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ABSTRACT
The university under study developediaohol control policy in 2006 in response to a
string of tragic alcohol-related deaths. At thediof the study, the policy had been in operation
for six years with a growing number of student siams. The purpose of this study was to
evaluate the university’s alcohol control policydetermine its deterrence impact on students.
By surveying students who have been sanctionedruhdelcohol control policy, the researcher
sought to gain insight on the strengths and weaasesf the policy as well as to use these

responses as an opportunity to recommend futuearels of the alcohol control policy.
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furthering all measures to maintain the peace aondrgy of this campus.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
INTRODUCTION

Many college campuses thrive as self containedhzanities with many qualities
unique to such campuses. Some of these uniqudigsare the demographics of the
citizens that typically reside in these communitida the United States, traditional
students enter college immediately upon gradudtam high school. The average
college student is between 18 and 24 years of Agewith any community, college
campus demographics have an influence on the ¢etes as well as the categories of
the crimes that are frequently committed (Perkired.e 2005).

The environment of college campuses may exposehigbitants to crimes related
to alcohol and drug use (Perkins et al, 2005)th@fpotential crimes, driving under the
influence is of particular concern because it gdabe community at risk as well as the
user. It has been reported that at least 2 mitimllege students drove under the
influence in a one year period (Thompson & Richand2008). Alcohol and drug use
are of particular concern because of the dangeshich they expose the user and the
community. The academic integrity of the colleg@@sphere is also threatened by this
kind of behavior when students are distracted g @nd alcohol use. Additionally,
Thompson and Richardson (2008) found that alcohdldxug use contribute a

significant amount to the attrition rate of univgrstudents.



The ultimate goal for students of a college edooathould be to gain
professional skills that prepare those student#hir future. Consequently, it should be
counterintuitive for a student to participate iruaive alcohol and drug use while
attending college. Naturally, university officiabould be concerned about alcohol and
drug use amongst their students for the studeat&tysas well as retention rates and the
overall quality of the university’s educational @ewment. As a result, many
universities have adopted alcohol and drug comimticies (Mitchell, Toomey & Ericson,
2005). By implementing these policies, universitfycials hoped to provide an
immediate deterrent to drug and alcohol relatednsfés. The penalties provide
consequences that will affect the student immelgiate

It is important to deter this type of behavior $averal reasons. First and
foremost, everyone’s safety is at risk when driveesunder the influence. Second,
patterns of delinquency that are developed earéystudent’s life can lead to patterns of
delinquency in the future (Pestell, 2001). Finadityidents may limit their career
opportunities by acquiring a criminal record.

The university in this study developed a new al¢@mal drug control policy in
2006. It was created in an effort to provide ammiate deterrent to drug and alcohol
abuse and to encourage resistance to such abugepalicy offers multiple
consequences for students sanctioned for druglaoda related offenses. For the first
offense students are required to complete an axtedsug and alcohol program, pay any
related fees or fines and perform community serdicaddition, they are placed on
probation for the remainder of the semester in Wwithe offense occurred as well as the

two following semesters. If a second offense ogeurile the student is on probation,



the student is suspended from the university f¢eadt one complete semester. These
penalties are in addition to any legal action takgainst the student. These guidelines
are applied to any student who is convicted ofugydrr alcohol related offense anywhere
in the county in which the university is locatech€TUniversity of Mississippi, 2009).

The policy was implemented once the universitydwad alcohol and drug
related crimes had reached an unacceptable I&\a.unacceptable level followed an
event in 2006. On October 26, 2006, a Universdlyde Officer was killed by a student
during a routine traffic stop. Driving under tmfluence of drugs and alcohol, the
student resisted arrest, sped from the scene &ailty fdragged the officer with the
student’s vehicle. Ten days later the universityed the alcohol control policy (Hutter,
2011).

The alcohol control policy has been in effect sig086. At the time this study
was conducted, the overall deterrent effect ofuthigersity’s alcohol control policy had
not been researched. The desired effect woulddeeease in student body alcohol and
drug related offenses and a greater student awss@fiche dangers of alcohol and drug
abuse. Such awareness resulting in a decreasenses would suggest that the alcohol
control policy provides a successful deterrent aggbstudents. This study was
necessary (a) to determine if students modify thelraviors after they have been
sanctioned per the policy’s guidelines, (b) to lelssh relationships between demographic
segments of the student population and alcohodangl policy violations, and (c) to

examine which groups of students more frequentiat the policy guidelines.



CONCEPTUAL UNDERPINNINGS FOR THE STUDY

Scholars have extensively examined what form ofrdence is most successful
with college students (Dejong et al., 2007). Ggelstudents, although not inherently
criminal, have a higher propensity to commit crimeas offenses related to alcohol and
drug use (Perkins et al., 2005). The majority dfege students attend college
immediately upon graduation from high school. &tud in this transition period provide
a unique category for the study of deterrence.

College students’ young age and lack of experiemcematurity can provide an
increased willingness to engage in risky behaviMany college students are living on
their own, unsupervised, for the first time in tHaies. There also is greater exposure to
alcohol and drugs as well as social pressure teaathose substances. The atmosphere
of Greek rush organization activities, sportingrdggeor other festivities can sometimes
persuade students to abuse alcohol and drugs. €hgsenmental factors can lead
students to enter college with an expectationedent late night parties.

It is difficult for college officials to discoura&gcollege students from engaging in
this type of reckless behavior. The penaltiehedriminal justice system do not seem to
deter students from committing alcohol and drugmdes such as driving under the
influence, public intoxication, disorderly conductinor in possession of alcohol,
possession of narcotics and related paraphernadiay other charge resulting from or
related to drug and alcohol use (Zamble, 1997).

There are many reasons why it is difficult to detlege students from this type
of behavior. One reason may be that many collagkests are not financially

independent as they are supported by their pacerispend on student loans to meet



living expectations. In either case, the studdi@noreceives expense money without
having to work. Consequently, any kind of monefarg or collateral costs resulting
from alcohol and drug related offenses do not mueh of a deterrent impact on college
students. As a result, they do not sufficientlpragiate the impact of fines or legal costs
(Vogt, 2008).

Although criminal penalties can be influential leehavior, another reason for
some students, particularly freshman and sophombastng a criminal record is less
intimidating than it is for adults. If an undergtnan is uncertain of what he wants to
major in, the choice of a career is an even marete thought. Thus, they lack a full
realization of the significance of having a criminecord. Most students will not
recognize the impact of a criminal record untilitloareer search compares them to other
candidates for the same job (Williams & McShand,®0

Criminal charges and fines have one common fadoth are consequences that
will not have an immediate impact on the studelnts’s. The money used to pay a fine
is likely to come from their parents or from stutierans which will not be repaid for
years. In either case, court-ordered fines lackeéaiiacy. Similarly, having a criminal
record will not negatively affect the younger cglestudent for years until he/she begins
to apply for jobs. In order to provide more sustelsdeterrence, policy makers need to
determine which penalties will affect the studantmediately (Dejong et al., 2007).

More than two centuries ago, Cesare Beccaria (Iw6zte “An Essay on Crimes
and Punishments” in which he explained the relatgm between punishment and its’
effectiveness as a deterrent. Beccaria’s essaijnces to provide the theoretical

framework for development of punishments that eistmembers of society from



committing crimes. He stated that to be effectivaiphments should be severe enough to
counterbalance the effects of the criminal passodiibe individual. Punishment is
necessary because people wish to be exempt fromtkaw limit their person and selfish
desires. He declared that without punishments, waand return to their original state of
barbarity (Beccaria, 1764).

Beccaria elaborated on the effects of punishmeatlae possibility that some do
not provide deterrence to criminals. He statedithican be proved that the severity of
the punishment does not deter crime then such Ipon@st does not satisfy its purpose.
Additionally, if punishments for a lesser offensebme too severe in comparison to a
greater crime, then people are likely to commitdgheater crime because they would
have more to gain while exposing themselves te#me amount of risk (Beccaria,
1764).

Beccaria stated that the purpose of punishmentdgter, not to torment the
offender or to undo a crime that has already beematted. If the punishment for a
minor in possession of alcohol is equal to the glumient for driving under the influence
then the student has no additional deterrent nobmamit the greater crime of driving
under the influence because in either circumstaeosill receive the same punishment
(Beccaria, 1764). Applying his argument to thespre situation, if the current
punishments for alcohol and drug offenses are etardng students from committing
future crimes, then the punishments are not seivieig purpose.

In addition to punishments being just, they mugtb®eambiguous. Beccaria
stated that crimes will be less frequent as the ajdaws are more universally read and

understood. If the people are unaware of the pralgrunishments for their crimes, then



it is impossible for punishments to provide detece2 Thus it is important that students
be aware of the university’s alcohol control polmyor to committing any alcohol or
drug offense. It is critical that the policy bebtialy known to all of the students in order
for it to provide deterrence (Beccaria, 1764).

Jeremy Bentham proposed a theory of deterren@lmasthe assumption that
humans are free-willed and rational beings whaogarded by hedonism. Hedonism is
the concept that humans seek to maximize pleasurenanimize pain. The application
of these fundamental assumptions illustrate whgrdence is necessary. Without
deterrence, human beings will exercise their fréketavdo whatever they choose,
including unlawful behavior in order to maximizesthpleasure. Bentham stated that
there is specific deterrence and general deterreBpecific deterrence such as fines and
imprisonment is applied to the individual who cortsva crime. General deterrence is
applied to potential offenders by showing them thatcriminal did not gain from his
crime (Williams & McShane, 2010).

The value of any pleasure is measured by its sigrduration and certainty.
Likewise, any deterrence is measured by the samaengders. Punishment for a crime
need only be severe enough to offset any profitegafrom the crime or behavior.
Proper deterrence is measured by celerity, ceytaimd severity; meaning punishment
will occur immediately, assuredly, and harshlycriical component of Bentham’s
criminology is swiftness between the commissiothefcrime and the application of the
punishment. The closer in time that the punishroentirs to the crime, the more

effective it is (Williams & McShane, 2010).



As Cesare Beccaria (1764) stated in his “EssayroneCand Punishment”, if the
penalties of a crime are ambiguous and not widetleustood, then they will be unable to
fulfill their purpose. Students cannot be detelvgd policy if they are not aware of its
existence. Nor, as argued by Bentham, will thegédterred if the penalties are not
immediate and certain.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The University under study is a large public southeniversity with an
enrollment of 16,586 at the time of this studyisl#8 percent male and 52 percent
female. Itis 76 percent white, 16 percent Afridanerican and 8 percent other. It has a
Greek organization population of 30 percent (Ursitgrof Mississippi, 2012).

The environment of the campus includes strong Goegiinization ties. These
Greek organizations host several large partiesutiirout the year, some of which are
located on the campus. As a result of local govent regulation, the campus is dry for
beer and light wine however liquor is permittechisTuniversity’s football team belongs
to a competitive and popular sports conferencds ptoduces a large group of tailgaters
on gameday. This university’s tailgating rituate aotorious throughout its conference.
This atmosphere contributes to the culture of altalse. Further, the city in which this
university is located has a thriving downtown nigif&t, located within walking distance
of the university. The downtown night life is stgdly embedded within the student-life
culture of this university. Shuttle buses opemtél hursday through Saturday night to
transport on-campus students to the downtown scene.

During academic year 2006-2007, the first year thatpolicy was implemented,

sanction rates on campus reflected a number ohal@nd drug related crimes. During



this time, the university sanctioned 206 studeotsfcohol violations and 26 sanctions
for drug law violations (Office of the Dean of Sards, 2011).

At the time of this study, the university did netdw if their alcohol control
policy has had any effect on alcohol and drug-eeldtehavior. Conventional
punishments for alcohol and drug related crimesateseem to provide effective
deterrence for college students. When a studdimdd, its effects may lack celerity and
certainty. If the student’s financial support lesfrom student loans he may have
needed the funds but it could be years before hedgepay the money, therefore the
fine lacks celerity. If the student is supportedhitg/parents, then the fine lacks celerity
and/or certainty unless he is held responsiblé¢hfeirfine by his parents.

Criminal records also lack fundamental deterremopgrties because the students
will not likely seek employment in the immediateéurte. If a student is not concerned
about the impact of having a criminal record uygiars later while he is searching for a
career, the punishment lacks celerity (Beccari@4).7 As stated, celerity and certainty
are the most important factors of deterrence; thezesimply increasing the harshness of
the penalty will not likely result in greater detance.

The alcohol control policy attempts to enhancerdgland certainty of penalties
for drug and alcohol violations in the student dapan. Celerity is represented by
jeopardizing the student’s eligibility to remaindollege, which brings an immediate
concern to the student. Certainty is attachetiémenalty since students recognize that
the alcohol control policy is applied to any stuleegardless of age, for all drug and

alcohol violations anywhere in the county in whthle university is located.



Students may not be fully aware of the alcohol c@rdolicy at their university.

If the students are not aware of the consequerefeseithey engage in alcohol and drug-
related behavior, then the policy does not prodeierrence to them. The ultimate goal
of the policy is to prevent alcohol and drug ablosfore it occurs.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the itnglttie alcohol control policy
on students at the subject university. The alcabatrol policy was originally
implemented to reduce the dangers created by abakiohol and drug use by college
students. At the time of this study, the policg bbaen in effect for five years. The
university was uncertain of the policy’s impacttbe student body’s behavior towards
alcohol and drugs.

