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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this thesis was to test the hypothesis 

that women and men in equivalent social positions would have 

similar patterns of alcohol use. This hypothesis is a 

variation of the convergence hypothesis in alcohol research 

and is based on Bonger's ([1916] 1969) observation that where 

the social position of women approaches that of men, 

differences in the manner of their lives diminish. For the 

purpose of testing this hypothesis, a status consistent social 

position was described by the intersection of three socio­

economic indicators--educational, occupational and income 

level--and a sample (N = 996) of status consistent women and 

men was selected from the National Alcohol and Other Drugs 

Survey (N = 11,634). 

The results of a multi-variate discriminant analysis 

indicated that status consistent women and men were not 

substantively divergent in their alcohol use patterns as 

indicated by the set of situational frequency variables, the 

set of situational quantity variables, the set of social 

drinking variables, and the set of individual quantity­

frequency variables. However, the results of an interactive 

discriminant analysis indicated that gender differences in 
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patterns of alcohol use were substantive when examined by age, 

marital status, parental status and socio-economic position 

for each of the four discriminant variable sets. 

Examiners: 

~ : J.E. Veevers, Supervisor (Department of Sociology) 

Dr. P.M. Baker, Departmental Member (Department of Sociology) 

or, Departmental Member (Department of Sociology) 
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Chapter one 

Theory and Literature Review 

Introduction 

The problem to be discussed in this thesis is the 

hypothesis that women and men in equivalent social positions 

have similar alcohol use patterns and behaviours. This paper 

will begin with a theory and literature review, followed by a 

discussion of methodology and data analysis, and conclude with 

a discussion of the results. This study has limitations, but 

these are due, in part, to the use of concepts and procedures 

that are new to alcohol research. 

This study is informed by Becker and Kronus (1977), who 

investigated the nature of gender differences in drinking 

behaviour within a stratified random sample from the 

Champaign-Urbana community (N = 385). This study follows 

their method of analysis within a sample (N = 996) of status 

consistent women and men selected from the National Alcohol 

and Other Drugs Survey (N = 11,634) . The group variables used 

by Becker and Kronus (1977) form the basis for this analysis. 

However, student status is deleted, and Parental status and 

Socio-economic position are added as group variables to this 

research. 

Unlike Becker and Kronus ( 1977), this study is predicated 
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on Bonger's ((1916] 1969) observation that where the social 

position of women approaches that of men, differences in the 

manner of their lives diminish. Following Lenski (1955:405), 

this study defines a social position as the coexistence of a 

number of parallel vertical hierarchies which are imperfectly 

correlated with one another. This imperfect correlation is 

known as status inconsistency. Individuals with a high level 

of agreement among their social characteristics are status 

consistent. The problem of status inconsistency for this 

research topic will be discussed in the next section. 

Chapter One is the theory and literature review and is 

organized into three sections. The first section will define 

the problem to be discussed in this thesis. In Section 11, 

power-control theory will be discussed in terms of social 

control and social power. Section 111 will discuss literature 

on alcohol use and the employment status of men and women. 

1. Definition of the Problem 

The problem to be discussed in this thesis is a variation 

of the convergence hypothesis based on Bonger's ((1916)1969) 

observation that where the social position of women approaches 

that of men, differences in the manner of their lives 

diminish. The convergence hypothesis in alcohol research 

claims that changing gender role norms results in convergent 
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drinking behaviours between women and men (Sadava, 1986; see 

also Bacon and Jones, 1968; Becker and Kronus, 1977; Berkowitz 

and Perkins, 1987; Taylor and St. Pierre, 1986; Whitehead and 

Ferrence, 1976). Critics of this hypothesis (Ferrence, 1980; 

Fillmore, 1984; Thompson and Wilsnack, 1984) cite 

epidemiological evidence of constancy in women's drinking over 

the past 40 years (Schmidt, 1990: 180) . However, with few 

exceptions, alcohol studies have ignored stratification 

research (Pittman, 1962), and assumed that differences between 

men and women are constant (Chafetz, 1984). 

Gender differences in drinking behaviour are in part a 

function of the subordinate status of women (Knupfer and Room, 

1964). Some theorists suggest that as women are increasingly 

integrated into public production, the material basis of their 

subordination is diminished (Compton and Mann, 1986; Chafetz, 

1989; Coser, 1989; Steil and Turetsky 1987). According to 

Boyd et al. (1991:413 following Kanter, 1977) the subordinate 

position of women in the labour force may be changed by the 

sheer number of women entering the workforce. One of the most 

significant changes in the status of women in Canadian society 

in the latter part of this century has been their increased 

participation in the paid labour force1 (Krahn and Lowe, 

1 However, women married to men with high incomes have 
particularly low participation rates in the Canadian labour 
force (Armstrong and Armstrong, [1984] 1989:20). 
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1988). Between 1961 and 1971, female labour force 

participation increased from 29.l to 39.9 percent, and by 1981 

had increased to 51.8 percent (Krahn and Lowe, 1988:41). By 

1986, 55.1 percent of Canadian women were part of the 

officially defined labour force (Krahn and Lowe, 1988:41). 

However, while over half of all Canadian women are 

employed in the public sphere, almost sixty percent are 

employed in clerical, sales and service occupations which tend 

to involve lower status and lower-paying types of work (Krann 

and Lowe, 1988:46). As a result, the average earnings of 

women represent only 66% of the full-time wages of men 

(Statistics Canada, 1990). Since income differences between 

women and men are greater at each educational and occupational 

level than those between men at different levels of education 

and occupation (Marchak, 1981: 28) most working women are 

status inconsistent vis a vis employed men. 

In the context of this thesis, status inconsistency is 

problematic to the accurate comparison of social positions 

between men and women. The use of a single indicator to 

represent a social position is imprecise. The use of 

multiple indicators in an index ignores the way in which women 

and men differ in both the income returns to education which 

they derive from jobs, and in the way in which the income and 

education level typical of an occupation are converted into 

socio-economic status (Blishen et al., 1987: 468; see also 
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Blishen and Carroll, 1978: 352) . In the context of this study, 

the solution to the problem of status inconsistency in social 

positions is two-fold: The first is to construct a status 

consistent measure of social position; the second is to delete 

status inconsistent individuals from the analysis. This will 

be discussed in detail in Chapter Two. 

Before proceeding with the literature review, it is 

necessary to note that in this thesis, sex and gender are not 

interchangeable. The former describes the primary sexual 

characteristics of males and females. Gender is a socially 

constructed set of expectations and behaviours that 

differentiate women from men. Where physiology is discussed, 

the terms •male' and 'female' are used. The terms •women' and 

'men' are used in the discussion of socially defined 

interactions and behaviours. 

Although alcohol use has a physiological component, the 

focus of this study is on the social correlates of alcohol 

use. Kalant (1980:10-1) noted that if gender differences in 

alcohol use exist despite substantial changes in the social 

and economic status of women, then explanations might be 

sought in inherent biological factors that distinguish males 

from females. In alcohol use, the physiological potential to 

metabolize ethanol is one of the fundamental biological 

factors that distinguishes females from males. This metabolic 

potential is an individual's total fluid volume, calculated 
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from his or her height, weight, age and sex. Since males have 

more fluid by volume, they can consume and metabolize a 

greater amount of alcohol than females. However, when alcohol 

consumption is standardized by total fluid volume for females 

and males, the latter not only drink more in absolute terms, 

they also drink more relative to their body weight2 (Ferrence, 

1980:89 and Johnson, 1982:102). Therefore, explanations for 

differences in alcohol consumption between men and women are 

not 1 ikely to be found in biological factors ( Chernak and 

Collins, 1987). 

Instead, Child et al., (1965a, 1965b in Bacon, 1976:15) 

argue that differences in drinking customs between women and 

men tend to conform to the adult gender-differentiation 

patterns within the society, and in societies where these 

differences are strongly emphasized, differences in the 

drinking patterns and behaviours between men and women are 

more apt to be present. Evidence from a large number of 

anthropological studies in 113 societies indicates that in 109 

societies, both women and men drink; in four societies, only 

men drink; women drink less than men in 53 societies, but no 

evidence of alcohol use differences between men and women are 

2 However, Naegele (1982:71) indicates that when the 
physiological difference in composite body-water between 
females and males is taken into consideration, the 
epidemiological profile of the prevalence of alcoholism among 
women corresponds closely to that of men: there is almost a 
one-to-one ratio. 
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found in 36 societies; the remaining 50 societies reveal 

inconclusive evidence of differences in drinking patterns 

between women and men (Bacon, 1976:15 and Moser, 1980:135-6). 

Thus, the overall evidence strongly suggests that the tendency 

for men to drink more than women is a frequent but by no means 

universal occurrence (Bacon, 1976:15; Moser, 1980:135-6). 

However, research indicates that women drink less than 

men in most Western societies [ for example, in Australia 

(Encel et al., 1972), in Canada (Health and Welfare Canada, 

1990), in Finland (Makela, 1978), in New Zealand (Martin and 

Casswell, 1987, 1988) in Norway (Wallace, 1972; Hammer and 

Vaglum, 1989), in Scotland (Caetano et al., 1982, Cooke and 

Allan, 1983; Dzialdowski, 1988) and in the United States 

(Riley and Marden, 1947; Cahalan et al., 1969; Hilton, 1988a; 

Knupfer, 1989)). These differences are usually attributed to 

the simple suggestion that there are different drinking norms 

for men and women (Bacon, 1976; Wilsnack, 1976). However, 

although a number of studies have correlated gender roles with 

alcohol differences between women and men (cf: Beckman, 1975, 

1984; Chomak and Collins, 1987; Douglas and Nutter, 1986; 

Johnson, 1982; Kagle, 1987; Keil, 1978; Parker et al., 1980; 

Wilsnack and Cheloha, 1987; Wilsnack and Wilsnack, 1978, 1979) 

there have been few systematic attempts to trace the 

development and reproduction of gender roles with traditional 
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gender relations of power3. 

In many Western societies, the historical processes that 

separated men and women in the production process coincided 

with the development of gender differentiated expectations 

that defined appropriate social behaviours for women and men. 

As Levine (1980 in Kalant, 1980:4) indicates, during the 18th 

century men and women worked and drank together; but in the 

19th century, when men went out to work in industry and women 

were left in charge of the children and the home, gender roles 

became much more clearly differentiated than they had before 

(see also Lisansky, 1957 and Lisansky-Gomberg, 1982). Women 

began to be perceived and to perceive themselves as the 

embodiment of virtue and moral standards. Since alcohol use 

by women was seen as a threat to this new and idealized family 

life (Levine, 1980 in Kalant, 1980:4), sanctions developed to 

preserve traditional feminine values and role performance 

(Thompson and Wilsnack, 1984). Yet sanctions against women's 

drinking also preserved the existing gender relations of 

power, in which alcohol use became symbolic of men's higher 

status relative to women (Morrissey, 1986). Alcohol use by 

women can thus viewed as a rejection of the traditional gender 

relations of power (Morrissey, 1986:163) that maintain women's 

3 As well, Steffensmeier and Allan (1988) recommend that 
researchers move beyond theories that focus exclusively on 
gender roles to multi-variate models that more accurately 
explain population sub-group variations. 
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subordination in production, reproduction, sexuality and 

socialization (Mitchell, 1973: 101-121 in Morrissey, 1986: 160) . 

If the separation of drinking practices between women and 

men coincided with the development of a gendered division of 

labour, then women's increasing participation in the workforce 

should reveal a concomitant decrease in gender differences in 

alcohol use. The increasing participation of women in 

employment and the passing of legislation4 have, to a 

considerable extent, removed formal barriers to the 

participation of women in almost all areas of social life 

(Compton and Mann, 1986:7). At the same time, there remains 

the concern that women who work outside the home are 

vulnerable to increased drinking activities (Shore and Batt, 

1991:175). However, the predicted epidemic of women's alcohol 

abuse, corresponding to changes in status and roles, has not 

materialized (Shore and Batt, 1991:175). Indeed, multiple 

roles have not been correlated with increased alcohol 

consumption, but predictive of decreased consumption (Shore 

and Batt, 1991:175). However, Fowlkes (1987:7) argues that 

the quality of women's participation in the workforce should 

not be confused with equality of roles between men and women. 

Storm and Cutler (1975:920) suggest that consumption of 

4 Section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms became law in April, 1985 and established a 
constitutional entitlement to full equality for women in law, 
as well as in the effects of law (Krahn and Lowe, 1988:144). 
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alcohol will increase or decrease with changes in status on 

major demographic variables, according to whether those 

changes imply an increase or decrease in the supply of 

resources required for drinking activities. They further 

suggest that consumption during a period in which one 

demographic status is occupied will be relatively independent 

of consumption during any prior or subsequent periods in a 

different demographic status. Thus, changes in alcohol 

consumption will result primarily from the resource and 

activity patterns linked to the characteristics of the social 

environment implied by or associated with the new status and 

their compatibility with alcohol consumption (Storm and 

Cutler, 1975:920). Women's increased participation in the 

paid labour force has precipitated a decline in the separation 

of the consumption and production spheres (Coser, 1987), but 

gender differences in alcohol use have been constant across 40 

years of epidemiological research (Schmidt et al., 1990). 

Morrissey (1986:175) argues that women's drinking patterns 

have remained unchanged because gender relations of power, and 

the symbolic link between access to alcohol and access to 

power, have remained unchanged. The following section will 

discuss power-control theory as a possible theoretical 

framework in which to examine the factors that influence the 

continuance of gender differences in alcohol use despite 

women's increased participation in the paid labour force. 
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11. Power-control Theory 

Power-control theory was originally developed by Hagan, 

Gillis and Simpson (1979) to account for gender and social 

class differences in common forms of adolescent delinquency. 

Power-control theory was not originally conceptualized to 

account for gender and social class differences in alcohol 

use, nor has it been empirically tested with an adult sample 

( see however Sacco, 19 9 O) • However, power-control theory does 

provide a theoretical model to account for gender differences 

in social behaviour that is applicable to this research 

problem. In particular, power-control theory traces 

differences in social behaviour between women and men to the 

development of stratified processes of social control 

consistent with the development of a gendered division of 

labour. 

i. Gender and social control 

Power-control theory is a synthesis of micro-structural 

theories of social control that focus on relations of 

dominance established in the family, and macro-structural 

theories that centre on relations of dominance that derive 

from control over the means of production (Hagan et al. , 

1985: 1154) . Following Weber ( 194 7 in Hagan, 1987: 791) , 
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the 

the 

rationalization of an industrial capitalist economy. Two 

distinct spheres resulted from this separation: the first was 

populated by men and centred around labour power, and the 

second was populated by women responsible for domestic labour 

and the social reproduction of the gender division of these 

separate spheres (Hagan et al., 1987:791). The first part of 

this discussion of power-control theory will focus on the role 

of the family as the social agency responsible for primary 

socialization and the reproduction of gender differences 

across generations. 

Power-control theory traces the reproduction of social 

control to the family as the social agency responsible for 

primary socialization. Mothers more than fathers are assigned 

responsibility for controlling the offspring, and daughters 

more than sons are subjected to these controls (Sacco, 

1990:495; see also Devor, 1989; Mackie, 1983, 1987, 1991). 

Devor (1989:34) indicates that both parents tend to encourage 

independence in their sons and dependence in their daughters. 

Sons are rewarded for exploring and taking risks, while 

daughters are · encouraged to stay close to their parents 

(Devor, 1989:34; see also Hagan, et al., 1985:1156; Mackie, 

1983) . Kanter ( 197 4 in Hagan et al., 1985: 1156) refers to 

this as the intimate oppression of informal control, which is 
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central to the reproduction of order. 

Socialization prepares women for domestic labour by 

encouraging their passivity, while men are socialized in 

anticipation of their active role in the public realm of 

production5 (Sacco, 1990). The result is a differential 

effect upon offsprings' attitudes towards risk-taking (Sacco, 

1990:495; Hagan et al., 1990; Devor, 1989). Gender 

differences in social behaviour are thereby intimately linked 

to the way in which social control is structured in the family 

(Hagan et al., 1985; see also Devor, 1989; Sacco, 1990). 

However, more germane to this discussion is the affect of 

social controls outside the familial context. Primary 

socialization is not deterministic and the effect of social 

controls are mediated by context. Thus, power-control theory 

simultaneously considers both formal and informal structures 

of social control and their linkages into the gender-based 

stratification system (Hagan et al., 1979:27). Informal and 

formal social controls are inversely related (Black, 1979) and 

shift from the former to the latter as the behaviours involved 

become more public and diverse in character (Hagan et al., 

1979). The division of labour has primarily situated women in 

the private sphere, where informal social controls are enacted 

5 However, Berger (1989:387) indicates that daughters in 
egalitarian families are encouraged to take risks in order to 
prepare themselves for non-traditional occupational roles. 
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through the family, friends and peers. Men are primarily 

situated in the public sphere, where state agencies and 

representatives mediate social behaviour through formal social 

controls. 

Social controls tend to extend beyond these primary 

spheres of influence, and individuals themselves may be 

deterred from some forms of behaviour specifically by one form 

of social control over another. Hagan et al. (1990) 

recommends that by conceptualizing the private sphere and 

informal social controls as demarcating one end of a 

continuum, and the public sphere and formal social controls as 

demarcating the other end, the tenacious problem of locating 

the point of departure from one form of social control to the 

other is minimized. 

While inclinations to deviate from social constraint are 

ubiquitous (see Hirshi, 1969), the presence of power and the 

absence of control determines the forms the deviations take 

and the rate of their occurrence (Hagan, 1990:138). Power­

control theory suggests that an implicit patriarchal social 

contract, built upon social power differences between women 

and men, structures contemporary gender relations (Hagan et 

al., 1985) . Differences in social power between men and 

women, and the effect upon differences in alcohol use will be 

discussed in the next section. 
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ii. Gender and Social Power 

The previous section concentrated on the discussion of 

gender-based forms of social control. Power-control theory 

considers those conditions under which individuals are free to 

deviate from social controls. Freedom to deviate is directly 

related to gender and class position. Men are generally freer 

to deviate from social norms than are women, and individuals 

in higher social classes also enjoy greater freedom from 

social control than those in the lower social classes (Hagan 

et al. , 1985; see also Chafetz, 1984, 1989; Devor, 1989; 

Mackie, 1983, 1987, 1991). For example, while alcohol use by 

women elicits negative reactions (Marsh et al., 1982), heavy 

drinking by men is often tolerated or even encouraged (Sadava, 

1986:72) in specific circumstances (eg: "stag" parties). 

The mediating factor between gender, social class and 

freedom from constraint is power. Power is linked to 

resources that are manipulated to influence the course of 

interaction with others (Cohen, 1987:287). Men have greater 

access to scarce and valued resources (Lengermann and 

Niebrugge-Brantley, 1988:295) and thus obtain greater power 

than women. In the Weberian schema, power is the ability to 

realize an a9tion even in the face of resistance (Theberge, 

1990). Feminist critiques insist the continuing emphasis on 

force as the basis of power constitutes a particularly 
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masculine approach (Duffy, 1986). 

A feminist reconceptualization turns attention away from 

force and domination to a consideration of power as a resource 

that is enabling (Theberge, 1990). All forms of dependence 

offer some resources whereby those who are subordinate can 

influence the activities of their superiors and amongst 

themselves (Giddens, 1984). Women who gain access to 

resources through their employment in the public sphere can 

mediate some of the structural constraints that they 

encounter. Gender can be conceptualized as one form of 

structural constraint in which the limits that are imposed 

upon women's actions differ from those imposed upon men. 

However, these limits can be mediated or redefined through 

specific forms of individual or collective agency. The 

movement of women's labour outside the home has predicated the 

redefinition of some of the traditional limits of women's 

labour. However, structural constraints in the form of 

gatekeeper roles, that are occupied by men to ensure their 

privileged access to scare and valued resources, limit women's 

access to positions where significant changes can be 

implemented for women's empowerment in the public sphere. 

Gatekeeper roles tend to remain male-occupied because women 

collectively lack the resources to seriously challenge this 

form of structural constraint (Chafetz, 1989:137). 

However, not all women are resource-poor. Money, 
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education and diverse social networks are available and have 

implications for freedom from structural constraints. The 

nonconforming behaviour of the rich is less likely to be 

sanctioned and more likely to be admired than the 

unconventional behaviour of the poor (Thoits, 1987:18). 

Education provides access to money and to social networks. 

The more segregated and differentiated one's social networks, 

the more likely one is to escape sanctions and find support 

for alternate patterns of behaviour (Stryker and Statham, 

1983; Thoits, 1987). Educated and employed women have a 

higher percentage of alcoholism, due in part to their exposure 

to cultural contexts or interpersonal situations in which 

drinking is the norm (Schuckit and Morrissey, 1976). Highly 

educated women, who perceive that more than half or all of 

their peers drank, are more likely to drink than women 

identifying fewer than half or none of their peers as drinkers 

(Keil, 1979). As well, higher-status groups seem less likely 

to draw sharp distinctions between behaviour identified with 

men and behaviour identified with women (Gagnon and Simon, 

1973; see also Chafetz, 1984; Knupfer and Room, 1964; Mackie, 

1983). As a result, higher-status women enjoy greater 

latitude in choosing how to act in a variety of social 

situations. Storm and Cutler (1975:918) suggest that 

resources and patterns of activity mediate the relationships 

between demographic variables and alcohol consumption, and the 
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less the generalized cost of resources, and the greater the 

disposable resources left free by alternatives, the greater 

the consumption of alcohol. Thus, it is possible for women 

and men in equivalent social positions to have similar 

patterns of alcohol use. The following section will examine 

gender differences and similariti es in the patterns of alcohol 

use between men and women. 

