *(5)=19:446; p=002).

Table 68 shows the frequencies and percentages of nondrinking students and students who

are at risk for alcohol dependency by type of residence.
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Table 68: Distribution of Type of Residence by Drinking Status

“

~ Nondrinking Dependency Risk

I - % f %
. 181 30.4 27 29.3
Family
_ 231 38.8 37 40.2
Dormitory
139 233 16 17.4
Friends
37 6.2 9 9.8
Relatives/ Siblings
8 13 3 3.3
Alone

(.*(4)=4.673; p= .322)
Table 68, shows the types of residence of nondrinking students and students at risk for
dependency. It seems that regardless of their drinking status students share similar residential

characteristics (.*(4)=4.673; p= .322).

Table 69, shows the frequencies and percentages of students who never drink and those who are
at risk for dependency by frequency of their home visits.

Table 69: Distribution of Home Visits of Students by Drinking Status

Nondrinker Dependency Risk
f % f %
4 1.0 3 4.4
Several times in a week
22 55 5 . 7.4
Every weekend
60 14.9 10 14.7
Once in a several weeks
177 44.0 26 38.2
Once in a several months
114 284 19 27.9
Semesters
24 6.0 ‘3 4.4
Only summer
1 0.2 2 2.9

Never -
e ]
(.2(6)=12.226; p=.057)

Table 69 indicates the frequencies of home visits made by students. Drinking status does not

seem to matter in how often students visit home (.*(6)=12.226; p=.057).
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Table 70 indicates the distribution of presence and marital status of parents by their

drinking status.

Table 70: Distribution of Presence and Marital Status of Parents by Drinking Status

%

Nondrinking Dependency Risk
£ % £ %
Presence/Absent *
562 94.0 83 89.2
Both Alive
1 0.2 2 22
Both Died
28 4.7 6 6.5
Father Died
7 1.2 2 2.2
Mother Died
Marital Status >
541 94.4 75 88.2
Married
32 5.6 10 11.8
Divorced

- ]

1(*(3)=8.591; p=.035)

2 (*(1)=4.731; p=.030)
Table 70 shows that, although the highest percentages of parent of students who never drink and
students who were at risk for dependency were both alive (94% and 89.2%), parents loss was
more common among students who were at dependency risk. Drinking status did seem to matter |
in presence and absence of parents (.*(3)=8.591; p=.035). Likewise, the same table
also shows that the majority of parents were married for both groups of students. However,
divorce was more common among the parents of students who were at dependency risk. It

seems that drinking status did also matter in marital status of parents (. 2(1)=‘4.731; p=.030).

Table 71 shows the distribution of educational levels of parents by students who never drink and

students who are at dependency risk.
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Table 71: Distribution of Educational Ievel of Parents by Drinking Status of Students

o

Nondrinking Dependency Risk

Mother * : - ® : i
Low 373 62.6 33 35.5
Middle 131 22.0 31 333
High 92 15.4 29 31.2

Father >
Low 237 39.8 24 26.1
Middle 146 24.5 22 23.9
High 213 35.7 46 50.0

M

1 (7(2)=25.795; p=.000) .

2 (.2(2)=8.248; p=0.016)
Table 71 indicates the numbers of students who never drink were increasing as educational
level of the mothers decrease, but this decrease was much more gradual for students who
were at risk for dependency. This differeﬁce was significant (.*(2)=25.795; p=.000)
indicating that students who are at risk for dependency had mother with higher levels of
education. Difference in drinking status according to father education show that majority
of the fathers of students who were at risk for dependency had high education

(.?(2)=8.248; p=0.016).

Table 72 shows the frequencies and percentages of students who never drink and students

who were at risk according to occupation of mothers.
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Table 72: Distribution of Mother Occupation by Drinking Status

m

Nondrinking Dependency Risk

: f % f %
Housewife 443 - 746 45 495
Merchandiser / Upper Level Manager 9 1.5 4 4.4
Tradesman / Blue color worker/ Farmer 22 3.7 5 55
Doctor, lawyer, engineer, academician | 15 2.5 2 2.2
Staff, teacher, nurse, technician/ Army officer 49 8.2 14 9.2
Retired ' 56 9.4 21 23.1

mm_
(.*(5)=28.57; p=.000)

Table 72 shows that the percentages of mothers were housewife of nondrinking students
- were higher than students who were at dependency risk. Also percentages of retired

mothers of students who were at dependency risk were higher than students who never

drink (.* (5)=28.57; p=.000).

Table 73 shows the frequencies and percentages of students who never drink and students
who were at dependency risk according to occupation of fathers.

Table 73: Distribution of Father Occupation by Drinking Status

Nondrinking Dependency Risk
£ % £ %

Unemployed 25 4.3 1 1.2
Merchandiser / Upper Level 41 7.1 12 143
Manager
Tradesman / Blue color 129 224 13 15.5
worker 1/ Farmer
Doctor, lawyer, engineer, 47 8.1 13 15.5
academician ‘
Staff, teacher, nurse, 135 234 11 13.1
technician/ Army officer ' '
Retired 200 34.7 34 40.5

w
(.*(5)=16.74; p=.005)
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Results showed that there were differences between the occupational status of fathers of
students who were at risk for dependency and those who were higher than nondrink%ng‘
(x *(5)=16.74; p=.005). Differences seem to indicate a higher occupational status of fathers for

students who are at risk for dependency.

Table 74 shows the frequencies and percentages of secondary sibling that nondrinki ing students

and students at dependency risk had,

Table 74: Distribution of Number of Secondary Sibling by Drinking Status

R ——

. f Y% f %
None 168 28.7 40 44.4
1 260 444 35 38.9

2 123 210 13 14.4

(x *(3)=10.51; p=.015)
As can be seen in Table 74, percentage of no sibling was higher for students who were at

dependency risk was higher than nondrinking students. It seems that having less siblings or

being the only child matter as a dependency risk ( x *€3)=10.51; p=015).

Table 75 shows the means, standard deviations and t test resnlt for distribution of pocket

money by drinking status.
Tabie 75: Distribution of Amount of Pocket Money Students Have by Drinking Status

Drinking Status

Nondrinking 498 2747489959839 184900014.4431 -8.405  .000
280505485.9239

86_ 4727325581395 __

Dey pendency Risk

*Stgmﬁcance test was two taﬁed
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As can be seen in Table 75, students who were a dependency risk had higher amount of pocket
money than the nondrinking students. Result of t-test was significant (=-8.405; p=000). |
Table 76 indicates the frequencies and percentages of social characteristics of nondriking
students and students who were at dependency risk.

Table 76: Distribution of Social Characteristics of Students by Drinking Status

)l dr ndency Risk
£ % f %
Friends " B
Many 169 28.3 24 25.8
Enough 360 60.2 56 60.2
Afew 67 11.2 10 10.8
No 2 0.3 3 3.2
Dating *
Yes 115 19.2 36 38.7
No 483 80.8 57 613
Students Club Activities ’
Very Active 36 6.0 14 15.1
Active 83 13.9 18 194
Somewhat active , 144 24.1 23 24.7
Barely active 335 56.0 38 409
Other Activities *
Very Active 58 9.7 15 16.1
Active 238 398 38 40.9
Somewhat active 173 289 27 29.0
Barely active 129 216 13 140

M‘
b (x ® (3)=9.487; p=023)
2 (x* (1)=17.882; p=.000)
3 (% * 3y 14.168; .p=003)
4 (4 7 (3)=5.431; p=143)

As can be seen in Table 69, students who were at dependency risk tended to be lower in
frequency of having many friends but higher in frequency of having no friends (x * (3)=

9.487; p=.023), they had more dafes (x® b= 17.882; p=.000) and were more active in
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student chubs ( x * (3)=14.168; p=.003) than nondrinking students. There was no group

difference in activity levels outside the school { » * (3 5.431; p=.143).

Table 77 gives the frequencies and percentage of perceived harm of alcohol by
nondrinking students and students who are at dependency risk

Table 77; Distribution of Perceived Harm of Alcohol by Drinking Status

Nondrinking Dependency Risk

f %. f %.
Very Harmful 459 768 8 8.6
Harmful 128 214 34 36.6
A bit harmful / No idea 8 1.3 39 419
Not harmfy 3 0.5 12 12.9

(x ? (3y=315.246; p=000)
Results in Table 77 showed that alcohol was not perceived to be harmful by students who

were at dependency risk than students who were nondrinking ( x * (3)=315.246; p=000).

};nsmmnarytabies between 65 and 77 show that more miales were at risk for alcohot
dependency. There were no differences between nondrinking students and students at risk
for dependency in GPA, type of residence and frequency of family visits. Drinking became
more common by increasing grades, and sophomore and senior students were at greater
risk for dependency. Parental loss and divorce were more common among students who
wérei at greater risk for dependency. Parentat educationat and occupational status were:
higher for stadents who were at risk for dependency, Students whorhad less friends, more
dates ard were more active i students clubs were at more risk for dependency. There were
less children in the famities of stadents who were-at risk for dependency, and finally at risk

students had more pocket money.
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Summary

This research studied BU students’ relations with alcohol. Drinking related characteristics,
drinking motivés and amount of alcohot in refation to 5;1 set of demographic characteristics,
relations between drinking motives and amount of aleohol, and demographic
characteristics that could discriminate students at risk for dependency from studerts who

didn’t drink were examined.

In terms of drinking related characteristics, majority of the students in our sample were
nondrinkers, Stadents who drink, started to drinking between ages of 1t and 15, Their first
drinking experienice occutred at home. About V5 of the families had drink at fanxily meal
but most families didn’t have a drinking problem. Males found alcohol more harmful than
females. They drmk beer' with peers. Males prefer hard drinks, femates Wme as their
second choice. They started drinking out of curiosity. Among the reasons for not drinking
beliefs, not liking its taste and smelt, and health were listed at the top. Mate drinking was

more than female drinking both in frequency and amount.

