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PREFACE

This dissertation represents part of a larger interest in the cultural and

social life of American blacks. It also represents a foray into the world of

survey research by an anthropologist pursuing the study of "culture" in

contemporary American society. It is one of several unconventional paths

(social history, epidemiology, and film studies) that I have undertaken in the

analysis of alcohol-related behavior in the black population and in American

culture over the past 5 years.

I am deeply indebted to a number of people and organizations in being

able to pursue these larger goals as well as the present study. I am especially

appreciative of the support and guidance of my faculty advisor and chair of

the dissertation, Professor Joan Ablon at the University of California, San

Francisco. Dr. Ablon has been unfailingly resourceful and concerned with my

success in completing the doctoral program at the Medical Anthropology

Program. Over the years, she has supported my varied intellectual interests,

has assisted me with obtaining fellowships and funding, and has encouraged me

to develop as a professional anthropologist by providing opportunities to write

and present papers.

I am also very thankful for the help and support of Dr. Linda Mitteness,

also at the University of California, San Francisco who is serving as a member

of my dissertation committee. Dr. Mitteness has played a crucial role in

advising me on the quantitative data analysis which forms a large part of the

dissertation. She has also provided many thoughtful and incisive comments on

the conceptual aspects of the dissertation, all in her kindly and supportive
■ manner.
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Dr. Robin Room of the Alcohol Research Group is also serving on my

dissertation committee and has played an enormous role in the development

of this analysis and of my academic and professional career in general. He

and the other members of the Alcohol Research Group have offered many

years of support and encouragement in the pursuit of scholarly excellence.

Robin Room has not only cheerfully read and commented upon many drafts of

the material in this dissertation, but over the years has served as an extremely

inspiring and supportive mentor for all of the disciplinary hats that I have

struggled to wear in my work. He and other colleagues at the Alcohol Research

Group have created an environment of intellectual stimulation and support for

creative ideas and new scholarship which is unparalleled in its depth and

genorosity. It has been a special privilege to work with colleagues of this

intellectual caliber who also have a strong commitment to social and human

betterment.

Robin Room also played a major role in the inception of the study upon

which this dissertation is based. He served as the principal investigator for

the study and played a large part in setting its intellectual agenda and securing

the funding which made it possible. Walter Clark and Raul Caetano, other

study directors on this grant, also made immense contributions to the conceptual

and pragmatic development of this research. Raul Caetano has pioneered work

on the social epidemiology of hispanics and to some extent blacks, which served

as a major rationale for conducting the study. Walter Clark contributed his

years of expertise as an alcohol scholar in developing the questionnaire and

coordinating relations with the sub-contract field agency. The dissertation has

benefitted by the collective work and ongoing discussions with members of
this research team as well as with Michael Hilton.
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The analysis within the text was made possible by an enormous amount

of computer programming performed by Diane Davis and Gary Collins at the

Alcohol Research Group. Diane Davis developed the measures for the quantity

frequency typology used as a dependent variable in the analysis. She also

provided invaluable expertise and advice for some of the statistical procedures

used in the study, especially with regard to the factor analysis presented in

Chapter 6.

Michael Hilton and David Nasatir, fellow colleagues at ARG, have also

been helpful in providing statistical advice and developing statistical programs

for a micro-computer used to perform many of the tabulations.

Reuben Kuzsel and Carol Seiden, also at the Alcohol Research Group,

have offered crucial support in the preparation of this manuscript. Reuben

Kuzsel has tirelessly typed most of the multitudes of tables appearing in the

text. Carol Seiden has assisted with the typing of the manuscript and tables

and also contributed her extensive expertise with document preparation by

completely formatting the dissertation and preparing it for printing.

I also feel a special gratitude to the sampling and field staff at the

Institute of Survey Research at Temple University in Philadelphia for their

help in making this study possible. The staff at ISR not only shared their

considerable expertise and very high standards for social research, but also a

commitment to the purposes of the study which went far beyond contractual

agreements. ISR worked tirelessly to develop appropriate sampling techniques

and to achieve a good response rate for study populations that were known to

Present special challenges for this kind of research. They remained cheerful

and enthusiastic even after incurring considerable extra expense to achieve

the desired number of respondents in the study. During the course of the study
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I had the opportunity to work directly with the field staff at ISR and found it

to be a richly rewarding experience, both professionally and personally. The

qualities displayed by the members of ISR helped to bring into reality a study

that was deemed impossible by other organizations and agencies.

Major funding for this research and analysis was provided by the National

Institute on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse through grant AA06050 and AA05595

to the Alcohol Research Group, Institute of Epidemiology and Behavioral

Medicine, Medical Research Institute of San Francisco.

The Graduate Division at the University of California, San Francisco

also provided support for this analysis in the form of a patent fund grant for

dissertation research. Over the years, the Graduate Division has also awarded

grants and fellowships which have made it possible for me to continue doctoral

training. Dean Cliff Attkisson has been particularly responsive and helpful in

this regard.
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ABSTRACT

The Socio-Cultural Correlates of Drinking Patterns

In Black and White Americans: Results from a National Survey

by

Denise A. Herd

The focus of this study is a comparative analysis of drinking patterns

and their socio-cultural correlates among American blacks and whites. The

purpose of the study was both descriptive and analytic — its aims were to

provide a comprehensive overview of black drinking patterns and to suggest

explanatory models which might account for observed differences in the drinking

patterns of blacks and whites. Reflecting current ideas about the social

behavior of blacks, the implicit research task was to determine whether black

drinking practices primarily reflect the practices of a particular economic or

social niche in American society or whether they are shaped by a particular

Cultural and historical legacy, as with other American ethnic groups. To

address this question several major conceptual domains were examined in

relationship to the drinking patterns of blacks and whites. These include socio

demographic characteristics (e.g. age, sex, marital status, income, education,

region and urbanization), black ethnic identification (as measured by a four

dimensional index with items on media preferences, black socio-political

awareness, endogamy, and black social networks), and aspects of the social

environment of drinking (familial influences, social networks, socializing

Patterns, and norms and values related to alcohol use).

The data for the analysis come from the first major national survey of

black and hispanic drinking patterns and a parallel study of drinking behavior

in the American general population. A total 1,947 blacks, 1,433 hispanics, and
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1,841 of all others (principally non-hispanic whites) were personally interviewed

in a household survey using a comprehensive standardized questionnaire.

The findings of the study revealed that at the aggregate level, black

and white men share very similar drinking patterns, while black women exhibit

considerably lower rates of drinking at all and of drinking frequently than

white women. When the drinking patterns of blacks and whites were compared

along the same socio-demographic factors, many racial differences (particularly

among males) emerged in these associations. The contrasts were particularly

strong for markers of basic familial and ethno-cultural processes such as age,

marital status and religious affiliation. The examination of black drinking

patterns in relationship to the degree of black ethnic identification showed

little association between the two factors. However, aspects of the social

environment of drinking (e.g., drinking behavior of one's spouse and close

friends, socializing patterns, and attitudes towards alcoholic beverages) showed

strong and parallel associations for the drinking patterns of blacks and whites.

It was concluded that historical and cultural factors have contributed to

differences in the immediate social contexts which shape the drinking patterns

of the two groups.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Black Americans exhibit a particularly rich and varied cultural legacy

regarding the use of alcoholic beverages. Their three-century long tenure in

American society has been marked by several major transformations in the

social image of beverage alcohol, and related patterns of consumption and

social and health consequences. Despite this rich cultural history, probably

fewer socio-cultural studies on the drinking patterns of American blacks have

been published than for any other major American ethnic group. Studies on

the Irish, Jews, Italians, Native Americans, Mexican Americans, and even Asian

Americans far outnumber those on American blacks in spite of their numerical

predominance compared to many of these groups. Writing in 1967, Muriel

Sterne pointed to major gaps in the literature on black drinking patterns which

for the most part still exist today:

Where the entire Negro community has been studied,
systematic and quantified alcohol-use data are
lacking; where data meeting these specifications are
available, they pertain to small, select populations
whose characteristics exclude the great mass of
American Negroes. Therefore on the basis of
research conducted to date, we cannot generalize
from a firm basis of fact regarding the presence of
drinking and abstaining, or the distribution of drinker
types, à. terms of quantity and frequency) by age,
Sex, Social status levels, urban-rural residence, no
less among persons with specified combinations of
these characteristics. While utilitarian and to a
lesser extent convivial orientations are observed at
all levels, their relative distribution by social status
level and other social characteristics is unknown (p.
98).

The present study reports on a national survey of black drinking patterns

and problems that was addressed in part to many of the issues raised in Sterne's

°mment. The goals of the research were to provide a rich descriptive profile



on patterns of alcohol use and non-use and related social characteristics, norms

and values regarding the consumption of alcoholic beverages, and the social

role of drinking among the mainstream American black population.

Significance

A study of black drinking patterns has many important practical and

theoretical applications. First, recent years have witnessed an unprecedented

and almost epidemic rise in alcohol-related mortality and morbidity in the

black population. From 1950-1975, rates of liver cirrhosis mortality increased

over 200% among blacks compared to about 60% for whites (Herd, forthcoming

b). Incidence rates for acute liver diseases -- e.g. fatty liver and alcoholic

hepatitis -- are also unusually high for non-whites (Garagliano et al., 1979).

In addition, mortality from esophageal cancer has increased greatly for the

black population since 1930 (Schoenberg et al., 1971). In 1971, incidence rates

for esophageal cancer were from 4-8 times higher in the black population than

in the white population (Ernster, et al., 1979). Given the upsurge in black

alcohol-related health problems, it was especially important to gather baseline

data on the quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption, particularly at

high intake levels; the social characteristics of drinkers; and the social

environment of drinking. This information will be useful for identifying those

most at risk for heavy drinking and the aspects of the social context which

either prohibit or encourage such drinking lifestyles.

Second, the present literature on blacks and alcohol has yielded very

conflicting images of black drinking patterns. On the one hand, many socio

cultural studies have suggested that drinking and drunkenness are pervasive

among blacks (Lewis, 1955; Hannerz, 1970; Liebow, 1967; Sterne and Pittman,

1972). This view is corroborated by community epidemiological surveys, health

statistics, and statistics on the use of alcohol treatment which suggest that



blacks are at much greater risk for alcoholism and certain alcohol related

problems than whites (Bailey et al., 1965; Haberman and Sheinberg, 1967;

Weissman, et al., 1980; Towle, 1974; NIAAA, 1980, 1983). In contrast, recent

surveys of the general American population show that a very high proportion

of blacks are abstainers and that among drinkers, rates of heavy alcohol use

and alcohol-related problems are very similar for whites and blacks (Johnson

et al., 1977; Clark and Midanik, 1982; Caetano, 1984). Current social indicators

(arrest and psychiatric hospitalization rates) also indicate that there is very

little disparity between blacks and whites in the prevalence of alcohol-related

problems (Herd, forthcoming a). The contrasting portraits of black drinking

described in these findings again reflect the need for a more comprehensive

investigation of black drinking patterns, with a larger and broader population

base, than currently exists in the literature.

Third, the findings of recent research suggest that some of the social

processes associated with drinking may be quite different in the black population

than they are in the general American population. For example, a growing

number of studies are reporting that there are major differences in the age

distribution of drinking for whites and blacks (Caetano, 1984; Robins, 1985;

Warheit, 1985). Among whites heavy drinking is most prevalent in late

adolescence and early adulthood, while among blacks rates of heavy drinking

are quite low for this age group. After age 30 the prevalence of heavy

drinking drops sharply for whites, while it increases markedly for blacks. These

findings suggest that there may be differences in socialization, maturation,

and life-cycle features among blacks and whites which affect their patterns
of drinking. Other studies suggest that there may be major differences in the

regional distribution of heavy drinking between the two races (Schoenberg et
al., 1971; Herd, forthcoming b). The high rates of alcohol-related mortality



among blacks in the northeastern states has led to speculation that the migration

patterns of the black population may be particularly important in explaining

drinking behavior.

From a theoretical perspective, a case study of black drinking patterns

will also increase understanding of the general relationship between alcohol

and ethnicity. Although it is frequently stated that alcohol use can only be

understood as part of a broader cultural framework (Mandelbaum, 1965), there

is little specificity about what aspects of the social system actually influence

drinking behavior. The sheer complexity of socio-cultural life in a modern

industrial society suggests that there are a broad range of factors which may

shape drinking behavior among members of an ethnic group — e.g. family

patterns, religious traditions, socio-economic status, occupational factors, social

norms and attitudes, advertising, regulatory policies and laws. This study will

permit us to explore what domains of this vast panorama of cultural experience

are most closely associated with drinking patterns.

Finally, a study of alcohol use can be used to telescope certain aspects

of cultural experience in the black population and its relationship to the broader

society. Hence, this study takes the perspective that alcohol studies can be

used to penetrate the structure of social life in much the same way as one

"uses colored dye to illuminate cell life under a microscope" (Duster, 1983).

The study of alcohol behavior thus opens up a wide arena of cultural analysis

in which it is possible to assess the similarity or differences between blacks

and whites regarding normative values, social organization, and ideology and

belief systems. This kind of data can contribute a meaningful perspective to

the debates on the nature of black cultural experience in American society

~ e.g. whether black culture is merely a reflection of certain socio-economic

and regional lifestyles, or whether it stems from the kind of shared historical



and cultural legacy that characterizes other ethnic groups in American society.

Theoretical Framework

The limited body of prior research on blacks and alcohol has emphasized

several themes taken primarily from broader theoretical approaches to black

cultural life in American society. Alcoholism and alcohol-related problems

have been explained as the outcome of economic deprivation, alienation and

social anomie (Cosper and Mozersky, 1968; Hyman, 1968b); juvenile delinquency

and family pathology (Robins et al., 1968; King et al., 1969); and self

dispargement and low self-esteem -- particularly among those of middle-class

status (Maddox and Borinski, 1964; Maddox and Williams, 1968).

Taking theories more directly related to alcohol studies and to

anthropology, two other strains of thought have characterized views of blacks

and alcohol. First, using a typology developed by Bales (1946), alcohol use

has been described as "convivial" and thoroughly integrated into the social,

leisure, and festival activities of lower class or rural peasant blacks (Sterne,

1967; Sterne and Pittman, 1972). Second, also using Bale's typology, black

drinking is believed to exhibit "utilitarian" motives -- drinking to relieve the
harsh exigencies of poverty and social oppression (Sterne, 1967; Sterne and
Pittman, 1972).

Despite variation in disciplinary origin, these approaches all stem from

deductive theories which were later applied to data on blacks and alcohol. As

a result many have not been adequately grounded in empirical data and therefore

exhibit serious limitations in explaining the current social reality of black

drinking. For example, theories popularized in the 1960's on the widespread

and intergenerational transmission of excessive and deviant drinking in the

black population due to anomie, alienation, and social disorganization are at

odds with recent data showing that there is an extremely low prevalence of



heavy drinking and alcohol-related problems among black youth relative to

whites and that the disparity between black and white adults on some social

indicators of drinking problems is rapidly shrinking. Rather than positing

massive social changes in social pathology among blacks and whites to explain

these findings, a more likely interpretation is that there have been major

changes in the social response to alcohol-related problems which affect how

they are reported and handled for the two races. This example of the

disjuncture between theories about drinking and reported drinking behavior

indicate that explanatory models need to be thoroughly attuned to the situational

and social factors which govern the use, perception, and social response to

alcoholic beverages.

In contrast to the deductive approach of previous analyses, the present

study draws from a tradition of social epidemiology and survey research that

emphasizes inductive, descriptive analysis rather than hypothesis testing or

deductive interpretation. The focus of this type of research is to measure

and describe variation in behavior and attitudes in order to develop testable

hypotheses or predictive models to explain observed patterns. Taking this

Perspective, the goal of the present study is to characterize the drinking

Patterns of blacks along a range of different social characteristics in order to

See what kind of factors (e.g. religion, family socialization, socio-economic

status, geographical region) are most strongly associated with (e.g. in a loose

sense "predict") alcohol use. Out of this process should emerge both an

overview of black drinking patterns and some sense of the underlying social
dynamics which create those patterns.

1. The rise of a grass roots movement against drinking and driving, the
enactment of stiffer drunk driving legislation and penalties, and the expansion
of alcohol treatment services in the past two decades are all factors which
can affect reported rates of alcohol-related problems.



Given the bi-cultural society in which the black population exists, the

approach of this analysis is strongly comparative. That is, the drinking patterns

of blacks and whites sharing similar social characteristics are analyzed to see

what differences and similarities they exhibit. This strategy will enable us to

determine whether black drinking patterns are merely a subset of general

American patterns -- such as the urban poor -- or whether they stem from

"cultural" factors — e.g. related to lifestyle, ideology, and social structure

- that distinguish blacks from whites.

Major Research Issues

The focus of this study is an analytic description of the relationship

between drinking patterns and socio-cultural factors among blacks and whites

in the U.S. Drinking patterns, and not alcoholism or drinking problems, were

selected as the focus in order to provide a rich description of overall drinking

styles (of which only a small proportion would be labeled as problematic) and

of the general social attitudes and behavior which surround drinking. This

kind of data provides the background which makes studies of deviant drinking

culturally meaningful -- e.g. in terms of providing information on the normative

patterns which define both acceptable and dysfunctional drinking.

The socio-cultural factors to be examined comprise three broad areas.

The first consists of socio-demographic factors. These factors can be used to

array respondent drinking patterns on the multidimensional cultural "map" of

modern industrial society. The dimensions of this complex terrain include

primary social characteristics or "birthright" variables (age, gender, religious

affiliation, marital status); indicators of social and economic status (income,

educational level, employment status); and ecological variables (region and

urbanization). These variables can be viewed as rough indicators of the lines
of social structure and organization that define major sub-cultures and different



normative climates of drinking. Thus they have shown a meaningful association

with drinking patterns in past surveys (Cahalan, et al., 1969).

Second, in view of the bi-cultural status of blacks — and proven difficulty

in using only socio-demographic parameters to predict their drinking behavior

(Caetano and Herd, 1984) — one of the primary goals of this study is to

examine the relationship between the strength of black ethnic identity and

drinking patterns. The permeability or cohesiveness of ethnic identity is

assumed to be an important determinant of the social networks, values, and

norms that shape drinking behavior. Thus the tenacity of ethnically distinct

drinking norms among Italians, Jews, and the Irish has been shown to be related

to such factors as the generations of residing in the U.S. and the ethnicity of

one's friends, peers, and spouse (Cahalan and Room, 1974; Knupfer and Room,

1967; Simboli, 1985). It follows that there may be different kinds of drinking

patterns among blacks who participate largely in all black, "traditionally"

oriented networks, compared to those who are assimilated to white middle

class lifestyles.

Finally, the study will examine aspects of the social environment

surrounding drinking for black and white respondents. This variable area

includes family patterns (parental attitudes and frequency of parental and

spousal drinking); socializing patterns and use of alcohol among the respondents'

social networks (e.g. people from church and work, neighbors, friends, and

relatives); frequency of participation and use of alcohol in different social

contexts (e.g. bars, parties, restaurants, club meetings, etc.); and social attitudes

and norms held regarding drinking. Together these features should provide a

good barometer of the role of alcohol in the social milieux of the two ethnic

groups. We will thus be able to assess the normative climate regarding drinking,

the degree of "integration" of alcohol in familial and social life, and particular



lifestyle factors that may influence drinking behavior among blacks and whites.

These kind of factors have been shown to be very powerful predictors of

alcohol consumption and alcohol-related problems among various American

ethnic groups (McCready, 1983).

This analysis will be conducted at two basic levels. The first level is

descriptive, and here the goal will be to portray both the intra and inter

cultural variability of black and white drinking patterns along a wide range of

Socio-cultural dimensions. At the second level the data will be used to address

several explanatory issues. The first question to be addressed is whether black

drinking patterns are best explained as a subset of general American drinking

Patterns or as a specific ethnic or cultural product. Second, using blacks and

whites as examples, the analysis will try to determine what features of the

ethnic milieu have the most influence on drinking behavior. This leads to the

final task of the analysis which is to develop a general model which explains

how ethnic group variables influence alcohol use and which should also account

for the similarities and differences observed in black and white drinking

patterns.

Plan of the Dissertation

The following chapter provides an ethnohistorical perspective on black

drinking patterns. It analyzes the transformational shifts which occurred in

the social meaning and social role of alcoholic beverages among U.S. blacks
over roughly the past 100 years. It illustrates the importance of political

economic changes and macro-social influences on normative values and alcohol

consumption patterns in the black population.

The contemporary literature on black drinking patterns is reviewed in

chapter three. The review includes ethnographic, social survey and

*Pidemiological studies. These studies provide information on the norms, values
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and social functions ascribed to using alcoholic beverages among blacks; data

on the quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption and their social correlates;

and indicators of health and social problems related to alcohol use.

In chapter four, the methodology of the study is described. Information

is provided on the sampling strategy, research instrument, data collection

methods, fieldwork process, and data analysis strategies.

Chapter five presents the first section of the findings from the study.

This chapter examines the major socio-demographic correlates of black and

white drinking patterns in order to provide a general overview of the rich

variability in alcohol use patterns. The variables in the analysis include:

drinking frequency and quantity, race, gender, age, marital status, religion,

income, education, employment status, region and urbanization.

The relationship between ethnic identification and black drinking patterns

is explored in chapter six. This section of the analysis focuses on the effects

of several aspects of ethnic identity (media preferences, social and political

awareness, social networks and endogamy) on black drinking behavior.

Chapter seven is a comparative analysis of the social contexts of drinking

in blacks and whites. The specific areas of drinking environments to be

examined include familial influences on drinking behavior; socializing patterns

among various types of social networks and in different kinds of social settings;

and attitudes and norms regarding alcohol use.

The final chapter focuses on a theoretical synthesis of the findings from

the study and introduces a conceptual model to describe the process by which

ethnic or racial groups produce and maintain particular drinking attitudes and
behaviors in their members.
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CHAPTER 2

ETHNOHISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES ON BLACK DRINKING

Pre-Nineteenth Century Ideologic Conceptions of Beverage Alcohol

The West Africans brought to the American colonies were members of

cultures with a long tradition of using fermented grains and palm sap. Most

of the non-Islamic groups in traditional Africa possess an extensive beer brewing

culture closely associated with their agrarian subsistence patterns. The thick

native beer is highly valued as a "food, a medium of exchange and a sacred

liquid" (Heath, 1975). In some groups, like the West African Kofyar who

"make, drink, talk and think about beer", beer brewing is a focus of cultural

Concern and activity in much the same way as cows are in African pastoral

societies (Netting, 1979). Even in societies without this pointed focus, beer

occupies a central role in the religious, social and economic life of African

tribal groups. Beer is socially and symbolically important in the ancestral

ceremonies and rites of origin; weddings, funerals, births; work agreements;

legal adjudication processes; and dances, feasts and other social occasions that

characterize peasant life (Heath, 1975).

The consumption of native-brewed beer or palm wine in pre-colonial

times was apparently not associated with high rates of social complications

(Cherrington 1929; 1985). Brewing and drinking beer were regarded as collective
social activities that were regulated according to set norms of reciprocity and

etiquette. This tradition placed a high value on moderate drinking and

discouraged socially disruptive behavior (Umunna, 1967).

African symbolic and social orientations to alcoholic beverages persisted

to some degree in the social life of Afro-Americans in the American colonies.

The continuation of these norms was probably facilitated by the fact that the
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Euro-American colonists shared a similar ideology about the nature of beverage

alcohol. Ales, brews, and ciders were made from a variety of grains and

fruits; drink was considered a "good creature of God" and was especially

esteemed for its nutritional and health stimulating properties. Alcoholic

beverages were used freely in all forms of social intercourse -- they were an

indispensable part of the numerous meetings, weddings, funerals, and work

parties that took place in colonial life (Rorabaugh, 1979; Aaron and Musto, 1979).

Accounts from the 18th century describe social customs maintained by

slaves which show marked similarity to rituals practiced in Africa (Johnson,

1937; Smith, 1838; Stampp, 1961). Similar accounts suggest that beverage

alcohol was an integral part of the slaves' social and public life. New England

slaves elected their own governors with an elaborate inauguration ceremony

accompanied by much 'lection cake and 'lection beer. Liquor consumption was

also a part of the numerous "house raisings, church raisings, apple parings,

maple sugarings and corn huskings" that slaves participated in (Greene, 1942).

Black drinking in colonial America did not appear to be accompanied

by high rates of drunkenness or social disorganization (Herd, 1985b). In contrast,

excessive drinking was regarded as a significant problem among white settlers

(Genovese, 1976; Rorabaugh 1979) and Native Americans. The absence of

major alcohol-related problems among blacks can probably be traced to their

Prior cultural experience with alcoholic beverages and persistence of informal

sanctions against disruptive drinking behavior. Legal sanctions against selling

alcohol to slaves (Larkins, 1965) were probably also a strong factor in limiting

alcohol consumption and related problems among blacks. Yet the presence of
similar statutes for Native Americans did not prevent them from experiencing

high rates of drunkenness and alcohol-related problems.
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Blacks in the Antebellum North: Alcohol, The Enslaver

The beginning of the 19th century witnessed profound changes in black

and general American attitudes towards alcoholic beverages. The image of

liquor as the "Good Creature" of the colonial era began losing ground to one

which regarded alcohol as an overpowering Demon capable of destroying mind

and body. This transformation in worldview can be traced to the onset of

several waves of temperance and religious reform. The rise of these movements

is attributed both to profound changes in the social structure and to the

increased availability of spirituous liquor occurring during the late 18th and

the beginning of the 19th centuries.

Concern about drinking, especially drinking in the lower classes, became

more prevalent in the aftermath of the American Revolutionary War as

traditional measures of class control and the control of drinking establishments

began to break down (Rorabaugh, 1979). At the same time the market became

glutted with cheaply priced spirits, and liquor consumption and rates of

intoxication increased dramatically (Rorabaugh, 1979; Aaron and Musto, 1979).

Economic, familial and political changes heightened the focus on

temperance. The expansion of industrial capitalism, the changing character

of the middle-class family, and increasing interethnic conflict made temperance

a center stage issue in the early 19th century (cf. Levine, 1978; Gusfield, 1966).

Black Americans, probably more than other Americans of the same social

status, became eager participants in the wave of temperance reform. In doing

So, they were responding not only to the cultural context of the larger

movement, but to their specific socio-politic circumstances. Black concerns

about temperance revolved around the overriding issue of slavery and grew

out of the close relationship between the anti-slavery and anti-liquor
movements.
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The temperance and abolition movements were intimately connected:

both were politically aligned with Northern political and economic interests.

Both were drawn from the reformist Protestant churces — the Quakers,

Presbyterians and Congregationalist denominations — that denounced slavery;

and the two movements drew from the same middle and upper class

Constituency. Leading temperance figures were also noted anti-slavery activists.

Dr. Benjamin Rush, who published the first temperance tract in 1785, An

Enquiry into the Effects of Ardent Spirits upon the Human Body and Mind,

was also a prominent leader of the abolition movement. Similarly, Anthony

Benezet, the "best known early opponent of spirituous liquors" (Rorabaugh,

1979: 36) played a major role in the early anti-slavery movement.

The black church movement which began at the turn of the 18th century,

was one of the first avenues for promoting anti-alcohol sentiments among

blacks. The churches were organized with the assistance of Benjamin Rush,

Anthony Benezet, and other reformers who urged blacks to incorporate principles

of middle class morality and temperance into their governing principles (George,

1973). The constitutions of the newly organized black churches carried specific

Provisions against the use of spirituous liquors. For example, a resolution by

the second largest black church, the African Methodist Episcopal Zion church

declared "strong drink to be a monster of frightful mien, and made its use a

violation of faith and religion" (Dancy, 1866: 426, cited in Cheagle, 1969: 14).

These churches continued to issue anti-drinking statements at regular

conventions throughout the 19th century, thus serving as continual reinforcement

for temperance and abstinence among blacks.

A mass movement for temperance among blacks began in earnest in the
1830's when both the general temperance movement and the anti-slavery

movements were accelerating. The enthusiastic level of black support for the
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temperance movement did not appear to be solely a response to alcohol problems

in the black population. While the evidence on the extent of drunkenness and

excessive drinking among antebellum blacks is scanty and conflictual, there is

a general consensus that drunkenness and excessive drinking were not a major

problem among plantation slaves (Genovese, 1976; Wade, 1964). In the urban

areas, drunkenness and heavy drinking were judged to be a nuisance to the

white community and a major social problem among blacks (Wade, 1964). Black

arrests for drunkenness and public outrage against illegal "speakeasies" catering

to blacks were apparently commonplace in many southern cities (Wade, 1964).

However, it is probably true that whites exaggerated the extent of these

problems and were more likely to prosecute blacks for alcohol-related offenses

than whites given the extremely prejudicial environment of Northern cities and

the widespread fear of black insurrections in the South.

The temperance speeches given by blacks themselves candidly stated

that alcohol use was not more prevalent among blacks than whites, when

differences in population were taken into account, suggesting that in the minds

of reformers, alcohol abuse was not the only or primary motivation for

temperance reform. A speech by Thomas Cole (1837) appearing in The Liberator

illustrates this point:
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I do not believe that the evils of intemperance
prevail among us as a people, to any greater extent
than among the white class of the community; in
fact, I believe that we are less addicted to the use
of strong drink. Still we need a reformation in this,
particularly; and we ought to abandon those vices
which are ruinous to virtue to the improvement of
the mind, and progressive elevation of character (p.
166).”

Rather than a specific response to alcohol-related health and social

problems the development of a full-blown black temperance movement came

on the crest of a wave of heightened political consciousness in the black

population. Two interrelated aspects of the larger temperance movement

appeared to make it particularly appealing for the black population. The first

and primary factor was the direct connection with the anti-slavery movement.

The second was the value system and organizational program of social

betterment offered by the movement.

The ideological thrust of the black temperance movement focused on

blacks' primary concern for emancipation, political equality, and social

betterment. Prominent black abolitionists such as Frederick Douglass expanded

on the rhetoric of the larger movement that alcohol was a powerfully addicting

substance which would "enslave" its victims (Douglass, 1892). They argued

that sobriety paved the way to freedom, since it was only the "sober" and

alert slave who could plan and execute his escape from slavery.

* Health statistics from the period supported these observations. The 1850
Census reported that blacks died of intemperance at the rate of 1.75 per
100,000 persons while the death rate from alcoholism among whites were 2.52
Per 100,000 persons (U.S. Census Office, 1855). The mortality of blacks due
* liver disease was about half that of whites, 4.47 per 100,000 as compared
to 8.63 per 100,000.
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To enslave men, successfully and safely, it is
necessary to have their minds occupied with thoughts
and aspirations short of the liberty of which they
are deprived. . . . It was about as well to be a slave
to master, as to be a slave to whiskey and rum.
When a slave was drunk, the slaveholder had no fear
that he would plan an insurrection; no fear that he
would escape to the north. It was the sober, thinking
slave who was dangerous, and needed the vigilance
of his master to keep him a slave (Douglass, 1892:
147–148).

Temperance workers drew vivid parallels between enslavement to a

master and bondage to alcohol. They warned the free black that no sooner

would he "put the intoxicating cup to his lips than he would give back the lash

to the slave driver" (Cheagle, 1969: 47). The pledge for black freedmen in

many temperance societies stated that:

Being mercifully redeemed from human slavery, we
do pledge ourselves never to be brought into the
slavery of the bottle, therefore we will not drink
the drunkard's drink: whiskey, gin, beer, nor rum,
nor anything that makes drunk come (Temperance
Tract for Freedman; cited in Cheagle, 1969: 29).

The popularity of the temperance movement among blacks was indicated

by the success of the Colored American Temperance society. Formed in

Philadelphia in the early 1830's on the expressed principle "of entire abstinence

from the use of ardent spirits," the society had a mushrooming growth, reporting

23 branches in eighteen cities within a year's time (Quarles, 1969: 94). By

1837, Pennsylvania blacks had several temperance societies, including a

proliferation of Daughters of Temperance Unions, with a total membership of
1500.

Black Ohio communities were particularly zealous in their support of

the temperance movement. In 1840, over one quarter of Cincinnati's black

Population belonged to either the adult society of H50 members or the youth

branch, numbered at 180. Black opposition made it impossible for other blacks
* sell intoxicating liquor openly (Quarles, 1969).
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Temperance activity also flourished in New England and in the Eastern

seaboard states. Between 1829 and 1838, temperance societies were organized

in New Haven, Middleton and Hartford. The prominent black clergyman and

anti-slavery leader, Jehiel C. Beman, founded and coordinated the Connecticut

State Temperance Society of Colored People. The members of the society

pledged to "abstain from the use of all fermented liquors that produce

intoxication, as well as all distilled spirits, and not to use them as common

drink, nor traffic in them, neither furnish them for other persons thus to use"

(The Liberator, 30 July 1836, cited in Cheagle, 1969: 33). Adopting an even

stronger anti-liquor stand at subsequent conventions, the organization became

known as the Connecticut Total Abstinence Society in 1836. In 1854 the

society endorsed the Maine Law for prohibition (Cheagle, 1969).

A similar network of "colored" temperance societies were formed in

New York, Massachusetts, and New Jersey. Black newspapers such as the

Northern Star, Freedman's Journal, and the Colored American circulated

temperance literature to the black populations in the North and South. Blacks

also organized a missionary movement to further the cause of temperance

among Africans and colonized blacks in other regions (Cheagle, 1969).

By the late 1840's, the strong connection between temperance and

abolition, and the deep infusion of temperance ideology into black social life

had substantially changed the role of alcohol in the culture. Whereas alcohol

use had been integrated into nearly every aspect of social, economic, and

Political life during the African and colonial periods, the temperance movement

relegated alcohol use to a minor public role. Although blacks undoubtedly

continued to use liquor, drinking was frowned upon in settings with a religious,

Political, or social improvement aim. The Protestant church with its pervasive

influence in all areas of black life, continued to discourage the use of alcohol.
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The church and its related umbrella of social, political, and self-help activities

served as a major channel for the reinforcement of anti-drinking sentiments.

This legacy of temperance continued to permeate black thought for the

remaining decades of the 19th century.

Black Temperance and Social Improvement Under Reconstruction

Formal temperance activity among blacks and in the society at large

had waned during the intense period of sectional conflict throughout the Civil

War. However, temperance reform began to emerge as a significant social

force in the 1870's and 1880's. Women, especially the Women's Christian

Temperance Union, played a central role in the movement of this period.

Ideologically, the movement was consistent with its abolitionist legacy. It was

favorable to social reforms which would aid black freedmen and immigrants

(Blocker, 1976). The movement was dominated by the middle classes, who

regarded the anti-liquor campaigns as a means for promoting a change in social

values and personal (especially familial) relations (Levine, 1980).

Blacks of this period were highly supportive of the temperance movement.

Their ideological focus was tied to their struggle to attain political equality

and maintain social acceptance.

Alcohol was seen as a barrier to needed economic and political strides,

as well as a hindrance to acquiring proper moral and religious values. The

noted educator and minister J.C. Price urged blacks to "fight liquor because

it interfered with their new homes, new education, new citizenship, new church,

and new responsibilities as free colored men!" (Isaac, 1965: 36). In planning

a resettlement territory for displaced slaves, the Negro Convention of 1882

Petitioned Congress to "prohibit the sale of all intoxicating beverages in the

new territory" (Aptheker, 1951: 685).
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The specific focus of the temperance movement reflected its primary

constituents — the large network of black women's clubs and the Protestant

church. The period witnessed a florescence of womens' self-help organizations

devoted to improving domestic life and a vigorous program of social reform

and welfare work. Temperance was regarded as a progressive social cause in

both these areas. First, temperance values would improve the general health,

welfare, and economic well-being of the population. Second, it would strengthen

the moral fiber of families and young people.

Black women supported the temperance cause directly through "colored"

departments of the Womens' Christian Temperance Union. By 1919, there

were "colored" WCTU chapters in 26 states. Temperance issues also received

Support from the broader womens' movement. A National Association of

Colored Womens' Clubs was organized in 1896 under the leadership of women

who had distinguished themselves in W.C.T.U. work such as Lucy Thurman and

M. A. McCurdy. Conventions of the Association issued specific resolutions in

support of the W.C.T.U. (Aptheker, 1951) and statements calling for the shut

down of dram shops and liquor establishments (Kletzing and Crogman, 1897).

The Protestant church was probably the key institution promoting

temperance philosophy in the black population. Temperance and abstinence

were codified in the religious dogma and were also promoted as a means of

self-improvement and reform of social conditions. The vigorous anti-alcohol

stance of the black church is illustrated by the resolutions adopted by the

African Methodist Episcopal Church, at its general conference (approximately

1896 or 1897).
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Resolved:
l. That we discourage the manufacture, sale

and use of all alcoholic and malt liquors.
2. That we discourage the use of tobacco by

our ministers and people.
3. That we discourage the use of opium and

snuff.
4. That we endorse the great prohibition

movement in this country, also work done by the
Woman's Christian Temperance Union, and will use
all honorable means to suppress the evils growing
out of intemperance.

5. That it shall be a crime for any minister
or member of the A. M. E. Church to fight against
temperance, and if convicted of this crime he shall
lose his place in the conference and the church
(Kletzing and Crogman, 1897: 176-177).

The church was an important source of temperance support which went

beyond the religious domain. Black churches were the center of social life

– including political, educational, charitable, and even recreational activities.

Besides a vast network of specific church organizations and missionary societies,

black religious institutions sponsored colleges, hospitals, infirmaries, training

schools, old folks' homes, orphanages, rescue and mutual aid societies (cf.

Frazier, 1966; DuBois, 1899; Kletzing and Crogman, 1897). These organizations

internalized the implicit moral ideology of the church, which included pervasive

anti-alcohol sentiments.

Alcohol problems in the black population of this period appeared to be

comparatively low and were exceeded by higher rates of drunkenness and

alcoholism among whites. Koren's exhaustive analysis on the "Relations of

the Negroes to the Liquor Problem" (1899) concluded that chronic drunkenness

was so rare among blacks that they were thought to be physiologically immune

from this condition. Koren's study was supported by both sociological (Du

Bois, 1899) and vital statistics data (U.S. Census Office, 1886; lxvii) from the
period.



22

Blacks, Prohibition and the Rise of White Supremacy

By the turn of the century, the anti-liquor movement underwent

fundamental changes which adversely affected the aspirations of blacks seeking

social assimilation through temperance politics. The abolitionist and liberal

social policies of the earlier movement were transformed into very hostile

positions on black socio-political equality. Supporters of prohibition openly

campaigned for "white supremacy", black political disfranchisement and racial

segregation. They argued that the black vote was hopelessly corrupted by

liquor and that blacks themselves were liquor-crazed, volatile and sexually

depraved (Herd, 1983).

The changing image of blacks in the anti-liquor movement was the

outgrowth of larger societal problems. Blacks became the scapegoats for the

political factionalism, economic strife and labor unrest which plagued the South

at the turn of the century. The movement for "white supremacy" served to

suppress radical movements among lower class whites, to eliminate blacks and

dissident whites from the voting roles and to divert attention away from

economic reform. The racist themes of the prohibition movement both reflected

and supported these repressive policies (Herd, 1983).

Prohibition emerged as one of the primary rationales for the

disfranchisement campaigns. Despite their longstanding support of the

temperance movement, blacks were stereotyped as irresponsible voters who

would be easily swayed by liquor to vote against prohibition measures.

Politicians argued that the South would not go dry without the elimination of
the black vote.

The position of Southern prohibitionists on black voting rights is
illustrated by the prohibition appeal to the Mississippi Convention of 1890;
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There are seventy-five counties in Mississippi, and
forty of them are dry. These dry counties are in
the white section. The thirty-five wet counties are
mostly in the black belt and are kept wet by the
negro vote. . . . What are you here for, if not to
maintain white supremacy, especially when a
majority of the whites stand for a great principle
of public morals and public safety? We especially
appeal to the delegates from the black counties.
Gentlemen, can you in reason expect the white
counties to stand by you and uphold white supremacy
for you, while you discard the doctrine which has
been our common safety, in the interest of the saloon
keepers of your counties? How long is it to be
expected that white solidarity can be maintained, if
the negro is to be brought forward to arbitrate this
great question in the interest of a minority of the
whites, and they mostly foreign born, and not in
sympathy with our institutions? (Wharton, 1947: 208).

Similar statements echoed in political and legislative campaigns throughout the

South. In Tennessee, the "State-Wide" prohibition organization of the

Democratic Party meeting in 1909 pushed for the enforcement of prohibition,

urged disfranchisement of blacks and resolved that "State-Widers" should enter

the Democratic primary in 1910 (Isaac, 1965: 182).

In Atlanta's gubernatorial battle between Hoke Smith and Tom Watson,

prohibition and disfranchisement were the two principal tenets of Smith's appeal

(Walton, 1969: 68). His platform was strongly based upon the need to "reform"

the suffrage through devices which would totally exclude blacks from all

elections "without disfranchising a single white man" (Crowe, 1968; 238). The

Atlanta prohibitionist, Reverend Sam Jones, "often called for the expulsion

from the polls of the element that "invariably sells out to the highest bidder!"

The vote was worthless to the Negro for 'it is not counted when cast' and

the 'Yankees' who organized the whole idea of Negro suffrage had long since
admitted to their mistakes. The ballot, Jones concluded, served only to debauch

the Negro, prevent the democratic process, and preserve the saloon" (Crowe,
1968: 237).
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The argument that blacks were a major impediment to the enactment

of local and statewide prohibition measures served as a powerful rationale to

strip them of their voting and political rights. Along with other tactics,

pressure from the prohibitionists helped crush political participation, so that

by the close of the century, black participation in the voting process was

almost non-existent (Walton, 1969).

In addition to the focus on disfranchisement, prohibition campaigns were

associated with a wave of virulent anti-black propaganda. Prohibition was

urged in order to protect the white populace, particularly females from the

drunken debauches of black men. The "negro" problem became a central issue

in liquor reform. Sensational newspaper editorials were circulated condemning

the liquor traffic as the cause of an alleged epidemic of sex crimes, as well

as the massive wave of lynchings, riots, and other forms of racial violence

that swept across the South. For example, Mr. Levy's "Nigger Gin" was

specifically cited as the cause of rape and lynchings in many Southern towns:

In every negro dive of the South, they sell certain
brand names of gin, whose very names, for the most
part, I can not mention here. Obscene titles, obscene
labels, advertise by suggestion, by double meanings,
that these compounds contain a drug to stimulate
the low passions which have made the race problem
such a dreadful thing in the South. These bottles
do not contain what their labels imply; chemical
analysis shows that the mixture is only cheap,
blended gin, with a slight infusion, in some cases, of
a sweetening which may be Benedictine. The
viciousness lies in the double meanings, clear to
every man who knows the Southern negro, in the
pictures of naked white women on the labels, in
even greater obscenities. The suggestion that he do
the nameless crime, to avenge which the Southern
white lynches and burns, is before every negro
Consumer of gin. . . .

Is it plain now, the secret of many and many a
lynching and burning in the South? The primitive
negro field hand, a web of strong, sudden impulses,
§. and bad, comes into town or settlement onaturday afternoon and pays his fifty cents for a
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pint of Mr. Levy's gin. He absorbs not only its
toxic heat, but absorbs also the suggestion subtly
conveyed, that it contains aphrodisiacs. He sits in
the road or in the alley at the height of his debauch,
looking at that obscene picture of a white woman
on the label, drinking in the invitation which it
carries. And then comes — opportunity. There
follows the hideous episode of the rope or the stake
(Irwin, 1908: 10).

Ministers in Atlanta harped on the triple temptations of prostitution, self-abuse

and Negro women, along with the dooming consequences of whiskey (Crowe,

1968). The renowned Reverend Wilbur Fisk Crafts preached on the devil's

girdle of liquor "which has changed so many Negroes into sensual hyenas" and

threatened the safety of the white woman (Sinclair, 1964: 32).

Reflecting the extreme racial tension and xenophobia of these passages,

blacks were the victims of a heavy onslaught of terrorist attacks, murders and

lynchings. Conservative estimates suggest that about 1200 blacks were lynched

between 1890 and 1900 (Aptheker, 1951).

The Aftermath of Prohibition: Alcoholization of Black Life

The racist propaganda associated with the prohibition movement signalled

the demise of a broad scale anti-liquor movement in the black community.

Prohibition posed a painful dilemma for these blacks who supported temperance

but were increasingly uncomfortable with its racist political agenda.

Statements on prohibiiton by black political figures were sparse and

ambiguous. The eminent black leader W.E.B. DuBois noted with disappointment

that prohibition was part of the "Promotion of Prejudice" which signalled a

death blow to black progress (DuBois, 1911; 1928; see also DuBois in Moon,

1972). Even when blacks endorsed the movement, they failed to organize an
active base of support as they had in earlier periods.

The disappearance of a major social movement for temperance among

blacks meant that temperance sentiments became discretionary and privatized.
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In doing so, the temperance movement lost its broad appeal as a mass movement

and became a matter of individual preference which few leaders were willing

to publicly endorse.

The decline of formal temperance activity paved the way for a new

cultural image of alcoholic beverages among blacks in the early decades of

this century. Liquor lost its power as a symbol of social oppression and instead

became associated with urbaneness, sophistication, and freedom from oppressive

Southern norms. These new values were reinforced by the increasing

urbanization of the black population and the centrality of the night club culture

in the northern city.

Given their low social status and prominence in the nightclub life, blacks

became a prime market for peddling illegal alcohol by whites (McKay, 1968),

and on a small-scale basis, were drawn into the liquor distilling and trading

business themselves.

Bootlegging gained in popularity among blacks in the South. Liquor

manufacturing and trading flourished in areas where farmland was poor and

other economic opportunities stifled. Tolerant folkways were another

contributing factor (Winston, 1943). "The illicit liquor trade became almost

respectable as well as profitable. A student put himself through a Southern

theological seminary by selling bootleg liquor to congressmen" (Larkins, 1965:
26).

The massive shifts in the black population which began after the turn

of the century also intensified black alcohol consumption patterns. Beginning

around 1900, thousands of blacks began to leave the South in the "Great

Migration" to northern cities (Gwinnell, 1928). These blacks moved from farms,

villages, and towns where social life was dominated by rural churches and

family associations, to areas where an extensive tavern, night club life and
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social scene flourished. In the urban setting, blacks quickly became a focus

of the nightlife culture. As entertainers, musicians and dancers, they were

an indispensable element in this lifestyle. Blacks and whites from all strata

of society mingled in the breakfast clubs, dance halls and rounders activities

in Harlem, Chicago, and San Francisco (Schoener, 1969; Daniels, 1980; Drake

and Cayton, 1945).

It was probably during this period that a culture of heavy drinking,

complete with its own folklore, began to flourish in some black circles. In

the fiction and art works of this era, the nightclub and tavern emerge as

major cultual institutions (Hughes, 1936, 1950; McKay, 1968; Harrington, 1958).

Langston Hughes' portrait of a Northern city "Juice Joint" (1936: 67) reveals

how liquor became romanticized as an elixir of sensuality and gaiety in the

night club culture. The poem describes a "gin mill on the avenue" where "gin

is sold in glasses finger-tall" with "singing black boys" and "gay dancing feet".

This theme represented a major shift from the religious, temperance oriented

black literature of the 19th century. The new image was partially created

and directly supported by upper middle-class whites who went "slumming" in

the urban night clubs and speakeasies to drink, to learn the Charleston and to

mingle with the exotic "jazz" crowd (Erenberg, 1981).

Although the nightclub culture did not necessarily pervade all aspects

of black life, it made substantial inroads into many social patterns. The

changes occurring during the prohibition years saw a decline in the traditional

authority and influence of social institutions which restricted the use of

alcohol, primarily Protestant churches, and a corresponding increase in activities

which involved using beverage alcohol (cf. Frazier, 1966). In fact, the church

itself, long in the vanguard of moral respectability -- traditionally opposed to

liquor, gambling and other forms of "sinful" frolicking -- relaxed its own moral
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code sufficiently to accommodate members and even their relatives who earned

money through bootlegging and gambling. The churches were noticeably absent

from efforts to clean up liquor in the community, as suggested by newspaper

accounts of the period (Anderson, 1981).

The period also signaled the initiation of major alcohol-related problems

in the black population. Statistics from this era indicate that disproportionate

increases in death from alcoholism occurred among blacks (Carter, 1928) and

in hospital admissions for alcoholic psychoses, particularly in the migrant black

population (Malzberg, 1944). In delayed fashion, cirrhosis mortality rates among

blacks rose steeply after 1950, increasing substantially above white rates for

the first time in the history of recorded vital statistics (Malin et al., 1980;

Herd, forthcoming b).

Implications for Contemporary Black Drinking Practices

The juxtaposition of new urban drinking mores against the traditional

temperance background of blacks appears to be reflected in their contemporary

drinking patterns. The historic changes in the symbolic and social role of

alcohol may be largely responsible for the current ambiguity in drinking norms

and Patterns within the black population (Herd, 1985a). On the one hand, the

Persistence of traditional temperance values is evident in the prevalence of

abstention and dry social norms among blacks. On the other hand, alcohol

Plays an important role as a social lubricant and luxury commodity in many
expressive contexts in black life.

The Protestant church, especially in its Fundamentalist branches, is a

major social force for abstinence in the black population. The church plays

a longstanding role as the most prominent social, political and cultural
institution in black life. As described in the previous sections, it was heavily

steeped in temperance ideology throughout the 19th century. Anti-alcohol
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positions, as reflected in the doctrinal literature and church covenants and in

the exclusion of alcohol from religious rituals, survive in many present day

churches frequented by blacks. The web of self-help and social activities

connected with black Fundamentalist churches is also virtually dry. The dry

orientation even extends to secular groups that have goals of social betterment

(Borker et al., 1980).

Although anti-alcohol sentiments are sanctioned and reinforced in many

black social contexts, the focus on drinking establishments and alcohol use

associated with the prohibition era has also left a lasting impression on black

culture. Bars, taverns and nightclubs have retained an important place in

black society because they provide a context for sociability, dancing and

listening to music. Alcohol is intrinsically associated with these establishments

as it is with informal contexts -- such as house parties -- which have the

same focus. In these settings, drinking alcohol is regarded as an important

symbol of sociability and pleasure (Borker et al., 1980: 170-180).

The use of alcohol also emerges as an important way of displaying

wealth and enhancing one's personal prestige. Blacks are observed to be

conspicuous consumers of very high priced brands of liquor (Bauer, 1964). Using

expensive liquor as a way to communicate one's sophistication and "class" seem

to fit very well in a culture where a great deal of emphasis is placed on

enhanced self-presentation though elegant grooming and luxury goods -- e.g.

expensive clothing, cars, and jewelry.

As a holdover from prohibition, liquor also plays a key role in the

economy of black communities. Off-sale liquor establishments are regarded

as one of the most viable forms of individual entrepreneurship available to

blacks (Mosher and Mottl, 1981: 450). The liquor industry views blacks as a

Primary market for distilled liquors and thus is very visible through
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advertisements and promotional campaigns in local and national black

publications.

In sum, the legacy of historical changes in the ideology of black drinking

is reflected in the coexistence of two different worlds of drinking patterns in

black life. The old temperance themes are reflected in the vast network of

church and quasi-religious self-help organizations where abstinence is the norm

- a norm which is only interrupted for ceremonial occasions. In the other

social world, as a holdover from the prohibition era, alcohol is esteemed as a

symbol of pleasure, status, and economic worth.

Discussion

The data presented in this chapter illustrate the importance of historical

processes and societal changes in affecting drinking patterns and alcohol-related

problems. The importance of social change, particularly at the political

economic level, has been given little attention in the current literature on

blacks and alcohol. Most socio-cultural literature focuses only on assumptions

about internal cultural values or psychological factors as they exist in the

present context, to explain black drinking patterns. Hence previous research

has interpreted ambiguity in black drinking norms primarily as an outgrowth

of status differentiation within black communities (Sterne, 1967; Sterne and

Pittman, 1972) or as a correlate of poor self-esteem and self-disparagement

among upwardly mobile blacks (Maddox and Allen, 1961).

Similarly, alcohol problems and some forms of alcoholism among blacks

are often interpreted in light of cultural or individual level "stress" hypotheses.