111. Gender, Employment and Alcohol use 

Many socio-demographic variables have shown significant 

correlates with alcohol use for women and men. However, Room 

(1972; see also Room, 1977) has shown that differences in the 

measurement of socio-demographic variables can affect results 

even within the same data-set. This is especially problematic 

for significant correlates of alcohol use found with measures 

of socio-economic status, since there has been no consistency 

in the measure of this variable across studies. Therefore, 

this section will discuss alcohol use differences and 

similarities between men and women by their employment status. 

The myth of the hidden alcoholic housewife has no 

foundation in the literature reviewed. Wilsnack et al. , 

(1984/5 in Kagle, 1987) found that women with drinking 

problems were more likely to be working part-time or seeking 

employment, and Mulford (1977:1627) found employed women were 
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over-represented and housewives under-represented among 

patients seeking treatment for alcoholism. Employment status 

significantly predicted the frequency of consumption in women, 

and the frequency of drinking events was higher among employed 

women than among those who were long-term unemployed (Parker 

et al., 1980:47). Parker et al., (1980:47) also noted that 

the frequency of drinking events and volume of consumption 

were higher among short-term unemployed women than among long­

term unemployed women. 

Layne and Whitehead (1985) and Whitehead and Layne (1987) 

examined employment and alcohol use among samples of men 

(N=3430) and women (N=3383) between the ages of 15 and 29 

drawn from the 1981 Canada Fitness Survey (N=22,000). Among 

unemployed men, 22% were heavy drinkers, while 16% of the 

employed men were heavy drinkers, and only 11% of the full­

time students reported heavy drinking (Layne and Whitehead, 

1985:539). By comparison, 21% of unemployed women were heavy 

drinkers, 17% of the employed women were heavy drinkers, and 

11% of the full-time students reported heavy drinking 

(Whitehead and Layne, 1987: 172) . Younger employed women 

reported higher rates of heavy drinking than among young 

employed men (29% for women versus 17% for men ages 15-17 and 

24% for women versus 21% for men), and 15% of the women who 

worked in the home reported heavy drinking (Whitehead and 

Layne, 1987:172). 
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In interviews with 506 women and 487 men in Durham 

(Toronto) Liban and Smart (1982:55) found that drinking 

problems were no more hidden in women than in men, but being 

single and being employed were far stronger predictors of 

problems for women, while low socio-economic status was a much 

stronger predictor for men. Working men reported more 

problems than working women, but employed women had three 

times as many problems as housewives (Liban and Smart, 

1982: 54). However, comparisons between women and men by 

employment status showed that a larger proportion of men 

reported drinking problems irrespective of their employment 

status (Liban and Smart, 1982:53). 

Johnson ( 1982: 107) argues that employment has a different 

relation to drinking for women that it does for men. 

Unemployment has been labelled one of the greatest crises men 

can face (Brenton, 1966), while employment for women may place 

them in difficult situations involving pay discrimination, 

harassment, role stress and unpleasant low paying jobs 

(Johnson, 1982:107). Yet Johnson (1982:112) found the most 

important predictor for heavier drinking and problem drinking 

among women was the interaction between being married and 

being employed. Married women who are employed have 

significantly higher rates of both problem and heavier 

drinking than either single working women or women not in the 

workforce (Johnson, 1982 : 113) . However, no similar 
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relationship occurs for men. 

Problem drinking for employed men was associated with low 

education and low job seniority, and among the men who are 

divorced, separated and never married (Vol icier, et al., 

1981:182). However, contrary to Johnson (1982), Volicier et 

al. (1981:113) found that there was no association between 

problem drinking for women and marital status, low education, 

low job security, or income. Problem drinking for women was 

consistently associated with more children and the number of 

children in the home. Volicier et al. (1981:184-5) found that 

there was a consistent positive association between problem 

drinking as measured by several indicators and number of 

children and number of children at home, for women but not for 

men, which is not explained by differences in age, education, 

marital status or income. 

Stress was an often cited explanation for the correlation 

between women I s employment and alcohol use (cf. Allan and 

Cooke, 1985; Cooke and Allan, 1984; Ensminger et al., 1982; 

Filstead, 1984; Koch-Hattem and Denman, 1987; Linsky et al., 

1985; Morrissey and Schuckit, 1978; Neff and Huisani, 1982). 

The stress hypothesis argues that the increasing consumption 

of alcohol among women is due to the changing nature of 

society and women's roles within it (Hammer and Vaglum, 

1989:768). For instance, women may be exposed to greater 

stress as a result of conflicting roles between spouse and 
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employee (Johnson, 1982) or mother and worker (Volicier et 

al., 1981). Hammer and Vaglum (1989:773) indicate that none 

of the stress factors they examined had any significant 

influence on the alcohol consumption of employed women. This 

was similar to the results found by Shore and Batt (1991:175) 

who revealed that among business and professional women, 

adding work outside the home to in-home activities did not 

precipitate an increase in stress or stress-induced drinking. 

However, contrary to Volicier et al. 's (1981) findings, Hammer 

and Vaglum (1989:773) found that full-time employed women, 

with additional child-care responsibilities, consumed 

significantly less alcohol than those without children, when 

controlling for age, income and marital status. 

An unexpected finding among Hammer and Vaglum's 

(1989:773) results was that 48% of the variance in married 

women's own alcohol consumption was explained by their 

husband's alcohol consumption. However, Hammer and Vaglum 

(1989:773) also found that women's employment was independent 

of her spouse's alcohol consumption and her employment had no 

significant effect on her alcohol consumption when controlling 

for her partner's alcohol consumption. Their results 

indicated that women's alcohol consumption was more 

specifically related to accessability variables with a close 

relationship to lifestyle, rather than to a general 

accessability to alcohol. 
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As well, Hammer and Vaglum (1989:773-5) argued that the 

results did not support the hypothesis that increased 

employment activity amongst women was related to increased 

alcohol consumption, nor did their results support the 

hypothesis that alcohol was generally used as a coping 

strategy by women under stressful conditions. However, there 

was evidence that women in male dominated occupations consumed 

more alcohol than women in traditional female occupations 

(Hammer and Vaglum, 1989:774; see also Wilsnack et al., 1986) 

which will be discussed in the following section. 

Keil (1978) suggested that as women moved into social 

situations and roles in which they were expected to be 

drinkers the prevalence of alcohol use among women would 

increase. Research has found that wom·en in non-traditional 

role orientation (such as employment in male dominated 

occupations) were found to have higher rates of drinking and 

drinking problems (Schmidt et al., 1990:183). Yet research 

also found little support for the stress hypothesis (see 

above). Instead, Clarke et al., (1990:1611) revealed that 

previous research (Plant, 1981; see also Trice and 

Sonnenstuhl, 1990) recognized several occupational factors as 

major influences in the development of alcohol problems. 

Clark et al. (1990) tested six of the eight risk factors 

previously identified as common to occupations associated with 

high rates of alcoholism. The factors studied were 
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availability of alcohol at work, social pressure to drink from 

colleagues, separation from family due to work commitments, 

lack of supervision, collusion by colleagues and stresses and 

strains (Clarke et al., 1990:1611). Clarke et al. (1990:1613) 

found that while the expected gender differences in quantity­

frequency, severity of dependence and duration of heavy 

drinking were evident, almost every variable which was 

expected to affect drinking habits (cf. Plant, 1981 and Trice 

and Sonnenstuhl, 1990) proved to be inert for both women and 

men. 

The results of the literature reviewed in this section 

reveal some important considerations for understanding the 

linkage between women's employment in the paid labour force 

and their alcohol use patterns and behaviours. The concern 

that the stress of multiple roles would lead to increased 

alcohol consumption among women was not supported. However, 

it was apparent that women who worked outside the home 

consumed more alcohol than women who worked in the home. This 

provides some support for Storm and Cutler's ( 1975) suggestion 

that alcohol consumption will increase or decrease with 

changes in status on major demographic variables ( such as 

occupational and income status), according to whether those 

changes imply an increase or decrease in the supply of 

resources required for drinking activities. 

However, women who are employed outside the home and have 
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children drink less alcohol than employed women without 

children. For women who work in the home, the number of 

children in the home is positively associated with increased 

alcohol consumption. This may be related to the lack of 

alternative role options available to these women. The effect 

of children on women's alcohol use requires more research in 

addition to the impact of women's participation in the paid 

labour force. 

The evidence discussed herein strongly suggests that 

women's employment outside the home offers alternative role 

options, including caring for their children, that may 

displace alcohol use behaviours. Child-care also seems to 

have a positive impact on reducing alcohol use among women 

employed outside the home, but increases alcohol consumption 

for women working in the home. The results also suggest that 

women who are employed in the paid labour force and have no 

children are most likely to convert their new found status and 

resources into increased alcohol use. As a result, their 

drinking patterns and behaviours tend to resemble those of 

men. Therefore, there is some evidence that men and women in 

equivalent social positions have similar alcohol use patterns 

and behaviours. 

However, the strong influence of men's alcohol use upon 

their partners has an important theoretical implication. 

Although Coser (1989) has argued that women who work outside 
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the home gain power vis a vis men in the home, Hammer and 

Vaglum ( 1989) found that regardless of employment status, 

women's alcohol use is best predicted by their husbands' 

alcohol use. This is an indication that women's drinking 

patterns remain unchanged because gender relations of power 

remain unchanged (Morrissey, 1986). It is evident in the 

unpaid labour (regardless of their employment status) that 

women perform in the home, and the underpaid labour 

(regardless of their educational or occupational status) that 

women perform outside the home that gender relations of power 

have remained unaffected by women's participation in the paid 

labour force. 
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Chapter Two 

source of Data and Method of Analysis 

Introduction 

This chapter will discuss the National Alcohol and Other 

Drugs Survey (NADS) , the variables and their operational 

definitions, and the method of analyzing the data. The method 

of analysis and the variables selected for this study are 

predicated upon previous research on gender differences in 

alcohol use . In particular, this study is informed by Becker 

and Kronus (1977) for method of analysis, by Johnson (1982; 

see also Knupfer and Room, 1964; Schuckit and Morrissey, 1976) 

for group variable selection, and by Clark (1985) and Harford 

(1978) for the selection of the situational variables. 

Additional variables are chosen to account for the social 

aspects of alcohol consumption (see Cahalan et al., 1969). 

Since the categories of situational and social drinking are 

not mutually exclusive nor exhaustive (Clark, 1985), 

individual indicators of quantity and frequency of alcohol use 

are also included. 

The impetus for this study is Becker and Kronus' (1977) 

examination of gender differences in patterns of alcohol use. 

Becker and Kronus (1977:482) used multi-variate discriminant 
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analysis to pinpoint which independent drinking variables 

differentiated most powerfully between the sexes, as well as 

to measure the importance of sex differences in drinking 

relative to age, student status, and marital status group 

differences. 

In this study, SEX, AGE, and MARITAL STATUS are retained 

as group variables and STUDENT STATUS deleted1 as a group \... 

variable. SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION is added as a group 

variable based on findings from Knupfer and Room (1964) and 

Schuckit and Morrissey (1976). PARENTAL STATUS is added to 

this analysis based on the finding that there is a consistent 

positive association between drinking behaviour and children 

in the home (for women, but not for men), which has not been 

explained by differences in age, education, marital status or 

income (Volicier et al., 1981:184). 

Chapter Two will be organized into six sections. Section 

1 will describe the National Alcohol and Other Drugs Survey 

from Health and Welfare Canada (1989). The next section will 

outline the selection of a sample of status-consistent current 

drinkers for analysis. In Section 111, the group variables 

will be discussed. The discriminating independent variables 

will be examined in Section lV. The standardization of the 

1 Crowley (1991:10) indicates that conclusions based on 
in-school samples may not generalize well to non-school 
populations and should be tested using more representative 
databases. 
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quantity variables by Total Body Water for males and females 

will be discussed in Section V. The method of statistical 

analysis will be the focus of Section Vl. 

1. National Alcohol and Other Drugs survey 

The National Alcohol and Other Drugs Survey (NADS) was 

commissioned by the Department of National Health and Welfare 

Canada through the Special Surveys branch of Statistics 

Canada. NADS is a stratified, multi-stage survey of 

households in ten Canadian provinces conducted in March, 1989. 

The Northwest Territories and the Yukon were excluded from the 

survey. Through the use of random digit-dialling methods, 

most Canadian households were equally likely to be sampled 

(dwellings with more than 15 persons, institutions and prisons 

were excluded). With an overall response rate of 78.7%, a 

sample size of 11,634 respondents, 15 years of age and over 

was obtained (Health and Welfare Canada, 1990). Statistics 

Canada provided weighting to account for households without 

phones, persons who did not respond, multiple telephones in 

households, the number of persons in the household, census 

projection counts for the provinces, and the age and sex of 

the population (Health and Welfare Canada, 1990:1). 

The survey (NADS) comprised 95 questions that obtained 

545 individual and derived variables. The survey focused on 
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the quantity and frequency of alcohol use, and included socio­

economic, demographic, occupational, ethnic and household 

data. The survey respondents were 45.5% men (N=5291) and 

54.5% women (N=6343), and were categorized as current drinkers 

(78%), former drinkers (16%) and life-time abstainers (7%) 

(Health and Welfare Canada, 1990:3). Health and Welfare 

Canada (1990:3) describes current drinkers as those Canadians 

who consumed at least one drink in the 12 months preceding the 

survey. A "drink", as defined by Health and Welfare Canada 

(1990:3), is one bottle of beer or glass of draft; or one 

glass of wine or wine cooler; or one straight or mixed drink 

with 44 ml. of hard liquor. These definitions are used 

throughout the thesis unless otherwise stated. 

A major concern of alcohol and drug surveys is the 

accuracy of self-reported data (Smart and Jarvis, 1981) . 

Health and Welfare (1990) adopted standard questions which had 

been proven to be effective in previous research. In 

addition, assurances of anonymity and confidentiality were 

given respondents to increase response rates and improve the 

likelihood of truthful responses to sensitive questions. 

Health and Welfare (1990:2) indicated that confidence in the 

data was bolstered by the high level of response to most 

questions. As well, research has shown that self-reports of 

drinking to have considerable reliability (Fitzgerald and 

Mulford, 1978), and under-estimation of the quantity and 
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frequency of alcohol use should not impair intergroup 

comparisons (Smart and Jarvis, 1981). 

However, Dunham (1983:487) indicates that under­

estimation of alcohol use is affected by a social-desirability 

bias as well as a memory bias that does not seem to affect 

over-estimations of alcohol use. Since women's drinking is 

more strongly sanctioned against than men's drinking (Marsh et 

al., 1982), women may tend to under-report their alcohol use. 

However, Ferrence (1980:72 see also Garrett and Bahr, 1974) 

reveals that adult women may be much less likely than men to 

underreport their consumption of alcohol. However, since the 

extent and effect of under-reporting is unknown (Alanko, 

1984: 213), comparisons of drinking behaviour between women and 

men need to look for a larger effect size to determine whether 

differences in their alcohol use are substantive. Knupfer 

( 1987: 584) recommends that researchers consider sub-group 

differences of 30% or 40% in the characteristic under 

investigation. 

11. Selection of Sample 

Since this thesis examines differences in alcohol use, 

the first step in obtaining a sample is the deletion of former 

drinkers (N=2034) and life-long abstainers (N=840) from the 

selection. Unlike the behavioral definition of drinkers, 
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abstainers are frequently defined only by the absence of 

certain kinds of behaviour (Knupfer and Room, 1970: 108) . 

Goldman and Najman (1984:309) indicate that abstention is not 

simply the absence of drinking behaviour, but involves 

behaviourial dimensions which emerge from the positive refusal 

to consume alcohol. Since the decision to abstain or to drink 

can be seen as a different type of process than how much a 

drinker might habitually consume, the model that best predicts 

abstention differs from that which best predicts consumption 

(Armour et al., 1976). Therefore, Armour et al. (1976) 

recommend that abstention be studied separately from amount of 

consumption in its relationship to socio-cultural indicators. 

The purpose of this thesis is to test a variation of the 

convergence hypothesis. Since the conditions required for 

this are not present, it is necessary to develop an equivalent 

situation. According to Bonger ((1916] 1969), where the 

social position of women approaches that of men, differences 

in the manner of their lives diminish (see also Hagan, 1979; 

Knupfer and Room, 1964; Chafetz, 1984; Coser, 1989). For the 

purposes of this study, a social position is described by the 

intersection of three socio-economic indicators--educational, 

occupational and income level. The three socio-economic 

positions are constructed as follows: A Low socio-economic 

position is defined by an educational level of high school or 

less, and a blue-collar occupation, and an annual income in 
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1988 dollars of less than $20,000 per year; a Medium socio­

economic position is defined by an educational level of some 

post-secondary education, and a white-collar occupation, and 

an annual income in 1988 dollars greater than or equal to 

$20,000 and less than $39,999 per year; a High socio-economic 

position is defined by an educational level of post-secondary 

or more, and a professional/managerial occupation, and an 

annual income in 1988 dollars greater than or equal to $40,000 

per year. The use of three indicators to locate a socio-

economic position minimizes status inconsistency since the 

level of agreement between the socio-economic status 

characteristics is pre-determined. Only those cases where the 

social position of women approaches that of men are selected 

for analysis. The demographic characteristics of the sample 

of status consistent current drinkers (N=996) are found in 

Table 1. 

Status inconsistency was first conceptualized in Hughes' 

(1944) classic discussion of the Dilemmas and Contradictions 

of Status. Hughes (1944) described status inconsistency as 

the combination of two or more discrepant statuses in which 

unpleasant or frustrating social experiences are encountered 

by individuals whose ascribed status is recognized over their 

achieved statuses. Hughes (1944) cites the example of the 

Black physician who suffers conflict and stress from the 

failure of others to recognize his or her achieved statuses 



Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Drinking 
Subs~le of Status Consistent Individuals, by Sex. 

Age: 
15-29 
30 and over 

Marital Status:* 
Single 
Married** 

~omen Men Total 

32.4 C 82) 31.9 (237) 32.0 (319) 
67.6 (171) 68.1 (506) 68.0 (677) 

41.5 (105) 33.8 (251) 35.7 (356) 
58.5 (148) 66.2 (492) 64.3 (640) 

Children l.rder 15 years of age in H0111e: 
No 56.9 (144) 60.6 (450) 59.6 (594) 
y ,s 43.1 (109) 39.4 (293) 40.4 (402) 

Socio-economic Position:* 
Low 40.7 (103) 69.2 (514) 61.9 (617) 
Medi1.n 33.6 C 85) 6.9 ( 51) 13.7 (136) 
High 25.7 C 65) 24.0 (178) 24.4 (243) 

(nurt>ers in parentheses are values for each category) 

* chi-square p < .05 
** includes living with a partner 

34 
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(education and occupation) while emphasizing her or his 

ascribed status (race) . Thus, status inconsistency was viewed 

as a potentially valuable social-psychological dimension in 

sociological analysis as a mediating effect in the development 

of stress and frustration brought on by conflict between 

status characteristics. However, Blocker and Riedesel (1978) 

indicate that the average person is not really bothered by the 

inconsistencies in status which bother sociologists. While 

the social-psychological effects of status inconsistency have 

been found to be minimal (Blocker and Riedesel, 1978), the 

concept of status inconsistency in the measurement of social 

positions remains a valid concern. 

The method of describing a social position as status 

consistent in this thesis has limitations. The first 

limitation is related to the observation that employed women 

tend to be status inconsistent vis a vis employed men. The 

elimination of status inconsistent 'cases' from analysis will 

therefore predominantly eliminate women from the analysis. 

However, this also reflects the social and economic reality 

that women are seldom rewarded in a manner equal to that of 

men. Other methods of measuring social position often ignore 

these gender based inequalities in socio-economic rewards2
• 

2 See Blishen et al. ( 1987) for a discussion of the 
problems associated with the measurement of socio-economic 
status. 
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since the purpose of this research is to test the hypothesis 

that women and men in similar social positions do not differ 

in their social behaviours, it is necessary to minimize status 

inconsistency in the analysis. 

A limitation in the measure itself is the subjective 

selection of the categories used to construct the social 

positions. The categories were derived by Statistics Canada 

from the NADS data-set and chosen by this researcher for their 

convenience and simplicity. The categories are easily 

combined into an indicator of status consistency in a social 

position. While the categories are mutually exclusive, they 

tend to be non-specific measures of education, occupation and 

income and the range of values within the categories lessen 

the accuracy of describing a specific social position. 

However, the use of three indicators to locate a status 

consistent social position tends to offset this inaccuracy. 

The final limitation in this form of measure is the 

assumption that the categories used to locate a social 

position are consistent with the description. For example, 

there are blue collar workers who earn greater than $20,000 

per year and have an educational level higher than high 

school. There are, as well, white collar managers with less 

than post-secondary education and who earn less than $40,000 

per year. However, the purpose of this study is not to 

construct the most accurate measure of social position. 
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Instead, it is to provide a method whereby men and women with 

similar educational, occupational and income levels can be 

described in one measure of social position that reduces the 

problem of status inconsistency. The method described above 

identifies a 'layer' of cases in which the three indicators 

intersect and, according to the proposition discussed in this 

study, it is within these social positions that differences in 

the alcohol use patterns and behaviours of women and men will 

diminish. 

111. Group Variables 

As previously indicated, group variables are selected in 

consideration of previous research. In all, nine different 

group variables are separately treated as dependent variables 

in the discriminant analysis. These variables and their 

categories include: (1) SEX (females/ males); (2) AGE (15 -

29 / 30 and over); (3) MARITAL STATUS (Single/ Married or 

Living with a Partner); (4) PARENTAL STATUS (KIDS) (No 

Children under 15 in the Home/ Children under 15 in the 

Home); (5) SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION (Low/ Medium/ High); and 

the interaction effects variables, (6) SEXAGE (Women 15 - 29, 

Men 15 - 29, Women 30 and over, Men 30 and over); (7) SEXMAR 

(Single Women, Single Men, Mairied Women, Married Men); (8) 

SEXKIDS (Non-parental Women, Non-parental Men, Parental Women, 
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Parental Men); (9) SEXSES (Low SES Women, Low SES Men, Medium 

SES Women, Medium SES Men, High SES Women, High SES Men). 