Drinking motives changed by gender, level of acadentic progress, parental educatiors,
participation in social activities and perceived harm of alcohol, Differences due to type of
residence were ignorable. Activity level at student clabs did not seem to matter iny drinking
métifves; Students drank for Enhancement, Social, Coping and Conformity reasons,
respectively. No gender difference was found except for Enhancement motives. Males had
higher motives to drink. Sentor students had higher Enhancement and Social motives than
prep students. In terms of GPA, the very top students tended to have less Enhancement
motives than others, Coping motives, tend to decrease by GPA. Students whose parents

had high education had higher Enbancement and Social motives to drink compared to
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students whose parents had low education, Being very active in other social activities
outside the school led to higher Enhancement motives to drink, Perception of alcohol as

very harmful led to less Enhancement, Social, and Coping motives to drink.

Amount of alcohol consamed changed by gender, }'evé} of academic progress, parental
education, social activities, and perceived harm of alechol. Grade point average and type
of residence did not seem to relate to amount of alcohol consumed. Males consumed
alcohol more than females. Students from 9 and above semesters consumed more alcohol
than prep and 1-2 semesters students. Students whose parents had low education consumed
less amount of alcohol than those with higher levels of education; Students who were: very
active in student clubs and social activities out of school tended to drink more than those
who were less active in both. Perception of alcohol as more harmful led smdents consume

fess amounts of alcohol.

Drinking motives were significantly and positively retated to the amount of alcohol
consumed except for Conformity motive for both gender. Enbancement motive was
moderately related to the amount of drinking while retations with Soctat and Coping '

motives were lower.

When demographic characteristics of nondrinking students were compared with those
students who were at risk for dependency, differences were found in gender, level of
academic progress, presence; education and occupation of parents, mumberof siblings,
sociat characteristis of students, pocket money, and perception of harm in using alcohol.
More males were at nore risk for dependency. However, there were no differences
between nondrinking stadents and studerits at tisk for dependency in levet of academic

pmgresé, GPA, type of residence and frequency of family visits. Number of stadents who
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drink increased by level of academic progress. Sophomore and senior students were at
greater risk for dependency compared to prep, freshman and junior students. Students who
were at risk for dependency tended to have parents with higher levels of education and
higher status jobs, and they had more pocket money. éarentai loss and divorce were more
common among students who were at risk for dependency. Students were the single child
of their family were at more risk for dependency. Students who were at risk for
dependency did not have many friends, but they had dates and were more active int clubs

and other activities.
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Chapter V

DISCUSSION

This study was conducted to investigate the alcohol related profiles of BU students. More
specifically, it aimed to study the motives (Enhancement, Coping, Conformity and Social)
and amount of alcohol consumed among BU students. Influence of gender, type of
residence, level of academic progress, parentat education, participation in sociat activities-
and perceived harm of alcohol on motives and amownt of alcohol consumed were also
examined. In addition, relationship between motives and amount of alcohol consumed and
comparison of demographic characteristics of 'studen'fsrwho are nondrinking and students

who are at risk for dependency were studied.

Review ofli'teratttt‘é mdicated that drinking motives are the final common pathways to
alcohol use/abuse through which other risk factors force their influences on drinking
behavior and drinking related outcomes. Since the empirical basis for this theoretical
perspective is missing in alcoho! retated Turkish literature, the present study aimed to
adapt an instrument (DMQ-R) that derived from motivational model of alcohol use.

Findings of the present study are discussed in response to each research question.

Alcoho} related demographic characteristics indicated that roundly 62% of BU students-
used alcohol. This rate was similar with some other alcohol research among university
populations (Mangrr, Aral and Boran, 1992). However, Mersin and Balikesir Universities

found lower rates of alcohol use, 33.9% and 43%, respectively. In our study majority
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started to drink before they enrolled in university and drinking with peers was very
common. These results are consistent witht the results of Mangrr and her friends’ .(19.92)
study which also supported our findings on types of drmks that males preferred hard drinks

more than females.

Findings of the present study indicated that for both gender, enhancement was the first
common motive, which was followed by social, coping, and conformity motives,
respectively. This sequence is consistent with the four categoﬁes of drinking motives
(€Cooper, Russell, Frone, Mudar (1995) which start from internal and externat positive
reinforcement motives (drinking to enhance positive mood or weli-being and drinking to
obtain positive social rewards) and continue to internal and external negative
reinforcement motives (drinking to reduce or regulate negative emotion and drinking to
avoid social condemmn or rejection), respectively. Our findings on drinking motives also
support thie Turkish literatore. Delikaya (1999) studied high school students and Dur
{1994) studied university students and both found that majority of students drink for
enhancement reasons like for pleasant feeting, relaxation or furr and the less were drinking
for negative reinforcement motives (coping-conformity) like to forget their problems,

tension reduction or to fit in their peers.

A group of rescarchers (Copper, 1995, Carrigan, Samoluk and Stewart, 1998, Mooney,
17987 (cited in MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart, 2001 ) found that umiversity students drink
more in positively reinforcing situations, then i negatively'remfofcing' situations.
Brennan, Walfish and Aubuchon’s (1986) summary about motives for atcohol
consumption among 60fi’6%6'Stﬁd€ﬁ‘fS‘ showed that two generat types of drinking motives

emerged social purposes and emotional vescape- or retief. Kairouz, Gliksman, Demens and
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Adalf (2002) found that university students generally drink for aesthetic reasons such as to
enjoy the taste or to enhance meal and for social reasons such as to celebrate, to be
sociable or polite. Findings of higher enhancement and social motivesto drink can be
related to age and current responsibilities of students. ufu- terms of age they were no longer
in adolescence but they were not yet adults either, and they were still students. Majority
didn’t eamn money and still rely on famity support. They don’t have responsibilities other
than studying. Therefore, they have more spare time to spend with their peers inr different
social situations ard have marny opportunities to drink. It is possible that when they grow
older and carry sociat responsibilities (adult working environment and family life) they
may use alcohol to cope with some problems. Conformity came the last among the BU
students’ motives to drink. It can be argued that this is unique for BU students who tend to
be high in achievement and initiative. They are more used to taking leadership positions

than simply conforming to the group.

Our current research found that males reported more alcohot consumption for social,
coping and conformity motives, The largest gender difference was oﬁserved in conformity,
while the smallest was observed in social motives. These results showed that our
university students drink generally for positively reinforcement reasons (enhancement and
social) like for pleasant feeling, exciting for fun than the negatively reinforced reasons
(coping and conformity) like forget worries or problems. Stewart and Devine (2000)
afgﬁed that enhancement motives are strongly related to heavy drinking situations and
similar arguments can be made for social motives (Carrigan et at., 1998). Our subjects
reported more enhancement and social motives which maj i lead turn to more drinking

related problems.
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Our findings on gender differences were similar with the literature. Park and Levenseon’s
(2002) study showed that men rely on to cope more than women, Lo (1995) and éead-,
Wood, Davidoff, Campell (2002) found that men were more susceptible to peer influence
thanr were women. Barnes and Welte (1986), Oos‘cveeﬁ, Knibble and Vries (1996} showed
that males conformy more readity to their perception of group norms than do femates but
Berkowitz and Perkins (1986) reached the opposite conclusion that females are more
affected by drinking styles of peers than females because of their higher levels of
sensitivity to environmental factors. Carrigan and his friends (1998) found that uniiversity

men tend to drink more frequently than wormen in positive social contexts.

The current study did not find difference in tension reduction motives {(coping) but it was
found that students from senior levetl of academic progress had significantly higher
enhancement and social reasons than prep students, ki can be argoed that prep students are
new in their academic settings and they may not yet have established soeial networks
(friendships) in campus, thus they may not have opportunities like semior students to
involve in drinking occasions with peers. On the other hand, Rutledge and Sheer (2001)
found that during sophomore, junior and semior years, however, tension reduction motives

were stronger for males than females,

In our study differences found in drinking metives by type of residence were too small and
not unfavorable for dormitory students. Students who lived alone had the highest
conformity means and students who lived with friends had the highest social means. It
could be that unlike living alone or with friends where there may be no supervisory
guidance; other living conditions, including dorz’nitoﬁes, do not encourage drinking

motives. Unlike us, some researchers like Wechsler, Lee and Nelson (2001) showed that
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students who live campus drank heavily for social reasons because they have more friends

and more likely to be members of fraternities, sororities or athletic teams,

The current study indicated that motives changed by GPAs of subjects. Results indicated
that students who had high GPAs had significantly higher enhancement reasons for

drinking than students who had middle, low and top levels of GPAs,

This stady attempted to examine the influence of education on drinking motives. Results
showed that students whose parents had low education had lower Enhancement and Social
motives to drink than students whose parents had higher levels of education. There were
no differences in coping and conformity reasons. These results indicate that when
educational level of parents increase drinking for internal and externat positive
reinforcement reasons like drinking to enhance positive mood or well-being and drinking
to obtain positive social rewards increased too. High levels of parental education may

increase students” opportunity for social occasions where drnking is allowed.

Social activities were also examined in relations to drinking motives. Results showed no
statistically significant differences among levels of participation in student clubs but
students who were very active in other ac‘ciﬁﬁes out of schools had signiﬁcantly‘ higher
Enhancement reasons than students who were largely inactive, This probabty relates to the
contexts where activities take place. Since the differences were between the two poles of
the activity level, extreme engagement i a sociat activity outside the university may also

increase one’s need for additional fun and relaxation.

Findings on how perception of alcohol influence drinking motives made common sense.

Except for conformity reasons trends were almost linear that motives decreased as
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perception of harm increased. Since perception of harm can be manipulated, increasing
awareness on harmful effects of alcohol can be targeted at mfversity"cmnpa»s.} Th%sresult
should be interpreted with the argument of Gerald and colleagues (1996) about
adolescents” risky behavior. They stated that adoiesce;xt‘do not seent to refate their
knowledge about risks to their own risk-taking behaviors, whether they mvolve smoking,
drinking, driving, or sex. Adolescents know the risks of using substances; they know it
can affect their physical and mental health, their famities, and Rrture plans. Yet this
knowledge does not seem to discourage them from engaging in risk-taking behaviors.
Therefore, one needs to further explore whether information that can be provided at
campus are transferable to changes in perceptions and attitudes regarding harmful effects

of alcohol.