A persistent theme in the literature is that black drinking problems are a

result of the "utilitarian" and "escape" drinking patterns learned during slavery

to cope with poverty and oppression -- patterns which are re-enacted under

the stress and racism of contemporary ghetto life (Sterne and Pittman; 1972;
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Harper, 1976). This interpretation fails to explain the massive increases in

black alcohol problems (e.g. in cirrhosis rates - see Herd 1983.) since slavery,

despite major gains in social status among blacks.

As Makela (1975) notes in his critique of the socio-cultural paradigms

which are usually applied to alcohol problems, these theories focus on internal

cultural attitudes while ignoring the role of alcohol control policies, alcohol

consumption levels, and other social, economic, and political constraints on

drinking behavior.

In contrast, the present analysis has shown that attitudes towards

alcoholic beverages among blacks have been profoundly affected by changes

in the political-symbolic role of alcohol in the larger society and by major

demographic shifts in the black population. These findings point to the need

to focus on the interaction between ethnic specific norms and the larger socio

political structure in explaining the drinking pattern of blacks, and sub-cultural

groups generally, in complex industrial societies.
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CHAPTER 3

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON CONTEMPORARY

BLACK DRINKING PATTERNS AND PROBLEMS

The previous discussion has shown that the social position of alcohol in

black culture shifted greatly in the late 19th century. The following chapter

examines more recent literature on blacks and alcohol to assess contemporary

social norms and behavior regarding drinking. The review is divided into three

major sections including ethnographic, social survey, and epidemiological studies.

The ethnographic literature provides insight into the normative and social

context which shapes the drinking patterns of blacks. These studies describe

cultural values and perceptions related to alcohol use; culturally sanctioned

modes of drinking behavior; and the social functions attributed to drinking and

to drinking establishments in the black population. Despite the potential

richness of ethnographic portrayals, they usually lack information on actual

alcohol consumption patterns and alcohol-related problems. The review of the

findings from social surveys complements the socio-cultural literature by

describing rates and socio-correlates of drinking frequency and quantity, and

the prevalence of alcohol-related problems among blacks. Finally,

epidemiological studies are reviewed to both assess the health consequences

of black alcohol use, and also to provide indirect measures of black drinking

patterns.

Ethnographic Studies

Studies of contemporary black drinking patterns using anthropological
methods and theories are comparatively rare for North American blacks. This

is a reflection both of the general lack of anthropological research on drinking

Patterns in the American context and on black life in particular. Much of
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the existing literature comes from data gathered incidentally in the course of

examining other social organizational and cultural features. The existing studies

which yield information on black drinking patterns fall into three major groups

-- studies of black community life, studies of black men on skid row and in

streetcorner drinking cliques, and studies of the social world of bars and taverns.

Community Studies

One of the earliest community studies of black life in the rural south

(Johnson, 1934) portrayed whiskey drinking as a mainstay of the peasant frolics

and parties frequented by younger people. The frolics featured dancing, an

abundance of corn whiskey, and were reported to frequently end in violence.

They were a target of the churches, yet church members attended despite the

penalty of expulsion. Although the frolics and drinking seemed to be a major

topic of community gossip and scandal, religious institutions and values appeared

to play a much more dominant role in the social life of this rural settlement.

The majority of educational, entertainment, and cultural activities for adults

centered around the church, giving many leisure activities a decidely "dry"

flavor.

Davis et al.'s research (1941) on the social organization of a small

southern city (with about 10,000 inhabitants) showed that drinking, card playing,

and attending "jook houses" were part of the recreational pattern of most of

the social cliques and clubs that blacks attended. However, these activities

seemed to be subject to disapproval based on the age, class status, and

churchgoing behavior of the participants. Younger people in middle-status

clubs participated in both secular and religious activities and were not opposed

to drinking freely and dancing. However older middle-status groups frowned
On this behavior.



3!,

Lower status groups, even the church groups, appeared more flamboyant

in whiskey drinking and dancing than middle status groups. However drinking

among the lower status groups seemed to vary with stage in the life cycle and

to be subject to particular situational norms. For example, one of the men's

groups had been noted for being a raucous "sinner group"; later its membership

all became preachers and devoted their time to Bible discussions rather than

whiskey drinking, gambling, and playing baseball. This shift gave the members

more status and respectability in their peer groups. Young people were allowed

to attend "jook houses" and beer parlours with little stigma, but it was expected

that as they grew older, they would either become more active in the church

or in the "social and pleasure" clubs. Hence their drinking would either stop

altogether or take place in more private social settings.

A more recent study of black social life in an Appalachian mill town

(Lewis, 1955) described drinking behavior as an important marker of social

status. Styles of drinking were part of the criteria which distinguished the

"respectables" (community members noted for upright moral behavior and

restraint in public conduct) from the "non-respectables" (persons regarded as

ne'er do wells, sexually loose, wild, or of shady character):

In broad terms, behavior and attitudes with respect
to whiskey, sex, family, the law, and the use of
leisure time define respectability and non
respectability. The non-respectable person will have
one more of these characteristics: a reputation for
excessive drinking or public drunkenness,
nonconventional family life or sex promiscuity, an
arrest record, the habit of frequenting taverns (p. 4).

Home versus public drinking was a key dividing line separating the

respectable from the nonrespectable drinker. Respectables chose their drinking

companions and tended to confine drinking to homes; the nonrespectables drank

Publicly with anyone, were likely to have an arrest record for drunkenness and

were prone to "make fools of themselves" (p. 204). Hence tavern patronage
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was primarily associated with non-respectable behavior. Taverns were

frequented by persons described as of the "low element". And all persons

-- those who frequented them -- and those who did not — conceded that

taverns were dangerous places where the risk of getting hurt or in trouble

was high.

Whiskey drinking was regarded as part of a more general pattern of

self-indulgence and release which included non-marital sexual exploits and

displays of aggression. Querulousness or "touchiness", and violent aggression

were pervasive and intrinsically associated with drinking liquor, particularly,

but not exclusively among the lower status groups. Carrying knives and pistols

was routine among community members and there were frequent violent

episodes, including stabbings and shootings. The violence was not solely

attributed to whiskey, but liquor was believed to help ignite potentially explosive

circumstances.

Among blacks, the presence of these aggressive patterns was linked to

the high levels of frustration and inner group tensions in a segregated society,

with few options for mobility and little access to non-personal forms of power.

However it was suggested that black patterns of liquor use and violence

appeared to be part of a larger southern pattern (particularly in Appalachia)

where the use of weapons is prominent, and public drinking is generally regarded

as "low class" and as a precursor to social disruption and violence. Hence it

is difficult to separate black patterns from the social class and regional norms

governing drinking in this area.

The importance of restrained social behavior as a mark of status was

similarly described in research on blacks in the urban north (Chicago) (Drake

and Cayton, 1945). Informants of the study stated over and over again that
"it's not what you do that counts, but how you do it." "This dictum was
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applied to varied aspects of behavior -- dancing, liquor-drinking, wife-beating,

church-going -- by those who maintained a rather stable and relatively high

standard of living" (p. 519). The emerging black middle-class was increasingly

secularized and saw nothing wrong with "playing cards, dancing, smoking and

drinking". This class however drank and socialized in an atmosphere of

"ritualized restraint or exclusive hilarity" with elaborate preparation and setting.

The lower classes were chided because they drank in public and played cards

in places where people of higher status would lose their "reputations" in the

rear of poolrooms, in the backrooms of taverns, in "buffet-flats", and sometimes

on street corners or in alleys. "They will 'dance on the dime' and 'grind'

around the juke-box in taverns and joints or 'cut a rug' at the larger public

dance halls. They will "clown' on a street corner or in public parks. It is

this public. behavior that outrages the sensibilities of Bronzeville's 'dictates'.

"It gives the Race a bad name', they are quick to announce" (p. 610).

A more recent study of blacks in a northern urban ghetto (Valentine,

1978) pointed out that residents in the area rarely liked to spend money eating

out in restaurants or drinking in bars. Drinking almost always occurred at

home. Occasionally informants were willing to pay by the drink at a party,

although even on those occasions many brought their own liquor or drank before

coming. Residents seldom drank in taverns or bars. The community boasted

only four bars and two of them were technically outside of its borders.

One of the major studies of black drinking patterns to date was conducted

among black housing project residents in a St. Louis ghetto by Sterne and

Pittman (1972). Ethnographic and survey techniques were used to gather

information on drinking patterns, norms, drinking contexts, and alcohol-related

Problems. The study found that male informants were very heavy drinkers,

but the small number of men residing in the housing project make it difficult
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to estimate the wider prevalence of this pattern. Among women, however,

abstaining or non-drinking was very common. This pattern was strongest among

women who attended church regularly, were separated or divorced from their

husbands, and of lower socio-economic status. Abstaining women also tended

to be less involved in visiting networks and to hold more restrictive moral

attitudes than heavier drinkers. Abstaining seldom seemed to be a life-long

pattern; many women reported being former drinkers and to accept the ritual

and medicinal use of alcohol. The women often reported not drinking because

they "don't like the taste of alcohol" and because of the desire to maintain

Self-control. Given these attitudes it was suggested that many women came

from backgrounds where drinking was not an integral part of a woman's life

but where alcohol was considered expedient during courtship.

Drinking was primarily perceived as an adjunct to socializing among

respondents. About eight out of ten drinkers indicated that sociability,

celebrating special occasions, and making social occasions more pleasant were

reasons for which they drink. Over half acknowledged relaxation as an important

personal reason. About one-quarter indicated that they drink because they

like to become high, to overcome tension, worries, or shyness, or to bolster

self-confidence. Of least importance was the use of alcohol for getting drunk

and sexual arousal. Men, persons aged thirty years and over, and heavy drinkers

were significantly more likely than women, younger persons, and light drinkers

to give reasons for drinking dealing with mood modification or the relief of

physical and emotional discomfort.

Abstaining, and light and moderate drinking were the patterns receiving

the most stated approval by project residents. Yet informants also expressed

tolerant attitudes towards drunkenness for men, but not women. Acceptance

of male intoxication was conditional on it being circumspect, e.g. removed
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from home and family view; causing little social disruption or behavioral

problems; and on it not conflicting with a man's role responsibilities.

Drunkenness in women, however, was almost universally criticized as a breach

of feminine respectability and morality.

The most popular locales for drinking were residents' own homes, taverns,

friends' homes, and relatives' homes. Lesser numbers of respondents reported

drinking at pay parties and at neighbors' homes. Males were significantly less

likely to drink at relatives' homes and much more likely to drink outdoors

either on the project grounds or elsewhere. The choice of drinking locale was

associated with different socio-economic and drinking characteristics. Heavy

and frequent drinkers over thirty years old were most likely to report drinking

at home, as were people of low income and low social status. Light drinkers

were most apt to report drinking in noncommercial establishments exclusively,

while frequent drinkers more often reported drinking at relatives' homes.

Informants appeared to vary the amount of drinking according to the

nature of the setting. They drank more at home and at relatives' homes and

far less at pay parties and neighbors' homes. Men tended to describe drinking

at home and at relatives' homes and other non-commercial contexts as very

enjoyable with far greater frequency than drinking in taverns. Women, on the

other hand, expressed less preference for drinking at home and more enjoyment

with drinking among relatives, neighbors, and taverns. The "enjoyability" of

a particular drinking context was related to how much respondents felt they

could relax, be themselves and "let their hair down".

In terms of drinking companions, most residents reported that they drink

with friends, and a substantial portion reported drinking alone (43%). The high

rates of solitary drinking were attributed to the possibility that respondents
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may be drinking for non-social reasons -- e.g. relief of emotional or physical

distress.

Drinking problems were not a specific focus of the study, yet drinking

was believed to contribute significantly to marital discord and break-ups. Men's

use of limited financial resources for buying liquor, and their participation in

a street culture — "chasing women", gambling and heavy drinking — were the

specific ways in which drinking threatened stable home and family life. In

general, "drinking a lot and fooling around in the streets" was described as a

moderately serious and frequent occurrence by housing project residents. Only

a very small number of informants (4%) mentioned that they or someone in

their families was an alcoholic or "wino".

The study concluded that the drinking practices of this community of

blacks are comparatively consistent and well-integrated with other values of

the subculture. Alcohol was regarded as "a manifestation of the more general

value of self-expression; as a facilitator of other subculturally valued behaviors,

notably dramatic self-presentation; and as a significant if not always successful

medium for promoting and symbolizing social integration with members of both

the same and opposite sex" (p.651). On the other hand, alcohol use appeared

to serve less integrative, and more "utilitarian" orientations when it was used

instrumentally -- as a means of periodic escape from harsh social, economic

and intrapsychic realities; and in attempts to sexually and economically exploit

others. In addition, the strong threads of abstinence sentiment and ambiguity

around drinking patterns also indicated that total cultural consensus between

drinking patterns and attitudes is incomplete. Drawing on the socio-cultural
theories developed by Bales (1946) and Ullman (1958), the authors suggested

that the lack of cultural consensus and the presence of utilitarian motives in

drinking may predispose black adults and youths to high rates of alcoholism.
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A study by Borker and associates (1980) examined the cultural models

and drinking practices of residents in two black working class and one middle

class neighborhood in San Francisco. The focus of the study was on cognitive

models related to alcohol use and how these influenced drinking patterns.

One of the strongest themes to emerge from the study is that black

attitudes and behaviors toward alcohol use appeared to be governed by a

preoccupation with maintaining a restrained and controlled public face when

drinking. This theme was reiterated with respect to a number of different

areas — models of drinking socialization, attitudes towards drunkenness, and

attitudes towards drug use.

Public intoxication and its associated behaviors — staggering, singing,

passing out, arguing and fighting -- were heavily criticized by most informants.

This pattern served as a reference point for illustrating inappropriate drinking

behavior for children and for defining the "normal" versus the "problem" drinker.

Drinking in public, being out of control, and making "a fool of oneself"

represented a major breach of social norms. Respondents distinguished between

those drinkers who "handled their liquor" and maintained good physical control

and interpersonal decorum from those who became obnoxious, aggressive, and

effusive. Drinkers displaying the latter characteristics were subject to criticism

and expulsion from social activities by friends.

The loss of motor and social control in individuals was regarded as the

main criterion of excessive drinking and drunkenness. A statement by an

informant illustrates this norm: "Well, (drinking too much means that) they're

out of control; when they're out of control, when they're staggering and cussing

and they're falling down and carrying on, and annoying everybody in the room,

and all that stuff. I feel like they've gone beyond their limit and that if they

weren't drunk, they wouldn't be behaving that way" (pg. 140). Informants
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showed little tolerance for the personality or mood changes and social disruption

associated with drunkenness. They regarded it as an individual's responsibility

to either control him or herself while drinking or else to limit the amount

consumed. In light of this norm, informants in the study continually mentioned

that they drink very little at bars and at public events: "I don't like to drink

when at a really big party . . . 'cause I like to be in more control. When I drink,

I think I'm under less control, and less in tune with what's happening around

me when I drink. Your senses are dulled, I think -- at least mine are when

I drink" (pg. 259). Hence, informants regarded heavy drinking as more

appropriate at home or in the company of close friends and relatives where

it's okay to "let down your hair". In addition, some younger respondents (in

their twenties and early thirties) mentioned that one of the reasons they

preferred smoking marijuana was because of its milder physical and

psychological effects compared to liquor.

In general, informants' use of alcohol appeared to be highly sensitive

to contextual and situational factors. Alcohol was most likely to be present

at non-serious, leisure, and celebratory events. Non-serious occasions were

defined as those events whose major purpose was for socializing and "having

a good time". These kind of events include parties, family get-togethers,

attending bars or nightclubs, holiday celebrations, and watching sport events.

Such occasions are generally confined to evenings or late afternoons on weekends

or holidays. They often have a focus of either male-female dating activies,

socializing with family or friends, or on celebrating weddings, births,

graduations, and holidays. In contrast to these "non-serious" events alcohol

was less likely to be present -- or to be present only in small amounts and

in lighter forms — at events whose purpose was political, educational, or
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religious. The presence of children at events also diminished the likelihood
that alcohol would be served.

In addition to bars, described in a later section, parties emerged as a

major context for drinking. Partygoing is particularly associated with younger

people who are noted for attending large, dancing parties on a frequent basis.

Parties are of generally two types -- "house parties" and dances held in halls

and bars. Younger people often go in same sex groups to several parties in

an evening, "making the rounds" at homes where they may or may not know

the host. The focus in these settings is on dancing, and meeting prospective

dating and sexual partners. Older people with families are much more likely

to attend only family gatherings or parties to which they are specifically

invited. The party behavior of young people does not appear to revolve around

alcohol consumption since the focus of these events is on dancing, meeting

new people and "making a good impression".

Drinking appears to be a major symbol of sociability and hospitality at

home. Drinking while entertaining friends is quite common, either in the

course of visiting and conversation or for special events. However, few

informants keep alcohol at home and alcohol is not regularly used with meals.

The most common pattern is to buy alcohol for such specific occasions just

before or after friends arrive.

Despite the fact that alcohol use is widespread and is perceived to have

positive social value, many respondents expressed ambiguous attitudes towards

alcoholic beverages. Respondents from fundamentalist religious backgrounds

(a substantial majority of the sample and of the black population in general)

described religious prohibitions against drinking (Borker et al., 1980): "I know
our church covenant says for us to abstain ourselves from all alcoholic

beverages. We're not supposed to drink anything with alcohol in it all" (pg.
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253). These informants reported that their parents abstained or drank very

little, and that alcoholic beverages were seldom kept at home or served with

meals and were used only during holidays or special events.

Although these respondents were often current drinkers, many regarded

alcohol as a potent and dangerous substance, especially when consumed

excessively. They did not hesitate to attribute negative qualities to alcoholic

beverages which they offered as a reason for drinking very little or not drinking

at all. Hence respondents described alcohol as a depressant, a substance that

will make you sick, or one that will make you lose physical or emotional control:

I don't like to drink if I'm depressed. . . . No,
because drinking is a downer. It emotionally brings
you down . . . Drinking used to make me high, I'd
much prefer smoking grass than drinking liquor
because liquor does not give me the same kind of
emotional high that smoking does. . . . I think with
drinking you tend to be more shakey physically.
Drinking makes me sick to the stomach . . . If you
drink a lot so that you really have a buzz on, or if
I do so that I really am quite high on liquor, I'll
probably be sick to the stomach before I get high . .
. It may be three glasses (of wine) or something
that makes me start to feel nauseous (p. 279).

I don't really think that it (alcohol) has a proper
use, not really, when you . . . think about it. . . .
I think alcohol is dangerous and I have found myself
saying, 'I don't want to drink anything tonight,'
because maybe I had something to drink last night.
Alcohol is not good; it's not good to have it in your
system (pg. 258).

In sum, the community studies reviewed in this section illustrate that

alcoholic beverages play an integral role in the social life of American blacks.

Alcohol use primarily serves adult recreational and social functions. It is a

marker of leisure activities, hospitality, celebrations and male-female dating

activities. Within this normative framework, drinking alcoholic beverages is

subject to a number of situational and social constraints. Socially approved

drinking either occurs in private settings or takes place in a highly restrained
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manner in public contexts. Heavy drinking and drunken disinhibition in public

taverns and bars is heavily criticized and generally regarded as "low class".

Despite the pervasiveness of alcohol use in adult socializing, drinking

appears quite separate from everyday family and religious life. Alcohol is

seldom kept at home or regularly drunk with meals; its use is severely curtailed

or proscribed in the Protestant churches frequented by blacks.

Drinking Among Black Skid Row and Streetcorner Men

The ethnography of street life is a predominant theme in anthropological

research on blacks in the U.S. Many of the images about black drinking

patterns come from portrayals of drinking among streetcorner men in works

such as Talley's Corner (Liebow, 1967), Soulside (Hannerz, 1969), or A Place

on the Corner (Anderson, 1978). Studies of skid row and streetcorner life

provide information on the drinking practices and social norms regarding alcohol

use among a sub-group of males that may be marginal to "respectable"

community life, but have always been highly visible in black neighborhoods.

The following section examines black male subcultures in traditional skid row

areas as well as in black neighborhoods.

The presence of significant numbers of blacks in skid row areas of the

urban North has occurred only in the last 40 years. Bogue (1963) reported

that blacks and Puerto Ricans began to swell the ranks of Chicago's skid row

areas -- traditionally peopled by European immigrants -- during the waves of

northern migration in the early 1940's. These minorities began to compete

for work in the "spot market" as dishwashers, freight loaders, truck hands, bill

Peddlers, gardeners and other unskilled jobs that whites formerly held. Poor

blacks and other minorities also competed for places in the soup lines and for
cheap hotel rooms and mission beds.
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During the winter of 1957–58, there were about 1,100 blacks on skid

row who comprised roughly 9.2% of the skid row population. Blacks tended to

be younger and to have a smaller proportion of men that were severely and

moderately handicapped than whites. Compared to the general skid row

population, there were very few heavy drinkers and alcoholics among blacks.

Only 6.3% of black men compared to 19% of all homeless men were described

as heavy drinkers, and 7.6% of blacks were classified as "alcoholic derelicts"

compared to 12.6% of all homeless men. Of the blacks who were disabled,

fewer were designated as problem drinkers. The study concluded that there

seemed to be more of a tendency on the part of social and health agencies

to assign black outpatients and charity patients to skid row areas, even those

without drinking problems, than to assign low income whites there under the

same circumstances.

A study of blacks in New York City's Bowery District (B. Levinson,

1970) reported that the black population of the Bowery increased from 8% in

1945 to about 33% in 1965. The increasing population was tied to the increase

in Northern migration from the South during a period of steadily declining

employment opportunities. The resulting population was described as about

two-thirds southern born, fairly youthful (mean age 37), and in somewhat better

Physical health and of lower socio-economic and educational background than

whites on skid row. Blacks were also reported as less likely to be alcoholics
than whites.

Echoing these findings, a study of skid row in Philadelphia (Blumberg

et al., 1973) showed major differences between blacks and whites in terms

of drinking patterns, employment patterns and health problems. The proportion

of blacks in the skid row area had increased significantly over the past few

years. Blacks were about one-fourth of the population and younger than whites.
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This increase was in part related to the fact that the black lower classes live

in an adjacent ghetto area which spills over into skid row. The population of

black skid row dwellers was younger, more able-bodied, and less prone to

disease than the older long term white skid row residents. Hence blacks

exhibited substantially lower rates of alcohol withdrawal symptoms and

alcoholism (about 50% less) than whites. The mortality rates of blacks on

skid row were also lower than those for whites.

D. Levinson (1974b) presented a typology of skid row dwellers which

included old pensioners, resident workers, transient workers, full-time alcoholics,

young black men and drug addicts. Increasing numbers of young blacks were

reported to frequent the Bowery in recent years. Yet they seemed poorly

integrated into the hobo lifestyle of the older whites and came to skidrow

primarily because they lived on its periphery. In the minds of other residents

they were associated with the increasing probability of robberies and other

crimes reported on the Bowery.

Several other studies (D. Levinson, 1974a; Rubington, 1971; Siegel et

al., 1975) suggested that the influx of young blacks and minorities in traditional

skid row areas -- often due to high rates of homelessness and unemployment

- has been accompanied by an erosion of the former hobo tradition and a rise

in violent crime, drug use and social deviance. The new minorities on skidrow

tend to be younger than whites and to lack the complex symptomatology

associated with alcoholism in white skid row dwellers (Siegal et al., 1975).

However there is also some indication that other groups of men living on skid

row, particularly the aged, have higher rates of alcohol problems and deviant

behaviors than in former times (Rubington, 1971). The higher rates of personal

and social disorganization in the new skid rows may be due to liberal social

welfare policies which have allowed all but the most severely disadvantaged
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persons to migrate out of the area (ibid.). At the same time, the areas have

attracted more homosexuals and drug addicts as well as homeless minorities.

A variant on the skid row lifestyle of black homeless men was described

in Siegal's ethnographic study (1971). The study explored the social patterns

of a communal drinking group that lived in a tenement basement in the South

Bronx area of New York. The group appeared as a culturally distinct form

of chronic alcoholic that parallels the white skid row drunk. This group of

black street alcoholics lived in the midst of an area peopled primarily by

lower, working class and even some bourgeois blacks without any of the services

or amenities of the skid row areas. The drinking group's entire lifestyle

revolved around obtaining and drinking cheap wine or "pluck". The men worked

only for subsistence; money, food and clothing were shared among the group

members. They earned money and often direct payment in wine in an

exploitative relationship with liquor store owners and landlords (often the same

person). These men exhibited all the symptoms of chronic alcoholism,

compounded with lesions from the cheap wine and nutritional deprivation. They

drank and liberally dosed themselves with tranquilizers to offset withdrawal

Symptoms.

The men were recruited into the drinking group through a gradual decline

in life circumstances and failures in employment and family life. Very often,

they returned from the armed services and were unable to maintain jobs or a

stable home life and resorted to daily drinking and fraternizing with groups
of streetcorner men.

What appears more typical among blacks than either skid row drinking

or drinking in residential drinking groups such as the one described by Siegal

(1971) is a pattern of public drinking on streetcorners, in parks, or in cars by
groups of men. Lewis' study (1955) provides one of the earliest descriptions
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of this pattern in his discussion of the "idling culture complex". Groups of

men, some white but primarily black, regularly congregated around the tavern,

liquor store, barbershop, pool hall and blacksmith shop, in this small Appalachian

town, talking and drinking liquor. "Idlers" spent a good deal of time gossiping,

exchanging news, looking at passers-by, and bantering with each other. The

idling complex appeared to be tied to a pattern of seasonal agricultural work

and irregular day labor. Hence one of the main functions of the hangouts for

"idlers" was as informal labor markets. Another key function was social, and

these places were noted as male recreational centers.

A study by Anderson (1978), probably provides the most complete

description of the drinking patterns of streetcorner men. This study (1978)

examined the social world of a bar-liquor store, known as "Jelly's" on Chicago's

South side. The focus of the research was the social interaction patterns of

a group of black men frequenting the liquor store and adjacent corner. The

men ranked themselves into three basic and somewhat overlapping groups

-- regulars, wineheads, and hoodlums. Much of Anderson's ethnography describes

the interactional processes of these groups, particularly the ways in which

their members competed for status and the ways in which they defined and

maintained group boundaries.

Drinking behavior, though intrinsic to the setting, was not a focus of

the study and was primarily described to illustrate how group status and

boundaries were delineated. The type of alcohol consumed, the patterns of

sharing bottles, and nature of drunken comportment appeared to be criteria

which help set the groups apart from one another. For example, taking up a

collection and sharing a bottle generally occurred only among groups of one's

own kind. Among the "regulars", men with stable employment and family life,

group sharing took the form of chipping in a dollar each for a bottle of good
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spirits to be drunk in semi-privacy within the liquor store. In contrast,

"wineheads" often begged and hustled for nickles and dimes to buy a cheap

bottle of wine or even toxic cough syrup to consume on the street or in the park.

Wineheads were recognized as alcoholics who were usually unemployed

and often homeless. Overt acts of drunken disinhibition like falling down in

the street, urinating in public view, or loud singing were regarded as the mark

of being a winehead and were shunned by the regulars who prided themselves

on maintaining an image of decency:

Regulars regard the typical winehead as a person
who cares little for public propriety. Whereas
regulars, for example, pride themselves on, and even
form a group around the activities of buying and
drinking 'expensive good stuff," like Old Forester or
Jim Beam or Jack Daniels, and of drinking it behind
the closed door of Jelly's liquor-store room, they
know the winehead thrives on drinking cheap wine
-- for which he usually must beg – on the public
Streets and sidewalks. Similarly, the typical
winehead is known to have no compunctions about
"passing his water in public" against the nearest tree
or the side of Jelly's building (p. 120).

Wineheads were also known to do stints in jail -- both purposefully as a means

to get food and shelter and unintentionally by being arrested for drunkenness

and related offenses.

Interestingly alcohol use did not appear to be a major precursor of crime

or violence among the patrons of Jelly's. The wineheads were regarded as a

relatively harmless group who at most were obnoxious with begging and

borrowing but who apparently lacked the skill and motivation to be hustlers

and petty criminals as were the "hoodlums". The hoodlums were generally

younger and more alienated than wineheads and regulars. They extolled criminal

values and prided themselves on being tough. They were involved with street

crimes, robberies, assaults, pimping, and drug dealing. Crime and violence

were categorically associated with this group, not on the basis of their drinking
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style, but on their perceived innate proclivity for deviant and troublesome

behavior.

Two other important ethnographic studies of black street life, Tally's

Corner (Liebow, 1967) and Soulside (Hamerz, 1969) assume that alcohol is a

"given" in this lifestyle, but provide little detail on actual drinking patterns.

In general Liebow suggests that drinking, like the overemphasis on personal

relations, socializing, and leisure activities of the streetcorner man is a way

to retreat away from the social expectations which are impossible given his

tenuous economic position in the society. Hannerz, arguing for a "cultural"

perspective, suggests that heavy drinking and drunken exploits are part of

masculine sex-role definition among ghetto males and are generationally

transmitted, much like the supposed machismo ethic among Mexican-Americans.

In sum, the studies in this section portray several major themes regarding

street drinking among blacks. First, recent years have seen an expansion of

the black population on skid row due to migration from the South and high

unemployment rates. However blacks on skid row tend to be considerably

younger, and to exhibit lower rates of heavy drinking and alcohol-related

problems than whites. Second, a more visible pattern in black neighborhoods

consists of groups of men who congregate in public places (especially

streetcorners) to drink and to socialize. The men in these groups exhibit a

variety of drinking styles including social recreational drinking and alcoholic
or "wino" patterns. Men appear to be recruited into these drinking cliques

because of unemployment and the lack of stable home or married lives.

Bar Studies

The social worlds of bars and taverns have occupied a fairly prominent

place in alcohol-related ethnographies among blacks. Undoubtedly part of the

attraction of bar settings for ethnographic analysis is their public and yet
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socially bounded character. Taverns and bars can be regarded as micro-cultures

with their own members, traditions, and norms. These settings have been used

to analyze the nature of social interaction among blacks and also to explore

the social organizational features of black community life. Many of the studies

provide little direct information about alcohol consumption. Instead they are

primarily useful for lending insight into the stylistic dimensions (e.g. drinking

comportment) and social functions of drinking in black culture.

Bell's study (1983) of "Brown's Lounge", a black neighborhood bar in

West Philadelphia exemplifies how little emphasis can be placed on alcohol use

in a setting ordinarily believed to be its central activity. The low visibility

of drinking in part reflected the study's conceptual focus. It was primarily

concerned with black urban folklore as expressed in stylized verbal interaction

("talking shit") and artistic self-presentation. The bar was regarded as a

backdrop which facilitates a form of non-serious but intense socializing and

verbal performance among the black patrons.

The inattention to drinking behavior in the study also appeared to stem

from the "side involvement" rather than "centerstage" role of drinking in the

social dynamics of the bar, and on the highly controlled forms of drunken

comportment which were allowed to be expressed in the setting. According

to Bell, patrons did not use the bar primarily as a place to drink (particularly

to drink heavily) but as a place to come for light bantering and socializing.

It was well known that bar drinking was considerably more expensive than

drinking at home. This was particularly true since the black patrons preferred

relatively high-priced brands of liquor, and wines were served in high-priced

shot glass portions.
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Those who came to Brown's did not come to drink,
rather they drank because they came to Brown's.
Alcohol was a part of talking shit, but it was not
an intrinsic part. From the perspective of the
patrons, drinking was what was done in Brown's, not
why one went there. "You can drink anywhere, man.
Here you can bullshit first." This attitude was
supported by Charlie Brown (the proprietor). His
central and only desire was good drinking, and such
behavior was obtainable only if alcohol was an
adjunct to interaction: "They're no good to me if
they get drunk. Drunks are more trouble than they're
worth. They get mean an' start gorilla'in everybody'
(p. 69).

The de-emphasis on heavy drinking was also reflected in the absence of a

strong tradition of "treating" and buying drinking rounds.

The type of drinking comportment allowed in the bar seemed to fit with

the overall framework governing social and verbal interaction. Drunk or sober,

P=trons were expected to maintain a lively form of social interaction which

<iid not trangress certain agreed upon boundaries. Profanity, insults, racial

slurs, rudeness and fights were not permitted in the bar and were cause for

the barmaid to stop serving and to temporarily or permanently dismiss a person.

Vhile some allowances were made for patrons who lost control due to intense

Verbal interaction and drinking, the patrons were either directed to the back

booths where they could regain control or asked to leave the setting entirely.

In general, patrons were expected to either control their drinking or to control

themselves while drinking to minimize the disruptive effects of alcohol use:

Patrons who violated the moral order because they
were all tore up and unable to control themselves
were also considered to be acting intentionally.
Regardless of who they were, customers were
expected to be capable of controlling themselves or
to be cognizant of their gradual loss of control and
exit before problems occurred (p. 97).

Samuel's study of tavern life (1976) examined the relationship between

tavern life and the social organization of Milwaulkee's black community. The
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study compared the characteristics and functions associated with a working

class and a lower class tavern.

The working class tavern (Brown's Tap) emerged as a focal point of

community social life. It provided a place for working and friendship networks

to Congregate on an almost daily basis; served as the nucleus for community

based social clubs; held dances, parties, socials and related types of events;

and sponsored bowling leagues, billiard pool teams, and baseball teams.

"Regulars" at the tavern formed a cohesive group who socialized in each others'

homes and relied on each other for assistance and social support during times

of need. The tavern regulars were men and women who had skilled jobs (as

truck drivers, laborers, cab-drivers, factory workers) and appeared to maintain

fairly stable home and married lives.

Drinking patterns among the clientele at Brown's Tap were characterized

by steady, frequent consumption, but relatively few instances of overt

drunkenness. Among the regulars none were identified as alcoholics. Men

were expected to "hold their liquor" and were considered responsible for their

behavior while inebrieted. The regulars drank in communal fashion — liquor

was purchased in at least half-pint bottles and served in glasses to several

groups at a time.

Violence occasionally flared in the working class tavern and generally

stemmed from long-standing rather than sporadic grievances. Such episodes

were kept to a minimum among regulars since they risked expulsion or severe

reprimands from the tavern owners and other social groups in the area. In

general, violence appeared less associated with the drinking situation than with
the presence of individuals known as "bad actors".



5l.

Drinking in the working class tavern was not regarded as an end in

itself but as a complement to other activities which were the main focus, such

as card-playing, billiards, gambling and initiating sexual liasions.

The social mores of the lower class tavern (Joy's) described by Samuels

(1976) contrast greatly with the integrative functions and social ambiance

depicted in the working-class tavern. The lower class tavern was defined by

an atmosphere of violence, hard-drinking and transient social relationships.

The clientele consisted of the hard-core unemployed, welfare recipients, petty

criminals, street hustlers and pimps, and chronic drunks. Almost all patrons

were armed and violent breakouts were commonplace. Intense rapid alcohol

consumption appeared to be the predominant focus in this setting:

The drinking style at Joy's was what was generally
known as hard drinking. Whiskey was the preferred
beverage choice. Some chased their whiskey with
beer, others drank it straight. Drinks were not
usually mixed and sipped as in other working class
taverns. The shot glass was consumed in one swallow
; the wash applied afterwards (Samuels, 1976, p.85).

Fublic inebriation was commonplace in the lower class tavern. But even in

this setting, drunks were held accountable for their behavior:

Although the norms against public drunkenness were
waived in the lower-class tavern, the inebriated
person was still regarded as functional and
immediately accountable for his actions. The person
could indulge himself in all sorts of self-abasements
as long as he did not interfere with other patrons.
Consequently, the nuisance drunk was rarely a
problem in the lower-class tavern because he knew

i. ■ ºme to his 'errors' was swift and predictablep.86).

The study concluded that the character of the lower class tavern mirrored the

Seneral degradation of lower class life and the lack of institutional alternatives

for economic, Social, and recreational pursuits.
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Sterne and Pittman's study (1972) of black drinking patterns in a St.

Louis housing project found that taverns were an important locale for drinking

and socializing amoung project residents. About half of the sample were

tavern patrons and taverns were the second most likely place for project

residents to drink. Taverns served as an arena for entertainment, financial

transactions, socializing and male-female dating activities.

Within the study area there were a diversity of tavern types ranging

from attractive, "homey" places with a pleasant atmosphere to bars with a

seedy aura and reputation for violent and criminal activity. The former kind

of establishment was often patronized by regulars who congregated to socialize

and who adhered to the prevailing norms against disruptive drinking behavior.

A statement by the bartender from this kind of tavern illustrates some of the

mechanisms for maintaining these behavioral standards. They include taking

drunks home, excluding potentially disruptive patrons, using force, and providing

alternative facilities for inebriated clients:

We don't have any trouble with drunks because we
just have regular customers, you see. When they
get too drunk we send them home. Since they live
maybe three or four blocks away, maybe we even
send them home in a cab. As far as any strange
drunks coming in, we just throw them right out. We
don't want any strange drunks (pp. 240-241).

Other bars with a more hard-core and often transient clientele did not enforce

these normative standards and thus were known as places with a high probability

for violent incidents and unrestrained drinking.

Of the housing project residents interviewed in the larger study, heavy

drinkers were more likely to frequent taverns than light or moderate drinkers.

Tavern patrons tended to be younger, of slightly higher income and socio

economic status, and less likely to be churchgoers than non-patrons. Men,

socially active persons, and those who were employed and of higher incomes
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expressed greater preferences for drinking in taverns than in other places.

Tavern patrons generally attended the tavern in the company of same-sex

friends rather than relatives.

Borker et al.'s description (1980) of three black middle class bars in

the San Francisco area echoed the reports by Bell, Samuels, and Sterne and

Pittman on the working class black tavern. The San Franciso bars were

characterized by a focus on socializing as opposed to heavy drinking or

drunkenness and an emphasis on restrained drinking behavior, and proscriptive

norms against fights and deviant behavior. The bars served as meeting places

for a network of "regulars" who drank and socialized together both in the bar,

at home, and on social outings. The bars also hosted private parties, were

involved in community events such as political fundraisers, and sponsored a
baseball team.

The three bars described provide an idea of the heterogeneous types of

bars with different clientele frequented by working class blacks. A neighborhood

bar, known alternately as a "men's club", "boy's club" or "hangout" was a

casual, low-key place for middle-aged and older male regulars to stop in after

work to watch a sports event on TV and talk with friends while having a drink.

Although the men and their families sometimes socialized as a group in special

fundraising parties or on outings to Reno or Tahoe, the tavern was primarily

regarded as a men's neighborhood bar. It was not a place for "action" or for

men and women to meet; few women ever came to the bar and of those that

did, they were always accompanied by a date.

Two other bars functioned both as places for neighborhood regulars to
meet and also as nightclubs and discotheques complete with dancing. A manager

from one of the bars reported a distinct time-flow of clientele and functions

in his place: business people used the bar in the early afternoon and were
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probably his heaviest drinking customers; by the late afternoon and evening

working people dropped in at the close of the work day to have a few drinks,

talk and play dominoes or backgammon; and after 9 o'clock in the evening a

younger crowd came in primarily to dance to records played by a disc jockey.

Night patrons paid a cover charge to help compensate in part for their generally

lighter drinking patterns. These community clubs had a fair number of female

patrons who either came alone or in same-sex groups to socialize, dance, and

■ neet men.

In commenting upon the drinking patterns of their patrons, the bartenders

at the three bars all maintained that black patrons drink less than whites, and

that black customers are more likely to order by brand or to switch to ordering

by brand if they try the house liquor and don't like it. On the other hand,

the whites that they observed almost never order by brand and don't seem to
-

care about the taste of what they drink. The ordering by brand serves a

double function within the bar context: it satisfies the management since

people are buying more expensive drinks although they are drinking less, and

it allows patrons to make a status assertion through the code of alcohol.

In the three San Francisco bars, observations and bartender interviews

suggested that it is very rare for black patrons to get "staggering drunk." A

high level of control is maintained with respect to behavior. As the bartenders

put it, blacks "keep themselves together" when they drink, even when drinking

a lot. There is some suggestion from the bartenders that blacks are somewhat

more likely than whites to get violent when drunk, mainly because they don't

seem to lose control totally. Thus while bartenders find blacks are less likely

to get drunk, they also find that black patrons may cause somewhat greater

problems when they do get drunk. The only bar at which fights could be

regarded as even remotely a regular occurrence was the neighborhood bar,
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which has overwhelmingly the greatest male character, although isolated fights

were mentioned by the bartender and patrons of another bar (Borker et al.,

pps. 191-192).

In sum, studies of black bars and taverns illustrate that these

establishments serve as major recreational and social centers in black

communities. For the most part, drinking within bars or taverns occurs as a

complement to socializing and other activities and is not the only focus. Most

working class black bars appear to be governed by norms which emphasize

maintaining a high level of personal control while drinking. Drunken disinhibition

is generally not tolerated and drinkers are usually held responsible for their

behavior even when drinking heavily. Given these norms, in most settings

there is not a strong association of alcohol use with violence and social

disruption. Violence is primarily associated with lower class "hard drinking"

bars where the patrons are armed and known for their deviant or criminal

tendencies.

Summary

This section has examined ethnographic research on blacks and alcohol

in three major areas — general studies of community life, studies of skidrow

and streetcorner men, and bar and tavern studies. Community studies from

a wide range of periods and locales indicate that alcoholic beverages play an

integral role in black social life. The studies generally indicate that the use

of alcoholic beverages among blacks is governed by norms which focus a great

deal on regulating public conduct while drinking. Cleavages in social

respectability and status are based largely on how "well" one drinks in a public

Setting, rather than if one drinks at all. Drinking with restraint, "class" and

in "tasteful" surroundings are esteemed, while drinking, "acting out", and getting

drunk in public are almost universally criticized.
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General anthropological studies describe drinking behavior as if was

widely practiced and well-integrated within the social fabric. However, two

studies which focused on drinking patterns pointed out that abstaining and

conflicting drinking norms are also prominent patterns.

Research on the sub-culture of street drinking showed that socio

economic factors play a major role in creating networks of unemployed and

homeless men. The networks seem to be the locus where men are socialized

into drinking, and possibly into falling into very heavy drinking and alcoholic

lifestyles. However, the studies reviewed also suggest that black men living

on the street or in skid row areas tend not to have as strong an association

with heavy drinking or alcoholism as whites living under similar circumstances.

A younger, more able-bodied group of black men, of which only a small subgroup

can be classified as severe problem drinkers, participates in street subcultures

due to lack of adequate economic resources.

Bars and tavern studies generally indicate that these institutions play

important roles in the social organization and drinking culture of blacks. They

serve as major contexts for sociability, entertainment, and leisure activities.

Public drinking behavior in most settings appears to be characterized by

considerable restraint and accountability for behavior even when inebriated.

Deviation from this norm is prominent in bars and taverns catering to transients,

the hard-core underclasses, street alcoholics, and the criminal element.

Surveys of Drinking Patterns and Problems

The previous section examined black drinking patterns as portrayed in

ethnographic studies. This literature provided insight into norms regarding

appropriate drinking behavior, the social functions of alcohol use, and the role

of alcoholic beverages in the larger social and cultural context. However,

ethnographic studies generally lacked information on actual alcohol consumption
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patterns and alcohol-related problems. In addition, the sample bases and

sampling techniques used in these studies rarely permit generalization beyond

the groups studied.

The following review examines quantitative data on alcohol consumption

patterns from social surveys of general population samples. These studies are

usually based on household samples selected by probability methods. The

resulting data provide estimates of the prevalence of alcohol use in the

mainstream black population (roughly the kind of samples that would be covered

in the U.S. census). While these kind of surveys employ more representative

samples of blacks than other types of socio-cultural studies, the small numbers

of blacks they usually include mean that their generalizability for the black

population as a whole may still be quite limited. In addition, because of

differences in drinking measures, comparisons across different studies should

be viewed with caution. Rates of drinking should be regarded as rough indicators

for comparing differences between blacks and whites in the same study, and

not as absolute measures of drinking patterns.

National Surveys

The 1964-65 national survey of drinking practices (Cahalan et al., 1969)

showed little difference between black and white men in their drinking patterns.

Roughly 30% of the men in both races abstained or drank infrequently, nearly

50% were in the light-to-moderate category, and about 20% of the men were

heavy drinkers. However black women differed from white women both in

their much higher proportion of abstainers (51% versus 39%) and in their higher

rate of heavy drinkers (1196 versus 796).

In a study of problem drinkers based on a 1967 re-interview with a sub

sample from the 1964 national survey (Cahalan, 1970), blacks, along with those

of Caribbean and Latin ancestry, showed among the highest rate of social
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consequence drinking problems. Blacks also exhibited very high scores for

measures of alienation and maladjustment, and for unfavorable expectations

regarding personal achievement and happiness goals.

Similar findings on the relatively high prevalence of black alcohol-related

problems were described in a later, partially overlapping study of problem

drinking among American men (Cahalan and Room, 1974). Blacks, along with

those of Latin-American and Caribbean ancestry, showed the highest rates of

heavy drinking and also exhibited among the highest rates of drinking problems.

By controlling for socio-economic and other socio-demographic factors,

black/white differences in the rates of alcohol problems were considerably

reduced. This finding suggests that excessive problem rates among blacks may

be more a reflection of high risk social characteristics (e.g., poverty, residence

in a large city, youthfulness) than of strictly racial or cultural factors.

Data from a series of nationwide surveys conducted by Harris and

Associates (1971-1974) provided data on black (non-white) and white alcohol

Consumption patterns by beverage types. In general, about equal numbers of

blacks and whites reported drinking beer over the past month, while fewer

blacks indicated that they drank wine or hard liquors. Among those indicating

that they drank over the past month, blacks were much more likely to drink

beer or spirits primarily on the weekends and to drink wine more frequently

than whites. Across all the beverage types, but particularly for wine and

spirits, blacks reported drinking in considerably higher amounts per day than
whites.

When respondents were asked to classify their own drinking styles (Harris,
1972, 1974), more blacks than whites considered themselves as abstainers and

slightly fewer blacks described themselves as frequent drinkers; very small

Proportions of each group described themselves as having a drinking problem.
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However, in another analysis, when the prevalence of specific types of problems

were examined for the two groups (Harris, 1971), substantially more blacks

than whites (23% vs. 9%) were worried about their own drinking or indicated

that their relatives worry about their drinking (18% vs. 9%). In addition, a

higher proportion of the black respondents reported having hangovers and

drinking more than they intend to or having trouble stopping drinking.

In more recent analyses of national survey data (Rappaport et al., 1975;

P. Johnson et al., 1977; Clark and Midanik, 1982), blacks have reported higher

rates of abstention than and similar rates of heavy drinking as whites. For

example, P. Johnson et. al. (1977) indicated that abstaining was more prevalent

among black women and men (59% and 38%, respectively) than among whites

(42% and 25% for women and men, respectively). However, a smaller proportion

of blacks were described as "moderate" or heavier drinkers (1% vs. 9% for

women and 16% vs. 21% for men). Men and women of each race displayed

similar BAC (blood alcohol concentration) levels and rates of alcohol problems

(21%-24% for males and 13-14% for females).

Results from the latest national survey (Clark and Midanik, 1982) echoed

these findings. Rates of abstention among black males and females (30% and

49% respectively) were noticeably higher than those for white men and women

(25% and 39% respectively). The study showed that white men had more

elevated rates of very heavy drinking than blacks (21% versus 14%), while

black women had higher rates of heavy consumption than white women (7%

versus 4%). White men were twice as likely as black men to exhibit social

Problems as a result of drinking (6% versus 3%), although black and white

women were quite similar on this measure (2% and 3% respectively).
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Regional Surveys

1. Urban North

Studies examining black drinking patterns and problems in northern cities

during the 1960's tended to show relatively high rates of heavy drinking and

alcohol-related problems. However, most studies focused on populations

concentrated in high density, low socio-economic areas, which may limit their

applicability to blacks in other settings.

A study of drinking patterns among adults in Western New York State

(Barnes and Russell, 1977) showed that rates of heavy drinking were considerably

higher than national rates for the sample as a whole, as well as for black

respondents. Blacks were proportionately represented in the study, but their

numbers were quite small (N=59). The major differences between black

respondents and others was the high proportion of blacks (35%) who were

abstainers, when compared to whites (13%). However, rates of heavy drinking

were very similar, 24% and 23% respectively for blacks and whites. The rates

of heavy drinking recorded in this region for both groups were about twice

the rates recorded in the 1964–65 National Survey (Cahalan et al., 1969).

The difference was attributed not only to increases in the rate of heavy

drinking over time, but to regional differences in drinking patterns. The

Northeast is traditionally "wetter" than other areas; hence, in the 1964-65

survey this area exhibited higher rates of heavy drinking than for the country

as a whole (19% versus 12%).

The comparatively "wet" patterns for New York State were replicated

in a study of drinking patterns in the Boston area (Wechsler et al., 1978). A

household survey of 1043 adults, including 112 black respondents, showed that

generally there was a higher percentage of heavy drinkers than was found in

Cahalan's national sample. Only about 17% of the total sample was classified

as abstainers while 23% were described as heavy drinkers. Black and white
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males differed little in drinking patterns; about 13% of each group were

abstainers, nearly half ranged between infrequent and moderate drinking, and

39% were categorized as heavy drinkers. However, black women had nearly

double the rate of abstainers of white women (36% versus 1796, p .01). In

contrast, the two groups of women exhibited very similar rates of heavy

drinking, 11% and 12% respectively.

In one of the first epidemiological studies of "alcoholism" in a community

setting (Washington Heights in New York City), Bailey et al. (1965) showed

that blacks, particularly black women, are subject to higher rates of "alcoholism"

(defined as excessive drinking and/or presence of difficulties and problems due

to drinking) than whites. Rates per 1,000 population were 37 for black men

as compared to 31 for white men. Black women, however, exhibited a rate

four times that of white females (20 versus 5 per 1,000 persons). When the

sex ratio of alcoholism was calculated by race, the ratio for whites was 6.2

men to 1 woman, while that for blacks was 1.9 to 1. The high rates of

"alcoholism" among black women were attributed to a permissive culture for

female drinking, and to the greater tendency of black women to head households

*nci be the major breadwinners.

Higher rates for blacks as a whole were reported in a related study on

Pºsblem drinking in New York City residents (Haberman and Sheinberg, 1967).

Pl=cks had a rate of "implicative" or problem drinking which was twice the

**te for white Protestants -- 105 versus 49 per 1,000 persons. The low sex

"stio of problem drinking among blacks observed in the previous study was

also reported. The sex ratio for whites was l;.0 men to 1 women, whereas

*er blacks it was 1.2 males to 1 woman.

A more recent survey (Weissman et al., 1980) of alcoholism prevalence

ºn the New Haven, Connecticut area echoed the findings of previous studies.
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Alcohol problems and psychiatric symptoms were assessed in a longitudinal

study of a mental health catchment area in New Haven. The final wave of

data were collected from l;57 whites and 53 non-whites that had also been

interviewed during 1967 and 1969. Respondents were asked a series of questions

from the Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia (SADS) and the

Research Diagnostic Criteria for Alcoholism (RDC). On the basis of these

measures, the point-prevalence and lifetime—prevalence of probable and definite

alcoholism was considerably higher among non-whites than whites. The point

prevalence of Probable + Definite alcoholism was 9.5 per 100 persons for non

whites and 1.8 per 100 persons for whites. The lifetime prevalence of alcoholism

for non-whites was 18.9 per 100 persons and only 5.2 per 100 persons for

whites. In general, alcoholism rates were highest among males, the lower

social classes, middle-aged and older groups and divorced, single or separated

persons.

Studies conducted in the St. Louis, Missouri area drew similar conclusions

about high alcohol problems rates among blacks. Research on samples of men

Selected from elementary school records in St. Louis revealed that heavy

drinking was twice as common among blacks as among whites, and that problems

from drinking were more than three times as common (Robins et al., 1968).

Black men reported a broad range of legal, social, medical, and family problems

due to drinking. About a third had a history of medical problems and family

complaints; half reported personal concern about drinking excessively, and a

fifth had either been arrested for alcohol-related offenses or had a public

record of some drinking problem.

Unlike other studies, Robins et al. (1968) de-emphasized the relationship

between social status and prevalence of drinking problems among black males.