The product-moment correlations between the demographic 

and interactive group variables are found in Table 2. The 

large zero-order correlations between MARITAL STATUS (MAR) and 

PARENTAL STATUS (KIDS) (.41) and between SEXMAR and SEXKIDS 

(.51) reflect the societal expectation and fact that 

parenthood is generally accompanied by marriage. Table 3 

illuminates this relationship further when the product-moment 

correlations are calculated by sex. In this instance, 

marriage and children are highly correlated for men (.44), but 

less so for women (.33). However, marriage and children are 

negatively correlated with Socio-economic position for women 

(-.41 and -.36 respectively). This is interesting in light of 

the fact that the sample selected for analysis only includes 

individuals employed full-time in the twelve months preceding 

the survey. 

Following Becker and Kronus (1977), the nominal level 

variables--SEX, MARITAL STATUS, and PARENTAL STATUS--are 

converted to interval level variables (see Labovitz, 1970a; 

Cohen and Cohen, 1983) by dummy coding for analysis. As well, 

AGE3 is dummy coded for this analysis. Socio-economic 

position is coded from 1 (low) to 3 (high). The interactive 

3 Following Becker and Kronus (1977) age is dichotomized 
into two groups -- Under 30 (age 15 - 29) and Over 30. 



Table 2: Product-MOlllent Correlations between Deaographic Variable• 
and Interaction Terms_ 

SEX 

AGE 

MAR 

KIDS 

SES 

SEXAGE 

SEXMAR 

SEXICIOS 

* p < .01 

- p < .001 

Marital 
AGE Status 

0.00 0.07 

0.20* 

Parental 
Status SES SEXAGE SEXMAR 

-0.03 -0.15* 0.43* 0.47* 

0.07 0.22* 0.91* 0.18* 

0.41* -0.21* 0.21* 0.92* 

-0.11• 0.05 0.35* 

0.14* -0.25* 

0.36* 

39 

SEXKIDS SEXSES 

0.38* 0.10** 

0.07 0.23* 

0.41* -o. 19* 

0.91* -0.12• 

-0.16* 0.97* 

0.22* 0.25* 

o.s,• -0.13* 

-0.07* 



Table 3: Product-moment Correlations by Sex 

Women (N=243) 

AGE 

AGE 1.00 

Mar. Stat. 

Par. Stat. 

Men (N=753) 

AGE 

AGE 1.00 

Mar. Stat. 

Par . Stat. 

SES 

Marital 
Status 

0.07 

1.00 

Marital 
Status 

0.25 

1.00 

Parental 
Status 

-0.01 

0.33 

1.00 

Parental 
Status 

0.10 

0.44 

1.00 
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SES 

0.13 

-0.41 

-0.36 

1.00 

SES 

0.26 

-0.13 

-0.04 

1.00 
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group variables (SEXAGE, SEXMAR, SEXKIDS) are coded from 1 to 

4 (odd numbers represent women; even numbers represent men). 

SEXSES is coded from 1 to 6 (odd numbers represent 'low' to 

'high' for women; even numbers represent 'low' to 'high' for 

men). As a group, men are assigned the higher number in each 

category to reflect their higher social status in general. 

lV. Discriminating variables and variable sets 

The independent drinking variables (N=76) used by Becker 

and Kronus (1977) were categorized into two groups-­

motivational and quantity-frequency. For the actual analysis, 

these variables were grouped into five categories: (1) 

positive motives; (2) negative motives; (3) situational 

frequency; ( 4 ) all frequency; and (5) quantity-frequency. 

However, for the purposes of this study, only drinking 

behaviour variables (N=36) are selected and categorized as 

follows: (1) situational frequency; (2) situational 

quantity; (3) social drinking; and (4) quantity-frequency. 

Quantity and frequency variables are reported separately to 

avoid quantity-frequency error4 • In addition, all quantity 

variables are standardized by Total Body Water for males and 

4 A 'quantity-frequency error' is the failure of a 
combined quantity-frequency measure to discriminate between a 
high frequency of low alcohol consumption and a low frequency 
of high alcohol consumption. 
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This is discussed further in Section V of this 

The selection of drinking setting and activities follows 

Clark ( 1985) and Harford ( 1978) . Harford ( 1978: see also 

Harford, 1979, 1980; Harford et al., 1980) argued that alcohol 

intake could be related to the kinds of social activities 

attended by respondents, and the frequency of attendance. 

Harford (1978 ff.) found that while men drank more than women 

in various settings, there was a great deal of similarity in 

the patterns of drinking for women . and men across the 

settings. Clark (1985:67) further argued that the frequency 

of going to various drinking situations interacts with 

individual propensity to drink and with situational 

constraints to produce greater or lessor amounts of total 

alcohol intake. Based on these findings, the frequency and 

quantity of alcohol use between women and men in various 

situations will be examined in this study. 

The NADS survey provides seven drinking setting and four 

related activities that will be described below. The settings 

and activities do not exhaust the possible locations or 

activities in which alcohol is used, nor are the categories to 

be considered mutually exclusive (Clark, 1985). Therefore, 

one individual may potentially drink in any one, or all of the 

settings or activities described. However, since Cahalan et 

al. (1969) have indicated that "who drinks what where" is 



43 

important, the treatment of the settings and activities on an 

individual basis is justified (Clark, 1985). 

Information regarding Situational drinking was obtained 

by asking respondents: 

did you participate 

appendix A, question 

"How often during the past 12 months 

in the following activities?" (see 

25, part A). Situational frequency 

variables were then obtained by asking respondents: "When you 

[participated in the following activities] how often did you 

drink?" (question 25, part B) . Situational quantity variables 

were obtained by asking respondents: "How many drinks do you 

usually have?" ( question 25, part C) . Statistics Canada 

converted this information into quantity and frequency 

variables (see appendix B). 

Statistics Canada also collected data on alcohol use for 

four special activities and occasions. In response to the 

following question: "How many times during the past 12 months 

did you participate in the following special occasions or 

seasonal activities?" (appendix A, question 26), respondents 

were asked: "When you [ do a special occasion or seasonal 

activity] how often do you drink?" (appendix A, question 26, 

part B); and: "How many drinks do you usually have?" (appendix 

A, question 26, part C). Responses were transformed . into 

specific and derived variables by Statistics Canada (see 

appendix B). 

Social drinking is comprised of the responses to the 



44 

following question asked of respondents: "During the past 12 

months, how often did you drink •.. ?" (appendix A, question 

27); and the responses to: "Thinking about the past 12 

months, how often has your spouse/partner had a drink?" 

(appendix A, question 49); and: "On the days when he/she 

drank, how many drinks did he/she have?" (appendix A, question 

50). These responses were transformed into specific and 

derived variables by Statistics Canada (see appendix B). 

Quantity and frequency variables dealt with the actual 

drinking behaviour of respondents exclusive of situational, 

special occasion and social drinking. The frequency variables 

included: Number of Times had a drink last year (question 

19), Number of Times had 5 or more drinks at once (question 

21), Highest number of drinks at once (question 22), and 

Number of days in week drank (question 24). Quantity 

variables included: Amount drank last year (question 20), 

Amount drank last week (question 24), Amount drank per day 

last week (question 24). These variables are also included to 

provide a more recent portrait of drinking behaviour among 

respondents. As Little et al. (1977, in Dunham, 1983:485) 

indicate, the longer the required period of recall, the 

greater the error in measuring consumption. 

Examination of the frequency distributions for the 

quantity and frequency variables reveal that they are highly 

skewed. Therefore, all quantity and frequency variables are 
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logarithmically transformed by the following: new variable= 

LoglO (original variable+ 1). The addition of a constant 

ensures that positive values of less than one are reported as 

positive integers. 

v. Standardization of Quantity Variables 

The final process in preparation for the data analysis is 

the standardization of the quantity variables by respondents' 

height, weight, age and sex (Total Body Water) . The following 

formulae provided by Statistics Canada indicate the 

calculation of total body water for each respondent by sex: 

Total Body Water (kg.): Females= -2.097 + 0.1069 height (cm) 

+ 0.2466 weight (kg). Males= 2.477 - 0.09516 age (years) + 

0.1074 height (cm) + 0.3362 weight (kg.). The constant for 

females is negative because of the overall smaller body mass 

of females compared to males. Age is calculated for males to 

account for changes in the proportion of muscle to fat with 

age. The coefficient for height is slightly larger for males 

than for females since women are usually somewhat shorter than 

men. The coefficients for weight differ between males and 

females to account for sex differences in fat to muscle 

proportions. A smaller proportion of the female body mass is 

comprised by muscle tissue. Muscle tissue is mainly water and 

dilutes the alcohol present in the bloodstream. Therefore, 
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comparisons that do not control for the amount of body fluid 

may exaggerate differences and miss similarities that may be 

theoretically and programmatically relevant (Whitehead and 

Layne, 1987:174). 

Vl. Method of statistical Analysis 

As previously mentioned, the method of statistical 

analysis in this research is informed by Becker and Kronus 

(1977), who recommended the use of multi-variate discriminant 

analysis for future research on gender differences in alcohol 

use. Since the basic desire of this research is to 

statistically differentiate the patterns of alcohol use 

between women and men, discriminant analysis will be used. 

This method of testing the convergence hypothesis is also 

superior to conventional difference-of-means tests. As a 

special form of multiple-regression analysis, multi-variate 

discriminant analysis controls for the inter-correlations 

among the variables. This is especially important in alcohol 

research where most drinking variables are highly correlated. 

Conventional difference-of-means tests rely upon 

statistical significance to determine the rejection of the 

test hypothesis. Labovitz {1970b) indicates that significance 

tests are inapplicable to the goals of science, trivial as 

they pertain to the null hypothesis, and overwhelmingly 
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effected by sample size; i.e. Test Statistic= Effect Size* 

Sample Size (Cohen and Cohen, 1983). The test statistic 

determines statistical significance and predicates the 

decision to reject the test hypothesis. Since the probability 

of a statistically significant result is proportionate to the 

sample size, a more accurate portrayal of the importance of a 

hypothesis test is the effect size. Therefore, due to the 

large sample (N=996) used in this analysis, the effect size of 

each analysis will be the basis for the rejection of a test 

hypothesis. 

Cohen and Cohen (1983:161; see also Cohen, 1977) 

recommend the following conventional magnitudes for R2 

corresponding to small, medium and large effect sizes, as 

appropriate for many areas of social science investigation: 

.02, .15 and .25 respectively. For the purposes of this 

research, these values will refer to the total discriminatory 

power5 (w2) of each discriminatory analysis; that is, the 

proportion of the variance explained in the dependent groups 

by the linear combination of the discriminant variables. 

Where the total discriminatory power is greater than or 

equal to .10 (= w2), the test hypothesis will be rejected. 

The reason for this is because of the following: while a 

5 Total discriminatory power (w2) is the squared value 
of Pearson's product-moment correlation and is analogous to 
the R2 of multiple regression analysis. 
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"medium" effect size ( f 2 = .15) may seem appropriate where the 

number of independent variables (k) is 5 or 10, where k=15, 

these variables account for (.15/15 =) .01 of the variance in 

Y (Cohen and Cohen, 1983:161). The number of independent 

variables (k) in this research ranges from a low of 7 (social 

drinking variables) to a high of 11 (situational frequency and 

situational quantity) and either variable set would account 

for (.10/7 or .10/11 ~) .01 of the variance in Y. Therefore, 

a discriminant power of less than .10 would result in the 

failure to reject the test hypothesis6 • 

The discriminant analysis begins with the desire to 

statistically distinguish between two or more groups (Klecka, 

1975:435-6). A number of variables on which the groups are 

expected to differ are selected for analysis. The 

mathematical objective of discriminant analysis is a weighted 

sum, or linear combination, of the discriminating variables so 

that the groups are as statistically distinct as possible 

(Becker and Kronus, 1977:484). The weights, or standardized 

discriminant coefficients, are analogous to beta weights in 

multiple regression analysis, and can be used to identify 

which discriminating variables contributed most to the 

differentiation among the groups with the effects of all other 

6 Becker and Kronus (1977:493) found the smallest total 
discriminatory power of any of the group variables was for sex 
(w2=.10). 
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variables partialled out (Tatsuoka, 1970:4). 

The discriminating variables are identified by use of the 

groups centroids. A group centroid is the location of the 

group variables relative to one another. The centroids are 

the mean value of the group variables, for each discriminating 

variable, across all the discriminating variables. The 

greater the distance between the centroids, the greater the 

variance between the groups. The relative contribution of 

each variable to the total explained variance in the dependent 

variable is indicated by the standardized discriminant 

coefficients. The use of standardized coefficients are 

superior for comparative purposes because they are not 

affected by the variables' unit of measure. 

The coefficients can also be used to determine which 

group is best characterized by specific discriminating 

variables. This is determined by examining the centroid for 

each group along with the signs and sizes of each standardized 

coefficient. The group with the highest mean score on the 

centroid is the one best described by the variables displaying 

large positive coefficients, and the group with the lowest 

mean score on the centroid is best characterized by those 

variables with large negative coefficients (Tatsuoka, 1970:4). 

Variables located between the extreme mean scores have small 

coefficients and contribute little to explaining the variance 

between the groups. For the purposes of this research, and 
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parsimony, standardized discriminant coefficients of less than 

.20 are eliminated from discussion. 

The linear equation can also be expressed as a 

discriminant function that maximally distinguishes between the 

groups. The number of discriminant functions that can be 

derived from a set of variables is one less than the number of 

groups (g - 1). In the multi-group analyses, the discriminant 

functions derived are orthogonal to one another. The first 

linear combination of discriminant variables is the best 

mathematical representation of the correlation between a group 

and its discriminant function. When this first discriminant 

function is partialled out, the entire process is repeated on 

the residual variables. In each function, new weights are 

calculated and the residualizing process assures a condition 

of orthogonality such that all correlations among the 

discriminant variables and all correlations among the group 

variables are zero (Cohen and Cohen, 1983:454). 

Each function that is derived from the variables can be 

expressed as the proportion of variance explained between the 

groups. In a two-groups analysis, the discriminant function 

is simply Pearson's product-moment correlation. The squared 

value of the discriminant function in a two-group case is the 

total discriminatory power of each set of discriminating 

variables, or the multiple R-square of multiple regression 

analysis. For multi-group analyses, the total discriminatory 
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power of each set of discriminating variables is calculated by 

the following: 

@
2 = 1 - N 

(N-g)(l + 11)(1 + 12 ) ••• (1 + Aq) + 1 

where N is the total sample size used in the analysis, g is 

the number of groups in the analysis, l are the eigenvalues of 

the q significant discriminant functions derived from the 

analysis (Tatsuoka, 1970:48). Eigenvalues are the ratio of 

between-groups to within-groups sums of squares (Norusis, 

1985:89). 

The discriminant analysis of the convergence hypothesis 

proceeds by identifying the discriminating variables that best 

distinguish between the groups. The second step is to 

determine, by means of the total discriminatory power of the 

variable sets, how efficiently the discriminant functions are 

able to discriminate when the group variables are SEX, AGE, 

MARITAL STATUS, PARENTAL STATUS and SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION or 

the interaction variables with SEX. Using the sample of 

status consistent individuals for analysis, the test 

hypothesis in this research predicts that women and men in 

equivalent social positions will have similar patterns of 

alcohol use. The accuracy of this variation of the 

convergence hypothesis will be tested by the following: 
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Hypothesis 1: There is no substantive7 difference (w2 < .10) 

in the patterns of alcohol use between status consistent women 

and men. 

Hypothesis 2: The variance in the patterns of alcohol use 

between status consistent men and women is less than the 

variance in the other group variables. 

Hypothesis 3: The effect of SEX in accounting for the 

variance in patterns of alcohol use among the interactive 

groups is less than the effect of the other group variables. 

7 The term 'substantive' refers to the use of the 
'effect size' [in this instance the amount of variance 
explained between the group variables) and not the 
'significance' of the statistical test to reject the null 
hypothesis. 
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Chapter Three 

Analysis of Data 

Introduction 

This chapter will discuss the data analysis. The first 

section will discuss the total discriminatory power of the 

discriminant functions for the group and the interactive group 

variables for each discriminant variable set. Section 11 will 

discuss the analysis of the group variables and Section 111 

will discuss the analysis of the interactive group variables. 

1. Discriminatory Power of Discriminant Functions 

The following discussion refers to Table 4. The total 

discriminatory power (w2) of a discriminant function is the 

amount of variance between the groups that is explained by the 

linear combination of the discriminatory functions 

(variables). In discriminant analysis, the greater the 

variance explained, the greater the ability of the 

discriminant functions to predict group membership. When 

groups are similar, the discriminant functions do not 

effectively predict group membership and the amount of 

variance "explained" between the groups is small. For the 
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purposes of this thesis, when the variance explained between 

groups by the sets of discriminant functions is greater than 

or equal to .10 (= w2) the test hypothesis is rejected. 

This section discusses the efficiency of the discriminant 

functions to discriminate when the groups variables are SEX, 

AGE, MARITAL STATUS, PARENTAL STATUS and SOCIO-ECONOMIC 

STATUS. For example, if the total discriminatory power (w2) 

for SEX is smaller than the total discriminatory power (w2) 

for PARENTAL STATUS, this would indicate that the variable set 

explained a lower proportion of the variance between women and 

men than between parents and non-parents. 

The first hypothesis tested in this analysis stated that 

there would be no substantive difference (w2 < .10) between 

status consistent women and men in this sample. The analytic 

results indicate that there are no substantive differences 

between status consistent men and women in their patterns of 

alcohol use as indicated by the set of situational frequency 

variables (w2 = . 05), by the set of situational quantity 

variables (w2 = .04), by the set of social drinking variables 

(w2 = .09) and by the set of individual quantity-frequency 

variables (w2 = .08). These results indicate that status 

consistent women and men do not differ in their patterns of 

alcohol use as described by the four sets of discriminant 

variables. The variability in alcohol use between status 

consistent men and women is greatest in the indicators of 
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social drinking, followed by the indicators of individual 

quantity-frequency of alcohol use. The small variance 

explained by the set of situational frequency and situational 

quantity variables indicates that the patterns of alcohol use 

between status consistent men and women is similar in most 

situational drinking settings. However, individual 

differences in most settings between the two groups are still 

evident. 

The second hypothesis tested in this analysis stated that 

the total discriminatory power (w2) of the variable sets would 

be lower for SEX than for AGE, MARITAL STATUS, PARENTAL STATUS 

and SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS (SES). The results of the analysis 

fail to reject this hypothesis for the set of situational 

frequency and situational quantity variables. That is, the 

set of situational frequency variables was more efficient at 

discriminating between the AGE groups (w2 = .12), the MARITAL 

STATUS groups (w2 = .15), the PARENTAL STATUS groups (w2 = 

. 06) and the SES groups (w2 = .19) than between status 

consistent men and women (w2 = • 05) . Thus, there are 

substantive differences between younger and older individuals, 

married and single persons, and between low, medium and high 

SES positions in their patterns of situational frequency of 

alcohol use. However, there are no substantive differences 

between status consistent women and men and between parents 

and non-parents in the set of situational frequency variables. 
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Table 4: Total Discri~inatory Power of the Diacri•inant Fla'letions 
for the Group Variables and the Interactive Group Variables, by 

Variable Sets. 

Situational Situational Social Quantity-
Frequency Quantity Drinking Frequency 

SEX 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.08 

AGE 0.12 0.13 0.09 0.12 

Marital 0.15 0.14 0.07 0.03 
Status 

Parental 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.02 
Status 

SES 0.19 •,. 17 0.09 0.15 

SEXAGE 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.20 

SEXMAR 0.21 0.19 0.12 0.10 

SEXICIDS 0.10 0.10 0.17 0.08 

SEXSES 0.24 0.18 0.21 0.22 

All results p < .OS 
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The set of situational quantity variables was also more 

efficient at discriminating between the AGE groups (w2 = .13), 

the MARITAL STATUS groups (w2 = .14), the PARENTAL STATUS 

groups (w2 = .06) and the SES groups (w2 = .17) than between 

status consistent women and men (w2 = .04). Thus there are 

substantive differences between younger and older individuals, 

between married and single persons, and between low, medium 

and high SES positions in their patterns of situational 

quantity of alcohol use. However, there are no substantive 

differences between status consistent men and women and 

between parents and non-parents in the set of situational 

quantity variables. 

The set of social drinking variables was slightly less 

efficient at discriminating between the MARITAL STATUS groups 

(w2 = .07) and the PARENTAL STATUS groups (w2 = .08) than 

between status consistent men and women (w2 = . 09) , but 

equally as effective in discriminating between the SEX groups 

(w2 = .09), the AGE groups (w2 = .09) and the SES groups (w2 

= . 09). In this instance, the set of social drinking 

variables did not find substantive differences among or 

between any of the discriminant groups. The ref ore, there were 

no substantive differences between any of the groups in the 

patterns of the social drinking of alcohol. 

The set of individual quantity-frequency variables was 

more efficient at discriminating between the SEX groups (w2 = 
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.08) than between the MARITAL STATUS groups (w2 = .03) and 

PARENTAL STATUS (w2 = .02) groups, but less effective at 

discriminating between the SEX groups (w2 = .08) than between 

the AGE groups (w2 = .12) and the SES (w2 = .15) groups. 