In terms of amount of alcohol consumed, most of the researchers (Cox, Schippers, and
Klinger, 2002; Perkins, 1999; Kairouz, Gliksman, Demers and Adatf, 2002; Lo, 1995;
Neve, Drop, Lemimens and Swinkels, 1996; Bilir and Magden, 1984; Uslanmaz, 1993;
Delikaya, 1999; Cakwroglu, 1998; Mangrr, Aral and Boran, 1992; Tot, Yazict, Erdem, Bal,
Metin and Camdeviren, 2002; Akvardar, Dermiral, Ergor, and Ergor, 2002) found that
males were much more likely thar females to consume alcohol more often in great
quantities and with more immediate consequerces. Results of current research are the
same that male students drank more alcohol than female students. It indicates that

traditional gender roles are saved among our students.

Unlike, what one may expect, levels of GPA did not matter in amount of alcohol
consumed. This result is consistent with McCabe (2002) study that found low academic
performance, as measured by GPA, was not a significant risk factor for heavy episodic

drinking and argued, instead, academic performance measured by missed classes and late
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assessments due to drinking was a significant risk factor for heavy and frequent binge
drinking, It is indeed possible that students who experience academic difficulties were
sitply absent during our data collection, It is also possible that decapacitating influence of
alcohol on academic performance was not yet expeﬁenéed‘ by most of the drinking BU

students who tend to be high in academic capacity,

Level of academic progress was important in the amount of alcohot consummption. Prep and
freshman students used much less alcohol than students who were late in graduation. Some
researchers (Kleim, 1994; Saltz and Elandt, 1986 both cited in Wechsler et al,, 1998)
claimed that students tend to drink and experience more drinking consequence during their
first 2 years in college and than “mature out.” This was not supported with our findings.
Turissi, Paciﬂla’ and Kimberly (2002), on the other hand, found a different result that
freshmen are less likely to experienice chﬁﬂdng retated consequences than upperctassmen.
This was 1 line with our study: Students from 9 and above semesters were older than
others and very close to adult social environments with more opportunities to drink: Irr
addition, these students may use drinking to cope with something hike bad grades m
school, anxiety of being unsuccessful and responsibilities although they did not differ fromr
other regular attended students in drinking motives. On the other hand, new students may

have less peers to participate in drinking groups and may have less reasons to do so.

Another line of research existed on type of residence and its relationships with alcohot
consumed. Researchers (Wechsler, Dowdatl, Davenport and Castillo, 1995; Wechstler,
Lee, Kuo, Lee; 2060; Harford, Wechsler and Muthen, 2002; Harford and Muthen, 2001;
Baer, Kivlahan and Marlat, 1995; O’Hare, 1990) found that differences in drmkmg rates
depend on the living arrangements. They showed that students who live in campus or

independently off campus tend to drink more than students living at home with their
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parents. Also they argued that alcohol and other drug use rates tend to increase as students
leave their homes and move to on campus and off-campus college residence. But ﬁle
current study, didn’t provide any support for negative influences of any residential type.
Although the highest means were obtained by students %o live with friends and lowest
means were obtained by those who live with their families, differences were not
statistically significant. It seems that students in our sample did not drink significantty
more because were they are far from their personal supervisory relations. This could be
due to their internalized control or presence of other social forces that compensate for
lacking famﬂy guidance. It could also be that students maintain their familial contact and

support regardless of where they live,

Harford and Muthen (2001) found that parental education was related to drinking
frequency but not to average consumption or frequency of heavy drinking. They found that
when educational level of parents increased drinking frequency increased, too. In Turkish
lterature Cakirogtu (1998) reported that educational level of parents didn’t have a
significant effect on drinking but subjects who had university graduated parents drank
more than subjects who had low and middle level educated parents. Mangir, Aral, and
Boran (1992) found that students who had university graduated parents drank more than
students who had parents with primary schoot or high school graduates. As educationat
level of parents increased, drinking level of subjects increased, too: Tot, Yazcr, Erden,
Bal; Metin and Camdeviren (2002) reported that frequency of drmkmg atcohol increased
Ey* educational levet of mothers, In the same line with these findings, our study indicated
that students whose parents had low education consumed significantly lower amount of
alcohol than students whose parents had middle and high education. Trends were the
similar for both parents. This inferesting finding may be because families with low

education may hold stronger beliefs that discourage if not ban, dripking, but famities with
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high level of education are more liberal with regards to drinking for enhancement and

social reasons, in particular. However, this explanation remains as a speculation without a

more direct empirical support.

Uslanmaz (1993) reported thatvsmdents who participated in lleisure activities like sports
and music consumed less alcohol than students who did not. The current research indicated
the opposite. Students who were very active in students clubs had significantly more
amount of alcohol consumption than students who were barely active in students clubs.
Likewise, studenits who were inactive in other activities in outside the campus had
significantly less amount of alcohol consumption. These results indicate that very active
involvement in campus as well as off campus activities led to mvolvement in other social

circumstances that students find more opportunities to drink.

Influence of perceived harm of alcohol on amount of alcohol consumed was similar to its
influence on drinking motives. Amount of alcohol consumed increased as perceived harm
of alcohol increased. This finding supports the importance of education of university
students on impact of alcohol use, Universities need to place alcohol and other drug
prevention programs at the top of their priority list in their strategic plan and most address
the problems caused by student alcohol use. Campaigns about healthy life need to be
supported as an alternative strategy, since educational programs could not be sufficient to
change misbetieves about atcohot and other substances. hevmt%ve studies have to be
designed to show long term effects of alcohol consumption because typical length of

university education is not long enough to experience such long term consequences.

Carrigan, Samoluk and Stewart (1998) hypothesized that university students drinks more

frequently in positively reinforcing situation than in negatively reinforcing or tension
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reduction situations. Mooney (1987, cited in MacLatchy-Gaudet and Stewart, 2001)
pointed out that that for university men, drinking frequency was related to expe@cies for
increase social and physical pleasure, for university women drinking frequency was related
to expectation for tension reduction. Stewart and Devir;e {2000) argued that enhancement
motives are strongly related to heavy drinking situations and also it was argued similar for
social motives (Carrigan et all., 1998). Findings of our research are consistent with some
of the above research such that correlations between amount of alcohol consumed and
drinking motives were positive and significant except for conformity motives. However,
correlations were very similar for both gender. Our gender differences in general had to do
with magnitude rather than patterns of relations between motives and amount of drinking,
The largest correlations, were with enhancement, and the second largest correlations were
with social motives. Although, correlations were lower, they were still significant in

coping as well.

In terms of the demographic characteristics there were some differences between
nondrinking students and students who are at risk for dependency. Résults of this
comparison should be carefully mterpreted, since they were based on comparing extreme
groups that are very likely to different in many other respects. When compared to
nondrinking group students at risk for alcohol dependency were mostly male rather than
female, They were more likely to be from upper grades (mostly 3-4 semesters). They were
more likely to come from families of parental loss and divorce, higher levels of education
and occupation. They were more likely to be the single child and had more pocket money,
date, and social activities. They perceive alcohol less harmful. However, students at risk
were no different than nondrinkers in terms of academic success, type of residence, and
family visits. These findings indicate that the BU student who is at risk for alcohol

~ dependency come from higher status background, than the BU students who don’t drink.
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They may simply have more exposure and access to alcchol as well as more permissive
parental attitudes regarding atcohol use. In terms of acadentic success our result is |
consistent with McCabe’s (2002) finding that low academic performance, as measured by
GPA, was not a significant risk factor for heavy drmkmg Like he argued, if we measured
academic performance by missed classes and late assessments we could have found

significant relationship between low academic success and risky drinking.
Limitations of the Study

This study was limited to Bogazici University undergraduate students who may have different
characteristics in comparison to graduate students. Most of the graduate students work outside
as they study and they have more opportunities to be involve in adult places and drinking
occasions than undergraduate students. Our study was also limited to BU students who may
have unique behavioral or cultural characteristics in comparison to students of other Turkish
universities. Thus generalization of the research results to other university populations may not

be warranted.

This study could not equally represent all the university population. Some of the faculties were
overrepresented like Faculty of Education and some of them were under represented hike
Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences. Therefore, despite all the efforts a sample

that better compares the population could not be achieved.

All data were based on self-reports and collected during class hours and these may restrict the
validity of findings. As a caution, the data were collected anonymously and there was no reason

for students to provide misinformation.
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And finally, data were collected during class hours, so the sample represented students who

were attending classes. This may have excluded students with serious drinking problems who

may not even attend the classes.

Suggestions for Future Research

Future research should reach a more representative group of BU students to understand
their drinking motives and alcohol related characteristics especially in terms of
underrepresented academic wmits. Similar studies could be conducted at other universities
to compare the specific characteristics regarding alcohol use among Torkish university

students.

Survey research with quantitative methodologies like the current one, needs fo be
complemented by clinical samples and with qualitative methodologies to better understand
the dynamics underlying the alcohol consumption among umiversity populations. Further
research could collect data outside class settings, like university canteens and nearby cafes
to reach students who don not regularly attend classes and may bave more serious drinking

problems,

The current study indicated that beliefs were the most common reason for students’
néndrinking. Future research could focus on relation between religiosity and drinking

behaviors.

Findings that students who are at risk for alcohol dependency tend to come more educated
families with more social opportunities for their children need also further elaboration.

One wonders about the liberating influence of socioeconomic status on alcohol use.
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The current research compared the demographic characteristics of extreme groups, namely
nondrinkers and risk drinkers. Future studies could explore characteristics of social and

moderate drinkers.

The current study just examined the alcohol use. Future studies could research other

substances like tobacco and drugs among BU students.

And finally, this study indicated that perception of harm does indeed relate to less
motivation and consumption of alcohol. Applied research is needed to identify what kinds

of interventions are effective in changing perceptions of students as a preventive measure.
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Drinking Motives_ Questionnaire

Response Scale

Never

Some of the time
About half of the time
Most of the time
Almost always -

Instructions (for interviewer-administered format)

Now I am going to read list of reasons people give for drinking alcohol. There are right or wrong answer
to these questions. We just to know about the reasons why you usually drink when you do.