This study sought to identify strengths and weakee®f the policy by reviewing
students’ responses to sanctions. Once thoseagteeand weaknesses are known,
administrators can maximize the effectiveness efpblicy. These actions can decrease
the risks of dangerous conduct such as sexual lessagsault and battery, driving under
the influence and drug and alcohol abuse while jatstecting the academic integrity of
the campus by eliminating the distractions thatcarngsed by alcohol and drugs. This
policy has the potential to create a safer atmasgpioe all students on and off campus
and increase the quality of education at this usite

This research questions guiding this study were:

1. Does the alcohol control policy impact sanctionedients’ behavior, and if

so, what impact does it have?
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2. What types of relationships exist, if any, betw demographic segments of the
student population and alcohol control policy vimas?
LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Surveys were utilized as an instrument to coliiatd from students who were
sanctioned under the alcohol control policy. Sumesponses from the students who
were sanctioned per the alcohol control policy wessumed to be truthful.

Respondent’s truthfulness could be affected by theareness of being studied. Factors
influencing responses and behavior besides theetsiiy’s policy are out of the
researcher’s control. These include factors ssathanges in the availability of venues
for parties, bar regulations, fraternity partiesvg regulations, or popularity of football
games. ltis also assumed that any behavior noadiidin did not occur from individual
changes such as maturity or any other circumstasttanges.

Students who had been sanctioned by the alcohiglypaill be surveyed as
opposed to conducting exhaustive surveys of theeestudent body. The sample size
was calculated statistically to be representatii® student body. The results of the
data were limited to violations of the alcohol aohpolicy that were discovered and
processed by the student judicial committee ordatercement within the county. This
data was limited to the number of offenders sanetilp not how many violations have
occurred. An additional limitation was that thidipy is relatively new and that it may

not have had sufficient time to be fully internalizby the student body.
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DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

Significant terms included in this study are deflras follows:

Alcohol and drug violations Driving under the influence, Minor in possessodn
alcohol, Use of false identification, Possessionatotics, Public intoxication,
Possession of Drug Paraphernalia (State of Miggigs2004).

Alcohol Control Policy- A policy adopted by the university in this stutgt
states that students will be on probation for thest alcohol violation and suspended
upon their second violation while still on probatigJniversity of Mississippi, 2011).

Binge Drinking- having 5 or more drinks in one sitting (SheffieDarkes, Del
Boca & Goldman, 2005).

Celerity— With respect to punishment, knowing that punishtwill occur
immediately (Williams & McShane, 2010).

Certainty— With respect to punishment, knowing that theighment will occur
assuredly (Williams & McShane, 2010).

Deterrence- Applying just enough pain to offset the pleafnait gained from
the crime (Williams & McShane, 2010).

Dry Campus- College campuses that restrict the possessioansumption of
alcohol (Taylor, Johnson, Voas & Turrisi, 2006).

Fine— a monetary fee that is applied to the offendea punishment for a crime
(Hirschfield et al, 2005).

Greek— any event relating to social fraternity and sibydunctions (avigne,

Witt, Wood, Laforge & DeJong, 2008).
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Probation— A period of time lasting at least one semestegmthe student’s
behavior is under review. Any illegal behavioridgrthis time will cause further
punishment (Hirschfield, Edwardson & McGovern, 2D05

Severity- With respect to punishment, knowing that theiglument will be harsh
(Williams & McShane, 2010).

Sanction- A punitive administrative penalty designed tormeand a student
under the university’s alcohol and drug controligp(University of Mississippi, 2011).

SUMMARY

Drug and alcohol use has been ingrained in studdntre as a normal part of the
college experience. This environment is suppdoiethe large Greek organization
presence, the atmosphere of devoted and enthadiasijating at sporting events and a
lively downtown night life just minutes from theropus. Because the available options
for punishment do not impact students in the samenar as they impact adults,
conventional penalties do not provide a strongrdetee among students. Current
penalties may not provide the necessary celeritiycantainty that effective deterrence
requires.

The intent of the alcohol control policy is to f#ot students and the community
from reckless behavior that is caused by alcohdlding use as well as protecting the
academic integrity of the campus. By providingalges that affect students in the
present time frame, the alcohol control policy pdeg the element of celerity. By
applying the policy universally to all students &k drug and alcohol violations in the
county in which the university is located, the pglprovides certainty because students

know that they will be punished. This study examdithe impact of this university’s
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alcohol control policy in order to determine thadiof effect it has on deterrence of
students.

Chapter 2 will provide a review of related and aggile literature on the subject
of deterrence, alcohol and drug control policied historical events that preceded the
alcohol control policy. Chapter 3 contains the meeblogical design that will be
implemented such as descriptions of the populatampling, instruments, and data

analysis.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION

There are many factors that must be considered whisersity officials review
an alcohol control policy. First, officials musttdrmine why an alcohol control policy is
a necessity on their campus. This implicates amaxation of the environment on the
college campus. Next, theoretical guidelines sthéwel considered as well as the
development of non-enforcement related alternafj@sgson, 2010).

This review of literature will reveal that thereas environmental factor that
gives the illusion of supporting the abuse of atda@nd drugs (Hingson, 2010). This
occurs when the student arrives at college witkxgrectation of attending parties with
alcohol frequently and other promiscuous behawvias given that impression by peers
after arrival. This mindset leads students to estimate what kind of behaviors are the
norms during college in order to fulfill their praaceived notions about college and
drinking (Hingson, 2010).

Next, the structure and content of other schodtsiteol policies as well as
student feedback will also be discussed in theewewf literature to demonstrate why
alcohol control policies are necessary on univexaimpuses. Further examination will

determine which specific populations are at greatsis for binge drinking and abusive
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alcohol behavior. This section will evaluate othspects of alcohol control policies
which may have additional impact on reduction ofgei drinking.

The review of literature will also present a symsikeof studies that applied the
Classical Deterrence Theory to evaluation of otlreversities’ alcohol and drug control
policies. A critical factor for the developmentsafccessful deterrence is the element of
certainty. Students must know that the applicatibsanctions are certain if they are
caught violating the policy. Additionally, the tenframe in which the inflicted penalty
will affect the student, referred to as celerityaifactor that must be considered when
university officials construct alcohol control pmdis. Another principle of classical
theory is that the policies and penalties for suickations must be widely and readily
known by all members of the community. Researchfother universities will be
evaluated to determine which aspects of alcohdirobpolicies are supported as well as
their impact on delinquent behavior. Classicalddeince Theory will be applied to some
aspects of alcohol control policies in order toedeiine if the polices are consistent with
the theory’s basic principles.

Successful behavior modification can be ensureld prvoper support. The
elements of certainty and celerity are importardiszourage students from engaging in
reckless use of alcohol and drugs, however ongelation is discovered, there should be
also be non-enforcement related follow-up duringfter the sanctions occur. These
items will be discussed with recent research rdledecounseling, group discussions and
parental involvement.

Finally, historical events that led to the creatadithis university’'s alcohol

control policy as well as the university's curraftohol control policy will be reviewed.
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The resulting first and second offense penaltidish&iexplained in addition to
definitions of offenses which constitute a violatiof the policy.
PERSUASIVE ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

There are many occasions on which alcohol may piatgnbe consumed by
students on the campus grounds. It is importanngiitutions of higher learning to
create guidelines that will manage alcohol consion@nd provide remedies when
guidelines are exceeded. Mitchell, Toomey and Bnk2005) examined the alcohol
policies at 73 four year colleges in the northemtéd States. This survey did not
evaluate enforcement related penalties, but rgtblkcies on the use and possession of
alcohol on campus. This information can be relet@agauging a school’s party culture.
The university in this current study exercises laolt@l control policy that seems to be
consistent with the majority of schools featuredhis survey. Most schools in the study
allowed alcohol possession and consumption on carapspecial events. The majority
of schools showed a lack of initiative against amialcohol consumption as they did not
prohibit use of alcohol at Greek functions nor tiidy prohibit bar advertisement in the
school newspaper. Many schools also failed toideoa variety of alcohol-free events
on campus.

Items the subject university prohibited also wesepermitted by many other
schools. This included the prohibition of keg nsecampus, alcohol use in the dorms,
alcohol sales at sporting events and on-campus Iliteappears that the university’s
alcohol control policies are consistent with otfear year colleges (Mitchell et al, 2005).
However, it should be noted that many of the faearycolleges examined in this chapter

reported having problems with alcohol abuse on ecamp
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Fraternity and sorority functions contribute sigeahtly to the environment of
various universities. Fairlie, DeJong, Stevens@vjgne & Wood (2010) published a
study that examined fraternity and sorority memlaes their alcohol use. The study
focused on the frequency of alcohol consumptiorgramness of alcohol policies and
behavioral difference among members and leadefseadrganization. This study
surveyed 1483 members of sororities and fratemitiEhe average respondent was 19-20
years old.

The researchers found that 92% of the respondewtgxperienced at least one
alcohol related consequence since the beginnitigeodemester. An alcohol related
consequence could be anything from experiencingng lover, vomiting, fighting or
being arrested. Approximately 20% of Greek orgaimbn members admitted driving a
vehicle under the influence of alcohol at leasteoimcthe past month. The role of
leadership in the Greek organization was foundettmbonsequential regarding safety
concerns such as driving under the influence (ieagtl al., 2010).

As Fairlie et al.’s (2010) research indicates,&RBrparticipants engage in risky
behavior while consuming alcohol. This data intksahat the Greek environment could
be influential towards binge drinking. SimilareSimone (2009) conducted a study in
2009 which examined the relationship between celfegternity and sorority members
and their alcohol consumption. The researcher ctedal40 schools and surveyed
40,030 participants. It was discovered that 47%mefrespondents participated in binge
drinking about twice a week. Fraternity members &&%% higher probability of binge
drinking overall and showed a 16% increase in tmalver of binge drinking occasions

over non-Greek affiliated students.
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The potential disparity of alcohol and drug constiarpbetween public
universities and private institutions has beenstigated. Dong-Chul & Kaigang (2009)
surveyed 76,542 students from 113 public and prieatleges in order to determine if
differences existed between institutions for thenhar of students participating in binge
drinking and marijuana usage. The researchers fthatdl5% of students had used
marijuana in the last 30 days and that 39% of stigdead engaged in binge drinking in
the past 30 days. It is important to note that @3y of the respondents had Greek
affiliations. There was not a significant distiioct in alcohol and drug use between
private and public institutions.

THE NECESSITY OF ALCOHOL CONTROL POLICIES

Research has been conducted at various collegeusasipcross the United
States to determine the reasons why alcohol coptiaties are necessary. Research has
shown the presence of a trend for students to iodkerlge in alcohol consumption which
can cause an assortment of problems (Sheffieldkd3abDel Boca and Goldman, 2005).
This type of behavior has been shown to negatiatfct students’ academic
performance and personal safety (Dejong et al.7R00

Dejong, Towvim and Schneider (2007) published dysthat surveyed students
at 32 four-year institutions about alcohol conpolicies. The students were polled on
several aspects of the policies to determine whpgrtific features of the policies were
supported by students, and which features wersuported. Results revealed that
students did not oppose enforcement related iteitis &s stricter penalties, particularly

when the enforcement relates to violence or sagefgh as driving under the influence.
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Two other methods of alcohol control were examiriaghiting alcohol
availability and campus management. These woulthpemented by eliminating drink
specials at bars and liquor stores that promotétherice, high consumption that is the
focus of college students and by removing any kihalcohol sponsorship or
advertisement at sporting events, respectivegmstfrom these two categories were less
supported by students (Dejong et al, 2007). Thgses of alcohol policy enforcements
threaten the party culture.

If students are left unregulated, they are unlikelynoderate their alcohol use.
As Dejong et al (2007) found, students are willieogonform to certain regulations if
there is an immediate life or safety threat; howekey are still reluctant to minimize
alcohol use on campus. Lavigne, Witt, Wood, Lafargd DeJong (2008) surveyed 510
college students about their support for alcohokia policies. Students supported all
safety-related guidelines, such as enforcementle$ prohibiting driving under the
influence, alcohol-related violence and other \tiolas that relate to safety concerns.
However, the students did not support factorsttivaatened their party culture.
Guidelines that students did not support rangeah bminating low price-high
consumption drink specials at bars and liquor sttinat target college students,
prohibiting alcohol sponsorship and advertisemésparting events, undercover
enforcement operations performed by law enforcera#fiters, and reducing alcohol
consumption at Greek functions.

Students willingly accepted enforcement-relatediglimes pertaining to safety
concerns, perhaps obligatorily, however they olkgtd any guideline that attempted to

reduce alcohol consumption (Lavigne, 2008). Stuslamre unwilling to accept that high
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alcohol consumption has a relationship to deatkdsrgaries. In Lavigne’s (2008) study,
college students did not appear to acknowledgeallcahol consumption is a problem.