Thus, there are substantive differences between younger and 

older individuals, and between high, medium and low SES 

positions, but no substantive differences between status 

consistent women and men, between married and single persons, 

and between parents and non-parents in the pattern of 

individual quantity-frequency of alcohol use. 

Among the interactive group variables, the set of 

situational frequency variables, the set of individual 

quantity-frequency and the set of social drinking variables 

explained more of the variance in SEXSES (w2 = .24, .22 and 

.21, respectively) than between the other interactive groups. 

The set of situational quantity variables explained more of 

the variance in SEXMAR (w2 = .19) and SEXAGE (w2 = .19) than 

between any of the other interactive groups. For each of the 

interactive groups, the set of situational frequency variables 

were the most powerful discriminating variables, followed by 

the set of social drinking, situational quantity and 

individual quantity-frequency variables. 

11. Analysis of Groups Variables 
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This section will discuss the analysis of the group 

variables by the discriminatory variable sets. The discussion 

in this section will follow Table 6 to Table 10 inclusive and 

will frequently refer to Table 5, which presents the group 

means (centroids) for each discriminant function. 

The centroids can be interpreted as follows: the group 

with the highest mean score (centroid) on the discriminant 

function is the one best described by the variables displaying 

large positive coefficients and the group with the lowest mean 

score (centroid) on the discriminant function is best 

characterized by those variables with large negative 

coefficients (Becker and Kronus, 1977:488 following Tatsuoka, 

1970:4). For example, in a bipolar space in which all female 

cases are clustered at one pole (either negative or positive), 

and all male cases are clustered at the other pole, whenever 

a variable is a powerful discriminator between these two 

groups it tends to 'gravitate' much closer to one pole than 

the other (Becker and Kronus, 1977:488). Non-powerful 

discriminating variables are located between the poles and 

have small coefficients, but the location of a group centroid 

at either pole is irrelevant1 • The primary task is to compare 

each group centroid with the corresponding coefficients on 

1 The actual signs have no inherent theoretical or 
substantive meaning (Becker and Kronus, 1977). 
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each discriminant function. 

i. sex as Dependent variable 

This discussion will focus on Table 6, which describes 

those variables where status consistent men and women are most 

highly differentiated. The frequency of drinking in a variety 

of situations best describes men as a group. The number of 

times men drank in bars or taverns, at concerts, at home, at 

clubs or at sports events are higher than for women. By 

contrast, the frequency of drinking at dinner and at social 

occasions are primarily describe drinking situations for 

women. However, the set of situational frequency variables 

explain a small amount of the variance in SEX (w2 = .05). 

This suggests that women and men are more alike as a group in 

the frequency of their overall drinking patterns than 

indicated by the individual differences. 

Alcohol consumption is higher for men than for women in 

most drinking situations. Men consume higher amounts of 

alcohol in bars or taverns, at leisure activities, at home, at 

concerts, at sports events, and at clubs, but women have a 

higher individual alcohol consumption level at dinner in a 

restaurant. Situational quantity explains the smallest amount 

of the variance in SEX (w2 = .04) and is the least efficient 

at discriminating between status consistent women and men as 
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Table 5: Group Centroids for each Dlscri~inant Fl.llCtion. 

Situational Situational Social Quantity-
Frequency Quantity Drinking Frequency 

SEX: 

lolomen -0.39 -0.34 -0.53 -0.50 
Hen 0.14 0.12 0.18 0.18 

AGE: 

15-29 0.53 0.58 -0.46 0.54 
30 and over -0.25 -0.27 0.22 -0.26 

Marital Status: 

Single 0.56 0.54 0.38 0.24 
Married -0.32 · U.31 -0.22 -0.14 

Parental Status: 

Non-Parental 0.20 0.21 -0.26 0.12 
Parental -0.30 -0.31 0.38 -0.17 

Socio-econaaic Status: 

Low -0.38 -0.34 -0.16 0.29 
Mediun 0.30 0.19 -0.02 -0.16 
High 0.77 0.75 0.41 -0.63 
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• Table 6: Stardardized Discriminant Functions for Powerful 

Discriminating Variables, by Sex. 

Variable Sets and Men \lanen 

Individual Variable 
Descriptions Coefficients Nean S.D. Nean S.D. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Situational Frequency: 

-------------------------
Times drank at Bar/Tavern 0.50 0.73 o. 73 0.53 0.61 
Times drank at Concerts 0.39 0.18 0.34 0.10 0.24 
Times drank at Home 0.35 0.88 0.84 0.70 0.81 
Times drank at Clubs 0.27 0.23 0.49 0.15 0.36 
Times drank at Sports 0.23 0.30 0.57 0.18 0.47 
Times drank at Dinner ·0.59 0.63 0.64 0.68 0.59 
Times drank at Socials ·0.27 0.66 0.43 0.66 0.37 

Situational Quantity: 

-------------------------
Amcx.nt drank at Bar 0.53 0.27 0.39 0.16 0.27 
Amcx.nt drank at Leisure 0.31 o. 11 0.20 0.07 0.12 
Amcx.nt drank at Home 0.30 0.27 0.33 0.21 0.27 
Alncx.nt drank at Concerts 0.29 0.03 0.10 0.01 0.04 
Alncx.nt drank at Sports 0.23 0.07 0.19 0.04 0.13 
Alncx.nt drank at Clubs 0.23 0.05 0.17 0.03 0.12 
Alncx.nt drank at Di mner -0.45 0.12 0.19 0.13 0.17 

Social Events: 

-------------------------
TilllH Spouse drank 1 .90 0.63 0.73 0.87 0.91 
Times drank with Spouse 0.62 0.63 0. 73 0.65 o.n 
Times drank with Friends 0.39 1.30 0.52 1.12 0.40 
Times drank Alone 0.31 0.44 0.67 0.23 0.49 
Alncx.nt Spouse drank ·2.84 0.74 0.86 1 .08 1. 11 

Quantity-Frequency: 

-------------------------
Times drank Last year 1.30 1 .70 0.51 1.41 0.50 
Drinks/Day Lest \leek 1.29 0.006 0.01 0.004 0.008 
Highest# of Drinks 0.44 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.03 
Alncx.nt drank Last \leek -1.46 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.05 
Alncx.nt drank Last Year -0.32 0.72 0.44 0.50 0.38 
# Days drank Last \leek -0.25 0.29 0.28 0.24 0.26 

Standardized discri ■inant functions less than .20 are not reported 
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a group. 

Social drinking events explain a small amount of the 

variance in SEX (w2 = .09) which suggests that "who drinks 

what with whom" is similar for women and men. However, men 

are described by the number of times their spouses' drank, the 

number of times they drank with their spouses, the number of 

times they drank with their friends and the number of times 

they drank alone. Women are described by the amount their 

spouses' drank. 

Finally, the individual Quantity-Frequency of alcohol use 

explains a small amount of the variance between status 

consistent· women and men {w2 = . 08) . Men are described by the 

number of times they drank last year, the number of drinks 

they consumed per day last week, and the highest number of 

drinks they consumed on one occasion. Women are best 

described by the number of drinks they consumed last week, the 

number of drinks they consumed last year, and the number of 

days they drank last week. 

ii. Age as Dependent variable 

The discussion in this section follows Table 7, with 

additional reference to Table 4 {Total Discriminatory Power) 

and Table 5 ( Group Centroids) . The two age groups to be 

discussed are those individuals aged 15 - 29, and those 
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individuals aged 30 and over. The former will be referred to 

as the •younger' age group and the latter will be called the 

'older' age group for comparative purposes only. 

Situational frequency explains a small amount of the 

variance in AGE (w2 = .12). The younger age group is best 

described by the number of times they drank in bars or 

taverns, at concerts and at social events. The number of 

times they drank at home and at dinner best describes the 

older age group. As well, the quantity of alcohol consumed at 

dinner and at home describes the older age group. The younger 

age group consumes more alcohol at bars or taverns, social 

events, and while visiting others. Situational quantity 

explains a medium amount of the variance in AGE (w2 = .13). 

The younger age group tends to drink with friends and co­

workers, and are differentiated from the older age group by 

the quantity of alcohol that their spouses consume. The older 

age group is different from the younger age group in the 

number of times their spouses drank, the number of times they 

drank with their spouses and the number of times they drank 

alone. The social aspects of drinking are not dissimilar 

between the two age groups, and social drinking explains a 

small amount of the variance in AGE (w2 = .09). 

The individual indicators of the quantity-frequency of 

alcohol use describes the younger age group by the highest 

number of drinks they had on one occasion and the amount they 
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• Table 7: Standardized Discriminant Fl.nCtions for Powerful 
Discri•inating Variables, by Age. 

Variable Sets and 30 and Older 15 • 29 
Individual Variable 
Descriptions Coefficients Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Situational Frequency: 

-------------------------
Ti111es drank at Bar/Tavern o.n 0.54 0.65 0.96 0.73 
Ti111tt1 drank at Concerts 0.34 0.13 0.29 0.23 0.37 
TfllleS drank at Social 0.31 0.62 0.39 0.75 0.43 
Times drank at H0111e -0.28 0.87 0.84 0.74 0.81 
Times drank at Dimer -0.28 0.65 0.63 0.64 0.63 

Situational Quantity: 

-------------------------
Alf/0' llt drank at Bar 0.61 0.17 0.30 0.39 0.44 
Amouit drank at Socials 0.48 0.13 o. 14 0.23 0.23 
Anlol,it drank at Visiting 0.29 0.19 0.23 0.29 0.30 
Alncx.rit drank at H0111e -0.33 0.27 0.32 0.24 0.30 
Alncx.rit drank at Dimer -0.27 0.12 0.19 0.13 0.19 

Social Events: 

-------------------------
# Tlines Spouse drank 2.89 o.n 0.80 0.53 0.73 
TfllleS drank with Spouse 0.39 0.70 0.73 0.48 0.69 
Tiiies drank Alone 0.36 0.41 0.67 0.32 0.56 
Aaount Spouse drank -2.n 0.90 0.94 0.67 0.93 
Ti ... drank w/Friands -0.51 1 .20 0.48 1.38 0.51 
Times drank w/Co•workers -0.28 0.57 0.61 0.76 0.67 

Quantity-Frequency: 

-------------------------
Highest# of drinks 0.97 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.03 
Aaount drank Last Week 0.41 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.06 
# Days in week drank -0.35 0.28 0.29 0.26 0.26 
Alllol.nt/Day Last Week -0.32 0.005 0.01 0.007 0.01 
Tliaes drank Last Year -0.23 1.63 0.54 1.61 0.47 

Standardized discriminant f1.nCtions less than .20 are not reported 
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The older age group is described by the 

number of days they drank last week, the amount per day they 

drank last week and the number of times they drank last year. 

The set of individual quantity and frequency indicators of 

alcohol use explains a medium amount of the variance in AGE 

(w2 = .12) and is the most efficient discriminating variable 

set between younger and older age groups relative to the other 

variable sets. 

iii. Marital status as Dependent variable 

This section discusses the results presented in Table 8. 

Marital status is represented by two groups: 'single' and 

'married or living with a partner'. The latter group will 

simply be referred to as 'married'. The MARITAL STATUS groups 

are best differentiated by the situational frequency (w2 = 

.15) of alcohol use. Singles are described by their frequency 

of drinking in bars or taverns, while visiting others, at 

dinner and at concerts. The quantity of alcohol drank at bars 

or taverns, at dinner, while visiting others and at concerts 

also described the singles group. Drinking at home and with 

visitors, and the amount they drank at home, with visitors and 

at social events describes the married group. Situational 

quantity explained a medium proportion of the variance in 

MARITAL STATUS (w2 = .14). 
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• Table 8: Standardized Discriminant Fi.nctions for Powerful 
Discriminating Variables, by Marital Status. 

Variable Sets and Married Single 
Individual Variable 
Descriptions Coefficients Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Situational Frequency: 

-------------------------
Tiines drank at Bar/Tavern 0.67 0.52 0.64 0.94 0.73 
Times drank Visiting 0.33 0.83 0.55 1.00 0.67 
Times drank at Dimer 0.32 0.56 0.57 0.80 0.69 
Times drank at Ccncerts 0.31 0.12 0.27 0.23 0.39 
Times drank It H0111e -0.44 0.90 0.83 0.70 0.82 
Times drank with Visitors -0.28 0.91 0.55 0.87 0.66 

Situational Quantity: 

-------------------------
Anlouit drank at Bar 0.62 0.17 0.30 0.36 0.42 
Alllount drank at Dimer 0.49 0.09 0.14 0.18 0.24 
Alllount drank Visiting 0.49 0.19 0.23 0.29 0.30 
Alllount drank at Concerts 0.20 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.12 
Amount drank at Home -0.37 0.27 0.31 0.23 0.33 
Amount drank w/Visitors -0.31 0.22 0.24 0.24 0.29 
Amount drank at Socials -0.25 0.15 0.16 0.18 0.20 

Social Events: 

----------------------·--
Times drank with Friends 0.71 1.18 0.47 1.39 0.51 
Times drank w/Co·\lorkers 0.52 0.54 0.60 0.79 0.65 
Times drank with F81Aily -0.57 0.88 0.51 0.80 0.55 

Quantity•Freq.Jeney: 

-------------------------
Aa>l.nt/Day Last Week 1.21 0.005 0.009 0.008 0.01 
Amcult drank Last Year 1.18 0.62 0.42 0.75 0.46 
Highest ti of Drinks 0.45 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.03 
Amcult drank Last \leek -1.06 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.07 
Tiaies drank Last Year -0.52 1.59 0.52 1.68 0.52 
Times had 5+ drinks -0.26 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.05 

Standardized discriminant fi.nctions less than .20 are not reported 

=•======••··••==•==========================--==-========================================= 
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Analysis and discussion of social drinking for marital 

status does not include the three spousal drinking variables. 

This is because responding to these three questions assumes 

the presence of a spouse. The absence of a spouse or partner 

infers the respondent is single. The behaviour of spouses may 

explain the variance within the married group, but would not 

explain the variance within the single group. In other words, 

inclusion of these variables discriminates on the absence or 

presence of a spouse, not on their affect upon the 

respondent's drinking behaviour. Singles tend to drink with 

their friends and co-workers, while married people drink with 

their family. Social drinking explains a small proportion of 

the variance in MARITAL STATUS (w2 = .07). 

The quantity-frequency of alcohol use is the least 

efficient discriminant variable set in explaining the variance 

in MARITAL STATUS (w2 = .03). Singles are described by the 

amount they drank per day last week, the amount they drank 

last year, and the highest number of drinks they had on a 

single occasion. Not to be outdone, married people are 

described by the amount they drank last week, the number of 

times they drank last year and the number of times they had 

five or more drinks. There is little difference between these 

groups in the quantity of alcohol consumed, just minor 

differences in how they managed it. 
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iv. Parental status as Dependent Variable 

The results of the analysis of parental status as a 

dependent variable are presented in Table 9. Parental status 

is not predicated on actual reproductive performance, but on 

the presence or absence of children in the home. Thus the 

non-parental group will include individuals who have had 

children, but who were no longer present in the home at the 

time of the survey. The presence of children in the home had 

the worst discriminatory results of all the dependent variable 

groups other than SEX. 

Situational frequency of alcohol use explained only a 

small amount of the variance in PARENTAL STATUS (w2 = .06). 

The non-parental group frequently drank in bars or taverns, at 

dinner and at concerts. Frequent drinking at social events 

and at home best described the parental group. Al though there 

are differences between the parental status groups on 

individual quantity variables, overall situational quantity 

explained only a small proportion of the variance in PARENTAL 

STATUS (w2 = .06). 

Social drinking identified the non-parental group by the 

amount of alcohol their spouses consumed and the number of 

times they drank with their spouses. The number of times 

their spouses' drank and the number of times they drank with 

their friends best described the parental group. Social 



• Table 9: Standardized Discriminant Fl.llCtions for Powerful 
Discri•inating Variables, by Parental Status. 

Variable Sets and 

Individual Variable 
Descriptions 

Situational Frequency: 

Times drank at Bar/Tavern 
Ti111es drank at Dinner 
Ti111es drank at Concerts 
Times drank at Socials 
Times drank at Home 

Situational Quantity: 

AI..Olrlt drank at Dinner 
Alllcult drank at Bar 
Aaol.nt drank at Socials 
Alllcx.nt drank w/Visitors 
Alllcx.nt drank at Haae 

Social Events: 

Alllcx.nt Spouse drank 
Tf111et1 drank W/Spouse 
TiRIH Spouse drank 
Tf111e1 drank W/Friends 

Quantity-Freq.Jency: 

Alllcx.nt/Day Last ~eek 
Alllcult drank Last Year 
T iines had S+ drinks 
Alllcx.nt drank Last ~k 

Coefficients 

0.64 
0.59 
0.20 

-0.29 
-0.23 

l,. 71 
0.67 

-0.38 
-0.26 
-0.22 

1 .82 
a.so 

-1.35 
-0.31 

1.13 
1 .09 

-0.76 
-o.n 

Parental 

Mean 

0.53 
0.52 
0.13 
0.66 
0.85 

0.08 
0.17 
0.16 
0.23 
0.27 

1.13 
0.86 
0.94 
1.20 

0.005 
0.62 
0.07 
Q.03 

0.63 
0.56 
0.28 
0-41 
0.83 

0.13 
0.30 
0.18 
0.25 
0.32 

0.91 
0.71 
0. 75 
0.47 

0.008 
0.41 
0.04 
0.04 

Standardized diacri•inant fl.llCtions less than .20 are not reported 

Non-Parental 

Mean 

0.78 
0.73 
0.18 
0.66 
0.82 

0.15 
0.29 
0.16 
0.23 
0.25 

0.62 
0.48 
0.53 
1 .29 

0.007 
0.70 
0.07 
0.04 

S.D. 

0.74 
0.66 
0.35 
0.41 
0.84 

0.21 
0.39 
0.18 
0.26 
0.32 

0.90 
0.70 . 
0.77 

0.51 

0.01 
0.45 
0.04 
0.07 
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drinking had the best performance in this analysis and 

explained a small proportion of the variance in PARENTAL 

STATUS (w2 = .09). By contrast, the worst performance among 

the variable sets was by quantity-frequency, which explained 

only a small amount of the variance in PARENTAL STATUS (w2 = 

. 02). The non-parental group was described by the amount they 

drank per day last week and the amount they drank last year. 

The parental group was identified by the number of times they 

had five or more drinks and the amount they drank last week. 

v. Socio-economic Position as Dependent Variable 

The discussion of socio-economic position as a dependent 

variable follows Table 10. The discussion will focus on the 

two groups identified as most distinct by the group centroids. 

The three socio-economic positions will be identified as the 

'high', 'medium' or 'low' group. 

Situational frequency is most efficient among the four 

analyses of this dependent variable in explaining a medium 

amount of the variance in SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION (w2 = .19). 

The number of times they drank and the number of drinks they 

consumed at dinner and at lunch describes the high group, 

while the number of times they drank and the number of drinks 

they consumed at a bar or tavern describes the low group. 

Situational quantity explains a medium amount of the variance 
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. Table 10: Standardized Discri•inant FIMletions for Powerful Discriminating Variables, 
by Socio-Ec0n0111ic Position 

Variable Sets and High Mediua Low 
Individual Variable 
Descriptions: Coefficien Mea S.D Mea S.D Mea S.D. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Situational Frequency: 

-----------------------
Times drank at Dinner 0.86 1.01 0.61 0.80 0.56 0.46 0.58 
Times drank at LIMleh 0.35 0.34 0.60 0.16 0.40 0.09 0.31 
Ti111e11 drank at Bar -0.45 0.63 0.62 0.61 0.63 0. 71 0. 75 

Situational Quantity: 

-----------------------
Aaloult drank at Dinner 0.85 0.22 0.23 0.15 0.17 0.08 0.16 
Amount drank at LIMleh 0.27 0.06 0.14 o.oz 0.07 o.oz 0.09 
Aaloult drank at Bar -0.55 0.16 0.22 o. ff 0.29 0.28 0.41 

Social Drinking: 

-----------------------
TIIIH Spouse drank 4.11 0.58 0.82 1.0Z 0.87 0.67 0.73 
TiMS drank w/~rkers 0.70 0.79 0.59 0.61 0.59 0.57 0.65 
Allcult Spoua• drank -4.18 0.65 0.92 1.20 , .oz 0.81 0.91 
Tlines drank w/Spouae -0.21 0.53 0.76 0.83 0. 75 0.63 0.70 

Quantity-Frequency: 

-----------------------
Allowlt drank Last Year o.n 0.65 0.40 0.57 0.38 0.69 0.46 
Highut ti of drinks 0.59 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.03 
Amouit drank Last Week 0.23 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.07 
Times drank Last Year -0.87 1. 74 0.53 1.53 0.53 , .60 0.51 
ti Days in \leek drank -0.53 0.34 0.30 0.29 0.27 0.25 0.27 

Standardized discriminant f1M1Ctions less that .20 are not reported. 

=====••••••-a••••••••••z------•--===-=-------=------=------==•-=•=--------=•---=-----=---==-=-----
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in SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION (w2 = .17). 

Social drinking was the poor performer in this analysis, 

and explained a small amount of the variance in SOCIO-ECONOMIC 

POSITION (w2 = . 09). The number of times their spouses drank, 

and the number of times they drank with their co-workers, 

describes the high group. The amount their spouses drank and 

the number of times they drank with their spouses describes 

the low group. As well, the low group is described by the 

amount they drank last year, the highest number of drinks they 

had a one time and the amount they drank per day last week. 

By contrast, the high group is identified by the number of 

times they drank last year and the number of days they drank 

last week. Quantity-frequency variables accounted for a 

medium amount of the variance in SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION (w2 

= .15) . 