Thinking now of all the times you drink...

Enhancement Motives

How often do you drink because you like the feeling?

How often do you drink because it’s exciting?

How often do you drink to get high?

How often do you drink because it gives you a pleasant feeling?
How often do you drink because it’s fun?

Coping Motives

How often do you drink to forget your worries?

How often do you drink because it helps you when you feel depressed or nervous?
How often do you drink to cheer up when you’re in a bad mood?

How often do you drink because you feel more self-confident or sure of yourself?
How often do you drink to forget about your problems?

Conformity Motives

How often do you drink because your friends pressure you to drink?
How often do you drink so that others won’t kid you about not drinking?
How often would you say you drink to fit in with a group you like?
How often do you drink to be liked?

How often do you drink so you won’t feel left out?

Social Motives

How often do you drink because it helps you enjoy a party?

How often would you say you drink to be sociable?

How often do you drink because it makes social gatherings more fun?
How often do you drink because it improves parties and celebrations?
How often do you drink to celebrate a special occasion with friends?
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Icme Nedenleri Anketi

Yonerge: Asagida insanlarmn alkol kullanmak i¢in verdikleri nedenlerin bir listesi var. Onlar1 okumanizi
ve her birine size uygun olan dereceyi vermenizi istiyoruz. Burada dogru ya da yanlis yanit yoktur. Tiim
bilmek istedigimiz, ictiginiz zamanlarda genel olarak hangi nedenlerle i¢tiginizdir.

Igki ictiginiz tiim zamanlari sdyle bir diisiiniirseniz....

Derecelendirme
Hicbir zaman
Ara sira
Bazi zamanlar
Cogunlukla
Hemen her zaman

Asagidaki nedenlerle, hangi siklikta igiyorsunuz?

Hicbir Ban Hemen

zaman Arasira zamanlar Cogunlukla  her zaman
1. Verdigi duygudan hoslandigimz igin 1() 2() 3() 4() 5()
2. Heyecanli oldugu icin 1() 2() 3() 4() 5()
3. Kafay: bulmak i¢in - 1) 2() 3(0) 4() 5()
4. Size hos bir duygu verdigi i¢in 1 ) 2() 3() 4() 5()
5. Eglenceli oldugu i¢in 1() 2() 3() 4() 5()
6. Dertlerinizi unutmak igin 1() 2() 30) 4() 5()
7. Depresif ya da gergin oldugunuz igin 1() 2() 3() 4() 5(0)
8. Bozuk moralinizi diizeltmek i¢in 1(0) 2() 3() 4() 5()
9. Kendinize daha fazla giivenmek ya da 1() 2() 30) 4() 5()

kendinizden daha emin olmak i¢in

10. Sorunlarmnizi unutmak igin 1) 2() 3() 4() 5()
11. Arkadaglarmiz igmeniz i¢in baski yaptigricin =~ 1( ) 2() 3() 4() 5()
12. Bagkalar1 igmediginiz i¢in dalga gegmesin diye 1( ) 2() 3() 4() 5()
13. Hoslandigmniz bir gruba uyum gostermek igin =~ 1 ( ) 2() 3() L 4() 5(0)
14. Sizden hoslansmlar diye 1() 2() 3() 4() 5()
15. Kendinizi tek bagina kalmus hissetmemek icin =~ 1( ) 2() ° 3() 40) 5(0)
16. Bir partiden keyif almaniza yardim ettigi igin 1() 2() 3() 4() 5(0)
17. Insanlarla yakin olmak i¢in 1() 2() 3() 4() 5()
18. Sosyal birliktelikleri daha eglenceli kildigi igin 1 ( ) 2() 3() 4() 5()
19. Parti ve kutlamalar: daha zevkli yaptigt i¢in 1() 2() 3() 4() 50)

20. Arkadaslarla dzel bir olay: kutlamak i¢in 1() 2() 3() 4() 5()
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BILGI FORMU

YONERGE: Bogazigi Universitesi lisans ogrencilerinin alkol kullammi ile ilgili bir
uzmanlbik tezi arastirmasi yiiriitmekteyiz. Aragtirma sonuglarini iiniversitede grencilere
verilen hizmetlerin etkinliini artirmak {izere kullanmak istiyoruz. Sizden bu formu
doldurarak aragtirmaya katilmanizi rica ediyoruz. Verdiginiz yanitlar bireysel olarak degil,
herkes igin birlikte degerlendirilecektir. Formun size ait oldugu bilinmeyeceginden,
asagidaki sorulan agikca yanitlayabilirsiniz. Katilimmniz i¢in tesekkiir ediyoruz.

1) Cinsiyetiniz ()Kiz ( )Erkek
2) Dogdugunuz yil

3) Medeni durumunuz () Bekar ( )Evli

4) Fakiilteniz

() Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi ( ) Uygulamali Bilimler Yiiksekokulu
( ) Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi ( ) Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu
( ) Egitim Fakiiltesi - () Meslek Yiiksekokulu

() Miihendislik Fakiiltesi

Boliimiintiziin adi

Genel not ortalamaniz (GNO)
( )0-1.50 ( ) 1.50-2.00 ( )2.00-2.50
( )2.50-3.00 ( )3.00-3.50 ( ) 3.50-4.00

Hangi diizeyde ya da kaginci dénemde okuyorsunuz?
() lleri diizey hazirlik ( ) Orta diizey hazirlik ( ) Baslangig diizey hazirhk
()12 () 34 () 56
()78 ()9-10 () 11 ve tizeri

8) Ogretim déneminde kimlerle yasiyorsunuz?
() Ailemle () Yurtta ( ) Akrabalarimla () Arkadaglarimla
()Yalmz () Kardesim/Ablam/Agabeyimle ( ) Diger, belirtiniz:.......ccccuceneene

9) Yurtta kaltyorsaniz, hangisinde? (Yurtta kalmiyorsaniz, sonraki soruya geciniz.)
( ) 1. Kiz Yurdu ( ) 1. Erkek Yurdu ( ) Hisar Erkek Yurdu ( ) 2. K1z Yurdu
( ) 2. Erkek Yurdu ( ) Ucaksavar ( ) Siiperdorm ( ) Kilsyos yurdu
( ) Universite dig1 bir yurtta :

10) Eger anne babaniz ile kalmiyorsaniz ne siklikta eve gidiyorsunuz?
(Ailenizle yasiyorsaniz, sonraki soruya geginiz.)
( ) Haftada birkag kere ( ) Her hafta sonu () Birkag haftada bir
( ) Birkag ayda bir ( ) Ara donem tatillerinde ( ) Yalniz yazlan ( ) Hig

11) Anne-babaniz hayatta m1?
() Evet ( ) Annem hayatta, babam kaybettik ( ) Babam hayatta, annemi kaybettxk

12) Anne-babaniz birlikte mi yastyorlar? ( YEvet ( )Hayrr

13) Anne-babaniz ayn ise siz kiminle yastyorsunuz?
( ) Amnemle ( ) Babamla ( ) Kardeslerimle ( ) Akrabalanimla ( ) Arkadaslarimla
()Yalmiz () Diger, belitiniz:......cocovinrmenrinecii
LUTFEN ARKA SAYFAYI CEVIRINiZ
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14) Anne-babanizin egitim durumu nedir?

a) Okur-yazar degil

b) Okur-yazar (ilkokul mezunu degil)
¢) [Iksgretim terk

¢) Ilkokul mezunu

d) Ortaokul terk

e) Ortaokul mezunu

f) Lise terk

g) Lise mezunu

h) Universite terk

1) Universite mezunu

i) Yiiksek lisans terk

j) Yiiksek lisans mezunu
k) Doktora terk

1) Doktora mezunu

15) Anneniz ¢alisryor mu?

16) Babaniz ¢ahistyor mu?

17) Anne ve babaniz ne is yapiyor?
a) Ev kadini / igsiz

b) Sanayici, tiiccar, toprak sahibi
¢) Kiiciik esnaf / zanaatkar

d) Doktor, avukat, mithendis, 6gretim tiyesi
e) Memur, 6gretmen, hemsire, teknisyen

f) Ust diizey yonetici

g) Ordu mensubu

h) Is¢i / yardimer hizmetler
1) Ciftei

i) Emekli

1
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18) Sizce asagidakilerden hangisi ailenizin ekonomik durumunu yansittyor?

( ) Dusiik ( ) Orta () Yiiksek

19) Okul masraflari dahil elinize ayda ne kadar para gegiyor?

...................................................................

........................................

20) Sizin digimzda ailenizde okuyan kag Kisi var? .......cceececverereeenncne

21) Okul masraflarinizi nasil karsiliyorsunuz? (Birden fazla igaret olabilir.)

( ) Ailemden destek aliyorum
( ) Burs aliyorum
( ) Akrabalarimdan destek aliyorum

( ) Cahigryorum

22) Arkadas gevrenizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?
( ) Cok arkadasim var
( ) Yeteri kadar arkadagim var
( ) Az arkadasim var
( ) Hig arkadagim yok

............................................

LUTFEN ARKA SAYFAYI CEVIRINIZ
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23) Ciktiginiz biri (kiz ya da erkek arkadasimiz) var mi? ( )Evet ( )Hayrr

24) Universitedeki kuliip caligmalarinda ne kadar etkinsiniz?
( )Oldukga () Orta derecede ( ) Cokaz ( ) Hemen hig

25) Universite disindaki sosyal-kiiltiirel calismalarda ne kadar etkinsiniz?
( )Oldukga () Orta derecede ( )Cokaz ( ) Hemen hig

26) Alkoliin etkileri hakkindaki hangi diisiinceye katiliyorsunuz?
( ) Cok zararhidir
( ) Zararhdir
( ) Biraz zararhdir
( ) Zararsizdir
() Bilmiyorum

27) 1k igkinizi ictiginizde ka¢ yasmdaydiniz?