Instead, high problem rates were attributed to the greater frequency of unstable

homes and juvenile delinquency among blacks.
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A survey of housing project residents in St. Louis (Sterne and Pittman,

1972) reported very high rates of heavy drinking for a small sample of black

men (50%) and very high rates of abstaining in black women (47%). No

Comparison group of white project residents was surveyed. However, when

the findings were compared with survey results from groups of California blacks

(see Berkeley 1960 and San Francisco 1962 samples below), St. Louis project

males had considerably higher rates of heavy drinking, but women in both

places exhibited high rates of abstention. Drinking patterns were found to be

related to sex, church attendance, attitudes toward drinking, and to a lesser

extent age, socioeconomic status and some aspects of sociability. Little direct

information on alcohol-related problems was collected in this study. However,

"street drinking", and health and marital problems related to drinking were

discussed by project residents in another survey and in ethnographic interviews.

In contrast to the high rates of heavy drinking and alcohol problems

described for most black adults in the urban north, a study of drinking patterns

of the black elderly (Johnson, 1974) suggested that this group may be at less

risk for problems than younger blacks. In a study of the drinking patterns

and health status of persons over 65 in the upper east side of Manhattan,

considerably more blacks were described as being abstainers than whites -- 51%

and 37% respectively. Similarly blacks were about half as likely to report

being frequent drinkers as whites (17% versus 32%). Among blacks and whites,

those in good health were more likely to be drinkers than those in poor health.

2. Southern States

Very few studies have explored the drinking patterns of black adults in

the South. Only four surveys were described in the contemporary literature,

and two of these took place in Mississippi prior to 1965, when much of the

state was under prohibition. Three of the surveys report high rates of abstention
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among black respondents -- rates which are somewhat higher than whites in

the South and considerably higher than whites and blacks in other regions.

The most recent study presents quite a different portrait -- rates of abstention

appear lower for blacks, suggesting that their drinking patterns may be

undergoing significant changes in the South.

Globetti's survey (1967) of 108 black respondents in Mississippi reported

that only 36% of the sample had used alcohol twice in the year prior to the

study. (A comparable study showed about 44% of whites in Mississippi to be

drinkers). Among blacks, 60% of the males and 76% of females were classified

as abstainers. Of the drinkers, most drank infrequently (1-15 times per year)

and in small quantities (1–2 drinks per sitting.)

Reasons for high rates of abstaining and low rates of drinking among

blacks were attributed to the same socio-environmental factors that affect

rates among whites. These include legal proscriptions against alcohol use and

restrictive religious norms, and socio-demographic factors such as low levels

of educational attainment and low socio-economic status.

High rates of abstention were also reported in a study of contrasting

Mississippi communities (Windham and Aldridge, 1965). Blacks (N=183) and

whites (N=395) were surveyed in a study of alcohol attitudes in two Mississippi

communities — one located in a Delta community where use of beer is

Permitted, the other in a completely "dry" hill community. As expected, rates

of drinking were higher for both blacks and whites in the more permissive

Delta area than in the hill community. However, black rates of drinking were

lower than respective rates for whites in each community.

Low rates of black alcohol consumption were again reported in a more

recent epidemiologic study of drug use in a Florida county (Warheit et al.,

1976). Although there were few racial differences in overall rates of drug
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use, there were significant differences in the use of alcohol by race. About

71% of the whites compared to 43% of the blacks reported using alcohol.

Black males were more than twice as likely as black females to report drinking

(61.3% versus 30%). There was less difference between white males and

females (80% versus 60%). Whites also reported using alcohol more frequently

(frequent use was defined as use everyday, all of the time or often) than

blacks. The race-sex differences were quite dramatic; 31% of the white males

said they drank alcoholic beverages frequently compared to only 3% of the

black females. About 20% of both white females and black males reported

frequent use of alcohol. The low rates of reported consumption by blacks

were attributed to strong religious proscriptions regarding drinking, which would

both inhibit actual drinking and also make drinkers less willing to report their

use of alcohol.

A very recent study (Neff and Husaini, 1984) of rural and urban blacks

in Tennessee showed patterns which were quite different from those described

in previous studies on southern drinking patterns. When adjustments were made

for differences in socio-economic status, the prevalence of abstaining was

actually lower for black men in both urban and rural areas, and lower for

black women in the rural areas. However, black drinkers included a smaller

proportion of heavy drinkers than whites in urban areas (data were not available

for the rural sample). The prevalence of social problems for all groups was

very similar (from 21% to 25%) except for rural women, particularly blacks,

who reported few or no problems.

The study also showed important variations in the age distribution of
heavy drinking and rates of problems for black and white men. (However due

to the small numbers of respondents in the various age categories, the findings

must be viewed as suggestive only.) Among urban drinkers, the proportion of
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white heavy drinkers increased with age until age 40-49; however heavy drinking

declined consistently through the 40's for urban blacks, with an increase in

the 50-59 group. Among men of both races, alcohol-related problems peaked

in the 40-49 age group, then declined dramatically for those over 50. Problems

were greatest in the 40–49 age group for both rural and urban blacks. Urban

blacks aged 18–29 also showed high levels of alcohol problems, even when

controlling for socio-economic factors.

3. The West

Data on black drinking patterns in California have been collected through

a series of larger general population surveys dating from the early 1960's

through the mid-1970's. The studies generally portray similarity in overall

patterns of black and white drinking, except for higher rates of abstention

among blacks, particularly women.

Two of the first studies to report on black drinking practices in California

were undertaken in Berkeley in 1960 (Knupfer and Lurie, 1961) and in San

Francisco in 1962 by the California Drinking Practices Study (see Sterne and

Pittman, 1972). Both studies described similar findings: considerably more

blacks were abstainers than whites, black and white males exhibited similar

rates of heavy drinking, and significantly more white than black females were

heavy drinkers.

A later study (Cahalan and Treiman, 1976) of drinking patterns in a

general population survey of San Francisco showed particularly low rates of

heavy drinking, intoxication, and drinking problems among black respondents

compared to white Protestants. Only 1% of blacks, compared to 10% of white

Protestants, were characterized as frequent heavy drinkers. Over half the black

respondents (56%), but only a quarter (25%) of white Protestants, were described

as infrequent drinkers or abstainers. Blacks were ranked considerably lower
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than white Protestants on alcohol problems indices such as high intake,

symptomatic drinking, and loss of control. However blacks reported similar

rates of marital problems due to drinking as whites.

A more recent study of an all-black sample in San Francisco (Lipscomb

and Trocki, 1981) found higher rates of heavy drinking than the Cahalan and

Treiman study (1976) using a similar quantity-frequency measure of drinking

patterns. The later study found that 7% as opposed to 1% of blacks interviewed

were frequent-heavy drinkers. However, identically high rates of abstention

and infrequent drinking were recorded for blacks in both surveys. The

discrepancy in rates of heavy drinking observed in the two surveys could be

due to increases in heavy drinking among blacks. However, the stability of

abstaining and moderate drinking suggests that the differences may be due to

the difference in sample bases in the two studies. The later study included

a much larger number of blacks living only in black neighborhoods, and would

be expected to give a broader range of variation in drinking patterns.

In contrast to the moderate rates of heavy drinking described for San

Francisco blacks, a statewide study of California drinking patterns in 1974

with 83 black respondents (Cahalan, 1976, and Cahalan et al., 1976) exhibited

comparatively high rates of heavy drinking among blacks. About 15% of blacks

and only 9% of whites interviewed were heavy drinkers. Yet, as in earlier

studies, blacks were considerably more likely to be abstainers than whites,

while rates of problems were similar for both groups.

Between 1977 and 1980, a large-scale survey of drinking patterns took

place in the San Francisco Bay Area. The study was implemented through

three surveys on random samples of the general population in three California

counties. Personal interviews were conducted over a period of three years

with a total of 4,510 adults between the ages of 18 and 59 years to evaluate



71

a state funded alcohol problems prevention campaign (Wallack and Barrows,

1981). The combined samples included 1,206 persons who identified themselves

as "Black, Afro-American or Negro." Data on substantial numbers of whites

and Hispanics were also provided through the survey.

The results of the study (Caetano, 1984) permitted a more detailed

analyses of the effect of social-demographic variation on black drinking patterns

than had previously appeared in the literature. At the aggregate level, the

survey showed a picture of black drinking that was highly consistent with

previous studies. Black and white males had almost identical rates of frequent

heavy drinking, although black men were considerably less likely to be frequent

high-maximum drinkers than white men. Black men were also more likely to

be abstainers than white men. Hispanic men had lower rates of abstention

and higher rates of frequent heavy drinking than men of the other two groups.

Black and Hispanic women exhibited much higher rates of abstention

than white women. Women's drinking in all three ethnicities was concentrated

in the occasional or infrequent categories. White women were more likely to

be frequent drinkers in either the low or high quantity category than either

black or Hispanic women. However, black women were more likely than white

or Hispanic women to be classified as frequent heavier drinkers.

One of the major findings of the study was that there are major

differences between the ethnicities in rates of heavy drinking for males

according to age group. Among whites, frequent heavy drinking was

concentrated among young males between 18–29 years old, but rapidly declined

and stabilized after males reached the 30–39 year age group. This pattern is

consistent with the results described in previous national surveys (Clark and

Midanik, 1982). Among black males, however, frequent heavy drinking was

relatively uncommon in the younger age group, but rose dramatically for men
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between 30–39 years old. Rates of heavy drinking gradually declined mong

middle-aged and elderly blacks. Hispanics showed a different pattern in which

heavy drinking was very high in young men and in men aged 30–39. However,

rates of heavy drinking declined substantially in late middle-aged and older

Hispanics. These differences in the age distribution of heavy drinking may be

the result of differences in drinking patterns over the lifecylce (e.g. later

onset of drinking among blacks) or could reflect cohort differences in drinking

styles. If the onset of heavy drinking is delayed among blacks, they may

experience more sustained patterns of high consumption than whites for whom

heavy drinking is generally a short-term youthful phenomenon. This prolonged

pattern of heavy drinking could increase blacks' risk for alcohol-related chronic

diseases.

Black and white men exhibited similar rates of current alcohol problems,

which were lower than rates reported by Hispanics. The highest ranked problem

for men, regardless of ethnicity, was spouse or family concern about drinking.

Health problems due to drinking ranked second among blacks, whites, and

Hispanics. Very low rates of alcohol problems were recorded for women of

all three ethnicities. However, black and Hispanic women were more likely

than white women to report spouse or family member upsets due to drinking.

For all three ethnicities, the number of drinks per month and frequency

of drunkenness were the strongest predictors of the number of drinking problems.

For males, the prevalence of four or more problems paralleled differences in

the peak ages of heavy drinking. Problem prevalence for white males was

highest for men between 20–29 years, after which it declined sharply. Among

blacks and Hispanics problems were low in young males and abruptly rose in

the 30-39 group. Problem rates declined considerably for males over 40 and

even more dramatically for those over 50.
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In a separate analysis of black respondents using the same data set,

additional insight was gained regarding specific factors influencing black

drinking patterns (Caetano and Herd, 1984). In general, the analysis revealed

that socio-economic factors are less strongly associated with black drinking

patterns than is true in the general population. The association of income,

education and employment status with amount of drinking did not reach

significance in a regression analysis on male drinking patterns. Only the

variable of fundamentalist religious affiliation reached statistical significance

— and as might be expected, the association with drinking was negative.

Among females, however, marital status (being married or living together) and

being older, along with religious fundamentalism, were negatively associated

with drinking. Employment was positively associated with drinking for women.

The study concluded that internalized norms — like religious beliefs and

attitudes towards womens' roles and conduct -- may have comparatively more

influence on black drinking patterns than socio-economic factors.

College Student Surveys

Earlier studies of college drinking indicated either that black and white

males exhibited similar drinking patterns (Straus and Bacon, 1953) or that

blacks were more likely to be heavy drinkers than whites (Maddox and Williams,

1968). Reported rates of problems and social complications due to drinking

were similar between the two groups, although blacks were believed to be

more "preoccupied" with alcohol and to experience more feelings of ambivalence

and low self-esteem about drinking (Maddox and Borinski, 1964).

More recent studies, however, report findings that are consistent with

the low rates of drinking described for black high school age youth (Blane and
Hewitt, 1977; Harford et al., 1982; Fishburne et al., 1979; Wilsnack and Wilsnack,

1978). Engs' study (1977) of 13 colleges included 2 predominantly black colleges,
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leading to the inclusion of 194 blacks in the study. The findings revealed that

considerably more whites (84%) than blacks (60%) drank and about three times

as many whites as blacks appeared to be heavy drinkers. When the findings

were broken down by sex, they showed moderate differences in overall rates

of drinking and striking differences in rates of heavy drinking among males.

More white men (86%) than blacks (72%) reported drinking at least once a

year and over four times as many white men as blacks were classified as

heavy drinkers, 22% versus 5%. Considerably more black woman were non

drinkers than white women (48% versus 1896); yet approximately the same

percentage of white (5%) and Black (4%) women were reported to be heavy

drinkers.

A survey of drug use (Strimbu, 1973) in a large southeastern university

system echoed these findings. Overall, blacks were less likely to use alcohol

and drugs than whites. Blacks in predominantly white schools were more likely

to be drinkers than those in black schools.

The apparent shift in black college drinking patterns may be a reflection

of several factors. The change may reflect cohort differences in rates of

heavy drinking, with drinking having been more popular for youth in earlier

decades. The shift may also stem from changes in the socio-economic status

of black college students as this population has expanded from a small well-to

do group in the 1950's to a more diverse group which includes middle and

working class blacks.

In sum, the surveys reviewed in this section suggest that, on the whole,

blacks and whites exhibit similar levels of alcohol consumption. The drinking

Patterns of both groups appear heterogeneous, varying by geographical region,

sex, and religiosity. Rates of alcohol problems show similar a similar

distribution, with rates particularly high in urban, ghetto areas.
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There are, however, important differences reported in black and white

drinking patterns. Blacks consistently report higher rates of abstaining,

particularly among women, across all geographical regions. Despite displaying

rates of heavy drinking similar to those of whites, blacks have reported unusually

high rates of alcohol-related problems in several national surveys. These high

problem rates are usually attributed to socio-economic factors. In addition,

epidemiological studies suggest that blacks exhibit a lower male/female ratio

for heavy drinking and alcoholism than whites. Hence, black women appear

at greater risk for alcohol dependency and associated problems than white

WO■ men,

Another major difference between black and white drinking patterns

appears to be in the ages of onset and termination of heavy drinking. Among

white males, heavy and problematic drinking is concentrated in the young,

while among blacks (in California) this pattern is associated with early middle

age (Caetano, 1984). Accordingly, black youth report lower rates of drinking

and drunkenness than whites, and have extremely low rates of alcohol problems

indicators such as arrests for alcohol-related offenses (Herd, forthcoming b).

Black males begin to report high rates of heavy drinking and social problems

due to drinking after the age of 30 (Caetano, 1984).

Epidemiology of Alcohol-Related Problems

As suggested in an earlier chapter, black alcohol-related problems have

undergone major changes since the repeal of national prohibition. The following

section describes trends in the epidemiological portrait of these problems from

roughly the 1950's through the 1980's. The review will incorporate both medical

and psycho-social indicators such as mortality from chronic diseases and rates

of alcohol treatment and alcohol-related arrests. This approach reflects the

two-dimensional model of alcohol problems described by Whitehead and Harvey
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(1974) which takes into account both actual use patterns, as well as the social

conditions and attitudes surrounding alcohol consumption. For example, acute

medical consequences such as alcohol overdoses or drownings are often related

to "binge drinking" or rapid, high quantity alcohol consumption in combination

with hazardous environmental conditions. In contrast, physiological diseases

like liver cirrhosis are principally the result of heavy long-term alcohol

consumption, whether or not it is accompanied by overt intoxication or untoward

Social consequences.

Psycho-social indicators of alcohol problems are affected not only by

drinking patterns but also by prevailing norms and attitudes towards the

effects of alcohol, both at the family and at the broader community level.

Hence, personal and family problems attributed to drinking, such as divorce

and job troubles, may be directly influenced by social expectations around

drinking (e.g., tolerance for drunkenness) held by one's family and friends.

Rates based on official statistics, such as arrests for public drunkenness or

drunk driving, are often affected by law enforcement practices and legal norms.

Similarly, treatment statistics for alcohol problems reflect familial and

community norms, as well as institutionalization practices within the society.

Alcohol-Related Medical Problems

1. Liver Cirrhosis

Prior to the early 1950's, age-adjusted rates of liver cirrhosis mortality

in the non-white population were generally lower than rates in the white

Population. This trend rapidly changed after 1955. In the ten year span

between 1960 and 1970, the cirrhosis mortality rate of the non-white population

doubled, increasing from 11.9 to 23.8 deaths per 100,000 persons. For the

entire period between 1950 and 1973, non-white rates increased 242%, while

rates among whites rose only 60%.
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Since 1973, cirrhosis rates in both races have declined slightly, but rates

among black Americans are still disproportionately high (Herd, forthcoming b).

According to a recent report (De Luca, 1981), non-white males in the 25-34

year age bracket who reside in seven major cities are ten times more likely

to die of liver cirrhosis than whites. And for all ages, the cirrhosis mortality

rate for blacks is almost twice as high as the rate for whites. In 1979, age

adjusted cirrhosis rates for non-whites were 21.1 per 100,000 population as

Compared to 11.1 per 100,000 persons for whites.
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FIGURE 1: Age Adjusted Deoth Rotes
for Cirrhosis of the Liver

by Color. 1935–1978
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A recent paper by Herd (forthcoming b) shows that elevated rates of

cirrhosis mortality have been greatly influenced by cohort effects and regional

differences. Blacks and whites of earlier generations who grew up during the

height of the temperance movements exhibited lower mortality rates than those

maturing during the Repeal era. These generational or cohort effects were

more dramatic for non-whites than whites. Blacks born during the 19th century

and through about 1904 exhibited lower cirrhosis mortality rates than whites.

However, for those born after 1910 this pattern shifted, and non-white death

rates began to outstrip white death rates. With each successive cohort, the

mortality level of non-white groups further surpassed the white population,

contributing to the current excess of mortality among blacks.

The increase in non-white cirrhosis mortality rates varied greatly by

geographical region. Age-adjusted rates rose to dramatic proportions in the

Mid-Atlantic, East North Central and the South Atlantic regions, while in the

South Central regions they remained low. Thus in 1971 blacks in the North

and Coastal South were from 2 to 4 times more likely to die of cirrhosis than

blacks in the Deep South. This differential pattern of change suggests that

elevated rates among blacks in the North may be related to the migratory

influx and increasing urbanization of the black population in these areas.

The problem of increasing non-white cirrhosis mortality is complex and

seems to represent the interaction of several possible factors. First, recent

studies show higher proportions of morbidity and mortality from acute liver

diseases – fatty liver and alcoholic hepatitis — among non-whites (Garagliano

et al., 1979; Kuller et al., 1969). High rates of acute liver disease increase

the risk of deaths labeled as cirrhosis, particularly among younger men. Second,

Caetano's research (1984) suggests that black males may have a more prolonged

pattern of heavy drinking than whites, which would put blacks at higher risks
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for alcohol-related chronic diseases. Finally, ethnohistorical work (Herd, 1985a)

suggests that the rise of cirrhosis mortality is related to a change from

traditional abstinence values coupled with increasing migration and urbanization

in the black population.

2. Esophageal Cancer

The reported incidence of esophageal cancer among blacks is

extraordinarily high. Between 1969-71, black males in the 35–44 age group

had an incidence rate 10 times that of whites. Among the older age group,

where the disease predominates, the rate among black males is still almost

four times that of whites. Although females of both races experience much

lower rates of the disease, the gap between white and black women looms

large. The rates among black women are from 3 to 7 times higher than those
for whites.

Table: 1 Esophageal Cancer Annual Incidence Rates per 100,000 Population

(Third National Cancer Survey 1969–71, Ernster, et al., 1979)

Males White Black

35-lil; 0.5 5.3

l;5-54 !.2 30.7

55-64 1 tº.9 58. 8

Females White Black

35-lil; 0.4 2.7

l;5-54 1.2 9.0

55-64 lº.6 13.9

Trends in mortality due to cancer of the esophagus share many

similarities with the patterns observed in cirrhosis rates. In a cohort analysis

of mortality during the period 1930-67 (Schoenberg et al., 1971), the non-white
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population experienced steadily and rapidly rising rates, while those of the

white population remained relatively stable. The rising non-white mortality

occurred at all ages and in all areas of the country and was more pronounced

among males than females. When mortality rates were analyzed by U.S.

geographical divisions for 1940–66, the highest rates for each race and sex

were in the Northeast and the lowest were in the South. The geographical

differential was more prominent for non-whites (threefold) than for whites

(twofold). Over time, the non-white population showed increasing rates in all

divisions, but the most rapid increase was in the South.

A correlation analysis of mortality from 1950-66 on urbanization,

cigarette and alcohol sales in 41 states in 1960 revealed that urbanization was

the strongest predictor of mortality rates. It was concluded that migration

may be a significant factor in the pattern of cancer deaths since "the rising

mortality from esophageal cancer among non-whites has paralleled the

increasing proportion of non-whites living in urban areas" (Schoenberg et al.,
1971).

More recent case control studies argue that alcohol consumption may be

a primary etiological agent in the development of this tumor among blacks.

Pottern et al. (1981) showed that the age-adjusted death rate for esophageal

cancer in Washington, D.C. for non-white males in 1970-75 was 28.6/100,000,

far higher than the national rate of 12.4/100,000 and rates in other metropolitan

areas. This study concluded that the major factor responsible for the excess

in esophageal cancer death rates was alcoholic beverage consumption, with an

estimated 81% of the esophageal cancers attributed to its use. The relative

risk (RR) of esophageal cancer associated with use of alcoholic beverages was

6.4 (95% confidence interval: between 2.5 and 16.4). The relative risk increased

with amount of ethanol consumed, and was highest among drinkers of hard
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liquor, although the risk was also elevated among consumers of wine and/or

beer only. By contrast, the risk associated with cigarette smoking was 1.9

(1.0, 3.5) when controls with smoking-related causes of death were excluded,

but declined to 1.5 (0.7, 3.0) when adjusted for ethanol consumption. It was

noted that "the per capita 'apparent consumption' of alcoholic beverages on

the basis of revenues for the District of Columbia surpasses the national level

by nearly fourfold for hard liquor and about threefold for wine, although part

of the excess is related to purchases by non-residents."

Rogers et al.'s (1982) study of the increasing frequency of esophageal

Cancer among black male veterans in Baltimore also emphasized the role of

alcohol as a major etiological factor. Heavy alcohol intake occurred more

frequently in esophageal cancer patients than in control patients and many of

these patients experienced multiple alcohol-related complications.

Alcohol-Related Hospitalization and Treatment

1. Psychiatric Treatment

Since the 1930's blacks in the urban north have been characterized by

disproportionately high rates of psychiatric admissions for alcohol-related

diagnoses (Malzberg 1944, 1960). The excess in black rates for alcoholic

psychoses in New York in the 1930's and 1940's was attributed to high rates

of urban migration, low social and economic status, and high rates of disease

and social problems (Malzberg 1944). Between 1940 and 1950, black rates of

hospital admissions for alcoholic psychoses in New York declined considerably,

although they were still in excess of rates among whites. The decline in rates

was attributed to an overall improvement in the social and health status of

New York blacks.

However, as late as the 1960's blacks were still greatly overrepresented

in psychiatric admissions for alcohol-related diagnoses in some states. In a
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study of 3,339 first admissions to Ohio State public mental hospitals from July

1958-December 1961 (Locke and Duvall, 1964), the rate for non-white males

residing in metropolitan areas was more than double that of metropolitan

whites (61.6 per 100,000 population as compared to 24.2 per 100,000 population).

In a similar study of Maryland hospitals over a three year period ending in

1964 (Gorowitz et al., 1970), the rate for black men was approximately 1 1/2

times the rate for white men (656 per 100,000 population compared to 433

per 100,000 population). Among females there was an even greater gap between

blacks and whites: the rate for black women was twice as great as the rate

for white women (219 per versus 99 per 100,000 population).

Rosenblatt et al.'s analysis (1971) of admissions for treatment of alcohol

withdrawal symptoms in a psychiatric hospital in Brooklyn, New York revealed

that black admissions were from 3.5 to 12 times higher than whites, depending

on zone of residence. The following socio-demographic factors were

significantly correlated with the rate of admissions in a zone — overcrowded

housing, high rates of aid to dependent children, venereal disease, juvenile

delinquency, tuberculosis, unemployment, homicide, and low educational level,

median income and residential stability.

A nationwide survey (Meyer, 1974) of admissions to state and county

mental hospitals in 1972 also showed that admissions for alcohol disorders were

higher for non-whites (69.6 per 100,000 population) than whites (50.3 per 100,000

population). However, the same survey reported that the proportion of alcohol

related diagnoses (with respect to all psychiatric conditions) for non-whites

was slightly lower than that for whites, 22.7% versus 27.3%.

The latter finding was repeated in an analysis of mental hospital

admissions for 1975. Blacks in state and county mental hospitals were more

likely to be diagnosed as having schizophrenia, while whites and Hispanics were
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more often designated as having alcohol and drug disorders and depression. In

other types of mental health facilities, the proportion of black admissions for

alcohol and drug problems was lower than or similar to that for whites, except

in outpatient psychiatric and private general hospitals, for which the percentage

for blacks was considerably higher than for whites (American Public Health

Association 1975).

In general it appears that the disparity between black and white

psychiatric admissions and institutionalization for alcohol-related disorders may

have narrowed by the middle 1970's. However, it is difficult to assess this

hypothesis given the lack of consistent trend data on blacks in mental health

facilities at the regional and national level. Further analysis on the change

in population rates for psychiatric disorders, and on the change in the proportion

of black alcohol-related diagnoses relative to other psychiatric disorders over

time, is needed before any firm conclusions can be drawn.

2. Treatment in Alcohol-Specific Agencies

The early 1970's witnessed the establishment of the National Institute

on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse (NIAAA) and the development of a wide

range of alcohol-specific treatment agencies across the country. These agencies

now constitute the primary institutional base for handling alcohol-related

problems.

Recent large-scale surveys of alcohol and drug-specific treatment

agencies show that disproportionate numbers of blacks are being seen in alcohol

treatment programs. One of the earliest evaluations of forty-four NIAAA

funded Alcoholism Treatment Centers and of treatment facilities for five

special population programs, showed greater percentages of black clients than

would be expected in all program types (Towle, 1974). Blacks were

overrepresented in the Alcohol Treatment Centers by about 40% but only
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slightly overrepresented in the employee-based industrial alcohol programs.

However, in the public inebriate and drinking driver programs the proportion

of blacks in treatment was 200-300% greater than than their proportion in the

U.S. population.

A survey of alcohol treatment programs for 1977-1980 (NIAAA, 1982)

showed that blacks constituted about 18% of the client population although

they only comprised roughly 11% of the U.S. population. Similarly, surveys

which included both alcohol and combined alcohol and drug treatment programs

reported that for 1980 and 1982, blacks comprised 15% of the treatment

population (NIAAA, 1980, 1983). In 1982, over 44,000 blacks were seen in

alcohol or combined alcohol and drug treatment programs. Population rates

were over 50 percent higher for blacks than whites, or 159.58 versus 101.15

per 100,000 population.

An analysis of the prevalence of blacks in alcohol treatment facilities

by states for 1980 and 1982 (NIAAA, 1980, 1983) showed that blacks were

overrepresented in nearly all states, but that the discrepancy was strongest in

the Northeast. In states in this area (e.g. New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey)

the percentage of blacks in treatment was 2-3 times greater than the proportion

of blacks in the states' populations.

A similar pattern of regional differences in admissions to alcohol

treatment units was described in a 1983 survey of state alcohol and drug

programs (National Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors,

1984). In the Northeast, admission rates for blacks were greatly in excess of

the percentage of blacks in the population, whereas in the South and Midwest

the rates were roughly similar to the proportion of blacks in the state.

Many studies have reported that blacks in alcohol-related treatment are

from 6 to 8 years younger than whites (Gorowitz et al., 1970; Gross et al.,
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1963; Gross et al., 1971; Gross et al., 1972; Zax et al., 1967; Hornstra and

Udell, 1973; Vitamontes and Powell, 1974; Locke and Duvall, 1964). The

relative youthfulness of the black treatment population has been attributed to

factors such as earlier onset of drinking and of alcoholism (Gross et al., 1972;

Locke and Duvall, 1964; Vitamontes and Powell, 1974); the inward migration

of large numbers of young blacks into urban areas (Zax et al., 1967; Locke

and Duvall, 1964); and the lack of familial resources to care for alcoholics at

home (Vitamontes and Powell, 1974; Locke and Duvall, 1964).

Alcohol and Traffic Problems

There are a limited number of studies which examine the relationship

between blacks, alcohol consumption, and automobile accidents, but the existing

studies conclude that blacks are at greater risk for accidents due to drinking

than whites. This research suggests that during accident situations, blacks

either exhibit higher blood alcohol concentrations (BAC) levels than whites, or

are more vulnerable to accidents and arrest at the same BAC level as whites.

A study by Waller et al. (1969) of persons involved in traffic fatalities

found that more blacks had been drinking than other groups and that a greater

proportion had a BAC of .15% or higher. Of the blacks, 69% had been drinking,

while only 45% of whites were drinking; 50.6% of the blacks had BAC's above

.15% whereas only 26.5% of whites had BAC's above this level.

In a study of 152 interview respondents and 8014 drivers in Grand Rapids

Michigan (Cosper and Mozersky, 1968), blacks stood out as having the highest

percentage (24%) of BAC's of .01% and over .04%. This was in spite of the

fact that blacks were more likely to abstain and less likely to drive than

whites. Blacks also exhibited disproportionately high rates of drivers who were
considered to be drinkers.
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Using part of the data base from the Grand Rapids study, a later analysis

by Zylman (1972) examined racial differences in BAC level and collision

experience with large groups of control and collision drivers. Non-whites had

higher rates of collisions than were expected based on their proportion in the

population; and of those experiencing collisions, a greater percentage of non

whites exhibited BAC readings over .11% than whites. In the control group,

non-whites showed a higher proportion of BAC levels over .08%. These

differences were attributed in part to the lower socio-economic status of the

non-white population. Higher rates of collisions would be expected among the

poor because they tend to live in more congested and high risk areas than

other groups. However, even when controlling for socio-economic status, non

whites still exhibited unexpectedly high BAC levels in the control group.

Research on arrests for driving while intoxicated (ADWI) in Columbus,

Ohio, and Santa Clara County (Hyman, 1968b) found an overrepresentation of

Blacks in Ohio and those with Spanish surname in California. Blacks were at

least twice as likely to be arrested as other men, especially in age groups

between twenty and sixty-four. Since the proportion of ADWI involved in

accidents with above average BAC's was not lower among blacks, Hispanics,

and unemployed than among others, the authors argued that police bias was not

a significant factor in the overrepresentation of these groups for drunk driving

arrests. In both areas, men living in low SES census tracts were vulnerable

to arrest despite the fact that such households generally have less access to cars.

In a related study of 9953 drivers who had been involved in accidents

in Michigan, Hyman (1968a) found that there was little difference in the

distribution of BAC's between blacks and whites. Yet blacks were more

vulnerable to arrest in every category of BAC. Blacks tended to have higher

accident vulnerability (AV) at each educational level in comparison to whites.
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For whites, educational attainment was inversely proportionate to AW level;

for blacks, those completing college and high school were more vulnerable than

those with less education.

Explanations for blacks' greater risk for high BAC levels and higher

accident and arrest rates have focused on factors such as social alienation,

status deprivation, and psychic stress (Cosper and Mozersky, 1968; Hyman

1968a,b). However, since the mid-1960's, when these studies took place, white

rates of arrest for driving while intoxicated have risen greatly, equalling rates

for blacks (see the section below). The new patterns coincide with the increased

focus on drinking and driving in American society, signalled by the rise of

grass roots movements such as Mothers Against Drunk Driving and tougher

drunk driving laws. The decline in black predominance in drunk driving seems

to be largely related to new enforcement patterns which impact on white and

affluent drivers as well as blacks and persons of lower socio-economic status,

rather than to changes in blacks' intra-psychic make-up or changes in status

and power relations between blacks and whites.

Alcohol and Crime

1. Arrests for Alcohol-Related Offenses

The most striking finding regarding black arrests for alcohol-related

offenses has been their enormous decline relative to white rates over the past

two decades. In 1965 the rate of black arrests for drunkenness in adults 18

years and above was over 2% times the rate for whites (2741.9 versus 949.3

per 100,000 population). Blacks accounted for nearly one-fourth of all arrests

for drunkenness, although they constituted only a tenth of the U.S. population.

In the intervening years, the rate of arrests for drunkenness has greatly declined

in both groups, but the change has been more pronounced among blacks.
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FIGURE 3:

FIGURE 4:
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By 1980, black arrests were occurring at only a slightly greater percentage

than white arrests. Blacks accounted for about 16% of arrests for drunkenness,

which is about 5% in excess of their representation in the population. Much

of this difference can be attributed to the greater urbanization and lower

socio-economic status of blacks, since these factors were shown to influence

rates of drunkenness arrests in some states (Skolnick, 1954). The large decline

among both blacks and whites in the overall arrest rate is probably due to

decriminalization of intoxication, changes in law enforcement practices, and

the expansion of treatment services.

Racial differences in arrests for driving under the influence (DUI) exhibit

a similar convergence. In 1965, black arrest rates for DUI were substantially

higher than those for whites (303.5 versus 168.6 per 100,000 population), although

blacks were less likely to drink and probably less likely to drive. Over time,

arrests have increased in both groups, but the increase has been greater for

whites (almost a four-fold versus about a two-and-a-half-fold difference).

Currently, blacks are about equally represented in DUI arrests in relation to

their proportion of the population, and population rates between the two groups

are very similar, 813.4 versus 808.2 per 100,000 persons for blacks and whites,

respectively.

Arrests for violation of liquor laws (the category includes alcohol

beverage license violations, unlawful possession, and illegal manufacture and

sale) show a similar reversal of racial predominance. In 1965, the rate of

arrests among blacks was nearly three times that of whites (231.0 versus 80.3

per 100,000 population). Blacks accounted for about one-third of all arrests

although they comprised about a tenth of the population. Since the 1960's,

black rates have declined slightly and white rates have steadily increased. By

the late 1970's, rates for whites surpassed those of blacks, and remained
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elevated until 1982. In 1982, black rates were slightly above rates for whites,

184.6 versus 166.2 per 100,000 persons.

2. Alcohol Involvement in Serious Crimes?

Data from arrest records, prison records, and interviews do not generally

support the view that blacks are more likely than whites to have been involved

in a crime with alcohol. When blacks with serious social and personal problems

-- such as those found among black prison offenders -- are compared to similar

whites, they are less likely to have drinking problems or to be heavy drinkers

than whites (Roizen, 1981).

Prison studies show that a smaller proportion of black than white male

offenders were drinking at the time of the crime. Grigsby (1963) found that

26% of Black male offenders in Florida were intoxicated at the time of the

crime, compared with 32% of whites. Mayfield's (1972) analysis showed that

53% of blacks in North Carolina were intoxicated, compared with 60% of

whites. The 1974 LEAA survey (U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, 1975)

found 37% of blacks drinking at the time of the crime, compared with 50%

of whites. The single study of women (Cole, Fisher and Cole, 1968), a study

of women homicide offenders only, reports a larger proportion of black women

drinkers (56%) compared to white women (#5%).

The differences between black and white samples in the proportion

drinking diminish dramatically with age for both broad categories of crime.

Black property offenders over 40 are only slightly less likely than whites to

have been drinking. Among those having committed crimes against the person,

older black offenders are about as likely as whites to have been drinking.

However, among young offenders — who are overrepresented in prison

3. This, section draws heavily from a review on blacks, alcohol, and crime by
Roizen (1981).
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populations -- blacks were less likely than whites to have been drinking at

time of the crime.

Another measure of the relationship of drinking and crime is the

prevalence of reported drinking problems in prison populations. Grigsby (1963)

reported that in Florida l;3% of white offenders were "regular drinkers",

compared with 30% of non-whites; Globetti et al. (1974) showed that in

Mississippi 56% of whites compared with 34% of blacks were "regular drinkers".

Guze et al. (1962) found that l;7% of white offenders in Missouri were labeled

alcoholics, compared with 27% of blacks. The 1960 State of California survey

of drinking problems of newly committed offenders, the largest of these studies,

reports twice as many white as black offenders with drinking problems.

Finally, homicide studies of jailed offenders show a more equal pattern

of black/white alcohol involvement. Black offenders were as likely or more

likely than white offenders to have been drinking at the time of the homicide

(Roizen, 1981).

In sum, this section has examined a range of social and health indicators

of alcohol problems among U.S. blacks. The studies reviewed illustrate that

blacks are overrepresented on most indirect measures of alcohol problems.

However, there is considerable variation in the level of disparity between

blacks and whites on different types of problem indicators, and variation in

whether indicators of specific problems have been declining or rising in recent
years.

Medical problems associated with heavy drinking have increased very

dramatically in the black population. Rates of acute and chronic alcohol

related diseases among blacks, which were formerly lower than or similar to

whites, have in the post-war years increased to almost epidemic proportions.

Currently, blacks are at extremely high risk for morbidity and mortality for
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acute and chronic alcohol-related diseases such as alcoholic fatty liver,

hepatitis, liver cirrhosis, and esophageal cancer.

Epidemiological studies indicate that heavy alcohol consumption, both

in the past and the present are strong predictors of increases in alcohol-related

diseases (Schmidt and DeLint, 1972; Skog, 1980; Bruun et al., 1975). Herd's

research (1985a) has described the shift in black cultural attitudes towards

alcohol which has led to the alcoholization of many urban black communities

since the Repeal era. The significance of these historical shifts was affirmed

in an epidemiological analysis (Herd, forthcoming b) which showed the

importance of cohort changes in mortality patterns and demographic shifts

- such as urban migration — in partially explaining the rise of liver cirrhosis

among blacks. An analysis of contemporary black drinking patterns suggested

that blacks may be at greater risk for physiological diseases due to a later

onset and more prolonged pattern of heavy drinking than whites.

In contrast to the rise of medical problems related to alcohol use among

blacks, reflected in a widening disparity of problem rates between blacks and

whites, statistics on arrests for alcohol-related offenses have shown a relative

decline in black predominance and a convergence of black with white rates.

The decline of black predominance in arrest statistics seems to be

related to general changes in the social and legal response to alcohol problems.

These include the decriminalization of public drunkenness, expansion of alcohol

detoxification and treatment centers, stiffening of penalties for drinking and

driving, and rise of grass roots anti-drunk driving movements. The changing

legal response to drinking and driving has made white drinking drivers more
vulnerable to arrest, thus helping to equalize black and white arrest rates.

Black Americans are currently overrepresented in the alcohol treatment

system, particularly in the urban areas of the Northeast. The excess
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involvement of blacks in the alcohol treatment system is consistent with the

high rates of psychiatric hospitalization for alcohol problems described for

urban, migrant blacks in earlier decades. Within the current alcohol treatment

system, blacks appear to be modestly overrepresented in programs emphasizing

voluntary treatment for working or middle-class people such as employee

assistance programs. In contrast they appear greatly overrepresented in

programs designed for persons in the lower socio-economic strata, such as

public inebriates.

Summary

Black drinking patterns have been portrayed quite differently in the

three areas of the literature reviewed in this chapter. Ethnographic studies

suggest that alcohol beverage use is widespread among blacks and is associated

with many social integrative functions. Normative values are less oriented

around prohibiting use than around giving cues as to the proper decorum and

style of drinking. Implicitly, alcohol use appears to be governed by "cultural"

or subcultural values and norms like verbal aesthetics (Bell, 1983), "Dionysian

social values" (Lewis, 1955) or particular forms of social organization and social

structure (Davis et al., 1941; Drake and Cayton, 1945).

Data from surveys however, point to the widespread prevalence of

abstention in the black population, and to the overall similarity in black and

white drinking patterns and problem rates. In this tradition, differences between

blacks and whites are likely to be interpreted as differences in the distribution

of social-demographic characteristics along racial lines (e.g. black drinking

patterns may look different because they have larger numbers of low income,

rural and fundamentalist respondents than whites, and not because they exhibit

basic differences, in their values or social structure).
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On the other hand, epidemiological studies show that there is an excess

of some types of alcohol-related problems among blacks and that there is great

variation in the distribution of these problems. Blacks have high rates of

physical complications associated with alcohol use, but rates of alcohol-related

social problems similar to those of whites.

The different images of black drinking which have emerged from the

various research traditions reflect differences in their methodology, focus, and

theoretical frameworks. For example, the socio-cultural focus and micro

cultural contexts in which anthropologists work make it unlikely that they

would gather systematic data on alcohol-related morbidity and mortality, which

are relatively "rare" events, or on the regional distribution of alcohol

consumption and problem rates, which would require quantitative measurements

and a broad geographical scope. On the other hand, because of the atomistic

way in which alcohol-problems statistics and quantitative data on alcohol

consumption are collected and reported, their actual "social meaning" is often

unclear. The analyst is forced to attempt to "reconstruct" the social processes,

often from outside data, which underlie the particular rates and statistics.

This overview has illustrated the complexity of accurately depicting the

drinking patterns of a large geographically dispersed ethnic minority group

using a few in-depth ethnographic studies and limited quantitative information

on drinking rates and alcohol-related problems. It points to the need for a

broader based coverage of the population using a multi-dimensional approach

to drinking patterns -- e.g., one that will take into account norms and values,

as well as socio-demographic variation, and precise information on alcohol

consumption levels and alcohol-related problems.

The power of this kind of approach is illustrated by examining the areas

of convergence among the three areas of literature examined, despite their
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dissimilarity in focus, methods, and overall findings. One consistent area of

agreement is in the presence of regional differences in drinking patterns and

problems. Community surveys and alcohol-related mortality statistics both

indicate that alcohol consumption rates are higher among blacks in the northern

and eastern parts of the U.S. than in the South. Although ethnographic

community studies have not focused on regional differences in alcohol use

patterns, when examined in this light, these studies do suggest that there are

differences in the social expectations around public drinking behavior in the

North and South. Descriptions of taverns in northern communities have

emphasized their positive social functions and the absence of disruptive drinking

patterns. In contrast, descriptions of drinking in taverns and "jook houses" in

the South have suggested that such settings (and public drinking in general)

were implicitly associated with violence and anti-social behavior. These findings

indicate that there may be regionally determined differences in the social role

of alcohol which affect rates of drinking and rates of social complications due

to drinking.

Social surveys have overwhelmingly shown that blacks exhibit high rates

of abstention from alcohol use. While this has not been a theme in most

ethnographic studies (since they are often focusing on drinking contexts and

lack precise measures of drinking patterns), two studies which specifically

looked at drinking patterns described the normative and social context of

abstention. These studies underscored the importance of religiosity and being

reared in a "dry" social milieu for explaining indifferent or negative attitudes

towards drinking.

One of the strongest themes to emerge in the ethnographic literature

- the importance of restraint in public drinking behavior – may have

implications for the distribution of alcohol problems rates. The emphasis on
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"maintaining control" and the belief that drunks are not "excused" for socially

disruptive behavior may account in part for the comparatively low ratio of

social to physical problems among blacks.

Some of the ethnographic findings described may also shed light on

epidemiological problems because they describe social contexts and populations

not covered in household surveys. For example, the growing number of blacks

on skid row and in street bottle gangs may be contributing to the increasing

black population experiencing alcohol-related diseases and deaths.
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CHAPTER l;

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The methods used in this study are typical of those employed in modern

social surveys of public opinion (Babbie, 1973; Rossi et al., 1983). The pragmatic

history of public opinion surveys (e.g., predicting the outcome of presidential

elections) has made them especially sensitive to collecting and analyzing data

whose accuracy and representativeness can be precisely interpreted. Hence

surveys generally utilize probability sampling, standardized questions, and

statistical methods to produce reliable and generalizable results. The survey

method has a number of important health and social applications and is useful

for collecting and interpreting data on personal characteristics, social attitudes,

and behavioral practices from large numbers of respondents dispersed over

wide geographical areas.

This approach was believed to be especially needed for an adequate

understanding of black drinking patterns, due to the limited coverage and/or

depth of prior ethnographic and survey analyses of alcohol use among blacks.

The goal of the research was to produce systematic information on drinking

patterns and problems and related attitudes and behavior from a representative

national sample of American blacks and other members of the general

Population.* This data would permit the analysis of both the intra-cultural

and inter-cultural diversity of drinking patterns among the black and general

American populations. The following sections describe the methodological

features which were employed to achieve these goals including general

4. A large sub-sample of hispanic Americans was also surveyed in this study
but are being analyzed separately.
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procedures, sampling strategy, fieldwork process, the research instrument, and

analytic methods.

General Procedures

The present study was initiated and directed by a multidisciplinary

research team at the Alcohol Research Group (ARG) in Berkeley, California

and funded with a grant from the National Institute on Alcoholism and Alcohol

Abuse. Given the specialized personnel and technical requirements of

Conducting large national surveys, a sub-contract with the Institute of Survey

Research (ISR) at Temple University was set up to implement the design and

Selection of the sample, the fieldwork and data collection process, and the

coding of questionnaire responses. The Alcohol Research Group had primary

responsibility for designing the questionnaire and analyzing the data. However,

the research team at ARG was closely involved in all aspects of the sample

design, fieldwork process, and coding operation through regular consultation

with the sampling statistician at ISR, conducting pilot tests of the survey

instrument, and through direct participation in the interviewer training

conferences.

Sampling

Sample Design

The study was designed as a household survey of drinking patterns and

problems, using national sub-samples which would be representative of the

general American population as well as of American blacks and hispanics. The

goal of the study was to conduct personal interviews with a total of 5,000

adults residing in household units (excluding the military and persons residing

in institutions and in college dormitories) in the conterminous United States.

The projected sample of 5,000 adults was planned to include 1500 blacks, 1500

hispanics and 2000 others in the general population (primarily caucasians, but
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also Native Americans, Asians, and Pacific Islanders, all in proportion to their

representation in the U.S.). These sample sizes were selected in order to have

an adequate number of respondents to analyze differences in drinking patterns

and problems on the basis of geographical region, social class, and ethno

religious group affiliation among blacks, hispanics, and the general population.

The sample was selected using a multi-stage area probability design

based on population estimates from the U.S. census.” The first stage of sample
selection involved using an ISR Primary Sampling Unit (PSU) National Frame

which consists of 100 PSU's dispersed across the country so as to reflect the

geographical and social characteristics (age, sex, race, urbanization) of the

U.S. population (see Appendix A). Given the skewed geographical distribution
of the minority populations, 10 additional PSU's were added to this frame to

achieve representative black and hispanic samples. Four of these were selected

to complement the black sample and were located in metropolitan and rural

areas in the South. Blacks and hispanics were also oversampled in the remaining

stages of the sampling design, that is at the level of neighborhood (or census

tract), listing area (a subsection of the PSU consisting of 44 household units),

and very small groups of household clusters (about 4 housing units). A more

detailed account of this process is described in a paper presented at the

American Statistical Association meetings by Robert Santos (1985).

5. Multi-stage probability sampling involves a "nested" geographically based
sampling strategy. First, large geographical units (e.g. Primary Sampling Units
- Comparable in size and composition to Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas) are randomly selected. Within these larger entities the appropriate
sub-units (census tracts, neighborhoods, and listing areas –- subsection consisting
of 44 housing units) are randomly selected. Then specific eligible households
are identified by interviewers who "list" residences (write down addresses and
location of all housing units) in listing areas. From these "lists" households
are randomly selected to be screened for inclusion in the study. The screening
process identifies all persons residing in the household. Finally, eligible
respondents are selected from a random table on the listing form.
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The processes of sample selection and interview completion yielded a

total study population of 5,221 respondents, including 1,947 blacks, 1,433

hispanics, and 1,841 of all others. (The excess number of blacks in the sample

resulted from special oversampling techniques used to augment the number of

minority interviews.) The total survey response rate (including screening and

interviewing) was 75.9 percent for blacks, 72.2 percent for hispanics and 73.2

percent for all others.

Weighting

Most complex multi-stage probability samples, such as the one used in

the present study, require the use of weighting (adjusting the sample to account

for differences in the probability of selection and/or response) to maximize

their generalizability to the underlying population. In the present study,

weighting was used to counteract the effects of greatly oversampling blacks

and hispanics relative to their proportion in the U.S. population. This adjustment

allows us to compare the minority respondents with the general population in

a manner which reflects their actual distribution. Weighting was also used to

adjust for differences in the probability of being interviewed due to household

size, and to compensate for non-response rates on the basis of sex, region,

and age. The resulting sample, when weighted, thus conforms to the national

distribution of the populations as reflected in U.S. census data.

Sample Characteristics

As illustrated in Table 2, there are major demographic differences

between the white° and black? sub-samples which reflects their diversity in

the U.S. population. The black population has a slightly greater proportion of

6. whites are defined as respondents who identified themselves as "white, not
of hispanic origin" and excludes those who classified themselves as Asians or
Pacific Islanders and American Indians or Alaskan Natives.
7. Blacks are defined as those who classified themselves as "black, not of
hispanic origin".
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females and is substantially younger than the white population. Blacks are

about twice as likely to be separated/divorced or never married than whites.

The religious orientation of blacks is overwhelmingly Protestant, while a sizeable

number of whites are Catholics.

The educational distribution of the populations is similar, although fewer

blacks than whites have a high school education or have postgraduate training.

Vast differences occur in the income levels of the two groups. Blacks are

three times more likely to be living in poverty than whites and far less likely

to have incomes over $30,000 per year. In addition, substantially more blacks

are unemployed.
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of Blacks and Whites in Weighted Percents
National Alcohol Survey

Blacks Whites
(1947) (1777)

Sex

Male lil; l;7
Female 56 53

Age

18-29 37 28
30–39 23 21
l;0-l;9 13 14
50-59 11 12
60+ 16 24

Marital Status

Married/Living Together t;2 68
Separated/Divorced 18 8
Widowed 9 7
Never Married 32 16

Religion

Baptist 58 19
Methodist 9 10
Fundamentalist Protestant 9 6
Other Protestant 9 27
Catholic 7 26
Other Religion 1 l;
None 7 8

Education

Grammar School or Less 16 10
Some High School 55 53
Some College 26 30
Some Post-Graduate 3 7

Family Income

$6,000 or Less 31 10
$6,001–$10,000 19 11
$10,001-$15,000 13 12

§§ 13 1320,001–$30,000 11 22
$30,001 and Over 13 33
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of Blacks and Whites in Weighted Percents
National Alcohol Survey

(continued)

Blacks Whites
(1947) (1777)

Employment Status

Employed Full-Time l;8 52
Employed Part-Time 10 10
Unemployed 12 l;
Housewife 12 15
Retired 11 15
Other 8 3

Region

Northeast 19 23
Northcentral 21 28
South 52 31
West 8 18

Degree of Urbanization

Metropolitan Cities of
50,000 or more 53 28

Metropolitan Cites of
Less than 50,000 23 l;1

Non-Metropolitan Areas 24 31
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With respect to regional distribution, blacks are concentrated in the

South and eastern sections of the country, and appear considerably more

urbanized than whites.

Fieldwork and Data Collection

One of the key assumptions of survey research is that data are collected

systematically and uniformly. Hence a large part of the initial effort by the

fieldwork staff at ISR was devoted to pilot testing of the questionnaire and

to interviewer training. About 20 practice interviews were pilot tested by

the ISR staff in order to insure that the interview could be completed in an

hour and to develop protocols for interviewer training. The Alcohol Research

Group developed detailed interviewer instructions on the content and meaning

of questionnaire items.

Eight two-day training conferences were held in cities throughout the

United States to train about 220 interviewers and 16–20 training coordinators.

The conferences were staffed by the field administration department at ISR

and the present researcher from the Alcohol Research Group. During the

conferences, interviewers were thoroughly familiarized with the process of

screening households and selecting respondents for the study, the content of

the questionnaire, and appropriate techniques for administering the questionnaire

and recording responses. Interviewers were carefully observed during the

conferences and were required to complete practice interviews prior to the

beginning of fieldwork.

Many of the interviewers and all of the coordinators had extensive

experience with survey research through ISR or other major research companies.