111. Analysis of Interactive Group variables 

This third section of this chapter will discuss the 

interactive groups as dependent variables in the discriminant 

analysis. There will be four sub-sections representing 

situational Frequency (Table 11), Situational Quantity (Table 

12), Social Drinking (Table 13) and Quantity-Frequency (Table 

14). Based on the overall general hypothesis, it is expected 

that SEX will not be the major difference isolated by the 
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discriminating variables in the interactive group analysis. 

i. situational Drinking Frequency 

The results of the discriminant analysis of the four 

interactive groups by the situational frequency variables is 

presented in Table 11. Among the four groups, only SEXAGE 

produces as many as three significant functions (maximum 

number possible= g - 1), meaning that much of the variance in 

SEXAGE is accounted for by the frequency variables (w2 = .19). 

According to Becker and Kronus (1977:490) this indicates that 

the discriminant functions are distinguishing between the 

dependent variables in this group more successfully than 

between the dependent variables in the other groups. However, 

the total discriminatory power of the situational variable set 

in explaining the variance in SEXAGE (w2 = .19) is less than 

the variance explained in SEXMAR (w2 = .21) and SEXSES (w2 = 

. 24) , both of which had only two significant discriminant 

functions. Following Klecka (1977), only the significant 

discriminant functions are derived from the analysis and used 

in the calculation of the total discriminatory power of the 

analysis. Therefore, the efficiency of the discriminating 

variable sets will be predicated on the total discriminatory 

power of the analysis rather than on the number of significant 

functions derived. 
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The main point of interest in this interactive group 

analysis is the major differences isolated by the 

discriminating variable sets. The statistically significant 

functions that are derived from the analysis locate the 

dependent variable groups by their group centroids. The 

groups that have the highest group means (positive centroids) 

are those dependent variables best described by the variables 

with positive functions (coefficients) and those groups with 

the lowest group means (negative centroids) are those 

dependent variables best described by the variables with 

negative functions (coefficients). The major difference 

between the variables is isolated by comparing the distance 

between the highest centroid (positive) and the lowest 

centroid (negative). These are the groups that are furthest 

apart. As well, how the dependent variables are 'grouped' by 

the discriminating functions is an indication of the major 

difference between the groups. 

For example, in Table 11, under the heading of SEXAGE, 

the analysis has identified Young Men (positive centroid= . 70) 

and Older Women (negative centroid=-.37) as the groups that 

are farthest apart in this variable set. However, this also 

identifies two dependent variables: AGE and SEX. In order to 

determine the major difference, it is necessary to examine how 

the interactive dependent variables are 'grouped' by the 

discriminant functions. In this instance, Older Men (negative 
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centroid=-. 20) are closer to Older Women than are Younger 

Women (negative centroid=-.00) and the major difference is 

mainly due to AGE. 

In the second statistically significant discriminant 

function derived from SEXAGE by the situational frequency 

variables, the groups that are farthest apart are Older Men 

(positive centroid=.16) and Older Women (negative centroid=­

.30). Since Younger Women share the same centroid (-.30) as 

the Older Women, the major difference is mainly due to SEX. 

In the interactive group analyses by Situational 

Frequency, the first statistically significant discriminant 

functions derived are demographic characteristics other than 

SEX. This variable emerges only on the derivation of the 

second statistically significant discriminant function. It 

appears that the drinking variables discriminate more 

powerfully between AGE, MARITAL STATUS, PARENTAL STATUS and 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION than between the SEX groups. 

The situational frequency variable set grouped SEXAGE by 

AGE in the first discriminant function. Young Men (.70) are 

described by their frequency of drinking in bars or taverns, 

at concerts, while visiting others and at social events. By 

contrast, Older Women (-.37) are described by their frequency 

of drinking at dinner. In the second function, Older Men 

(.16) are described by their frequency of drinking at home, at 

clubs, at lunch and at sports events. Drinking at social 



Table 11: Sunary of Data for Situational Drinking Frequency, by Groups 

Canonical 
Correlations 

Positive 
flllCti ons 

Negative 
flllCtions 

Groups with 
Positive 
Centroids 

Groupe with 
Negative 
Centroids 

SEXAGE 

.38 .19 .14 

SEXMAR 

.41 .22 

.76 Bar .73 

.40 Concert .38 

.21 Visit .33 

.21 

Bar 
Concert 
Visit 
Social 
Dimer • .38 Home • .35 

Visitor -.23 

SEXICIDS 

.26 .21 

Bar .73 
Concert .41 

Social -.45 

Ycx.ng Men .70 Single · Non-parental 

Older 
\Jomen 

Men 
You,g 

- .37 
- .20 

\Jomen -.00 

Men • 71 Men .29 

\Jomen .18 

Married 
\Jomen - .46 
Men -.28 

Parental 
\Jomen·.38 

Non-parental 
Women ·.20 

Parental 

SEXSES 

.45 .22 

Dimer .84 
LlllCh .36 

Bar -.45 

High SES 
Men .87 
\Jomen .54 

Medi1.111 SES 
\Jomen , 14 

Men .21 
Low SES 

\Jomen -.39 
Men -.37 

Major Differences: Men -.20 

Positive 
flllCtlona 

Negative 
flllCti ons 

Groups with 
Positive 
Centroids 

Groups with 
Negative 
Centroids 

Mainly Age 

NaN 

.Bar 
LlllCh 
Sports 

Social 
Dimer 

Older 
Men 

Older 
\Jomen 

YOlllQer 
Women 

Men 

Major Differences: 
Mainly Sex 

Marital Status Unclear Mainly SES 

.59 HOIN 

.36 Spor.tl 

.33 Concerts 

.51 H0111 

.35 Sports 

.27 Cllb 

.45 Concerts 

.30 Bar 

.24 Club 
.25 Visitors .24 Concerts .21 HOIN 

.42 

.40 

.34 

.29 

.26 

.24 
lar .21 Visitors .20 LlllCh 

Cllb .21 Sports 
- • 93 Dinner 

Social 
- .49 Dinner 
-.47 Social 

Married 
.16 Men 

Single 
Men 

- .30 

Single 
\Jomen 

-.77 Dinner - .38 

-.21 -.28 

Parental Mediun SES 
.14 Men .25 Men .21 

.08 

Non-parental 
-.53 Women - .43 

High SES 
Men 

Low SES 
.18 

Men .11 
Medi1.111 SES 

\Jomen -.47 
Married Parental Low SES 

-.30 Women -.21 \Jaalen -.06 Women -.37 
- .02 Non-parental High SES 

Men -.01 \Jomen -.27 

Sex Mainly Sex Mainly Sex 
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events and at dinner describes Older Women (-.30). 

Under the heading of SEXMAR, Single men (. 72) are 

described by their drinking at bars or taverns, at concerts 

and while visiting others by the first discriminant function 

of SEXMAR. Married women (-.46) are described by their 

drinking at home and with visitors. The second function 

identifies drinking at home, at sports events, at concerts, 

with visitors, at bars or taverns and at clubs with Married 

Men ( .14) . Single women (-. 53) are described by their 

drinking at dinner and at social events. 

Under the heading of SEXKIDS, Non-parental men (.29) are 

described by the first discriminant function of SEXKIDS by 

their drinking in bars or taverns and at concerts. Drinking 

at social events describes Parental women (-.38). Parental 

men (.25) are described by their drinking at home, at sports 

events, at clubs, at concerts and with visitors in the second 

discriminant function of SEXKIDS. The frequency of drinking 

at dinner describes Non-parental women (-.43). 

The first discriminant function of SEXSES describes High 

SES men (.87) by their drinking at dinner and at lunch. Low 

SES women (-.39) are described by their drinking in bars or 

taverns. In the second function, Medium SES men (.21) are 

described by their drinking at concerts, in bars or taverns, 

at clubs, at home, at lunch and at sports events. Drinking at 

dinner and at social events describes Medium SES women (-.47). 
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ii. Situational Drinking Quantity 

This discussion follows the summary of the data for 

situational drinking quantity by groups in Table 12. In the 

first function of SEXAGE, Young men (.78) are described by the 

quantity of alcohol consumed at bars or taverns, at social 

events, while visiting others and at concerts. The quantity 

of alcohol consumed at dinner and at home describes Older 

women ( - . 3 2 ) . Older men (.14) are described in the second 

discriminant function by their quantity of drinking at home, 

at leisure events, at bars or taverns, at sports events and at 

clubs. The quantity of drinking at social events, at dinner 

at a restaurant, and while visiting others describes Older 

women ( - . 2 2 ) • 

Single men (. 70) are described by their quantity of 

drinking at bars or taverns, while visiting others, at dinner 

at a restaurant, and at concerts in the first discriminant 

function of SEXMAR. The quantity of alcohol consumed at home, 

with visitors and at social events describes Married women (­

.38). Married men (.12) are described by their quantity of 

drinking at home, at leisure events, at sports events, at bars 

or taverns and at concerts in the second discriminant function 

of SEXMAR. Alcohol consumption at dinner at a restaurant 

describes Single women (-.50). 

The first discriminant function of SEXKIDS describes 
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• Table 12: Sl.l'lll\8ry of Data for Situational Drinking Quantity, by Groups 

SEXAGE SEXMAR SEXICIDS SEXSES 
Canonical 
Correlations .41 .17 .40 .20 .26 .20 .43 

Positive Bar .59 Bar .69 Bar .n Dimer .85 
Functions Socials .43 Visiting .47 Dimer .50 Lunch .27 

Visiting .33 Dimer .38 
Concerts .21 concerts .24 

Negative Dimer - .32 Ha. -.31 Socials - .49 Bar -.56 
Functions Hane - .27 Vistors · .30 ViaHors • .26 Visitors - .20 

Socials • .27 Home -.20 
Groups with Younger Single Non-parental High SES 
Positive Men .78 Men • 70 llanen .28 Men .81 
Centroids llomen .18 llomen .58 

Mediua SES 
llrmen .28 
~en .06 

Groups with Older Married Parental Low SES 
Negative llomen - .32 llomen •• 38 Men -.30 Men - .37 
Centroids Older Men -.29 Parental llomen -.18 

Men - .26 llomen - .29 
Younger Non-parental 

llomen - .02 Men - .06 
Major Differences: 

Age Marital Status Parental Status SES 
--•••••••••••s••••••••=••=•=•=•=•••••••=====••==••===•=•==•=•••••••••••=•==•=== 
Positive Home .54 Home .41 H0111e .40 No 2nd Function 
Functions Leisure .36 Leisure .32 Concerts .27 

Bar .32 Sports .31 Leisure .27 
Sports .31 Bar .31 Clubs .25 
Club .30 Concerts .21 Bar .22 

Negative Socials -.51 Dimer - .66 Dimer - • 76 
Functions Dimer -.31 

Visiting - .29 

Groups with Older Married Parental 
Positive Men .14 Men .12 Men .18 
Centroids Single Non-parental 

Men .09 Men .06 
Groups with Older Single Non-parental 
Negative llonien - .33 llomen -.50 llomen -.43 
Centroids Younger Married Parental 

llomen -.12 llomen -.18 llomen - • 14 
Men - .00 

Major Differences: 
Sex Sex Sex 
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non--Parental women (.28) by their alcohol consumption at bars 

or taverns and at dinner at a restaurant. Parental men (-.30) 

are described by drinking at social events and with visitors. 

The second discriminant function describes Parental men (.18) 

by their drinking at home, at concerts, during leisure 

activities, at clubs and at bars or taverns. Non-parental 

women (-.43) are described by their drinking at dinner at a 

restaurant. 

High SES men (.81) are described in the first 

discriminant function of SEXSES by the quantity of alcohol 

they consume at dinner or lunch at a restaurant. Low SES men 

(-.37) are described by their drinking at bars or taverns, 

with visitors and at home. 

orthogonal discriminant 

discriminating variables. 

There is no second significant 

function for this set of 

iii. social Drinking 

The discussion of the discriminant analysis results for 

social drinking variables follows Table 13. In this analysis, 

only SEXSES (w2 = .21) attains three statistically significant 

discriminant functions. SEX is the major difference isolated 

by the social drinking variables for SEXKIDS only. The major 

differences on the first significant discriminant function for 

the other interactive groups are AGE, MARITAL STATUS, and SES. 
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The first discriminant function of SEXAGE describes 

Younger men (.57) by the number of times they drank with their 

friends and with their family. Older women (-.40) are 

described by the number of times their spouse drank. In the 

second function, Younger men (.27) are described by the number 

of times their spouses' drank, the number of times they drank 

with their spouses and the number of times they drank alone. 

Younger women (-4.04) are described by the amount that their 

spouses' drank. 

The number of times they drank with their friends and 

with their co-workers describes Single men (.55). Married 

women (-.43) are described by the number of times they drank 

with their family. In the second function, Married men (.13) 

are described by the number of times they drank with their 

family or alone. Single women (-.30) are described by the 

number of times they drank with their co-workers. Women with 

children in the home (.93) are described by the amount their 

spouses' drank. Men with no children in the home (-.34) are 

described by the number of times their spouses' drank and the 

number of times they drank with their friends. On the second 

function, men with children in the home (.33) are described by 

the number of times they drank with their spouses, the number 

of times their spouses' drank, the number of times they drank 

alone and the number of times they drank with their family. 

Women with no children in the home (-.31) are described by the 
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• Table 13: s~ry of Social Drinking, by Groups 

SEXAGE SEXMAR SEXICIDS . SEXSES 
Canonical 
Correlations .32 .29 .32 .15 .37 .22 .38 .24 .18 

Positive Friends .61 Friends .79 Q·spouse 2.78 F·spouse 2.52 
Functions F11111il y .23 Workers .40 Workers .33 

Spouse .33 
Negative F·spouse - .80 F&11ily - .40 F·spouse -1.94 Q·spouse -3.39 
Func t i ons Friends - .40 

Groups with Younger Single Parental High SES 
Positive Men .57 Men .55 Women .93 Women .37 
Functions Non-parental High SES 

Women .13 Men .35 
Parental MediUII SES 

Men .10 i'len .28 
Low SEf 

Men .10 
Groups with Older Married Non-parental Low SES 
Negative Women - .40 Women -.43 Men - .34 Women · .91 
Functions Younger Men -.14 MediUII SES 

Women - .30 Single Women - .69 
Older Women - .06 

Men - ,08 
Major Differences: 

Age Marital Unclear Mainly SES 
•••••••==•••••a•-=•=----=-z--=-=-----------=-=-=••-a-=--===----=••=-•=-•-•-----
Positive F·spouse 3.41 Family .67 Spouse 1.12 F·spouse 4.02 
Functions Spouse .74 Alone .63 F·spouse .54 Workers .37 

Alone .48 Alone .31 
F•ily .21 

Negative Q•spouse -4.04 Workers • .39 Q-spouse - .96 Q·spouse -3.30 
functions F•ily -.35 

Groups wi .th Older Married Parental Medi1.11 SES 
Positive Men .27 Men .13 Men .33 Women .49 
Centroids High SES 

Men .30 
Mediua SES . 

Men • 25 
Groups with Younger Single Non-parental Low SES 
Negative Women - .68 Women - .30 Women - .31 Women - .22 
Centroids Older Married Parental High SES 

Women - .24 Women - .16 Women -.15 Women - .22 
Younger Single Non-parental Low SES 

Men -.17 Men -.02 Men - .08 Men -.14 
Major Differences: 

Sex Sex Mainly Sex Mainly sex 
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amount their spouses' drank. 

Medium SES women (.49) are described by the number of 

times their spouses' drank, the number of times they drank 

with co-workers and the number of times they drank with their 

spouses, while Low SES men (.10) are described by the amount 

their spouses' drank. The second function describes Medium 

SES women (.49) by the number of times their spouses' drank 

and the number of times they drank with their co-workers. The 

amount their spouses' drank and the number of times they drank 

with their family describes Low SES women (-.22). 

iv. Quantity-Frequency 

This discussion follows Table 14. SEXAGE, SEXMAR AND 

SEXSES each derived two significant discriminant functions, 

while SEXKIDS derived only one. The quantity-frequency 

variables are most efficient in explaining the variance in 

SEXSES (w2 = .22). SEX is the major difference isolated by 

the quantity-frequency variables on two of the first 

significant discriminant functions for SEXMAR and SEXKIDS 

only. This indicates that the quantity-frequency variables 

discriminate as well between the SEX groups than as the other 

demographic variables. 

The first discriminant function for SEXAGE describes 

Younger men (.68) by the highest number of drinks consumed on 
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one occasion and the number of times they drank last year. 

Older women (-.43) are described by the number of days they 

drank last week. On the second function, Older women (.23) 

are described by the number of drinks consumed per day last 

week and the number of times they drank last year. Younger 

women (-.58) are described by the amount they drank last week 

and last year. 

Single men (.45) are described by the amount of alcohol 

consumed per day last week, the number of times they drank 

last year and the highest number of drinks consumed on one 

occasion. Married women (-.58) are described by the amount 

they drank last week and the number of days they drank alcohol 

last week. On the second function, Single men ( .15) are 

described by the amount they drank last year, the amount they 

drank per day last week, and the number of days they drank 

last week. By contrast, Married men (-.14) are described by 

the number of times they drank last year, the number of time 

they had five or more drinks and the amount they drank last 

week. 

Men with no children in the home (.22) are described by 

the amount they drank per day last week, the number of times 

they drank last year and the highest number of drinks consumed 

on one occasion. Women with children in the home (-.65) are 

described by the number of days they consumed alcohol last 

week. 
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• Table 14: SUlll8ry of Individual Quantity and Frequency of Drinking, by Groups 

SEXAGE SEXMAR SEXICIDS SEXSES 
Canonical 
Correlations .37 .26 .33 • 14 .29 . .42 .38 

Postive DrU'\lc .97 Q/Day 1.43 Q/Day 1.36 Q/Year .67 
F \.llC t i ons F/Year .21 F/Year .81 F/Year 1.21 Ori.Ille .55 

Dr1.nle .49 Ori.Ille .39 Q/Weele .40 

Negative F/Weele • .37 Q/Weele -1.55 F/Weele - .23 F/Year • .94 
FlllCtions F/Weele • .20 F/Weele -.55 

Q/Day - .23 

Groups with YO\.Wl9er Single Non-parental Low SES 
Positive Men .68 Men .45 Men .22 Women .30 
F\.llCtions Women .04 Married Parental Men .28 

Me;1 .03 Men .10 High SES 
Men -.83 

Groups with Older Married Parental Women -.16 
Negative Women · .43 Women -.58 Women · .65 Mediua SES 
F\.llCtions Men -.18 Single Non-parental Men · .14 

Women - .38 Women -.38 Women • .12 
Major Differences: 

Age Sex Sex Mainly SES 
z•••••••••s•••••••••••••••••••••••==•==••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••===•=•== 
Positive Q/Oay 1.43 Q/Year 1.93 No 2nd Function Q/Day 1 .38 
F\.llCtions F/Year 1.39 Q/Day .37 F/Year 1.30 

F/Weele .36 Ori.Ille .45 

Negative Q/Weele -1.64 F/Year -2.11 Q/Weele -1.48 
F\.llCtions Q/Year • .32 Five-Plus • .33 Q/Year -.37 

Q/Weele -.30 F/Weele -.33 

Groups with Older Single Low SES 
Positive Men .23 Men .15 Men .20 
FlllCti ons Women .13 High SES 

Married Men .14 
Women .11 Mediun SES 

Men .OS 
Groups with YOUlger Married Low SES 
Negative Women • .58 Men -.14 Women -.59 
Centroids Older MediLII SES 

Women • .35 Women • .57 
YOUlger High SES 

Men -.02 Wollen • .28 
Major Differences: 

Sex Mainly Marital Sex 
Status 
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The first function of SEXSES describes Low SES women 

(.30) by the number of times they drank last year, the highest 

number of drinks consumed on one occasion and the number of 

drinks they consumed last week. High SES men (-.83) are 

described by the number of times they drank last year, the 

number of days they drank last week and the number of drinks 

they consumed per day last week. The second function 

describes Low SES men (. 20) by the number of drinks they 

consumed per day last week, the number of times they drank 

last year and last week, the amount per day they drank last 

week, and the highest number of drinks consumed on one 

occasion. Low SES women (-.59) are described by the number of 

drinks they consumed last week, the number of drinks they 

consumed last year and the number of days they consumed 

alcohol last week. 

The results of this analysis will be discussed further in 

the following chapter. In particular, the results will be 

summarized and discussed in reference to their support of the 

hypotheses tested in this analysis, their support of previous 

research and the theories discussed in Chapter 1. 
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Chapter Four 

Discussion 

Introduction 

This chapter is organized into five sections. The first 

section of this chapter will discuss the results of the multi­

variate discriminant analysis of the previous chapter. The 

second section will summarize the analysis of the group 

variables. Power-control theory will be discussed in Section 

111. In Section lV the research findings of this study will 

be compared with those of Becker and Kronus (1977) and 

previous research. Finally, Section V will discuss a research 

design appropriate for further study on this topic. 

1. Summary of Results: Hypotheses 

This section will discuss the results of the multi­

variate discriminant analysis of the hypothesis that women and 

men in equivalent social positions would have similar alcohol 

use patterns and behaviours. The discriminant analysis tested 

three specific hypotheses for each of the four discriminating 

variable sets (Situational Frequency, Situational Quantity, 

Social Drinking, Quantity-Frequency) for a total of twelve 
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hypotheses tested. 

It was hypothesized that there would be no substantive1 

difference (w2 < .10) between women and men by the set of 

situational frequency variables, the set of situational 

quantity variables, the set of social drinking variables and 

the set of individual quantity-frequency variables. The 

results of the discriminant analysis did not find substantive 

differences between status consistent men and women and failed 

to reject this hypothesis for each of the four discriminating 

variable sets. Thus, while status consistent men drink 

significantly more alcohol than do status consistent women, 

the size of the difference is not as great as the other 

differences related to drinking. As a result, sex accounts 

for a significant amount of the variance in drinking, but in 

a smaller proportion than factors such as age, marital status 

and socio-economic position. 