Several colleges and universities have taken aleragproach to alcohol control
polices (Taylor et al., 2006). These schools barthedise of alcohol in all forms on their
campuses. However, this is no guarantee that allgelated problems will not occur.
Taylor, Johnson, Voas and Turrisi (2006) studiedghtterns of drinking related
problems and the demographics of students who srexled in colleges with dry
campuses. The study surveyed 9,703 students avéstern universities. The results
indicated that dry campuses still suffer from thme alcohol related issues as other
college campuses. They concluded that the demligrgpoup most susceptible to
alcohol abuse was male Greek-affiliated students wére under the age of 21. The
results indicate that simply prohibiting the usealgiohol does not change behavior.
Operating a dry campus is among the strictest alamdnsumption policies available and
in this case the option did not prevent studemisifabusing alcohol.

Slym, Day and McCambridge (2007) polled studentsbdt colleges in England
about their perceptions of alcohol abuse. Only M%e college students
acknowledged that alcohol consumption is a proldertheir campus. Mitchedt al
estimate that 1 in 10 students have experiencks@sit one blackout in the past two
weeks. Additionally, 29.2% of students admitteditiving under the influence. Despite
the students perceptions that alcohol was not lalgmg Slymet al’s research indicated
that alcohol related deaths increased by 3% in 2B@%gyson, 2010).

To further investigate the necessity of alcoholtoarpolicies, Sheffield et al.

(2005) surveyed 762 college students at various@es in the southeast United States.
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They questioned students about their drinking pagtand their alcohol related problems.
The survey revealed that 84% of college studentswme alcohol and 25% are admitted
binge drinkers. The binge drinkers were three sime likely to experience problems
relating to school, relationships, jobs or legaliss.

Alcohol consumption policies also are necessamamtain the academic
integrity of the learning environment. In a stuafywestern U.S. universities, it was
observed that students who drank alcohol on a aedpalsis had lower grades as
compared to students who consumed alcohol lesadrgly and in lesser amounts
(Taylor et al, 2006). The researchers found actlireverse relationship between amount
of alcohol consumed and GPA. The research algoatet! that alcohol could increase
the frequency of legal, social and job-related fwis (Taylor et al, 2006).

In 2004 there were 1700 alcohol related deaths gmoltege students in the
United States. Additionally, there were 500,00fbhbl related injuries (Sheffield et al,
2007). The potential for death and injury is ttrersgest grounds for alcohol control
policies and enforcement on college campuses.

Grubesic and Pridemore (2011) examined the relstiprbetween violence and
alcohol at a university in Ohio. The researchecsied alcohol outlets within the
community, alcohol outlets being establishments $k# alcohol, such as bars and liquor
stores. Next, they examined police data relatinigt¢idences of simple assault, which
involves no weapons, and aggravated assault, vilmaiives the use of a weapon
capable of causing great bodily harm or death.ré€kearchers confirmed a spatial
relationship between an alcohol outlet and violen&s the distance increased from an

alcohol outlet, the risk of simple assault or aggtad assault also decreased.
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Safety is a paramount reason for the existencé&ohal control policies as cited
in a study conducted by Burnett et al. (200Bhe Journal of Applied Communication
Researclpublished research that examined the factordehdtto date rape. The
researchers interviewed male and female collegkesta for their experiences on the
topic. Many of the respondents identified alcodwodl drugs as a contributing factor.
Additionally, many of the females stated that tfedyparticularly vulnerable at fraternity
parties because of the environment that is crdateddcohol and expectations of sex
(Burnett et al., 2009).

Similarly, Krebs et al. (2009) conducted a stucht #xamined how many college-
aged women have experienced sexual assault dim@ngcbllege careers and how many
of these instances included the usage of alcohdiugs. The researchers surveyed 5446
women from two separate universities. They wereadskthey had ever been sexually
assaulted during college and if so, the circum&aheading to the assault. Nineteen
percent of the senior women indicated they had kegnally assaulted since entering
college. Of these women, 16% reported that they werapacitated at the time of the
assault. Forced sexual assault was reported by 6t9éspondents. Alcohol and drugs
were a contributing factor in all of the sexualaagts. The women had been drugged
without their knowledge, had been drinking voluiyaor were using drugs which
contributed to the circumstances that related écsthxual assault (Krebs et al., 2009).

Foubert, Garner & Thaxter (2006) sought to discdwew the consumption of
alcohol at fraternity parties could affect the cemsual nature of sexual encounters. The

researchers surveyed male members of a fratetn@ygautheastern university. The
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survey contained questions regarding circumstawbes they ask for consent prior to
sex and if not, why they did not seek explicit \&rtonsent.

The researchers found that when alcohol was indoltee fraternity men were
less likely to obtain explicit verbal consent fovariety of reasons. Responses indicated
that the men were more likely to misinterpret btahyguage and other non-verbal
suggestions as an implied understanding that thallewanted to participate in sexual
activity (Foubert, Garner & Thaxter, 2006). Thesearch is an example relevant to the
proposed research because it demonstrated thesad¥féects of alcohol consumption
and because it revealed potential consequencassaparvised fraternity parties.
Without the deterrent of a well-designed alcohaitoal policy on university campuses
and at Greek functions in particular, females apeeially at risk for sexual assault and
rape.

A comparable study by Nicholson et al. (1998) wasduicted to examine the
involvement of alcohol in unwanted sexual encowgtape and non-sexual violence.
The researchers surveyed 1084 college studentsywere18-22 years of age, from a
large university. The respondents were askeckif ttad been involved in an unwanted
sexual encounter. If so, they were asked if theyevthe victim or perpetrator of the act
and if alcohol was involved in the incident.

Women who were the victim of an unwanted sexuabenter reported that
alcohol was involved in 87.9% of the incidents.aMNg two thirds of all of the female
rape victims reported the contribution of alcolvahjle 77.5% of males who admitted to
being the aggressor stated they were using al@thbk time of the rape. Alcohol was

involved in 77.6% of women experiencing repeatatimiization of unwanted sexual
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encounters. The research indicated that nearly &8 male on female non-sexual
violence involved alcohol. Furthermore, nearly 76Pall male on male violence
involved alcohol (Nicholson et al., 1998).

Similarly, Thompson, Sitterle, Clay and Kingree @ZDinterviewed women who
had been victims of sexual assault to determinehwfactors prevent women from
reporting abuse. Respondents stated alcohol ieaaga that led to the sexual assault
and they were reluctant to report their abuse Isatithe perception alcohol mitigated
the circumstances and caused them to share theblbearly 80% of respondents felt
that their sexual assault was not worth reportiecglise of factors such as alcohol use
between the offender and the victim.

This recent research indicates that alcohol copimbties are essential because
without regulation, college students are unlikelyrioderate their alcohol consumption.
It is important for students to control their alobhonsumption because of the
relationship that alcohol has with increased liketid of legal, social, academic and
financial troubles. The over-consumption of alddies been shown to have a negative
impact on students’ GPAs, which contradicts thenatle for attending college. Even
more importantly, excess alcohol consumption l¢adke increased potential for death,
violence and sexual assault. The primary conceamy alcohol policy is for the safety
of the campus.

CLASSICAL DETERRENCE THEORY

Rhodes, Singleton, McMillan & Perrino (2005) apgdli€lassical Deterrence

Theory principles in a study which surveyed 101&ishts at five universities to

determine how many of them were aware of their sihalcohol policy and how this
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knowledge affected their drinking patterns. Thaitssindicated that 69% of the students
were aware of a written policy, but only 35.9% waveare of the existence of penalties
for violating the policy. Furthermore, studentsonkere unaware of the policy were
more likely to binge drink as compared to studevite were aware of the policy.

To further support this notion, Hirschfield, Edwsoth and McGovern (2005)
evaluated 24 universities’ alcohol control policiedost of their investigation focused on
the accessibility, clarity, comprehensiveness aridreement procedures of the policies.
Their research showed that over half of the pdigwere rated as very confusing,
confusing or moderately understandable. Theirfigsl also revealed that policies were
not always enforced uniformly. Only 8.3% of theipigs had specific guidelines for
penalties per offense. Over half of the policiesewnot rated as being easily accessible
from the school’'s website. Fewer than 55% of ttesls had defined enforcement
procedures listed in their policy.

The Hirschfield et al. (2005) survey demonstratedtiple violations of the
fundamental foundation of classical deterrencerthe@esare Beccaria (1764) wrote that
if laws are obscure so that society is unawar@@f existence or unclear on their
meanings, then those laws cannot provide propermeice. This contention is supported
by the finding that over half of the respondentiiagated their school’s policy was
confusing or difficult to understand or moderatehderstandable, implying a greater
need of clarity in school policies.

Students who participated in the Hirschfield e{2005) study stated that their
school’s policy was not enforced consistently. sT¢tontradicts the necessity of certainty

and consistency of punishment in classical thedirgtudents are unsure of the
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punishment they will receive or whether they wdteive punishment, then the factors
are compromised. Jeremy Bentham stated that anl@sepercussions must be explicit
and enforced without discretion as not to resuibequities (Williams & McShane,
2010). This is particularly violated by the 91. 0¥schools in the Hirschfield et al.
(2005) study which did not have specific guidelif@senforcement per offense listed in
their policy

Similarly, The Journal of American College Hea(2000) published a study that
applied classical deterrence theory to a collegepce in Albany, New York. This study
examined complaints and student misconduct stemfrng alcohol misuse during a
seven year period, ranging from academic year 19®P- through 1998-1999. During
this timeframe, a committee was formed to increasecollege students’ awareness of
local and state laws and the penalties for commiomes that frequently accompany
abusive drinking (Gebhardt, Kaphingst & DeJong,®00

In 1991, the committee also established a telephotime that local residents
could call to report troublesome student behavidiise committee sought to deter
complaints by educating students and making theareawf the penalties for common
violations such as use and possession of a fakéfidation, indecent exposure,
vandalism, public intoxication and noise ordinam#ations. Pamphlets and fliers were
distributed on campus and meetings were conduciibdsarcial organizations such as
Greek affiliations. In addition, the committeguested that the local police department
increase their presence in neighborhoods and isert@ir enforcement of these

commonly violated laws (Gebhardt et al., 2000).
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The results over the seven year period indicatieenal that demonstrated as the
awareness of the penalties and presence of lawcemi@nt increased, complaints of
student misconduct decreased. The number of camplan the telephone hotline
decreased during the time frame of this study dk Wlice citation records indicated
that fewer citations were issued at the end ofithe frame of this study. Inversely,
arrest data indicates that arrests increased tewhedend of the study due to increased
police presence. In addition to this data, permaresidents of the neighborhoods
adjacent to campus confirmed behavior had dranigticaproved among the students
(Gebhardt et al., 2000).

The effort that the committee put forth to increagelent awareness of the
penalties of violations is consistent with onehad thain tenants of awareness in classical
theory. As police presence and arrests increastteineighborhoods, the students
perceived that they would be swiftly caught andigled if they were violating the law
(Gebhardt et al., 2000).

NON-ENFORCEMENT RELATED ALTERNATIVES

Many studies have been conducted to determinetb@equire compliance
among students in regards to alcohol control pediciThe options include punitive
measures to enforce the guidelines of the polisigsh as suspensions, fines and/or
community service. Other non-punitive options hbgen explored in hopes that a less
confrontational style of enforcement can help stislenderstand the principles of the
alcohol control policies, why these policies existl why it is in everyone’s best interest

that the policies are adhered to by students (img2010).
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Hingson (2010) performed a meta-analysis which exadicomponents of
various alcohol programs, the prevalence of alcoélalted problems and effective
enforcement strategies on university campusesgdsim investigated intervention
strategies which utilized individual level counsgli normative education, parental
initiatives, and environmental interventions. Tdefrategies were evaluated to
determine which had the most impact on deterriogtadl abuse.

Individual level interventions were shown to be thest effective method. This
consisted of the student speaking with a sponser eriodic basis about his alcohol use.
This occurred on group and individual levels. #smshown that individual level
counseling had better results than group level selimy. Long term follow ups
conducted from 4 weeks to 195 weeks from the ittianseling showed that the
student’s alcohol consumption was reduced (Hing26m0).

Normative education interventions were used to attustudents on what
comprises normal alcohol-related behavior. In tagearch, 7275 college students were
offered normative education interventions. The gtiodind many students had a
tendency to overestimate how much alcohol theirpeensumed. In this intervention
strategy, statistics were used to demonstrateetstirdents how much alcohol the
average student drinks. This approach was efiettcause if students overestimated
their peers’ consumption, they might consume momder to fit in with preconceived
social norms. The normative education intervenéipproach was found to produce
reductions in drinking behavior (Hingson, 2010).

In the same study, a parent initiative techniquse used. This technique

consisted of the college sending a 45 page handimostkidents’ parents. The handbook
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contained guidelines and suggestions for parerdpdak to their children about
responsible alcohol use as well as informationhenstchool’s alcohol policies. This
helped bring awareness to both the parents anstuldents about alcohol policies and
use. This method was shown to reduce alcohol eopgan among participants
(Hingson, 2010).

The final method the researcher studied was emwiemtal intervention. This
technique studies the college environment anadhitsence on students’ alcohol
consumption. In one particular example, high stktalents were surveyed. Results
showed college-bound high school students consuessdalcohol than non college-
bound high school students. However, once in gelléhe college students drank
considerably more alcohol than non-college peeod the same age. The results support
existence of a strong influence on college campw$esh compels students to consume
more alcohol than their non-college age peers ($6ng2010).