In addition, special efforts were devoted to recruiting and training minority

and bilingual interviewers, thus boosting the minority representation on the
interviewing staff to around 796-10%.
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The fieldwork period extended from late July through November, 1984.

This process required interviewers to go to designated areas to screen and

select eligible households and respondents to be interviewed. The interviews

were conducted immediately or as soon as possible. The interviewers were

instructed to make every attempt to locate eligible respondents and to complete

interviews, making several callbacks if necessary. After completion the

interviews were sent to ISR to be edited, coded, and entered on computer

tape. When problems arose in the field, interviewers consulted with area

coordinators who were located in nearby areas. Coordinators maintained regular

Contact with the ISR staff.

The fieldwork process proceeded relatively smoothly except in the

minority areas. The hispanic interviews were particularly difficult to obtain

because of unanticipated sampling problems and difficulty in gaining cooperation

to screen and interview respondents. To address these problems, special sample

reserves of minority households and interviewers with particular expertise were

utilized. These techniques resulted in 474 excess interviews in the black

population and enabled the interviewing staff to complete almost the desired

number of hispanic interviews.

The Research Instrument

The interview schedule was developed over a number of months by a

multidisciplinary research team at the ARG. Several theoretical and pragmatic

concerns guided this process. The theoretical concerns were to address special

issues related to black and hispanic drinking patterns (e.g., the relationship

between ethnic identification and acculturation and drinking patterns) while

preserving the cross-ethnic comparability of the instrument. There was also

interest in making the questionnaire comparable to previous national surveys

conducted by ARG so that trend analyses could be performed. Although there
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were rich and diverse theoretical interests that shaped the questionnaire

(described below), there were certain practical quidelines that had to be adhered

to in its design. First the questionnaire was limited to one hour or less, both

because of cost considerations and to avoid tiring the respondents. Second,

most of the questions had to be closed-ended or to require only single-word

answers for ease of recording and data processing.

The final instrument (Appendix B) included an array of items designed

to elicit information on the respondent's background, drinking patterns and

problems, and attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions about alcoholic beverages.

The major topic areas of the questionnaire are described below.

Demographic Variables

This section asks a series of questions on the respondent's general social

and demographic background. The items elicit information on the respondent's

age, marital status, ethnicity, birthplace, education, religious preference and

involvement, employment status, occupation, and income. In general, these

kind of sociodemographic features have been shown to be closely associated

with drinking patterns and problems (Cahalan et al., 1969; Cahalan and Room,

1974). Their special value in the present study was to permit an analysis of

the meaning of social and economic status in relationship to cultural and

lifestyle factors (e.g. ethnic identity) in explaining black drinking patterns and

problems. For example, some work has suggested that differences between

black and white drinking patterns "disappear" when social class, region, and

urbanization are controlled for (Cahalan and Room, 1974). However, a recent

analysis by Herd and Caetano (1984) suggested that socioeconomic status was

less important for explaining differences in drinking patterns among blacks

than religion and possibly other factors related to the cultural and social

organizational framework of black life.
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Drinking Patterns

This part of the questionnaire uses several different measures to describe

the respondent's drinking behavior. First, there are a series of questions on

the frequency of drinking beer, wine, spirits and all alcoholic beverages

combined. This series is followed by questions on the frequency of drinking

particular quantities of the three beverage types. This section also includes

questions on the frequencies of consuming 8 and 12+ drinks and of getting

"high" and drunk, details on the respondent's last drinking occasion, and questions

on the respondent's drinking and driving behavior. These questions enable us

to construct a typology of drinking patterns (to be described below) which is

sensitive to the combined influence of quantity and frequency of alcohol use

and which is especially appropriate for looking at the interaction between

alcohol consumption and social consequences. For example, the spacing and

pattern of consumption has implications for whether respondents regularly drink

enough at one time to get drunk or whether drinking is done frequently but

in small quantities which never lead to intoxication and its untoward social

consequences.

Drinking Problems and Treatment Experiences

These questions cover a number of dimensions of alcohol-related problems

including classic symptoms of alcohol dependence (loss of control, withdrawal,

binge drinking, craving) described by Jellinek (1960); physical impairment and

general health problems; problems with job, police, accidents, finances; and

interpersonal problems such as broken or strained relationships with spouse,

family, relatives, and friends. Other items ask questions about the respondents'

patterns of help-seeking regarding alcohol problems, e.g., whether or not the

respondent talked to someone about an alcohol problem and whether or not
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the respondent went to a health or social agency for help with an alcohol

problem.

Attitudes and Norms Towards Alcohol Use

These items form the basis for describing the normative structure around

the use of alcohol and the general place of alcoholic beverages in the social

mileu. The items include a series on major reasons for drinking, e.g. socializing,

celebration, relaxation, tension relief, and diet; key reasons for not drinking

such as concern about health, finances, job and getting in trouble with the

law; and items on criticism from friends and on fear of being an alcoholic or

doing things for which you will be sorry. Other items look at general attitudes

regarding the effects of alcohol on behavior, the social functions of drinking,

and reactions regarding other people's drinking and drunkenness. Attitudes

toward the medicinal use of alcohol and the effect of alcohol on the body are

examined through a series of items designed in response to ethnographic findings

which stressed the important role of alcohol in folk medicine among blacks.

Finally a major section of the questionnaire looks at the norms regarding the

appropriate amount of drinking for people of different sexes and age groups,

and in different social settings (ranging from parties, to being home with small

children or at work). These items have special significance for understanding

reported differences between blacks and whites in the age of onset and social

location of drinking.

Drinking in the Context of Family Life, and Social Group Affiliations

This section includes items on the extent of drinking by parents during

the respondent's childhood, the drinking patterns of the respondent's spouse,

and items on the role of alcohol use in the respondent's current social networks

and social activities. These items form the basis for analyzing the effects of

famiy socialization patterns on drinking, which have been identified as a major
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component of ethnic differences in drinking levels and problem rates (McCready

et al., 1983). They also provide insight into the social structure in which

drinking behavior is embedded. For example there are questions on social

activities and drinking in different settings (social clubs, taverns, restaurants,

street corners, parties) and with different social actors (family, friends, church

members, neighbors, coworkers, etc.).

Personality Characteristics

This part of the questionnaire includes a standardized depression scale

and items on impulsive and risky behavior. Previous studies have described

the relationships between depression and drinking, particularly among women

(Midanik, 1983). Other research shows an association of heavy drinking with

high propensity for risk-taking and impulsive behavior (Cahalan and Room, 1974).

Life Experiences

This series asks the last date of a number of potentially significant

status changes and life events (getting married, finishing college, last child

leaving home, major illness or death, divorce). Data from this section have

special implications for examining the role of lifecycle differences among

blacks and whites which can account for the age differences in patterns of
heavy drinking and major cohort differences in cirrhosis mortality.

Ethnic Identity

This section consists of a composite of items designed to measure the

key factors of ethnic identity described in the literature, such as language

use, religion, endogamy, choice of ingroup friends, use of ethnic media, and

membership in ethnic voluntary organizations (Driedger, 1975). Appropriate

versions of the ethnic identity section were administered to black and hispanic
respondents only. These questions formed the basis of indices and scales on

the intensity of ethnic identity and acculturation. The relative strength of
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these cultural factors as compared to socio-demographic features will be a

major focus of the analysis.

Analytic Methods

A Typology of Drinking Patterns

In the following chapters the major dependent variable is a two

dimensional index which summarizes the quantity and frequency of alcohol

consumption. The questions which form the basis of the typology and the

process of constructing the typology are described below.

Obtaining and using data on alcohol consumption involves two interrelated

and potentially complex problems. The first is how questions about drinking

are asked. For example, respondents can be asked questions ranging from a

simple "do you ever drink alcoholic beverages" to questions specifying exact

quantities drunk on a particular occasion. Room (1985) points out that there

have been two major methods of eliciting information about drinking: (1) by

asking respondents to describe all of their recent drinking occasions; and (2)

by asking them to summarize their general drinking patterns. Each approach

has its strengths and weaknesses, although in general it appears that the

summary method yields a higher estimate of drinking quantity.

Questions about drinking are based on three major dimensions -- the

presence or absence of drinking, the frequency of drinking and the quantity

consumed. Earlier surveys tended to ask questions only on whether respondents

were drinkers or abstainers, or on the simple frequency of drinking. Modern

surveys, beginning with Straus and Bacon's study (1953) of college drinking,

refined this approach by asking about the frequency and usual amount of

specific beverages (beer, wine and liquor) consumed at a sitting. Researchers

at the Social Research Group in the 1960's developed an even more sophisticated

way of measuring drinking by looking at the proportion of times respondents
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drank one or two drinks, three or four drinks, and five or more drinks, in

addition to the frequency of drinking. This method has the advantage of

including drinking amounts that deviate from the respondent's "usual" pattern,

thus avoiding possible underestimation of total volume consumed.

The second major problem is how to characterize or describe drinking

patterns using summary measures. One primary approach is to calculate the

overall "volume" of alcohol consumed by multiplying amounts consumed by

number of occasions. Although volume measures are particularly useful in

epidemiological studies, where the key risk factor for many physiological

diseases is amount of ethanol consumed over time, they tell us little about

"how" the alcohol is drunk, which may have important implications for the

social consequences of consumption. For example, as Knupfer et al. (1964)

points out "a person who consumes two drinks every day will have the same

weekly intake as a person who consumes fourteen drinks every Saturday night,

even though the drinking patterns are very different in their social and

psychological significance (pg. 9)." In a related analyisis, Knupfer (1966) showed

important differences in social characteristics and motivations for drinking

among respondents whose weekly alcohol intake was roughly the same, but who

had very different patterns — one group drank nearly every day, but never

drank more than two drinks a day, the other group drank the same amount in

one to four sittings a week. The daily light drinkers were higher on items

that suggest a home-centered drinking pattern typical of Southern Europeans.

These respondents were more often Catholic and usually drank wine; most of

their drinking took place at home, family members were their usual drinking

companions and their fathers drank nearly every day. On the other hand, the

heavy weekly drinkers reported being considerably more socially active — in

terms of frequenting taverns, going to parties and visiting friends — than the
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daily light drinkers. Weekly drinkers also reported that they drank to relieve

tension or forget worries and that they enjoyed getting drunk with far greater

frequency than daily light drinkers.

The importance of characterizing the "pattern" of consumption as well

as the overall volume of consumption has led researchers to develop typologies

which take into account both the quantity and frequency dimensions of alcohol

use. Quantity-frequency scales or indices, as they are called, permit the

researcher to classify drinkers into categories like "frequent-heavy drinkers"

or "light-moderate drinkers". The categories are determined both on practical

and conceptual grounds. Pragmatically, the categories should reflect a range

of variability in the sample and have cut-points which leave enough respondents
in each category for analysis. Conceptually, the categories should be tied to

the problem under study. For example, Knupfer et al. (1964) points out that

the category of "heavy drinker" should describe patterns of drinking which

reflect the risk for alcohol-related problems and not merely indicate relative

differences in the amount of drinking among a sample.

Since Straus and Bacon's pioneering study (1953), which first used a

quantity-frequency index, numerous Q-F scales have been developed. Although

most are based on similar dimensions of "frequency of drinking", "usual or

modal quantity of drinking" and "maximum quantity" and some are even based

on the same data base, these measues vary greatly in how they characterize

drinking patterns. They differ because of different decision rules about how

the highest quantity is determined, the time period of drinking occasions and

similar factors. As Room (1971) observed, the different quantity-frequency

indexes generally lack comparability, they result in different rates of heavy

drinking, and they alter the association between socio-demographic factors and
heavy drinking. Using five different Q-F measures on the same data, Room
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(1971) showed that rates of heavy drinking with the measures varied between

7.4% and 20.2%. Similarly, social class relationships could be completely

reversed depending on what index was used.

The present study uses a quantity-frequency typology similar to one used

by Cahalan (1974) in the California Drinking Practices Study and by Wallack

and Barrows (1981) in a more recent California evaluation study. The typology

is constructed from data based on a series of twelve questions. (These questions

were used because they maintain comparability with the second national survey

of drinking patterns conducted by the Social Research Group in 1967).

Respondents were first asked how often they drank various alcoholic beverages:

"Would you take this booklet and on the first page please put a
check mark next to the answer that tells how often you usually
have wine."

(Booklet:) Three or more times a day

_Two times a day

_Once a day

_Nearly every day

_Three or four times a week

_Once or twice a week

_Two or three times a month

_About once a month

_Less than once a month, but at least once a year

Less than once a year

I have never had wine
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"Now please do the same for beer." (Same choices.)

"And please do the same for drinks containing whiskey or liquor
including scotch, bourbon, gin, vodka, rum, etc." (Same choices.)

For each beverage that the respondent described drinking at least once

a year he was asked a three-part series of questions:

"Think of all the times you have had wine (repeated separately
for beer and spirits) recently. When you drink wine, how often
do you have five or more glasses?

_Nearly every time

_More than half the time

_Less than half the time

_Once in a while

_Never"

The series was repeated asking how often do you have "three or four

glasses" and how often do you have "one or two glasses" for wine and the

other beverage types. In addition to this series of questions, respondents were

also asked questions on the frequency of drinking 12 or more, and between 8

and 11 drinks of any type of alcoholic beverages.

From answers to these questions a quantity-frequency typology was

constructed. This index was developed empirically. Originally, the data were

classified using a "Volume Variability Index" used in the analysis from the 1967

survey conducted by the Social Research Group. This index holds volume

Constant, while taking into account variability in maximum amounts consumed

(e.g., under 3–4 drinks once in a while or 5-6 drinks less than 1/2 the time).

However, this index could not be used in the present study, particularly among

blacks and hispanics, because at the high volume level, very few respondents

reported drinking in low-maximum quantities. An alternative typology was

developed which was based on an index used in the California Drinking Practices

study. The typology was modified to incorporate data on drinking quantities
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above 5 or 6 drinks. As Knupfer (1984) points out, data on very high quantity

consumption is necessary to determine the risk of intoxication and social

complictions from drinking. The proportion of heavy drinkers where the cut

off point is 5+ drinks overlaps considerably with the percent of drinkers who

report drinking between 8 and 11, or 12+ drinks sometime over the past year.

The typology to be used in the following chapters includes the categories below:

"Frequent heavier drinkers": Drinks at least five
drinks at a sitting, once a week or more often.

"Frequent high maximum": Drinks once a week or
more often and occasionally drinks five or more
drinks.

"Frequent low maximum": Drinks once a week or
more often, but never drinks as many as five drinks
at a sitting.

"Less frequent, high maximum": Drinks 1-3 times
a month, and sometimes drinks five or more drinks
at a sitting.

"Less frequent, low maximum": Drinks 1-3 times a
month, but never drinks as much as five drinks at
a sitting.

"Infrequent": Drinks 1-11 times a year (less than
monthly) and seldom drinks as much as five drinks
at a sitting.

"Abstainer": Drinks less than once a year.
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At Least

Once a

Week

1–3 times/month

Figure 5
Typology of Frequency of Drinking by Frequency of Drinking 5+ Drinks

1984 U.S. National Drinking Survey
(N=5221, Weighted data)

(Percentaged on total sample)
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Statistical Methods

Statistical methods are used to help complement the general descriptive

analysis of drinking patterns and socio-cultural factors. The function of

statistical tests is to help summarize and clarify the relationship between

drinking patterns and social correlates, rather than to determine what is

theoretically significant. The limitations of the tests themselves and the

nature of the typology being analyzed means that some of the richer findings

of the data might be obscured if we relied only on "statistical significance"

as the criterion of meaningfulness. Nevertheless these tests are useful in

pointing to areas of major convergence or dissimilarity among/or between

blacks and whites.

The first level of analysis examines the association of socio-cultural

factors within each racial group, broken down by sex. For nominal variables,

such as marital status or geographic region, chi-square values are computed

to determine whether there is any association between the variable and drinking

patterns. If the relationship is significant, Cramer's V, a chi-square-based

statistic, is computed to determine the strength of the relationship. Values

for Cramer's V vary between 0 and 1.0, with higher values indicating a stronger
association.

For variables measured at the ordinal level, such as income or education,

gamma values are computed. Gamma is a useful indicator of both the strength

and the direction of association between two ordinal variables, and provides a
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precise indicator of the power of one variable in predicting another.3 Gamma

values range from -1 to +1 with higher absolute values indicating a stronger

relationship. Based on the value of gamma obtained, Z values are computed

to determine if the association between the two variables is statistically

significant.

The Kolmogorov–Smirnov Two-Sample Test (KS-2 Sample Test) (Siegel,

1956) is used to describe black/white differences on any single ordinal variable.

This test is appropriate for ordinal level data and provides a fairly good

indicator of significant differences between two populations. The test sums

the cumulative proportions for each population and then subtracts the

differences. If any difference reaches a certain critical value, the distributions

are assumed to be statistically different. The tables in the text report the

level of probability for which significance is assumed, eg. p .05 for black/white

differences. The advantage of the KS-2 Sample test over the chi-square

method (when only two groups are compared) is greater sensitivity to ordinal

data and no restraints on cell size.

All statistical computations are performed on the crude or unweighted

data to maximize the validity of the tests for the actual population since the

weighting technique may distort values in certain underrepresented groups.

8. It should be noted that regarding the Q-F typology as an ordered scale
assigns priority to frequency of consumption and does not necessarily reflect
total volume consumed. For example, it is possible that a "less frequent, high
maximum drinker" might consume greater amounts of alcohol than a "frequent,
low maximum drinker" within a specified period of time. However, the Q-F
index has been shown to correlate fairly well with volume measures and for
this reason can be used as an ordered scale. However, the resulting gamma
values should be regarded only as indicators of the relative strength of
association between variables and not as precise correlation measures.
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CHAPTER 5

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF BLACK/WHITE DRINKING

PATTERNS AND SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES

This chapter will focus on a comparative analysis of the relationship

between drinking patterns and socio-demographic characteristics in the black

and white samples. As described in an earlier chapter, this approach allows

preliminary exploration of the question of whether black drinking patterns are

merely a subset of general American patterns — such as those of the urban

poor or southern-reared Protestants — or whether they stem from "cultural"

differences (e.g., in lifestyle, ideology, and social structure) between blacks

and whites.

The social factors to be discussed in the analysis are grouped into three

major areas. The first area encompasses characteristics which influence social

behavior and interaction at the most basic cultural level. Characteristics such

as age, sex, marital status, and religion mediate social roles within families

and other primary social groups. These characteristics are markers of gender

socialization, age-grading, marital roles, and ethnic-religious patterns. They

are of particular importance in a study of drinking behavior because they help

define the lines of normative structure which determines who can drink, and

when, and where, and how much it is appropriate to drink. For example, the

differences in drinking patterns between a married mother of three children

and a single male college student partially reflect differences in social

expectations about appropriate behavior for males and females in different

marital situations and lifestyles.

The second variable area is comprised of three indicators of socio

economic status: educational level, employment status, and income level.
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These indicators are important both because they reflect the social mores and

class values in the larger society which influence drinking; and also because

they provide an indication of one's financial ability to obtain and use alcohol.

Gusfield's analysis (1966) of the 19th century temperance movement showed

that drinking and non-drinking function as symbolic markers of social status

and can be used to assert hegemony of one class over another. Prior to the

onset of National Prohibition, abstaining and temperance were badges of middle

class respectability and social progressivism. However, since the 1920's — with

the loss of prestige suffered by the prohibitionists -- alcohol use has become

a symbol of middle-class affluence and liberal socio-political values. Taking

a related perspective, Knupfer and Room (1964) explored the association

between privileged social status and alcohol consumption. They point out that

there has been a historical tendency for the more powerful groups in a given

society, e.g. whites, males, the middle and upper classes -- to have the social

and economic privileges which enable them to drink, while less powerful groups,

e.g. women, minorities and the poor, are subject to economic and social

restraints (e.g. social criticism and legal policies) which limit their drinking.

The third variable area focuses on social-ecological variables related to

drinking such as regional and rural-urban differences. Historically, sentiment

about drinking, as reflected in voting patterns about prohibition and alcohol

control laws, has been divided on regional lines. "Dryer" areas in the U.S.

were traditionally found in the South and Midwest, while the Northeastern and

Pacific coastal regions were known as "wet" regions with social mores and

control policies favorable to drinking (Cahalan and Room, 1974). Part of these

regional differences stem from differences in the degree of urbanization. Rural

life is more predominant in the South and in the Midwest and is associated
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with more conservative attitudes and policies towards alcoholic beverages than

urban areas.

Variable Area I: Drinking Patterns and Primary Social Characteristics

Gender

The data on blacks and whites are consistent with typical patterns

reported in the alcohol literature in that women drink far less than men.

Women of both races are concentrated in the abstainer and infrequent drinking

categories, with modest numbers in the more frequent drinking classes, and a

tiny proportion in the frequent heavier drinker group. The situation is quite

different for men where almost half fall into the more frequent and heavy

drinking categories, and the rate of frequent heavier drinkers is 3-4 times

higher than that of women. Because of these strong gender differences, the

drinking patterns of women and men will be analyzed separately in the sections
below.

In general, as measured by this summary measure, black and white men.

appear to have very similar drinking patterns. Although significant differences

are observed between the two groups, these differences seem to reflect the

large sample size rather than major differences in actual drinking patterns.

Black males report somewhat higher rates of abstaining and slightly lower

rates of frequent heavier drinking than whites, but otherwise their drinking

patterns are almost identical. Altogether, 30% of black men are abstainers,

compared to 23% of whites; similar proportions of blacks and whites report

drinking infrequently (about 10%), and drinking in the less frequent categories

(16%) and in the more frequent categories (about 30%). Nineteen percent of

white men and 15% of black men were classified as frequent heavier drinkers.



12!

Table 3
Drinking Patterns by Sex and Race in Percents (Weighted)

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

*Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents

Men

Blacks Whites
(715)] (743)

29 23

10 11

8 10

8 6

12 12

18 18

15 19

+ Womenº

Blacks Whites
(1221) (1030)

l;6 34

17 19

16 14

l; 7

9 13

l; 8

t; 5

Blacks X?= ié9.50, df = 6, p.< .0001, Cramers v = .29
Whites x2=165.35, df = 6, p<.0001, Cramer's V = .30

* Black/white differences, p<05, (K-S 2 sample test)
“Black/White differences, p<001, (K-S 2 sample test)
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Among women, there were greater differences between the races. Nearly

half of the black female population (46%) are classified as abstainers, compared

to about a third of the white female population (34%). Similar proportions of

black and white women drink in the infrequent and less frequent drinking

categories, but white women have higher rates of frequent drinking than black

women. In the frequent low maximum category rates for white women are

13% and only 9% for black women. Twice as many white (8%) as black (4%)

women are classifed as frequent high maximum drinkers. However, an almost

identical proportion of black and white women were categorized as frequent

heavier drinkers (4% for black women and 5% for white women).

Age

Among blacks and whites of both sexes, higher rates of drinking occur

among those who are younger and middle-aged compared to those in older age

groups. Despite this overall similarity in the age distribution of drinking,

important differences emerge within the two racial groups.

If we examine the drinking patterns for black and white men, significant

differences between the two groups occur among the very young and the

elderly. At both extremes of the age spectrum, blacks are more likely to be

abstainers and to drink less frequently than whites. For example, among young

men, blacks exhibit somewhat higher rates of alcohol use in the lighter drinking

categories (e.g. abstainer through frequent low maximum), while whites show

strikingly high rates of frequent heavier drinking. Young whites are about

twice as likely to be classified as frequent low maximum drinkers (10% vs.

4%) and frequent heavier drinkers than blacks (31% vs. 17%).

Among males aged 30–39 years, black and white drinking patterns are

remarkably similar. Rates of abstention, infrequent, moderate and heavy

drinking are almost identical between the two groups. This similarity reflects
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18–29* BlacksWhites (208)1(201)

Abstainers
2316

Infrequent Drinkers
109 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

1011 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
1l;10 Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers

10l; Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers
1720 Frequent Heavier Drinkers

1631
|Numbers
in
parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents BlacksGamma

=
-.22,
p<.01.

Table
l;

DrinkingPatternsbyAgeGroupandRaceamongMenin
Percents(Weighted)

30-39($0-l;9 BlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (169)(165)(115)(97) 15133718 610819 8891l; 7932 15121310 33261717 17221l;19

WhitesGamma
=
-.29,
p<.01.

"Black/Whitedifferences,
p<.05,(K-S
2
sampletest) **Black/Whitedifferences,

p<.02,(K-S
2
sampletest)

50-59 BlacksWhites (77)(90) 2930 237 l;6 38
1l;13 719 2017

60+** BlacksWhites (145)(187) 60t;0 1l;12 69 1O 724 610 5l;
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the fact that far fewer blacks are abstainers and many more are classified as

frequent high maximum drinkers (33%) than younger blacks. It also reflects

the drop in rates of frequent heavier drinking for whites. Among whites, rates

of frequent heavier drinking show sharp declines for men between 18–29 years

old and those aged 30–39 years (31% versus 21%), while for blacks there is

virtually no difference in rates for these age groups (16% and 17%).

Roughly parallel drinking patterns persist for black and white men in

the 40–49 year old age group. Considerable numbers of the men in each race

are abstainers or drinking in the very light drinking categories, and similar

proportions of both groups are in the frequent low and frequent high maximum

drinking groups.

However, among men in the 50-59 year age groups, black and white

drinking patterns begin to diverge appreciably. A majority of black men in

this age group are concentrated in the abstainer and infrequent categories

(51% for black men versus 37% for white men). White men are more than

twice as likely to be classified as frequent high maximum drinkers as blacks

(19% versus 7%). Yet the rate of frequent heavier drinkers is similar in the

two groups. After age 59, a substantially greater proportion of black men

are abstainers compared to whites (60% vs. 40%), and many more white men

than blacks drink on a frequent low maximum basis (24% vs. 7%).

Drinking patterns among women exhibit some of the same racial

differences described for men. Young black women have considerably higher

rates of abstention than young whites (34% versus 21%) and are concentrated

in the infrequent and low maximum drinking categories. Young white women,

on the other hand, are more than twice as likely to drink in the frequent high

maximum drinking category as blacks (13% versus 6%).
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Abstainers Infrequent Drinkers
LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent Heavier Drinkers

Table
5

DrinkingPatternsbyAgeGroupandRaceamongWomen
in
Percents(Weighted)

18-29*30-39l;0-4950–59*60-69* BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (366)!(236)(307)(217)(132)(144)(147)(120)(250)(310) 3!!223230553560366950 2020191712211l;211218 221l;181611121212815 l;1361056232O 811157713723815 613513l;7l;l;Ol 6758672lll

"Numbers
in
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of
respondents. BlacksGamma

=
-.30,
p<.01.WhitesGamma
=
-.28,
p<.01. "Black/Whitedifferences,

p<.001,(K-S
2
sampletest)
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Repeating the finding described for men, the drinking patterns of white

and black women look most similar in the 30-39 age group. Rates of abstention,

infrequent and less frequent drinking are very similar in the two groups. The

major difference is that white women are much more likely to drink in the

high quantity categories than black women (21% versus 10%). This tendency

persists for white women in their forties who maintain a rate of frequent high

maximum almost twice that of blacks (7% versus 4%).

After age 39, white and black female drinking patterns begin to diverge

more strongly. First rates of abstention are much higher for black than white

women (57% vs. 32%). Second, white women drink much more frequently than

blacks. Their rate of "frequent low maximum" drinking is 2-3 times higher

than rates among black women. However, among both groups of women, those

over 50 years old report much lower rates of frequent heavier drinking than

younger women.

When the ratio of female to male drinking is compared for both races,

there appear to be far more similarities than differences. A noticeable

exception is that there are strong differences in rates of abstention among

blacks, but not among whites in the 50-59 year age group. In this age group,

twice as many black women as men are abstainers (59% versus 28%), while

the proportion of white male and female abstainers is similar (30% and 35%

respectively). Yet this finding must be viewed cautiously since when rates of

abstention and infrequent drinking are looked at together within each race,

the sex-ratio is comparable for blacks and whites.
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In sum, the age structure of drinking for black men and women differs

from white men and women primarily in the very youngest and oldest age

groups. These differences are profound and as will be discussed have important

implications for the relationship of other demographic and social variables with

drinking patterns. The differences at the extremes of the age cycle suggest

that there might be important cohort differences in black and white drinking

patterns or that there may be differences in the socialization of drinking in

youth and old age for blacks and whites.

Marital Status

Marital status is significantly associated with drinking patterns for males

and females of both racial groups. Generally, married and widowed respondents

have greater numbers of abstainers and light or moderate drinkers, while single

and divorced people report higher rates of frequent high quantity drinking.

This pattern is especially true for white respondents and is a common finding

in the alcohol literature (Cahalan et al., 1969; Clark and Midanik, 1982).

For blacks and whites alike, men who are married or widowed have the

highest proportion of abstainers and the lowest percentage of frequent heavier

drinkers. Although there are significant differences in drinking pattern reported

for black and white married men, this seems to be primarily because more

black men are abstainers. Higher rates of abstaining are generally typical of

black men except among those who are separated/divorced.

Separated or divorced men in both racial groups have much higher rates

of frequent high maximum and heavy drinking than married or widowed men.

Here the drinking patterns of blacks and whites are almost identifical with

roughly half the men in each group (52% and 46% for blacks and whites

respectively) classifed as either frequent high maximum or frequent heavier
drinkers.
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Table 6
Drinking Patterns by Marital Status and Race for Men in Percents

(Weighted)

Separated/ Never
Married" Divorced Widowed Married

Black White Black White Black White Black White
(305)] (*66) (146) (69) (82) (33) (192) (153)

38 25 22 22 53 l;0

Infrequent
Drinkers

20 1 l;

10 12 6 7 21 12 10 10

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Abstainers

6 5 6 7 9 13

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 3 7 O O 17 7

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 12 14 10 13 14 29 11 6

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 16 18 29 23 2 5 17 19

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 12 15 23 23 15 30

|Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
Blacks, X* = 42.13, df = 18, p <.001, Cramer's v = .1%
Whites, x2 = 48.46, df = 18, p< .001, Cramer's W = .15

"Black/white differences, p .05, (K-S 2 sample test)
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Among both groups of men, those who have never been married have

the lowest rates of abstention (20% for blacks and 14% for whites). However,

the drinking patterns of never married black and white men differ in important

ways from each other. First, blacks exhibit a considerably higher percentage

of less frequent high maximum drinking than whites (17% vs. 10%). Second,

there are substantial differences in the proportion of frequent heavier drinkers

between men in the two races. White-never married men have a rate of

frequent heavy drinking twice that of blacks (30% vs. 15%). The latter finding

is primarily due to the youthfulness of the never-married population of men

and to the lower rates of heavy drinking occuring among young blacks when

Compared to whites.

The low rates of heavy drinking observed among widowed men is largely

a function of their old age. The majority of widowed men of both races are

over 60 years of age and men in this age group tend to be largely abstinent,

and to have very low rates of frequent heavy drinking. As described in a

previous section, white men in this age group also drink much more frequently

than blacks and this is the same pattern reported in the widowed groups of men.

Among women, drinking patterns differ more strongly in the two racial

groups. Significant differences are observed between white and black women

in each type of marital status. First, black women exhibit considerably higher

rates of abstention than whites whether married or unmarried. Second, the

two groups of women differ in the patterns of the association of drinking or

non-drinking with marital status. The drinking patterns of white women show

the same relationship with marital status described for males, particularly

whites. Abstention and low rates of heavy drinking are typical of married or

widowed white women, while frequent high quantity drinking is primarily
associated with separated and divorced or never married women. Hence for
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Table 7
Drinking Patterns by Marital Status and Race for Women in Percents

(Weighted)

+ Separat * Hººk Never,
Married Divorced Widowed Married

Black White Black White Black White Black White
(324)l (570) (297) (135) (215) (181) (350) (113)

*0 20lil; 36 l;6 22 70 t;8

1 l; 17 11 19 19 14

18 20 16 16

|Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
Blacks, X2 = 89.66, df = 18, p < .001, Cramers V
Whites, x2 = 89.08, df = 18, p< .001, Cramers V

.16

"Black/white differences, p < .01, (K-S 2 sample test)

.17

“Black/White differences, p< .001, (K-S 2 sample test)
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whites the rate of frequent heavier drinking is twice as high for

separated/divorced women (8%) and nearly three times as high for never married

women (11%) as for married women (4%).

In contrast, among blacks, married and separated/divorced women have

almost identical drinking patterns. Rates of abstention are high in both groups

(44% and 46% for married and separated/divorced women, respectively) and

rates of frequent heavy drinking are uniformly low (3% and 4% respectively).

Black never married women have higher rates of frequent heavy drinking (7%)

than either married or separated/divorced women, but differ little in rates of

abstention (40%) and other drinking patterns.

The difference in rates of heavy drinking and abstention between white

and black never-married women reflects the same age-related differences

described for men. That is, the never married are a youthful population and

young black women generally have higher rates of abstention and lower rates

of high maximum drinking than young whites. However, the discrepancy in

general drinking patterns between married and unmarried women in the two

races is not clear and may be related to factors such as the presence of

children in the household, or differences in the social or economic status of

married and unmarried women in the two groups.
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Marital Status By Age

Because marital status tends to be closely associated with age, another

analysis was performed to look at the relationship between drinking behavior

and marital status when age is held constant. Interestingly, among the men

of both races, the statistical associations between drinking patterns and marital

status disappeared when controlling for age. This finding suggests that, in

general, age may be an equally strong or more powerful determinant of men's

drinking behavior than marital patterns.

Among white males, aged 18–39, all groups of men, regardless of marital

status exhibit relatively high rates of frequent high maximum and frequent

heavier drinking. However, marital status does seem to exert some influence

on the drinking behavior of men in this group. The small group of men who

are separated/divorced exhibit the highest rates of drinking and of frequent

heavier drinking, while married men show the lowest drinking rates. These

patterns suggest that for whites, heavy drinking in young men is a general

norm which may be constrained somewhat by marriage.

Among middle-aged whites (between 40 and 59 years old) there is virtually

no difference in the drinking patterns of married compared to

separated/divorced men. All the men in this age group exhibit somewhat

higher rates of abstention and lower rates of heavy drinking than younger men.

Men over 60 years old, whether married or widowed exhibit very high

rates of abstaining and very low rates of frequent heavier drinking. However,

married men are more likely to be high maximum drinkers than widowers (11%
vs. 4%).

The findings for white men cast doubt on some common assumptions

about the relationship between marital status and heavy drinking — e.g., that
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Age18–39 Nevermarried Married Separated/ Divorced Widowed Age40–59 Nevermarried Married Separated/ Divorced Widowed Age60+ Nevermarried Married Separated/ Divorced Widowed!
+

Twofewnumbers

Abstainer/
N
Infrequent
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BLACKS Freq
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Table
3

DrinkingPatternsbyMaritalStatus,AgeandRaceforMenin
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|

Black/whitedifferencesp-3.01,(K-S
2
sampletest)

(Weighted) FreqFreq HighHeavy MaxDrinker 1715 2216 5122 O+ ++
1l;11 1028 ++ ++ 63 619 22

N
Infrequent

13523 19227 301l; ++ 12+
1l;l;39 2732 2+ 7+ 13152 11+ 3653

Abstainer/Less

Freq 21 20 17 16 15

WHITES Freq Low Max 5 12 24 31

Freq High Max 20 23 25 17 22

Freq Heavy Drinker 31 22 33
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men are heavily constrained by marriage in their drinking behavior or that

divorce and the death of a spouse are linked to heavy drinking because of

psychological or social problems. The norms of particular age groups, whether

determined by changes in lifestyle and social patterns during maturation, or

by historical or "cohort" effects in values and norms regarding drinking, appear

to be more strongly associated with drinking behavior than marital status for

white males.

The association of marital status with drinking patterns differs

considerably for black men. First, among younger blacks (aged 18–39), it is

never-married men who have the lowest rates of heavy drinking and highest

proportion of abstainers or infrequent drinkers. Married men look very similar

to never-married men, but have slightly higher rates of heavy drinking and

lower rates of abstention/infrequent drinkers. Separated/divorced males differ

significantly from these two groups in exhibiting a very low proportion of

abstainers/infrequent drinkers (13%) and an extremely high proportion of

frequent high maximum drinking (51%). These findings suggest that black

men's drinking behavior may be more constrained than white men's by marriage

and by the social conditions affecting young inexperienced males. For example,

black-never married and married men may both live in family settings with

women and children, and may also lack the material resources which allow

heavy drinking.

The pattern of major differences between the drinking patterns of

separated/divorced and married men is true for middle-aged and elderly black

males. Among blacks aged 40-59 years, married men exhibit low rates of

heavy drinking (11%) and comparatively high rates of abstaining and infrequent

drinking (52%). In contrast, divorced/separated men in this age group exhibit

very high rates of frequent heavy drinking (28%) and modest rates of
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abstaining/infrequent drinking (36%). It is this group and not black men as a

whole which exhibits heavy drinking during middle-age.

Elderly black men who are separated and divorced also have noticeably

different drinking patterns from married or widowed men. The proportion of

non-drinkers or infrequent drinkers is about 25% less (53% vs 79-84%), while

the proportion of frequent heavier drinkers is 6-9 times higher (19% vs. 2-3%)

for separated/divorced compared to married or widowed men.

These findings suggest that marital status is strongly associated with

patterns of heavy drinking for black men at different age groups. Although

all men show declines in heavy drinking in the older age-groups, black

divorced/separated men stand out as having considerably higher rates of frequent

heavy drinking than their married or widowed counterparts. The reasons for

this pattern are not clear and may reflect differences in the social organization

of black family life (e.g. with females exerting a more powerful role in

maintaining abstinence) or differences in the social and economic position of

divorced/separated men (e.g. more leisure time, stronger participation in male

peer groups, lack of strong work structure) compared to whites.

In contrast to white men, white women showed statistically significant

differences in drinking patterns by marital status even when age is held

constant. Never-married and divorced/separated women are more likely to be

drinkers and to drink heavily than married women. This pattern is strongest

among younger women. For women aged 18–39 the proportion of

abstainers/infrequent drinkers among married women is about twice that of

unmarried women (51% vs. 27–29%), while rates of frequent heavy drinking

are about half as much (5% vs. 10–12%). Separated/divorced women in this

age group exhibit extraordinarily high rates of frequent high maximum drinking

(24% vs 10–13%).
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The drinking patterns of older white women follow a similar, but more

muted pattern. Divorced/separated women over 40 years old stand out as

generally having a lower proportion of non-drinkers or very light drinkers and

a higher proportion of frequent heavier drinkers than married women.

Young black women (18–39) differ considerably from white women in

the association of drinking patterns with marital status. The drinking patterns

of separated/divorced and married women are practically identical, with both

groups having a high rate of abstaining/infrequent drinking (about 50%) and

low rates of heavy drinking (3%-4%). Never-married women exhibit somewhat

higher rates of frequent heavier drinking (7%), but otherwise their drinking

patterns are very similar to the two other groups of women.

Middle-aged black women showed slightly more differences in the drinking

patterns of married women compared to separated/divorced women. The

proportion of drinkers was somewhat higher for separated/divorced than married

women (34% vs 23%) as were rates of frequent heavier drinking (6% vs. 3%).

This difference is interesting because it indicates that frequent heavy drinking

is more prevalent among middle-aged black divorced/separated women than

among those who are younger. This change may be related to changes in the

life circumstances of older women — i.e., children growing up, greater economic

stability, or more social independence -- which allow them more opportunity

to drink.

Black women over 60 years age show little difference in drinking

according to marital status with the exception that widows have a considerably

greater proportion of abstainers/infrequent drinkers than married women.

These findings indicate that drinking patterns are much more strongly

associated with marital status for white than black women. The difference

might be related to greater discrepancies between blacks and whites in social



141

and economic roles for married and unmarried women, particularly among those

in the younger age groups. For example, unmarried young white women may

be more likely to live away from home and/or alone, be employed outside of

the home, and have less involvement with childrearing than black unmarried

WOmen,
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Religious Affiliation

Religious affiliation is generally associated with drinking patterns both

because religious traditions are often intertwined with particular ethnic

lifestyles (e.g. Catholicism and Italian culture) and also because some religious

denominations maintain specific proscriptions against alcohol beverage use.

Few if any previous studies have been able to examine variations in drinking

by religious affiliation among blacks because of the overwhelming predominance

of fundamentalist Protestant religions in the black population. This section

reveals that there are important differences between black and white drinking

patterns when a broader spectrum of religious affiliations is examined.

Among men, religious affiliation appeared much more strongly associated

with drinking patterns for whites than for blacks. White men affiliated with

Protestant denominations noted for strict sanctions against alcohol use (Baptists

and Fundamentalist religions) had very high rates of abstention (43%-56%) and

low to moderate rates of heavy drinking (10-15%). Men identified with

Protestant groups currently holding less restrictive attitudes towards alcohol

such as the Methodists or Congregationalists, exhibited substantially lower rates

of abstention (20%–21%) and somewhat higher rates of frequent heavier drinking

(15%-20%). White male Catholics, or men with no religious affiliation reported

the lowest rates of abstention (10%–16% respectively) and very high rates of

frequent heavier drinking (26–28%) and high maximum drinking (21%–28%). This

pattern is very consistent with previous findings in the alcohol literature which

show that abstention and religious fundamentalism are strongly associated,

while Catholicism is correlated with low rates of abstaining and high rates of

heavy drinking.
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Among black men these clear cut patterns of association were completely

absent or very muted. Men affiliated with a broad range of religious

denominations had very similar patterns of abstention. Hence Baptists, liberal

Protestants, and Catholics all had similar proportions of men classifed as

abstainers (22–2996). The variation in frequent heavier and frequent high

maximum drinking according to drinking pattern was also weak, and when it

did appear was very different from the pattern observed for whites. Of those

reporting any religious affiliation, Methodists had the highest rates of frequent

heavier drinking (20%) and Catholics had among the lowest (13%). Only those

affiliated with Fundamentalist Protestant sects or those with no religious

preference stand out as having really distinctive drinking patterns and these

are in the expected directions. A very high proportion of men belonging to

Fundamentalist Protestant religions are classified as abstainers (57%) and a

relatively small proportion of the men are frequent heavier drinkers (5%)

although their rates of frequent high maximum drinking are moderately high

(18%). Black men with no religious affiliation have an average proportion of

abstainers (24%) and of frequent heavier drinkers (24%), but an extremely high

rate of frequent high maximum drinking (36%), exceeding that of any other

group of men.

The differences in the overall pattern of association of drinking with

religious affiliation was reflected in some specific differences between black

and white males in the same religious denomination. For example, white

Baptists had much higher rates of abstention than black Baptists (43% vs.

28%). Among Catholics there were even more profound differences between

black and white men. Black men had a considerably higher proportion of

abstainers than whites (27% vs. 10%) and a much smaller proportion of frequent
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high maximum drinkers (12% vs. 22%) and frequent heavier drinkers than whites

(13% vs. 26%).

Among women, some of these racial differences persisted, but there

were also strong similarities between blacks and whites. First, for both groups

of women there is a very strong demarcation between the drinking patterns

of those reporting a religious affiliation as opposed to those without one.

Among black and white women with no religious preference, rates of abstention

were relatively low (23% and 11% for blacks and whites respectively) and

combined rates of frequent and high maximum drinking were extraordinarily

high (31% for blacks and 27% for whites), ranging from 2 1/2 to 5 times the

rates for women affiliated with any religion or denomination.

Among women reporting a religious affilation, the pattern for white

women duplicated the one described for white men. The proportion of abstainers

was very high and the proportion of heavy drinkers was very low among

Fundamentalist Protestants and Baptists. Methodists and non-fundamentalist

Protestant women exhibited intermediate rates of abstention and somewhat

higher rates of frequent high maximum drinking. Of women reporting a religious

affiliation, white Catholics exhibited the lowest rates of abstention (16%) and

highest rates of frequent high maximum (11%) and frequent heavier drinking
(7%).

To some degree, the patterns observed among white women were true

for blacks. Rates of abstention clustered in similar ways except among

Catholics. The highest rates of abstention were found among women affiliated

with Fundamentalist and Baptist religions. Women in other Protestant

denominations and those who are Catholic had an intermediate proportion of

abstainers, while those with no affiliation had the lowest rates of abstention.
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The strongest differences among black and white women emerged among

Catholics. Among black female Catholics, the proportion of abstainers was

very high (34%) — in fact higher than among some Protestant denominational

groups -- while it was very low for whites (16%). Rates of heavy and high

quantity drinking showed similar trends. For black women, Catholics had

among the lowest rates of combined frequent high maximum and frequent

heavier drinking (4%) while white women had among the highest rates (18%).

In addition to these differences, black women affiliated with the

Methodists or with "other" Protestant religions displayed much lower rates of

frequent high maximum drinking than white women.

In sum, blacks and whites converged in some aspects of the association

of drinking with religious affiliation (e.g. the negative association of drinking

with fundamentalist sects and high rates of heavy drinking among persons

reporting no religious affiliation) but differed dramatically in others. The most

striking differences appeared to be the lack of variation in abstaining according

to religious affiliation for black men and the absence of the traditional Catholic

Protestant split in abstention and heavy drinking among black men and women.

The findings for black men may be related to the recent shifts in their drinking

patterns (to be described in a later section) in areas known for conservative

religious doctrines and attitudes towards alcoholic beverages. The differences

in the drinking patterns of white and black Catholics may reflect differences

in the social class background and subcultural affiliations of the two groups.

For example, there is some indication that Catholicism may be associated with

upward mobility for blacks -- since parochial schools seem to be the "private

school" alternative for blacks in big cities -- while for whites it has traditionally

been a working-class religion. Black Catholics may also lack the subcultural
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supports for the customary pattern of frequent, integrated drinking among

white Catholics given the strong regional and historical focus on abstention in

the majority of the black population.
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Degree of Religiosity

The intensity of religiosity among respondents was measured by

constructing an index based on several pertinent items — perceived importance

of religion, frequency of attending church, and frequency of socializing with

church people. Values were assigned to the items and respondents were assigned

a score based on their combined responses to the items. The scores ranged

from 0-12, with lower numbers indicating a lesser degree of religiosity. As

measured by this index, the intensity of religious belief and behavior had a

uniform and relatively strong negative association with amount of drinking for

men and women of both races.

Hence among males, those who were considered the "least" religious had

rates of heavy drinking in the 50% range, while those who were described as

"highly religious" included a very high proportion of abstainers. Between these

two extremes, however, there was variation in the relationship between intensity

of religious involvement and drinking patterns. Men described as "moderately"

religious actually exhibited higher rates of drinking at all and substantial rates

of heavier drinking when compared to men described as the "least" religious.

It could be that there is an association between being an active religious

participant and being socially active in general which might increase one's

frequency and/or volume of drinking, up to a certain point. However for men

considered "highly" or "very highly" religious, heavy drinking declines very

dramatically and abstention rises sharply. It is at this level that religious

involvement may prove so intense as to inhibit socializing in contexts where

alcohol is likely to be used. As an alternative explanation, these patterns may

be related to the age and regional characteristics of highly religious respondents.

There were no significant differences in overall drinking patterns for

black and white men when controlling for degree of religiosity. However there
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are a few differences in particular drinking styles that deserve attention.

First, black men rated at the low end of the religiosity index exhibited both

higher rates of abstention and higher or roughly equal rates of heavier drinking

than white men in these categories. Second, there is a direct and steady

decline in frequent heavier drinking among blacks but not among whites as

religious intensity increases. Despite this decrease, black men described as

"highly religious" exhibit unusually high rates of frequent high maximum

drinking.

The association of religiosity and drinking patterns among women

parallels the patterns observed among men. Women classified as "very low"

or "low" on the index of religiosity exhibited low rates of abstention and high

rates of heavy drinking. Conversely women described as "highly religious"

included a very high proportion of abstainers and an extremely low proportion

of heavy drinkers.
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However, rates of frequent heavy drinking seemed to drop off more

rapidly for women as religiosity increased than they did for men. It may be

that religious norms or the patterns associated with religious involvement (e.g.,

marriage and small children) exert a more powerful influence on women's

behavior than men's. Interestingly, increasing religiosity among women did

not result in similar declines in rates of frequent high maximum drinking. As

among men, these rates remained high or moderate for all those except women

at the very high end of the spectrum. This was particularly true among white

women; their rates were often considerably higher than those of blacks.

As among men, there were no significant differences between black and

white women in overall drinking patterns at various levels of religious

involvement. Yet black women at the very low end of the religiosity scale

looked very different from white women in having a comparatively high

proportion of abstainers (33% vs. 1.5%) and an extraordinarily high rate of

frequent heavier drinking (25% vs. 15%).

The most interesting finding from this section points to the overall

similarity of the effect of religious values and behaviors on black and white

drinking patterns despite the strong differences in religious orientations in the

two groups. It was expected that religiosity would be a more powerful force

among blacks, where the religious milieu is highly Protestant and is generally

negative towards alcohol beverage use, than among whites, where the majority

of the population is affiliated with liberal Protestant religions or with
Catholicism.

Discussion: Primary Social Characteristics and Drinking Patterns

The findings on overall male drinking patterns reported in this study

are consistent with those described in previous national surveys. In the 1965

national survey (Cahalan et al., 1969) similar proportions of black and white
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men were classified as abstainers, light-moderate, and heavy drinkers. Clark

and Midanik's analysis (1982) of the 1979 survey also showed that black and

white men have very similar drinking patterns, with the exception that black

men exhibited slightly higher rates of abstention (30% vs. 25%) and lower rates

of heavy drinking (14% vs. 21%).

The findings on women's drinking parallel most other studies, which show

that black women generally exhibit higher rates of abstaining than white women

(Cahalan et al., 1969; Clark and Midanik, 1982). However the findings contradict

a common assumption that black women drink more heavily than white women

(Cahalan et al., 1969; Bailey et al., 1965). The more detailed measures reported

in this study suggest that in general, white women drink more frequently, in

both lower and high maximum quantities, than black women.

The differences in the age structure of black and white male drinking

described in this section are particularly interesting in light of Caetano's

research (1984), which showed that patterns of frequent heavier drinking differed

considerably for white and black men in Northern California. In Caetano's

analysis, rates of frequent heavier drinking for whites were highest among men

aged 18–29, and successively declined for men in older age groups. However

among blacks, heavy drinking was very low among younger men, increased

sharply for men in their thirties, but declined thereafter. These differences

raised questions about whether blacks have a more prolonged pattern of heavy

drinking, which might put them at higher risk for physiological problems due

to drinking than whites. The data from the present survey confirm the

findings that rates of frequent heavier drinking are very high for white males

and very low for black males aged 18–29. However, they do not show a major

increase in rates of heavy drinking for black men in their 30's. (Rates of

frequent high maximum drinking increase sharply for blacks, but they also
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increase for whites and both racial groups display similar rates in the 30–39

year age group -- 33% vs. 26% for blacks and whites respectively). In contrast,

this data show that rates of frequent heavier drinking among black men are

fairly stable for those aged 18–39, increase slightly for men aged 40-59, and

then drop off considerably.

The pattern of age-related differences in drinking patterns described for

black and white women parallels findings described by Caetano (1984) in his

multi-ethnic analysis. Black women exhibited higher rates of abstention than

white women, particularly in the youngest and older age groups. White women

also consistently reported higher rates of frequent low maximum and frequent

high maximum drinking compared to blacks.

The findings on the association of marital status and drinking patterns

described in this study showed important differences for whites and blacks

which have not been previously reported in the alcohol literature. The patterns

among whites were generally consistent with earlier studies. That is,

separated/divorced and never-married men and women exhibit lower rates of

abstention and higher rates of heavy drinking than married people. When

controlling for age, it appeared that marital status is more strongly associated

with drinking patterns for white women than men.

Blacks differed from this portrait in several ways. Among men those

who are never-married and married exhibit very similar rates of heavy drinking.

These two groups differ considerably from separated/divorced men, who do

exhibit characteristically high rates of heavy drinking. Among black women,

married women, never-married, and separated/divorced women all exhibit very

similar drinking patterns -- high rates of abstention and low rates of heavy

drinking. When controlling for age, marital status seemed to be more strongly

associated with differences in rates of heavy drinking for black men than black
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women. Separated/divorced men exhibited extremely high rates of frequent

heavier or frequent high maximum drinking at all ages. In contrast, there

were few or only modest differences in drinking rates according to marital

status for black women when controlling for age.