It was also hypothesized that the total discriminatory 

power (w2) of sex would be less than the total discriminatory 

power (w2) of the other group variables by situational 

frequency, situational quantity, social drinking and 

individual quantity-frequency. This hypothesis was not 

rejected for the set of situational frequency and the set of 

1 The term 'substantive' is used to indicate that the 
test hypothesis has been rejected on the basis of the effect 
size [w2] and not the statistical significance of the test. 
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situational quantity variables. The variance explained in SEX 

(w2 = .04) by the set of situational quantity variables was 

less than the variance explained in the other group variables. 

In the set of situational frequency variables, the variance 

explained in SEX (w2 = .05) was also less than the variance 

explained in any of the other group variables. 

The set of social drinking variables explained more of 

the variance in SEX (w2 = .09) than in MARITAL STATUS (w2 = 

.07), but explained the same variance in SEX (w2 = .09) than 

in AGE (w2 = .09), PARENTAL STATUS (w2 = .09) and SOCIO­

ECONOMIC POSITION (w2 = 09). The variance explained in SEX 

(w2 = .08) by the set of individual quantity-frequency 

variables was less than the variance explained in AGE (w2 = 

.12) and SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION, but less than the variance 

explained in MARITAL STATUS (w2 = . 03) and PARENTAL STATUS (w2 

= . 02) • 

Finally, it was hypothesized that SEX would not be the 

first function derived on each of the interactive group 

analyses. This hypothesis was specific to the interactive 

groups, and expected that SEX would not be the variable 

derived on the first (and most powerful) significant function. 

For the set of situational frequency variables, SEX was not 

derived on the first function for any of the interactive 

groups. The first significant functions derived for SEXAGE, 

SEXMAR and SEXSES were AGE, MARITAL STATUS, and SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
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POSITION respectively. However, it is unclear which variable 

is derived on the first function for SEXKIDS. These results 

indicate that the set of situational frequency variables are 

more efficient at discriminating among the other groups than 

between status consistent men and women. As well, SEX was not 

the first function derived for any of the interactive groups 

in the analysis of the set of situational quantity variables. 

This set of variables was also more efficient at 

discriminating among the other groups than between status 

consistent women and men. 

The interactive groups analysis for the set of social 

drinking variables did not derive SEX on the first significant 

function for any of the interactive groups. However, the 

first discriminant function derived for SEXKIDS is unclear. 

The set of social drinking variables was more efficient at 

discriminating among the interactive groups than among status 

consistent women and men in this analysis. 

The set of individual quantity-frequency variables 

derived SEX on the first significant function for SEXMAR and 

SEXKIDS only. This set of discriminating variables was more 

efficient at discriminating between status consistent men and 

women than between married and single persons, and between 

parents and non-parents. 

Overall, the results of the discriminant analysis have 

failed to reject the hypothesis that women and men in 
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equivalent social positions have similar patterns of alcohol 

use. There were no substantive gender differences (w2 < .10) 

found in the set of situational frequency variables, in the 

set of situational quantity variables, in the set of social 

drinking variables or in the set of individual quantity-

frequency variables. The variance explained (w2) between 

women and men was less than the variance explained among the 

other groups in set of situational frequency and situational 

quantity variables. In the set of social drinking variables, 

the variance explained in SEX was greater than the variance 

explained in MARITAL STATUS, but equivalent to that explained 

in AGE, PARENTAL STATUS and SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION. 
I 

In the 

set of individual quantity-frequency indicators, the variance 

explained in SEX was greater than that explained in MARITAL 

STATUS and PARENTAL STATUS, but less than the variance 

explained in AGE and SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION. Finally, SEX 

was almost consistently derived on the second, less-powerful 

discriminant function for each of the four discriminating 

variable sets. This indicates that the variance in the 

interactive groups was explained by socio-demographic 

characteristics other than SEX. 

11. Summary of Analyses of Group Variables 

The results of the discriminant analyses reveal that the 
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four discriminating variable sets were more efficient at 

explaining the variance among the other group variables than 

between status consistent women and men. This section will 

discuss the individual groups and the results of the 

discriminant analyses of these groups. 

AGE was a dichotomized group variable comprised of 

Younger (aged 15-29) and Older (30 and over) individuals. The 

Younger and Older individuals were substantively different in 

the set of situational frequency (w2 = .12), in the set of 

situational quantity (w2 = .13) and in the set of individual 

quantity-frequency (w2 = .12) of alcohol use. However, there 

was no substantive difference between Younger and Older 

individuals in the set of social drinking variables (w2 = 

.09). That is, Younger and Older individuals were not 

substantively different in their selection of drinking 

partners. For the most part, the differences in their 

drinking behaviour were due to the situation in which they 

drank alcohol and the amount they drank in each situation. 

Younger individuals drank more alcohol more frequently in bars 

or taverns, while Older individuals drank more alcohol more 

frequently at home. 

MARITAL STATUS was a dichotomized variable comprised of 

Married {Married or living with a partner) and Single (Never­

married) persons. There were no substantive differences 

between Married and Single persons for the set of social 
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drinking variables (w2 = .07) and for the set of individual 

quantity-frequency variables (w2 = .03). However, there were 

substantive differences between Married and Single persons for 

the set of situational frequency variables (w2 = .15) and the 

set of situational quantity variables (w2 = .14). Single 

persons drank predominantly in public--in bars or taverns, 

visiting others, and at dinners in restaurants--while Married 

persons generally drank at home and with visitors at their 

home. Marital status did not affect whom alcohol was consumed 

with as greatly as it affected where it was consumed. 

PARENTAL STATUS was a dichotomized variable comprised of 

Parents (children under the age of 15 presently living in the 

home) and Non-parents (no children under the age of 15 

presently living in the home). There were no substantive 

differences between Parents and Non-parents in the set of 

situational frequency variables, in the set of situational 

quantity variables, in the set of social drinking variables 

and in the set of individual quantity-frequency variables. 

Thus, the presence or absence of children under the age of 15 

in the home had a minimal effect on differentiating drinking 

patterns in this group. 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC POSITION was a trichotomized variable 

comprised of a High SES position, a Medium SES position and a 

Low SES position (see Chapter 2, page 31-2 for a description 

of these variables). For each of the discriminant variable 
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sets (with the exception of the set of social drinking 

variables) the greatest differences in patterns of alcohol use 

were found between the Low SES position and the High SES 

position (grouped with the Medium SES position). The set of 

social drinking variables did not substantively discriminate 

between the Low SES position (grouped with the Medium SES 

position) and the High SES position. The other three 

discriminant variable sets substantively discriminated the 

High SES group from the Low SES group as follows: the former 

drank more alcohol more frequently at dinners in restaurants, 

while the latter drank more alcohol more frequently in bars or 

taverns. As well, while the Low SES group consumed more 

alcohol in the past year, the High SES group consumed alcohol 

more frequently in the past year. 

This section will now discuss the interactive groups 

analysis with some reference to the preceding discussion. The 

results of the discriminant analysis of the interactive groups 

(SEXAGE, SEXMAR, SEXKIDS, SEXSES) reveals that young, single 

men with no children in the home and in a High SES position 

and older, married women with children in the home and in a 

Low SES position are clearly defined as distinct and mutually 

opposing by the set of situational drinking variables. 

However, the second function of this analysis also reveals 

that men with children in the home are as distinct from women 

without children in the home as women with children in the 
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home are distinct from men without children in the home. In 

this instance, the interactive effect between gender and 

children in the home was not clearly defined. 

The interactive group analysis for the set of situational 

quantity variables reveals that young, single men with 

children in the home and in a high SES position and older, 

married women with no children in the home and in a low SES 

position were clearly defined as distinct and mutually 

opposing groups. Thus, this group was very similar to the 

group defined by the set of situational frequency variables. 

The only exception was the effect of children in the home, 

which was reversed in this group, and was more clearly defined 

in alcohol consumption patterns. In this instance, women and 

men with children in the home were grouped closely together in 

opposition to women (and to a lesser extent men) without 

children in the home. Alcohol was still consumed despite the 

presence of children in the home, and its consumption was 

primarily at social events or when there are visitors in the 

home. The actual quantity and frequency of alcohol 

consumption will be discussed following the next section. 

The interactive groups analysis for the set of social 

drinking variables reveals that the groups clearly defined as 

distinct and mutually opposing were younger, single men with 

no children in the home and older, married women with children 

in the home. Of particular interest in this interactive 
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analysis is that it was High SES women and Low SES women who 

were defined as most distinct and mutually opposing by the set 

of social drinking variables. In support of Hammer and 

Vaglum's (1989) findings, the results of this analysis 

indicate that High SES women are described by the number of 

times their spouses' drank, and Low SES women are described by 

the number of drinks that their spouses' consumed. It is 

interesting to note that the number of times a spouse drank 

also describes High SES men. 

The interactive group analysis of the set of individual 

quantity-frequency variables reveals that young, single men 

with no children in the home and in a high SES position and 

older, married women with children in the home and in a low 

SES position were defined as the most distinct and mutually 

opposing groups. 

In general, the interactive groups analysis can be 

summarized as follows: it is predominantly young, single men 

with no children in the home and in a high SES position and 

older, married women with children in the home and in a low 

SES position who were clearly defined as distinct and mutually 

opposing groups by the set of situational frequency variables, 

the set of situational quantity variables, the set of social 

drinking variables and the set of individual quantity­

frequency variables. Thus, while the groups analysis revealed 

that there were no substantive differences between status 



98 

consistent men and women in their patterns of alcohol use, the 

interactive groups analysis revealed that when age, marital 

status, parental status and socio-economic position were 

accounted for, there were substantive differences between 

status consistent women and men. However, it is also evident 

that the differences in pattern of alcohol use found in the 

interactive analyses were due primarily to socio-demographic 

factors other than sex. This is evident in the fact that none 

of the four discriminant variable sets found any substantive 

differences between status consistent women and men and that 

SEX was not derived on the first and most powerful 

discriminant function in most of the discriminant analyses. 

The ability to predict differences in alcohol use patterns was 

increased by knowledge of the age, marital status and socio­

economic status of the groups under investigation. The 

results of this analysis have found that there were no 

substantive differences in sex and parental status that would 

assist in differentiating patterns of alcohol use. 

111. Power-control theory 

This study examined a variation in the convergence 

hypothesis based on Bonger's ([1916] 1969) proposition that 

where the social position of women approaches that of men, 

differences in the manner of their lives diminish. The 
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results of the discriminant analysis in this thesis tend to 

support Bonger's proposition when sex is the only variable 

examined. When drinking behaviours were analyzed by sex and 

age, marital status and socio-economic position, it became 

evident that despite the equivalent social positions between 

men and women, differences in the manner of their alcohol use 

became more evident. Thus, it is apparent that equi valency in 

social positions between women and men does not explain the 

differences in their alcohol use. In other words, there are 

specific interactions among the determinants of social 

position for men and women that continue to differentiate 

their alcohol use. The interactions among social status 

characteristics and their relationship to differentiating 

alcohol use by gender requires further investigation. 

An earlier paper (Bergob, 1990) proposed a reformulation 

of power-control theory to account for gender and social class 

differences in alcohol use. This thesis was not an explicit 

empirical test of power-control theory, and the results cannot 

be considered a replication or verification of power-control 

theory's accuracy in predicting the results obtained herein. 

Power-control theory did anticipate gender differences in 

alcohol use due to the effect of gender-stratified processes 

of social control. However, this study expected that since 

both the men and the women in this sample were employed full­

time in the public sphere of production, the same processes of 



100 

social control would effect them equally and result in no 

differences in their drinking behaviour. Indeed, the results 

indicate that the differences in behaviour between women and 

men were minimal, and predominantly smaller than the 

differences in almost any other variable tested. 

At this point, power-control theory requires further 

consideration of the effect of social controls upon the social 

behaviour of women employed full-time in the public sphere of 

production. A reformulation of power-control theory to 

account for these effects and the enigmatic relationship 

between gender and social class differences in alcohol use 

should be considered in future research. 

lV. Becker and Kronus Revisited 

Since this study was predicated on the research of Becker 

and Kronus (1977), it is expedient to discuss the contribution 

of this research in consideration of the overall research 

problem. As previously mentioned, this study followed Becker 

and Kronus (1977) in methodology and in variable selection. 

This research extended Becker and Kronus 's examination of 

gender differences in alcohol use with the introduction of a 

specific research problem, a theoretical framework and the new 

variables for analysis. Since this study was not intended as 

a replication of Becker and Kronus•s research, the differences 
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that were found in this study do not refute their findings. 

Instead, the results of this research can be considered an 

intermediary step between Becker and Kronus's study and the 

next research project, which will be discussed in the next 

section. The discussion in this section will now turn to the 

comparison of this study with the research of Becker and 

Kronus. 

In order to establish a common basis for comparison, the 

same criteria that was used to test the hypotheses in this 

study will be applied to the results of Becker and Kronus's 

analysis. Becker and Kronus used five sets of discriminating 

variables (positive motives, negative motives, situational 

frequency, all frequency, quantity-frequency). All five of 

the discriminant variable sets explained more than 10% of the 

variance between women and men (w2 > .10). As well, four of 

the five discriminating variable sets explained more of the 

variance in AGE, MARITAL STATUS and STUDENT STATUS than in 

SEX. Only the set of negative motive variables explained more 

of the variance in SEX (w2 = .15) than in AGE (w2 = .13), 

STUDENT STATUS (w2 = .10) and MARITAL STATUS (w2 = .11) . 

Finally, in the interactive groups analysis, SEX was not 

derived on the first (and most powerful) significant function 

for the variable sets reported. It would appear that the sets 

of discriminating variables used by Becker and Kronus 

( 1977: 494) were less efficient at discriminating between women 



102 

and men than between the other groups. They thus concluded 

that patterns of alcohol use between women and men were more 

similar than previously expected and encountered in alcohol 

research. 

Becker and Kronus (1977:494) found that when all other 

variables were controlled, women drank more often than men. 

In contrast, the results of this thesis found that men 

consumed more alcohol by total body water more frequently than 

did women. This supports Johnson's (1982) finding that men 

drink more in absolute terms and relative to their body 

weight. However, these differences were found for individual 

variables that were not sufficient to substantively 

discriminate between status consistent women and men as 

groups. 

Differences in the results found here and those found in 

Becker and Kronus (1977) may be due to the failure of Becker 

and Kronus (1977) to standardize alcohol consumption by total 

body water for their sample. Their failure to control for 

this physiological difference between males and females may 

have exaggerated the size of the gender differences in 

drinking behaviour they found. Thus, standardization of 

alcohol consumption by total body water is strongly 

recommended for future research on gender differences in 

alcohol use. 

This part of Section lV will discuss the results of this 
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study in relation to other alcohol studies discussed in 

Chapter 1. Previous research (Hammer and Vaglum, 1989; 

Johnson, 1982; Volicier et al., 1981) remarked on the 

differential effect of marital status and parental status on 

the patterns of alcohol use between women and men. In 

particular, Johnson (1982) identified an association between 

marital status and employment status for women that did not 

exist for men. Hammer and Vaglum (1989) examined marital 

status and isolated the effect of husband's drinking on 

women's drinking regardless of her employment status. This 

study was unable to examine this relationship due to the 

manner in which the groups were coded and the method by which 

they were analyzed. However, when the effect of children in 

the home was examined, it became apparent that the greatest 

proportion of the variance explained in alcohol use 

differences between parents and non-parents (social drinking, 

w2 = . 09) was due to spouse's drinking habits. The non­

parental group was described by the amount of alcohol their 

spouse's consumed, and the parental group was described by the 

number of times their spouse's drank and the number of times 

that they drank with their spouse. Indeed, the effect of 

spouse's drinking was also evident in discriminating among the 

other group variables. 

Contrary to Volicier et al. (1981) the effect of children 

in the household was minimal in differentiating alcohol use 
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between women and men in this study. This may be due to the 

coding of the variables, their method of analysis, or the 

failure to include the actual number of children in the home 

in this study. An explanation, given with caution, for the 

minimal effect of children in the household in this analysis 

may be due to changes in the availability of child-care and/or 

to changes in the expectations of and experiences of women in 

the workforce. However, when Volicier et al. (1981) found a 

significant effect for children in the household on women's 

alcohol use, they did not account for the effects of a 

spouse's drinking, only the presence or absence of a spouse . 

Thus, when the effects of a spouse's drinking on women's 

alcohol use are examined, the effect of children in the 

household may diminish. These findings will be discussed in 

relation to the next study in Section v. 

v. The Next Study 

This final section of this thesis will discuss several 

points on how to enhance the present study. After each of 

these points is made there will be reasons given as to why 

these changes are beneficial, the difficulties that may be 

encountered in making these changes, and the results that can 

be expected. This discussion will begin with an evaluation of 

the value of further study of this research problem. 
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Since it is apparent that gender differences in alcohol 

use are prevalent, and persist despite changes in the social 

position of women, the first change made to the present study 

would be to re-define the research problem itself. Rather 

than focusing on a static and imprecise measure of social 

position, the focus of this study would be on the actual 

social relations of alcohol use. Thus, the problem that would 

be discussed in this study would be the effects of social 

relations in alcohol use patterns and behaviours. The purpose 

of this study would be to discover the inter-relations and 

causal mechanisms of alcohol use. 

For instance, Hammer and Vaglum (1989) have found that a 

husbands' drinking can account for almost half the variance in 

their wives's drinking. Yet, this does not reveal who or what 

accounts for the other half, nor does this reveal who or what 

accounts for the variance in the drinking behaviour of women 

who are not married. As well, there is no indication of who 

accounts for the variance in the husband's drinking. There 

are also unanswered questions about the influence of partners 

in gay/lesbian couples, or couples who are only dating, or 

whether this relationship is constant across various 

cultural/ethnic groups. 

The next change to the present study would be in the 

method of data collection. The method that would be used in 

the next study would be interviews. The reason for this is 
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because of the need to identify with whom individuals drink, 

and their affect on the respondent's own drinking behaviours. 

Also, interviewing the individuals identified as influential 

in the respondent's drinking behaviour would lead to the 

construction of an inter-connected network of social relations 

of alcohol use. An interview also allows the respondent to 

clarify their thoughts and feelings about particular 

relationships that influence their drinking behaviour. The 

social network that is identified by network analysis is a 

more accurate representation of an individual's social 

position than one identified by socio-demographic 

characteristics. 

The use of interviews also allows the identification of 

specific sub-populations that survey methods fail to reveal. 

As previously mentioned, gay/lesbian couples are ignored in 

survey data, as are inter-racial couples, and couples who are 

only dating. Survey data also neglects to isolate the 

specific friends, relatives, or co-workers respondents drink 

with most often, and the social relations that exist among 

them. 

A network analysis of the interview data would also 

reveal important differences in the social networks of women 

who work in the home versus women who work in the paid labour 

force, and the effect of children on these social networks. 

As well, it would be possible to compare single parent 
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families to two parent families, and to compare them to 

blended families and extended families, and to trace the 

influence of the family of orientation in the family of 

procreation. 

However, there are specific problems with this method. 

The first is with obtaining individuals willing to be 

interviewed in this manner. Respondents may be unwilling to 

discuss their own drinking habits or those of individuals in 

their social network. The second is that the individuals 

identified in the respondents' network may decline an 

interview and the influences of the social relations would 

remain incomplete. Finally, the problem of mortality, of the 

respondents declining further information, or of changes in 

the structure of social relations among the individuals, may 

also affect the final results. 
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,: I I I I -1 I I 1-1 I I I I '= u 5: I I I I I T...,,_......., Slmum Sequence number 

lntem-"-

INTRODUCTION 

1111a au,-, la bei119 conducted by S1a11at1ca Clnada for Huitt! and W•lf- C&neda.. Your anawen will help ua 
beaerllllderlWldand deelwltll aiCIOtllMMddnaO uu. While,,_, pallelpetla.l lawoluntary, It ta-uaa ta enaur. 
that the r..- ,...- all c.n.aa-. Al your -- will be u,& atrtc:tly conflclenUal. 

1. Would you prefer ta be lntamewea In Eftvllah or L An you curnntly llvtng with • partner? 
fffllcM 

'O Y• 'O Na 
'O EtlQlilll 'Qfrwnch - /Ga ID ltMCh 

qtllllllannanO, ,_. IQ!._.,, TOBACCO CONSUMPTION 

Llng-,aj,_..,.toatMr,--.yourage 
7. Now I'd Ulla ta ua you aome queau- aoout 

_...youuy,-IINlll'lla •.. --.. 
'O l!lllellenr? 

Heft you ner .,_,, • clpNtte amaur7 

'O Vl/lyGaad7 'O Y• 'O Na- gara r: 

'O Oood7 

'O Fall? 
L Haw old _. you when you awtect smoking? 

'O ~ CD 
1. During IM,-S 12 n..-...W you deacrtbe your ....... 

I . Al the,..._. time do you --• c:lgaftttea? 

'O Vl/lyaftUlul'P 
'O Y• - gara u 'O Na 

'O fartyanufUIT 

'O .... """'.......,, 10. lnwllldl~dldyoua10p~ 

'O Nlltltalaar-Nf? 
I 1 i 9 j i lyw 

'- Ower1t1e..-12_.,......,you11Ndedhetpor 
hellapnllllem, ,-aapparUftorhelpful_.your 
tamlt, or fnenda? w- u.y . .. 11. Haw-, dpr91189delcllcl you ....Uy amalle per 

'O v.., helpfuff 
cay? 