Despite all listed techniques to reduce recklesshall consumption, binge
drinking, driving under the influence (DUI) and alol related injuries continue to rise
among college students (Hingson, 2010). The enmsottal factors on college campuses
provide an influence to over-consume alcohol. Teéednexists for a stronger deterrent
among college students. Enforcement related prtoesdare essential to provide
deterrence, however the combination of alternatie¢hods can provide better results.
Hingson’s (2010) research indicates that by praxgjdiounseling, the student may be
able to make better decisions and reach a bettmrstanding of alcohol consumption.

Similarly, Carey, Henson, Carey and Maisto (20@8)duicted a study of 198

students’ alcohol violations at a private northwestuniversity. The students were
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polled about their alcohol use and then assigneshéoof two interventions. One group
had a brief motivational intervention (BMI) in wini¢hey would consult with a
counselor. The second group was assigned to ctartpke Alcohol 101 interactive
computer program. Each student was assessededineasne month, three months and
at 12 months post intervention. The results ofstinely revealed that the BMI produced a
significant reduction in alcohol consumption whempared to the students who
received the Alcohol 101 computer program treatment

This study demonstrates that students may notdaptige to the alcohol
education as administrators had anticipated. $tsdaay have perceived the online
alcohol education course as a chore rather thaaraihg experience. The addition of
human interaction of the BMI provided students vathopportunity to speak about their
perception of alcohol use. This type of interattian lead to valuable feedback between
the counselor and the student.

HISTORICAL EVENTS PRIOR TO THE ALCOHOL CONTROL POClV

The university under study experienced a serigsagfc events involving the
deaths of students and a university employee I¢édetamplementation of the alcohol
control policy. The first incident occurred in Felary 2003. A 19 year old student was
driving her vehicle on one of the city’s main roadsight when she was struck head-on
by another vehicle. The other driver was a 19 pédstudent who had a blood alcohol
concentration of 0.19g/dL, which is over double tdgal limit of 0.08g/dL for drivers

who are 21 years of age or older (Hutter, 2011).
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In September 2004, another alcohol-related studiesth occurred. The student
was attempting to cross the highway as a pedesti@m she was struck by an
intoxicated student (Hutter, 2011).

Awareness of abusive alcohol-related behavior avesm®peaked in October 2006
when a university police officer was killed by adent who was driving under the
influence. The officer initiated a traffic stop tire student’s vehicle. The student
became uncooperative and fled in his vehicle. dffieer was dragged by the vehicle as
he attempted to remove the driver from the care dfficer died soon afterward as a
result of his head injuries (Hutter, 2011).

Following the incident, university officials belied it was time to take the
initiative of the alcohol-related problems. Onevensity official stated that weekend
drinking had reached an unacceptable level (Karseng2003). Ten days after the
officer’s death, university officials announced thgosition of an alcohol control policy.
The Assistant Dean of Students stated that theypslintent was to restrict any drug or
alcohol-related behavior which is either illegalatmusive. The policy was crafted to be
similar to another large southern university’s alalocontrol policy which also was
enacted in 2006 (Hutter, 2011).

THE UNIVERSITY'S CURRENT ALCOHOL CONTROL POLICY

This university’s alcohol control policy is in tls¢udent manual distributed to
each student upon registration. The alcohol copwbcy is introduced with a statement
that explains its purpose of maintaining the intggf the educational mission of the
university by preserving a safe and academic enment. Many of the acts that threaten

the scholastic environment of the campus are atdiesult of alcohol misuse or abuse.
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Any unlawful sale, manufacture, possession, disticim or consumption of alcohol is
prohibited by the University and thus constitutasadation of the alcohol control policy
(The University of Mississippi, 2009).

Any criminal violation of the aforementioned cateigs is a de facto violation of
the university policy and thus, a violation of #ideohol control policy. Such criminal
offenses include but are not limited to: possessioconsumption of alcohol by any
person under 21 years of age; driving under tHaente; any inappropriate behavior as a
result of alcohol consumption leading to a crimiciarge of public intoxication;
distribution of alcohol without a permit; possessa beer and light wines by any person
of any age in the dry portions of the campus latatghin the county; participation in
drinking games and the use of rapid consumptiomiigcies and devices; the possession
of alcohol by any person of any age in the univgssacademic and housing buildings
and the sale or consumption of alcoholic beverag#sn the university athletic venues
during intercollegiate athletic events. Additidgahny misuse of prescription drugs or
the possession, use or sale of drugs and drughmaragdia is a criminal offense and thus
a violation of university policy and is subjectdanctions per the alcohol control policy
(The University of Mississippi, 2009).

Any violations of this policy will result in admisirative disciplinary action as
well as the possibility of criminal charges andiwil liability. Information regarding a
student’s behavior may be released to their paretitsy are under the age of twenty
one. When students are found in violation of @ofabl or drug offense, they will be put
on probation for the remainder of the current seares addition to the next full

semester. Students will receive their first samcper the guidelines of the policy as
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outlined below. If a second violation occurs dgrthis probationary period, they will be
required to appear before the university judic@lmcil. If a plea or finding of guilty
results, the student will be suspended from theausity for one full semester (The
University of Mississippi, 2009).

The sanction also requires the student to atteradcaiol and drug education
program. The student will be responsible for agsfor fines associated with the
program. In addition, the student will be requitegherform community service.

Student organizations, such as Greek affiliatians,subject to the same rules and
penalties as individual students (The Universityvkidsissippi, 2009).

If a student is found to have committed a subsetuietation during their
probationary period, they will face a mandatorypgmsion from the university. The
university judicial council may choose to impose fuspension immediately or at the
end of the semester. The suspension must laat feast one complete fall or spring
semester. If a student organization is found atation of a subsequent offense while on
probation, it will lose the privilege of all socianctions for at least one complete fall or
spring semester (The University of Mississippi, 200

The findings of the university judicial council Wiiot be subject to appeal. These
are minimum sanctions; further punishment may h@owed as seen fit by the university
administration and judicial council. The factgloé case, extenuating circumstances and
prior history may be taken into consideration whetermining appropriate sanctions for
the student or student organization (The UniversitMississippi, 2009).

Students may also be held accountable for alcalbdaug related behavior that

occurs off campus. Any offense within the coumtyvhich the university is located is
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eligible for sanctions. If the student is foundlywf a relevant criminal offense, the
guilty verdict shall be accepted by the univergiyicial council and the only purpose of
the judicial summit shall be to determine the appiaie sanction (The University of
Mississippi, 2009).

SUMMARY

College administrators must take several factots ccount when developing
alcohol control policies. The first step in dey®hay an alcohol control policy is to
examine the environmental factors which encourbgebuse of alcohol and drugs. By
identifying these elements, they can develop acpdhat can attempt to control them. A
cooperative environment between students and adirators is the most important step
in maintaining a safe college campus. Taking steiscourage environmental factors
persuasive to alcohol and drug use should be viesedproactive approach to reducing
alcohol abuse.

When administrators have developed a policy, thagt determine if the policy
has the foundational elements of classical deteeréimeory. These characteristics help
students maintain awareness of the policy’s extgtemd the associated penalties for
violating the policy. Itis critical that both #iese components are present in order for
the policy to provide deterrence. Additionallyetbenalties must be enforced uniformly
and consistently without discretion. If the stuidesre certain that the rules will be
enforced in a swift manner, then deterrence isigeak These criteria can be satisfied by
instructing faculty and staff to brief studentsadcohol control policies at their first

meeting with signed acknowledgements of their ustdeding of the policy.
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Periodically, students could be reminded of theantrpolicy along with updates
of the policy throughout their college career. rtRaer awareness could result from
posting the policy publicly on the school websitethe school handbook and with
occasional email regarding the school’s policy adl as enforcing every known
violation according to the policy.

Ideally, students would reduce their alcohol comgtion and reckless behavior
after having contact regarding policy violationghis can be achieved by choosing the
best enforcement options when developing the polkgombination of punitive
measures as well as education and counseling sessmuld be the preferred option for
the policy’s enforcement. The combined approachldvbave a higher probability of
modifying the student’s behavior. Such an effectld be the ultimate deterrence, as the
purpose of deterrence is to prevent future miscohidiher than to punish or repay a
societal debt (Beccaria, 1764).

Alcohol control policies have been proven necesbaryarious student surveys
and historical events. The research demonstrasesollege students are particularly
susceptible to alcohol abuse, and due to this afheyeare more likely to experience
problems. These problems can threaten the inyegfrihe professional learning
environment on campus in addition to student welfar

Chapter 3 will describe the research questionglamdhstruments that will be
used to obtain information. The sample populatwihbe identified and relevant data

collected will be analyzed for application to tlesearch questions.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
INTRODUCTION

Since this university’s alcohol control policy ilementation in 2006, the
administration had received little organized feadbeoncerning the impact of the policy.
The impact of the policy was assessed by first exaug the number of recorded
violations per school year. All students who weaactioned for violations of the alcohol
control policy, regardless of their current enra@imstatus, were contacted via email and
asked to participate in an online survey regardlegr perceptions, reactions and
responses to their sanctions per the alcohol combtwy. The researcher received
permission from the Dean of Students to obtairethail addresses of the students who
have been sanctioned per the alcohol control policy

A utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 2008) wias most beneficial method to
evaluate this university’s alcohol control policiatton (2008) stated most program
evaluations are conducted by an authority figui facus exclusively on the results of
the program. Utilization-focused evaluations, hegreoccur as a proactive approach to
program appraisal. They provide a potential lesgriienefit that standard evaluative
mandates fail to offer. The crux of a utilizatiosetised evaluation is the intended use, by

intended users. According to Patton (2008), thgueht of the outcome of the
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evaluation is based upon utility and action useledsrmined by the intended users,
rather than an independent source.

This study was conducted in three stages. Thiesliep of conceptualization
examined the motivation to conduct the evaluatidncording to Preskill and Torres,
evaluations commence with the desire to “exploeertbed for a particular program, or a
desire to understand the effects or impact of gromant process or program” (1999, p.
76). As a result, the researcher asked the De&tudents and the Assistant Dean of the
Office of Student Conduct, “What would you likeknow about the alcohol control
policy that would make a difference in what youathal what feedback from students are
you seeking?” The second question was particuiarhortant because the students’
behaviors and reactions to the enforcement of ttieypwere of primary interest in
determining if the policy was linked to behaviochbnges and results in students
abstaining from or reducing alcohol and drug use.

The second conceptualization stage consistedtefrdaing who would benefit
from this evaluation. Mendelow referred to thes#ivitluals as “stakeholders” (1997, p.
177) or as defined by Patton (2008), those who laastake in the evaluation findings.
The critical stakeholders in this evaluation welentified as the Dean of Students, the
Department of Health Promotions and the AssistagarDof the Office of Student
Conduct.

The third and final conceptualization stage cdedi®f developing a set of
evaluative questions. Questions were developethésurvey by querying the

stakeholders what questions that they considered imwgortant to the evaluation.
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The research questions guiding this study were:

1. Does the alcohol control policy impact sanctionedients’ behavior, and if

so, what impact does it have?

2. What types of relationships exist, if any, betw demographic segments of the

student population and alcohol control policy vimas?

POPULATION AND SAMPLE

This study was designed to evaluate the impattiealcohol control policy on
students at the subject university. The populabiothis study was comprised of 857
students who were sanctioned per the alcohol clopdtecy during the academic years
2007-2011 and attended the mandated Judicial AlaiebDrug Education (JADE) class
per the guidelines of the enforcement sanctiomefalcohol control policy. Students
who were sanctioned per the alcohol control patigging the study time frame were
contacted via email and invited to participatehe online survey. Privacy was assured
per the regulations of the Institutional Review BRb@RB). Participants were
encouraged to participate with the knowledge their tcontribution may help improve
the policy for future students.

The JADE program is built on the tenets of motwadil interviewing and brief
interventions. The program provides students atlopportunity to assess their own
risk level, identify potential changes in behavimreduce alcohol and drug use and help
reduce the risk of future problems or chargesirejab alcohol/drug use. The program
was designed to help students examine their owawehin a judgment-free
environment. The educators in the Office of He&Bltbmotion provide feedback and

guidance to affected students but ultimately thasilen to change behavior rests with the
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sanctioned student. The session notes and pageratating to JADE is confidential
and no personal information is disclosed to anyoreyding parents and the researcher,
without the student’s permission (Office of Hedftomotions, 2011).

The Dean of Students maintains a list of all shig who have been sanctioned by
the alcohol control policy since its inception.riaession was granted by the Dean of
Students to access the list of 857 students whe saamnctioned during the period under
study. To obtain confidence level of 95% with afedence interval of +/- 5%, a sample
size of 234 students was required.