These findings differ considerably from those reported for a large black

California sample by Caetano and Herd (1984). Among black men in the

Northern California sample, there were no significant differences in the drinking

patterns of married men compared to those who were separated/divorced or

single. Among women, those who were married or widowed exhibited

substantially higher rates of abstaining and lower rates of heavy drinking than

women who were single or separated/divorced. These differences may stem

from the specific features of the California sample, which might contrast with

those of blacks in other areas (e.g., youthfulness of the sample, comparatively

recent migration from the South, generally high prevalence of racial

integration).

As previously described, there are major differences in the relationship

between black and white drinking patterns and religious affiliation. The

relationship for whites in the sample exhibited the traditional wet-dry cleavage

which generally separates Catholics and Liberal Protestants from Conservative

Protestants. Among blacks, however, Catholics reported similar drinking

patterns as those affiliated with most Protestant denominations — comparatively

high rates of abstention and low rates of heavy drinking. This finding echoes

similar findings on the relationship of religious affiliation and drinking patterns

among northern California blacks (Lipscomb and Trocki, 1981; Caetano and

Herd, 1984). Except for blacks in Fundamentalist religions, those who were

Catholic, Baptist, or belonged to other Protestant denominations (Methodist,

Lutheran, Presbyterian, Episcopalian) exhibited very similar drinking patterns.
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Surprisingly, however, blacks and whites converged on the strength of

the association between religiosity and drinking patterns. Given the strong

Protestant orientation of blacks, it was expected that religiosity might be a

more powerful influence on their drinking patterns.

Variable Area II: Drinking Patterns and Indicators of Socio-economic Status

Educational Attainment

Educational level is significantly related to drinking patterns for blacks

and whites of both sexes. However, this relationship is noticeably stronger

for women than men. In general the association between educational level

and drinking patterns is positive; that is, the higher the educational level, the

greater the likelihood that one will be a drinker as opposed to an abstainer,

and that one will drink frequently.

Accordingly, men with no formal schooling or only a grammar school

education include a much higher proportion of abstainers (42% and 51% for

blacks and whites respectively) than men who have completed college and or

attended graduate school (18% and 12% each for blacks and whites). Rates

of frequent heavy drinking show a curvilinear rather than a direct positive

association with educational level for both blacks and whites. They are very

low for men at the lowest educational level, highest for those who have

attended high school, and moderately low for the college educated. This

pattern possibly reflects the fact that increasing educational status may afford

men more economic and social opportunity to drink. Yet, highly educated

men might be in competitive work and social situations which would put them

under pressure not to drink heavily on a regular basis.

Except for men at the highest educational level, there were no significant

differences in black and white drinking patterns as a whole. However there

are some noteworthy differences in particular drinking styles between the two
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Table 14
Drinking Patterns by Educational Attainment and Race

Among Men in Percents
(Weighted)

Grammar Some/
School Completed Some Completed College”

or Less High School College /Graduate Study
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(138)1 (82) (368) (337) (141) (146) (67) (177)

t;2 51 29 22 23 22 18 12

16 12 9 12 9 10 11 10
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Low Maximum
Drinkers t; 8 7 9 10 13 25 10
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High Maximum
Drinkers 0 O 9 6 10 6 9 7
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Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent High
Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

21 10 18 14 19 23 12 26

9 6 18 25 13 19 12 13

"Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
Blacks, Gamma = . 15, p< .05
Whites, Gamma = . 17, p < .05

"Black/White differences, p<.05, (K-S 2 sample test)
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groups. First, rates of frequent heavier drinking are lower for blacks who

have attended high school or college than for whites. It is only at the lowest

educational level that blacks exhibit comparatively higher rates of frequent

heavy drinking. Second, the association between frequent high maximum

drinking and educational level is directly opposite for the two races. Among

blacks, frequent high maximum drinking decreases as educational level increases

— the highest rates occur among very poorly educated men and the lowest

rates occur among men who have completed college or attended graduate

school. In contrast, among whites, rates of frequent high maximum drinking

increase as educational level increases. The least educated men have the

lowest rates of frequent high maximum drinking and rates steadily rise until

they are highest in men who have completed college/and or attended graduate

School.

This difference contributes to the overall differences between the

drinking patterns of highly educated blacks and whites. Among men who have

completed college or attended graduate school, whites are somewhat more

likely to drink than blacks (88% vs. 72%), and considerably more likely to

drink frequently, at both low maximum (21% vs. 13%) and high maximum levels

(26% vs. 12%). Blacks, on the other hand, report drinking in the "less frequent"

categories at a much higher rate than whites (34% vs. 17%). The tendency

for highly educated blacks to drink less than whites may stem from differences

in the social background of the two groups (blacks coming from abstaining

lower income families and whites from "wetter" upper middle-class

environments) or from the heavy social pressures experienced by blacks who

move up the social ladder in a racially diverse society.

As previously noted, educational status has a stronger association with

drinking patterns for women than for men. This difference can be largely
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Table 15
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Among Women in Percents
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attributed to variations in rates of abstention between the two groups. For

women the difference in the proportion of abstainers between the least and

most educated groups is between 35–50%, while for men it is only 24–39%.

However, the relationship between abstention and educational level for women

is the same as the one described for men. The largest proportion of abstainers

are women at the lowest level of education (grammar school or less). Women

at higher educational levels show marked declines in abstention and

corresponding increases in frequent low maximum and frequent high maximum

drinking.

The association of frequent heavy drinking with educational level exhibits

a similar curvilinear relationship as the one described for men. That is, heavy

drinking increases as women become more educated, but declines among the

most highly educated group. Women differ from men, however, in reporting

the highest rates of heavy drinking among those who have attended college. It

is only among women that have completed college and/or attended graduate

school that rates of frequent heavy drinking drop off substantially. This

transition may reflect the same social forces that inhibit heavy drinking among

well-educated men, e.g. a highly competitive work and social environment.

When controlling for educational status, there were significant

differences observed for black and white women at the high school level and

for those who had attended college. These differences are largely due to the

higher rates of abstention among black women. In addition, among white

women, but not blacks, increasing education was strongly associated with

increases in frequent high maximum drinking.
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Education By Age

Given the strong association of educational attainment with age level,

a separate analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between these

two variables and drinking patterns. One of the most important general findings

of this analysis is that the very high level of abstaining and low level of heavy

drinking reported for those with no formal schooling or a grammar school

education is primarily age-related -- about 70% of this population across both

sexes and races is 60 years or older.

Other findings indicate that both age and educational level seem to

have an important interactive association with drinking patterns. The effect

of education remains prominent particularly among young white men, and white

women in general, but the direction and nature of the association vary according

to age level.

Among young white men (aged 18–39), increasing educational level is

associated with dramatic declines in frequent heavy drinking (from 39% to 9%),

a sharp rise in frequent high maximum drinking (from 15% to 35%) and a

decrease (only for those who have completed college) in the proportion of

abstainers. For young white males where heavy drinking is apparently the

norm, educational level primarily seems to shift the temporal location of heavy

drinking rather than to diminish it altogether. Highly educated young white

males may not be able to afford to (in terms of social standing and job

responsibilities) indulge in continuous heavy drinking, but do so intermittently,

and drink quite frequently in smaller quantities.

Among males aged 18–39, educational differences are not as sharply

defined for blacks as they are for whites. Blacks with high school educations

and those who have attended college have very similar drinking patterns. It

is only among blacks who have completed college or attended graduate school
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that strong differences emerge. Blacks at this level exhibit a much smaller

proportion of abstainers or infrequent drinkers, a much greater proportion of

"less frequent" drinkers and considerably lower rates of frequent heavier drinkers

than other blacks.

The major difference between young black and young white males occurs

in men with high school educations. Here rates of frequent heavier drinking

are substantially lower for blacks (19%) than for whites (39%).

Among middle-aged men (aged 40-59) the association of educational level

with drinking pattern seems to vary considerably between the two races. For

white men increasing educational level seems to be associated with a diminishing

proportion of abstainers or infrequent drinkers, and a slightly elevated proportion

of frequent high maximum and frequent heavier drinkers.

Blacks show a different pattern of association with drinking patterns.

In general, as blacks become more highly educated, rates of heavy drinking

decrease rather than increase as they did among whites. Very poorly educated

men exhibit very high rates of abstention or infrequent drinking (60%), low

rates of frequent high maximum drinking (4%), and high rates of frequent

heavier drinking (20%). Blacks with high school educations include a much

lower proportion of abstainers/infrequent drinkers (36%), and high proportions

of frequent high maximum (20%) and frequent heavier drinkers (20%). In

contrast, college educated black men exhibit fairly high rates of abstaining or

infrequent drinking (51%) and very low rates of frequent high maximum drinking

(9%) and frequent heavier drinking (8%). It is this group of blacks and whites

which differs most in the 40-59 year old age group: whites exhibit rates of

frequent high maximum and frequent heavier drinking that are more than twice

as high as those of blacks (23% and 22% vs. 9% and 896).
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For men over 60, blacks and whites again differ in the association with

drinking and educational status. Among whites, rates of abstaining/infrequent

drinking decline steadily as education increases (from 62%-43%), while rates

of frequent low maximum and frequent heavier drinking increase (17%–34% and

0–9%, respectively). In the frequent drinking categories, only the proportion

of frequent high maximum drinkers declines (from 12%–6%). In contrast, among

blacks, men of higher educational status include a somewhat lower proportion

of drinkers and of drinkers who are classified as frequent high maximum and

frequent heavier drinkers.

In sum, among younger men, the association of educational attainment

with drinking patterns is similar for whites and blacks. In both groups, highly

educated men exhibit a low proportion of abstainers/infrequent drinkers and

of frequent heavier drinkers. After age 40, however, increasing education is

associated with decreased drinking for black men and higher levels of drinking

for white men. This finding suggests that there may be important cohort

differences in the nature and status of higher education between the two groups.

Young women (aged 18–39) exhibit fairly similar patterns in the

association of educational level with drinking behavior as young men. Among

both blacks and whites, high levels of education are associated with a decrease

in the proportion of abstainers/infrequent drinkers and of heavier drinkers, and

an increase in the percentage of "infrequent" drinkers and frequent low

maximum drinkers. For whites, but not blacks, rates of frequent high maximum

drinking also increase dramatically among very highly educated women.

An unexpected finding was that young poorly educated black women

(which could not be observed in the white population due to the small number

of respondents in this category) exhibit an extremely high rate of frequent

heavier drinking (17%). This finding must regarded cautiously because of the
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small number of respondents, but suggests that lack of education may predispose

young black women to drink very heavily, perhaps because of the lack of social

or career alternatives.

Among middle-aged white women (40–59) the positive association between

educational status and frequency of drinking persists, but in a more muted

fashion. Women with higher levels of education include a higher proportion

of drinkers and of drinkers in the frequent categories than less educated women.

As among younger women, rates of frequent heavier drinking decline for women

at very high educational levels. For black women, increasing education also

appears to be associated with lower numbers of abstainers/infrequent drinkers

and higher numbers of frequent drinkers, both in the low and high categories.

The findings show that black women who have attended, but not completed

college, have unusually high rates of frequent high maximum drinking (12%)

and moderately high rates of frequent heavier drinking (7%). Given the

comparatively small number of black women who have completed college, it

is difficult to draw firm conclusions, but the data suggests that as women

become more highly educated, heavy drinking declines.

In the older age group, white women exhibit the same positive association

between educational level and drinking frequency. Rates of frequent heavier

drinking are low for all groups of women at this age, but college educated

women differ from others in reporting a higher proportion of women who drink

at frequent, but low maximum levels. Among black women, those with grammar

school educations or high school look very similar, except that the poorly

educated women are somewhat less likely to drink than other women.
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In sum, educational level is generally associated with higher rates of

drinking and drinking frequently both in the low and high maximum categories

for black and white women of all ages. There is a decline in rates of frequent

heavier drinking for young highly educated women, as there is for men. However

white women differ from white men in that rates of frequent heavier drinking

increase for those who have attended college compared to those who have

attended high school only. Among men, the rates decline substantially. Black

women at the lowest educational level stand out as having the highest rates

of frequent heavy drinking among any group of women, regardless of age or

educational status.

Family Income

Black and white men diverged considerably in the relationship between

amount of income and drinking patterns. For white males, there was generally

a positive association (gamma = . 19) between income level and frequency and

amount of drinking. Thus the proportion of abstainers was lowest, and the

proportion of heavier drinkers was highest, for men in the upper income

brackets. Among black men this direct positive association was absent

(indicated by the very low gamma value of .03) and rates of heavy drinking

actually declined for men at very high income levels.
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Because of these differences, black and white men at the lower and

upper ends of the income spectrum exhibited very different rates of frequent

heavier drinking. Among black men, frequent heavy drinking was lowest for

those with very low and very high incomes (12% and 6%, respectively). Heavy

drinking was highest for those in the low to middle income range (from 23%

to 18%) and dropped as the income level increased. In contrast, among whites,

frequent heavy drinking was highest among men at the very low and very high

ends of the income spectrum (22% and 24% respectively). Those in the middle

income ranges showed low and moderate rates (from 10% to 1996).

The overall differences in black/white drinking patterns were strongest

in the very highest income bracket. For men with incomes over $30,000 there

was more than a two-fold difference in rates of abstention (30% vs 1396 for

blacks and whites respectively) and a fourfold difference (6% vs. 24% for

blacks and whites respectively) in rates of frequent heavier drinking between

the two groups.

These strong differences in the association of income level with

black/white drinking patterns suggest that there may be very different social

forces operating in the two groups of men. The lower rates of black drinking

at the upper end of the income scale parallel findings on the drinking patterns

of highly educated blacks. High income blacks may experience the same social

constraints (e.g. competitive work environment) which could inhibit the drinking

behavior of highly educated blacks.

In contrast to the situation described for males, the association of

drinking patterns with income level is very similar for black and white women.

When income is controlled, there were no significant differences between

overall drinking patterns and race. For both groups of women, the proportion

of abstainers decreases as income rises. Among whites this pattern is direct



s

Table19

DrinkingPatternsbyYearlyFamilyIncomeandRaceforWomen
in
Percents

(Weighted)

$6,000$6,001—
$10,001
–$15,001–
$20,001–
$30,000
— orLess$10,000$15,000$20,000$30,000andover BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (502)1(153)(214)(140)(125)(129)(103)(109)(105)(190)(67)(241)

Abstainers
5253tºl;l;45038282729283!!25

Infrequent Drinkers
1l;171620162019222121;1716 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

101018121511311632151318 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
5678t;82336l;6 Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers

95876118168132817 Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers
5l;663l;l;1037313 Frequent Heavier Drinkers

5l;226787l;62t;
"Numbers
in

parentheses
areunweightednumbers
of
respondents. BlacksGamma

=.13,p<.05 WhitesGamma
=.21,p<.05



172

and as income rises, rates of abstaining correspondingly decrease. For blacks,

the percentage of abstainers fluctuates more and is quite high even in the

middle income groups (50%). Yet on the whole, a much smaller proportion of

black women with incomes of over $15,000 report being abstainers than poorer
WOmen,

A similar pattern is observed for changes in rates of frequent low

maximum drinking. For white women, frequent drinking shows a strong positive

and direct relationship with income status. The higher the income the more

likely a woman will drink frequently (from 5% to 17% as income increases

from less than $6,000 a year to over $30,000 a year). Black women on the

other hand, exhibit a fairly stable pattern of frequent low maximum drinking

across most of the income spectrum (about 8%), but show dramatic increases

when income exceeds $30,000 a year (28%).

White and black women also show strongly parallel patterns of change

in frequent heavy drinking at different income levels. Frequent heavy drinking

is moderately high for women with very low incomes (5% and 4% for blacks

and whites respectively), it is very low for women with incomes between $6,000

and $10,000 per year (2% for both blacks and whites) and highest (6-8% for
blacks, 7% for whites) for women with incomes from $10,000 to $20,000 per

year. However women at the highest income level report considerably lower

rates of heavy drinking (296 for blacks and l;96 for whites).
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The reasons for this pattern are not immediately clear and may stem

from a combination of factors such as presence or absence of children, general

social environment, and employment and occupational status. These factors

could serve both to inhibit or to facilitate drinking under different

circumstances. For example, women who are housewives may have little money

to use for alcohol, but may on the other hand have more leisure and unstructured

time in which drinking can take place than women at moderately low incomes

who work outside of the home. This may explain why drinking rates go down

as income increases slightly. However, very high income women, like black

males, may curb heavy drinking in order to successfully maintain their status

in demanding and highly competitive work situations where power is

concentrated in the hands of white males. Future analysis of the relationship

between occupational status and drinking pattern may shed further light on

this issue.

Although black and and white women have similar drinking patterns

when income level is controlled, they do differ in the trends of frequent high

maximum drinking. For white women, frequent high maximum drinking increases

directly with increases in household income. For blacks on the other hand,

frequent high maximum drinking is lower for women with higher incomes. For

women with incomes of over $30,000 whites have a rate of frequent high

maximum drinking which is 4 times the rate for black women (13% vs. 3%).

Employment Status

Black and white males exhibit a very similar relationship between drinking

patterns and employment status. For both groups of men, rates of frequent

heavy drinking are highest for the unemployed (27% and 29% for blacks and

whites) next highest for men with full-time jobs (24% and 16% for blacks and

whites respectively), somewhat lower for men with parttime jobs (12% for
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Table 20
Drinking Patterns by Employment Status and Race for Men in Percents

(Weighted)

Employed" Employed
(Full-time) (Part-time) Unemployed Retired

Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(828) (50%) (87) (86) (73) (23) (119) (138)

Abstainers 24 17 26 1 l; 25 18 60 l;6

Infrequent
Drinkers 11 11 8 20 6 6 10 13

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 9 10 8 11 10 O 2 10

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 7 7 30 l; 2 4 2 O

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 13 9 10 26 10 18 6 22

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 20 23 6 9 19 25 16 6

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 16 24 12 16 27 29 5 3

!Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
Blacks, X* = 87.12, df = 18, p.4.001, Cramers v = .21
Whites, x2 = 117.67, df = 18, p< .001, Cramers W = .23

*Black/White differences, p < .05, (K-S 2 sample test)
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blacks and 16% for whites), and very low for retired workers (5% for blacks

and 3% for whites).

The high rates of heavy drinking among the unemployed suggests that

the lack of work structure may permit these men to drink more heavily than

other men. (It should be noted that this relationship is difficult to determine

for whites since there are so few unemployed men that a comparison between

unemployed and employed men may not show valid results.) Men with full

time employment may have higher rates of heavy drinking than those employed

on a part-time basis simply because of greater income which would permit

them to buy more alcohol or to socialize in places where drinking is likely to

take place. The low rates of heavy drinking and drinking in general among

retired men primarily reflects the fact that these are older men.

Despite the overall similarity in the association of drinking pattern

between blacks and whites, important differences are observed between the

two groups. First, employed black men exhibit higher rates of abstention and

lower rates of frequent heavier drinking than employed white men. Differences

in occupational and income status may account for this difference -- a higher

proportion of whites may be employed in high income occupations which makes

alcohol more affordable to them than to blacks in less affluent work situations.

Second, unemployed black men have much higher rates (signifcant at .05 level)

of frequent heavier drinking than employed blacks (27% vs. 16%), whereas

white unemployed and employed men exhibit very similar rates (29% vs. 24%).

This finding suggests that unemployment may indicate sharper differences in

the social and leisure patterns of black than of white men. The previously

discussed literature on black streetcorner men revealed that unemployment in

the black community is often chronic, leading to the breakup of marital and

social ties which limit drinking and to participation in all-male peer groups
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which encourage drinking. Among whites, unemployment may represent a

temporary transition in job status which does not significantly disrupt ordinary

social patterns. Finally, retired black and white men exhibit noticeably different

drinking patterns. A higher proportion of black men are classifed as abstainers

(60% vs. 46%) and as frequent high maximum drinkers (16% vs. 6%) than

whites. Whites on the other hand are much more likely to report being frequent

low maximum drinkers than blacks (22% vs. 6%).

Among women, those who are employed either on a full-time or part

time basis have a lower proportion of abstainers than women who are not

working -- e.g. those who are unemployed, housewives or retired. This

relationship holds for both black and white women. The association of

employment status with frequent high quantity or frequent heavier drinking

drinking, however differs between the races. White women in the work force

(including those who are unemployed) have noticeably higher rates of combined

frequent heavier and high quantity drinking than housewives or retired women.

Hence women with full-time jobs have rates twice as high (18%) as homemakers

(9%) and over four times as high as retired women (2%). In contrast, the rates

of frequent high maximum and frequent heavier drinking differ little or not

all for black women with full-time jobs (8%) or for those who identify themselves

as homemakers (8%).

As among men, black unemployed women have the highest rates of

combined frequent heavier drinking and frequent high maximum drinking (14%).

(This comparison was difficult for white women because of the very small

number who report being unemployed).
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Significant differences were observed for black and white women who

were employed and those who are retired. For employed women the major

difference is that black women report considerably higher numbers of abstainers

(39% vs. 23%), and lower rates of frequent high maximum and frequent heavier

drinking (8% vs. 18%). This finding parallels the finding reported for black

males and may reflect the same differences in occupational status which would

permit whites to drink with more frequency than blacks. Black retired women

also have much higher rates of abstention (75% vs. $4%) and lower rates of

frequent drinking (4% vs. 14%) than white women retirees.

The differences between white and black women in the relationship

between employment status and risk for heavy drinking are important and call

for closer examination of the social characteristics of women in different

employment situations (e.g. age and occupational differences). They also

suggest that the role of work and its social implications are considerably

different for black compared to white women. For example, black working

women and black homemakers may share roughly similar features (low income,

presence of small children, similar age distribution and marital status), while

white women in the workforce may differ considerably from those who are

homemakers.

Discussion: Drinking Patterns and Socio-Economic Indicators

The relationships between socio-economic factors and drinking patterns

described in this section generally show a positive association of higher status

with drinking frequency for whites of both sexes. That is, the higher the level

of income or education, the greater likelihood that one will drink at all and

drink frequently. These findings parallel the results of earlier research (Cahalan
et al., 1969) which illustrate that higher social status in contemporary American

society is generally associated with the frequent use of alcoholic beverages.
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This association was present among black females, but was somewhat

weaker than it was for white males and females. For example, black women

and whites of both sexes showed a consistent positive association between

educational status, family income level and drinking frequency. However, black

females maintained fairly high rates of abstention despite educational or income

level.

In terms of employment status, black women differed from white women

in showing little differences in rates of heavy drinking between those who

were housewives and those who were employed in full-time jobs. Yet blacks

and whites showed similar increases in the proportion of drinkers and of less

freqent and frequent low maximum drinkers for employed women versus women

classified as housewives.

The drinking patterns of black males differed greatly from whites, and

to some extent from black females, in their relationship to socio-economic

indicators. Black men lacked the moderately strong positive association of

income level with drinking rates displayed in the other groups. Rates of
frequent heavier drinking for black males were highest among those with low

incomes and decreased greatly among those with very high incomes. Although

the Crude rates on the association of educational status and drinking patterns

appeared similar for white and black men, important differences appeared

between the two groups when controlling for age. Whereas for men over 40,

increasing educational level among whites was associated with increases in the

proportion of drinkers and of heavier drinkers, among blacks high educational

Status was related to declines in rates of drinking and of heavy drinking.

Although employment status seems to affect white and black male

drinking patterns in a similar fashion, there is a greater gap in the risk of

heavy drinking between black employed and unemployed men than among whites.
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The differences between blacks and whites in the association of drinking

patterns with socio-economic indicators have not been previously described in

the alcohol literature. Caetano and Herd's analysis (1984) showed that income,

education, and employment status were not significantly associated with drinking

patterns among blacks in a large California sample. It was concluded that

socio-demographic factors may be less powerful in predicting drinking patterns

among blacks in this sample, and possibly among blacks in general, because of

their relative homogeneity in terms of ethnic background, regional origin, low

socio-economic standing, and racial minority status.

The findings of the present study based on a nationwide sample would

be expected to yield more variation in social and behavioral characteristics.

The data presented in this study do not suggest that socio-economic factors

lack association with drinking patterns among blacks, but rather that they have

somewhat different patterns of association from those of whites.

It was suggested that social mobility may be a major key in explaining

why income and education show negative associations with drinking frequency

among black males, while the two variables are generally positively correlated

among whites. Another possible factor may be occupational differences between
the two groups. High income blacks may tend to be in the professions, whereas

affluent whites are more likely to be in the business world which is generally

a "wet" occupational area (Cahalan et al., 1969).

Variable Area III: Drinking Patterns and Social-Ecological Factors

Regional Differences

Drinking patterns exhibit significant regional differences for white males,

but not for black males. Among whites the differences are in the expected

directions. That is men in "wetter" regions (regions with more liberal attitudes

and policies towards alcohol beverage use) have lower rates of abstention and
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Table 22
Drinking Patterns by U.S. Regions and Race for Men in Percents

(Weighted)

Northeast"
Blacks Whites
(132)1 (174)

31; 1 l;

North Central South

(116) (195) (400) (231)

Abstainers 17 16 3!! 3!,

Infrequent
Drinkers 18 14 9 10 7 11

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 10 10 8 10 7 10

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 4 5 21

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 12 10 10

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 8 20 18 23 22 15

Frequent
Heavy
Drinkers 16 20 12 23 15 1 l;

= 21.94, df
Whites, X2 = 36.57, df = 18, p <.01, W = .13

“Black/White differences, p4.005, (K-S 2 sample test)

|Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents
Blacks, X2

– 18, The Se

Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
West

Blacks Whites
(68) (141)

21 26

16 8

14 10

15 13

15 14

15 22
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higher rates of heavy drinking than men in traditionally "dry" areas. The

proportion of abstainers is over twice as high for white men in the South (34%)

as it is for those in the Northeast and North Central regions (14% and 16%,

respectively). On the other hand, combined rates of frequent high maximum

and frequent heavier drinking are substantially lower for white men in the

South (29%) than in the Northeast and North Central regions (40% and 46%

respectively). Among white males living in the West, the percentage of

abstainers (26%) and rates of heavy drinking (36%) are intermediate between

the extremes of high abstention in the South and high rates of heavy drinking

in the Northeast and North Central regions.

Drinking patterns show different patterns of regional associations for

black males. Among black men, rates of abstaining are unusually high in the

Northeast (34%), directly paralleling those in the South (34%). The proportion

of non-drinkers is lowest for men in the North Central region (17%) and only

slightly higher for men in West (22%). Rates of heavy drinking show an even

stronger departure from the traditional wet/dry cleavage exhibited by white

men. Combined rates of frequent high maximum and frequent heavy drinking

are highest for black males in the South (37%), and lowest (24%) for those in

the Northeast. They are identical for black men in the North Central and

West (30%).

When comparing the drinking patterns of black and white men in the

same geographical region, there are significant differences for blacks and

whites in the Northeast. Twice as many black, as white men are classified

as non-drinkers (34% vs. 14%) and considerably fewer blacks (33%) are frequent

drinkers (includes drinkers in the three upper categories) than whites (55%).

In the Northcentral region considerably more blacks (21%) than whites (5%)

consume alcohol on a less frequent but high quantity basis; yet almost twice
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as many whites (23%) as blacks (1296) drink in the frequent heavy drinking

category. In the South there are few differences between blacks and whites
in rates of abstaining and drinking patterns, except that blacks (22%) have

noticeably higher rates of frequent high maximum drinking than whites (15%).

The drinking patterns of blacks and whites in the West are very similar with

the exception that whites (22%) have a higher rate of frequent heavier drinking

than blacks (15%).

Women's drinking patterns showed some important differences from the

regional patterns described for men. Heavy drinking for both black and white

women was most common in the West (21% for whites and 12% for blacks),

followed by the North Central region (15% for whites and 12% for blacks).

Among both black and white women, abstainers were heavily concentrated in

the South, so that for each race about half the women in this region reported

not drinking over the past year.

Despite these similarities, the drinking patterns of black and white

women differed significantly in some regions. The strongest racial differences

appeared in the Northeast, as they had among males. Black women in this

area had a rate of abstention (37%) nearly twice that of white women (20%)

and a considerably lower rate of frequent high maximum drinking than whites

(4% vs. 10%). Significant differences were also observed for the two groups

of women in the West. In this area, a somewhat higher proportion of black

women were classified as abstainers (38% vs. 30%), while a considerably lower

proportion were identified as frequent high maximum drinkers (5% vs. 12%).
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Table 23
Drinking Patterns by U.S. Regions and Race for Women in Percents

(Weighted)

Northeast" North Central South
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(192)! (230) (213) (281) (722) (343)

Abstainers 37 20 31 32 56 t;8

Infrequent
Drinkers 25 29 15 15 15 20

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 16 12 24 1 l; 12 10

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 5 6 5 10 3 5

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 10 18 1 l; 1 l; 7 9

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers t; 10 6 9 l; l;

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 3 l; 6 6 t; 3

West”
Blacks Whites

(93) (177)

38 30

11 11

23 22

l; 6

12 10

5 12

7 9

"Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents
Blacks x2
Whites x2 80.65, df

44.43, df = 18, p < .001, Cramers W = .11
= 18, p <.00001, Cramers W = . 16

‘Black/White differences, p< .005, (K-S 2 sample test)
**Black/White differences, p< .05, (K-S 2 sample test)
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The drinking patterns of black and white women in the North Central

area were very similar. About 30% of both groups of women were abstainers

and half that proportion in each group drank infrequently (15%) and in the

frequent low maximum category (14%). White women differed from black

women in that they tended to drink higher quantities (includes less frequent

high maximum and frequent high maximum drinkers) at a sitting than black

women (19% vs. 1.1%). In the South, there were even fewer differences between

black and white women. Nearly 60% of the women in each race were classifed

as abstainers or infrequent drinkers. Relatively small proportions of the women

were identified as frequent drinkers (11% for blacks and 13% for whites), and

an even small number of women were frequent heavier drinkers (4% and 3%

for blacks and whites each).



186

Urbanization

Urbanization has been found to be strongly and positively associated

with drinking in the U.S. Higher levels of alcohol availability and more liberal

social norms contribute to higher rates of drinking in cities. The urbanization

factor may be a key factor in explaining regional differences. Overall drinking

rates are higher in regions which are more heavily urbanized.

Among white males, these traditional assumptions are borne out and

drinking shows a moderate, but significant negative relationship with degree

of urbanization. Residents of cities have much lower proportions of abstainers

and higher combined rates of frequent high maximum and frequent heavier

drinkers than those living in rural or unincorporated areas. Interestingly enough,

size of city seems unimportant and rates of heavy drinking are similar or

slightly higher for residents of small versus large cities.

Among black males, the association of urbanization with overall drinking

patterns is nonexistent (gamma = -.05). This is largely because rates of

abstention are very similar for blacks in cities and in rural areas. As one

would expect, rates of frequent heavy drinking are highest for blacks living

in large metropolitan cities (20%). They are substantially lower for residents
in cities of less than 50,000 inhabitants or in non-metropolitan areas (9–10%).

However, rates of frequent high maximum drinking for black men living in

rural areas are twice as high as those living either in small or in large cities.

The combined rates of frequent heavier and frequent high maximum drinking

are thus higher for blacks in the rural areas than for those in the cities.
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Table 24
Drinking Patterns by Degree of Urbanization by Race for Men in Percents

Metropolitan Cities”
of 50,000 or more

Blacks Whites
(*12)1 (226)

Abstainers 30 17

Infrequent
Drinkers 9 13

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 10 5

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 3 7

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 1 l; 19

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 14 16

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 20 22

(Weighted)

Metropolitan Cities”
of Less than 50,000
Blacks Whites
(164) (289)

30

15

12

10

14

20

10

13

10

23

21

Non-Metropolitan
Areas

Blacks Whites
(140) (226)

28 34

9 11

5 10

13 8

8 9

28 1 l;

10 1 l;

|Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
Blacks, Gamma
Whites, Gamma

--05, n.s.
+ -. 14, p < .01

Black/White differences, p < .01, (K-S 2 sample test)
**Black/White differences, p< .005, (K-S 2 sample test)
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Significant differences in drinking practices for white and black men

were noted in for those living in cities with over 50,000 inhabitants. The

major difference between the two groups of men is the larger proportion of

abstainers among blacks (30% vs. 17%). otherwise there are few differences

in drinking rates, particularly in the heavy drinking categories (34% for blacks

and 38% for whites).

The drinking patterns of white and black men living in cities with under

50,000 inhabitants show much stronger differences. Blacks include considerably

higher proportions of abstainers than whites and they also exhibit much lower

rates of frequent high maximum or frequent heavier drinkers. Blacks, however,

outnumber whites considerably in the "less frequent high maximum" category.

In the rural areas, abstention is stronger among whites than blacks, and blacks

exhibit much higher levels of frequent high quantity drinking.

Among women of both races there is a clear urban-rural division in

drinking vs. non-drinking. Rates of abstention are considerably higher for

women in non-metropolitan areas than for women living either in small or

large cities. Rates of heavy drinking are generally higher for women in large

cities than they are in non-metropolitan areas.

Despite the overall similarity in the relationship between urbanization

and women's drinking, significant differences were observed between blacks

and whites in all three types of locales. The patterns differ primarily because

black women exhibit considerably higher rates of abstention, and somewhat

lower rates of frequent and heavy drinking than whites. In addition, the

pattern of association of heavy drinking varies somewhat between the two

groups. Among black women high quantity and heavy drinking are sharply

curtailed in small cities. Among white women residing in small cities, rates

of frequent heavy drinking are low (3%), but rates of frequent high maximum
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Table 25
Drinking Patterns by Degree of Urbanization by Race for Women in Percents

(Weighted)

Metropolitan Cities” Metropolitan Cities” Non-Metropºlitan
of 50,000 or more of Less than 50,000 Areas

Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(715)] (307) (267) (393) (242) (334)

Abstainers l;2 28 l;2 28 58 l;6

Infrequent
Drinkers 17 17 19 22 12 19

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 1 l; 19 22 15 13 9

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 5 8 4 6 2 7

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 11 12 8 16 7 9

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 6 9 l 9 l; 6

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 5 7 4 3 l; 5

"Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
Blacks, Gamma = -. 16, p < .05
Whites, Gamma = −. 16, p < .01

‘Black/White differences, p< .001, (K-S 2 sample test)
**Black/White differences, p< .05, (K-S 2 sample test)
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drinking are comparatively high (9%). This finding parallels the pattern

described for men in small cities, where rates of heavy drinking were lowest

for blacks, yet extremely high for whites.

Blacks exhibit another pattern which differs from whites. Whereas

among white men and women there is a convergence of high rates of abstention

and lower rates of heavy drinking in non-metropolitan areas, among black men

and women there is a strong divergence in drinking patterns. The proportion

of black women abstainers is more than twice as high as that of men, while

the rate of frequent high maximum drinking among men is 7 times the rate

of women. These gender differences in drinking behavior may result in a high

level of social reaction to drinking among blacks in non-metropolitan areas.

Drinking Patterns by Urbanization and Regions

Since the degree of urbanization varies considerably by geographical

region, this section examines the association of drinking patterns with

urbanization while controlling for region. Since the black population is

concentrated in large cities in most regions, comparisons could not be made

for blacks and whites in small cities in the North Central region and West, or

in any non-metropolitan areas except in the South.

Among males in large cities — over 50,000 inhabitants — there is a

clear pattern which prevails in all regions except the South, where blacks have

higher rates of abstention and lower rates of frequent high maximum and

frequent heavier drinking than whites. Rates of frequent heavy drinking among

white males living in cities of 50,000 or more inhabitants paralleled regional

trends. The large cities in the "wetter" regions (Northeast, Northcentral and

West) had substantially higher rates of frequent heavier drinkers (from 23–33%)

than large cities in the South (12%). However, rates of abstention and rates

of frequent high maximum drinking were not lower for men in large Southern
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Table 26
Drinking Patterns By Regions For Men In Metropolitan Cities

of 50,000 or More in Percents
(Weighted)

Northeast" North Central South.* West
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(85)1 (50) (108) (45) (172) (63) (53) (69)

Abstainers 37 13 19 13 38 15 23 19

Infrequent
Drinkers 9 1 l; 11 7 5 13 12 8

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 7 8 10 15 8 3 18 7

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers l 5 l; l; 3 15 l; 5

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 16 13 20 10 8 23 12 24

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 7 1 l; 20 25 14 20 15 15

Frequent
Heavy
Drinkers 20 33 16 26 24 12 17 23

|Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents
Blacks, x2 = 23.13, df = 18, n.s.
Whites, x2 = 21:13, di = 13, p.2.01, Cramers v = .13

"Black/White differences, p< .05, (K-S 2 sample test)
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cities compared to large cities in other regions. The high proportion of

abstainers and low rates of high quantity drinking observed for white males

in the South is attributable to rural rather than urban drinking patterns.

Among black men a very different pattern prevails. Among men living

in large cities, rates of frequent heavy drinking are highest in the South

(24%) compared to black men in any other region (16–20%). In contrast to

whites, black men residing in large cities generally include a substantial

proportion of abstainers — rates which are often higher than those of black

men living in the rural South. These findings indicate that the drinking patterns

of black men deviate considerably from the traditional wet vs. dry split in

heavy drinking or the urban-rural division between drinking and abstaining.

The reasons for this pattern are not clear and may result from social and

cultural patterns in the black population which may blur strong geographical
differences (e.g. effect of constant migration and regional interchange).

For men living in smaller cities (less than 50,000 inhabitants), the

patterns between blacks and whites were again reversed. Whites living in

small cities in the Northeast had a substantially larger proportion of drinkers

than whites in small cities in the South. Combined rates of frequent and high

quanitity drinking were also higher for whites in the North compared to those

in the South. However for blacks, rates of abstaining were very similar in

the two areas, while rates of frequent and high quantity drinking were

substantially higher in the South than they were for blacks living in the North.

In small cities in both regions, rates of heavy drinking were higher for

whites than for blacks. In the South this pattern is part of a striking reversal

of racial predominance in urban drinking patterns. Blacks have twice the rate

of frequent heavy drinking as whites in cities of 50,000 or more inhabitants
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Table 27
Drinking Patterns By Regions for Men in Metropolitan Cities

of Less Than 50,000” in Percents
(Weighted)

Northeast" South
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(49)1 (93) (89) (81)

Abstainers 24 12 3!! 29

Infrequent
Drinkers 28 13 7 8

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 14 10 8 17

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 8 l; 7 3

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers l 18 16 t;

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 10 27 18 18

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 11 16 11 21

|Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents
Blacks, x2 = 11.59, df = 6, n.s.
Whites, x2 = 12.99, df = 6, p <.05 Cramers W = .27

"Black/White differences, p< .005, (K-S 2 sample test)
*The North Central and West regions were excluded from the analysis because

the number of blacks in small cities in these regions was too small for
percentaging.
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Drinking Patterns in Non-Metropolitan Areas of the South in Percents

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

Blacks
(139)|

31

10

30

10

Table 28

(Weighted)

Males Females
Whites Blacks Whites

(88) (236) (143)

53 61 57

11 11 21

7 11 8

6 2 3

6 8 3

8 4 4

8 l; 3

!Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondentsBlack/White differences, p.<02, (K-S 2 sample test)
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(24% vs. 12%), while in small cities the exact opposite is true and rates among

whites are double those of blacks (21% vs. 1.1%).

The South is only the region in which sufficient numbers of blacks lived

in non-metropolitan areas to enable a meaningful description of drinking

patterns. There were highly significant differences between black and white

men in these mostly rural areas. Whites greatly outnumbered blacks in the

proportion of non-drinkers (53% vs. 31%) in the population. At the other end

of the drinking spectrum, blacks were almost four times more likely to be

frequent high maximum drinkers than whites (30% vs. 8%). This finding may

reflect in part, the fact that the black population is somewhat younger than

the white population in the rural South. Yet differences in age structure do

not appear to be the only or strongest factor contributing to these differences,

since they persist even when age is taken into account.

Some of the racial differences observed in male drinking patterns for

residents of large cities were repeated among women living in cities of more

than 50,000 inhabitants. Rates of abstention for white women differed greatly,

reflecting traditional patterns of wet and dry regions. They were lowest in

the West (20%) and North (25%–29%) and highest in the South (40%). Patterns

of frequent and heavy drinking also conformed to the division between wet

and dry regions. Combined rates of frequent heavy and frequent high maximum

drinking were much lower in the South (9%) than in the North Central region

(18%) or the West (27%).

In contrast, black women's drinking patterns in cities of 50,000 or more

inhabitants appear quite similar in all geographic regions. The proportion of

abstainers is substantial, reaching at least 40% in all areas except the Northeast.

Similarly, there were few differences in patterns of high quantity or heavy

drinking. Combined rates of frequent high maximum and frequent heavy
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Drinking Patterns By Regions For Women In Metropolitan Cities
of 50,000 or More in Percents

Northeast
Blacks Whites
(140), (63)

Abstainers t;0 29

Infrequent
Drinkers 21 32

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 14 t;

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 3 8

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 13 17

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 5 7

Frequent
Heavy
Drinkers 5 l;

(Weighted)

North Central South.*
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(195) (68) (314) (91)

36 25 t;8 l;0

16 16 19 17

1 l; 20 13 17

6 10 l; 9

15 11 7 9

6 9 5 7

3 9 l; 2

West”
Blacks Whites

(64) (84)

tº 5 20

11 6

19 32

5 t;

5 11

6 1 l;

8 13

'Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents
Blacks, x2 = 23.48, df
Whites, x2 = 40.73, df

18, n.s.
18, p< .01, Cramers W = .21

“Black/White differences, p < .05, (K-S 2 sample test)
**Black/White differences, p < .01, (K-S 2 sample test)
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Table 30
Drinking Patterns By Regions for Women in Metropolitan Cities

of Less Than 50,000 in Percents
(Weighted)

Northeast" South.*
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(140)] (63) (172) (109)

Abstainers 30 16 60 t;2

Infrequent
Drinkers 35 29 16 22

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 23 18 7 8

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 8 5 3 6

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 3 18 5 17

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers l 11 l 2

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 11 3 l; 3

* Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents
Blacks, x2 = 15.73, df = 6, p <.05 Cramers W = .26
Whites, x2 = 20.75, df = 6, p.< .01 Cramers W = .29

* Black/White differences, p : .01, (K-S 2 sample test)
“Black/White differences, p< .05, K-S 2 sample test)
* The North Central and West regions were excluded from the analysis because

the number of blacks in small cities in these regions was too small
for percentaging.
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drinking varied between 9–11% in all areas except the West where the rates

were somewhat higher (14%). The only major regional difference in black

women's drinking seemed to be that women living in cities in the North as

opposed to the West or South had considerably higher rates of frequent low

maximum drinking. High rates of frequent drinking in the North are consistent

with the "wetter" social climate characterizing this area.

Because of differences in the regional distribution of drinking patterns

among blacks and whites, significant differences between the two groups were

observed in every geographical area. The contrast was strongest in the West,

where 45% of black women were non-drinkers compared to 20% of white

women. In addition, combined rates of frequent high maximum or frequent

heavier drinking were unusually high for white women (27%) and only moderate

for black women’ (14%).

Among women residing in small cities (under 50,000 inhabitants),

significant differences in drinking patterns were also observed between blacks

and whites. In cities of this size in both the Northeast and the South, black

women exhibited substantially higher proportions of abstainers than whites

(30% vs. 16% in the Northeast and 62% vs. 42% in the South). In the Northeast,

black women had much lower rates of high maximum drinking when compared

to whites (1% vs. 1.1%) and in the South their rates of frequent low quantity

drinking were lower than rates among whites (5% vs. 17%). These findings

parallel similar findings among black and white men and may be related to

the same factors which inhibit drinking in highly educated and high income

blacks (e.g. being in a competitive work and social environment and being

regarded as part of a "respectable" upwardly mobile class).

Black and white women living in non-metropolitan areas in the South

had very similar drinking patterns. The percentage of abstainers is extremely
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high for both groups of women (61% for blacks, 57% for whites), while rates

of frequent and heavy drinking are low. Black women in these mostly rural

areas look similar to blacks in smaller cities, except that rates of frequent

high maximum drinking are somewhat higher in the non-metropolitan areas.

White women on the other hand show a much stronger urban/rural split in

rates of abstention. Hence the proportion of abstainers among rural white

women is considerably higher than it is for white women in smaller or larger

cities.

Discussion: Drinking Patterns and Social-Ecological Factors

Several general findings of major importance were described in the

preceding section. First, the drinking patterns of blacks (particularly males)

show much less variation according to geographical region or the degree of

urbanization than whites. This finding may reflect the absence among blacks

of the sharp differences in socio-economic status, religious affiliation, and

social attitudes along regional lines which seem to characterize the white

population.

Second, the prevalence of heavy drinking among black males is greatest

in the rural South (and in Southern cities of over 50,000 inhabitants), where it

is very low for all other groups. The finding for black males differs greatly

from the results of most previous general population surveys and from

epidemiological analyses on the regional distribution of liver cirrhosis mortality.

As previously described (in chapter 3), surveys of drinking patterns and problems

in the general population generally showed that rates of heavy drinking among

blacks and of alcohol-related problems were highest in the urban Northeast

and lowest in the South. Herd's analysis (forthcoming) of trends in cirrhosis

mortality rates also showed that rates were very low in the interior South and

extraordinarily high in the Middle Atlantic and North Central regions.
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The contrasting picture of the regional association of black male drinking

patterns obtained in the present survey may in part reflect shifts in regional

drinking styles among black men. Herd's analysis showed that the coastal

South (South Atlantic region) showed the greatest increase in cirrhosis mortality

rates among blacks between 1949 and 1971. The analysis also suggested that

the rapid upturn in black cirrhosis mortality seen in other areas was occurring,

although in a lagged manner, in the interior South. Recent epidemiological

studies have also described very high rates of esophageal cancer among blacks

in Washington D.C. It may be that in recent years consumption among blacks

has rapidly increased in the South, but remained fairly stable among blacks in

the North, leading to the blurring of regional differences and the comparatively

high rates of heavy drinking in the South.

Reasons for the divergence in the association between drinking patterns

and regional variation between black males and females are not clear, but

may stem from differences in norms which allow more drinking for men than

women and sex-role differences which inhibit female more than male drinking

behavior (e.g. child-rearing responsibilities).

Finally, a major finding in this section revealed that very high rates of

heavy drinking among whites are occurring in small cities, while among blacks

in these areas, rates are very low. As previously suggested, these differences

may reflect the fact that blacks in suburbia may be upwardly mobile and come

from abstaining and lower socio-economic backgrounds. In contrast, middle

class and working class whites, the primary constituents of suburban areas,

have relatively high rates of heavy drinking, reflecting perhaps their "wetter"

social backgrounds, and more powerful social positions compared to blacks.
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Conclusion: Drinking Patterns and Socio-Demographic Characteristics

The purpose of the preceding analysis was to begin to examine the

question of "to what degree can differences in black drinking practices be

attributed solely to differences in socio-demographic characteristics, rather

than to differences in cultural attitudes and ethnic-specific lifestyles?". (This

approach recognizes that such a distinction is far from clear-cut, since socio

demographic characteristics may be well be indicators of differences in ethnic

lifestyles.) Given the basic nature of the descriptive analysis in this chapter it

is not possible to firmly "settle" this issue since more in-depth multivariate

analysis may reveal intervening factors which reconcile some of the apparent

dissimilarities between blacks and whites.

However, some suggestive conclusions can be drawn from this analysis.

First, at the aggregate level, the drinking patterns of blacks and whites appeared

roughly similar, particularly among males. The major differences between the

two groups were in the higher rate of abstention and lower rate of frequent

drinking in the black female population when compared to white females.

However, when looking at drinking patterns when controlling for a variety of

Socio-demographic characteristics, major racial differences emerged on some

factors. These racial differences showed strong variation by gender — black

men exhibited stronger and more qualitative differences in the relationship

between drinking patterns and social characteristics than black women.

The association of socio-demographic characteristics was examined in

three major areas. The first area was comprised of primary social

characteristics -- age, marital status, religious affiliation and religiosity. The

positive condition on most of these factors was negatively associated with

drinking. That is being older, being married, having a religious affiliation, and

being highly religious were associated with not drinking at all or drinking less
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frequently or in lower quantities. This relationship suggests that these factors

may be crude markers of the social arrangements and processes which govern

the social control of drinking at the familial or small group level. For example,

the presence of spouses, children, parents, and church members may signal

role responsibilities (e.g. childrearing, mortgages, civic duties) and a watchful

social network which may inhibit drinking.

In this general area there were a number of important differences in

the association of drinking patterns by race. First, there were important

differences between blacks and whites in the age patterning of drinking among

the young and old. At these extremes of the age spectrum, abstinence and

low rates of heavy drinking are much more typical of blacks than whites. The

discrepancy among young people is especially striking, since this is the age

period in which heavy drinking is most pronounced in the white population.

The differences between blacks and whites suggest that there may be important

variations in socialization into adulthood and drinking, in living patterns or in

Socio-economic characteristics between black and white youth. Alternately,

there could be important cohort differences between the two races.

Second, marital status was shown to be more strongly associated with

the drinking patterns of black men and white women than with white men or

black women. Among black men of all age groups, being divorced/separated

was associatd with having very high rates of heavy drinking. Similarly,

separated/divorced white women were also more likely to drink and to drink

heavily than married/widowed women in all age groups. In contrast, among

white men and black women, drinking patterns appeared more strongly

associated with age than with marital status. For black women there were

few differences in drinking patterns among those who were married versus

those who were single. Among white men, only those in the youngest age
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group showed differences between drinking patterns according to marital status

and these were only moderate. Among middle-aged and older men there were

virtually no differences in the drinking patterns of married compared to

unmarried men.

These patterns suggest that there may be gender differences in the

major lines of social control regarding drinking and related behavior between

blacks and whites. Based on data on the association of drinking patterns with

marital status, it may be that among blacks the presence of females inhibits

the drinking of men. However among whites, it is males who seem to influence

the drinking of females. The difference in the two groups may reflect variation

in marital roles and the authority structure between the races. Black families

may allow females more access to financial resources and decision making

than white families, where typically power and authority are concentrated in

the hands of males.

Third, religious affiliation was significantly associated with the drinking

patterns of both races, but the relationship was stronger and showed somewhat

different patterns of association among whites compared to blacks. It appears

that religious variation is a more important marker of subgroup differences

among whites than blacks. In the white population, religious differences are

probably related to major differences in ethnic, social class, and regional

background which show strong associations with drinking patterns. However

among blacks, where the population is much more homogeneous on these

features, differences in religious affiliation may be less important for

delineating particular drinking sub-groups.

Where there are differences in drinking styles among blacks according

to religious affiliation, they may differ from whites who adhere to the same

religious preference. This finding indicates that similar religious affiliations
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may be markers for different kind of sub-groups within the two racial groups.

The most dramatic example of this difference occurs among Catholics, where

whites and blacks exhibit virtually opposite drinking patterns. It was suggested

that black Catholics may differ from whites in terms of religious background

and relative socio-economic status.

In contrast to the variation in drinking pattern by religious affiliation

described for the two races, the intensity of religiosity had a uniformly strong

negative association with drinking behavior. This finding suggests that

participation in tightly knit religious sub-groups among both races strongly

inhibits drinking. The convergence of blacks and whites on this variable may

be related to the similarity in the social characteristics of highly religious

people among both races (e.g. elderly, very poor, rural origin) or to the equally

strong role of religious institutions as agents of social control in both groups.

The second major area of the analysis examined the relationship between

indicators of socio-economic status and drinking patterns. These indicators

generally showed a positive association with drinking frequency and amount.

Hence affluence, high levels of education, and being employed are related to

being a drinker as opposed to being an abstainer, and to drinking frequently

and in relatively large amounts. The positive association between high socio

economic status and alcohol use probably reflect both the availability of

financial resources to use for purchasing alcohol and socializing in public

drinking contexts, and the social norms typical of middle-class society.

As previously described, the positive association between socio-economic

factors and drinking is generally strong among women of both sexes and

moderately strong among white men, but weak among black males. It was

suggested that differences in the social background of black males of higher



205

socio-economic status, and perhaps the social pressure accompanying upwardly

mobile minorities, might account for these differences.

The divergence between black men and women on the association of

drinking patterns with socio-economic factors is extremely interesting and

suggests that differences in gender roles may have an important mediating

effect on how social variables affect drinking patterns.