'O ltelpluff CD Daldldnocama1ee 
(JI 'O --,day 

'O So..awt'4helpNl7 

'O Nothelpful? ALC0HOLCONSUMPT10N 

·o NIA. da nal need lamily ar ll1arllll 12. Thenat,_quntlaM_IIDDUt eloahot. tn ui.. 
....... .._ - .-u. ..a drlnll It rneena: 

5. Whal la yaur CUll9III ~ .... 1 Are you ••• 
--DOClleolbNrorglaaolclrafl 

'O ~.-....en 
nat..,_.WdJ? -garaT --.-o1--orawtnac:oo1er 

'O ..,.,.ied'1 - - stnlgtit or mtnd drtnll wttt. - -
- a hall ol hara liquor 

'O dlnrmd? 
Dul1ng Ule ,-S 12 montt.a han you had a drink al 

'O ____,, .., liaDflollO tiennge? 

'O -nwned? 'O Y• - gara re 'O Na 

MICD-l'11.t : ,.... l"ICltU ••- Canada 
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13. Tber9 - llmlY ,_ ta Pllllt - •• drtnldng or naid drinldn9 utovelhef. What .,. your rwuona far not 
clrtnldng1 

"O t.alll'I reuans, nae hNllhy "O drinking c:auld llfect my job 

"O dan 'llillelll■ i... "O -of money 

"O dan't lb Ill■ efted It llu on me ."O rlllgiDuar--. 

"O I t.w--, bad uanp1N ol wflal alcohoi "O IX'OUgllt up nae to drinlt 
can oa 

"O 
"O &l0ohalic ot had alcohol pr0lllem 

for diet -. in llhlllic nininV 
. "O Cid-, 

"O I em aJraid I will ~ ~ldlrd on alcohol 

.. 
1'. How often ciurtn9 the PMt 12 ~ did you pllllclpate In th■ following actlvltln? 

[~] ~~ .... 
A._ ,.4,- tllan --· .'i!Mea 0-• -· ,.. -.ti -- -- Newer 

a) Sp■nd ■ qui9t .,,.... at ,_ ... . .. . . . . .... . ... . . "O "O -0 "O "O 

b) Sp■nd Urn■ at - -■-'■ i.. .. ... .......... "O "O -0 "O "O 

C) Han trfend■ or ,...,_ vt■lt your IDM .••• •• • . • •. "O '"O "O "O. "O 

d) Go to•......_. In Ill■ -av 
"O "O '"O "O "O (elldudlng f• food) .. ••• . .•................... .. 

•I Go to • .......,.. fllf 1unct1 (aaudlncJ 
"O "O -0 -0 "O .... food) ···· ·· ··· ········· ······ · ··· ··· ·· ·· ·· ·· 

I) Goto■~ -- -· ·· ···· · · ·· · · ·· ·· ·· ·· ··· ·· · · "O "O "O "O "O 

g) Goto ■ dubor ■ _.,,. ........ . ...... ..... ..... "O "O -c -0 -0 

15. H- many U- durtng th■ PMt 12 lllllffth■ did you p■rtlcitlllla In th■ following ■peci■I Cl I n■ or ■■-..1 
■ctlYltl■■1 

t:"!~ [::] §-;] 5-7 -=-~ .... 
Afww- A,_ ttwl --· --■• 0- ■ -· ,.. - -- -- Newer 

■) L■i■lar9 ■cllwtllN ■llcll - b■6III ■I ■ 
"O "O -0 "O "O Clllttage,-..,. or._... ... .... ...... .. ... ... . 

b) S,a,ta ICtlwttlN ■-ti• aiding, IOflll■II 
"O "O -0 "O "O Of golf . .. •...... ...... ...... ... . .. . .... ... . . ... . 

C) Attend• pany, ■--1 pdl■rtnf or 
"O "O "O "O "O wedding ···· ·· ···· ········· ······· ·· ····· ····· ·· 

d) Go to • ~ ■,.ta _. or f■ettnl .. .. .. . . ... . "O "O "O "O "O 

M ..... 11.1: ,..,._ 



11. Dlcl you - drtnk aieollOllo beH,.,_. revuia,ty? 

'O Y• - goto3T 

'O No 

17. Don Ulla _,. that you haft - had a drtnll? 

'0 Y•} 
'O No 

go ID 4a 

11. I'm going IO rNd -i ,.......,_ aDOUI Ula 
,._ wfly peo,ale drtllk. For NCII tall me If It la 
• ,._ you drtnk. Do you drtnlt •• • 

YN No 

a) To be IDCl■ble? . • • .• • •• ••. "Q "Q 

b) To add to Ille~ 
of ,_.., . •• • • • • • . • • • •• •• "O "O 

C) To fNI QOOd1 ..• • •• •.••••. "C) "O 

d) To heip you rwar7 .. . • •. • . •Q "O 

-0 

f) To fNI lea lnhlbltad 
or 111y1 .• • • • • • •••• • ••• • • • "O "O 

11. 0urtng 1N 11a■112 nmndla t.. attanOll-■ve did 
you dl1nk alcaftollc llll••■t•7 Wa It • • • 

·'O-,u,1 

-0 -•-.le? 

'O ,~-•..-tll? 

'O --tllan- ■ -,dr? 

20. On the clays.._. you drMa t.. nw,y drfnu did 
you~llaft? 

CD nurn11ar o1 drtnb 

M..,_,tt .1: 1M1 ... 

21. wtlat typN of aiclollollo bfteragN do you -.lly 
drtnlr? ,_ al r111t IPPIYI 

'O bNr 

'Q Ught bNr 

'O wine 

-0 wine c:oailtl 

'Q SS■qdllquar 

'Q mlxad llqugr 

22. How nwty tl1Me In Ille pat 12 mondla haft you had 
FIVEorfflDl'■ drinuonone-.ion7 

:ZS. In 1'le ..- 1:1 llNlllltla. wflat la Illa hlvt,Nt nanber 
ofc1111aywcanracallhmngonanyone 

--■-If 

[I] 

24. TNMillf bac:11 owr tlla lat 7 daya, swttnv with 
,....,...,, t.. many dltnlla did you have on Heh 
day? 

'O Nonaald - r,oto25 

How _., mtnu did you have on • • . 

MONDAY'? 

7 :------=- f" 
SATURDAY'? WEDNESDAY? 

FRIDA ._..__.- URSOATI 

'-..____./ 
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25. How otten dunng tlle put 12 montlls did you puttclpate in tlle l0Uowin9 actlYillea? 

C.How 
B. When you how olten many 

do you drink? N-. Ina tllan drinka do 
llal1 Ule llme. 11811 Ule time, fflOl9 I you uaually 

[~7 [ l-3 7 
t11an llall Ille time or alwaya? I have? 

:.!J :..·J - i.- -·- ·- - _.., _.., -· -· -· -· .. ..... .. -- - - - -- - - - ....,.1 --I 
a)Spend a I 

quiet nenl119 -~ "O -0 "O "'O "O "O -0 "O "'O 
b)SpendU- l ·--...... 11ome "O ·o "O -0 "O "O "O "O "O 
c) Have frtenda or l rwlatlvn vlall 

,OU,llome "O "O "O '"O "O "O "O "O '°O 
d)Qo to• 

l .-.Urant In 
tlleenning 
(adudlnt 

"O ,_,ood) "O "O '"O "O "O "C "O "O 
•IGo to• l rntaunnt 

farlunctl 
(ueludlng 
.... food) "O "O -0 "O -0 "O 

I) Go to a l 
ller/tawm "O "O "O '"O "O "O 

gJ Go to a club or l 
■ -lllllJ "O "O -0 "'O "O "O 

2'. How many tlrnn dun119 tlla put 12 monttts did you partlclpata tn U. foltowtrMJ apeclal occaalona or H■aonat 
actlvitlft? 

I C.How 
B. When you how Olten do I many 

yau drtnlC? N■-', lea tllan half 1 drtnka do 

~~[::::]!~~ 
11w time, half the ti-. ,-. tllan I ,ou uaually 
hllf Ula tllM or ....,.1 

I llave? 

I - i.- - I ·- ·- - _.., _.., I -· -· -· -· .. ..... .. I -- - - - -- - - - ..,..,. , --., ...... I 

aalYttlw euch I 

•batng at I I 
Clllftave, 

~ ~ or 
"O "O "O "'O "O "O -0 "'O -0 lloadng 

bl 8'IOl'b actlvlllN l I 
---•aiding, 
eoftballor ... "O ·o "O -0 "O "O "O "O -0 

CIAtlanda l 
I 
I 

pany, ■-lal 

·~ITJ 
pltlertnoor 

"O "O "O "O "O "O "O '"O waddllllJ "O 
d)Go to• ! I 

=--rt,SflOl19 ij>co -i.or 
INllval "O "O "O '"O "O "O "O "O "O 

t-llQ).211 t . tli,01a 



rr. During ttle pat 12 month&, how often did you 
drtnll ••• 

~u.7 ~•~l - , -·· -·· -J -.J -·- ·- --· -· -· -· - - - - -
I) wttll 

lrlendl? . . . . . "Q ""O -0 "'O -0 

bl with your 
apounl 

... . ""O "O partner? ""O -0 -0 
(1t ,upondent ls not m-.d or INing with• parrnw 
do not uit, ,na ma ._., 

ct wttll family 
mamtien Of 

191atlVH? . •. "O "O "O "O "O 

d) with~ 
.... '"O "O -ncera? '"O "O "O 

•I by yaurMlf 
o,wtleft 
OUlera 
-not 
drinking? . . . • "O -0 -0 "'O -0 

21. Aa the price of alcohollc bfterages h■- lncra■-ed, 
,-.you, .. 

Yn No 

I) cut dawn the -- you 
drtnll (buy)? . •.•• . .•........... "O -0 

b) 8WitChld to • ~ brand? .... ""() "'() 

ct made yaur own? . . . . . .. ... ... .. '"O '"O 

d) dnntl d ,- lnatud of going 
out to clrlnlC? .••••••••••.•• • •.• ·o '"O 

e)' bouvht - duty frN liquor 
--- poalble? .. . ... .. . . . . -0 "O 

I) loolred fo, a~c■■6- ,.._ 
drtnlla - fl'N? .............. ''O ''O 

21. In the 1)181 12 momfta, haft you been Invited to have 
e drink by any ol the following? 

YII No 

•I your apounlputner . . ... . ... .. . 'O 'O 
(II rasponaent Is not matrifld or living 
Wffll • panne, OD not Uk. and marlf 
'no') 

' 
b) a laffltly member or retattve . ... . . 'O 'O 

c) • Irland .. . .... . . . . .. . . . . . .... . 'O 'O 

di • _,.., .... . . .. . ... . . . .... 'O 'O 

30. In tlle put 12 months, have you taken a drink to 
pie■- anyone llthougb you did not IHI llkl 
drinking? 

'O Y11 'O No - go to 31 

Wu It to pleue • . . 

Y11 No 

., yaur apou■-1,.er1ner1 .. . .. . ... . . 'O 'O 
(l NSpOflCMllf is not menied or living 
lll'liltl • panne,, ci) not Uk. and mane 
'no7 

b) a lamlly member or relaUve? .... . 'O 'O 

c) • lriend? .. . . ..•• . . . .. • . • ..... . 'Q 'Q 

d) • co WOIW7 .• •• • •• • ••• • • • •• •• 'O 'O 

31 , In the put 12 IIIOlltfla. ha theN bun an occasion 
wtlen you -Id hne liked to take a drink but did 
not In order to piNM anyone? 

'O Yea 'O No - go to 32 

Wu It to pie ...... 

Y11 No 

■I your apou■-1pertner1 . . . . ... .. .. 'O 'O 
(tr,.~ a not fflllffl9d or living 
Wffll • PMflW OD not ■air, 111111 mane 
'no') 

b) a lallly n--.r or relaUn? . ... . 'O 

c) • htend? . .... . .... .. .. ..... ... 'O 

di a co wartcet1 . . . • . • •• . . •. . ... . . 'O 

32. Do you dltv9 • fflDtor vehicle? 

'O Yea 'O No - go 10 35 

'O 

'O 

'O 

33. In the pat 12 naitha have you been In a motor 
vehicle accident wtttl you •• Iha driver, aven II It - ·t .,_ fault? 

'O Yea 'O No 

34. In the pat 12 months. how many tlmee have you 
driven after hamg two or more drinks In the 
ptnloua hour? 

[:J:J number ol OCl:UrrlnC8a 
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35. HIV• you enr had any comac:t with tlle police H 40. Have you nw l'9Cluced or cut down the amount you 

a result of your dtinldng? drink without qu,ttlng completely? 

·o Yes 'O No 

31. Wu there ever• time that you fall your alcohol UH 
lied a harmful effect on • • • 

a1 your fr1and1hlp1 "O Yes or soc:lal Illa? ...... 

"'() No 

bl your pllyalc:al -0 Yes hHIIII? .... ·· ·· · . . 
"O No 

Cl your ouUoolr on '"() Yu 
Ufa (happinHII? 

'"() No 

-
-
-

Wu tllla 
durtng the 

put 12 
months? 

Yes No 

"O "'O 

"'O "O 

-0 -0 

d) your home Illa or ·o Yes - "O -0 
l'llllrriaga? . . . . . .. . . 

'"() No 

•I your -.. studln 
or emptoymlftt -0 Yu _ '"O ''O 
oppor1Unitlal? .. . .. 

r) your flnanc:tal "O Yu - "O ''O 
position? . . .• . • .. .. 

''O No 

37. Have you ewer stopped drinking altogetllar for 1 
panod ol time? 

'O YN 'O No - go IO 40 

31. Whan - the lut llme? Wu II ••• 

'O within the put 12 month1? 

'Q 1-5 V-S 1190? 

'O - 5 yaan ago? 

31. How long did It lur? 

'O still c:ontinUlng 

'O 1aa than 1 momn 

'O 1-3 months 

·o 4-6monthl 

'O 7-11 montlll 

'O 1-2 years 

'O 3-5 years 

'O more tllan 5 years 

'O Yes - go to 42 'O No 

41. INTElfVIEWER CHECX ITEM: 

'O If 'No' in 37 111d 'No' in 40 go to 48 

'O Otllalwilagoto'4 

42. Whan wu the laal tlma? Wu It. • • 

'O within the PIii 12 months? 

'O 1-5 years avo? 

'O - 5 yun ago? 

43. How tong did II lar? 

'O still C0l11IIIUlng 

'O 1-lllan 1 fflllfflll 

'O 1-3 month■ 

'O 4-6monlha 

'O 1-11 momns 

'O 1-2 ye-■ 

'O 3-6yaas 

'O more than 5 year■ 

44. Why did you raduca drinking or quit drinking 
allogatllar? 

Yes No 

a) tor,_ aucn as pregnancy, 
dieting, athlatlc: training, ate. .... "O "'O 

b) baca1aa you - getting 
older . ... . .... .. ...... . .. . . . . . -0 "O 

c) you ttlougtlt you -- drinking 
too muclllor had • drtmdng 

pnlblaa ·················· ·····-o -0 
d) 11-aflNllngyour-,tc, 

lllldleao,1 .. ,mam 
opportunltlaa . • • ••••••• • ••. ••• . ·o -o 

a) It - lnlalfarin9 with your 
fanlly or ~ Illa . . . ... .. . . .. . '"() '-c) 

I) It - affacllnlJ y- phyaicat . 

i.t111 ······· · · ········ ·· · · · · ·"O "O 
g) It WU affacllnlJ your frtandahlp1 

or aodlll Uta . . .•..••. •• .... .•. . ''Q '°O 

II) It wu alfactlng your financial 

poal&lon ·· ······· ······ ·· · ·· · ·· "O ''O 

ij It wu alfectlnlJ your outlook 
on Ula, ~ . .••• ... .... . . ''O "O 

0 ~ ol lnlluaMe from y-
lanlty or llflffda . .•.... •. . .• .. . WO "O 



Cl. WIiien of the foUc,wjng thl119a did you do to reduca 
!tie Main! you drtnk, or to quit lltogather? 

Yes No 

a) 5'lfl pa,tla or other aoclal 

-u1 ····· ··· ·· ·· ··· ······ ··"O "O 

b) AW'Old betft9 with friends who 
drtnll I loC? . .•..•.•.. •• • •••.. . . "() "'Q 

c:) Go lo ban and taverna 1 ... 
Clftlln? . .. .•. .. •.. .... • .. ... . .. "O "O 

d) Umft the number of drtnka you 
i.w.1 . . . .....••............ . . . ·o -o 

1) Olalgl wtlat you clltnll? 
(tg. Cllangld IO soft dr1nka or 
lgllt bNr) ...................... "O "O 

I) a.t 1.-lnd In actlvltlN that 
.. not Include dr1nldna? . ... .. .. ''O "O 

4t. n.. - many MfYlcn and help for people con­
cerned aDOUt drtnlclng. HIIVI you '"' uMd any of 
!tie eawtcn or help off-.d for yourull? 

'Q Y• 'O No - QDI0"4 

47. wtddt ~ or help did you UN? 

"O limily memt>er/frtend 

"O A.A (Alconolics Anonymous), Al-Anon, 
IUPPOl19'0UP 

"O paydlologlsl, psydllatrist. social worxer 

"O paydulnchoapital 

"O dllc:lar, -

"O ail:lollolldrUg addiClion avenc:y 

"O dalGl (dlloaillcmion) c:enn, hallway houM 

4t. IN7EIMEWER CHECK fTDI: 

'O I "9IJIY maried or IMng wilh parrner (1 in 05 
a, 1 In 08}. go IO 49 

'Q Olllawile,gol051 

41. Tlllnklng about the put 12 montna, how often hu 
yaur lpou■e/p■rtn■r had. drink? Wu It ••• 

'Qewrydly? 

'Q Wtlmu•-k? 

'Q 2-3 tlmH I ~ 

- -0 -•-■le? 

'O 1-3 tlmn a month? 

'O leN than once a month? 

'O don't 11now 

'O -7 - g,otosr 

SO. On the day■ when hi/Iha drank, how many drink, 
did hllahe uaually h11¥1? 

0=:J number of drinks 

51. ,.._ I'll dNcribl ·lltuatlons that people aometlmaa 
ftnd a..u.aatu• '•\. For ucll one, ptew taH me how 
.-di a penon In that altuallon ahould fnl lrH to ..,.,, 

Should there be ••• 

.....,, -... .... -.. 
Na 1~ N -- Omn 
~-,-, c., -

., ••pany, ·­---·· i-1 . . . . . "O "O "O 

b) for a man out 
•• barwtth 
frtlnda? . . • . -o ·o -o 

c:) ,_,_ 

outat• ....... 
~ .. .. "O "O ''O 

d) foracou,te 
i.wtng dlnnlr 
• ,_, . . . "O "O ''O 

e) , __ 

---out 
• 1uncn1 . . . "O "O "O 

l)wltllfrt■ndl ..... 
._, . . . . . "O "O '"O 

g)Wftlllg9ltlntJ ......., .......... ....... 
bltol9Volrl9 -.1 . . . . . "O "O "O 

h) .._ vetUng 
IDOltllW 
wlCti~ ,_...,. 
~or 
,.,....1 . "O "O "O 

"O "O 

"O "O 

"O "O 

"O "O 

"O "'C 

"O "O 

"O "O 
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-•-
Don't 
know/ 

Yu No NIA 

52. al Have yo11 - spoken to 
-body It wort,: blCaUH 
dr1nld119 WU lffectln; Uleir 
penonuMe? . .•••. • .. •. . . 'O 'O 'O 

b) Han you - driven/or 
11nn9ecl for tnnspottation 
tolake_._ 
from • party becluN you 
lhau9ht l.lley hid too mudl 
ID drtnJc? .. ... . .. . . . ..... . 'Q 'Q 'Q 

C) Han you - called tlle 
police alter -1119 • drunlc 
person 9et behind the wneel 
or drive dlngerauaty? . .. . . . 'O 'O 'O 

53. The nest few questions are about your Hperi•nc• 
with olllef people's drinking problems. Hne you ..,.,_ .. 

Wuthll 
during the 

pat 12 
montllS? 

I) Been inalllted or Yes N., 
humllilled ti, -

==?~~-- -·-"O Y• - "O -0 
-0No 

bl Had urtous arguments 
or quan-.ts u I rwllllt 
ot10meoneelu's -0 
drlnldng? . • • ••. .•. .•. "O Yn -

cjHadfr1endsNi,a 
llrlalc Up - I mull 

"O No 

or-•-·• '"O 
drtnldng? .. . •• •• . .. . '"() Yu -

d) Hid family praoi­
or mantage dltflculUn 

"O No 

dueto-- • .,0 .._,1 dr1nlclng? . . . . . . Q Ya -

"O No 

•I Been r pu nger 

"O 

'"O 

"O 

with • dltver wtlo 111d .....-. 
IDO much to drink? . . . "O Ya - '"O u 

"O No 

t) Been In ■ motor velllcte 
ICddent.__ 

._,...._., "OYn-"O ''O 
drtnldng? .. . . . .... . . 

''O No 

h) leenpuahed.hlt 
or UAUltecl by -

- who 111d bNn "Q Yes - ''Q "Q drlnldng? .• . . . .. . . .. 

ii Been dlaturNd by 
loud partln or tll■ 

"O No 

bellawtour of people "O Yu _ "O "O 
clrlnld119? . • • .. • . .. . . 

"O No 
O Hid fllllrldal trouole 

b■clUN of ._ne · "Q - '"() "() 
lll■ 'e drinking? . . • . . . Yn 

"() No 

.. . ... . 41 •• •• • ,. ••• 

WII 11111 
during 1111 

put 12 
montns? 