28) 1lk i¢kinizi hangi ortamda ictiniz?
( ) Hig igmedim
( ) Evde ailemle
( ) Barda arkadaslarimla
() Evde arkadaslarimla
( ) Bir toplantida / bir davette
( ) Okulda

29) Genellikle kimlerle birlikte i¢ersiniz?
( ) Hig icmem
( ) Anne babamla
( ) Kiz arkadaglarimia
( ) Erkek arkadaslarimla
( ) Kiz ve erkek arkadaglarimla
( ) Kz / erkek arkadagimia
( ) Yalmz

30) I¢ki ictiginizde genellikle hangi alkollii igkileri igersiniz? (Birden fazla isaret olabilir)

() Igki igmem

( ) Bira

() Sarap

( ) Karisik igkiler

( ) Sert igkiler (raki, votka, cin, konyak, viski, vb.)

31) Ailenizde giinliik ya da olagan bir sofrada icki icilir mi?
() Evet ( ) Hayrr

32) Ailenizde alkol ile ilgili bir sorunu olan var m1? Varsa kim? (Birden fazla isaret olabilir)

() Yok ( ) Var, annemin ( ) Var, babamin
( ) Var, kardeglerimin  ( ) Var, akrabalarimin

LUTFEN ARKA SAYFAYI CEVIRINizZ
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UYARI: Eger icki iciyorsamiz alttaki soruyu atlayarak 34. soruyla devam ediniz.

33) Hig icki icmemenizin 6zel bir nedeni var m1? (Birden fazla igaret olabilir)
( ) Tadindan / kokusundan hoglanmiyorum
( ) Arkadaslarim icmiyor
( ) Biitgem elvermiyor

() Bana keyif vermiyor
( ) Cevremde pek icen yok
( ) Inanglarima ters diisiiyor
( ) Yetistigim cevre izin vermiyor
( ) Saghgimi olumsuz etkilemesin diye
( ) Brraktig1 duygudan hoglanmiyorum
( ) Kotii etkilerini yakindan gérdiim

UYARI: Eger hayatimizda bir kere bile olsa icki ictiyseniz formun bundan
sonraki kismini doldurmaya devam ediniz, aksi takdirde doldurmaymz.

Alkol ile ilgili sorularimiz ya da yardim almak icin su numaralar arayabilirsiniz.
AMATEM: (0 212) 660 00 26

YENIDEN EGITIiM VE SAGLIK DERNEGI: (0 212) 292 99 90
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34) Igmeye baslama nedeniniz neydi? (Birden fazla isaret olabilir)
( ) Merak ettigimden
( ) Arkadaslarimin baskis1
( ) Biraktig1 hos duygular
( ) Igilen bir ortamda biiyiidiim
( ) Smav kaygisi
( ) Dertlerimi unutup rahatlamak
( ) Cekici gorinmek
( ) Dikkatimi toplamak
( ) Cevremdeki sorunlardan uzaklasmak
( ) Kendime olan giivenimi artirmak
() DAZer, DEIITINIZE o covveveeece et e e e
35) Ne siklikla i¢ki igersiniz?
( ) Yilda bir iki kere
( ) Ayda bir iki kere
( ) Haftada bir iki kere
( ) Her giin

36) I¢ki igtiginiz giinde ortalama olarak alkol iceren kac tane standart icki’ aliyorsunuz?
()1
()2
()3
()4

()3
( ) 6 ya da daha fazla

37) Ne kadar siklikla bir keresinde 6 ya da daha fazla icki ictiniz?
( ) Hic icmedim
( ) En fazla yilda bir
( ) En fazla ayda bir kadar
( ) Haftada bir
( ) Her giin

38) En son ne zaman icki igtiniz?
( ) Yaklasik 1 y1l 6nce
. ( ) Yaklasik 1 ay dnce
( ) Gegen hafta
( ) Bugiinlerde

39) Ayni etkiyi saglayabilmek i¢in her zamankinden fazla icmek zorunda oldugunuzu
hissettiginiz oldu mu?
( )Evet ( ) Hayr

" Bir Standart icki

Yarim duble raki, Bir kadeh Bir bardak
- viski, cin vb sarap bira

LUTFEN ARKA SAYFAYI CEVIRIN
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40) Hig ailenizden / akrabalarmizdan biri, bir arkadasimz ya da bir saglik uzmani igki |
kullaniminiz konusunda kaygisin: dile getirdi ya da igki miktarini azaltmanizi nerdi mi?
( ) Evet ( ) Hayir

41) Igki nedeniyle asagidaki sorunlar hi¢ yasadigmiz oldu mu?

. Evet Hayir
Karaciger hastahgi ya da sarilik () ()
Mide hastaligi ya da kan kusma ) ()
Ayaklarin karincalanmasi ya da uyusma () ()
Pankreatitis () ()
I¢ki igmediginiz zaman dahi hafiza sorunlart () ()
Duygusal soruniar ) ()

42) Bu sorunlara neden oldugunu anladiktan sonra igmeye devam ettiniz mi?
( ) Evet ( ) Haywr

43) Igki igmeyi reddedemeyeceginize iligkin bir diisiinceniz ya da baska bir sey diisiinemeyecek
kadar icki igmeye kars1 giiclii bir arzunuz oldu mu?
( )Evet ( ) Hayir

44) Igki icmeme, azaltma ya da kontrol etme konusunda bir sorununuz oldu mu?
( ) Evet ( ) Hayir

45) I¢ki kullanmaniz nedeniyle isinizi ve sporunuzu yapmak ya da arkadaglarinizi gdrmek gibi
onemli etkinliklerinizi gerceklestiremediginiz ya da biiyiik oranda azalttiginiz bir déneminiz
oldu mu?

( ) Bvet ( ) Hayir

46) Igkiyi birakmaniz ya da azaltmaniz hig su sorunlar1 yasamaniza neden oldu mu?

Bvet Hayir
a) Titremeler (ellerin titremesi) ) ()
b) Uyuyamama 0 )
c) Terleme () ()
d) Kalbin hizli atmasi ) ()
¢) Mide agrilari ) ()
f) Basagrilan () ()
g) Halsizlik () ()
h) Olmayan geyleri gérme ya da duyma () )
i) Nobet ya da tutulmalar ) )

) Diger, belirtiniz:.......ooooiiiiiiiii e
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Alkolle ilgili
bilmek istedikleriniz
varsa,

bu brostirii okuyun...

Bu brosiir

YENIDEN
Saghik ve Egitim
Dernegi

tarafindan hazirlanmistir ve
Bogazici Universitesi
Ogrenci Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Damismanlik Merkezi (BUREM)

tarafindan iicretsiz dagitilir.
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ALKOLU TANIMAK GEREK...

Alkol sik ve yaygin olarak kullanilan yasal bir madde. Insanlik tarihi boyunca da
kullanimi olmustur. Insanlar alkolii kimi zaman bir gida, kimi zaman ise bir eglence

arac1 olarak gérmiislerdir. Eski ¢aglarda dini torenlerde alkoliin yeri biiyiiktiir.

Ancak bilinen bagka bir gergek ise, alkoliin bedene bir¢ok zarar verdigi ve bagimlihk
" olusturabilecegidir. Bu nedenle alkoliin etkileri konusunda bilgilenmek ¢ok
onemlidir. Alkoliin bedenimizde nasil etkiledigi ve etki dzellikleri giinliik
yasamimizda karsilasacagimiz alkolle ilgili sorunlart yagamamak i¢in bize yol

g0sterici olacaktir.

Alkol yasal bir madde oldugu i¢in ayni zamanda ticari bir aractir. Ticari firmalar
kendi mallarini satmak icin farkli yollara bagvurabilmektedir. Bunlar arasinda en sik
rastlanlani alkoliin olumsuz etkilerini kiigiiltmeye ¢alisma egilimidir. Ornegin,
tilkemizde uzun yillar biranin bagimlilik yapmayacag: ve alkollii igkiler sinifinda
degerlendirilmemesi gerektigi ileri siirtilmiistiir. Bu nedenle alkol hakkinda tarafsiz

bilginin &nemi bilyiiktiir.

Alkol kimi zaman bir imaj araci olarak goriilmekte, bdylece satigin artirilmasina
ugrasiimaktadir. Sogukkanli, erkeksi, maceraci... Ticari firmalar bunlar gibi bircok

imaj1 kendi tiriinleri ile 6zdeglesmesini saglamaktadir.

Biz de alkolii gesitli yasantilarimizla 6zdeslestiririz. Ornegin, kimine gore alkolsiiz
eglence olmaz. Kimine gére alkolle rahatlamak gereklidir. Bazilari dertlerini alkolle

unutabileceklerine inanir.

Alkole tarafsiz ve bilimsel gdzle bakmak ¢ok 6nemlidir. Alkol hayatimizda. Ama

hayatimiz alkol olmasin...
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NE ISTEDIGINiZE KARAR VERIN!

Alkol igerken amaciniz nedir? Bunun sorunun yamiti alkol kullanma miktarimiz1 da |

belirlemelidir. Kandaki alkol diizeyine gore olusanlar agagida belirtilmigtir.

Kan-alkol diizeyi

Etki

% 0.02
% 0.04

% 0.06

% 0.08

% 0.10

% 0.15

% 0.30

Hafif bir fark hissedilmeye baslar.
Birgok kisi bu diizeyde rahatlama ve keyif hissetmeye baglar.

Kisinin yarg giicii bozulur, yeteneklerini kullanma ve dogru

kararlar alma becerisi azalir (6rnegin, araba kullanma).

Kaslarin egglidiimii ve araba kullanma gibi becerileri bozulur.

Konusmada bozulma goriiliir ve bulant1 riski yiikselir.

Kisinin kendi tistiindeki denetimi kaybolur, tepki verme siiresi

bozulur.

Denge ve hareket bozukluklan ortaya ¢ikar. Kaza yapma riski ve

i¢tigi zaman olanlar1 hatirlamama olasilig: artar.

Biling kaybolur, koma geligir, 61iim riski ortaya ¢ikar.
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NASIL iICECEGINIZE KARAR VERIN!