The third area of the analysis focused on the relationship between

urbanization, geographical region and drinking patterns. Regional and

urban/rural differences have traditionally shown a strong association with

drinking patterns due to differences in the availability of and normative climate

surrounding alcoholic beverages. The southern origins and living patterns of

most blacks have made it difficult to distinguish ethnic from regional differences

in drinking behavior. In the present analysis it was shown that major differences

between blacks and whites occurred even when controlling for geographical

region or the degree of urbanization. The differences between black and white

women were primarily differences in kind rather than substance. Both groups

of women showed a similar relationship between these socio-ecological variables,

but black women tended to maintain higher levels of abstaining and lower

levels of frequent and frequent high maximum drinking in every type of

geographical locale. This type of difference might well be a function of

differences in income or family composition between the two groups of women.

However, black men differed from women of both sexes and white men in

exhibiting either no association or a completely contradictory association

between social ecological factors and drinking patterns. These findings were

attributed to the possible effect of rapid shifts in drinking behavior among

black males in the South. Here again the gender differences among blacks

are strong and deserve extensive examination.
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In sum, this analysis has suggested that there may be important lifestyle

differences which affect the drinking patterns of blacks even when socio

demographic differences are taken into account. These differences are

especially profound among black males and suggest that the social condition

of being black and male differs greatly from the social environment of white

males with similar socio-demographic characteristics. Although black women

show some critical differences in the relationship to drinking patterns and

social characteristics (especially marital and employment status), it may be

that there is more commonality in female sex roles between the races, and

that these factors exert a more powerful influence on drinking behavior than

TaCee
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CHAPTER 6

DRINKING PATTERNS AND ETHNIC

IDENTIFICATION IN THE BLACK POPULATION

Introduction

The previous chapter examined the relationship between drinking behavior

and socio-demographic factors among blacks and whites. The findings illustrated

that these factors accounted for a smaller proportion of the variation in black,

compared to white drinking patterns, and thus suggest that cultural factors

specific to the black population may be affecting their drinking patterns. The

purpose of this chapter is to explore this notion — e.g. that there are aspects

of black cultural lifestyles and identity which may in some way influence or

determine patterns of alcohol use.

As a basis for the analysis, one of the key tasks was to define and

operationalize the concept of "cultural or ethnic identification". Both

anthropological theories (Isajiw, 1974) and empirical research (Driedger, 1975;

Makabe, 1979; Segalman, 1967; Uyeki, 1960) emphasize several core dimensions

which can be regarded as the primary components of ethnic identification.

These include: (a) common ancestral origin, (b) common language, (c) common

religion, (d) endogamy, (e) use of ethnic media, (f) membership in ethnic

voluntary organizations, (g) ethnic socialization, (h) parochial education, (i)

ethnic social networks, and (j) degree of psychological and social affinity for

one's ethnic group. These kind of factors have been shown to be well correlated

with subjective assessments of ethnicity (Makabe, 1979) and with the historical

and social markers that define particular ethnic groups (Driedger, 1975).

Based on these concepts, a series of interview items was developed for

the present study and administered to black and hispanic respondents. It was
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hoped that these items would form the basis for a scale or an index which

would measure the degree of identification with "ethnic values" and participation

in ethnic social networks as opposed to those of the larger society. The pool

of items included a variety of attitudinal and behavioral questions, some of

which were especially designed for the black population (see the Ethnic Identity

portion of the questionnaire in Appendix B). They include attitudes towards

black culture, celebration of black holidays, importance of religion while growing

UP, exposure to black media, importance of kingroup relationships, participation

in black social networks and organizations, and racial composition of the

neighborhood.

Analysis

The above groups of items as well as others on religious behavior and

parental attitudes towards alcohol were analyzed using factor analysis. Based

on the factor analysis (with varimax rotation), four major components of ethnic

identification were identified.” These factors satisfied both empirical and

conceptual criteria for providing a multi-dimensional model of ethnic

identification (e.g. loadings on the variables for the factors were high, the

factors were theoretically plausible, and the factor solution accounted for a

reasonable amount of variance). The four factors which measure related, but

distinct aspects of black ethnic identity include: (a) preference for black popular

media (music, radio, and television); (b) black socio-political awareness

-- importance attributed to black culture in daily life, participating in

9. Some of the original items on the ethnic identity questionnaire were
dropped from the analysis due to low correlations or to loadings on factors
(e.g., religion) which did not cluster with other dimensions of ethnic identity.
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Table 31
BLACK ETHNIC IDENTITY

(Rotated Factor Matrix, Varimax Rotation)"

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor l;
Black Black Socio Endogamy Black

Popular Political Social
Media Awareness Networks

Factor I
Preference for listening to

black music .857

Preference for listening to
black radio stations .849

Preference for watching
black T.V. channel .643

Factor II
Importance of participating in
organizations for black equality .844

Importance of reading black
newspapers and magazines .808

Importance of black culture
in everyday life .661

Factor III
Reliance on relatives for help .663

Feel less at ease with whites .599

It is better that blacks marry
only blacks .599

Factor IV
Proportion of blacks at parties .753

Proportion of black friends .737

Proportion of blacks in
neighborhood .6l;0

Proportion Variance Explained 25.6 12.7 10.0 8.9

+ - - -Only correlations in the rotated factor solution are shown.
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organizations for black advancement and reading black newspapers and

magazines (c) endogamy -- or the emphasis on in-group relations both in terms

of relying on one's relatives and in feeling more at ease in a black social

milieu; and (d) the extent of participation in black social networks at parties,

with friends, and in the neighborhood.

Ethnic Identity and Drinking Patterns

Preference for Black Media

Among men, there were no statistically significant differences observed

in the relationship between drinking patterns and preference for black media.

All the groups of men, regardless of how they were rated on the index,

exhibited very similar patterns of abstaining and less frequent drinking. The

only noticeable differences occurred in rates of frequent heavier drinking. Men

at both extremes of the index, e.g. those with "no" preference or with "high"

and "very high" preference, were characterized by unusually low rates of

frequent heavier drinking compared to men rated "low" or "medium" on the

index. The reasons for these patterns are not clear and may be the outcome

of several different kinds of factors. On the one hand negative attitudes

towards black media might signal a lack of involvement with black social

groups. Those interacting primarily with non-blacks may feel pressure "not to

let their hair down" i.e., to restrain heavy drinking out of concern for

maintaining an image of respectability. Men with a strong preference for

black media forms may exhibit low rates of heavy drinking out of concern for

achievement and promoting black social advancement. Age is another factor

which may partially explain variation in heavy drinking. Young people (noted

for low rates of drinking in previous sections) are likely to be prominent at

both ends of the spectrum on media preference since some members of this
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Drinking Patterns by Preference for Black Media in Percents (Weighted)

MEN

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

None
(57)
35

1 l;

11

12

13

12
Gamma = +.09, n.s.
X* = 26.47, df = 24, n.s.

WOMEN

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

None
(90)
62

24

O
Gamma = . 11, n.s.
X* = 40.85, df = 24, p<.05

Table 32

Low Medium
(40) (97)
28 29

12 15

15 l;

2 2

12 13

5 18

25 20

Low Medium
(64) (174)
l;2 l;2

1 l; 28

3 8

2 2

3 11

6 3

8 l;

High
(258)
32

10

10

20

10

High
(372)

l;8

13

16

Very High
(229)
24

15

20

10

Very High
(361)

l;1

14

20

10



212

generation might be very militant about black values and other youth may be

very disinterested in black issues because of being reared primarily around

non-blacks.

Among women, significant differences were observed in the association

between drinking patterns and media preferences. The most striking difference

occurred for those stating "no preference" for black media. These women

exhibited very high rates of abstention and extremely low rates of heavy or

frequent high maximum drinking. These drinking patterns are typical of elderly

women and thus may reflect a general lack of interest in popular forms of

media among older women, rather than a preference for non black media.

Aside from those ranked "low" on black media preference (who exhibited

somewhat higher rates of frequent high maximum or heavier drinking), the

drinking patterns of women with other ratings on this index differed very little.

Black Socio-Political Awareness

Again no statistically significant differences emerged for the relationship

between black socio-political awareness and men's drinking patterns; yet there

was noticeable variation in rates of frequent high maximum and frequent

heavier drinking. These rates were generally modest or low among men at

the low end of the scale, increased for men in the medium group, and then

declined for men at high and very high levels. This relationship may stem

from socio-economic factors, since as described in the previous chapter, the

association between heavy drinking and income followed a similar distribution.

This interpretation is consistent with the fact that the importance attributed

to political awareness is likely to be related to social class.

Among women there was practically no variation in drinking pattern

when looking at this aspect of ethnic identity. Regardless of whether the
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Table 33
Drinking Patterns by Black Socio-Political Awareness in Percents (Weighted)

MEN

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

Gamma = -.02, n.s.
X* = 21.63, df = 18, n.s.

WOMEN

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

Gamma = -.006, n.s.
X* = 11.14, df = 18, n.s.

Low
(222)
28

13

12

12

18

14

Low
(363)
50

13

13

11

Medium
(142)
27

10

24

18

Medium
(267)

l; l;

18

16

Hi§
l;0

10

20

10

High
(260)

l;6

15

20

Very High
(164)
28

13

18

13

14

Very High
(266)

tºl;

15

19

10
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women were classified as low, medium, or high on black socio-political

awareness, they exhibited high rates of abstention and moderately low rates

of frequent high maximum or heavier drinking.

Endogamy

Perceptions about the importance of maintaining close in-group

relationships showed little statistical association with overall drinking patterns.

However, among both men and women, rates of frequent heavier drinking

seemed to show a clear inverse relationship with the degree of importance

attributed to endogamous values. Hence those who placed a lot of emphasis

on the importance of relatives or on maintaining black ethnic boundaries had

much lower rates of frequent heavier drinking than those who indicated that

they are not important.

The inverse association between drinking and the endorsement of

endogamy may be related to several kinds of factors. First, those who hold

these kinds of attitudes may be more deeply embedded in kinship and social

networks which exert strong social controls over drinking. Second these

differences may reflect different configurations of social characteristics. For

example, older people reared in the South may be more likely to express

attitudes high on endogamy and also less likely to drink.

Black Social Networks

Among men there were no statistically significant differences in the

relationship between drinking patterns and social networks. Only a few specific

findings seem noteworthy. First those rated "low" on black social networks

exhibited the highest rates of abstaining and the lowest rates of frequent high

maximum drinking among all the groups of men. A possible explanation is
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Drinking Patterns by Endogamy in Percents (Weighted)
MEN Very Low

(114)
Abstainers 30

Infrequent
Drinkers 15

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 8

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers l

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 10

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 15

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 20

Gamma = -. 11, n.s.
x2 = 27.75, df = 24, n.s.

(174)
WOMEN Very Low

Abstainers 39

Infrequent
Drinkers 15

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 15

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers l;

Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers 9

Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers 7

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers 11

Gamma = -.09, n.s.
x2 - 29.40, df – 24, ■ leS.

Table 34

Low Medium
(169) (263)
20 37

8 7

6 7

16 6

11 15

24 1 l;

1 l; 1 l;

Low Medium
(254) (!!!)

l;6 l;8

1 l; 15

16 1 l;

k 4

11 10

l; 5

4 3

High
(130)
34

12

13

18

10

High
(277)

l;6

20

18

Very High
(37)
15

20

10

15

22

10

Very High
(66)
39

20

23
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Drinking Patterns by Black Social Networks in Percents (Weighted)
MEN

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent Low
Maximum Drinkers

Frequent High
Maximum Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

Gamma = -.02, n.s.
x2 = 21.23, df = 18, n.s.
WOMEN

Abstainers

Infrequent
Drinkers

Less Frequent
Low Maximum
Drinkers

Less Frequent
High Maximum
Drinkers

Frequent Low
Maximum Drinkers

Frequent High
Maximum Drinkers

Frequent
Heavier
Drinkers

Gamma = -.07, n.s.
X* = 25.68, df = 18, n.s.

Low
(5l.)
39

12

17

1 l;

14

(56)
lil;

17

18

10

Table 35

Medium
(119)
23

13

15

12

22

12

Medium
(181)
37

24

20

High
(247)
30

10

16

20

High
(408)

l;6

16

14

Very High
(292)

31

10

11

12

18

11

Very High
(569)

l;8

14

16

10
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that men with few black associates are upwardly mobile and thus drink less

to enhance social and career advancement.

Among women, there appeared to be a positive relationship between

interacting primarily with blacks and being a frequent heavier drinker. As

the level of identification with black social networks increased from "low" to

"very high", rates of frequent heavier drinking increased from 1% to 6%.

However the same relationship did not hold for frequent high maximum drinking

— women with few blacks in their social networks exhibited very high rates

of sporadic heavy drinking. This pattern suggests that women in all black

social networks may have more social freedom and opportunity to drink heavily

due to lessened occupational and social class constraints. Conversely, women

with few blacks in their social networks may emulate the drinking styles of

white women who generally have high rates of frequent high maximum drinking.

Conclusion

The above data suggest a number of general findings. First, ethnic

identity appears to be a multidimensional construct, which in this analysis took

the form of four different factors -- media preferences, socio-political

awareness, endogamy, and black social networks. Second, these factors all

showed very weak associations -- much weaker than socio-demographic variables

-- with overall drinking patterns. However, some interesting differences were

observed between particular drinking styles (i.e., frequent heavier drinking) and

some of the ethnic identity indexes (i.e., endogamy). These findings suggest

that the analysis should be expanded to look at the relationship between ethnic

identity and other kinds of variables. It is possible that ethnic identification

may be an important intervening variable in explaining drinking behavior when

other factors (i.e., social class) are taken into account.
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CHAPTER 7

A COMPARISON OF THE SOCIAL CONTEXTS OF DRINKING

AMONG BLACK AND WHITE AMERICANS

Introduction

The previous chapters have examined the relationship between drinking

patterns and two types of social characteristics — socio-demographic and ethnic

identification variables -- to assess their "power" in predicting drinking styles

and in explaining differences between blacks and whites. As the results

illustrated, these variables generally showed only modest associations with

drinking patterns. The following chapter focuses on another aspect of cultural

experience, features of the social context, and its relationship to alcohol use.

The specific aspects of social context include family socialization patterns,

social networks, patterns of sociability, and social attitudes. This focus was

Selected for major theoretical reasons. The socio-cultural literature has

persistently argued that ethnic differences in drinking patterns are based upon

differences in value orientations towards alcohol use, differences in social roles

and social functions ascribed to its use, and differences in the social contexts

in which it is used (see Mandelbaum, 1965).

One of the major goals of the analysis will be to assess whether there

are substantial differences in black and white social environments which may

account for some of the observed variation in drinking patterns between the

two groups (e.g. the prevalence of abstaining in large segments of the black

population). Underlying this central issue are other related questions. First,

what is the overall importance of social context features in explaining drinking

patterns -- e.g. how strong is the association between drinking patterns and

parental values or peer drinking influences? Second, do these features exhibit
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parallel or divergent relationships with drinking patterns for blacks and whites?

(For example, a prior chapter showed that some socio-economic indicators

showed different patterns of association with drinking patterns for blacks and

whites).

Social Context Areas

This chapter explores the association between drinking patterns and

social context factors among blacks and whites in several major areas. First,

the relationship between familial influences (parent attitudes and parent and

spouse drinking frequency) and respondents' drinking patterns are examined.

Not only have previous survey analyses shown these factors to be strongly

related to drinking behavior among individuals (Cahalan et al., 1969), but recent

work by McCready and associates (1983) suggests that they may be at the

heart of differences in the drinking patterns of ethno-religious groups like

Jews, Italians, Swedes and the Irish. McCready et al. (1983) showed that when

differences in parental attitudes and drinking frequency, and differences in the

home drinking environment -- including the presence of a drinking problem

— were taken into account, most, if not all of the differences between the

volume of alcohol consumption and rate of drinking problems between Jews,

Irish, Italians, and Swedes were eliminated. They concluded that "some ethnic

groups drink more than others and are more likely to have drinking problems. .

. "because they learn to drink more from the example of parents, friends, and

spouse, and because there are, in some cases, certain aspects of family structure

and personality in some of the groups that induce stronger propensities to use

alcohol as a means of coping with certain emotional problems" (p. 313).

Another important aspect of the analysis was to examine the "wetness

and dryness" of the social networks of respondents within the two ethnic groups.

Gilbert's analysis (1984) of Mexican-American culture suggests that it may be



220

characterized by heavy drinking because its members tend to socialize with

social intimates -- e.g. relatives and childhood friends — where heavy

consumption and drunkenness are tolerated, rather than with casual

acquaintances or strangers encountered in civic or professional roles, as middle

class people are likely to do.

The actual use of alcohol in the social environment is also of key

interest because it reflects how well alcohol is "integrated" into the culture

-- that is, functions as a normal part of everyday social life. In McCready

et al.'s analysis (1983), the serving of drinks in the home was regarded as a

major indicator of the "drinking environment" which was an important factor

in explaining ethnic differences in rates of alcohol consumption. The drinking

patterns of peers -- e.g. friends, neighbors, relatives -- are closely related and

help set the normative climate for ethnic drinking behavior.

Sociability is another central aspect of the analysis of cultural differences

in drinking patterns. How often groups socialize and the contexts in which

they socialize -- taverns, churches, parties -- have important implications for

the role of alcohol in cultural life. For example, if as posited, bars, taverns,

and nightclubs are major community institutions among blacks — serving a

variety of political, social, recreational, and economic functions (Samuels, 1976;

Sterne and Pittman, 1972; Borker et al., 1980) -- it would be expected that

alcohol use might be strongly interwoven with social life. Prior survey research

indicates that heavy drinking among individuals is more prominent in those

who socialize at bars and parties, those who are young and male, and those

who are not religious (Clark, 1981; Fisher, 1981). An ethnic group characterized

by large numbers of persons who often visit taverns or bars or goes to parties

would be expected to exhibit a greater concentration of heavier drinkers than

a group where most individuals socialize in non-alcohol related contexts.
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Finally, this chapter explores norms and attitudes regarding drinking in

the two ethnic groups. Social norms are viewed as a major dimension of the

socio-cultural environment which may directly shape drinking behavior in a

variety of ways. First, social norms are influential in defining the situational

acceptability of drinking -- e.g. among persons, places, times, and activities.

Second, in given situations, accepted ideas on how much it is appropriate to

drink may help to regulate the amount and flow of drinking. Finally, social

attitudes may play a role in interpreting the drinking experience which may

in turn shape the consequences of drinking (e.g. sociability, release of aggressive

impulses, sexual behavior, etc.). In broader terms, social attitudes are believed

to define whether a social milieu is "permissive" and "tolerant" towards alcohol

use, thus encouraging its members to drink heavily, or conversely is "restrictive",

and therefore limits opportunites for drinking. For example, a strong thread

of the ethnographic literature has argued that blacks are characterized by

tolerant and indulgent attitudes towards alcohol use which support patterns of

heavy drinking and drunkenness (Lewis, 1955; Drake and Cayton, 1945; Sterne

and Pittman, 1955). Caetano's recent article (1984) showed that social attitudes

were strongly associated with the amount of alcohol consumption for whites,

hispanics, and blacks, and also that the two minority groups have more "liberal"

norms toward drinking than whites. On the other hand, some recent

ethnographic work (Borker et al., 1980; Herd, 1985a), and the results on actual

drinking patterns described in the previous chapter, indicate that blacks may

be characterized by social norms favoring abstinence.
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Family Socialization Factors

Parental Approval of Drinking

The respondents were asked a series of questions on the attitudes of

their parents (or similar adult figures) toward alcohol use, and their drinking

frequency when the respondents were about 16 years old. These questions

were regarded as an indicator of the family drinking environment and of the

type of drinking attitudes and behavior transmitted in the home. As indicated

in Table 36, whites were much more likely than blacks to indicate that their

parents approved of alcohol use. About half of the whites, compared to less

than a third of the blacks, indicated that their fathers approved of drinking.

Among both races, mothers were seen as less likely to approve of

drinking than fathers, but again blacks differed considerably from whites.

Significantly smaller proportions of black men and women (20% and 25%) than

whites (38% and 37%) reported that their mothers approved of drinking.

Relationship Between Parents Attitudes and Respondents'

Current Drinking Patterns

In general, the drinking patterns of male respondents (both black and

white) appeared to be significantly affected by their parents attitudes towards

alcohol use. Men who stated that their fathers or mothers didn't approve of

drinking had considerably lower rates of drinking at all or of drinking heavily

than those who indicated that their parents approved of or "didn't care" about

drinking.

In spite of the similarity in the overall pattern of relationship for blacks

and whites, it is apparent that white men show a much stronger relationship

with their parents' drinking attitudes than black men. For example, among

blacks, there is very little difference in the combined rates of frequent high

maximum and frequent heavier drinking for respondents whose fathers approved
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Table 36
Drinking Attitudes of Parents By Sex and Race

in Percents (Weighted)

Father Approved Mother Approved
N of Drinking of Drinking

Men

Blacks (702) 31*20.*
Whites (735) 52 38

Women

Blacks (1199) 32*25*
Whites (1016) 51 37

* Black/White differences p3.05 level based on Difference
of Proportions Test (Wonnacott and Wonnacott, 1977)
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Table37

DrinkingPatternsByFathers'AttitudesTowardsDrinkingforMenin
Percents

(Weighted)

Approved”Disapproved"Didn'tCareNoAdultMale BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhite (217)](387)(301)(193)(81)(119)(103)(36)

Abstainers
221338l;726182218

Infrequent Drinkers
7811912181419 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

810l;91811149 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
76566720O

Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers
16131013910816 Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers

20241871721121l; Frequent Heavier Drinkers
19261l;812161124

!

numbers
in
parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents. Blacksx2=36.61,df=18,
p
<.005,Cramer's
V=.13 Whitesx2=11.1.21,df=18,

p<
.00001,Cramer's
W=.22

Black/Whitedifferences
p<.05level,(K-S
2
sampletest)
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(39%) versus those who disapproved (32%) of drinking. However among whites

there is more than a four-fold difference in rates of heavy drinking in approving

(48%) compared to disapproving (11%) fathers. Similar differences were

observed in the association between mothers' attitudes and respondents' drinking

patterns. Among blacks, men with disapproving mothers (33%) were more

likely to abstain than men with approving mothers (20%) but there was very

little difference in combined rates of frequent high maximum drinking and

frequent heavier drinking in the two groups (35% vs. 32%). Among white men,

there were very strong differences in drinking patterns according to mothers'

attitudes. There was a substantially greater proportion of drinkers (81% vs.

63%), and twice as many combined frequent high maximum and frequent heavier

drinkers for the group with mothers who approved of drinking (54%) compared

to men with mothers did not (25%).

Black and white men who grew up in homes where there was no adult

male also exhibited major differences in drinking patterns. Among blacks,

these men exhbited lower rates of frequent high maximum and frequent heavier

drinking than any other group of men. In the white sample, "fatherless" men

differed little in overall rates of drinking from men who had approving fathers.

These racial differences suggest that black men who grow up without adult

males in the home may be much more influenced by the drinking patterns of

women (thus tending to drink less) than men who have been exposed to any

male drinking model, whether approving or disapproving (as is evident in next

section, many black fathers who disapproved of drinking apparently drank

anyway). Among white males, this does not appear to be the case and it may

be that there is more normative acceptance of male drinking by white mothers.
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Abstainers Infrequent Drinkers LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent Heavier Drinkers Blacksx?
!

Numbers
in

parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents.*Black/Whitedifferences,
p<.01,

=
28.62,df=18,p
<.05,Cramer's
W=.12

Whitesx2=

DrinkingPatternsByMothers'AttitudesTowardsDrinkingforMen

Approved” BlacksWhites
(270)

(136)| 20 1l; 16 11 18 17

11 12 27 279

Table38 (Weighted) Disapproved BlacksWhites (473)(355) 3337 1210 610 76 1212 1612 15

13

92.38,df=18,
p<
.00001Cramer's
W=.20

Didn'tCare BlacksWhites (86)(97) 2716 1l;19 138 25 1016 2617 919

in
Percents NoAdultFemale BlacksWhite (11)(12)

(K-S
2
sampletest).

--
indicates analysis.
toO

fewrespondents
for
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When comparing the effect of each set of parents' attitudes on men's

drinking patterns, among whites the fathers' attitudes appeared more influential,

while among blacks there was virtually no difference in the influence of fathers'

compared to mothers' attitudes.

The drinking patterns of both black and white women appear to be

strongly affected by their fathers' attitudes towards alcohol use. Rates of

drinking and drinking frequently or heavily were highest for women with fathers

who approved of drinking, next highest for women with fathers who "didn't

care", and lowest for women whose fathers disapproved of drinking. This

association was somewhat stronger for white than for black women. In addition,

there were significant differences reported for the two groups of women with

"approving" fathers. Black women exhibited a considerably higher proportion

of abstainers (35% vs 22%) and a lower proportion of frequent high maximum

drinkers (6% vs. 1.1%) than whites.

Interestingly, among both groups of women, those with no adult male

in the home exhibited unusually high rates of frequent heavier and frequent

high maximum drinking. This finding suggests that the presence of men may

in itself inhibit the development of heavy drinking in their daughters, perhaps

through reinforcement of the idea that heavy drinking departs from traditional

feminine role expectations. Alternately, women raised in homes without adult

males may exhibit social and psychological traits which might predispose them

to heavier drinking. Among blacks this finding is particularly interesting since

the patterns for heavy drinking among males and females without fathers is

totally different.

The association between mothers' attitudes and women's drinking patterns

is very similar to the pattern described for fathers' attitudes. Among both
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Table39

DrinkingPatternsByFathers'AttitudesTowardsDrinkingforWomen
in
Percents

(Weighted)

Approved"DisapprovedDidn'tCareNoAdultFemale BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhite (337)1(508)(543)(329)(126)(116)(193)(63)

Abstainers
35225555l;131l;634

Infrequent Drinkers
1l;21181515212023 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

201812824121312 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
6836l;92l; Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers

1l;1589617612 Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers
6112l;5769 Frequent Heavier Drinkers

563l;l;387
|

numbers
in
parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents. Blacksx2=72.70,df=18,
p
<.00001,Cramer's
V=.14 Whitesx2=110.24,df=18,p<

.00001,Cramer's
W=.19

Black/Whitedifferences,
p<.005,(K-S
2
sampletest)
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Table40

DrinkingPatternsByMothers'AttitudesTowardsDrinkingforWomen
in
Percents

(Weighted)

ApprovedDisapprovedDidn'tCareNoAdultFemale BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhite (250)1(371)(820)(502)(122)(131)(21)(18)

Abstainers
211557513626----

Infrequent Drinkers
211915181621---- LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

242112102310--- LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
5935612---- Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers

151777921---- Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers
61236t;6---- Frequent Heavier Drinkers

87336l;----
|

numbers
in
parentheses
areunweightednumbers
of
respondents.
--
indicatestoofewrespondents Blacksx2=102.43,df=18,p<.00001,Cramer's

W=.17foranalysis. Whitesx2=162.65,df=18,
p<
.00001,Cramer's
V=.23
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blacks and whites, there were substantially more drinkers and heavier drinkers

among those who reported having mothers who approved of drinking than among

respondents whose mothers were disapproving.

Among white women, the effect of mothers' and fathers' attitudes on

drinking patterns appeared to be fairly equal. However, among black women,

mothers' attitudes seemed to be somewhat more strongly associated with

drinking patterns than fathers attitudes. Black women whose mothers approved

of drinking exhibited considerably higher rates of drinking (79%) than women

whose fathers approved of drinking (65%).

Frequency of Parental/Spouse Drinking

Blacks and whites differed noticeably in describing the frequency with

which their parents used alcoholic beverages. Fewer black than white

respondents (both male and female) consistently reported that their mothers

and fathers drank "more than once a day". All the differences between blacks

and whites were statistically significant in this category, with whites from 1%

to 2% times more likely to report that their parents drank more than once a

day than blacks. At the lowest end of the drinking spectrum, significantly

more blacks than whites indicated that their parents were abstainers.

Other than these differences, men of both races reported somewhat

similar drinking patterns for their fathers. Roughly half the men of each race

reported that their fathers were abstainers or infrequent drinkers; nearly a

quarter of them stated that their fathers drank between 1–2 times a week and

2-3 times per month; and about a tenth of both groups of men indicated that

their fathers drank between 3–4 times a week to everyday. Over a tenth of

the men (blacks = 12% and whites = 1.7%) stated that their fathers drank more

than once a day.
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Both black and white women tended to perceive their fathers as less

likely to be very frequent drinkers and more likely to be abstainers than men.

Aside from this difference, both groups of women described their fathers'

drinking frequency in much the same way as men.

Men and women of both races indicated that their mothers drank far

less frequently than men. At least 60% of the respondents, regardless of sex

or race, described their mothers as drinking less than once a year or never.

Among mothers reported to drink at least once a year, most were classified

as drinking in the infrequent or less frequent categories. Fewer than 10% of

the respondents of either sex or race indicated that their mothers drank more

frequently than 1–2 times per week.

Drinking Patterns by Frequency of Parental Drinking

The relationship between the reported frequency of parental drinking

and respondents' current drinking patterns was examined to assess how strongly

the parents 'behavior is associated with adult drinking patterns. Among men

of both races, the frequency of parental drinking was significantly associated

with current drinking patterns. Men who reported that their fathers or mothers

drank more than once a year were more likely to be drinkers, and to be

frequent high quantity drinkers than men with fathers who abstained. Among

males, this association was much stronger for white men than for blacks, as

indicated by the difference in gamma values (-.33 vs. -.19).

The drinking patterns of black and white women showed the same kind

of strong relationship with parental drinking frequency as they had for white

men. Respondents who reported that their mothers or fathers were drinkers,

or drank as often as 2–3 times a month, were considerably more likely to be

drinkers and to be frequent high maximum or heavier drinkers than respondents

describing their mother or father as an abstainer.
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The proportion of abstainers was particularly sensitive to variations in the

frequency of fathers' drinking. The increasing frequency of fathers' drinking

was matched by incremental increases in the proportion of respondents who

were drinkers. Despite these similarities, black women differed from whites

in reporting high rates of abstaining and lower rates of frequent drinking across

all categories of fathers' drinking behavior.

The drinking patterns of both groups of women showed a stronger

relationship with the frequency of mothers' drinking than with the frequency

of fathers' drinking. Yet here again, black women differed noticeably from

whites. Among women reporting that their mothers drank once a year or more

(1-11 times a year and 2-3 times a month or more), a much smaller proportion

of black women (4%–6%) than whites (11%–16%) were classified as frequent

high maximum drinkers. For women describing their mothers as abstainers or

as very infrequent drinkers (from 1-11 occasions per year), noticeably higher

proportions of blacks than whites were classified as abstainers or infrequent

drinkers.

Spousal Drinking Frequency

Black and white men differed substantially in the reported frequency of

their wives drinking. Half of the black men in the sample indicated that their

wives drink less than once a year or never, compared to 36% of the whites.

Similarly, a considerably smaller proportion of blacks report that their wives

drink more than 2–3 times per month (23% vs. 39%). Four times as many

whites as blacks indicated that their wives drank from 3-l; times a week to

daily, and 2 1/2 times as many stated that their wives drank more than once

a day.
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In contrast to these differences, black and white women exhibited striking

similarities in describing the frequency of their husbands' drinking. Identical

or similar proportions of the women in each race indicated that their husbands

drank at each level of frequency. Roughly about half of the women in each

group indicated that their husbands are abstainers or drink 1-11 times per

year; about three tenths reported that their husbands drink between 2–3 times

a month and 1–2 times a week; and two tenths indicated that their husbands

drink more than 3–4 times a week.

Drinking Patterns and Spouses' Drinking

Among blacks and whites of both sexes there was a very strong

association between the respondent's drinking pattern and the frequency with

which he or she reported that his or her spouse drinks. The gamma values

for these associations are extremely high indicating that this variable is more

strongly related to drinking patterns than any variable examined thus far.

Among males, there were no significant differences in the drinking patterns

of blacks and whites when the drinking frequency of the wife was controlled

for. Among both groups of men, rates of abstaining and heavy drinking varied

enormously according to the reported frequency of their wives' drinking. Around

60% of those who indicated that their wives were abstainers, were themselves

classified as abstainers, whereas fewer than 10% of the men who stated that

their wives drank from 2–3 times per month were described as abstainers.

Rates of frequent heavier drinking showed similar differences. Men with

frequently drinking wives exhibited 5-6 times the rates of frequent heavier

drinkers shown by men with wives who were abstainers. White men exhibited

differences of similar magnitude in rates of frequent high maximum
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drinking depending on their wives' drinking frequency (34% vs. 596). Among

blacks, rates of frequent high maximum drinking showed parallel, but far less

intense differences (the corresponding percentages are 26% vs 13%). However,

both groups of men exhibited substantial differences in rates of frequent low
maximum drinking according to whether their wives drank at least 2–3 times

a month or were abstainers.

The association of women's drinking patterns with reported frequency

of husbands' drinking strongly parallels the relationship described for men.

Rates of abstention vary as much as 50% for black women and 75% for white

women according to the frequency of their husbands' drinking. Similar variation

occurs in relationship to how frequently married women drink -- among both

blacks and whites, the proportion of less frequent and frequent low maximum

drinkers rises considerably as the frequency of husbands' drinking increases

-- e.g. from 8% to 18% for blacks, and from 4% to 21% for whites. For

white women, but not blacks, there is also a substantial increase in rates of

frequent high maximum drinking (from 1% to 15%).

Despite the overall similarity in the association between women's drinking

and the frequency with which they describe their husbands' drinking, there are

a few noteworthy differences between blacks and whites. First, among women

who indicate that their spouses drink at least 2–3 times a month, almost twice

as many black as white women are abstainers (24% vs. 13%). Correspondingly,

far fewer black women (8%) are frequent high maximum drinkers compared to

whites (15%). In addition, it also appears that the relationship between drinking

patterns and husbands drinking frequency is stronger among white women than
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blacks.

Discussion

The previous sections explored differences in the familial context (both

family of origin and family of procreation) related to alcohol use and its

association with the current drinking patterns of respondents. First, it was

shown that white respondents were much more likely than blacks to report

that their parents (both father and mother) approved of drinking. This finding

is consistent with Cahalan et al.'s earlier analysis (1969, see supplemental

table A-41) in which more whites than than non-whites indicated parental

approval of drinking.

Second, parental attitudes showed moderately strong associations with

the drinking patterns of women of both races and white men. In contrast,

this association was noticeably weak among black men. The findings for whites

and black women were in the direction suggested by previous research (Cahalan

et al., 1969; McCready et al., 1983) -- e.g. that respondents with "approving"

parents are much more likely to be heavy drinkers than those with "disapproving"

parents.

Third, blacks were more likely than whites to describe their parents as

non-drinkers. Conversely, a higher proportion of whites than of blacks indicated

that their parents drank very frequently. The frequency of parental drinking

showed a strong relationship with the drinking patterns of white males and

females and black females, but not with those of black males. Again the

findings for whites and black women were consistent with prior research showing

that respondents whose parents were frequent drinkers exhibited higher rates

of drinking and of heavier drinking than respondents whose parents were

abstainers or infrequent drinkers.
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The weak association of parental attitudes and behavior with the drinking

patterns of black men is a puzzling finding with no readily apparent explanation.

Several possible hypotheses come to mind. First black males, more than the

other groups, may be confronted with inconsistent messages about drinking.

For example, there appear to be more discrepancies between fathers' attitudes

towards drinking and actual drinking frequency among black than among white

males. (Black women on the other hand, seem to be exposed to attitudes

which are generally consistent with their overall low rates of drinking).

Alternately, it could be that the transmission of norms and attitudes regarding

drinking is different for black and white men. Among black males, given the

strong anti-drinking messages in the home, drinking socialization may take

place in other contexts (e.g., the military, on the job, among older male peers).

This hypothesis is consistent with the idea that drinking among black males is

"delayed" since their rates of heavier drinking are lower during adolescence

and early adulthood than whites. In addition, it is possible that there could

be stronger generational changes in drinking patterns among blacks than whites.

An analysis of cirrhosis rates (Herd, forthcoming b) suggested that cohort

changes over the past 50 years have been much more dramatic for blacks than

whites.

Fourth, black and white males differed considerably in the reported

frequency of their wives' drinking. Blacks were much more likely than whites

to indicate that their wives were abstainers. Whites, on the other hand, were

significantly more likely than blacks to report that their wives are very frequent

drinkers (e.g. drink more than 3-4 times a week). In contrast black and white

women report that their husbands drink with almost identical frequency. As

a result of these differences, there is a much larger male-to-female ratio of

reported drinking frequency among blacks compared to whites.
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Finally, among all groups, male, female, black and white, there was a

very strong relationship between the respondent's drinking and how often they

report that their spouse drinks. This relationship was much stronger than the

association with parental behavior or any other variable examined so far.

However the association with spousal drinking patterns was somewhat weaker

for blacks than whites, indicating that there may be less congruence in drinking

behavior among black husbands and wives than among whites. The strong

relationship between respondents' drinking patterns and perceptions of their

wives' or husbands' drinking frequency was reported in Cahalan et al.'s analysis

of the 1965 national survey (1969) and was also suggested in McCready et al.'s

study (1983) of several ethno-religious groups. The strength of this association

Compared to that with parental patterns may stem from the fact that the

marriage relationship and household constitutes a more powerful "universe of

interaction" (see Knupfer and Room, 1964) than the behavior enacted years

ago in the respondent's childhood home.

One of the major assumptions of this analysis was that differences in

familial and spouse attitudes and/or behvior around drinking might be an

important key to understanding racial/ethnic differences in drinking patterns..

The previous analysis suggests that there are important differences in the

familial context of drinking among blacks and whites which may explain some

of the differences in the drinking patterns of the two groups. The findings

illustrate that for whites and for black women, parental attitudes and behavior

have a roughly similar and important association with drinking patterns. Among

these groups, parental behavior seems to be more strongly associated with

current drinking patterns than most of the socio-demographic factors described

in an earlier chapter except for the "primary social characteristics" like

religiosity, age and marital status. This finding indicates that the familial
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context is a fairly powerful predictor of drinking patterns, but it does not tell

us why this is so. For example, Cahalan et al. (1969) pointed out that the

similarity in intergenerational drinking patterns may stem as much from well

established community and neighborhood norms which influence familial

patterns as from parental influence per se. In addition, the Cahalan et al.,

study also illustrated that such factors as age, region, and social class were

strongly associated with parental and spouse attitudes and behavior. More

fine-grained analysis is necessary to ascertain the contribution of ethnicity

versus these other factors to differences in the familial context of drinking.

This kind of analysis is especially important given the fact that racial

differences in drinking patterns (particularly among black men) persisted even

after taking into account parental attitudes and behavior.

Drinking and Social Networks

The respondents were asked a series of questions about various types

of people that they socialize with, the frequency with which alcoholic beverages

are served when they get together socially with these people, and the drinking

habits of the people that they interact with regularly.

Table 49 examines how many men and women of each race get together

"fairly often" with people they have met through work, the neighborhood,

church, their close relatives and friends. It provides an indicator of the types

of social networks maintained by respondents and also a rough idea of their

levels of sociability.

One of the key findings of the data is that respondents socialize with

their close friends and relatives much more than with people from any other

social context, be it the neighborhood, work, or church. Between l;2% and



§

Tablel;9

Percentage(Weighted)
of
RespondentsReportingThatTheyGetTogetherFairlyOften

WithPeopleFromVariousSocialContexts
ByRaceandSex

FromCloseClose
NWorkN
Neighbors
N
Church
N
Relatives
N
Friends

Males Blacks65918"71617*71.618*71.6
l!3713
l:1

Whites701
1l;7l.1137||1127t;1l;27l;1tº5

Females Blacks1088
9
122111*122226*1220l;5*122036* Whites968111032

1l;
10321.81032561031l;7

*

Black/Whitedifferences
p
<.05levelbasedon
differences
of

ProportionsTest



248

56% of all respondents indicated that they get together fairly often with their

close relatives and roughly 40% reported getting together often with close

friends.

The social patterns of black and white men appear roughly equivalent,

yet blacks seem to socialize in all contexts more frequently than whites except

among close friends and relatives. Slightly higher proportions of black men

report getting together with work associates (18% vs. 14%), neighbors (17%

vs. 13%) and church people (18% vs. 12%).

Among women however, blacks appeared considerably less socially

outgoing than whites in most contexts. A substantially smaller proportion of

black than white women report getting together fairly often with close relatives

(45% vs. 56%) or close friends (36% vs. 47%) and slightly fewer black than

white women get together fairly often with people from work or the

neighborhood. It is only with friends from church that black women (26%)

socialize to a greater degree than either white women (18%) or black (18%)
and white men (12%).

The difference in levels of sociability between black men and black

women lead to more extreme contrasts in their social patterns than among

whites -- twice as many black men as women get together with people from

work (18% vs. 9%), and a third more get together with people from the

neighborhood (17% vs. 1.1%). Among white men and women, the number of

men and women socializing with work and neighborhood associates is roughly

similar, but women are much more likely than men to socialize with close

relatives (56% vs. 42%).

The significance of these social patterns for drinking behavior are

explored by examining the drinking patterns of respondents who get together
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fairly often with people from work, from the neighborhood, from church and

with close friends and relatives. Among men of both races the gamma values

illustrate that there is a positive and moderate relationship between drinking

frequency and the frequency of getting together with people from work or

with close friends. Not surprisingly, there is a fairly strong negative association

between frequency of socializing with church people and frequency of drinking.

Meeting socially with people from the neighborhood and with close relatives

show little relationship to drinking patterns. These differences suggest that

different types of social networks vary in the contextual dimensions -- setting,

social composition, time of day — which could influence drinking behavior.

For example getting together with people from work may often involve meeting

with adults in the evening, in settings like restaurants or bars which facilitate

drinking. In contrast socializing with relatives and neighbors may include a

variety of situations, e.g. with children, family outings, etc. which may or

may not be conducive to alcohol use and thus do not distinguish heavier from

other types of drinkers.

Despite the similarities in the association between drinking and the

frequency of meeting with various groups among black and white men, there

were important racial differences in the proportion of heavier drinkers who

met "fairly often" with people from these settings. Among white men the

highest proportions of heavier drinkers were found among those who socialized

with people from work, followed by close friends, neighbors, relatives and

church associates. In contrast, black heavy drinkers were concentrated among

men who socialized with neighbors and close friends. A relatively small

proportion of blacks who report socializing often with work associates were

classified as frequent heavier drinkers. Hence there were significant differences

in drinking patterns among blacks and whites who frequently get together with
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people from work. Blacks were far more likely to abstain (25% vs. 15%) and

far less likely to be frequent heavier drinkers than whites (15% vs. 38%).

These differences may be related to social class and occupational differences

between the two groups of men. For example, those with high incomes and/or

business occupations (more typical of whites) may be more likely to drink

heavily than men in low paying jobs or in the professions (relatively more

common among blacks).

Among women, the association between the frequency of getting together

socially with people from different contexts and the frequency of drinking

parallels the pattern described for white men. Heavier drinking among women

is associated with getting together with people from work, followed by seeing

close friends, neighbors, relatives, and church. The only major difference

between black and white drinking patterns occurs among women reporting that

they get together fairly often with people from work. Black women are

concentrated at the lower end of the drinking spectrum (infrequent and less

frequent low maximum drinking) whereas white women exhibit very high rates

of frequent low and high quantity drinking (46% vs. 21% for white and black

women, respectively). This difference may stem from the kind of income and

occupational factors described for men. Otherwise, the statistical differences

between black and white women seem to reflect the large sample size rather

than any meaningful differences between the two groups.

Serving of Drinks on Social Occasions

No matter what the setting, whether among people from work, church,

or with neighbors, close relatives, and friends, whites were significantly more

likely to serve alcoholic beverages than blacks. Among both men and women,

more than half the whites (54%) compared to a little over a third of the
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*

Black/Whitedifferencesp3.05levelbasedon
Differences
of
ProportionsTest.
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blacks (39%) report that drinks are served more than half the time when they

get together with people from work. Among men, almost twice as many

whites (30%) as blacks (17%) reported that drinks are usually served when

relatives get together. And a substantial difference occurs in how often drinks

are served when men of the two races get together with close friends (blacks

= 32% and whites = hl;96).

Among women, there are differences of similar magnitude. Nearly twice

as many white (22%) as black women (12%) report that drinks are served when

they socialize with neighbors and much higher proportions of white women

indicate that drinks are usually served when visiting with close friends and

relatives (2696–28% vs. 16%).

Despite the ethnic differences in the proportion of those reporting that

drinks were usually served when socializing, all ethnic and gender groups

indicated a similar ranking of the occasions in which drinks are frequently

served. The highest proportion of respondents report that drinks are usually

Served with associates from work and close friends, followed by relatives and

or neighbors and close friends.

As indicated in tables 53 and 54, respondents who reported that drinks

were served more than half the time when socializing, no matter what the

Context, are likely to be heavy drinkers themselves. Only a very small

proportion of such men (under 16%) are classified as abstainers, while generally

nearly two-thirds of them are categorized as either frequent high maximum

or frequent heavier drinkers. The gamma values indicate that there is a

uniformly strong association between the frequency with which men indicate

that drinks are served on social occasions and the quantity/frequency that they

drink. The relationship is particularly strong regarding how often alcohol is

served among close friends.
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Table53

DrinkingPatterns
ofMaleRespondentsReportingthatDrinkswereServedMorethanHalftheTime

withPeoplefromVariousSocialContexts
byRacein
Percents

(Weighted)

FromWorkNeighborsChurchCloseRelativesCloseFriends BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (123)](213)(85)(101)(º)(20)(116)(193)(183)(289)

Abstainers
1691211----868l;

Infrequent Drinkers
77t;3---13362 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

l;613----59l;5 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
2685---l;t;36 Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers

1l;881l;---11131116 Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers
3!!28tº524----263!!3531 Frequent Heavier Drinkers

22372339---33313435
*
GammaValues-31.48-51.58.41-52.61.66

numbers
in
parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents

--
indicatestoofewrespondents
foranalysis

*
Gammavaluesarebasedon
individualtablesof
relationshipbetweentypologyandeachvariable.
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Table54

DrinkingPatterns
ofFemaleRespondentsReportingthatDrinkswereServedMorethanHalftheTime Abstainers Infrequent Drinkers LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent Heavier Drinkers

*
GammaWalues

withPeoplefromVariousSocialContexts
byRacein
Percents

(Weighted)

FromWork”NeighborsChurchCloseRelatives*CloseFriends BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (114)l(226)(58)(84)(12)(14)(158)(22%)(155)(244) 25121l;9---181197 16112512----20181312 2015l;9----22142214 71121l;----68711 17241l;24---18251624 t;161015---51l;1118 11121415----11102215 .30-50.62.60.48.54.6%.68

numbers
in
parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents
*

Black/Whitedifferences
p<.001level,(K-S
2
sampletest) **

Black/Whitedifferencesp3.05level,(K-S
2
sampletest) --

indicatestoofewrespondents
foranalysis

*
Gammavaluesarebasedon
individualtablesof
relationshipsbetweenQ-Ftypologyandeachvariable.
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Among the two groups of men there are few meaningful differences in

drinking patterns except among those reporting that drinks are frequently

served with work associates. Gamma values are much lower for blacks (.31

vs. .48) suggesting that the frequency with which drinks are served is less

strongly associated with drinking patterns than it is for whites; and a noticeably

smaller proportion of blacks reporting that alcohol is served when meeting

with work associates are frequent heavier drinkers than whites (22% vs. 37%).

Other differences occur among men reporting frequent drinking when socializing

with neighbors -- blacks are much more likely to be frequent high maximum

drinkers while whites are more likely to be frequent heavier drinkers.

Among women of both races, those who report that drinks are served

more than half the time with people from various social contexts are very

likely to be heavier drinkers themselves. Nearly a third of white women who

indicate that drinks were served this frequently, no matter what the setting,

were classified as either frequent high maximum or frequent heavier drinkers.

Among black women, rates of frequent heavier drinking were also very high,

particularly among those indicating that alcohol is served more than half the

time when socializing with close friends (22%). However rates of frequent

high maximum drinking among black women were often substantially lower

than those among whites. As was true for black males, the association with

drinking in the work setting is weaker among black women than whites (gamma

= .30 vs. .50).

Drinking Patterns of Associates

In contrast to the smaller proportion of blacks who reported that alcoholic

beverages are served on social occasions, generally more blacks than whites

indicated that the people they socialize with are heavier drinkers. A

considerably higher percentage of black (37%) compared to white men (26%)
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Table 55
Percentage (Weighted) of Respondents Reporting that More

Than Half of the People they Socialize with from
Various Social Contexts Drink "Quite a Bit"

by Sex and Race

From Work
N 96

Males
Blacks 305 37*
Females 368 26

Females
Blacks 345 19
Whites 425 21

"Black/White differences

Neighbors
N 96

337 22*
3.16 12

474 16*
t;21 10

Close Relatives
N

613
625

1057
905

96

11
8

10
9

Close Friends
N %

586 15
641 16

994 7”
922 10

p 3.05 level based on differences of Proportions Test.
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indicated that more than half the people from work and people from their

neighborhoods "drink quite a bit." Slightly more black men report that their

close relatives (1.1% vs. 896) drink quite a bit, while about equal proportions

of the men (15% and 16%) state that their close friends are heavier drinkers.

Among women, a smaller (compared to men), but similar proportion of blacks

and whites (19% and 21%) indicate that their work associates "drink quite a

bit". A significantly higher percentage of black women (16%) compared to

whites (10%) describe neighbors as heavy drinkers; about equal proportions of

the women indicate that close relatives drink quite a bit (10% and 9%), while

slightly more white women report that their close friends are heavier drinkers

(10% vs. 796).

The drinking patterns of respondents reporting that their associates drink

quite a bit affirm the relationship visible in the previous tables — that heavier

drinkers associate with each other. Generally at least half the men stating

that social acquaintances from any context drink "quite a bit" are either

frequent high maximum or frequent heavier drinkers. This association is

strongest for those reporting that their friends are heavier drinkers (gamma =

.40 and .38 for blacks and whites) and weakest for those who indicate that

work associates are heavy drinkers (gamma = .17 and .22). This may stem

from the fact that respondents' friends may be more like them in terms of

social background and socializing habits than people they happen to meet

through work. Overall, the gamma values suggest that the number of heavy

drinkers in one's social networks exerts less influence on one's drigking behavior

than how often drinks are served. This difference may reflect the more direct

association of drinking pattern with availibility of alcohol than with rough

approximations of the drinking patterns of others.
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Table56

DrinkingPatterns
ofMaleRespondentsReportingthatSocialAcquaintances DrinkQuite

aBitMorethanHalftheTimebyRacein
Percents

(Weighted)

FromWorkNeighbors”CloseRelativesCloseFriends BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (99)1(95)(68)(37)(68)(56)(116)(102)

Abstainers
1922221628161612

Infrequent Drinkers
95l;210933 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

l7O725l2 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
25l;*6335

Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers
1558l;1l;1l;1l;8 Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers

3020361616243021 Frequent Heavier Drinkers
24392852252633l;9

*
GammaValues-17-22-29.25-24.23-40.38

numbers
in
parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents
*

Black/Whitedifferences
p
<.01level,(K-S
2
sampletest)

*
Gammavaluesarebasedon
individualtablesof
relationshipsbetweenQ-F

typologyandeachvariable.
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Table57

DrinkingPatterns
ofFemaleRespondentsReportingthatSocial AcquaintancesDrinkQuite

aBitMorethanHalftheTimebyRacein
Percents

(Weighted)

Fromwork”NeighborsCloseRelativesCloseFriends BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (72)l(87)(71)(37)(98)(73)(75)(82)

Abstainers
2211242821281l;10

Infrequent Drinkers
2213251218171115 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

17118152152118 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
916125t;738 Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers

1217712221537 Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers
618108l;161616 Frequent Heavier Drinkers

111l;152011113024 GammaValues.17-28-38-24-37-19-50.41
numbers
in

parenthesesareunweightednumbers
of
respondents
*

Black/Whitedifferences
p
<.01level,(K-S2
sampletest)

*
Gammavaluesarebasedon
individualtablesof
relationshipsbetweenQ-F

typologyandeachvariable
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Among women, the association between drinking patterns and the number

of associates who drink a lot parallels the pattern described for men. An

extremely high proportion of women who indicate that more than half of their

close friends drink quite a bit are either frequent high maximum or frequent

heavier drinkers (46% for blacks and l;0% for whites). The major differences

between black and white women occur for those who report that work

associates "drink quite a bit." Among these women, many more blacks (44%)

than whites (24%) are abstainers or infrequent drinkers and far fewer are

frequent high maximum drinkers (6% vs. 18%).