DATA COLLECTION AND INSTRUMENTATION

The primary stakeholders were involved in selectirgresearch design. As the
intended users of the results of the survey, thesevinformed of and asked to evaluate
various design options. Based on previous discassibe researcher anticipated an
internet survey would be the most effective optidmternet surveys have both
advantages and disadvantages. Wolfer (2007) fthatdnternet surveys are desirable
because of their ability to automatically expogpenses into a database. This technique
allowed for responses to be directed to Microsaftdt 2003 thus eliminating the human
error potential associated with manual data enimernet surveys are more time-
efficient and more accurate as coding and datadrgstion errors are reduced.
Additionally, if the respondents were not availabieéhe time that the survey was
emailed, they were likely to discover it when thegurn to their computers. Non-
respondents could quickly be contacted with anotheail as opposed to frequent follow-

up telephone calls.
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Conversely, Wolfer (2007) also stated that onthefdisadvantages of internet
surveys is that as recently as 2000, only 41.5%noé¢rican households had internet
access. However, in this particular study, theeymwas emailed to the students’ school-
issued email address, which is utilized for oth@mppses on a regular basis. If the
student has since graduated, the survey was stdm tmail address that was listed in the
alumni directory. If the student left without greding, then his last known contact
information was utilized. The researcher beliehed internet access was not a limiting
factor for this survey. Comparably, Wolfer (20@dncluded that internet surveys can be
effective if the researcher focuses on a sampleaghikely to have internet access. Since
this survey focused on college students, it isttasissume that internet access was
available to most participants.

Because of the disadvantages of internet surtiegsesearcher and stakeholders
discussed several alternative methods. The fiestnative method eliminated from
consideration was a mailed survey. Mailed sunadys suffer from low response rates
(Wolfer, 2007). The researcher decided againsttiipie of survey to avoid the costs of
postage necessary for corresponding with eachighea respondent. The additional
time consumed by delivery and return was anotheofacontributing to eliminating this
option. Furthermore, mail surveys would requirerentedious coding and manual data
entry, which is simplified by the use of internatweys (Wolfer, 2007).

The stakeholders and investigator also consideiasito-face interviews.
Although his technique offers the advantage ofdhgh data collection, it would be very

time consuming to the researcher because of lgcatid scheduling issues with the

41



participant (Wolfer, 2007). As a result of thisailvantage, of face-to-face interviews
were eliminated from consideration.

Telephone surveys were the final technique evatual elephone surveys
provide many of the same advantages of face-toifdeeviews; however they are still
time-consuming to employ (Wolfer, 2007). For exdmpg may have been necessary to
call respondents several times before making cantaaller ID also makes it possible
for potential respondents to screen telephone.cBésause the respondent would be
likely to be at home during the telephone interviéws also possible that there would be
distractions and interruptions that impact therwitav. The same risks are present if the
telephone interview is conducted at a businessallyi long-distance charges could be
incurred, rendering this technique cost-prohibi{wolfer, 2007). Given the large
number of respondents in this evaluation, teleplsameeys would have been excessively
time-consuming and the number of respondents whie nat located in the local area
could have resulted in costly long-distance charges

The primary stakeholders participated in the eoeadf the survey instrument
(Appendix C). “Survey Monkey” software was prowidey the Assistant Dean of
Students to create the online survey.

According to Preskill and Torres (1999), all viesan be considered by involving
primary stakeholders in the development of the toies. The survey consisted of
guestions related to the theoretical aspects @frdetce theory. Questions indirectly
asked the respondent of their awareness of theyp®kertainty, celerity and severity of
punishment. Demographic questions were includet as the respondent’s age, race,

gender, residential status, status with respediass standing (freshman, sophomore,
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junior, senior) and grade point average. Finallyyey questions related to the student’s
past performance were posed. These questions eedprevious alcohol use, frequency
of use, negative effects such as missing classigdiyaltercations, driving under the
influence and other reckless behaviors.

This survey was the respondent’s opportunity tivjole a candid evaluation of
the university’s alcohol control policy. Severalegtions asked students about their
response to the policy in terms of their continakxbhol or drug use after being
sanctioned. Any patterns of admissions in thigestlwere of particular interest because
the policy’s ultimate goal is to reduce risk-takinghaviors among university students.
Furthermore, the survey asked respondents abaubttiaion of the current
implementation of the policy. Students could pdavsuggestions or feedback about the
effectiveness of the policy.

After the internet survey was approved by theedtalders, the Dean of Students
composed a recruitment letter (Appendix A), thailaed the nature of the survey, as
well as serving as the survey cover letter. Tktedevas compiled on university
letterhead and attached to email. The stakeholsdisved the name recognition of the
Dean of Students would improve the response ateinstruction page (Appendix B)
followed the Dean of Students’ letter.

The web address to access the survey was incladée icover letter. Informed
consent was obtained via an electronic signatwaewhas received automatically if the
student chooses to advance to the next page tesatteesurvey or they could choose not

to participate by exiting the website (Dillman, 200
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Potential respondents were advised that the swweeyd be activated on August
27, 2012 and would remain open for two weeks. Hegs after the initial survey
release, a reminder email was sent. A third emasd sent at the end of nine days
following the initial release. Due to a low respemate, the survey was reactivated for
an additional two weeks.

Finally, subjects were offered an iPod as an itizero respond. Porter and
Whitcomb (2003) established that survey responss i@uld be increased by offering a
lottery incentive. The research indicated thabfigring the possibility of a $100
incentive significantly increased response ratespared to the control group. Porter
and Whitcomb (2003) also found that response ragady tripled when they sent up to
three emails over a nine day period requestinggyaation in the survey.

DATA ANALYSIS

All data was analyzed by the researcher. Thereker has been trained in the
ethical principles and institutional polices govaghhuman subject research in
accordance with the Collaborative Institutionalifirag Initiative (CITI). The survey
data was compiled in a Microsoft Excel file andrth@ported into the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 2010. Statistialysis of the data was performed
through the use of descriptive statistics and l@ranalysis to quantitatively analyze
the data. Bivariate analysis was used to depigceampirical relationship(s) between the
variables

SUMMARY
The researcher conducted a utilization-focusetliatian of the university’s

alcohol control policy. University stakeholdereyided input concerning the
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information desired concerning the effects of tloelaol control policy. Questions
related to alcohol or drug consumption, changdselmavior because of the policy
sanction, demographics, and the student’s viewobEpwere posed in an internet survey
(Appendix C) that was sent to all 857 students Wéad violated the alcohol control

policy on campus during the project’s time fran@nly violations that occurred on
campus during this time frame were examined. Stisdesd four weeks to respond to the

survey. The results were analyzed following tlesgte of the survey.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
INTRODUCTION

The impact of the alcohol control policy on studeat the subject university was
measured using an online survey instrument, Su@ykey (2012 edition). This is an
automated online tool that sent the surveys t@8¥email addresses of past violators
provided by the Dean of Students. One hundreg se¥en students responded, yielding
a response rate of 19.5%. The information colttétem the survey was used to
determine associations between violators and deapbgr categories such as gender,
classification, grade point average, location ééiage and type of violation.

By participating in the survey, the students wevery an opportunity to describe
how the alcohol control policy has impacted th&hévior. In addition to several
multiple-choice demographic questions, studentgwgeren the option to write an essay
on their opinion of the alcohol control policy. dnder to encourage freely expressed
opinions, no guidelines were provided for the resgoformat. This essay section
provided much information from participants thatynhelp the university improve the
policy. The responses from the essay section vesiewed when the researcher
considered the implications of the research. Faeklbelated to the classical tenets of
deterrence theory was considered on how to adjespadlicy so that it more

appropriately suits the behaviors that it seeladidress.
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The university was unclear if their alcohol confpolicy has had any effect on
alcohol and drug-related behavior. Conventionalighuments for alcohol and drug
related crimes do not seem to provide effectivemence for college students (Hingson,
2010). Consequently, the purpose of this study evaluate the impact of the alcohol
control policy on students at the subject univgrsit

The research questions guiding this study are:

1 Does the alcohol and drug control policy impactcsaned students’

behavior, and if so, what impact does it have?
2. What types of relationships exist, if any, betw demographic segments of the
student population and alcohol control policy vimas?
ORGANIZATION OF DATA ANALYSIS

The responses from Survey Monkey were coded amatezhin an Excel
spreadsheet (Microsoft, 2010) for data organizagiot analysis. The frequency
distributions in Tables 1-6 and Figures 1-3 repnetiee number of response to each
element of the survey’s questions. The data inrdsicft Excel was analyzed by bivariate
analysis. The chi square test was chosen to canpameans between specific
demographic variables.

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS

Several demographic questions were fundamentaterishining if any
associations exist between certain demographic eetgnof the university and alcohol
policy violations. Respondents’ demographics weeasured by gender, classification at

the university, enrollment status and grade poretage (Table 1). Violation
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demographics were measured by the location of dueurrence and type of violation

(Table 2).
Table 1

Demographics of Respondents

Variables of Respondents Frequency %
Gender
Male 111 61.8
Female 52 31.9
Classification
Freshman 124 74.3
Sophomore 22 13.2
Junior 13 7.8
Senior 8 4.8
Enroliment Status
Resident 66 40.5
Nonresident 97 59.5
Grade Point Average
4.0 12 7.4
3.0-3.9 98 60.1
2.0-2.9 51 31.3
<1.9 2 1.2
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Table 2

Demographics of Sanctionst

Variables of Violations Frequency %
Location
On Campus 17 10.3
Off Campus 148 89.7

Type of Violation

DUI 36 22.8
Fight/Assault 58 36.7
MIP 2 1.3
Possession of Narcotics 26 16.5
Public Intoxication 22 13.9
21y/o+ Possession of Béer 2 1.3
Other 12 7.6

Note DUI = Driving Under the Influence; MIP = Minon iPossession of Alcohol.
'Respondents could choose more than one optiomplicaple.

The university under study is located in a dry dgwrhere possession of beer
prohibited for all ages.

As indicated by the responses, 74.4% of students fseshmen at the time of
their violation. The group with the least reprdation was the senior class (4.8%). Over
half of the respondents were nonresidents (58.8%ales composed 68.2% of the
respondents. The majority of respondents had-8.3.@rade point average (GPA) at the

time of their violation. GPAs ranged from less tHad to 4.0. The Greek system had the

highest club involvement with 81.5% of respondeatgesenting a Greek organization at

49



the time of their sanction. However, Greek invohest dropped to 66.9% after the
imposition of the sanction.

A large portion of the recorded violations (89.786turred on campus, with
48.5% of the violations involving an arrest. Stoideadmitted that most of their
undetected violations occurred in their on-campssdence halls (58.5%) and off-
campus at the bars (48.8%). After being sanctipselftreported violation-prone
behavior in the residence halls and bars dropp@6.t?6 and 21.1%, respectively.
Question 16 posed an inquiry using a four-poinitkilscale as to how frequently the
respondents’ parents monitored their behavior aodey. Responses of “not at all” and
“not very much” are considered to be negative rasps while “somewhat” or “very
much so” are considered to be positive responResponses for this question were
positive, with 48.5% of respondents indicating “swhat” and 31.9% indicated “very
much so”.

DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

The two research questions were analyzed to deteriinstatistical significance
existed among the variables. The tests that wersan to study first research question
were the z-test for population proportions andghaieed t-test. These tests were used to
determine the significance of the impact of thevarsity’s policy upon the students’
behavior towards alcohol and drugs. The chi sqtestewas chosen to examine the
second research question. This test was useddmuae the significance of the
relationships amongst the demographic variablesinvihe survey.

The z-test is a statistical test that represemsatv data in a form called a “z-

score”. The z-score denotes the raw data expresstandard deviation units. The z-
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score contains the magnitude and the sign. Thentuag indicates how many standard
deviations the score varies from the mean. The spgcifies if the score is above or
below the mean (Mallory, 2010).

The t-test is the alternative to the z-test. Tt@mytrast in that the standard error of
difference between the means is not known durieg-tlest. These parameters are
estimated using sample data. The critical valueglatermines by using the t-
distribution, which is a theoretical distributiohtevalues obtained from an infinite
number of samples from the population. The pahtedt is most often used to compare
subjects before and after a treatment (Mallory (201

The chi-square test is a nonparametric test whoels ehot test hypotheses about a
specific population parameter. This test detersiimaw closely observed frequencies
from a sample fit theoretically expected frequesdiased on a null hypothesis. The
comparison between the observed frequency andkpiexted frequency is what enables
us to test the null hypothesis.

DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS

In addition to demographic and background questioasy of the survey
guestions were designed to assess the impachthabticy has upon students’ behavior.
The questions were designed to relate to the tierests of Classical Deterrence theory:
certainty, celerity and severity (Williams & McSlear2010).

Awareness of the university’s policy was measurét guestions 1, 2 and 3
(Appendix C). Only 7.7% of respondents reported they were not aware of the
school’s alcohol control policy prior to their séion. The majority of respondents

(67.7%) learned of the policy during freshman aa¢ion. Awareness of the policy was
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further established when 72.5% of students repdhatthey personally knew someone
else who had been sanctioned by the policy prioet¢eiving their own sanction,
although only 26.1% of respondents stated that keage of their peer’s punishment
affected their own behavior.

Certainty of punishment was measured with questdors 10 and 12 (Appendix
C). Students (90.4%) perceived law enforcemebgtetricter in the city where the
college was located as compared to their hometdaespondents (68.3%) felt they were
much more likely to get caught violating the alcpalicy at this school than in their
hometown. Prior to being sanctioned, 50.0% of@adents reported that they engaged
in behavior that violated the alcohol control pgltevo or more times per week. Despite
being sanctioned, 39.5% of the students reporiadthiey continued to engage in
behavior that could have resulted in a subseqemti®n two or more times per week
during the semester. Conversely, 19.1% of respusdstained entirely from rule-
breaking behavior after being sanctioned.

