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SOME NOTES ON THE STUDY OF DRINKING
CONTEXTS

A, The Importanee of Context

Most drinking is social in that it is car-
ried on in ecompany. Much drinking 1s more
a property of the situation than of the in-
dividual drinker, in that the occasion calls
‘for a drink irrespective of personal pref-
erences. Almost all drinking, even at its
most apparently uninhibited, obeys what
MacAndrew and Edgerton (1969) call the
"within-limits" clause, remaining within
socially- and’ eituationally-defined bound-
arles,

sy

Drinking is thus a socially formed behav-
ior which is highly responsive to variables
such as time, place, occasion, co—preeent
parties, ete, Indeed the term "social
drinker"--by - Which ‘most. Américan drinKers
describe thelr own ‘drinking practices~-has
the implication that Yalcohol consumption’
is reparded as a. property of social contexts
rather than a property of individualsh
(Roizen, 1972), .Theé ‘choice to drink or not
@ridk; what to drink (Fink, 1965), and in
what quantities are conditioned by the im-
mediate situation and by up-coming ones.

We have found in our .recent survey of San
Francisco males, for example, that rather
discriminating estimates of how much should
be drank will be made by respondents once’
time, place, and actors are specified,
Moreover, 1) there is a great deal of var-
lance in willingnegs to drink by contexts; .
and 2) the 'willingness' varlance across
contexts is larger than the variance across
drinker groups (defined by high, mid-range,
and low frequency drinkers--see Table 1),

Findings such as thése have helped to re-
infoece in our recent thought a focus on
the context of drinking as an important de-
terminant- of drinking patterns and problems.
In many ways this focus is not new: the
ploneer Finnish sociclogical studies of
drinking in the '50's (Ruusi, 1957; '
Allardt, 1957; Bruin, 1959) paid explicit
attention to the context of drinking, and
some data in this area has consistently
been presented in our previous reports. As
we now see it, however, the focnesing of
attention on contexts of. drinking carriés
with 1t a newpperspective on a humber of
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traditional lines of analysis of drinking
patterns and problems in general populations.

The departurempoint for an explicitly
contextual study is the recognitlon that
all socdocultural infiuences nust ultd=
metely ‘be funnelled through- the drinking
behavior of social actors located in
social contexts, - _Only twenty-five yeatrs
ago,. indeed, most alcohol- consumption in:
the United. States happened in taverns
(Kluge, 1971) Although this proportion
has drametieally declined, the social
patterning of dripnking is nevertheless
strong. As we have noted, for most adult
males in the 1971 San Franclsgo.sample,
the appropriateness of drinking iam
Yarddly: deperdedt onchhe context (Tabke (1),

Jhis sociocultural enclaving of drinking

which includes dimensions of time, place,
occasion, vo-pregent actots, and so forth,
allows us'henristically to view American
culture as a system into which.alcohol is
poured at an array of discernible points..
Accordingly, these points or "drinking
contexts" ‘deserve considerable. attention
in their bwn right,

Besides its. value per se as a descriptive
enterprise, ‘then, mapping the positioning’
of social cnntexte in the sociocultural
system qf,institutions, statuges, roles
and other social differentiations (for
which “demogtaphic variables" are a con-
ventional ghorthand) alsc transforms and
infuses- with social meanings our under-
standing of the patterns of assoclation
batween social differentiations and indi-
vidual drinking patterns and problems.
Many contexts of drinking are in fact on-
going Ysocial worlds," in Shibutani's
phrase (1961, pp. 127-136) with more. or
less diffuse boundaries and membership
attributes including the possession of a
stock of ‘arcane lore and.subcultural norms:
Much repetitive behavior involving drink-
ing can be seen as geated in allegiances
to such doclal worlds, rather than in an
individual- psychological dependence on
drinking (Room 1973a).