Discussion

The purpose of this section was to explore the social environment of

drinking among blacks and whites in order to determine whether the "wetness"

or "dryness" of the milieu, both in terms of the presence of alcohol and of

heavy drinkers may account for some of the differences in the two groups

-- e.g. the widespread prevalence of abstinence among blacks. The initial

findings showed a fairly strong division not between the races, but between

black men and women in the extent to which they participate in non-religious

social networks. While black men appeared to interact with work associates,

neighbors, and friends as much, or in fact, more than white men and women,

black women exhibited noticeably lower rates of participation with people from

these settings. However black women were more likely than all the other

groups to socialize with people from church. These findings are consistent

with black women's general tendency towards high rates of abstaining, given

the negative association between drinking and meeting with church people.

In terms of the environment of alcohol use, indicated by the frequency

that drinks are served on social occasions with various types of people, the

black social milieu definitely appears "drier" than that of whites. Alcoholic
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beverages are far less likely to be served at social occasions among blacks

compared to whites, whether with friends, work associates, neighbors, relatives

or church people. Based on findings by Cahalan et al. (1969), black/white

differences in the frequency of serving alcoholic beverages may stem from

differences in underlying social and regional characteristics. Cahalan et al.

found that people from the higher social classes, those residing in "wetter"

geographical regions and large suburban and urban areas, were more likely to

serve alcoholic beverages than people from the lower classes living in drier

surroundings. Additional analyses are needed to assess the relative impact of

these socio-demographic versus other ethnic-specific factors.

Despite the fact that alcoholic beverages appeared to be served less

frequently at social occasions frequented by blacks, blacks were often more

likely than whites to report that people in their social networks drink "quite

a bit". Given the subjective nature of the question it is difficult to understand

the meaning of this finding. It could be that blacks, if they do have drier

social values, might be more prone to interpret any drinking as "quite a bit."

It is also possible that blacks hold norms both for drinking relatively

infrequently, but also for drinking quite heavily when they do drink.

Another major finding to come out of this analysis is the similarity in

the association of all the factors examined -- type of people respondents

interact with frequently, how often drinks are served, and how many people

in one's social network "drink quite a bit" — with drinking patterns for blacks

and whites and men and women. For all groups, drinking is positively associated

with the frequency of meeting with work associates and close friends and

negatively associated with the frequency of meeting with church people. The

frequency of meeting with neighbors and close relatives shows little relationship

to how much one drinks. For all groups, those respondents who report that



264

alcoholic beverages are often served, or who report that a good deal of the

people in their social networks are heavier drinkers, are themselves likely to

be heavy drinkers. It is clear that heavy drinkers tend to associate with each

other and when they do get together, alcohol is likely to be served. It is also

apparent that when one examines these factors, many of the differences in

the drinking patterns of blacks and whites and even men and women lessen

considerably.

The major black/white difference which consistently appears in the

findings concerns the association with frequent heavier drinking and people or

occasions connected with the work place. Blacks who socialize with work

mates exhibit substantially lower rates of heavy drinking compared to whites.

The reasons for this finding are unclear and may relate to differences in the

ages, occupations or socio-economic backgrounds of blacks and whites who

meet with people from their jobs.

Contexts of Drinking and Sociability

The issue of drinking and sociability was also examined by looking at a

series of items on how often respondents participate in a variety of social

activities such as dining out, attending club or organizational meetings, visiting

taverns and bars, entertaining at home, and going to parties; how often they

drink alcoholic beverages during these activities; and how many drinks they

typically have when they drink.

Table 58 provides a profile of typical socializing patterns among blacks

and whites for each sex. It describes the percent of respondents who indicated

that they participated in the various types of activities once a month or more

often during the past year. The findings illustrate that there were some basic

similarities which were shared by all the groups, regardless of sex or race.

First there is a strong emphasis on home leisure activities. Over 90% of black
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Table 58
Percent of Respondents Reporting they Participated in Different Types of
Social Activities at Least Once or Twice a Month or More Over the Last Year

(Weighted)

MALES FEMALES
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(723)] (743) (1224) (1034)

Go out for an evening meal in a
restaurant (not including fast
food places and luncheonettes) 38 63 33 52

Go out for lunch in a restaurant
(not including fast food places
and luncheonettes) . . . . . . 25 38 26 36

Go to club or organizational
meetings

e - - e o e e e e e 19 25 23 25

Go to bars, taverns or
Cocktail lounges . . . . . . 20 29 13 15

Go to a party in someone
else's home . . . . . . . . 17 22 12 16

Spend a quiet evening at home 92 95 95 97

Have friends drop over and visit
in your home . . . . . . . . 61 68 62 68

Hang around with friends in a
public place such as a park,
street or parking lot . . . . 27 14 13 9

! Numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
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and white males and females indicated that they regularly "spent a quiet

evening at home" and over 60% in each subgroup reported that they had friends

"drop over and visit" in their home. In contrast, far fewer respondents indicated

that they went to bars, taverns and cocktail lounges (13% - 29%) or parties

(1296 - 22%) at least once or twice a month. Roughly 25% of each of the

sub-groups reported attending club or organizational meetings.

Beyond these similarities there are some major differences in the social

patterns of blacks and whites. Probably the most striking is that far fewer

blacks than whites report going out to eat in restaurants. While 63% of white

men and 52% of white women indicated that they went to dinner in restaurants

at least once or twice a month, only 38% and 33% of black men and women

reported these patterns. Similarly, a higher proportion of whites (38% for

men and 36% for women) than blacks (25% for men and 26% for women) stated

that they eat lunch in a restaurant on a fairly regular basis. The difference

between blacks and whites may be largely a function of economic status in

that more affluent respondents can better afford to eat in restaurants.

The findings on the frequency of eating in restaurants reflect a more

general pattern in which a higher percentage of whites report participating in

nearly every social activity. This was particularly true among men. For

example 29% of white males, but only 20% of black males attended bars,

taverns or cocktail lounges at least once a month over the past year. In

addition, slightly more white than black men participated in club or

organizational meetings (25% vs. 19%), attended parties (22% vs. 17%), or
entertained friends at home (68% vs. 61%). White women were also somewhat

more likely than black women to participate in the various social activities,
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but the differences between the two groups of women were generally smaller

than those described for men.

The only social activity in which blacks outnumbered whites was in

"hanging around with friends in a public place such as a park, street or parking

lot." Nearly twice as many black (27%) as white men (14%) reported socializing

in a public place as often as once or twice a month. Similarly, a higher

proportion of black women (13%) than white women (9%) reported these

patterns. These findings are consistent with ethnographic studies which describe

street corner and public drinking as a highly prevalent pattern in black

communities.

Alcohol Use in Social Contexts

Table 59 illustrates that for all respondents attending bars, taverns or

cocktail lounges and going to a party in someone else's home are more associated

with alcohol use than any other activities. Given the intrinsic role of alcohol

in bars and taverns and its focal position in entertainment and celebration

activities, this finding is not surprising.

One of the more dramatic findings illustrated in the table, however, is

that for every type of social activity described, whether at home or in a

commericial establishment, whites report drinking more frequently than blacks.

Among men and women these differences are greatest for those who report

eating dinner in restaurants. Nearly 3 times as many whites (41% and 34%

of men and women respectively) as blacks (15% and 13% for men and women

respectively) indicated that they drink alcohol more than half the time when

they eat at a restaurant for an evening meal. Among women there were also

major differences between blacks and whites in the frequency of drinking at

bars, taverns or cocktail lounges. While nearly three-fourths of white women

reported drinking more than half the time when they attended a bar, tavern,
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Percent of Respondents Reporting That They Drank
Table 59

Alcoholic Beverages More than Half the Time When They
Participated in Different Kinds of Social Activities

Over the Past Year!
(Weighted)

MALES
Blacks

N

Go out for an evening
meal in a restaurant
(not including fast food
places and
luncheonettes) . . . . (54)

Go out for lunch in a
restaurant (not including
fast food places and
luncheonettes) . . . . (9)

Go to club or
organizational meetings (33)

Go to bars, taverns or
cocktail lounges . . . (183)

Go to a party in
Someone else's home . (170)

Spend a quiet evening
at home . . . . . . . (78)

Have friends drop over
and visit in your home (76)

Hang around with
friends in a public
place such as a park,
street, or parking lot. (35)

96

15

3

17

70

l;8

12

16

Whites
N

(220)

(37)

(71)

(301)

(295)

(100)

(148)

(29)

96

l; 1

10

27

8t;

63

17

26

22

N

(70)

(16)

(25)

(148)

(190)

(58)

(72)

(14)

FEMALES
Blacks Whites

% N 96

13 (216) 34

5 (32) 7

10 (30) 9

l;9 (253) 73

t;3 (24!) (15

7 (63) 9

10 (95) 14

6 (11) 10

|Asked only of respondents who reported participating in the activity in
the past year.
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or cocktail lounge, only about half the sample of black women indicated that

they drink this frequently in these settings.

Among men, considerably more whites than blacks reporting drinking on

a regular basis at parties (63% vs. 48%), at bars or taverns (84% vs. 70%),

during club or organizational meetings (27% vs. 1796), and when entertaining

friends at home (26% vs. 1696). Although the differences are not as great,

white males were also more likely than black males to report drinking more

than half the time when eating out at a restaurant during lunch, hanging around

in public places, and spending a quiet evening at home.

Among women, whites also indicated drinking more frequently than

blacks, but except for the very large differences described for drinking when

eating dinner in restaurants or when attending bars or taverns, the gap in the

drinking rates of women was much smaller than the one portrayed for men.

When we look at the sex-ratios in the frequency of drinking for the

two races, it is apparent that in most activities black men and women report

more egalitarian patterns than whites. Black men and women appear to drink

in roughly equal proportions during some activities (e.g. at parties, at

restaurants), while in others, men are somewhat more likely to drink than

women. Among whites however, two-to-three-fold differences between men's

and women's drinking rates are reported for several types of activities -- i.e.,

club or organizational meetings, spending a quiet evening at home, having

friends drop over to visit and hanging around with friends in public places.

There is also a substantial difference between white men and women in how

many drink more than half the time at parties.

Mean Number of Drinks Per Occasion

A strong pattern of racial differences emerged which generally showed

that in public contexts (restaurants, taverns, club meetings, parties away from
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Table 60
Mean Number of Drinks Per Occasion in Various Settings

by Sex and Race (Weighted)

MALES
Blacks

n

Go out for an evening
meal in a restaurant
(not including fast food
places and
luncheonettes) . . . . (194)

Go out for lunch in a
restaurant (not including
fast food places and
luncheonettes) . . . . (60)

Go to club or
organizational meetings (101)

Go to bars, taverns or
Cocktail lounges . . . (254)

Go to a party in
someone else's home . (319)

Spend a quiet evening
at home . . . . . . . (327)

Have friends drop over
and visit in your home (308)

Hang around with
friends in a public
place such as a park,
street, or parking lot. (109)

X

1.69

1.28

1.87

2.53

3.08

2.34

2.97

Whites

(431)

(163)

(147)

(347)

(l;30)

(377)

(l;20)

(78)

X

1.76

1.37

2.29

3.46

3.32

2.08

2.33

2.50 3.10

(270)

(82)

(111)

(285)

(39t)

(379)

(377)

(65)

FEMALES
Blacks Whites

x n X

1.32 (523) 1.46

1.21 (177) 1.16

1.61 (94) 1.65

2.12 (338) 2.57

2.27 (l;95) 2.24

1.76 (348) 1.54

1.86 (450) 1.76

2.14 (l.8) 1.74
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home) the mean number of drinks consumed by blacks during an occasion was

often considerably lower than the amount drunk by whites; while in private

settings (spending a quiet evening at home, and entertaining friends at home),

the opposite was true and blacks consumed considerably more on the average

than whites. The largest differences between black and white men in settings

away from home were reported for drinking in taverns and bars. Whites

consumed an average of 3.46 drinks per occasion compared to an average of

2.53 drinks per occasion for blacks. White men also reported drinking noticeably

higher amounts than black males when at club or organizational meetings, at

parties at other people's home, and when hanging around with friends in public

places. While there was a narrower gap between the races in the amount of

liquor consumed when eating out in restaurants (which was comparatively low

for both groups of men), the average number of drinks consumed by whites

still exceeded the number reported for blacks. In contrast to these patterns,

black men indicated drinking considerably higher average amounts of alcoholic

beverages than whites when spending a quiet evening at home (2.34 vs. 2.08

drinks per occasion) or when entertaining friends at home (2.97 vs. 2.33 drinks

per occasion).

Among women, whites reported drinking a considerably higher average

number of drinks than blacks while attending taverns or bars (2.57 vs. 2.12).

However black women reported drinking noticeably higher average amounts of

alcohol than white women when spending a quiet evening at home (1.76 vs.

1.54) or when hanging around with friends in public places (2.14 vs. 1.74).

Here again, in terms of mean quantity consumed, black men and women

exhibited more egalitarian patterns than whites.
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Association Between Quantity/Frequency of Drinking and Social Contexts

Two ways of looking at the relationship between alcohol use and

particular social contexts are provided; first, by examining gamma values on

the relationship between frequency of attending a particular social context and

the quantity/frequency of drinking; and second, by looking at the proportion

of frequent heavier drinkers who report regular participation in various types

of social activities. The table on gamma values (table 61) illustrates that for

all groups, the frequency of attending bars, taverns, or cocktail lounges shows

a stronger positive association with drinking quantity/frequency than any other

type of social context. The other activities which uniformly show moderately

strong positive associations with amount of drinking are attending parties in

someone else's home and hanging around with friends in public places. The

only social context which was negatively associated with drinking is spending

a quiet evening at home.

In general there were few racial differences in these patterns. Among

males the only noticeable differences occur with respect to social activities

in the home. Among whites there was a stronger negative association between

drinking amount and spending a quiet evening at home than among blacks.

When entertaining friends at home there is a much stronger positive association

with drinking for blacks than for whites. These findings make sense in terms

of the previous data which showed that blacks tend to drink higher quantities

of alcohol in private contexts than whites.

Among women there were fewer differences of substantial magnitude.

What seems more important than the modest differences between white and

black women, are the differences between men and women in the association

of some contexts with drinking. Eating out in restaurants either for dinner or
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Table 61
Association Between Frequency of Participating In Different Types

of Social Activities and Quantity Frequency of Drinking
As Indicated by Gamma Values

Go out for an evening meal in a
restaurant (not including fast
food places and luncheonettes)

Go out for lunch in a restaurant
(not including fast food places
and luncheonettes) . . . . .

Go to club or organizational
meetings e -> e e e e e e e e

Go to bars, taverns or
Cocktail lounges . . . . . .

Go to a party in someone
else's home . . . . . . . .

Spend a quiet evening at home

Have friends drop over and visit
in your home . . . . . . .

Hang around with friends in a
public place such as a park,
street or parking lot . . . .

MALES
Blacks Whites

.09 .09

.11 .12

.03 .09

.57 .62

.39 .31

-.10 -.26

.20 .07

.26 .23

FEMALES
Blacks Whites

.19 .26

.23 .17

.06 .0l;

.60 .67

.40 .38

-.23 •e 1 6

.12 .07

.21 .26
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Table 62
Percent Frequent Heavier Drinkers of Those Who
Reported Participating in Various Types of Social

Activities at Least One to Two Times a
Month Over the Past Year

(Weighted)

MALES FEMALES
Blacks Whites Blacks Whites
(723)] (743) (1224) (1034)

Go out for an evening meal in a
restaurant (not including fast
food places and luncheonettes) 15 20 3 5

Go out for lunch in a restaurant
(not including fast food places
and luncheonettes) . . . . . 15 20 l; 6

Go to club or organizational
meetings . . . . . . . . . . 18 23 2 4

Go to bars, taverns or
Cocktail lounges . . . . . . 38 tº 5 12 19

Go to a party in someone
else's home . . . . . . . . 27 30 6 10

Spend a quiet evening at home 14 18 t; l;

Have friends drop over and visit
in your home . . . . . . . 16 22 5 5

Hang around with friends in a public
place such as a park, street or
Parking lot . . . . . . . . . 21 t;0 5 11

1 numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
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for lunch shows a considerably stronger relationship with drinking for women

than it does for men.

The proportions of heavier drinkers participating in the various types of

social activities is illustrated in Table 62. These findings mirror some of the

relationships described earlier. For example, among all groups, there is a

large proportion of frequent heavier drinkers among those who report going to

bars, taverns, or cocktail lounges more than once or twice a month over the

past year. Similarly, relatively high rates of frequent heavier drinking are

reported for those who indicate that they regularly attend parties. Aside from

the fact that whites usually exhibit slightly higher rates of frequent heavier

drinking than blacks among those participating in any social activity, the only

major difference between the two races appears for those who indicate hanging

around with friends in public places. The proportion of frequent heavier

drinkers is twice as high for whites among both men (40% vs. 21%) and women

(1.1% vs. 5%). This pattern may be due to the fact that the population drinking

in public may be young, and that among the younger age groups, whites exhibit

heavier drinking patterns than blacks. Alternatively, these patterns could

stemfrom differences in economic factors, with more affluent groups being

able to drink more heavily; or possibly to some of the cultural factors described

below which emphasize circumspect behavior for blacks when drinking in public.

Discussion

This section has shown that there are major differences between blacks

and whites in how frequently they particpate in various types of social activities

and in how often, and how much they consume alcoholic beverages as a part

of these activities. Whites are much more likely than blacks to eat in

restaurants, particularly during the evening, and are somewhat more likely to
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attend bars, taverns, cocktail lounges or parties in other peoples' homes.

They are also more likely to entertain friends at home. Blacks on the other

hand are considerably more likely than whites to hang out with friends in

public places like cars, parks, and parking lots. As participants in any social

activity, whites are more likely than blacks to use alcoholic beverages. This

is particularly true for restaurants for both men and women, and for bars or

taverns among women. In most public settings, particularly commercial

establishments, whites tend to drink higher quantities per occasion than blacks.

However, at home or in some private contexts, blacks report drinking in higher

average amounts than whites.

These findings are very consistent with the ethnographic literature on

black drinking patterns. This literature describes two prominent factors which

are associated with the lower rate of black participation in commercial contexts

like restaurants and bars, and with the restricted amount of alcohol use

characteristic of blacks when they do frequent these contexts. First, it is

well known that paying for food and drinks in restaurants and bars is more

expensive than eating or drinking at home, particularly since blacks usually

opt for drinking expensive liquor in public (Valentine, 1978; see also Bell, 1983).

So cost by itself seems prohibitive in allowing blacks to regularly socialize or

drink in commercial establishments. Second, the ethnographic literature

suggests that there is a longstanding cultural tradition among blacks which

frowns upon drinking or becoming intoxicated in public; and which divides up

social classes into the "respectable" classes which drink "discreetly" at home

or in private clubs, and the "non-respectables" who drink in "jook houses" or

taverns and "disgrace themselves" in the eyes of the whole community (Davis,

1941; Lewis, 1955; Drake and Cayton, 1945). As a reflection of these cultural

associations, studies of black bars and taverns report that there is an explicit
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emphasis on restrained drinking behavior and an avoidance of becoming

intoxicated (Bell, 1983; Samuels, 1976; Borker et al., 1981; Sterne and Pittman,

1972). Interviews with black informants further suggest that solitary drinking

at home is common among blacks (sterne and Pittman, 1972); that blacks feel

they "can let their hair down" and drink more freely at home and among

relatives than out at pay parties or with neighbors (Sterne and Pittman, 1972);

and that they deliberately curtail the amount of drinking at parties and bars

so as to remain more alert and to maintain a higher degree of self-control

(Borker et al., 1980).

Although the previous section revealed major differences between blacks

and whites in how often they socialize in public contexts and in how often,

and how much they drink when they are in these contexts, this section also

showed that there are very strong parallels for both racial groups in the

fundamental association between participating in certain kinds of social contexts

and the quantity/frequency of alcohol consumption. Hence among both blacks

and whites, attending bars and taverns, going to parties, and hanging out in

public contexts show strong to moderate positive associations with drinking,

whereas staying at home shows a negative relationship with drinking. Among

women, but not men, eating out in restaurants for dinner and lunch is also

fairly strongly associated with drinking frequency/quantity. The highest

proportion of frequent heavier drinkers occurs among those who regularly go

to bars or parties regardless of sex or race. Ironically, unusually high rates

of frequent heavier drinkers were found among whites but not among blacks

who hang around with friends in public places.

The Normative Context of Drinking: Social Attitudes

This section examines social attitudes about alcohol to illuminate the

normative climates of drinking in the two ethnic groups. Various facets of
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this normative terrain are explored -- the appropriateness of drinking or not

drinking in certain situations, social reasons for drinking, social functions

attributed to drinking, and perceptions about the "goodness or badness" of

drinking.

Social Norms

Table 63 describes the proportion of respondents reporting that its "all

right to drink" (at least one or two drinks) in different social situations. These

responses provide a rough guide for determining the places, activities, and

social groups where using alcohol is believed to be appropriate. The responses

indicate a strong normative consensus — which cuts across gender and racial

lines — about when it is okay or not okay to drink. Among all groups, the

overwhelming majority of respondents indicated that drinking is all right in

leisure contexts intrinsically identified with alcohol use and/or sociability (bars,

dining out, parties, socializing with friends at home). Similarly, a large number

of respondents indicated that drinking is acceptable when socializing with

friends after work or when getting together with people at recreational and

sports events. In contrast, very few of those interviewed stated that drinking

is okay at work, when driving a car, or when spending time with small children.

The negative attitudes to drinking during working hours and when driving a

car probably reflect practical concerns about maintaining adequate motor and

social control, as well as a desire to conform (at least verbally) to conventional

standards of respectability. The tendency to believe that drinking is not

acceptable when around small children however seems to primarily stem from

the Social and symbolic separation of alcohol use from home and family life

in American society.
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Table 63
Percent of Respondents Reporting that "Drinking Is Allright"

in Various Social Situations
(Weighted)

MALES
Blacks Whites
(723)1 (743)

a. at a party, at someone
else's home? . . . . . . . . 85 86

b. as a parent, spending time with
Small children? . . . . . . . 18 29

c. for a husband having dinner out
with his wife? e e e e e e e 78 85

d. for a man out at a bar
with friends? e e -> e e e e o 87 87

e. for a woman out at a bar
with friends? . . . . . . . . 78 80

f. during working hours not just
at lunch? e - e. e. e. e. e. e. e. 7 8

g. for a couple of co-workers
out to lunch? . . . . . . . 21 25

h. when with friends at home? . 81 85

i.

j.

when getting together with
friends after work before
going home? . . . . . . . . 64 69

when getting together with
people at sports events or
recreation? . . . . . . . . 62 72

k. when going to drive a car? . 12 27

l

FEMALES
Blacks Whites
(1224) (1034)

78 81

12 17

73 81

81 80

65 7t;

l; 3

19 19

72 78

5t; 56

52 59

7 1 l;

numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
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Abstainers Infrequent Drinkers LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers Frequent Heavier Drinkers

Table64

DrinkingPatternsby
Liberalism
of
DrinkingNormsfor

Menin
Percents(Weighted)

2218

!

numbers
in
parenthesisareunweightednumbers
of
respondents Blacks,gamma Whites,gamma

.55 .63
VeryLowLowMedium BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (128)1(106)(165)(104)(201)(229) 828130221820 81112261310 2317211113 l110l;67 3319151120 l;l10112219 O0

11

High BlacksWhites (133) 15 12 15 11 20 23

(130) 7 12 1l; 27 28

VeryHigh BlacksWhites (86) 3 10 39 38

(171) 5 26 l;8
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Table65

DrinkingPatternsby
Liberalism
of
DrinkingNormsforWomen
in
Percents

(Weighted)

VeryLowLow”MediumHigh”VeryHigh BlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhitesBlacksWhites (345)1(225)(319)(246)(367)(332)(129)(133)(60)(94)

Abstainers
8389l;633292027865

Infrequent Drinkers
962533152315101611 LessFrequent LowMaximum Drinkers

331l;1729211715108 LessFrequent HighMaximum Drinkers
OOl;5561020l;13 Frequent LowMaximum Drinkers

32791l;2013191513 Frequent HighMaximum Drinkers
lOt;3571018729 Frequent Heavier Drinkers

OO2l3l;710t;222
!

numbers
in
parenthesisareunweightednumbers
of
respondents Blacks,gamma

=.55
+

Whites,gamma
=.65

Black/Whitedifferences
p
<.05,(K-S2
sampletest)**Black/Whitedifferences
p<.001(K-S2
sampletest)
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In general, blacks appeared to be somewhat less likely than whites to

report that drinking is all right in any situational context. However the

differences between the racial groups are generally very small. The only

noteworthy differences for men occur with regard to drinking and driving, or

to parents spending time with small children. More than twice as many white

as black men (27% vs 12%) indicated that it's okay to drink and drive and

considerably more whites than blacks stated that drinking is all right around

small children (29% vs. 18%). Among women, whites were again twice as

likely to approve of drinking and driving compared to blacks (14% vs. 7%) and

noticeably more likely to approve of a woman drinking at a bar with her

friends (74% vs. 65%).

These social attitudes appear to be very strongly related to drinking

behavior and to have a similar association with drinking patterns for men and

women of both races. Gamma values on the relationship between the individual

items and drinking patterns generally ranged between .50-.65, indicating an

association which is among the most powerful of those examined so far.

Another way of exploring this relationship was to develop an index of these

items, ranking the respondents from high to low on liberalism of drinking

norms, and then to compare drinking patterns of respondents exhibiting different

degrees of liberalism. The results show that those rated high on the index

exhibited extremely high rates of frequent and heavier drinkers compared to

respondents with lower scores. The close association of drinking attitudes with

drinking behavior unfortunately tells us little about causality since it is hard

to know whether the attitudes determine behavior or vice versa. However

these findings do indicate that attitudes towards alcohol use mirror actual

drinking behavior to a remarkable extent.
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Drinking Attitudes and Social Functions

This section examines general attitudes towards alcohol use and attitudes

towards some common functions associated with drinking — medicinal,

recreational, and entertainment. Regarding the use of alcohol as medicine,

blacks are somewhat more likely to come from backgrounds where alcohol was

used as a remedy, and also to believe that alcohol can help certain sicknesses

even in the present day. This difference may reflect the fact that much of

the black population is rural in origin.

In terms of attitudes toward the availability of alcohol in the

neighborhood and the use of alcohol at home, there were generally very strong

differences between blacks and whites. Although whites were somewhat more

likely to report that it is "easy to buy alcoholic beverages in their neighborhoods

at night", blacks were much more likely to indicate that that "there are too

many liquor stores in the neighborhood". This finding suggests that blacks'

perceptions of alcohol outlets may be more negative than whites, due to "drier"

attitudes and also to the fact that liquor outlets may be greater sources of

trouble for black communities than for white neighborhoods.

Echoing findings in an earlier section, far more whites than blacks

reported serving alcohol when friends come over. There were even more

dramatic differences between blacks and whites in the number of respondents

indicating that they keep a supply of alcoholic beverages at home. Nearly

three times as many whites (43%-51%) as blacks (1496-1996) stated that they

keep a supply of alcoholic beverages in the home.

In contrast to these findings, there were only modest differences between

blacks and whites in how they viewed the social respectability of men or

women who attend bars. Both races showed much stronger negative attitudes

towards women who spend time in bars than men. About two-thirds of the
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sample (except for white men who were somewhat more lenient) indicated that

people would lose respect for a woman who goes to bars; yet only a third of

the respondents suggested that men who attend bars would lose the respect

of others.

Whites and blacks generally displayed similar patterns of responses on

items related to the convivial use of alcohol. Between a fifth and a quarter

of the males of both races and a somewhat smaller proportion of the females

agreed with the statements that "getting drunk is an innocent way of having

fun" or "a party isn't a party unless alcoholic beverages are served". Far

more respondents indicated that "having a drink is one of the pleasures of life"

or "having a drink with someone is a way of being friendly." On these items

there were only slight differences between the men of each race, but among

women, blacks were noticeably less likely (23%-39%) to agree with them than

whites (32%-50%). In contrast, much higher proportions of black men (63%),

compared to whites (#8%), agreed with the statement that "there is nothing

good to be said about drinking". Similar but smaller differences were observed

among women.
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Table 66
Percent of Respondents Agreeing with Various Attitudes

Towards Alcoholic Beverages
(Weighted)

MALES
Blacks Whites
(723)] (743)

There are some kinds of sickness that
are helped by drinking alcohol . . 33 28

Where I grew up some people used
alcoholic beverages as medicine
for physical ailments . . . . . . 50 42

Around here, it's easy to buy alcoholic
beverages during the evening . . 78 85

In our household, we usually serve
alcoholic beverages when friends
CO■■ ie OVé■ . . . . . . . . . . . 24 tº 1

I keep a supply of alcoholic
beverages at home . . . . . . . 19 51

There is nothing good to be said
about drinking . . . . . . . . . 63 t;8

Getting drunk is just an innocent way
of having fun . . . . . . . . . 26 19

People would lose respect for a
woman who spends anytime
in bars e - e e e e e e e - -> -> 67 56

People would lose respect for a
man who spends anytime in bars . 38 37

A party isn't really a party unless
alcoholic beverages are served . . 27 20

There are too many stores that sell
liquor in my neighborhood . . . . l;5 28

Having a drink is one of the pleasures
of life e e e -> e e e e e e e e e lil; l;7

Having a drink with someone is a
way of being friendly . . . . . . 56 63

FEMALES
Blacks Whites
(1224) (1034)

32 25

50 t;0

73 80

20 33

1 l; l;3

65 58

15 12

69 66

37 l;2

15 12

t;7 37

23 32

39 50

! numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.
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Social Reasons for Drinking

A series of items on reasons for drinking were asked only of respondents

who are current drinkers. In general, blacks and whites showed very similar

patterns in how they rated different kinds of reasons for their own drinking.

Among all groups, "drinking to be sociable" emerged as the reason that the

highest proportion of respondents (60% of the men and 50% of the women)

identified as important. The emphasis on drinking as a part of celebrations

was also widely shared by respondents, with about 40% of each group, regardless

of sex or race, stating that "drinking is a good way to celebrate." The

enjoyment of drinking was most heavily endorsed by men and whites. Hence

twice as many white men (56%) as black women (28%), and about equal

proportions (40%) of black men and white women, identified the enjoyment of

drinking as an important reason for drinking. There were noticeable differences

between the sexes in how many respondents reported that drinking "is what

most of my friends do when they get together." This reason was more typically

given by men (especially blacks) than women and probably accurately reflects

some of the differences between male and female socializing patterns. A very

tiny proportion of all respondents reported that dietary reasons were important

factors in their own drinking.

In sum, this section has described basic features of what might be

viewed as a normative map of drinking among American blacks and whites.

One of the most striking features of this portrait, aside from its complexity,

is the similarity in reported norms and attitudes among the two races and

indeed across men and women. There is a widely shared consensus about the

role of drinking in different social contexts in everyday life. There is a

general exclusion of drinking from the workplace and from the use of
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automobiles, and a symbolic if not actual separation of alcohol from the domain

of children and of the home.

There is also basic similarity in the endorsement of medicinal and

convivial functions related to alcohol use, in notions of social respectability

and in social reasons for drinking among the two groups. The strongest

differences between the races are that blacks express somewhat more negative

attitudes towards alcohol as a substance; they exhibit more restrictive norms

towards drinking and driving; and they tend not to keep alcohol at home and

or to serve it as frequently to guests as whites.

These patterns suggest that while blacks and whites exhibit strong

consensus in norms and values related to drinking — especially with regard to

the use of alcohol as a social lubricant — blacks are still more likely to exhibit

drier social attitudes and show a stronger separation between alcohol and

domestic life.

The association between drinking norms and actual drinking patterns was

extremely powerful and showed parallel relationships for blacks and whites as

well as for males and females. This symmetry suggests that attitudes may

play an important role in structuring or at least reflecting back the social

reality of drinking among different cultural groups.
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Table 67

Reasons for Drinking Rated "º. ; Current Drinkers in PercentsWeighted

MALES
Blacks
(498)1

Drinking is a good way to celebrate. 44

It is part of a good diet . . . 6

It is what most of my friends do
when we get together . . . 38

I drink to be sociable . . . . . 60

I enjoy drinking . . . . . . . l;1

Whites
(563)

l;3

5

31

61

56

Blacks
(635)

1 numbers in parentheses are unweighted numbers of respondents.

FEMALES
Whites

(665)

39 l; 1

3 3

20 20

5t; 51

28 38
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Conclusion

The previous sections illustrate that there are substantial differences

between blacks and whites in many aspects of the social environment of

drinking. Blacks are more likely to be raised in a milieu where using alcohol

meets disapproval and where drinking is less frequent. In terms of the current

family environment, more black husbands than whites indicate that their wives

are infrequent drinkers or abstainers. When getting together to socialize with

acquaintances, alcohol is less likely to be served among blacks than among

whites. In addition, blacks are less likely to go to out to places where alcohol

is served, or to drink frequently or heavily when in those places. In contrast

to these differences, blacks and whites generally exhibit very similar norms

and attitudes towards drinking. Yet on certain measures blacks still emerge as

a group with "drier" social attitudes than whites.

These findings are consistent with the prevalence of abstinence in large

segments of the black population, particularly among women and the old and

the young of both sexes. They also parallel recent ethnographic reports (Borker

et al., 1980) which indicate that alcohol has a particularly ambivalent status

in the culture -- being regarded both as a valuable social lubricant but also as

a potent and dangerous substance; and that alcohol use is only weakly integrated

in many aspects of cultural life (e.g. absent from mealtimes, religious activities,

many events devoted to social and economic improvement).

However there also appear to be important gender differences among

blacks in their social and drinking contexts. Black men socialize more than

black women and higher proportions of men than women indicate that their

peers are heavy drinkers. Although black men do not frequent commercial

drinking contexts as often as whites, they appear to be characterized by heavier

drinking in private settings. Hence the location and patterning of drinking
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seems to differ substantially for black men compared to white men, but their

gross consumption levels of alcoholic beverages appear quite similar.

Another major finding of the analysis was that micro-cultural factors

were strongly and equally powerful predictors (or correlates) of drinking patterns

for blacks and whites and even for men and women. The findings illustrate

that the attitudes and behavior expressed towards alcohol in one's primary

social group are very good indicators of the normative climate of drinking in

their lives.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSION

In earlier chapters several research problems were posed regarding

drinking patterns in the black population. The first was to examine the extent

to which features of black drinking (e.g. high rates of abstaining) could be

explained by socio-demographic characteristics (e.g. poverty, urbanness,

southern background) versus the extent to which these patterns could be

attributed to differences in cultural values and lifestyles. Another implicit

task of the analysis was to assess the relative power of different kinds of

socio-cultural factors in predicting drinking patterns within and between the

black and white populations. To address these issues, first the drinking patterns

of the two groups were compared across a number of socio-demographic

variables. The findings indicated that although some aspects of black alcohol

use were affected by demographic factors in a similar fashion to whites, major

differences remained in the patterning of drinking by race. The contrasts

between blacks and whites were particularly strong for markers of basic familial

and ethno-cultural processes such as age, marital status, and religious affiliation.

These differences suggest that the two groups may differ considerably in

socialization patterns and in the patterns of authority and social control which

affect drinking at the family and small group level.

There was also a strong divergence in the effects of economic status

and ecological setting on the drinking patterns of black men compared to

whites and even to black women. It was speculated that this variation may

stem from the social mobility patterns of blacks and from abrupt changes in

the drinking patterns of black men.
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In sum, this portion of the analysis suggested that black drinking patterns

(particularly among men) probably did not just reflect particular regional or

economic lifestyles within the general American population, but are the joint

product of different cultural processes at the familial level and different

experiences in the social and economic sector of the broader society.

Given these differences, another focus of the analysis was to explore

how cultural and ethnic factors specific to the black population might affect

drinking patterns. It was assumed that drinking patterns might vary significantly

according to how strongly black respondents affirmed ethnic values and

participated in black social networks. An analysis of drinking patterns along

several dimensions of black ethnic identification (media, political awareness,

endogamy, social networks) revealed little direct association between the two

factors. Hence it was assumed that the aspects of black ethnicity described

in this study are not closely tied to drinking patterns or to the social processes

which directly influence them. In some ways this was an unusual finding,

given research on other ethnic groups which show that the ethnic composition

of friendship and peer groups has a considerable association with drinking styles

(Knupfer and Room, 1964; Cahalan and Room, 1974).

The final section of the analysis compared the social contexts of drinking

for the two races. The primary differences between blacks and whites occurred

in the intensity of alcohol use in the social environment. Alcohol use appears

to have a more restricted role in black social settings (particularly in public

contexts), and black cultural values seem noticeably drier than whites. However,

among both blacks and whites and men and women, these micro-cultural factors

showed an almost uniformly powerful association with current drinking patterns.

In addition, the two groups displayed a remarkable consensus in normative

values related to alcohol use.
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Although this analysis has focused on racial differences, it is important

to point out that there is noticeable divergence between black men and women

in how drinking patterns are associated with some of the socio-cultural patterns

described. The differences were particularly marked with regard to the

relationship between drinking patterns and the following socio-cultural domains:

Socio-economic indicators, social-ecological variables, and some aspects of the

social context of drinking.

Toward A Conceptual Model of Ethnicity and Alcohol

At a broader theoretical level, one of the goals of the analysis was to
increase understanding of the processes by which ethnic subcultures shape the

drinking patterns of their members. This task was translated into a focus on

discovering the social variables that appear to be most strongly associated

with or "predictive" of drinking. The findings illustrated that for both racial

groups, the micro-culture of alcohol use — including the behavior of one's

spouse, and close associates; patterns of entertaining and socializing; and

attitudes held towards drinking — are very closely associated with drinking

patterns. The strength of the association probably stems from the fact that

many of the items in this area are describing phenomena very close to the

behavior being measured; it may also reflect the possibility that a respondent's

perception of the drinking environment is influenced by his/her own drinking

behavior. The strong overlap between the respondent's drinking pattern and

the level of "wetness" or "dryness" of his or her social environment prevents

an understanding of which one causes or "predicts" the other -- that is, we

cannot determine whether heavier drinkers drink in this fashion because they

interact with heavy drinkers or whether they choose to socialize with heavy

drinkers because of their own drinking behavior. Despite the problems with

determining causality, it is useful to recognize that there are strong and direct
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links between the social context variables and the drinking behavior of blacks

and whites. When these variables are held constant, many of the differences

in drinking patterns between the races, and even between the sexes, disappear.

Further removed from the direct micro-culture of drinking are several

other types of factors. Parental attitudes and behavior toward alcohol use

would logically show a strong connection to the respondent's drinking patterns,

given their importance as indicators of the type of drinking environment the

respondent grew up in. The fact that these factors show only moderate

associations with drinking patterns probably reflects their separation in time

and social experience from the respondent's current lifestyle.

The group of variables described as primary social characteristics — age,

marital status, religious affiliation and religiosity -- seem to be markers of

basic social roles and processes which situate the individual in a family or

community setting. They illustrate the kind of group arrangements which may

directly or indirectly affect drinking behavior through various forms of social

control -- e.g. enmeshing the individual in family obligations or enforcing

certain normative codes as a condition of being accepted by the family and

group.

The indicators of socio-economic status (income, education, employment

status) may represent the relative empowerment of the individual both

materially -- in terms of having the disposible income to purchase alcohol

-- and socially — in terms of being able to disregard some of the restrictions

often placed on those in a dependent status (i.e., housewives or young people).

Region and urbanization are macro-cultural variables which are

associated with drinking patterns because they encompass different climates

of alcohol availability and alcohol-related policies as well as different lifestyles

and cultural values (e.g. the contrast represented by cosmopolitan urban centers
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like New York, Chicago and San Francisco compared with areas in the southern

rural "Bible Belt").

The interrelationships between the above socio-cultural factors — which

all served as independent variables in the present study — have not been

examined. Hence the accompanying schematic model is tentative and for

illustrative purposes only. This brief outline illustrates the kind of elements

which could comprise a testable model for future multivariate analysis.

This generic model illustrates both the level and type of differences

which distinguish the substructures of black and white drinking behavior. At

the micro-cultural level, the association between drinking patterns and social

factors is strongly parallel for the two racial groups as well as for the sexes.

The major question here is to explain why the black social milieu is somewhat

"drier" than that of whites. Presumably this issue can be addressed only by

looking at other possible contributing variables.

Among the indirect socio-cultural variables, there are substantial

qualitative differences between blacks and whites in the relationship to drinking

patterns. Black/white drinking patterns differ most with respect to primary

social characteristics like age and marital status. These findings suggest that

the differences in the process of socialization and in the nature of family life

between the two groups may cause parallel divergence in drinking patterns.

For example, the data indicated that black women may be more crucial in

determining the home drinking environment than whites — perhaps due to

differences in the social roles and power and authority of women and also to

the overall economic and social organization of the two communities. Black

men differ substantially from whites and to some extent from black women

on every other type of social variable. Unlike those of the other groups, the

drinking patterns of black men showed little relationship to parental attitudes



297

and behavior and very unusual associations with the ecological variables and

family income. Part of the differences observed regarding black men may be

due to such factors as abrupt changes in drinking patterns; migration away

from areas of parental influence; discrepancies between the female-oriented

values of the home and those of the male peer group; differences in how a

Competitive socio-economic climate responds to black as opposed to white male

drinking; and differences in the patterns and styles of social mobility between

blacks and whites.

Another general difference between blacks and whites is the comparative

muting of the relationship between some socio-demographic characteristics and

drinking patterns (e.g. religious affiliation, region, social and economic

variables). These kind of social markers generally appear to be better indicators

of sub-group differences among whites than blacks. This may stem from the

minority status of blacks, which to a certain extent compresses ethno-religious

and socio-economic stratification. Early sociologists discussed this phenomenon

primarily in the frame of "caste-like" relations between blacks and whites

where rigid social and economic barriers prevented meaningful social mobility

among blacks (Drake and Cayton, 1945; Davis et al., 1941). More settled

residential and occupational patterns among whites may also contribute to a

sharper differentiation of meaningful sub-group differences.

In terms of the antecedent variables which shape the indirect factors

such as primary social characteristics, it is probably necessary to turn to

historically derived patterns, both with respect to familial and social

organization factors and with respect to attitudes toward alcohol beverage use.

For example, black family life exhibits features traced to the unilineal kinship

patterns of African social structure which affect marital patterns, the autonomy

and authority of females in the household unit, and childrearing and socialization
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patterns (Gutman, 1976; Herskovits, 1964; Bims, 1974). These characteristics

may underlie some of the differences between blacks and whites in the

association of drinking patterns with familial and social organization variables.

In addition there are probably other stylistic differences in drinking patterns

that may stem from historical patterns which are not explored here due to

the relatively crude measurement of drinking behavior employed in this analysis.

Some of the differences in the social milieu of drinking among blacks

can be traced in part to attitudes and social institutions developed in the 19th

century when abstaining was a major part of the social protest movements for

emancipation and social betterment, and when the Protestant church evolved

into the primary socio-political institution in black life. Although temperance

values and institutions were prevalent among most white middle-class Americans

during this period, the values of middle-class whites have greatly shifted in

the present century. The preservation of historical attitudes among blacks

despite major changes in the white population may reflect the maintenance of

ethnic and racial boundaries in the larger society as a whole. For example,

Greer (1974) and Gordon (1964) have argued that the persistence of ethnic and

racial differences in identity and lifestyle reflects broader political and

economic processes which limit these groups to certain economic and social

niches. Among blacks this explanation is consistent with a long history of

Socio-economic subordination and discrimination. Hence, the focus on abstaining

among large segments of the black population may be an artifact of earlier

social conditions; and it may also be a continued response to similar kinds of

social disenfrachisement. The prohibitions on alcohol and drug use in some

contemporary strains of black protest (e.g. Black Muslims, cultural national

groups) are a case in point.
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Implications of the Study

The findings of this analysis may serve as a basis for examining other

issues regarding blacks and alcohol. One of the major rationales for a survey

on black drinking patterns was the much higher rates of alcohol-related health

problems experienced by blacks compared to whites. This analysis has not

shown major differences in the overall consumption patterns of blacks and

whites, but has pointed to significant differences in the age groups associated

with heavy drinking and in the relationship between drinking patterns and some

social and demographic characteristics. Hence there may be important racial

differences in the etiology of heavy drinking and in the sub-groups at risk for

excessive consumption and alcohol-related problems.

The findings illustrate that there may have been major shifts in the

distribution of alcohol consumption among blacks. The rural South was

traditionally a "dry" area for blacks and whites, but the findings of this analysis

show that for black males this is the area in which the highest rates of

frequent/high quantity drinking occur. The high prevalence of heavy drinking

in the South may be matched by high rates of alcohol-related problems in an

area traditionally known for its low rates.

As a kind of "cultural explanation" for high rates of problem drinking

among blacks, previous studies have suggested that the black sub-culture may

be more "permissive" towards alcohol use and that alcoholic beverages may

be more readily available in the home and the social environment. In contrast,

the results of this analysis suggest that black attititudes if anything are likely

to be "drier" than whites, and that alcohol use plays a more circumscribed role

in the home and family life of blacks than whites.

The data in this study indicate that the locus of alcohol use in black

culture may differ somewhat from its place in white social life. These findings
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suggest (as earlier ethnographic studies foreshadowed) that there appears to be

a strong division between public and private social behavior regarding alcohol

use among blacks. Among blacks, drinking may be absent from many social

activities (those with a religious, educational, or social improvement aim) and

primarily occurs in adult recreational contexts. Heavy drinking in particular

seems largely confined to private settings with social intimates. In contrast,

in the white population alcohol use appears to be well-integrated in public

social life and to occur with regular frequency in many commercial places.

From a methodological perspective the study has illustrated the

usefulness of drawing upon survey techniques to augment traditional

ethnographic approaches in socio-cultural analyis. Survey methods enhanced

the applicability of the study's findings by using sampling techniques which

permit generalization to the mainstream black population and by providing

sufficient coverage of the population to adequately portray its variability.

Conceptually the use of this method allowed for the development of and

eventual testing of inductive theories regarding the relationship between alcohol

and ethnicity.

Ethnographic findings were of major importance in the interpretative

analysis since they provide valuable insight into the social meaning and

underlying processes of patterns reflected in the quantitative data.

Ethnographic data also furnish a crucial perspective on the broader social

Structure and social functions within which individual attitudes and behavior

are embedded. For example ethnographic studies illustrate the important role

of bars and taverns in the social organization of black communities despite

the presence of relatively "dry" attitudes and attitudes portrayed at the

individual level. Meaningful cultural analysis must incorporate both widely
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shared group norms and institutions, as well as the variability of individuals

in adhering to such norms.

Future analysis is needed for exploring the interface between cultural

meanings and social processes with the social epidemiology of drinking patterns

and problems. Some important topics for additional analysis might include

bridging the gap between gender and culture in drinking behavior (e.g. by

exploring the influence of gender role behavior and responsibilities on drinking

patterns within and across the races); analysis of the social processes (e.g.

family socialization processes, role ascription, and lifecycle changes) which

underlie differences in the age distribution of drinking between blacks and

whites; exploring the impact of social mobility on black drinking patterns; and

closer examination of the relationship between black migration patterns and

drinking behavior.
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INSTITUTE FOR SURVEY RESEARCH
TEMPLE UNIVERSITY

-Of The Commonwealth System Of Higher Education

CALFD
01/
l-2

SUMMER/FALL 1984

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

1601 NORTH BROAD STREET
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19122

STUDY |540-371-01
#540-371-91

ADDRESS:

PHONE NUMBER:

CASE NUMBER:

INTERVIEWER'S NAME:

THE NATIONAL ALCOHOL SURVEY

Time interview began: A.M. P. M.

Time interview ended: A.M. P. M.

1 9-2 1

(STREET) (APT.)

(CITY) (STATE) (ZIP)

LISTING AREA :

3- 6 HU#:

ID# DATE:

22-25 2 6-3 l

1 4 - 1.6

1 7-1 8





DEMOGRAPHICS

First I'd like to ask you a few questions just for background purposes.

In what month, day, and year were you born?

/ /
(MONTH) (DAY) (YEAR)

What is your current marital status? Are you married, living with someone,
separated, divorced, widowed, or have you never been married?

1/

32 - 37

38
married l

living with someone 2

separated 3

divorced 4

widowed 5

never married 6

(ENTER MARITAL STATUS ON BOOKMARK)

In what state, territory, or country was your father born?

(STATE/TERRITORY/country)

In what state, territory, or country was your mother born?

(STATE/TERRITORY/country)

In what state, territory, or country were you born?

(STATE/TERRITORY/COUNTRY)

(IF R BORN IN U.S. or ITS TERRITORIES, SKIP TO Q. 7)

How many years have you lived in the United States?

(YEARS)

39 - 4 1

14 2-4-4

* 5-lº 7

* 8- tº 9



(3) Which one country did most of your ancestors come from?

(HAND R SHOW CARD #1)

(COUNTRY)

Which of these groups best describes your family origin:

—

(SKIP TO BOX 2) Asian, Asian American, Pacific Islander; Ol

(SKIP TO Q. 10) Black, not of Hispanic origin; 02

-
Black of Hispanic origin (Latino,

(ASK Q. 9) Mexican, Central or South American, J3

or any other Hispanic origin); l

(SKIP TO BOX 2) White, not of Hispanic origin; º
White of Hispanic origin (Latino,

(ASK Q. 9) Mexican, Central, or South American, 05
or any other Hispanic origin):

—

(SKIP TO BOX 2) American Indian or Alaskan native; or 06

some other origin?
(SKIP TO BOX 1) 07

(SPECIFY):

BOX 1 :

IF UNSURE THAT SPECIFIED ORIGIN IS HISPANIC OR BLACK, ASK Q. 9.
OTHERWISE, SKIP TO BOX 2.

—

i!-il

53-5.



9.

(HAND R SHOW CARD #2)

Which of these groups best describes your own ethnic identification:

Puerto Rican 01

Cuban 02

Cuban American 03

Mexican 04

Mexican American 05

Latin American (SPECIFY COUNTRY):
06

Other Spanish-Hispanic
(SPECIFY COUNTRY): O7

Anglo American 08

Some other group (SPECIFY): 09

IF R SPECIFIES BLACK ORIGIN IN Q9, ASK Q10. OTHERWISE, SKIP TO BOX 2.

55-56

3.

2,

2.



º |

10.

American,

Afro-American, 0.

African, 03

Black, 04

Negro, 05

Creole, 06

Colored, 07

West Indian, or 08

something else? 09

(SPECIFY):

BOX 2:

ENTER ETHNICITY ON BOOKMARK , USING RESPONSES TO QQ. 8-10 ABOVE.

Which of the following best describes where you lived most of the time
before you were 16: $4-#"

in the country on a farm;

in the country, but not on a farm;

in a town of less than 5,000,
including the suburbs;

in a city between 5,001 to 25,000,
including the suburbs;

_--T

in a city between 25,001 to
100,000, including the suburbs;

—"

in a city between 100,001 to
500,000, including the suburbs, of

—T

in a city of more than 500,000,
including the suburbs?

@ What state, territory, or country was that in?

(STATE/TERRITORY/COUNTRY)

——

_-T

01

02

: 1-#3



1/$º

2

@ What was the highest grade:

Q. 13a Q. 13b Q. 13c Q. 13d
6 * - 5.5 66 - 6 7 68 - 69

(IF R NOT MARRIED,
that your that your SKIP TO Q. 143)

father mother that you that your [husband/
completed? | completed? completed? wife) completed?

No formal schooling 01 Ol 01 Ol

Some grammar school 02 02 02
(less than 8th grade) 02

Completed grammar school 03 03 03 03

Some high school 04 04 04 04

Completed high school 05 05 05 05

Some college 06 O6 06 06

Completed college O7 07 O7 O7

Graduate study 08 08 08 08

@ What is your religious preference?
Jewish, something else, or do you not have a religious preference?