54. Yes No 

al Hu your 1pouu/ 

partnlr - 111d • 'O Yes - 'O ·o drinking proolem? . .. . . 

(II~ is not 'Q No 
tnanled or lifflg Miff I 
penner do not Uk. I/Id 
IIIMlt 'no1 

b) Hu • family member 

or rwlative ner llacl • 'O Yes - 'O 'O 
drtnldng problem? .. . .. 

·o No 

C) Hna you ne, 111d 

■ friend with a 'Q Ya - 'Q 'Q 
drinking problem? .. . . . 

'O No 

d) Hna you - llnowtt 
•---■, wtlo IIU', 'O Yes - 'O 'O a drtnldng problem? .. . 

'O No 

55. INTERVIEWER CHECX ITEM: 

'O It al "NO' In 54, go to 58 

'O It - or men >y91' responsas. ,.,., to the 
Int >y91 ' in 54 wnen am,gquasllOns 56 •nd 57. 

56. Did you do any of the following bacauH of your 
___ ., drinking problem? Did you • •• 

Y■s No 

a) aYOid the perwon? . . 'O 'O 

b) 91n ■dYlce? ... . ... 'Q 'Q 

c) auw■st 111■y INil 
prDteujonal lletp 
or help them 10 get 
aulatanc■? .... . . . 'O 'O - go to 58 

1 
57. WIiien a■mc:n or help did yo11 ■uggesl? 

"O family m■mberllrilnd 

-0 A..A.(Alcoholics Allonymousl, Al'Anon. suppon 
group 

"() PlycllologsaL i,sydliatrist. social worker 

"O psyclllatric ~ 

'"O minll■r, priest. rabbi 

'"O dOclor. nurse 

"O IIOspltal, emargency depanment 

'"O aleollOUdrvg addiction agency 

"O dllDx (dllOlificallOnl camre. hallway house 

'"() Otller 

130 



131 

51. The nellt few quHllona refit to Ille UN of medlclna and pilla In the lut 
INTERVIEWER CHECX ITEM: 30daya. 
If ruponaenr /s • non-drinker 
(No to 012) do not ask Pan C. 

A. In the put 30 days did you 8. W• thla with a C. Did you consume any 
lalle any of the foUowlng doc:lor1 order or aic:ohoUc t,ey.,.gH 

!Dedlcatlona? ,s--tptlon? while using this 
medication? 

a) uplrtn or similar pain 
reliever 
(Includes anhntis medicine) "O Yff - r+ "O Y• "O ND "O YH "O No 

"O No 

b) trenqulllzara such • 
"O v .. - --o Y• nllum . . • • . . .... •.. . ..... -0 No "O Yes -0 No 

-0 No 

C) diet pWs or stlmulanta . .... "O Yes - .... "O y~ "O No "O YH "O Nn 

"O No 

d) MU-dep,9Uanta .. ........ •o v .. - .... "O Y• "O No "O YH "O No 

"O No 

et codeine, ~rol, 
IIIDrl'III• . . .. . ... ....... .. "'O Yn - -"O Y• "O No "O Yea ''O No 

"O No 

I) lller,ry medicine such u 
"O ''O "O "O ..,,utall . ... ············· "O y .. - .... Y• No v .. No 

"O No 

g) cough ar cold rwmedln .. . . ''O Yes - .... ''O YM ''O No ''O Yes ''O No 

I 
"O No 

hi penlcllln or almllar 
"O ''O ''O ''O "O antlbloUca . . . .. .••...... • . YH -- Y• No Yn No 

"O No 

ij medicine for the heart or 
"O blood pnuunt .... . .... . .. "O YH - r+ Y• ''O No "O Yes ''O No 

"O No 

D lnaulln or llmUar dllbetlc 
"O medlc:lne .. .. . ........... . "O Yn -.... y .. "O No ''O Yn "O No 

"O No 

kl ...,1119 pill■ .. ...... ... .. "O Yn - .... "O Y• "O No "O YH "O No 

"O No 

II stomedl remedle■• 
"O "O luaUvn ... . . .. ..... .... . "O YH - .... v .. "O No YH ''O No 

"O No 
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5!1. Have you ever used any of tlle loU-•ng? 

a) Marijuana or "O Y" llun ······· · ·· 
"O No 

b) Cocaine or "() Yes c:rac11 · . . . . . . . . . 

"O No 

C) LSD "() Yu 
(aad) . .. .. .. . . 

"O No 

d) Speed "O Y .. 
(ampnewn1nes) 

"O No 

"O y .. 
•I Heroin . .. . .. . . 

'"O No 

B. Have you 
IIMd It In Ille 

put 12 
montlls? 

YH No 

- "O -0 

- "O "O 

- "O "O 

- "O "O 

- "O '"O 

I IF ALL NO IN 51 GO TO 61 I 
611. There an many Nnicn and llelp lor people 

concemed about druvs. Han you -used any ol 
the Mrv1cea or help offend lor younelt? 

'O YN 'O No 

11 . Have you ftff lled any contact wltll tlle pollce u 
a re■ ull of your drug UM? 

'O YN 'O No 

:12. INTERVIEWER CHECIC 11DI: 

'O It rupondanr hu uad fflMjiul,la n the past 12 
fflOllllls (')fl ' to_., pM ot ~J go IO 63 

'O OltletwiN. go to • 

13. I'm going to rnd -. ■tat-,a ■baut the 
rw-wflypeoptewenwitu■naothah. Forncn 
tall me II that la • - you law• for ualng 
marijUUIL 

YN No 

•I To feet high ... . .... ... •....... "O -0 

bl To r■tu .... . .. .. .. ......... . .. "'() "O 

C) To forget WOfflN ..•. .•.... .. • •• "O "O 

di To be aocl■ble ... . ............. "O "O 

•I To fNI Ins Inhibited or ltly ..... "O ''O 

I) To - wtl■t It - like . ........ "O "O 

54. How often nave you uaed marijuana or n■1n In the 
put 12 months? 

'O 1 ... than once • month 

'O 1-3 UmH • montll 

'O -· Wffi 

'O monthanOMe ■-. 

15. During the put 12 months have you used marijuana 
or llaall In the following plaen? 

Yes No 

I) at • lwltavem . .......... . ..... "O "C 

bl It • private home .... .......... "O "'O 

c) It adlool/unlveralty .... ......... "O "O 

di at • party or aoclal gathering .... "O -C 

•I It • concen, sport■ event, 
ltttlval, •~ .. . ... ..... .. ..... . •o '°C 

I) UCltdooni: wtllle boating, 
camping, siding, llahlng . .. . .. .. . "O ''O 

H. Have you used marijuana or haah with. the following 
people during the lat 12 months? 

Yes No 

a) wtth your apouaa/panner ....... . "O -C 
(It reJJl()flOfltll ,s not mamed or 
wing wiai a ,,.,,,,., dO nor ■all. 
and m■nc 'no 'I 

b) with • famlly member or 
r■lallve . . . . ... ... ... .. .. . ... . . "O ..,.., 

u 

C) wtth friend■ . .. ... .. ..... .. ... '"() -C 

di wttn co-wartier■ . . . . . . . . . ... . .. "O -C 

., while alone .... ... . . ... . ... .. .. "O '"O 

17. In the put 12 montlla have you driven within two 
houn of using m■rlju■ n■/hull? 

'O Y• 'O No 

II. The nellt f- qvntlona c:oncem problem• with the 
- of Illegal dnlga or ~on druga wtlleh may 
haft been •ZIN'i•-4 by otherL 

. Y.. No 

., Hu your apouN/pa,tner .,,., 

• • drug praolem? .. ... ..• . .. 'O 
(It reJPOnOam is not matried or 
wing wilt! • pannw Oo not ■all, 
_,,, m■nc 'no'} 

b) Hu • family member or ntlatlve 
enr had • drug problem? ...... . 'O 

c) Have you •"" had e friend 
with • drug problem? ..... .. .... 'O 

d) Have you enr known • 

---■r who had a drvg 
pniblem? ........ . .... ......... 'O 

'O 

·o 

'O 

'O 
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81. INTERVIEWER CHECX IT'EJI: n. H- - haft tu• a ,_ more quntlona to ua on 

how you fNI about laws concamt119 alconot and 

'O It al "NO" In 66 - go 10 72. 
dnl;a. Do you think •• • 

'O It OM or men 'YES" /ffPOIISIS ,_,., 10 !he 
/ht 'YES" In 68 -- •JldmJ quutions 70 and 
n. 

Don't 

70. Did you do any of the folloMng becauN of your -~ s- -' · 
'1 drug prablem? Did you ... 

I) Tua Oft aicohoUc 
Y• No baHtatjN..nould 

Ila lncnued, de-

., nold the penon? .. 'O 'O Cl'HMd ot remain 
Ille -1 .. ... ...... "O -0 -0 °'O 

b) gin advlca? . .. . ... 'Q 'O .. 
Cl auggntllleylNk 

profnalon&I help or 
halp them to get 

'0-goto 72 
ti) Beer and liquor 

aalatmc:e? ........ 'Q 110n houn ahould 

I 
Ila lnr:reaed, de-
c:raaed or rwmaln 

~ Ille -1 ... . . .... . . -0 -0 "O ""() 
71. Whldl -,ricaa or helfl did you auvgaat? 

"O family rr.llber, ll1and 

-0 AA(Alcohollcs Anllnymoual, AJ.Anon. support c) The legal drinking 
group, Nll00llcl Anonymous ageahouldberalaed, 

lowerwdorremaln 

-0 psyda,gtst. paydlialrist. social worl<er 
Ille -1 .. . ........ ""() '"O "O ''O 

°'O paydlialrlchmpltal 

-0 minilla,. pnNt. l1lllbl 
d) Efforta to pm,ent 

-0 
dlunlren~ 

doc:10r.nuru· being Nfftd ltlould 
balncnllUd, d .. 

·o tac,llal. emetgeticy depenment c:raued or remain 
... -1 . ...... . ... "O ''O ''O ''O 

'"O alcDllol/drug addiction agency 

'"O dalcxsflC&IIOII (detox1 cemra. hall-way house 

"O actlll' a) Gawemn•nt'a 
advffllslng against 
drinking should 

72. Haft any of the following altuatlona..., happened Ila lnc:rnaad, d .. 
to you? c:nued or remain 

Ille -1 .. ..... .. . . "O ''O ''O -0 
Yn No 

I) Hfte..,.bNntlnlnwtlenyou 
~ ~ .. elconlN more 
delalll fflllll rour pnarmaclat or I) Alcohol or drv9 
dDclor a110ut Iida ■Hec:ta of tducatlon and 
m■ dlaH'on1 ..... .. .... ........ 'O 'O ,. .... ,don pro-

;ran.MOUid be 
b) Hfteyvunwa1q1n111d-,, lncnaaa, ~ 

Ill a frland or ratallft about their c:naud or remain 

- ol JN-lpdon drvp? . .• • . . . 'Q 'O Ille -1 ........... "O "O "O "O 

Cl Han ,vu - contactad tlla 
pollca"-!Myoul!Mwol 
-ualngdrvp1 .. ....... . 'Q 'O 

g) Trellmant programs 
d) H- yea - auggntad to liloulcl be lncnuad, 

a fltand tllat they atop using dacra■-d Of remain 
c11uva1 . ••..••••••• •. . • ...••.. . 'O 'O the ■--1 .. .. .. .... . -0 '"O "O -0 

Mtm..,11 .1· ,..,. 
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1,. Do you lhlnll alcollOllc: beveragH atlould bl 

••llabl• In Ula coma, ltorH? 

'0 Y■I 'Q No '() Don't lcrmw 

75. Do you think alcoholic beftngu lllould have 
-ming Ulbela ■bout po■sibla hUltll hlzarda? 

'Q Y• 'Q No '() Don't llnlM 

71. Should the gow■mment prohibit "MM, Uquor Uld 
bNr ■dYel1lalmJ on T. V.? 

'Q Y• '() No '() Don'l lcrmw 

TT. Should the government prohibit winelllquor/bNr 
camp■nl•• lrom aponaortng sporting or cultural 
wetllS? 

'Q Y• '() No '() Don't llnlM 

71. We ~ Ilka your O!Mnion about pr'09nllla to 
IWdlKa ~ wttll alCDIIOI, ... ot..-lc:atlOn, 
and Illegal dNg UH. Do you think •• • 

011n - -._., __,, ... Ne -----
ai Mft help pro­

gnma -'1 a 
AA.-wrr 
aftllCtlw, 
IIIDdantaly 
aft■ctln, not 
■n■clln •• a111 . . "O 

bl •-l'IJ■IICY .... .,... 
MrYlc:ft ■n 
ftryetf■c:11N, 
--.atltf 
■tt~.uw.. not 
lft~dtft llt all? . . -0 

c) CllllfflUllty 
plW¥8fttlon tfforta 

IIICtl - providing _...,,.w1 
llnnn■llan OIi 
■lclCltlotMddftlll 

- _, eftac:tlft, 
-d■:zletf 
■nllCtlft, noc 
lft■ctlft llt all? . . -0 

d) t111--.11y _...__,.Of 
• ...,._■11ftln 
Ille-of 
-=ollat MCI drugs 
- V11Y eft■c:tlft, 
IWGdll!tely 
eftectlft, not 
eflectlft •• all? . . ''O 

-0 -0 °'O 

-0 ·o -0 

"O "O ''O 

"O ''O "O 

71. Th• poueulon of maritu■na la c:umntty Illegal In 
C&Mda. Do you think• panon llhould get• c:rtmlnal 
IIICOtd II llet■ne la c:■u;nt po--.g m■rttu■na? 

'O YN 'O No '() Dlln't kmw 

ao. Do 111■ following probl■m• Hitt In your community 
« 11~ enough tor you10 be concamed? 

Y■s No 

•I drinking and driving? .... ... • .. . "O ·o 
bl lallllly confllcta ralated to 

alcohol UN? .... . . . ... . . ... ... . "() °'() 

C) puDllc flghta or dlsturbanc:H 
from alc:ollOI UN? ........... . . . "() "() 

d) llc:ollOI ralat■d health 
pnlblema? ... ... . . . .. . ........ . ·o -o 

•> p,obl- In tlle workplac:■ 
a to alcohol uu? ...... . . . . . . "() '"() 

I) 1111wN of prac:rlptlon drugs ,. ''Q 
111d owr th■ counter dNgs? . . • . . 0 

g) llegal dMJ UM or c:rimlnal 
activity dua to alc:ollOI or dNg1? . ''O ''O 

11. How I -Id Ilka to ulc you• f- quHtlons about 
yourutt. 

tt,;w much do you currently weigh? 

·1 1 1 1 OR ·1 1 · 1 1 
poundl kilograms 

12. How tall ... you? 

'□ [IJ OR • --, .... , ----.-1 --i 
,_ inc:llel c:■n11meuas 

13. What II the hlgheat grad• or level ot education you 
tine ner completed? 

'O No schooling 

'O El■m■ntar, 

'O Some 
} sec:cmary 

'O Compl■ted 

'O Some 

} 
communily college. 

'O 
l■c:hnlc:al COiiege, 

Compl■ted CEGEP. nurw·s tram1ng 

'O Some 

} university or 

'O Cornplated INCher's COll■09 

'O 0th■r edUc:llion or training 

M. Wlllc:h of the tolowing beat dnc:rtbea your main 
■ctlYlty during Ille pat 12 montha? Were you 
lll■inty •• • 

'O Working at a job or bualn■u - go to 85 

'O looking for woric - go to 85 

'() A atudent 

'Q Retlllld 

'O K■e,lng houN 

'O other 

go ro 88 

134 
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15. Did you hntl a foO at an, time dul1"9 tlla pnt 12 t1. What It any la your ratl91on7 
IIIOll1lla? "O Nona - go ll> 93 

'O Yn 'O No - gol!J88 -0 Roman c.ttlolic 

-0 United Churcn 
SI. What kind of bualneu. Industry or MfVlc• lslwu "O Anglican 

It Ulal you worll/workad for7 
"O Prnllytarian 

I I I I I I I I I I I "O Bacmt 
--o Penlacmlal 

I I I I I I I I I I I "O UldW'an 

"O G1N11 Orttlodax 

I i I I I I I I I I I -0 Ullrainian Catnolic: 

"O ....,.. 
I I I I I I I I I I I ''O ~•swttnna 

"O Mannonrl• 
17. What kind of wwll do/did you do? "O Imm 

I I I I I I I I I I I "O Hindu 

-0 0lhar 

I I I I I I I I I I I 92. Do you canslder yourself to be vary religious. 
fflZideralaly raligloua, or not vary rallgloua? 

I I I I I I I I I I I '(j V~rwllgloua 

'O Modaralllly rallgioua 

I I I I I I I I I I I 'O Nat vwy religious 

U. In Ula put FIVE ynra. llave you been contlnuoualy U. An ttiar. any clllldren under 15 llvlng In Ille 
... inp1oyec1 for • yea, or longer (Ulat la not being houunold? 
paid for _,. but looking for worill? 

'O 'O 'O 
Yea No 

'O Y• No 

! 
N. What langl&INJe do you apaak at llome now (if men How many-... 

111M ane lMW}ll«Ja, wttlclr ,, spo«.n most oltanJ? 
5 yun old or leu? 'IT] 

'O f:nglisll 
'IT] 

'O Frand'I I to 11 years old? 

'O German 12 to 14 yeare old? 'IT] 
'O llalian 

":> 
M. What - your houullold'■ total Income from all 

OlineM -- before tun and daauctlon■ tor 1 HI? 

'O aa. Wult ••• 

{ "O Lau tllan 
90. Wllldl etllnlc: or cultural group do you belong to? "O Leu tllan 15,000 

110,000 
"O Canadian '-0 ss.ooo 

-0 Laatmn or mora 
-0 Frwldl 120.000 

-0 English (Britislll { '-0 Lau tllan 
''Q 110,000 115,000 

"O Girman or more 
'"() 115,000 

-0 SCutbsll or more 

-0 .. 
{ "O Lau tllan 

"O Illian "O Ln• tllan s:ao.ooo 
-0 

SC0,000 
UlcrUlian "O s:ao.ooo 

"O $20,000 ormora 
-0 Duldl or111C1n 

"'O 0IIMM { -0 Lau tllan 
"Q SC0.000 seo,ooo 

"O Jewiall or more 
'"Q SI0,000 

'-a Polosh o, more 

''O l'oftu9tM "O no income 

"O OU. '"O don't know 
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95. How many houaahold mambara contlibutad to tll.la Income? 

'O one 

'O -
'O tllr9I 

'O lout or more 

I THANK RESPONDENT I 
Comments: 

' 
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• Appendix B: Univariate Statistics for Discriminant Variables. 

Situational Frequency - Nuit>er of Times Drank at: 

Hean S.D. MinillUI Maxirrun Skewness Val id N 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
a quiet evening at home 26.06 34.95 0 156 1 .87 994 
someone' s home: 16.n 24.27 0 156 2.98 992 
home with visitors: 17.33 25.63 0 156 3.05 990 
a restaurant in evening: 11.66 22.35 0 156 3.87 991 
a restaurant for lLrtCh: 3.16 13.60 0 156 7.22 993 
a bar/tavern: 17.30 35.70 0 156 3.00 993 
a club or nieeting: 3.69 14.12 0 156 6.66 993 
leisure activities: 5.30 14.22 0 156 6.76 993 
sports activities: 6.03 19.61 0 156 4.90 ~o 
social gatherings: 6.26 11.07 0 156 8.43 193 
concerts/sports events: 1.36 5.18 0 117 13.48 993 

Situational Quantity - Nunber of Drinks Last Year at: 

a quiet evening at home: n.04 208.69 0 3120 8.95 991 
someone's home: 48.61 118.65 0 ,an 7.78 988 
home with visitors: 50.95 114.40 0 ,an 7.20 989 
a restaurant in evening: 21.53 55.89 0 624 6.60 988 
a restaurant for lLrtCh: 5.05 31.88 0 624 13.08 990 

a bar/tavern: 85.97 264. 11 0 3900 7.76 987 
a club or neeting: 11. 73 70.41 0 1170 11.n 991 
leisure activities: 22.17 90.36 0 ,an 12.57 992 
sports activities: 13.91 54.35 0 702 7.16 988 
social gatherings: 27.07 63.66 0 1092 8.97 990 

concerts/sports events: 4.58 23.76 0 468 12. 15 988 

-cont i IU!d· 
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• Appendix B: Univariate Statistics for Discri~inant Variables, contirAJed • 

SOcial Drinking - Nlllber of Ti-. Dranlc with: 

Mean S~D; Minin.a Maxi- sk-ss Val id N 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Friends: 32.32 42.00 0 156 2.19 994 
Spouse/Partner: 17.03 34.77 0 156 . 3.06 994 
Faaily/Relative: 13.02 21.20 0 156 4.61 992 
Co-\Jorlcers: 12.45 27.40 0 156 4.06 993 
Alone: 11.00 32.16 0 156 3.85 993 
t Ti ... Spouse dranlc: 26.44 61.79 0 365 3.64 995 
t Drinks Spouse drank: 66.77 188.70 0 2190 6.01 987 

Individual Quantity-Frequency: 

t TilllH hed 5 or more 
drinks: 2.86 1.86 6 0.56 990 

Highest# of drinks at 
once: 2.37 1.36 5 0.65 977 

t rt .. dranlc alcohol in 
the past 12 months: 79.n 89.55 6 365 1.68 994 

I Drinks in the past 
12 ID'lths: 308.70 579.33 6 7300 6.11 989 

Total drinks over the 
last weelc: 4.44 8.40 0 102 5.78 996 

I Day respondent drank 
in the week: 1.38 1.75 0 7 1.60 996 

Average# drinks per day 
in the past week: 0.60 1.25 0 15 5.56 996 
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