A contextual’ appreach lends 1tself well
both to social contexts of great:stability

| Aogust
jor 812535, 1913,




.mmwwN vwwm.wmﬁma.muﬂns OJSTOURI] UBS CTQ UITA SASTAID]UT—0L

TL6T [0 paseg ‘[T ‘USZTON :EDEROS

0

%91 Z81 Z6¢ Z9T non mau uo wmhoﬂmaw ue
%HH;, R _.A.Nwm. ’ Nnm. N 7 . 3BD wﬁ: BATID ‘83 -anoqe dmﬁ B
Z9T 22y %8y __ 2LE SPPY TTEuS STY A Supkerd 1omaes ®
iy .Nﬁw ZsL Zi9 YIUNT 031 In0 SIfIoA-MOTTSF FO =1dnod ®
Z0S y 44 - Z68 -7 A syuaaed s1y SullTsia uem v

. . . :
T AR %86 %86 , 296 3ITM STY
. : | : YITA IN0 IswuTp- Sura®y pueqsny e
%61 %66 266 %56 Tay29803 -3
Io A3xed {{ews e Jo 3soy =iep]
%Z£8 %266 %166 266 SPUaT1F oTEW STY
- JO PWOS YITA Ivq ® 3B Inc uwem B

Izt =0 (965 = §) s = m (519 = 1) .‘
glucw v asuo ueyy- muﬂmmmommmm :muaau mmﬁﬂumsbw L. wIUSEE ITE S s mﬁmmn50h nok uom Iudta
- <Ke uo £ sn; .’2q pinoa.- muiﬁ% : izt

u93 30 SS3T YUEIp - mwﬂmnivwr - P ® ®ouo Hﬁmu n: CITe.SE ﬂﬁmnﬁuv yonm aom.

‘oys syuapuodssy
. : JUTIp oa& sjuapuodsey

Buowe , 34811 TI®, 2q.pTnoa

SuryuTIp smos iseaT jE umnu SurledTpur Jusding

INIVNTIC 40 ZONZODTEI A °

'se us1zo SE 3sest 3% .

3WOS 35BIT IF 3B
Buriestpur JUITIDI

" s a

SNOILIVILIS IHDIF A0

HOVE Ol SASHOASHY ONIANING-0¥9d :1 H19VI



. =27

and predictable recurrence and to contexts
of an ephemeral and sporadic nature. Some
of the social . probleme of drinkingw-e g
fighting and violénce associated with drink-
ing--may be seen. partly as rooted in sub-
cultural and situational norms more than

in individual behavioral propensities, Ac-
cess to these relatively permanent social
worlds with an identifiable membership and
"home. terrains" such as the tavern is dif-
ferentially available to #hd expected of
individuals according to their position on’
a number of gotial differentiations. The
social contexts of drinking can be seen
therefore, both a& an. intermediate variable

interpreting with. the realities of social §

interaction the relationship betyeen demo-
graphic characteristics and drinking be-
havior and problems, ‘and also as an inde-
'pendent wariable with.1ts own inherent con-
tribution to the explanation of drinking ‘
behayior and problems.‘ ornce the individual
is "admitted" to. a-goclal context of drink-
ing, by whatever reute, his behavior is . .
‘partly conditioned by the expectations and
sanctions which. are prOperties of that con-
text, . -

The social contexts .of drinking can also
play a crucial. role in interpreting the
relation between 3pcilal differentiations
and drinking behavinrs and problems even-

in the absence of the" persisting cultural
phenomena of "social worlds,” The statug
of male, for instance, tends to carry with
it expectations both of considerable drink-
ing in a party context and of driving home
in the traveling context which immediately
follows the party.- “The problems of drunk
driving thus can be illuminated by a study
of the expectations of ths individual in
different contexts and of the succession of
those contexts in. his daily ‘blography., As
Roizen (1973) has fdted, sueh a study of
drinking contexts often has a high poten-
tlality of suggesting minimum-cost meaeures
in the prevention of drinking probleme.

B. Problems in the. Survey Measurement of
‘Prinking Centexts :

(I) The unit of anelysis, the meaning
of "context," and: the dimportance of non-
drinking contexts: There are some concep—
tual difficulties in a survey study of
irinking occasions that are especially worth

notingy First of all in a descriptive
study of drinking contexts the unit of
analysis 1s implicitly the contexts them-
selves rather than the individuals who
people thoee contexts, But a sampling of,
people, of course, gives one a ‘sampling
of person-occasions rathetr than of oc-
casions. “If our iAmplicit model is a true
sampling of occasions, then each person-
obeervetion of an occasion should be
weighted inversely to the number of par-~
ticipants .in the occasion; e.g. an ob-
servation of a solitary drinking occasion
should be* ‘weightéd at 25 times. thé rep-
resentation in the "sample" of an obser-
vation of a perty at which 25 people
were present. For many analytical pur-—
poses, of. course, such a weighting scheme

"would not make much genge, but i1t serves

to bring but the point that in a sample
survey of ‘persons it is persons-ih-con-
texts and’ not . contexte that are being
s&mpled ) .