Now I have just a few more background questions.

That is, are you Protestant, Catholic,

(ASK Q. 14b) Protestant l

Catholic 2
(SKIP

Jewish 3

TO Something else (SPECIFY):
4

Q. 15a)

No religious preference 5

70 - 7 -



14b. What denomination is that?

Baptist

Methodist

Lutheran

Presbyterian

Episcopalian

Other (SPECIFY):

No denomination

65) What was your mother's religious preference 7 was she Protestant,Catholic, Jewish, something else, or did she not have a religious
preference?

(ASK Q. 15b) Protestant

(SKIP

To

Catholic

Jewish

Q. 16)

Something else (SPECIFY):

No religious preference

15b. What denomination was that?

Baptist

Methodist

Lutheran

Presbyterian

Episcopalian

Other (SPECIFY):

No denomination

1: .."?



1/
About how often do you attend religious services:

once a week or more, l

about once or twice a month, 2

a few times during the year, 3

only rarely, or 4

never? 5

@ How important is religion in your life--very important, somewhatimportant, not really important, or not at all important?

Very important l

Somewhat important 2

Not really important 3

Not at all important 4

76

77

(HAND R SHOW CARD #3)

Please tell me which of these statements best describes your present work
situation:

working full-time, that is, 01
35 hours or more per week;

(CIRCLE working part-time, that is, 02
(ASK less than 35 hours per week;

ONLY
have a job, but not at work

THE Q. 19) because of temporary illness; 03

unemployed or laid off and 04
FIRST looking for work;

unemployed and not looking
THAT for work; 05

APPLIES) in school; 06

(SKIP retired; O7

TO homemaker; or 08

Q. 21) something else? (SPECIFY):
09

ISR #
78 - 8 0

CARD
02/

CASE #
3-6



y

w|
19. What is your current occupation? What sort of work do you do? What –

-

are your main duties?

(OCCUPATIONAL TITLE) 3-l.

(JOB DUTIES)

20. What kind of business or industry is that?

1.-1.
(BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY)

@ Are you the main wage earner of this household? That is, do you provideover half of this household's income?
(SKIP To q. 23) || Yes | 1

2

22a. How is the main wage earner related to you?
1:-1" |

Husband or wife, significant Ol |

other or spouse equivalent –
Mother 02

Father 03

04
Brother –

Sister º;
06

Son — -

07
Daughter —

Other (SPECIFY): 08

22b. What is (PERson)'s current occupation? What sort of work does (he/she)
do? What are his/her main duties? 15-11

(OCCUPATIONAL TITLE)

(JOB DUTIES)

22c. What kind of business or industry is that? il-li

(BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY)



2/

º
ºº:

!! r.
zºº

(HAND R SHOW CARD #4)

Please look at this card. Into which group did your total household
income from all sources in 1983 fall before taxes? Just give me the
number that best describes your income. Was it:

under $4,000; 0.1

4,001 to 6,000; 02

6,001 to 8,000; 03

8,001 to 10,000; 04

10,001 to 15,000; 05

15,001 to 20,000; 06

20,001 to 30,000; O7

30,001 to 40,000; 08

40,001 to 60,000; or 09

more than $60,000? 10

(TAKE BACK CARD)

2 *-25

s

s



d.

|

DRINKING PATTERNS

The next few questions ask you about your own use of various types of
drinks. Will you please take this booklet (HAND RESPONDENT BOOKLET) in
on the first page put a check mark next to the answer that tells how
often you usually have wine. Please be sure your check mark is on the
WHITE page.

Now please turn to the GREEN page and do the same for beer. Be sure
your check mark is on the GREEN page.

Now please turn to the PINK page and do the same for drinks containing
whiskey or liquor, including scotch, bourbon, gin, vodka, rum, etc.
Be sure your check mark is on the PINK page. |

And now turn to the YELLOW page and please check how often you have
any kind of drink containing alcohol--whether it is wine, beer, whiskey,
or any other drink.

(TAKE BACK BOOKLET AND TURN TO BOX 3, NEXT PAGE)

-10- .
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WINE

BOX 4:

(USING FIRST (WHITE] PAGE OF BOOKLET, CHECK THE APPROPRIATE
CATEGORY BELOW AND FOLLOW THE DESIGNATED INSTRUCTIONS)

l. Has wine less than once a year or never [T]
(SKIP TO BOX 5, NEXT PAGE)

2. Has wine at least once a year L
(ASK Q. 25a)

25a. Think of all the times you have had wine recently. When you drink wine,
how often do you have as many as five or six glasses:

nearly every time, l
(SKIP TO Q. 25d)

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4

never? 5

25b. When you drink wine, how often do you have three or four glasses:

nearly every time, l
(SKIP TO Q. 25d)

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4

never?
-

5

25c. When you drink wine, how often do you have one or two glasses:

nearly every time, l

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, or 3

once in a while? 4.

25d. How many ounces would you say you drink in your typical glass of wine
at home?

(NUMBER)

-12

27

29

3 Q

3 l - 3 2.



BOX 3:

(MAKE SURE THE FREQUENCY OF DRINKING REPORTED ON THE LAST
[YELLOW) PAGE IS NOT LESS THAN THE FREQUENCY REPORTED ON
ANY ONE OF THE OTHER PAGES. RESOLVE ANY INCONSISTENCIES
BEFORE GOING ON.)

(USING THE LAST (YELLOW) PAGE OF THE BOOKLET, ENTER ON
THE BOOKMARK THE APPROPRIATE DRINKING CATEGORY.)

(CHECK THE APPROPRIATE CATEGORY BELOW AND FOLLOW THE
DESIGNATED INSTRUCTIONS.)

Never drank any alcoholic beverages [T]
(PLACE BOOKLET BETWEEN THE FIRST TWO PAGES OF THE
QUESTIONNAIRE AND SKIP TO Q. 107, PAGE 28)

Drinks less than once a year | |
(PLACE BOOKLET BETWEEN THE FIRST TWO PAGES OF THE

QUESTIONNAIRE AND SKIP TO Q. 33, PAGE 17)

All other categories [T]
(GO TO BOX 4, NEXT PAGE)

-ll

26

26b.

26c.



BEER

BOX 5:

(USING THE SECOND [GREEN) PAGE OF THE BOOKLET, CHECK THE
APPROPRIATE CATEGORY BELOW AND FOLLOW THE DESIGNATED INSTRUCTIONS)

1. Has beer less than once a year or never | |
(SKIP TO BOX 6, NEXT PAGE)

2. Has beer at least once a year [T]
(ASK O. 26a)

26a. Think of all the times you have had beer recently. When you drink beer,
how often do you have as many as five or six glasses or cans:

nearly every time, l
(SKIP TO Q. 27)

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4.

never? 5

26b. When you drink beer, how often do you have three or four glasses or cans:

nearly every time, l
(SKIP TO Q. 27)

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4.

never? 5

26c. When you drink beer, how often do you have one or two glasses or cans:

nearly every time, l

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, or 3
once in a while? 4

3 3

3 tº

35

3 6

-13



WHISKEY/LIQUOR

BOX 6:

(USING THE THIRD (PINK) PAGE OF THE BOOKLET, CHECK THE APPRO
PRLATE CATEGORY BELOW AND FOLLOW THE DESIGNATED INSTRUCTIONS)

l. Has whiskey or any other liquor less. than once a year, or never [T]
(SKIP TO Q. 28, NEXT PAGE)

2. Has any liquor at least once a year [T]
(ASK Q. 27a)

27a. Think of all the times you have had drinks containing whiskey or liquor
recently. When you drink them, how often do you have as many as five
or six drinks:

nearly every time, l
(SKIP TO Q. 273)

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4

never? 5

27b. When you have drinks containing whiskey or liquor, how often do you
have three or four drinks:

nearly every time, l
(SKIP TO Q. 273)

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4

never? 5

27c. When you have drinks containing whiskey or liquor, how often do you
have one or two drinks:

nearly every time, l

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, or 3

once in a while?
-

4

27d. How many ounces of whiskey or liquor would you say you drink in your
typical drink at home?

(NUMBER)

-14

37

38

33

* J

-• 1---

-



2/

ALL BEVERAGES COMBINED

(HAND R SHOW CARD #5)

(NUSEE)

Q. 28a Q. 28b

During the past year, how often did you Still using this card, during the past year,
have 12 or more drinks of any kind of how often did you have at least eight, but
alcoholic beverage in a single day, that || less than 12 drinks of any kind of alcoholic
is, any combination of cans of beer, beverage in a single day, that is, any com
glasses of wine, drinks containing bination of cans of beer, glasses of wine,
liquor of any kind: drinks containing liquor of any kind?

ls 3 - 4 lº * 5-4, 6

every day or nearly every day, Ol Ol

three to four times a week, 02 02

once or twice a week, 03 03

once to three times a month, 04 04

seven to eleven times in the 05 05
past year,

three to six times in the past 06 06
year,

twice in the past year, 07 | O7

once in the past year, or 08 08

never in the past year? 09 | 09

29a. When was the last time you were high or tight from drinking alcoholic
beverages: tº 7

within the last month, l

more than a month but less than six 2
months ago,

six months to less than a year ago, 3

one year to less than three years ago, 4

three or more years ago, or 5

(SKIP TO Q. 30) have you never been high or tight? 6

29b. About how often (do/did) you get high or tight, on the average?

per DAY / WEEK / MONTH / YEAR (CIRCLE ONE) * 8-5 0

-15



(HAND R SHOW CARD #5)

30. How often in the past year did you drink enough to feel drunk:

every day or nearly every day, 01

three to four times a week, 02

once or twice a week, 03

once to three times a month, 04

seven to eleven times in the past year, 05

three to six times in the past year, 06

twice in the past year, 07

once in the past year, or 08

never in the past year? 09

31. In the last twelve months, have you driven a car when you had drunk
enough to be in trouble if the police had stopped you?

Yes l

(SKIP TO Q. 35) No 2

32. Thinking of the last time that you drove that way, where were you?
Were you driving:

from your home, l

from someone else's home, 2

from a restaurant, bar or tavern, 3

from a liquor store, 4

from a sports event, or 5

from somewhere else? (SPECIFY): 6

(ALL SKIP TO Q. 35)

—16
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33. Was there ever a time when you drank wine, beer, whiskey or liquor, at
least once a year?

Yes

(SKIP TO Q. 107) No

34. What is the largest number of drinks you can recall ever drinking at
one time?

(NUMBER)

BOX 7:

(USING RESPONSE TO Q. 34, CHECK THE APPROPRIATE CATEGORY AND
FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS)

1. Response to Q. 34 is six or less [T]
(SKIP TO Q. 107, PAGE 28)

2. Response to Q. 34 is seven or more [T]
(ASK Q. 35.)

35. When was the very last time before today that you had anything at all
containing alcohol to drink?

DAY (S) / WEEK(S) / MONTH (S) / YEAR (s)
(NUMBER)

(CIRCLE ONE)
58-60
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36. What did you have to drink then:

wine only, 01

beer only, 02

liquor only, 03

wine and beer, 04

wine and liquor, 05

beer and liquor, or O6

wine, beer, and liquor? 07

37. How many drinks did you have at that time?

(NUMBER)

38. Did you drink at your home, at some else's home, at a restaurant or bar,
or where?

Own home l

Someone else's home 2

Restaurant or bar 3

Somewhere else (SPECIFY):
4.

39. Were you alone?

(SKIP TO Q. 41) Yes l

No 2

(IF R NEITHER MARRIED NOR LIVING WITH SOMEONE, SKIP TO Q. 41)

40. Were you with (your husband/your wife/the person you are living with)?

Yes l

No 2

*/

$1.
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41. Take the very last time before that when you had anything at all to
drink. How long ago was it from today?

DAY (S) / WEEK (S) / MONTH (S) / YEAR (S) (CIRCLE ONE)
(NUMBER) 3 & - 7 J

42. How many drinks did you have at that time? 7 1-721 -

(NUMBER)

43. During the last year, what is the largest number of drinks you had at
any one time?

73 - 7 tº

(NUMBER)

— 19

BLANK 75 - 77

ISR # 78- 8 0

CARD 03/ 1-2
CASE # 3-6



ATTITUDES ON DRINKING 3/

(HAND R SHOW CARD ::6)

(IF RESPONSE TO Q. 43 IS NONE, SKIP TO Q. 45)
(IF R DRINKS LESS THAN ONCE A YEAR, SKIP TO Q. 45)

44. Now please tell me how important are each of the following reasons for
your own drinking. How about (ITEM) 2

(FOR ITEM a, SAY): Would you say that is a very important reason,
somewhat important, not an important, or not a reason for your own
drinking?

VERY SOMEWHAT NOT AN NOT A
IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT REAsºs

REASON REASON REASON
-

a. Drinking is a good way to l 2 3 4 7
celebrate.

b. I drink because there isn't 8l 2 3 4
anything else to do.

c. It is part of a good diet. l 2 3 4 s

d. I like the feeling of getting l 2 3 4 lº
high or drunk.

e. It is what most of my friends l 2 3 4 ll
do when we get together.

f. Drinking helps me to forget
about my worries and my l 2 3 4 1 :

problems.

g. Drinking gives me more confi-
-

dence and makes me sure of l 2 3 4 I 3

myself.

h. I drink when I feel tense and l 2 3 4 1 -
nervous •

i. I drink to be sociable. l 2 3 4 15

j. I enjoy drinking. l 2 3 4 - 5

-20
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(REFER TO BOOKMARK. NOTE IF R DRINKS AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR. )

45. Was there ever a time when you
felt that your drinking had a
harmful effect on:

46. (IF R RESPONDS YES TO Q. 45 AND R
DRINTRS AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR, ASK):

Was that during the last 12
months, earlier, or both?

LAST 12
YES NO MONTHS EARLIER BOTH

l 8

a. Your friendships and l 2 l 7 l 2 3social life?

2 C
b. Your health? l 2 ** l 2 3

c. Your outlook on life? l 2 * l 2 3 22

d. Your home life or 2 3 2 *
l 2 l 2 3marriage?

e. Your work and employ- l 2 2.5 l 2 3 26ment opportunities?
27 2 8f. Your financial posi

tion? l 2
|

l 2 3

–21



(REFER TO BOOKMARK. NOTE IF R DRINKS AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR)

Here is a list of some experiences that many people have reported in connection with
drinking. As I read each item, please tell me if this experience has ever happened
to you.

Q. a Q. b
Has this ever (IF YES TO Q. a and R DRINKS

happened? AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR, ASK):
Did this happen in the last
l2 months?

YES NO YES NO

29 3 J

47. I have skipped a number of regular l 2 l omeals while drinking
-

48. I have often taken a drink the 3 1 32

first thing when I got up in the l 2 l 2
morning

49. I have taken a strong drink in the 3 3 3 *

morning to get over the effects of l 2 l 2
last night's drinking

50. I have awakened the next day not 3 5 3 :

being able to remember some of the l 2 l 2
things I had done while drinking

3 :

5l. My hands shook a lot the morning l 2 37 l 2
after drinking

• J

52. I need more alcohol than I used to, l 2 3 9 l 2
to get the same effect as before

53. My drinking has interfered with my l 2 * 1 l 2 * .spare time activities or hobbies

54. Sometimes I have needed a drink so tº 3 ---

badly that I couldn't think of l 2 l 2
anything else

• 5.

55. Sometimes I have awakened during l, 5

the night or early morning sweat- l 2 l 2

ing all over because of drinking | * 3

56. I have gotten in a heated argument l 2 tº 7 l 2
while drinking

Q 5 J

57. I have gotten in a fight while l 2 * 9 l 2
drinking

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Q. a Q. b

Has this ever (IF YES TO Q. a AND R DRIN:S
happened? AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR, ASK) :

Did this happen in the last
12 months?

YES NO YES NO

51 52

58. A policeman questioned or warned l 2 l 2
me because of my drinking

59. My drinking contributed to getting 53 5 *

involved in an accident in which l 2 l 2someone else was hurt or property,
such as an auto, was damaged

60. My drinking contributed to getting 55 56
hurt in an accident in a car or l 2 l 2
elsewhere

61. I had trouble with the law about 57 5 8

drinking when driving was not l 2 l 2
involved

62. I have been arrested for driving l 2 59 l 2 6 0after drinking

63. I stayed intoxicated for several l 2 6 l l 2 62
days at a time

64. Once I started drinking it was 6 3 6 k

difficult for me to stop before l 2 l 2
I became completely intoxicated

65. I sometimes kept on drinking l 2 65 l 2 6 6after I had promised myself not to

66. I deliberately tried to cut down 67 6 8

or quit drinking, but I was un- l 2 l 2
able to do so

67. I had an illness connected with 69 70

drinking which kept me from work- l 2 i 2
ing on my regular activities for
a week or more

68. I felt that my drinking was be- 7 l 72

coming a serious threat to my l 2 l 2
physical health

69. A physician suggested I cut down l 2 7 3 l 2 7 tº
on drinking

79. I have lost a job, or nearly l 75 l 2 76lost one, because of drinking

(CONTINUED ON NEXT P BLANK 77
AGE) ISR § 78–80

–23– CARD 04/1-2
CASE # 3-6



Q. a Q. b
Has this ever (IF YES TO Q. a AND R DRINKS

happened? AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR, ASK):
Did this happen in the last
l2 months?

YES NO YES NO

7 ET

71. People at work indicated that I l 2 l 2should cut down on drinking

72. Drinking may have hurt my chances 9 1 :

for promotion, or raises, or l 2 l 2
better jobs

73. A spouse or someone I lived with ll l:

got angry about my drinking or l 2 l 2
the way I behaved while drinking

74. A spouse or someone I lived with l. 3 1 *
threatened to leave me because l 2 l 2
of my drinking

75. I was afraid I might be an l 5 1 5l 2 l 2alcoholic

-24



Now I'm going to read you a list of some other people who might have liked you to drink
For each one, please tell me if that person

ever felt this way.
less or to act differently when you drank.

Q. a Q. b Q. c
Did this (IF R RESPONDS YES TO || (IF R RESPONDS YES TO Q. a
person Q. a, ASK): Did that AND R DRINKS AT LEAST ONCE
evor feel break up your rela- A YEAR, ASK): Did this hap
this way? || tionship with that pen in the last 12 months?

person or threaten
-

| to break it?
! YES | NO YES NO YES NO

t
(IF R IS NEVER HARRIED, l 7 1 8 1 9

3| SKIP TO Q. 77)
! 76. A spouse or someone you

lived with l 2 l 2 l 2
i

TT. Your mother l 2” l 2 2 l l 2 22

- 2
! '78. Your father 1 2** l 2 ** l 2 2.5

TT9. A girl or boyfriend l 2” l 2 *7 l 2 28

º

* || 30. Any other relative l 2” l 2 "| l 2 3 1
*

;: , 31. Anyone else you lived 32 33 3 *
! | with l 2 l 2 l 2

—T
32. Any other friend l 2” l 2 3 6 l 2 3 7

33. Anyone else? (SPECIFY): 30 39 tº 0

l 2 l 2 l 2

-25
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84. Have you ever talked about an alcohol problem of your own with anyone? for a probl
º, Have you e

(SKIP TO Q. 86) Yes | 1

No 2

I am going

85. Is that because you didn't think you had a problem, or was there another reason? please tel

(SKIP TO Q. 96) Didn't think had a problem | 1

(IF RESPONSE CONFIRMS R DID NOT
SPEAK TO ANYONE, SKIP TO Q. 96).
OTHERWISE, ASK Q. 86)

Other reason (SPECIFY):
2

Q. a Q. b

Did you ever
talk to (PERSON)?

* General hos
IF R RESPONDS YES TO Q. a AND R DRINTS
AT LEAST ONCE A YEAR, ASK): Did this
happen in the last 12 months?

NO YES NO
* *

(CHECK BOOKMARK. IF R -3 Tº ental host
NEVER MARRIED, SKIP TO
Q. 88) * medical

86. (Your husband/your wife/ 2 l 2 Private ph
someone you were living with)

_ p

87. An ex-spouse 2 * * l 2 * Social wel

88. A relative 2 *7 l 2

89. Someone you were dating 2 * * l 2

90. Any other friend or 2 51 l 2
acquaintance

91. A neighbor (not count- 53

ing the friend you 2 l 2
-

just told me about) 5.
-

92. Your supervisor or 2 55 l 2
any other fellow worker

93. A priest, minister 2 57 l 2
or rabbi

94. A doctor 2 * * 1 2

95. Anyone else (SPECIFY) : 51
2 l 2

-26
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-
96. Have you ever gone to anyone--a physician, AA, a treatment agency, anyone at all--

*: for a problem related in any way to your drinking?
~
, , Yes l

*~ (SKIP TO Q. 106) | No 2

— I am going to read you a list of community agencies and professions. For each one,
= please tell me if you have gone there about a drinking problem.

#: Q. a Q. b

:- (IF NEEDED, ASK): (IF R RESPONDS YES TO Q. a,
Have you ever gone ASK): How long ago was the

- there about a last contact?

t drinking problem?

- YES NO

— 97. General hospitals? l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS

i. 5/7 | (NUMBER) (cIRCLE ONE) ****
..: 98. Health or mental programs? l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS
— 11 || (NUMBER) (CIRCLE ONE) *****

_ 99 - Mental hospitals? l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS
NUMBER) 16 -l 8is l ( (CIRCLE ONE)

100. A medical group or l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS
# = + avº. 7 -

private physician
-

19 (NUMBER) (CIRCLE ONE) 20-22
Liol. social welfare department? l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS

23 || (NUMBER) (CIRCLE one) *****
102. Alcoholics Anonymous? l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS

~1 27 | (NUMBER) (cIRCLE ONE) *****
_ 103. Some other Alcoholism l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS

7
program: 31 || (NUMBER) (CIRCLE ONE) *****

104 - Vocational rehabilitation l 2
-

DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS
~ program? (NUMBER)

- 35 (CIRCLE ONE) *****
105. Some other agency or pro- l 2 DAYS/WEEKS/MONTHS/YEARS

fessional person? (NUMBER)
~ (SPECIFY): (CIRCLE ONE)

39 tº 0 -i- 2

~’ 106. About how old were you when you first started drinking, disregarding small tastes
of alcoholic beverages?

~’ AGE tº 3 • * *

~ BLANK 64-73
–27- ODER # 74-77

ISR # 78–80
CARD 05/1-2
CASE # 3-6
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@)
(HAND
R
SHOWCARD#7) Justtellmethenumberto

indicateyouranswer. (First,
)
howoftendidyou(ITEM)Nowwe'dliketoaskyousomequestionsaboutdifferentkindsofsocialactivities. pleasetellmeabouthowoftenyoudidthatinthepastyear.

Foreachactivity
I
read,

Q.aQ.bQ.cQ.dQ.eQ.fQ.gQ.h

gooutfor
Igooutfor
I
gotoclub
I
gotobars,
Igotoaparty
I

spend
a
havefriendshangaroundwith aneveninglunchinaororgani-

I

taverns,
orIin
someonequietdropoverfriends
ina mealina

restaurantzationalcocktailelse'shome?eveningandvisitinpublicplacesuch restaurant
|
notinclud-
||

meetings?lounges?
athome?
|
yourhouse?asapark,street, notinclud-

||
ingfastorparkinglot? ingfastfoodplaces foodplaces

I
andlunch andlunch-

I

edinettes? eonettes
:..**535761656973

never,
lll11l1l

sometimes butless
22222222

thanonce
a
month, oneortwo times

a33333333
month, threeor fourtimes

44444444a
month, or Once

a
weekor55555555 more?
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FAMILY LIFE - ATTITUDES

When you were about 16, did your father or the adult male in the house
hold approve or disapprove of adults having drinks containing alcohol?

Approved l

Disapproved 2

Didn't care 3

(SKIP TO Q. 112) No adult male 4.

(HAND R SHOW CARD #9)

lll. Which of the following comes closest to describing how often he had
drinks containing alcohol at that time:

three or more times a day, 01

two times a day, 02

once a day, 03

nearly every day, 04

three or four times a week, 05

once or twice a week, 06

two or three times a month, O7

about once a month, ^ 08

less than once a month but at least 09
once a year,

less than once a year, or 10

he never had drinks with alcohol? ll

When you were about 16, did your mother or the adult female in the house
hold approve or disapprove of adults having drinks containing alcohol?

Approved l

Disapproved 2

Didn't care 3

(SKIP TO Q. 114) No adult female 4

-30
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115.

(REFER TO BOOKMARK. IF R MARRIED OR LIVING WITH SOMEONE, ASK Q. 115.
OTHERWISE, SKIP TO Q. 116)

(HAND R SHOW CARD #9 )

Which most closely describes how often in the last year (your wife/your
husband/the person you are living with) had drinks containing alcohol:

three times a day, . 01

two times a day, 02

once a day, 03

nearly every day, 04

three or four times a week, 05

once or twice a week, 06

two or three times a month, 07

about once a month, 08

less than once a month but at least 09
once a year,

less than once a year, or 10

(he/she) never had drinks with alcohol? ll

-32
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Here are some questions about social life.

Please think now about the people you have met at work or through
(your husband's/your wife's/your living mate's) work. How often do you
get together socially with people you have met through work:

fairly often,

once in a while, or

(SKIP TO Q. 119) almost never?

117. When you get together socially with people from work, how often are
drinks containing alcohol served:

nearly every time,

more than half the time,

less than half the time,

once in a while, or

never?

ll8. Among the people from work you see socially, how many would you say
drink quite a bit:

1 6

17

1 8

nearly all,

more than half,

less than half,

only a few, or

none?

The next couple of questions are about the people you have met in your
neighborhood. How often do you get together with people you have met
in your neighborhood:

fairly often,

once in a while, or

(SKIP TO Q. 122) almost never?

-33
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120. When you get together socially with people from your neighborhood, how
often are drinks containing alcohol served:

nearly every time, l

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4.

never? 5

121. Among the people from your neighborhood you see socially, how many would
you say drink quite a bit:

nearly all, l

more than half, 2

less than half, 3

only a few, or 4

none? 5

@ How often do you get together socially with people you have met through
your church:

fairly often, l

once in a while, 2

almost never, or 3

(SKIP TO Q. 124)
do you not attend church? 4

123. When you see people from your church socially, how often are drinks
containing alcohol served:

nearly every time, l

more than half the time, 2

less than half the time, 3

once in a while, or 4

never? 5

-34
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2
º: 3.

.

Please think now of the people you regard as your close relatives. How
often do you get together with your close relatives:

fairly often, l

once in a while, or 2

(SKIP TO Q. 127) almost never? 3

When you see your close relatives socially, how often are drinks contain
ing alcohol served :

nearly every time,
more than half the time,

less than half the time,

once in a while, or

never?

126. Among your close relatives, how many would you say drink quite a bit:

nearly all,
more than half,

less than half,

only a few, or
none?

Please think now of the people you regard as your close friends. How
often do you get together with your close friends:

fairly often,
once in a while, or

(SKIP TO Q. 130) almost never?

128. When you get together socially with your close friends, how often are
drinks containing alcohol served:

nearly every time,
more than half the time,

less than half the time,

once in a while, or

| never?

129. Among your close friends, how many would you say drink quite a bit:

nearly all,

more than half,

less than half,

only a few, or
none?

2 *

25

26

27

2 8

29
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130.

(HAND R SHOW CARD #6)

alcoholic beverages or being careful about how much you drink?
How about (ITEM)?

How important to you are each of the following reasons for abstaining from

Would you say that (is/was) a very important reason,(FOR ITEM a, SAY:
somewhat important, not an important, or not a reason for your abstaining
from alcoholic beverages or being careful about how much you drink?)

VERY SOMEWHAT NOT AN NOT A
IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT #ason

REASON REASON REASON

a. Drinking is bad for your health l 2 3 4

b. It costs too much when you need l 2 3 4
money for other things

—

c. Your family or friends get upset l 2 3 4.
when you drink

d. It may interfere with your job l 2 3 4
or work

e. It goes against your religion l 2 3 4.

f. You are afraid of becoming an l 2 3 4.
alcoholic

g. Drinking often makes you do
things you are sorry for l ... 2 3 4
later on

h. Drinking can make you feel sick l 2 3 4

i. Drinking can get you into trouble l 2 3 4.
with the police or authorities

j. Drinking leads to losing control l 2 3 4
over your life

-36
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-"

-"

Please state whether you agree or disagree with the following statements.

AGREE DISAGREE

a. There are some kinds of sickness that are helped l 2
by drinking alcohol

b. Where I grew up some people used alcoholic bever- l 2
ages as medicine for physical ailments

c. Alcohol can't damage your body if you always l 2
drink in moderation

d. I try to watch how much alcohol I drink so as l 2
not to gain weight

e. Beer is less harmful to your body than other l 2
alcoholic beverages

f. Around here, it's easy to buy alcoholic bever- l 2
ages during the evening

g. In our household, we usually serve alcoholic l 2
beverages when friends come over

h. I keep a supply of alcoholic beverages at home l 2

-37
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(HAND R SHOW CARD #10)

132. Now I'll describe situations that people sometimes find themselves in.
For each one, please tell me how much a person in that situation should
feel free to drink. Just tell me the number that describes your answer.

no enough getting
How much drinking is all right drink- || 1 or 2 to feel drunk is
(ITEM): ing drinks effects somet innes

- - * I but not all right?
drunk, or

a. at a party, at someone else's l 2 3 4
home? (READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES)

b. as a parent, spending time with l 2 3 4
small children?

c. for a husband having dinner out l 2 3 4
with his wife?

d. for a man out at a bar with
friends? l 2 3 4

e. for a woman out at a bar with
friends? l 2 3 4

f. during working hours not just l 2 3 4
at lunch?

g. for a couple of co-workers l 2 3 4
out to lunch?

h. when with friends at home? l 2 3 4

i. when getting together with
friends after work before l 2 3 4
going home?

j. when getting together with
people at sports events or l 2 3 4
recreation?

k. when going to drive a car? l 2 3 4

©
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(HAND R SHOW CARD #10)

In your opinion, what is the most that each of the following kinds of
First I'll ask for men, then for women.people should drink at one time?

Just tell me the appropriate number. (IF NEEDED):
-

What's the most that
an average person like that should feel free to drink at any one time?

I

no enough getting
drink- 1 or 2 to feel drunk is

How about (ITEM) 2
- drink effects sometimes
ling , ***** but not all right?

drunk, or

a. A boy about 16 years old: l 2 3 4.
(READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES)

b. A young man about 21 years l 2 3 4
old?

c. A man about 30 years old? l 2 3 4

d. A man about 40 years old? l 2 3 4.

e. A man about 60 years old? l 2 3 4

f. A girl about lº years old? l 2 3 4

g. A young woman about 21 years l 2 3 4
old?

h. A woman about 30 years old? l 2 3 4

i. A woman about 40 years old? l 2 3 4

j. A woman about 60 years old? l 2 3 4

BLA.K. 6 9 - 77

ISR tº 78 - 8 0

C.; FD # C7/ 1-2
CASE # 3 - 6
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(HAND R SHOW CARD #11)

Now, some questions about your use of medicines and other kinds of drugs
during the last 12 months.

© How often have you used (DRUG) Once a Once Once lessduring the past 12 months? week or every every often | not
(READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES more 2 or 3 || month than at

FOR Q. a ONLY) often, weeks, Or that, all?
-

tWO , or

a. uppers such as speed, amphetamines l 2 3 4 5
or cocaine

b. downers such as tranquilizers,
barbiturates, Quaaludes, Librium l 2 3 4. 5
or Valium

c. codeine or methadone l 2 3 4 5

d. marijuana, hash, THC or grass l 2 3 4 5

e. hallucinogens such as LSD,
mescaline, psilocybin, PCP or l 2 3 4 5
angel dust

f. heroin or opium l 2 3 4 5

g. cigarettes l 2 3 4 5

h. other kinds of tobacco l 2 3 4 5

(IF R MENTIONS OTHER DRUGS,
LIST THEM HERE: )

i. l 2 3 4. 5

j. l 2 3 4 5
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Now please tell me whether you agree or disagree with each of these
Statement S •

~

Agree Disagree

a. There is nothing good to be said about drinking. l 2

b. Getting drunk is just an innocent way of having l 2fun.

c. A real man can hold his liquor. l 2

d. It's not my place to comment on my friends' drink- l 2ing, no matter how they behave.

e. People would lose respect for a woman who spends l 2
any time in bars.

f. During the past year, I've heard someone criti- l ocize someone else's drinking to his face.
-

g. People would lose respect for a man who spends l 2
any time in bars.

-

h. People who drink have more fun than people who l 2don't.

i. People who drink have more friends than people l 2who don't.

j. A party isn't really a party unless alcoholic l 2
beverages are served.

k. There are too many stores that sell liquor in l 2
my neighborhood.

Tell me whether you tend to agree or disagree with the following
Statements:

Tend Tend
to to

Agree Disagree

a. If I had a problem with my drinking, I would be l oashamed to tell anyone.
-

b. A man who is always drunk should be punished.
-

l 2

c. A man's drinking is his own business and no l oconcern of the community. -

d. If I had a problem with my drinking, I would not l 2
know where to get help.

e. Drinking is one of the main causes of people l odoing things they shouldn't.
-

f. Having a drink is one of the pleasures of life. l 2

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) 4 l
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Tend Tend

to to j) Now some
Agree Disagree

- Have you
they cut

g. Drinking alcohol often brings out the worst in l 2people.

h. Having a drink with someone is a way of being l 2friendly.

i. It d l d t t drunk
-...” some people good to get drunk once in a l 2 138. How was t

j. I would feel ashamed if anyone in my family got l 2
drunk.

k. A drunk person is a disgusting sight. . 1 2

l. People never drink on the job where I work. l 2

m. People who get drunk can be very amusing. l 2

n. If you don't get help when you have a drinking l 2

problem, it's likely to get worse and worse. ( C

o. Alcoholism is an illness. l 2

p. Anyone who drinks can become an alcoholic. l 2

q. Most alcoholics drink because they want to. l 2

r. To recover, an alcoholic will have to quit l 2
-drinking forever.

s. Many alcoholics taper off and get their drinking l 2
under control again.

t. A recovered alcoholic deserves a lot of respect. l 2

u. The alcoholic is a morally weak individual. l 2 T
l

v. If someone says something mean when they've been 1 2 39. CIF A
drinking, it doesn't really count. about

thority
w. The main point of drinking is to loosen up and be l 2

able to do things you wouldn't do otherwise.

x. If a person has been drinking, I think you have l 2

to make some allowances for rowdy behavior. T
y. Someone who is drunk and punches someone else 2lshould be punished just as hard as if he were

sober.

–42
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Now some questions about your reactions to other people's drinking.
Have you ever said something about their drinking or suggested that
they cut down?

Yes l

(SKIP TO Q. 140) No 2

138. How was that person related to you? Who else?

Husband or wife, significant other
or spouse equivalent, ex-husband or 01
ex-wife

Mother 02

Father 03

Brother 04

(CIRCLE Sister 05

ALL Son 06

THAT Daughter O7

APPLY) Other relative (SPECIFY):
08

Friend or acquaintance 09

Other (SPECIFY): 10

139. (IF AT LEAST ONE ITEM IS CIRCLED IN Q. 138, ASK): Did you say something
about (that person's/any of these people's) drinking in the last twelve
months?

Yes

No

–43–
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Please tell me if you have ever had any of the following experiences.

(FOR EACH YES TO Q. a,

Q. a Q. b

(IF NEEDED, ASK) : (IF R RESPONDS YES
ASK Q. b) Did it ever happen? || T0 Q. a, ASK):

In what year did
Yes No that happen last?

(CHECK BOOKMARK. IF R WAS NEVER 58-59

MARRIED, SKIP TO Q. 143)

140. You got divorced or separated? l 2 57 19

1 - 1. You were widowed? l 2 6 0 19 6 :-6 -

- - 6 *-65
142. You got married or remarried? l 2 6 3 19

A child was added to your l 2 6 6 19 6 7-58
household?

144 X Your last child left home 69 7 C-7

including going away to l 2 19
college or in the service?

72 73-74.

You got out of the Army or other l 2 19
military service?

8/7 8-3© You finished college training of l 2 19four years? -

1 0 ll-l:
You had a serious illness or l 2 19
injury?

1 3 1 *-15
148) You changed jobs? l 2 19

YouTwere Tout Tof work since the l 2 1 6 19 17-13age of eighteen?
1 9 20-21G) You were not living with your

parents or a wife/husband, e.g., l 2 19
living alone, in a dormitory, or -

with roommates?

(3) You were deeply affected by a
- - -death or a break in a personal l 2 *—

relationship?
- 5 - E-27

You were in trouble with the l 2 19
police or courts? -

- 3(5) You got into a physical fight? l 2
3 l

! 5-) You got together regularly with l 2
people who were heavy drinkers?

(CONTINUED ON (EXT PAGE)
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º
2

:
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Q. a Q. b

(IF NEEDED, ASK):
Did it ever happen?

Yes No

(IF R RESPONDS YES
TO Q. a, ASK):
In what year did
that happen last?

(CHECK BOOKMARK. IF R NEVER
DRANK, SKIP TO Q. 158)

You were drinking five or more
drinks at a sitting as often as
once a week? 3 *

19
3 5-3 6

You felt your drinking was not
completely under your control? 37

19
–rs—3 s

You got pressure to cut down on
your drinking from your family
or friends or at your job? *||

19
* 1 - 4 2

-45–



* 3

* *

(HAND R CARD #12)

This next question asks about some of your feelings toward things. I'm
going to read you a list of some ways that people often feel or behave.
Please tell me how often you have felt this way during the Past week.
Just tell me the appropriate number to indicate your answer.

RARELY | Soº or |. ºst
OR NONE | A LITTLE MODERATE OR ALL
OF THE OF THE sºon OF OF THE

TIME TIME THE TIME TIME

a. I was bothered by things that usually
º l 2 3 4don't bother me.

b. I did not feel like eating; my l 2 3 4
appetite was poor.

c. I felt that I could not shake off
the blues even with help from my l 2 3 4
family or friends.

d. I felt that I was just as good as l 2 3 4
other people.

e. I had trouble keeping my mind on l 2 3 4
what I was doing.

f. I felt depressed. l 2 3 4

g. I felt that everything I did was fl 2 3 *an effort.

h. I felt hopeful about the future. l 2 3 4

i. I thought my life had been a l 2 3 4.
failure.

j. I felt fearful. l 2 3 4.

k. My sleep was restless. l 2 3 4.

l. I was happy. l 2 3 4.

m. I talked less than usual. l 2 3 4.

n. I felt lonely. l 2 3 4.

o. People were unfriendly. l 2 3 4.

p. I enjoyed life. l 2 3 4.

q. I had crying spells. l 2 3 4.

r. I felt sad. l 2 3 4.

s. I felt that people disliked me. l 2 3 *

t. I could not get "going." l 2 3 4.
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-
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22222
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Now here are a few true or false statements. Dcn't spend tee much time
thinking about them; just give the answer that seems best to you.

True | False

a. I don't let the risk of getting hurt a little stop me from l 2having a good time.

b. I often feel left out of things. l 2

c. I often act on the spur-of-the-moment without stopping to l 2think.
-

d. I would like to belong to as many clubs and social l 2organizations as possible.

e. I think that people who don't take any risks must have pretty l 2dull lives.

f. I often feel that the people I am around are not too friendly. l 2

g. I often spend more money than I think I should. l 2

h. I often change my mind rather quickly.
-

l 2

i. I have not lived the right kind of life. l 2

j. I like to take part in many social activities. l 2

k. I get a real kick out of doing things that are a little l 2
dangerous.

l. I do many things which I regret afterwards. l 2

m. I like to be with people. l 2

n. I like to test myself every now and then by doing something l 2
a little chancey.

o. If I had it to do again, I'd prefer to go into a different l 2
occupation.

p. There is nothing wrong with slapping a child who has been l 2
disobedient.

q. There are times when a man is justified in slapping his wife. l l

r. It is normal for a man to hit somebody who provokes him. l 2

Would you favor or oppose a law forbidding the sale of all beer, wine
and liquor throughout the nation?

Favor l

Oppose 2

E.A.R. 77
-47- ISF # 7 : - = }
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Now here are a few true or false statements. Don't spend too much time
thinking about them; just give the answer that seems best to you.

True | False

a. I don't let the risk of getting hurt a little stop me from l 2having a good time.

b. I often feel left out of things. l 2

c. I often act on the spur-of-the-moment without stopping to l 2think.

d. I would like to belong to as many clubs and social l 2
organizations as possible.

e. I think that people who don't take any risks must have pretty l 2dull lives.

f. I often feel that the people I am around are not too friendly. l 2

g. I of ten spend more money than I think I should. l 2

h. I often change my mind rather quickly. l 2

i. I have not lived the right kind of life. l 2

j. I like to take part in many social activities. l 2

k. I get a real kick out of doing things that are a little l 2
dangerous.

l. I do many things which I regret afterwards. l 2

m. I like to be with people. l 2

n. I like to test myself every now and then by doing something l 2
a little chancey.

o. If I had it to do again, I'd prefer to go into a different l 2
occupation.

p. There is nothing wrong with slapping a child who has been l 2
disobedient.

q. There are times when a man is justified in slapping his wife. l l

r. It is normal for a man to hit somebody who provokes him. l 2

Would you favor or oppose a law forbidding the sale of all beer, wine
and liquor throughout the nation?

Favor l

Oppose 2

3.A.''}. 77
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BOX 8

(REFER TO BOOKMARK AND NOTE ETHNIC ORIGIN OF R)

(CHECK APPROPRIATE CATEGORY BELOW AND FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS)
l: |

l. R is Hispanic and interview was conducted in English.
(ASK Q. 161)

2. R is Hispanic and interview was conducted in Spanish.
(ASK Q. 16.2)

3. R is Black.
(ASK Q. 168, PAGE 51)

4. R is neither Black nor Hispanic.
(THANK RESPONDENT AND TERMINATE)

191. Now I have a series of questions about your ethnic background. Do you
speak Spanish?

l:

(SKIP TO Q. 163) Yes l

(SKIP TO Q. 164a) | No 2 |-

l62. Now I have a series of questions about your ethnic background. Do you
speak English?

-
I

Yes l

(SKIP TO Q. 164a) | No 2

163. Do you speak mostly Spanish or English with (PERSON), or do you use
both about the same?

MOSTLY I MOSTLY | BOTH ABOUT NOT
SPANISH | ENGLISH | THE SAME | APPLICABLE

(IF R NEVER MARRIED, SKIP TO Q. b)
a. (your wife/your husband/ the person

you live with) l 2 3 O

(IF R DOES NOT HAVE CHILDREN,
SKIP TO Q. c)

b. your children l 2 3 O

c. your brothers and sisters l 2 3 O

d. your parents l 2 3 O —
e. other relatives l 2 3 O

f. your friends l 2 3 O

g. your neighbors l 2 3 O

h. people at work l 2 3 O
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BOX 8

(REFER TO BOOKMARK AND NOTE ETHNIC ORIGIN OF R)

(CHECK APPROPRIATE CATEGORY BELOW AND FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS)

l. R is Hispanic and interview was conducted in English.
(ASK Q. 161)

2. R is Hispanic and interview was conducted in Spanish.
(ASK Q. 16.2)

3. R is Black.
(ASK Q. 168, PAGE 51)

4. R is neither Black nor Hispanic.
(THANK RESPONDENT AND TERMINATE)

101. Now I have a series of questions about your ethnic background. Do you
speak Spanish?

(SKIP TO Q. 163) Yes l

(SKIP TO Q. 164a) No 2

l62. Now I have a series of questions about your ethnic background. Do you
speak English?

Yes l

(SKIP TO Q. 164a) | No 2

163. Do you speak mostly Spanish or English with (PERSON), or do you use
both about the same?

MOSTLY I MOSTLY | BOTH ABOUT NOT
SPANISH | ENGLISH | THE SAME | APPLICABLE

(IF R NEVER MARRIED, SKIP TO Q. b)
a. (your wife/your husband/ the person

you live with) l 2 3 O

(IF R DOES NOT HAVE CHILDREN,
SKIP TO Q. c)

b. your children l 2 3 O

c. your brothers and sisters l 2 3 O

d. your parents l 2 3 O

e. othsr relatives l 2 3 O

f. your friends l 2 3 O

g. your neighbors l 2 3 O

h. people at work l 2 3 O

l. 3



164a. Can you read Spanish? 2 3 16-b • Can you read English? 2 lº

Yes l l

No 2 2

(IF R RESPONDS YES TO BOTH Q. 164a AND Q. 1645, ASK):

164 c. Which language do you read better: Spanish, English or do you read
both the same?

Spanish l

English 2

Both the same 3

(IF R RESPONDED YES TO Q. 164a, ASK):

164d. Can you write in Spanish?

Yes l

No 2

(IF R RESPONDED YES TO Q. 164b, ASK):

164e. Can you write in English?

Yes l

No 2

165. When you read a book, a magazine, or a "novela," do you prefer to read

25

26

27

a Spanish language version rather than an English book, magazine, or
"novela":

most of the time, 1

about half the time, 2

less than half the time, or 3

rarely or never? 4.

(DO NOT READ) Spanish not available here O

2 3

-49
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Here are some statements people have made. When I read each, please
tell me if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.

166. A good Hispanic background helps prevent youth from getting into all
kinds of trouble that other American youth do today. Do you:

strongly agree,

agree,

disagree, or

strongly disagree?

167. The Hispanic way of life is important in my everyday life. Do you:

30

strongly agree,

agree,

disagree, or

strongly disagree?

(ALL SKIP TO Q. 173)

–50–



9/

The next questions have to do with some things about your ethnic back
ground.

168. Black culture is important in my everyday life. Do you:

strongly agree, l

agree, 2

disagree, or 3

strongly disagree? 4

169. Tell me which of these holidays you have observed or celebrated:

Hardi Gras, ca■■ ed "Carnival" in some places; l

(ºr Juneteenth; 2
THAT Kwanza; 4

APPLY) None. 0

170. How important is it to you to read Black newspapers and magazines? Is it

important, l

somewhat important, or 2

not at all important? 3

171. How important is it to you to participate in
Black equality and advancement? Is it:

organizations that support

important, l

somewhat important, or 2

not at all important? 3

172. How important was religion in your home while you were growing up? Was
it:

important, l

somewhat important, or 2

not at all important? 3

Here are some statements people have made. When I read each,
please tell me if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree.

-51
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(FOR ALL REMAINING QUESTIONS, USE "HISPANIC" OR "BLACK" AS APPROPRIATE.
USE FIRST CHOICE OF WORDS FOR HISPANICS AND SECOND CHOICE FOR BLACKS.)

173. Socially, I feel less at ease with (Anglos/Whites) than with
(Hispanics/Blacks). Do you:

strongly agree, l

agree, 2

disagree, or 3

strongly disagree? 4

174. When I need help, I rely mainly on relatives. Do you:

strongly agree, l

agree, 2

disagree, or 3

strongly disagree? 4

175. It is better that (Hispanics/Blacks) only marry other (Hispanics/Blacks).
Do you:

strongly agree, l

agree, 2

disagree, or 3

strongly disagree? 4.

36

38

177.
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Now I have some questions about what you do in your recreational time.
I would like to know if you do these activities most or all the time,
about half the time, less than half the time, or rarely or never.

176. When you listen to music, do you prefer to listen to (Hispanic/Black)
rather than (Anglo/White) music:

most or all the time,

about half the time,

less than half the time, or

rarely or never?

177. When you watch TV, do you prefer to watch a (Hispanic/Black) rather than
(an Anglo/a White) channel:

most or all the time,

about half the time,

less than half the time,

rarely or never, or

a (Hispanic/Black) channel
is not available?

178. When you listen to the radio, do you prefer to listen to a
(Hispanic/Black) rather than (an Anglo/a White) station:

most or all of the time,

about half the time,

less than half the time,

rarely or never, or

a (Hispanic/Black) station
is not available?

–53–
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The following questions are about the people you know and their ethnic
backgrounds.

179. Thinking of your friends that you usually see these days, what propor
tion are (Hispanic/Black):

all or nearly all of them, l

2about half of them,

less than half of them, or 3

4few or none of them?

(DO NOT READ) No friends O

180. Thinking of your current church congregation, what proportion are
(Hispanic/Black):

all or nearly all of them, l

about half of them, 2

less than half of them, 3

few or none of them, or 4

do you never go to church? 0

181. Thinking of the parties you usually go to these days, would you say that
the group of people who usually attend are:

all or nearly all (Hispanic/Black), l

about half (Hispanic/Black), 2

less than half (Hispanic/Black), 3

few or none are (Hispanic/Black), or 4.

do you never go to parties? O

182. Thinking of the people in the neighborhood where you live now, are they:

all or nearly all (Hispanic/Black), l

about half (Hispanic/Black), 2

less than half (Hispanic/Black), or 3

few or none are (Hispanic/Black)? 4.

9/
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183. Thinking of the people who lived in the neighborhood where you grew Up.” º
would you say they were: <

-

** 6 * . .
all or nearly all (Hispanic/Black), l * * * *

*** - a

about half (Hispanic/Black), 2
>.

less than half (Hispanic/Black), or 3 º

few or none were (Hispanic/Black)? 4

* , ,
184 - Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following: * * * *

Agree | Disagree

a. It's mostly luck if one succeeds or fails. l 2 tº 7

b. In this country, if (Hispanics/Blacks) don't do well tº 8

in life, it is because they don't work hard to get l 2
ahead.

c. In this country, if (Hispanics/Blacks) don't get a tº 9

good education or job, it is because they haven't l 2
had the same chances as (Anglos/Whites).

d. I would rather live close to my relatives, even if 50l 2it means making sacrifices.

e. If someone is offered a good job in another state, l 2 5 1

it makes sense for them to move there.
--

!"

f. Government and politics are so complicated that 52 *

most people cannot really understand what is going l 2 º,
On , * *-

g. I think religious training is just as important as l 2 53
formal education for children. *

Tº º

Y .
(THANK RESPONDENT AND TERMINATE)

-

º

º
º

º, L
*

* .
r.

ITI
* -
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R. INTERVIEWER EVALUATION

(THIS SECTION IS TO BE FILLED AFTER COMPLETING THE INTERVIEW
AND AFTER YOU HAVE LEFT THE RESPONDENT)

R. l. Respondent's overall cooperation was:

Excellent

Very good

Good

Fair

Poor

Very poor

R.2. Other persons present during the interview were:
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

(SKIP TO R. 4) NO ONE

Partner/spouse

Friend (s)

Parent(s)

Child(ren)

Other adult relative (s)

Other adult(s)

Other (SPECIFY):

R.3. Did (they/he/she) make any comments, during the interview, on the
questions or respondent's answers?

Yes

No

–56–
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R. 4. Overall, how interested was the respondent in this interview?

Very interested l

Somewhat interested 2

Somewhat disinterested 3

Very disinterested 4

R. 5. Overall, is this interview of questionable quality, generally adequate
or high quality?.

(ANSWER R. 6) Questionable quality l

(SKIP TO Generally adequate 2

R. 7) High quality 3

R.6. The reasons why this interview is of questionable quality:
(CIRCLE AS MANY AS APPLY)

Evasive, suspicious, reluctant l

Bored, uninterested 2

Unable to concentrate or remember 3

Hostile 4

Embarrassed 5

Other (SPECIFY):
6

R. 7. PLEASE NOTE ANYTHING ELSE ESSENTIAL TO THE INTERPRETATION AND UNDER

58

59

STANDING OF THIS INTERVIEW.

-57– 5LANK 61-77
Is= s. 73 - 3 3
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BOOKMARK

Marital Status

From Question 2:

MARRIED

LIVING WITH SOMEONE
E

SEPARATED

DIWORCED

WIDOWED

NEVER BEEN MARRIED

Ethnicity

From Questions 8-10:

-

NEITHER BLACK NOR HISPANIC

HISPANIC - EITHER WHITE OR BLACK

-
| BLACK - NOT HISPANIC

Alcohol Use

From booklet and Question 24:

NEVER DRANK ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES

DRINKS LESS THAN ONCE A YEAR

rº |
| DRINKERS - ALL OTHER CATEGORIES

11 º 3
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