Fazla miktarda alkol isteginizi saglamaz. Alkol etkisi, asagida goriildigii gibi iki
fazli bir egri ¢izer. Kullamlan alkol miktar1 arttikga, alkoliin verdigi keyif ve
rahatlama hissi yerini mutsuzluk ve ofkeye birakir. Hizh igildigi zamanda alkol

istenen etkileri yaratmadan, mzla istenmeyen etkilere yol acar.

Fazla ve sik alkol alndifi zaman tolerans gerekir. Tolerans kisinin aym etkiyi
saglamak icin daha fazla miktarda alkol alma gereksinimini duymasidir. Kisi benzer

etkiyi saglamak i¢in giderek kullandig alkoliin miktari artirmak zorundadir.

Alkol miktar: arttikca olumsuz etkileri ~ Alkol miktar: arttik¢a tolerans gelisir.
artar.

Istenen: Istenen

etkiler l/\ etkiler
a 0

Isténmeyen
gtkiler

Istenineyen
etkiler

Zain




191

NE KADAR ALKOL iICMEK RiSKLIDiR?

Kullanilan alkol miktarim degerlendirmek igin “standart icki” tanimi kullamlir.
Yarim duble raks, cin, viski ya da bir kadeh sarap ya da bir bardak bira bir standart
ickiye esittir (sekle bakiniz).

Bir Standart icki Nedir?

Yarim duble raki, Bir kadeh Bir bardak
viski, cin vb sarap bira

Yukaridaki degerlere gore haftalik alinan alkol miktar1 degerlendirilmelidir.

Alkoliin sinin

e Erkekler icin haftada 21 standart igkiyi

o Kadinlar i¢in 16 standart ickiyi agmamalidir.

Ancak gebeler, fiziksel hastalifi olanlar, bagimlilar ve araba kuilanacaklar hig alkol

almamalidir.

Unutmayin! Bunlar tist simirlardir, bu kadar igmek zorunda degilsiniz...
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ALKOLUN BEDENSEL VE RUHSAL ETKILERI

Alkoliin bedensel ve ruhsal etkileri kisiden kisiye degisir. Bazi insanlar ¢ok az alkol
alsa bile bedensel ya da ruhsal etkiler hemen ortaya ¢ikar. Bazilarinda ise, bu
etkilerin ortaya ¢ikmast uzun zaman alir. Bu nedenle kimde ve ne zaman bu etkilerin

ortaya c¢ikacagi bilinemez.

Bedensel etkiler

e Mide iilseri ve gastrit

e Karacigerde biiylime, yaglanma ve siroz
e Damar sertligi ve yliksek tansiyon

e Beslenme bozuklugu

e Bagisiklik sisteminin bozukiugu

e Kaslarda zayiflama

e Sinir hiicrelerinde hasar

e Felc

Ruhsal etkiler

e Uykusuzluk

e Depresyon

e Cinsel islev bozukluklar
e Bunama

o Bagimlilik
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AZI KARAR COGU ZARAR KURALI
Halk arasmda bilinen bir “az1 karar ¢ogu zarar” kural1 vardir. Halkin kendi kendine

yaptig1 bu tanimlamalar olduk¢a dogrudur. Ancak kadeh sayisini daha da diislirmek

gerekir.

Saglik i¢in bir kadeh,

o Ask ve zevk i¢in iki,

e Samata yapmak i¢in i,

e Upyku i¢in dort,

e Keseye zarar icin bes,

e Kavga ¢ikarmak igin alti,

e Morartilmig gbzler i¢in yedi,

e Bagimin kanunla derde girmesi i¢in sekiz,
e Bozuk bir mide i¢in dokuz,

e Cilginlik ve esyalarin etrafa firlatilmasi iginse on kadeh.
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HURAFELER!

Alkol ve alkol kullanim hakkinda birgok yanligi, dogru olarak kabullenmigizdir. Bu

hurafeler, kiiltiirden kiltiire degismektedir. Bunlardan bazilari agagidadir:

Alkol uykuyu diizenler (vanlis!)

Alkol uykuyu diizenlemez, aksine bozar. Alkolle uyunmaz, sizilir. Alkoliin etkisiyle
uyunulan uyku tam ve gercek bir uyku olmadigi i¢in kisi uykusuz kalir.

Alkol cinsel giicii artirir (vanlis!)

Alkol cinsel glicti artirmaz, aksine erkek sertlesmesini bozar, bosalmay1 geciktirir ya
da engeller. Alkol yalmizca kisideki utanma duygusunu kaldirdigi i¢in cinsel olarak

daha rahat davranmay1 sagiar.

Alkol kan damarlarint acar (vanhs!)

Cok diisik miktarda alinan alkol kan damarlarinda genisleme etkisine yol agar.

Ancak miktar arttik¢a alkol damar sertligi ve damar daralmasina yol agar.
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DAHA AZ ICMEK iCiN iPUCLARI

Eger alkolil fazla miktarda kullandiginiza inamyorsaniz ya da yukarida verdigimiz
sinirlann tstiinde alkol kullamiyorsaniz, o zaman kullandigimiz alkol miktarin

azaltmaniz gerekmektedir. Bunun igin yapacaklariniz sunlardir:

e I¢meye baslamadan énce sinirlarinizi belirleyin.

e Kadehler arasinda ara verin.

¢ Diislik alkollii ickileri tercih edin (light bira, duble yerine tek, vb.)

¢ Kiiciik yudumlarla icin.

e I¢meden 6nce karmmzi doyurun.

e I¢meye baslamadan énce susuzlugunuzu giderin.

e Her bir kadeh arasinda bir bardak alkolsiiz siv1 alin (soda, su, ayran, vb.).
o Tuzlu yiyeceklerden sakinin.

e Yarismalardan kagimin, bagkalarinin doldurusuna gelmeyin.

e Ne kadar i¢tiginizin kaydedin.
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RISKLERINIiZi AZALTIN

Eger alkol alma zorunlulugunuz varsa o zaman alkol alimina bagh olarak ortaya
cikabilecek ruhsal, bedensel ve sosyal sorunlarin riskini azaltmak gerekebilir. Bu
amacla bircok eylemde bulunabilirsiniz. Ancak riski azaltmanin en iyi yolu, alkolii

kullanmamaktir.

Ust iiste iki giin icmeyin.

Ag karnina alkol icmeyin.

Alkolle birlikte bol su icin.

Cok iceceginizi biliyorsaniz size sahip olacak birini segin.

Icmeye gitmeden &nce nasil dénecedinizin planini yapin.

Icmeye giderken arabanizla gitmeyin.

Tanimmadiginmiz kisilerle birlikte igmeyin.

Cok icmeyin.
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BAGIMLILIK

Bagimlilik kisinin kullandig1 madde iistiinde denetimini kaybetmesi ve onsuz bir
yasam silirememeye baslamasidir. Bagimlilik bir kez gelistikten sonra, kendi kendine

iyilesmez ve kisinin yasami boyunca kalici olur.

Herkes bagiml olabilir. Madde kullanimi kisinin biyolojik yapisinda zamanla
degisikliklere yol agar ve ara sira da olsa kullanan kisinin bundan kaginmasi
miimkiin degildir.

Alkol kullaniminin irade ile bir iligkisi yoktur. Zaten kisiler “Ben kontrol edebilirim”
diigiincesiyle baslar, daha sonra bagimli hale gelir. Onlar da “Benim iradem
giiclidiir” gibi bir yanlis inangla yola ¢ikmuglardir. Kisi alkolii denetimi altinda
tuttugunu, hi¢ dozu agmadigini iddia etse de aslinda bedeninde farkinda olmadig: bir
siire¢ devam etmektedir. Bu yiizden bireysel 6zellikler ile madde kullanimi arasinda

bir neden-sonug iligkisi kurmak yanlistir.

Bagimlilik yavasca ve sinsice gelisir. Kisi genelde bagiml oldugunun farkina
varmaz. Bagimliligin da dereceleri vardir, Ancak ¢ok siddetli bagimlilik
durumlarinda kiside ellerde titreme ya da hayaller gozlenir. Bir¢ok bagimlida bu tiir

belirtiler yoktur.

Bagimhlik var demek icin asagidaki belirtilerden birkagimin olmasi yeterlidir.
o Kullamlan alkol miktarinn giderek artmast.

o Alkol miktar: azaltilinca ya da kesilince huzursuzluk, uykusuzluk, titreme gibi

yoksunluk belirtilerinin ortaya gikmast.

e Ruhsal, sosyal, adli ya da bedensel bir sorun olusturmasina ragmen alkol

kullanmaya devam etmek.

e Kisinin alkol iistiinde denetimini kaybetmesi ve tasarladigindan fazla alkol

kullanmasi.
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e Zamanmin biiylik cogunlugunu alkol ile gecirmesi.

e Alkoliin kisisel toplumsal sorumluluklarini yerine getirmesini engellemesi (is,

okul, aile, vb.).

Daha fazla bilgi almak istiyor ya da
yardima gereksiniminiz oldugunu diistiniiyorsaniz,

basvurmaktan ¢ekinmeyin!