Students’ perceptions of the severity of the sanstwere measured with
guestions 17 — 21 and 23 (Appendix C). They dtttat the biggest deterrent from
future violations was the possibility of receiviagecond sanction (65.4%). Students
experienced the most embarrassment when theirtgdeamned of the policy violation
(42.7%). Students perceived the university isywaarious” (61.5%) about the alcohol
control policy. A segment of the population repdrthat suspension of on-campus
vehicle parking privileges (37.5%) would furtherestgthen the severity of the policy.

Celerity was the last aspect of deterrence thatmessured. Respondents were

asked how much time passed between their violanohthe imposition of their
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punishment. Most (52.5%) sanctions were imposédinviwo weeks of the violation.
However 47.5% of students waited at least 30 dawysrfposition of punishment by the
Dean of Students.

The z-test for population proportions hypothesstitg was performed to
determine the significance of the survey responsasive to the first research question
regarding the overall impact of the alcohol conpolicy. Results indicated that the
respondents’ knowledge of their peers’ sanctiodsdit affect their behavior towards
drugs or alcohol.

Questions 10 and 12 were compared using pairest td evaluate the alcohol
control policy’s potential impact on the respon@ébehavior after receiving their first
sanction. The respondents were first asked hosndftey engaged in behavior that
could result in a policy violation prior to theirdt sanction. Next, follow-up questions
asked how many times the respondents engaged avibelhat could result in a policy
violation after receiving their first sanction.

The purpose of these questions was to determthe élement of certainty is
being fulfilled as described by the classic teét®eterrence Theory. The researcher
assumes if students continue to engage in rulekimg®ehavior after they have received
a sanction, then the student must not feel cettanhe is likely to be caught again. The
results of the paired t-test demonstrated thahatgm does not significantly impact

students’ future behaviors that could result inthapsanction (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1

Undetected Violations Before and After Sanction
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Question 15 asked whether the respondents’ frigretsto persuade them to
drink alcohol or use drugs after receiving thaistfisanction (Figure 2). The most
popular response was “No” (49.1%). However, 34ef¥douraged drinking/drug use
despite their knowledge of the sanction.

If students did not try to persuade their peenss® alcohol or drugs after they
were sanctioned, then this could be considereddination that the university’s policy is
fulfilling the element of certainty of punishmerfigure 1 demonstrates a large portion
of the respondents (49.1%) were not pressuredusitay alcohol or drugs after their
sanction. The data suggests that the univergtylisy could have an impact upon the
respondents as well as their peers. If studen&sids are not pressuring them to use
alcohol and/or drugs, this could lead to a lowexgesrate resulting from a less persuasive

environment.
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Figure 2
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The Office of the Dean of Students was unsure wpatalty served as the
strongest deterrent. Therefore, question 17 ag&éttipants which penalty would serve
as the most significant deterrent to future polimlations. This question helps the
Office of the Dean of Students determine the vayyavels of severity of punishment
within the policy. Concern for receiving a sec@aahction was the leading deterrent, as
indicated by 62% of the respondents (Figure 3).

With the results indicating that the concern fareiging a second sanction being
the leading deterrent, the Office of the Dean ofdgnts is interested in adjusting the
policy so that students can be deterred by thelpesmavithout first having to experience

a sanction. The results of question 15 demonsthégelesired effect. The majority of

55



respondents indicated that their friends did npotdrinfluence them to use alcohol or
drugs after being sanctioned (Fig. 2). This coudsibly be attributed to the fact that the
respondent’s friends did not encourage this typeebfavior because they too did not
want to be sanctioned.

Figure 3

What Penalty Served as the Biggest Deterrent
From Future Strikes?
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Respondents were subsequently asked, if the fallpwgroups of people were to
learn of their sanction, which would embarrass thieenmost: teacher, parents, friends,
minister, other. Nearly one-fourth of the respartdendicated they would be most
embarrassed if their parents learned of their gam¢Table 3). Respondents were the
least concerned about their friends learning af tsenction. The results of this question
demonstrates that the office of the Dean of Studisnproviding effective deterrence
with an appropriate amount of severity within ta@cion by mailing a letter to parents

of the students who receive sanctions who are uheesge of twenty one.
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Table 3

Groups That Would Cause the Most Embarrassmetiet®/iolator

Friends Parents Teacher Minister Other Skipped

Frequency 6 53 39 26 35 43

RESULTS OF BIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Bivariate analysis was used to compare the megingekn certain demographic
variables and policy sanctions such as grade pwertage, gender, location of violation,
residency, classification and club involvementenitifiable dependent variables included
several questions from the survey that providegaedents’ perceptions of the policy
and its impact upon their behavior. These questasked the respondents how often
they engaged in alcohol and drug usage, how tHegldeut the enforcement of the
policy, how the punishment was carried out, whiehadties deterred them the most and
overall how they felt about the impact of the ppligon their behavior.

Grade point average, gender, location of violatresidency, classification and
club involvement served as independent variabl&s-square analysis was conducted to
determine if associations between demographic bi@savere statistically significant at
the 0.05 level. Only statistically significant véts are described beyond the illustrated

tables.
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Table 4

Chi Square Analysis of Demographics versus SanQiogin

On Campus Off Camipu  Administrative
Arrest Arrest Reprimand
Classification 80*! 17* 67*
Campus Activities at time of 106 13 84

First Sanction

Location of Prior Behavior That

Could Have Resulted in Sanction 168*2 22* 141*
Parents’ Supervision of Money 80 17 65
Usage

State Origin 81 16 66
Gender 81*3 10* 68*
Grade Point Average 75% 16* 67*
Violation Classification 82 16* 64*
1 p< 0.001

2 p< 0.004

% p< 0.000

4 p< 0.040

®p< 0.000

* = indicates significance at the 0.05 level

Table 4 presents the statistically significasuies obtained from the chi square
analysis of origin of the sanction versus demogi@périables. A significant connection
existed between the classification ranking of tiuelent and the location of the violation
origin (p<0.001). The classification choice that receiveslitiost responses was
“freshman” with 73% of total votes (n=122). Ninditye percent (n=116) of the

freshman class respondents were sanctioned fon-garmpus violation. Additionally, the
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reported frequencies for on-campus sanctions &shifmen were higher than what was
expected under the null hypothesis. This indicttasthe students’ classification
impacts the likelihood that they will be sanctiorfeda violation of the university’s
policy on campus.

The chi square analysis showed a significant carorebetween the location in
which the respondents self-reported where they witst engaged in behavior that
violated the alcohol control policy prior to receig their sanction and the location of the
origin of their sanction (0.004). Respondents reported that they most fratyue
violated the university’s policy in the residenal prior to receiving a sanction (n=96).
Additionally, the observed frequencies indicateat tlespondents, prior to receiving a
sanction, engaged in policy-violating behaviorhgit residence hall at a higher rate than
what was expected by the chi square analysis.

A comparison of gender and origin of the sancterealed noteworthy data
(Table 4). The results of the chi square analysigated a significant relationship
between these two variablesx(p000). The observed frequencies indicated thé& ma
students (n=105) had twice as many responses foampus sanctions compared to
females (n=44). Additionally, survey responsesdatdd that 68.1% of respondents were
male, while the student body is only 48% male (@rsity of Mississippi, 2012). The
available data indicates that the gender of thiatoois related to the origin of the
violation.

The results of the chi square analysis demonsit@atagnificant connection
between grade point average (GPA) and the locafidime violation that resulted in a

sanction (g0.040). Observed frequencies demonstrated thaég¢ists with a 4.0 GPA
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(n=2) were least frequently arrested on-campus enedbto expected frequencies of chi
square analysis. The observed data indicatestindénts with a 4.0 GPA (n=2) were
arrested on-campus at a lower rate compared terstsich the 3.0 GPA range (n=48).
The student’'s GPA appears to be related to theénooittheir sanction.

The chi square analysis revealed a significant ection between the
classification of the violation and the origin detsanction (0.000). The observed
frequencies indicated that students were sanctionezthmpus for possessing alcohol
under the age of 21 (n=63) at a much higher ratepeoed to off-campus sanctions
(n=0). This demonstrates that the origin of thaation is related to the classification of
the violation.

Table 5

Chi Square Analysis of Demographics versus Gender

Male Female
Classification 111 51
Campus Activities at time of 143* 61*
First Sanction
Violation Classification 113 50

'p< 0.05
* = indicates significance at the 0.05 level

Table 5 presents the chi square analysis of geratsus the demographic
variables of classification of the violator, cam@asivities that the violator was involved
in at the time of the sanction and which categbeniolation is classified. The chi
square analysis revealed a significant connectatwden the campus activities that the

violator was involved in at the time of their saantand the gender of the violator
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(p<0.05). The campus activity that received the mesponses was “Greek Activities”
(n=103) with nearly double the votes compared paher category. This indicates that
the gender of the violator and their choice of casactivities is related to their
likelihood of being sanctioned by the university.

Table 6

Chi Square Analysis of Grade Point Average verses@graphic Variables

Grade Point Average <1.9 2.0-2.9 3.0-3.9 4.0
Classification 2 51 97 11
Campus Activities at Time 1 52 137 14
of Sanction
Classification of Violation ~ 2+ 52* 0g* 10*

p<0.000

* = indicates significance at the 0.05 level

In Table 6, chi square analysis showed a connebibween the type of violation
and the respondent’s grade point average (GP#).Q®00). The results are significant
because students with a GPA in the 3.0 range (nret2jved the most responses for
being sanctioned for alcohol-related offenses. i#aldhlly, very few respondents in the
“less than 2.0” GPA range responded to the surmef), The results demonstrate that
the violator's GPA is related to the classificatmfithe violation for which they were
sanctioned.

SUMMARY
The results of the survey instrument were examwaigldl several statistical tools

including chi-square analysis, z-test for populatwoportion and the paired t-test as well
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as demographic tables and graphs to illustrateesgonses to answer the research
guestions.

When the respondents were asked about the imp#a policy upon their
behavior, no statistically significant relationshiwere revealed by the z-test for
population proportion and the paired t-test calioes. Despite these results, much
constructive information was obtained from the oegfents’ answers. Several
statistically significant results were obtained aigganctions and demographic data.
The results were achieved by performing chi sqaaedysis on the relevant survey
responses. The researcher found that classificdtoation of violation, type of
violation and grade point average were statisyicgatjnificant variables.

Chapter five will include a summary of the enstady along with conclusions of
the research questions. Implications and practieggiestions to address the research
guestions and statement of the problem will beusised as well as proposals for future

research to further the understanding of this topic
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
INTRODUCTION

This study was conducted to evaluate the effegtige of a southeastern
university’s alcohol and drug control policy. Causions that were drawn based upon
the research will be discussed and explanationsméansistencies in comparison to the
review of literature will be addressed. Limitatsoof the study will be discussed and
finally, recommendations for future research wéldiven.

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY

In 2006, the university under study implementealaohol and drug control
policy in response to an incident where a universdlice officer was killed in the line of
duty by an intoxicated student driver. Universifficials were concerned about the
safety of the campus because the history in tHisgmtown reflected a number of
alcohol and drug related tragedies involving stasle®rior to the study, the university
had not evaluated the effectiveness of their alcobwtrol policy on alcohol and drug-
related behavior. Conventional punishments fooladt and drug related crimes did not
seem to provide effective deterrence for collegdests. The Office of the Dean of
Students has devoted interest and support in tiigation-focused analysis.

The review of literature suggests that these problare not unique to the

university under study. Dong-Chul & Kaigang (2088)veyed students from 113
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different universities and colleges and found mmiicant distinction in student alcohol
and drug use between the institutions. There amyroccasions in which alcohol may
potentially be consumed by students on the campusds(Fairlie et al., 2010)lt is
important for institutions of higher learning teeate guidelines that will manage alcohol
consumption and provide remedies when guidelineeaceeded (Mitchell, Toomey &
Erikson, 2005).

Research indicates that the college environmemfastor that gives the illusion
of supporting the abuse of alcohol and drugs (Hing2010). Fairlie, DeJong,
Stevenson, Lavigne & Wood (2010) found that 92%espondents in their study had
experienced at least one alcohol related conseguence the beginning of the semester.
Behavior similar to the DeJong et al. study hasils®wn to negatively affect students’
academic performance and personal safeggong, Towvim & Schneider, 2007). With
proper application and enforcement of the polieyyersity officials’ objective in the
current study is to reduce alcohol and drug-relatemlents on campus.

The research questions guiding this study were:

1. Does the alcohol control policy impact sanctionedients’ behavior, and if

so, what impact it has?

2. What types of relationships exist, if any, betw demographic segments of the

student population and alcohol control policy vimas?

In order to measure the deterrence effect of thieypstudents who have been
sanctioned per the university’s policy were askedamplete an internet survey about
their experience. The population of this study e@sposed of 857 students who have

received sanctions per the alcohol control poligyirdy the academic years 2007-2011
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and attended the mandated Judicial Alcohol and BEdigcation (JADE) class. The
survey was developed with the assistance of the®dff the Dean of Students to
identify information that is pertinent to the unisgy. The information that was gathered
was used to identify significant demographic cotimas among the violations as well as
to assess the policy’s impact upon the respondbetgvior.

A total of 167 students responded to the survesiding a 19.5% response rate.
To obtain confidence level of 95% with a confidengerval of +/- 5%, a sample size of
234 students would have been required. The respass of this survey fell short of an
ideally representative sampleespite this limitation,ie researcher was still able to
gather much valuable input from the research. Hew®illman, Smyth and Christian
(2009) reported a 20% return rate is the expeaobesh ior internet surveys.