Sec0nd1y, where one "context" ends and
another "context" begine may not be al- -
together clear. By "a ‘context" is im-
plied a seétophysical setting, a voster
of participants, and a social definition
of the situation--a party, a walting per-
iod, a meeting, etc, We might then in
theory break up soclal life into a series
of episodee marked by a- common setting,

‘a common set of participants, and a com-

mon focus’ of interaction (or non-focug--
cf. Goffman) Such a procedure was at-
tempted by Watson, Riesman et al, in their
analysig 6f sociable interaction at par-=
ties (Watson and Potter, 1962), Each .
such episede could then be character-.:-
ized and coded in terms of its constit-
uents, situation, and inherent quali~
tieé. But in such an analysis,- :
the typical. party bécomes- the scene:

of some hundreds of sociable episodes-~
clearly an unmanageably large number for
the kind of " analysis which here concerns
us. Barker (1968) has developed an op--
erationalized method for identifying and
distinguighing behavior settings from

one another, but the complexity and rigor
required in his method is far beyond that
which could be adapted to a survey of per-
sons. For these purposes, a party of
some other- occasion fhust be considered as
a sipgle epidode or "occasion" as it has
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iually been termed in the alcohol litera-
ire. We would, then, expect an analysis
I drinking contexts to be in terms of
inking occasions, although it must he
rcognized that the concept of "drinking
:casion” when looked at closely is often
it describing a.unit with internal homo-
meity and well-defined boundaries. (In
idition, the word "occasion' carries the
fortunate secondary -meaning associated
th "special occasion'.)

third dlfficulty is that a sampling of
inking oceasions does not offer com-
rative ‘data on the nature and occurrence
non- drlnking occagions, This is a
rious difficulty 1f a true soclal map-
ng of drinking contexts is desired,
nce the method will vield a map without
undarles. It also- greatly hamstrings
ltivariate ana1y31s, since the social
ntingencies of drlnklng contexts would
main unknown., This difflculty is one
at is especially important 1A a con-
deration of drinking, given that one of
e characteristics of alcohol is that its
fects on practices and problems behavior
nger over time, Sodial occasions as we
ve been describing them have to a greater
legser extent a boundary in time; for
e individual, the party ends and he
itches to the social occasion of driv-
3 home. Social contexts, then, them-
Lves exist in a socidl- context of pre-
iing and succeeding contexts. One of
* strongest aspects of a contextual
1lysis is its power in explaining many
rinking problems' as a disjunction be-
:en ad jacent contexts,.where the alcohol
wsumption appropriate in one context
rts its influence on behavior in the
:ceeding inappropriate situation.

we have mentioned, the first difficulty
partly solved by a weéighting gcheme,

| pattly by reconceptualizing the unit
analysis. The second-is solved by ap-
ximation, and the third difficulty

11d be solved by collecting a listing

| deseription .of all "occasions" passed
‘ough by a respondent in-a given period
time--say a week--i.e., an enumeration
the respondent's complete place rounds,
h those involving drinking and those

AT

- ouncesg-per-month were not.

A study of contexts in terms of occca-
sions fits right into a well-estab-
lished tradition in empirical research
on drinking patterns, and we will turn
next to the major methods of drinking
occasion measurement in that tradition.

(2) Methods of asking about drinke
ing occasions:  In much of the preced—‘
ing empirical work on drinking. occa-
sions, the Moccasion' approach has been
viewed essentially as a memory-aid to
the respondent in establisghing his vol-
ume and patterning of drinking: 'oc-
casions™ were naturally occurring and
intuitively. recognizable units, while
Methodologi~
cal evaluation of different ways of
asking about drinking occasions, then,
hag tended to revolve around the question
of which method yielded the least under-
estimation of gverall consumption. The
results are, then, applicable to '
studies of .occasions in their own right
only to the (probably considerable)
extent that forgetting and lying about
amount of drinking are related to for-
getting and .lying about other char-
acteristics of drinking occasions,

Three mijor methods of asking about -
drinking ocecasions have been used in
the literature: the drinking diary;
retrospective recall and lisfing of
gpecific odcasions; and summary judg-
tents by’ the respondent concerning
drinking behavior.

a. The dtinking diary and the
Finnish "Drinking Rhythm" methods.