\ « ..
YENIDEN

- Saglik ve Egitim

Dernegi

Tel: 0212 292 99 90

Web: www.yeniden.org.tr

E posta: yeniden@yeniden.org.tr
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APPENDIX E

ADDITIONAL TABLES
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Table E1: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,

Conformity and Social Motives by Female and Male Students

e ]

Effect Value E Hypothesis df  Error df p

Intercept  Pillai's Trace 929 3039.158 4.000 934.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 071 3039.158 4.000 934.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 13.016 3039.158 - 4.000 934.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 13.016 3039.158 4.000 934.000 .000

Gender Pillai's Trace 031 7.454 4.000 934.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 969 7.454 4.000 934.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 032 7.454 4.000 934.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 032 7.454 4.000 934.000 .000

L ___ __ ___ __ _ _ __ __ __ _______ __ __  __ __ _ _ ___ __ __ _ _ _ ]

Table E2: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,
Conformity and Social Motives by Level of Academic Progress

Effect Value E Hypothesis  Error df p

df
Intercept Pillai's Trace .908 2306.405 4.000 930.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 092 2306.405 4.000 930.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 9.920 2306.405 4.000 930.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 9.920 2306.405 4.000 | 930.000 .000
Level of Ac.  Pillai's Trace .034 1.589 20.000 3732.000 .046
" Progress k
Wilks' Lambda 967 1.592 20.000 3085.411 046
Hotelling's Trace 034 1.594 20.000 3714.000 .045
Roy's Largest Root - .022 4.089 5.000 933.000 .001

T ]
e S S NN
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Table E3: Bonferroni Tests for Ievel of Academic Progress in Enhancement

Coping, Conformity and Social Motives

Motives Level of Academic Progress (1) Mean Difference (I-J) Std. o)
- Error

Enhancement Prep 1-2 semester -.6369 676 1.000
3-4 semester -1.5567 .665 291

5-6 semester -.5869 684 1.000

7-8 semester -2.1609 681 023

9 and above semester -1.2978 926 1.000

1-2 Prep 6369 676 1.000
3-4 semester -.9197 517 1.000

5-6 semester 5.001E-02 542 1.000

7-8 semester -1.5240 .538 071

9 and above semester -.6608 .826 1.000

34 Prep 1.5567 .665 291
1-2 semester 9197 517 1.000

5-6 semester 9697 527 .991

7-8 semester -.6042 523 1.000

9 and above semester 2589 817 1.000

5-6 Prep .5869 .684 1.000
1-2 semester -5.0007E-02 542 1.000

3-4 semester -.9697 527 991

7-8 semester -1.5740 .548 062

9 and above semester -7108 .833 1.000

7-8 Prep 2.1609 681 023
1-2 semester 1.5240 538 071

3-4 semester .6042 523 1.000

5-6 semester 1.5740 .548 062

9 and above semester .8632 830 1.000

9 and above Prep 1.2978 926 1.000
1-2 semester .6608 826 1.000

3-4 semester -.2589 817 1.000

5-6 semester 7108 833 1.000

7-8 semester -.8632 .830 1.000

Social Prep 1-2 semester -.8694 .594 1.000
3-4 semester -1.6508 584 072

5-6 semester -1.6883 601 076

7-8 semester -2.1489 .598 .005

9 and above semester -1.7295 .813 505

1-2 Prep .8694 594 1.000
3-4 semester - 7814 454 1.000

5-6 semester -.8189 476 1.000

7-8 semester -1.2795 . 472 .103

9 and above semester -.8601 725 1.000

3-4 Prep 1.6508 584 072
1-2 semester 7814 454 1.000

5-6 semester -3.7476E-02 463 1.000

7-8 semester -.4981 459 1.000

9 and above semester -7.8640E-02 17 1.000

5-6 Prep '1.6883 601 076
1-2 semester 8189 476 1.000

3-4 semester 3.748E-02 463 1.000

7-8 semester -.4606 481 1.000

9 and above semester -4.1164E-02 731 1.000

7-8 Prep 2.1489 598 .005
1-2 semester 1.2795 472 .103

3-4 semester 4981 459 1.000

5-6 semester 4606 481 1.000

9 and above semester 4194 729 1.000

9 and above Prep 1.7295 813 .505
1-2 semester 8601 725 1.000

3-4 semester 7.864E-02 117 1.000

5-6 semester 4.116E-02 731 1.000

7-8 semester -.4194 729 1.000

w
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Table E4: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,

Conformity and Social Motives by Type of Residence

L e

Effect . Value F Hypothesis df Error df D
Intercept Pillai's Trace 859  1404.606 4.000 926.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 141 1404.606 4.000 926.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 6.067  1404.606 4.000 926.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 6.067  1404.606 4.000 926.000 .000.
Type of Pillai's Trace .030 1.768 | 16.000  3716.000 .030
Residence
Wilks' Lambda 970 1.770 16.000  2829.614 .029
_Hotelling's Trace 031 1.770 16.000  3698.000 .029
Roy's Largest Root .016 3.829 4.000 929.000 .004

- _______
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Table E5: Bonferonni Tests for Type of Residence in Enhancement

Coping, Conformity and Social Motives by Type of Residence

e — __ _ __ ____ __ ______ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ |

Motives (I) Type of residence(J) Type of residence ~ Mean Difference (I-J) Standard p
Error
Conformity Family Dormitory 1.0618E-03 172 1.000
Relatives and siblings -.5148 301 871
Friends -.5014 232 310
Alone -.7207 420 .865
Dormitory Family 1.062E-03 172 1.000
Relatives and siblings -5137 304 911
Friends -.5004 .236 344
Alone -.7196 422 886
Relatives and sibling Family 5148 .301 871
Dormitory 5137 304 911
Friends 1.335E-02 341 1.000
Alone -2059 489 1.000
Friends Family 5014 232 310
Dormitory 5004 236 344
Relatives and siblings 1.3348E-02 341 1.000
Alone -2192 450 1.000
Alone Family - 7207 .420 .865
Dormitory 7196 422 .886
Relatives and siblings 2059 .489 1.000
Friends 2192 450 1.000
Social Family Dormitory 7710 353 290
Relatives and siblings - 1912 .615 1.000
Friends -.5301 475 1.000
Alone 1.0478 .859 1.000
Dormitory Family -.7710 353 290
Relatives and siblings -.5798 .622 1.000
Friends -1.3011 483 .072
Alone .2768 .864 1.000
Relatives and sibling Family -.1912 .615 1.000
Dormitory 5798 . 622 1.000
Friends -7213 698 1.000
Alone .8566 1.000 1.000
Friends Family 5301 475 1.000
Dormitory 1.3011 483 072
Relatives and siblings 7213 .698 1.000
Alone 1.5779 921 .870
Alone Family -1.0478 859 1.000
Dormitory -2768 .864 1.000
Relatives and siblings -.8566 1.000 1.000
Friends -1.5779 921 .870

Mm
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Table E6: Multivariate Analvsis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,

Conformity and Social Motives by Grade Point Average

Y . = e ]

Effect Value E Hypothesis Error df p
: df
Intercept  Pillai's Trace .909 1629.454 4.000 651.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda .091 1629.454 4.000 651.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 10.012 1629.454 4.000 651.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 10.012 1629.454 4.000 651.000 .000
GPA Pillai's Trace .067 2.787 16.000 2616.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 934 2.811 16.000 1989.475 .000
Hotelling's /Trace .070 2.825 16.000 2598.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 049 8.061 4.000 654.000 .000
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Table E7: Bonferonni Test for Grade Point Average in Enhancement. Coping, Conformity

and Social Motives

- _ ___ ____ _ . _______ __ ___]

Motives
(T) grade point (3) grade point Mean Std. Error p
average average Difference
()
Enhancement 0-2.00 2.00-2.50 5302 .810 1.000
2.50-3.00 .8233 792 1.000
3.00-3.50 -1.1735 .818 1.000
3.50-4.00 9579 952 1.000
2.00-2.50 0-2.00 -5302 .810 1.000
2.50-3.00 2931 534 1.000
3.00-3.50 -1.7037 573 030
3.50-4.00 A277 752 1.000
2.50-3.00 0-2.00 -.8233 792 1.000
2.00-2.50 -.2931 534 1.000
3.00-3.50 -1.9967 .546 .003
3.50-4.00 1346 732 1.000
3.00-3.50 0-2.00 1.1735 .818 1.000
2.00-2.50 1.7037 573 030
2.50-3.00 1.9967 546 003
. 3.50-4.00 2.1314 760 .052
3.50-4.00 0-2.00 -.9579 952 1.000
2.00-2.50 -4277 752 1.000
2.50-3.00 -1346 732 1.000
3.00-3.50 -2.1314 760 .052
Coping 0-2.00 2.00-2.50 5780 .676 1.000
2.50-3.00 1.4116 .661 331
3.00-3.50 1.4660 .683 322
3.50-4.00 2.2138 795 055
2.00-2.50 0-2.00 -5780 .676 1.000
2.50-3.00 .8337 446 622
3.00-3.50 .8880 AT8 .637
3.50-4.00 1.6358 .628 .094
2.50-3.00 0-2.00 -1.4116 .661 331
2.00-2.50 -8337 446 622
3.00-3.50 5.437E-02 456 1.000
3.50-4.00 ’ .8022 611 1.000
3.00-3.50 0-2.00 -1.4660 .683 322
2.00-2.50 -.8880 478 .637
2.50-3.00 -5.4370E-02 456 1.000
3.50-4.00 7478 635 1.000
3.50-4.00 0-2.00 -2.2138 795 .055
2.00-2.50 -1.6358 .628 .094
2.50-3.00 -.8022 .611 1.000
3.00-3.50 -7478 .635 1.000

_——J
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Table E8: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,

Conformity and Social Motives by Mother Education
M

Effect v Value E Hypothesis df  Error df D

Intercept  Pillai's Trace 927 2967.574 - 4.000 931.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda .073 : 2967.574 4.000 931.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 12.750 2967.574 4.000 931.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 12.750 2967.574 4.000 931.000 .000

Mother edu Pillai's Trace .046 5.495 8.000 1864.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 954 5.534 | 8.000 1862.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 048 5.572 8.000 1860.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root .044 10.188 4.000 932.000 .000

. ]

Table E9: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,

Conformity and Social Motives by Father Education

Effect Value E Hypothesis df  Error df p

Intercept Pillai's Trace 911 2377.483 4.000 927.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 089 2377.483 4.000 927.000 .000

Hotelling's Trace 10.259  2377.483 4.000 927.000 000

Roy's Largest Root 10.259  2377.483 4.000 927.000 .000

Father Edu Pillai's Trace .036 4.311 8.000  1856.000  .000
Wilks' Lambda 964 4.332 8.000 1854.000  .000