It is the researcher’s opinion that the univerpiicy has an effect on the
students’ behavior towards alcohol and drugs. Msrthe students gave responses that
indicated the certainty and severity of the conseqas of violating the policy concerned
them enough to avoid being sanctioned again. &bearcher also was able to draw
conclusions that the students’ classification, gradint average, gender, location of the
violation and type of violation played a signifitanle in the likelihood of being
sanctioned per the university’s policy.

CONCLUSIONS

After surveying the respondents and studying taeswers by applying

descriptive and inferential statistics to theip@sses, the researcher was able to draw

conclusions for the research questions. Thesdwsions are based upon the
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respondents’ answers, the statistical analysigi@hiew of literature, the researcher’s
own experiences and other academic sources thppsupe conclusions.

The first research question was examined to deterimhthe alcohol control
policy impacts students’ behavior, and if so, wihgtact it has. No statistically
significant relationships were discovered, howettes,researcher was able to draw
several conclusions that account for the lack atistical significance.

Respondents were first asked if they knew anyone ad been sanctioned under
the school’s policy. Those who answered in therative were then asked if their
knowledge of their friend’s sanction affected tHehavior towards alcohol and drugs
prior to receiving their own sanction. The Z-test population proportions hypothesis
testing was applied to this question and showetnihaignificant relationship between
the students’ witnessing a friend’s sanction ari tbwn behavior.

The respondents’ reactivity, or awareness of bstadied, could be a possible
explanation for these results (Hagan, 2010). Tdpufation consisted of college
students, who are traditionally between the agds83e2 years old. They were surveyed
regarding a punitive policy that had been useddoipline them. The researcher
believes it is possible that some respondents’ ewess of being studied could influence
them to answer some question disingenuously becadubkeir bias of having been
sanctioned by the university’s policy.

Next, a paired t-test was used to compare thetsegstitwo questions related to
the frequency of students’ behavior towards alcamal/or drugs. The respondents were

asked how often they engaged in behavior that caddlt in a policy violation prior to
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their first sanction. Next, they were asked howyni@mes they have engaged in
behavior that could result in a policy violatiomae receiving their first sanction.

There was no significant difference in the frequeoicsanction-related behavior
between time periods. The researcher believes #iso was a bias amongst the
respondents in this question. At the end of thieesy respondents had an option to write
comments in an essay box to express their opirfidimecuniversity’s policy. The vast
majority of students who provided comments conveysttong dislike of the policy,
including accusations that the policy only exisésda revenue generator. This leads the
researcher to believe that the students were debamard the policy, which could lead
them to answer the previously examined questioh avilisingenuous response, thus
producing a bias within the statistical analysis.

Next the respondents were asked if their peerd tagersuade them to use drugs
and/or alcohol after they received their sancti@ver half reported that their friends did
not try to persuade them to use alcohol or druges@ responses suggest that the policy
had some impact on the students’ behavior. Althaugny students expressed a strong
dislike of the policy, these responses imply thahgnstudents will react to the policy and
respect the consequences, even if they disagreatwithe fact that about half of the
respondents’ friends did not try to persuade themnigage in alcohol and/or drug use
after their sanction indicates that the policy dlad an impact on the respondents’ peers.

The respondents identified which penalty would sexs the biggest deterrent to
future policy violations. The majority (65.4%) pesded that their greatest deterrent is
their concern about receiving another sanction.viBye of their concern of being

sanctioned again, it is obvious that the policy &asmpact upon the students. If the
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student has enough concern and motivation noftcive a second sanction, then it is
only logical to assume that they will modify thbghavior to reduce their likelihood of
being sanctioned again.

To follow up on the respondents’ concerns of thevjmus question, they were
asked if the following groups of people were tateaf their sanction, which would
embarrass them the most: teacher, parents, friemdsster, other. A total of 78.71%
respondents admitted that they would be embarrakead of the previous groups of
people were to learn of their sanction. The gnageiving the most votes was “parents,”
receiving 26.24% of the votes. One of the elemehtke university’s policy is sending a
letter to the student’s parents notifying themhdit child’s behavior (if the student is
less than 21 years of age). The responses tgukstion appear to indicate that this
particular element of the policy has a positive attpupon deterrence towards abusing
alcohol and drugs.

With regards to the first research question, thdece demonstrates that the
university’s policy has some impact upon the sametdl students’ behavior. Although
the respondents were reluctant to admit changbesurvey, their responses to post-
sanction questions indicate they have modified biehan response to the policy. Not
only did respondents seem to be affected by theypdiut other students, such as the
respondents’ friends, appear to be impacted bypdtiey as well. This overall deterrent
effect is the ultimate goal of the university’s igglaccording to the office of the Dean of
Students.

The second research questioned determined whadd kiirelationships exist, if

any, between demographic segments of the studgadaimn and alcohol control policy
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violations. The statistically significant data ainted from the study suggests there are
several connections between the demographics ofioketor and the location of the
sanction that play a noteworthy role in policy witbbns.

The chi square analysis revealed a statisticajlyificant connection between the
classification of the respondent and their liketidlof being sanctioned. The freshman
classification showed that significantly more studewith this classification were
sanctioned on campus, resulting either from arsaoean administrative reprimand.
Several factors influenced results of this analygisthe university in current study,
freshman students are required to live on camgsuislly in the residence halls. Each
floor of the residence hall is supervised by adesi advisor, who is responsible for
enforcing the campus rules in the dormitories. sTisian additional level of supervision
that the freshman receive compared to studentsiwoff campus. This exposes the
freshman student to a higher likelihood of beinggtd if they are violating campus
rules.

In addition to a resident advisor being presene¢ach floor, one who has the
discretion to check students’ bags or containams po their entry into the building at
any time also is positioned at the front door cérguresidence hall. If a freshman
attempts to bring contraband into the residenck thas is yet another opportunity to
discover the violation.

Supplementary rules and regulations in the resigléadls not present in off
campus housing add another element of risk to meshclassified students. For
example, residence halls have visitation polidéstudents are caught violating the

visitation policy, they are subject to an admirastre reprimand from the resident
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advisor, which can lead to a sanction. The addtioules within the residence halls
increase the students’ chances of violating a rule.

As a consequence of living in the on-campus resieléralls, freshmen naturally
spend more time on campus. As a result, they are tikely to be caught by university
officials if they are violating campus rules. Thagtor, in addition to any potential
combination of the above factors regarding the ¢mns of living in the residence halls,
exposes freshmen student violators to a highergtitty of being sanctioned than upper
class students.

When the respondents self-reported the locatidheif previous behaviors that
could have resulted in a sanction and the actealion of their known sanction, a
significant difference existed between location Befavior (§0.004). The majority of
respondents indicated students who were sanctiimoedan event not involving an arrest
reported that they most often engaged in behaniwgialation of the policy in the
residence halls. The next strongest relationsbipahstrated that students who were
arrested on campus self-reported that they mosh@&ihgaged in behavior in violation of
the policy at the fraternity or sorority house$ ohlwhich are located on campus.

Students who most often engaged in violating camples in the residence halls
were most likely to be sanctioned for several reagbscussed in the previous chi square
analysis of the location of the sanction. The preseof resident advisors, additional
regulations in the residence halls and increasegtleof time spent on campus all
contribute to a higher likelihood of being sancadrfor students who violate campus
rules. The resident advisors are university adstriaiors who do not have law

enforcement authority. As a result of their staiggions taken by resident advisors
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would result in an administrative reprimand ratti@m an arrest, excluding this data from
the “arrest on campus” category.

Students who most often engaged in violatingalbehol and drug control
policy at the fraternity or sorority houses hadghhbr likelihood of being arrested on
campus compared to others. This could be attribict¢he fact that the fraternity houses
often host late-night parties, giving them the ptatd to be a high-risk area for such
behavior.

Another factor could be that there are fewer ursiigipersonnel who directly
supervise the fraternity and sorority houses coetgr the residence halls. Instead,
much of the students’ behavior is regulated by ersity police officers who patrol the
fraternity and sorority area. Similar to the reside advisors, the university police
officers have the ability to issue an administratigprimand in addition to their powers
of arrest. As a result, students are exposedetpaissibility of arrest when they are
caught violating the alcohol and drug control palic

A highly significant connection was found betwe@mder and the location of the
sanction. Males were significantly more likelylte arrested on campus as compared to
females (g0.000). Conversely, females’ likelihood of beirrgeated on campus was less
than half of the expected frequency. A contribgfiactor to this relationship could be
that fraternities often host parties, whereas sii@erdo not. This could lead to increased
policy-violating behavior at the fraternity houses.

Additionally, some research indicates that malestsn increased disposition
towards abusive alcohol consumption. Accordingri@alcohol-education survey taken

by freshmen, the researchers found that male stsidgmorted drinking three or more
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times per week, triple the rate compared to ferstaldents (Carlson, 2011). This
behavior could offer an explanation for the incezhsanction rate of male students at the
university under study.

A significant connection was revealed between gpaulet average (GPA) and
the location of the sanction. The chi squaredyamaincorrectly predicted that students
with a 4.0 GPA were likely to be arrested at a brgfate than reported. The observed
data demonstrated that students with a 4.0 GPA lgssdikely to be arrested and
criminally charged (0.000). Students with a 4.0 GPA were more likeljpé
sanctioned by an administrative reprimand rathan @n arrest.

Evidence from other sources demonstrates that therparallel between a
students’ GPA and their behavior. At the univgrsmder study, students reported that
alcohol usage had interfered with their school watrk rate 6% higher than the national
average (Carlson, 2011). Students who are moretel@évo academics in college may be
less likely to be distracted by events such aspersised parties, underage drinking and
the negative incidents that may be connected wethehaviors such as arrests resulting
from driving under the influence, public intoxiaati, fighting and other alcohol-related
and disorderly-behavior-related charges.

Significance differences were found between the gfviolation and the
location of the violation (0.000). Driving under the influence arrests oced off
campus at a high rate. This relationship couléXj@ained by the geography of the
campus in contrast to the surrounding city. Tisdence halls, fraternity and sorority
houses, food vendors and other on-campus actiateetocated within close proximity of

each other. This layout makes driving less necgdsscause most destinations on
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campus are within walking distance. However, hogisind entertainment venues off-
campus can be a greater distance from each othea)would make the students less
inclined to walk to their destination.

Following DUIs, sanctions resulting from an admirasve reprimand for
possession of alcohol under the age of 21 occumezhmpus at nearly twice the
predicted frequency. As explained in previous ysial supervision in the residence halls
increases the likelihood of detecting policy via@as, particularly with administrative
reprimands rather than arrests.

With regards to the second research question viderce demonstrates
significant differences between offender demogrephind location of violation. The
most significant finding was between the type @lation and the location of the
violation (p<0.000). All violations for possession of alcohotarred on campus. This
was closely related to the significance betweerfrgghmen classification and on-
campus violations, with the residence halls belrggrost frequent site of violation on
campus.

The combined information leads the researcher lieuyaethat male freshmen
students who live on campus in the residence hedlsnost likely to be sanctioned for a
violation of the university’s policy. This is supged by the bivariate analysis that
demonstrates that the most repeated significansebetaveen the freshman classification
and on-campus violations, most specifically thédesce halls (§0.004). There is no
evidence to support that freshmen violate the usityes policy at a higher rate, but only

that they are discovered and sanctioned at a higher
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IMPLICATIONS

Several conclusions were drawn that suggest theydwohs a positive impact
upon the students’ behavior towards alcohol andsiriAdditionally, critical information
was collected to determine demographic relatiorsstopassociate connections between
previous sanctions. However, the researcher lediéhat this policy could be improved
to further impact the students’ behavior and creagafer campus environment.

One weakness that the researcher believes exigis the university’s policy is
that the sanctions do not have varying levels oiighunent. The policy, as written,
imposes sanctions uniformly. Whether the offenas wminor violation of the law or a
serious threat to public safety, such as drivindeurthe influence, the sanction is the
same. The researcher believes that the policyddoave a better impact upon the
students’ behavior towards alcohol and drugs i€t approach was used to apply the
sanctions.

In Cesare Beccaria’s “An Essay on Crimes and Purasits” (1764), the
relationship between punishment and its effectigeras a deterrent is explained as
penalties just severe enough to counterbalanceftéets of the criminal passions of the
individual. Beccaria elaborated on the effectpuriishment by stating punishments for a
lesser offense become too severe in comparisomgteader crime, then people are likely
to commit the greater crime because they would nawe to gain while exposing
themselves to the same amount of risk (Beccari@4)17

The purpose of a penalty is to deter the offendenfrepeating the action rather
than torment the offender or undo a crime thatdt@ady been committed (Beccaria,

1764). If the punishment for a minor in possessibalcohol is equal to the punishment
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for possessing illicit narcotics or driving undeetinfluence then the student has no
additional deterrent to not commit the greater erlmecause in either circumstance he
will receive the same punishment.

Criminology scholar Jeremy Bentham studied theces$fef deterrence and
believed that punishment for a crime need onlydweie enough to offset any profit
gained from the crime or behavior. Proper det@eas measured by celerity, certainty
and severity; meaning punishment will occur immeslig assuredly, and harshly.
Furthermore, severity (harshness of the punishnvesd)the least critical of the three
components of deterrence (Williams & McShane, 2010)

Bentham’s perspective further supports the reseaschpinion that minor
offenses with less harsh sanctions would still mle\an effective deterrent. If a tiered
system was incorporated into the university’s pgltbe office of the Dean of Students
could consider implementing a level I, 1l or llirsdion. A level | sanction could be
reserved for lesser offenses that present littleotthreat to public safety or the academic
integrity of the campus environment such as possgssinor amounts of alcohol in the
residence halls or minor behavior issues. A Iéve&nction would be suitable for
middle-tiered offenses such as deliberate disrédpeaniversity staff, public
intoxication, using a false form of identification fighting. A level Il sanction would
be reserved for more serious offenses that thrgatbhc safety or the academic integrity
of the campus environment such as driving undemtfigence or possession of a
controlled substance.

All incidents would be subject to upgrade to a leigtier upon the Dean of

Students’ discretion based upon the facts of thlation and aggravating circumstances.
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Any repeat offense could be automatically upgradedllevel Il sanction. In such cases
of repeat offenses, a more severe punishment wasilgppropriate because the first
sanction failed to provide proper deterrence.

A second implication of this research suggestsupper classmen’s activities are
detected less often as a result of the circumssaoicéheir housing on campus. While
some upper classmen may live in the residence, ma#iay who remain on campus after
their freshman year stay in the Greek houses. Greek houses are under less direct
supervision as compared to the residence hallsshwdould allow for dangerous and
abusive behavior towards alcohol and drugs to gietacted.

As Bentham stated, of the three components of ietes (certainty, celerity and
severity), certainty and celerity of punishment thiee most important factors of
successful deterrence (Beirne, 2006). To satisfy the university in current study must
ensure students believe they are likely to be caaigth they will be punished in a swift
manner if they violate the university’s policy. phr classmen living in Greek housing
may not perceive the university’s policy has muekedent effect upon their behavior
towards alcohol and drugs.

The reduced amount of direct supervision in thesasacould lead upper
classmen to feel more comfortable violating thevarsity’s policy. If the university
increased supervision of the Greek area, it mighvide a measure of deterrence to
upper classmen who live on campus. One possihiéi@oto the need for increased
supervision could be achieved through the univemitice department. The department

could appoint an officer(s) with a specialized easb on alcohol and drug-related
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crime. This officer would have the responsibibfyspending extra time in the Greek
area, resulting in a higher presence of law enfosrs.

The university in current study already utilizesragram in which each fraternity
“adopts” a university police officer. A useful exision of this program could allow this
specific university police officer to have accasshe “common areas”, such as living
area, dining area and gathering room of their “éeldpGreek house. The officer’s
ability to access these common areas at his digoreduld be a condition of the Greek
organizations charter on campus. Having this waeldhe functional equivalent of
officers patrolling the lobby and hallways of tlesidence halls, which already is in
place. The officer’s presence could have a pasitiyoact upon the community policing
aspect of the university police department as aglproviding a strong deterrent towards
abusive behavior towards alcohol and drugs withenGreek houses.

The researcher seeks to add another non-enforceamemonent to the sanction
proceedings. Students who violate the policy areently required to complete
community service hours (The University of Misgisj 2006). The researcher believes
it would be beneficial to give the students thaapto attend a citizens’ police academy
in lieu of a percentage of the community servicaredor which they are responsible for
completing. By giving the students the optiontterad the citizens’ police academy
versus completing the full required amount of comityuservice hours, the students may
reach a higher level of participation and learrsimge they were given the opportunity to
choose which option best suited their interestse fesearcher believes that helping the
students understand why the university and theeanforce the rules and policies can

help achieve the highest level of voluntary comqp@among the students.
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FUTURE RESEARCH

In this study, the majority of respondents (74.388Je freshmen students. As
stated previously, freshmen students had the higimebability of being sanctioned by
the university. This doesn’t necessarily estalinstt freshmen students violate the
policy more often but rather their violations arscdvered by university officials more
often. Upper classmen living off campus could pb&dly violate the university’s policy
with the same or greater frequency as the freshsnatents.

In future research, it would be beneficial to exaenihe actions and behaviors of
upper classmen in a longitudinal study at the usityein current study. A random
sample of upper classmen could self-report théhab®rs in a survey, similar to
questions of this survey. With this knowledgeufetresearchers could become more
aware of upper classmen’s conduct off campus inpasison to the information that was
gathered during this study. This information copitdvide a more accurate assessment
of problems and help guide the office of the Def8tadents to improve their methods
of deterring dangerous behavior of upper classmetests.

By surveying university students who have not besctioned for policy
violations, a future researcher would have the dppday to access the feedback of
students who may potentially be engaging in abuséreavior towards alcohol and drugs,
but whose behavior has not yet been detected. dEtéscould help the future researcher
make a more accurate assessment of the effectwehése university’s policy. The
survey itself could serve as baseline data foothiee of the Dean of students and

increase awareness of the policy to the studemtpatentially reduce future sanctions.
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SUMMARY

The University in current study is a large pubbcitheastern university with an
enrollment of 16,586 at the time this study wasdtmted. (University of Mississippi,
2012). The campus environment contains strongloeganization ties. The Greek
organizations host several large parties througtimuyear, some of which are located on
the campus. The university’s football team beladiogas competitive and popular sports
conference which produces a large group of taitgat&his university’s tailgating rituals
are notorious throughout its sports conferenceas @&tmosphere contributes to the culture
of alcohol use.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the itnglttie alcohol control policy
on students at the subject university. At the tohthis study, the policy had been in
effect for five years. The researcher sought émidly strengths and weaknesses of the
policy by reviewing students’ responses to sanst&mthat administrators can maximize
the effectiveness of the policy.

During academic year 2006-2007, the universityqyolvas implemented in
response to the death of a university police officaused by a student who was driving
under the influence. The university does not kifaweir alcohol control policy has had
any sizable effect on alcohol and drug-related bieiha Conventional punishments for
alcohol and drug related crimes did not seem twigeoeffective deterrence for college
students.

The researcher launched a survey that was avataiBe7 students how have
violated the university’s policy. The responsesevgsed to examine the two research

guestions guiding this study:
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1. Does the alcohol control policy impact sanctionedients’ behavior, and if

so, what impact it has?

2. What types of relationships exist, if any, betw demographic segments of the

student population and alcohol control policy vimas?

The first research question was examined botfsstaily and analytically.
Statistical hypothesis testing revealed that noiBaant relationships existed between the
students’ responses and the policy’s impact upein behavior towards alcohol and
drugs. However, analytical examination led the aed®er to believe that these answers
were influenced by the respondents’ biases and élwereness of being studied within
the survey. Nonetheless, some of the answersdidate that their behavior had been
altered because of the presence of the univergitlisy, which the office of the Dean of
Students would consider to be a success of theypoli

The second research question was examined witthitsgjuare statistical
analysis to test the strength of associations Etvdemographics and sanctions. The
researcher found several strong associations betge®der, classification, location of
the sanction, grade point average (GPA) and typeotdtion. Male students,
particularly freshmen, who lived in the on-campesidence halls, were most likely to be
sanctioned for possession of alcohol. Another@ason found that students with a
higher GPA were less likely to be arrested.

These findings were valuable to the insight ofuheversity’s policy; however the
researcher is not convinced that upper classmantien rates are proportional to the

amount of violations that go undetected. As altethe researcher has recommended
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that future research be conducted on unsanctiopeerclassmen’s behavior towards

alcohol and drugs.
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APPENDIX A
RECRUITMENT LETTER
Dear Current/Former UM Student,

Matt Defore is a graduate student in the MasteGrohinal Justice (M.C.J.) program at
the University of Mississippi. He is conductingalicy analysis of Ole Miss’s Two
Strike Alcohol Control Policy and | would value yoopinion on this topic. Attached is a
short survey concerning the Two Strike Policy.

Your feedback is very important as it could helg timiversity modify the policy, to
maximize benefits for both students and facultye Wéuld appreciate any feedback
regarding how Ole Miss’s Two Strike Policy has efésl you.

All feedback is guaranteed to be anonymous andasmiiality is assured. Once you
start the survey, you can discontinue answeringtiues at any time. The results will be
reported in aggregate form, or altogether. Yodnimual responses will not be
identifiable.

| would appreciate it if you would please consitlex potential for this study. The survey
has been approved by UM’s Institutional Review Bo@RB) and will be activated on
August 27, 2012. It will remain open for two week3nce you complete the survey, you
will be given an opportunity to be entered in avdrey for a free Ipod.

| thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Sparky Reardon
The University of Mississippi

[To advance to survey instructions click here]
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APPENDIX B
INSTRUCTIONS

Before you proceed to the survey, there are afstvuctions to review. Remember,
there are no right or wrong answers; we are intedeis your opinions, beliefs, and
experiences. When you are ready to complete ttwveguclick on the arrow below and
the survey should come up on your screen. It shialdel about 10 minutes to complete
the survey.

To answer a question, simply place your cursotherappropriate response and click. If
you want to change one of your answers, placeubsoc on the correct response and
click. You may skip questions or discontinue tgkihe survey at any time. If you have
any comments, you can type them in the appropoateat the end of the survey. We
assure you, your responses will remain confidential

When you have completed the survey, please clickesubmit icon at the end of the

survey. Thank you for your participation; yourpesses will positively impact the
implementation of the Two-Strike policy in the frgu

[Link to website here]
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

APPENDIX C
SURVEY

How did you learn about the Two-Strike policy?
a. Freshman Orientation

b. Alcohol.edu

c. M Book

d. RA

e. Friend

f. Other

Prior to your strike, did you personally know angamho had received a strike for
violating the policy?

a. Yes
b. No (Skip to question #4)

If your answer to #2 was yes, did their punishnadfect your behavior
concerning alcohol and/or drugs?

a. Yes

b. No

How do you rate the probability of getting cauglithvalcohol/drugs at UM as
compared to your hometown?

a. Much more likely to get caught at UM

b. Somewhat more likely to get caught at UM

c. About the same

d. Not nearly as likely to get caught at UM

Do you feel like law enforcement is more stricOxford than in your hometown?
a. Yes
b. No

At the time of your first strike, what was yourtsi&with the university
a. Freshman
b. Sophomore
c. Junior
d. Senior
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7) What campus activities were you involved with atttime of your first strike?
clubs

athletics

music

drama

Greek system

military science

Other

@~ oo0oTp

8) After your first strike, what campus activities wegrou involved in?
a. Cclubs
b. athletics

music,

drama

Greek system

military science

Other

Q@™o oo

9) How did your violation originate?
a. From an arrest on campus
b. From an arrest off campus
c. From an incident not involving an arrest

10)Before receiving your first strike, how often diduyengage in behavior that could
have resulted in a strike?
a. 2+ times a week
b. Less than once a week
c. Less than once a month
d. Not at all

11)Where did most of your behavior that could havelted in a strike occur?
a. Fraternity/Sorority house
b. apartment, off campus
C. grove/stadium
d. residence hall room/ on campus apartment
e. bar

12)After receiving your first strike, how many timeslou engage in behavior that
could have resulted in &%iolation?
a. 2+ times a week
b. Less than once a week
c. Less than once a month
d. Not at all
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13)If after your first strike you engaged in behawioat could have resulted in &'2
violation, where did it occur?
a. Fraternity/Sorority house
b. Apartment off campus
c. grove/stadium
d. residence hall room or on campus apartment
e. bar

14) What was the time span between the citation aadhtiposition of the
punishment?
a. Within one week
b. Within two weeks
c. Within thirty days
d. Within sixty days

15)Did your peers try to persuade you to drink/useydrafter you received your first
strike?
a. Yes, but they didn’t know | had received a strike
b. Yes, even though they knew | had received a strike
c. No

16)How much do your parents monitor your money, bebragic?
a. very much so
b. somewhat
c. notvery much
d. not at all

17) What penalty served as the biggest deterrent fubune strikes?

a. Attend JADE or BASIC

b. Community Service Work

c. Concern about getting second strike
d. Letter home (if under 21)

18)Which of the following people would you be most emrassed by if they learned
of your strike?
a. Friends
b. Parent
c. Teachers
d. Minister
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19)How would you describe the University’s seriousrassut the Two-Strike
policy?
a. Very serious
b. Serious
c. Lip service

20)Has your perception regarding the University’s@@sness about the Two-Strike
policy changed over time?
a. Yes
b. No

21)Do you think the Two-Strike policy is fair?
a. Yes
b. No

22)Do you think the Two-Strike policy is effective deterring future strikes?
a. Yes
b. No

23)In your opinion, what would strengthen the impddhe Two-Strike policy?
a. Suspension of vehicle use on campus
b. Suspension from residence hall
c. Suspension from fraternity/sorority
d. Loss of priority registration status
e. Other

24)Are you an out of state student?
a. Yes
b. No

25)What is your gender?
a. male
b. female

26)What was your GPA/major prior to strike?

a. 4.0
b. 3.0-3.9
c. 20-29

d. 1.0 orless
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27)How would you classify your violation?
a. DUI
b. Minor In Possession
c. Fight/assault
d. Possession of drug paraphernalia/drugs
e. other
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