Hotelling's Trace 038 4.353 8.000 1852.000  .000

. Roy's Largest Root .034 7.834 4.~000 928.000 .000

I e — ]
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Table E10: Bonferonni Test for Mother Education in Enhancement, Coping, Conformity

and Social Mofives

T e ———,

Dependent (I) mother

Mean

(J) mother Std. Error i)
Variable education education Difference
a-n
Enhancement low middle -1.2593 449 016
high -1.3170 416 005
middle low 1.2593 449 016
high -5.7760E-02 420 1.000
high low 1.3170 416 .005
middle 5.776E-02 420 1.000
Social low middle -1.5551 391 .000
high -1.9657 362 .000
middle low 1.5551 391 .000
high -.4106 .366 .785
high low 1.9657 362 .000
middle 4106 366 .785

Table E11: Bonferonni Test for Father Education in Enhancement, Coping, Conformity

and Social Motives

Motives (I) father education (J) father education Mean Std. Error p
Difference (I-J)
Enhancement Low middle -.6929 535 .588
high -1.2033 435 017
Middle low 6929 535 .588
high -5105 451 775
High low 1.2033 435 017
middle 5.680E-02 192 1.000
Social Low middle -.6680 465 455
high -1.8294 378 000
Middle low .6680 .465 A55
high -1.1614 392 .009
High low 1.8294 378 .000
middle 1.1614 392 009

T e e ]
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Table E12: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,

Conformitv and Social Motives by Participation in Student Clubs

S T S

Effect Value E Hypothesis df Error df p

Intercept  Pillai's Trace 918  2619.992 4.000 932.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda ©.082  2619.992 4.000 932.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 11.245  2619.992 4.000 932.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 11.245  2619.992 4.000 932.000 .000

Clubs Pillai's Trace 022 1.752 12.000  2802.000 .051
Wilks' Lambda 978 1.753 12.000  2466.132 .051
Hotelling's Trace .023 1752 12.000  2792.000 051
Roy's Largest Root .014 3.334 4.000 934.000 .010

- e

Table E13: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Enhancement, Coping,
Conformity and Social Motives by Participation in Other Activities

Effect Value E Hypothesis df Error df p

Intercept Pillai's Trace 914 2485.894 4.000 932.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 086  2485.894 4.000 932.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 10.669  2485.894 4000  932.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 10.669  2485.894 4.000 932.000 .000
Sociality Pillai's Trace 026 2.077 12.000  2802.000 016
Wilks' Lambda 974 2.082 12.000  2466.132 015
Hotelling's Trace 027 2.085 12. OOd 2792.000 015
Roy's Largest Root .020 4.690 4.000 934.000 .001

W
T ——
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Table E14: Bonferonni Test for Participation in Other Activities in Enhancement, Coping,

Conformity and Social

S
Dependent (D) Sociality (@) Sociality ~ Mean Std. p
Variable Difference Error
(-5
Enhancement  Very active Active 1.4605 S14 027
Somewhat active 9778 561 489
Barely active 1.5912 .637 .076
Active Very active -1.4605 514 027
Somewhat active -.4827 430 1.000
Barely active 1307 .526 1.000
Somewhat active  Very active -9778 561 .489
Active 4827 430 1.000
Somewhat active .6134 572 1.000
Barely active Very active -1.5912 .637 076
Active -1307 526 1.000
Somewhat active -.6134 572 1.000

- _ _ _ __ _____ __ __ _ __ __ _ ____ _ __ _ _ __ _________ __ ____ . ]

Table E15: Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by

Participation in Student Clubs

Bffecc =~ Vawe  F  Hypothesisdf Ermordf  p

Intercept Pillai's Trace .900 2101.213 4.000 932.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda 100 2101.213 4.000 932.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 9.018 2101.213 - 4.000 932.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 9.018 2101.213 4.000 932.000 .000

Perceived Pillai's Trace 139 11.325 12.000 2802.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda | 862 11.818 12.000 | 2466.132 .000
Hotelling's Trace 158 12.252 12.000 2792.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root .148 34.586 4.000 934.000 .000

M
T T —
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Table E16: Bonferonni Test for Perceived Harm of Alcohol in Enhancement e, Coping,

Conformity and Social Motives by

m

Motives

(I) perceived harm  (J) perceived harm of " Mean Difference Std. Error

of alcohol alcohol a-0n .

Enhancement  Very harmful Harmful -2.4717 544 .000

A bit harmful/no idea -4.8373 557 .000

Not harmful -6.3682 720 .000

Harmful Very harmful 2.4717 544 .000

A bit harmful/no idea -2.3656 371 .000

Not harmful -3.8965 588 .000

A bit harmful/ Very harmful 4.8373 .557 000
No idea

Harmful 2.3656 371 .000

Not harmful -1.5309 .600 .065

Not harmful Very harmful 6.3682 720 .000

Harmful 3.8965 588 000

A bit harmful/no idea 1.5309 .600 065

Coping Very harmful Harmful -1.2399 469 .050

A bit harmful/no idea -1.6002 479 .005

Not harmful -2.8047 .620 000

Harmful Very harmful 1.2399 469 050

A bit harmful/no idea -.3603 320 1.000

Not harmful -1.5648 507 012

A bit harmful/ Very harmful 1.6002 479 .005
No idea

Harmful 3603 320 1.000

Not harmful -1.2045 517 120

Not harmful Very harmful 2.8047 .620 000

Harmful 1.5648 507 012

A bit harmful/no idea 1.2045 517 120

Social Very Harmful Harmful -1.7100 487 .003

A bit harmful/no idea -3.7641 498 .000

Not harmful -4.1211 .644 .000

Harmful Very harmful 1.7100 487 .003

A bit harmful/no idea -2.0542 332 .000

Not harmful -2.4111 526 .000

A bit harmful/ Very harmful 3.7641 .498 .000
No idea

Harmful 2.0542 332 .000

Not harmful -3570 536 1.000

Not harmful Very harmful 41211 .644 000

Harmful 2.4111 526 000

A bit harmful/no idea 3570 536 1.000

I ———— e o
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Table E17: Bonferonni Test for Amount of Alcohol Counsumed by Level of

Academic Progress
(D) level of academic (J) level of academic progress ~ Mean Difference Std. p
progress I-n Error
Prep Prep
: 1-2 semester -.1349 376 1.000
3-4 semester -.8186 369 .400
5-6 semester -.7020 379 961
7-8 semester -.9903 .380 138
9 and above semester -1.6426 524 026
1-2 semester Prep .1349 376 1.000
1-2 semester
3-4 semester -.6837 292 290
5-6 semester -.5671 304 940
7-8 semester -.8554 305 .078
9 and above semester -1.5077 473 022
3-4 semester Prep .8186 369 400
.6837 292 .290
1-2 semester
3-4 semester
5-6 semester 1166 295 1.000
7-8 semester -1717 .296 1.000
9 and above semester -.8240 467 1.000
5-6 semester Prep 7020 379 .961
1-2 semester 5671 304 940
3-4 semester -.1166 295 1.000
5-6 semester
7-8 semester -.2883 308 1.000
9 and above semester -.9406 475 717
7-8 semester Prep .9903 380 138
1-2 semester .8554 305 078
3-4 semester A717 296 1.000
5-6 semester .2883 308 1.000
7-8 semester
9 and above semester -.6523 475 1.000
9 and above Prep 1.6426 524 .026
1-2 semester 1.5077 473 022
3-4 semester .8240 467 1.000
5-6 semester .9406 475 717
7-8 semester 6523 475 1.000

9 and above semester
N
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Fable E18: Bonferonni Test for Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Mother Education

. e ™

Std.

(I) mother (J) mother education Mean Difference  Error >
education (I-1)
Low low -

middle -.9644 248 .000

high -1.4256 231 .000
Middle low .9644 248 .000
: middle

high -.4611 235 150
High low 1.4256 231 .000

middle 4611 235 150

hiEh

Table E19; Bonferonni Test for Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Father Education

(D) father education  (J) father education ~Mean Difference  Std. P
(I-D Error
Low low
middle -2024 296 1.000
high ' -1.1593 241 .000
Middle low 2024 296 1.000
middle
high -.9570 250 .000
High low 1.1593 241 .000
middle 9570 250 .000
high

S O e S
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Table E20: Bonferonni Test of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Participation in

Student Clubs
I St
(1) Clubs (J) Clubs Mean Difference Std. Error D

a-J)
Very active Very active
Active 5490 348 .692
Somewhat active 5681 329 505
Barely active 1.0490 312 005
Active Very active -.5490 348 .692
Active
Somewhat active 1.911E-02 288 1.000
Barely active .5000 265 377
Somewhat active  Very active -.5681 329 505
Active -1.9113E-02 .288 1.000
Somewhat active
Barely active 4809 242 286
Barely active Very active -1.0490 312 .005
Active -.5000 .269 377
Somewhat active -.4809 242 .286

Barely active

Table E21: Bonferonni Test of Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Participation in

Other Activities
(1) Sociality (@) Sociality Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error D
Very active Very active
Active .6019 .290 231
Somewhat active 1.1342 317 .002
Barely active 1.1017 356 012
Active Very active -.6019 .290. 231
Active
Somewhat active 5324 242 .169
Barely active .4999 292 522
Somewhat active Very active -1.1342 317 .002
Active -5324 242 .169
Somewhat active :
Barely active -3.2497E-02 318 1.000
Barely active . Very active -1.1017 356 012
Active -.4999 292 522
Somewhat active 3.250E-02 318 1.0G0

Barely active
M
e B O T e e o e e
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Table E22: Bonferonni Test for Amount of Alcohol Consumed by Perceived Harm of

Alcohol

S S e R SN

(I) perceived harm of alcohol  (J) perceived harm of Mean difference  Std. Error p
alcohol (2))
Very harmful Very harmful
Harmfu] -1.5663 283 .000
A bit harmful/No idea -3.2930 291 .000
Not harmful -4.9772 387 .000
Harmful Very harmful 1.5663 283 .000
Harmful
A bit harmful/No idea -1.7267 200 .000
Not harmful -3.4109 325 .000
A bit harmful/no idea Very harmful 3.2930 291 .000
Harmful 1.7267 .200 000
A bit harmful/No idea
Not harmful -1.6842 332 .000
Not harmful Very harmful 49772 387 .000
Harmful 3.4109 325 .000
A bit harmtul/No idea 1.6842 332 600

Not harmful
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