Data on drinking along with other as~-
pects of diet or consumption have been
collected as part of general consumer
expenditure survéys using diary methods
since the nineteenth century. Neverw
theless, there have been relatively few
studies Specifically of drinking using
the diary method, One major problem

is clearly obtaining the cooperation

of the respondent in an onerous task,
yet the few studies do not give detalled
information on refusals or dropouts.

Two of the studies (Williams and Straus,
1950; Lolli, Serianni and Golder, 1958)
1utilize arspecial population (Italians
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. and Ttalian-Americang) in which alcohel is
viewed more as a foodstuff than as a moral
issue, where thero is thus less likely to
be "a substantial 'Puritan' element™ in
the reporting, as’ has been noted for the
U.S. in general (Houthakker and Taylor,
1970, p. 252). Two ‘of the studies.(Lolli,
Seriannd, and Golder; 1958; Fuller et al.,
1972)collected the data in the context of
a total diet diary, 4n approach unlikely
to be easily adaptable to a study of the
contexts of drinking oceasions. In the
only study comparing a diary with other
‘methods .of obtaining alcohol data (Lamale,
1959, pp. 137-14l), the week's diary showed
a lower reported consumption than any of
the other three methods uged--date~of-last

purchase, recall of a week’s consumption, ¥

and estimate of a year s ¢consumption (see
Room, 1971). .
Diary studies of drinking, then, have
been used to measure amounts but not con-
texts of drinking, and do not seem to
yield especially valid data on amount of
drinking. A method which might be regarded
as a half-way point between dlary and re-
call-of-occasions methods was used in'a
study of drlnking rhythm among Finnish
males (Ekholm, 1968; Poysa and Niiranen,
1966). This study 1nvolved repeated inter-
views~=an averagé of ‘20 in the course of

a year-~in which 94Vresp0ndents were asked
a short series of questions about each
drinking occasion in the period since the
previous interv1ew.' this study did col-
lect signlflcant data about drinking eon-
texts. . :

"Ye reglstered...data and hour of the
drinking occagion. We asked about the
locus of drlnking and the company [,]
making a diffetence between the place
- where the. drlnklng was started and where
the main part of it took place...When
the company wds a small 1nforma1 group
the names of the participants were re-
corded to make 1t ‘possible to identlfy
the exlstence of coherent drinking
groups. The type and amount of alcohol
consumed were registered as exactly as-
the subject could recall them. We
asked about the reason for the drink-
ing by an open,endrquestion,...Who paild
for the drinks .and,..vwhether the drink-
ing-day was a payday for the subject,

i

for his wife or for the one who
bought-the drinks, Finally we
asked whether the subject had sexual
intércourse while he still felt the
alcohdl;” (Ekholm, 1968, p. 1.)

Unfortuoateiy the only data yet reporvted
from thig study is an analysis of the
tlme—pattern of drinking occasions,
Neverthelesa, the report does contain
important information on the practicali-
ties of'such an lnten31ve panel study--
1nformatlon which is-also relevant to

a dlary study. 0f the 81 white-collar
men who were corntacted for the study

and met the minimum-frequency criterion
of drinking at least twice a month, only
59% finally consented to the.study.
Although all respondents lived in Hel-
sinki, a'medlum -sized city, the study
""found that:an interviewer usihg a car
could, at’ his very best, follow the be--

- havlor of 40-50 subJects" (Ekholm, 1968

p.2). Furthermore, the issue of
Helsenbergian effects, equally appli-
cable to diary methods and to such a
panel study, was exp11c1t1y faced:

"It was pointed out to the inter~
viewees that they should not let
the observation influence their
dr1nking behavior, but it is hard
' to say Wwhether this worked. In
dlscussions after the end of the
year some subjects noted that they
had- come to reflect upon their
drinklng behavior in a much -
mare. thorough way than before and
some were rather surprised by their
oW, frequency. $till, the obser-
vation effect was hardly very im-
portant. and certainly not presént
for azl subjectg" (#kholm, 1968, .

B- 2)

Before mov1ng to a con51derat10n of

. the othe¢r major methods of asking re-

spondents about their drinking occa-
sions, it is worth noting that there .
are alternatlve methodologies worth .
con31der1ng for getting the kind ‘of fine-
grained detail contained in diary and
the Finnish drinking rhythm studies.
There is by now a considerable collec—"
tion of ebservational studies of drink-

ing behavior in taverns (collated in
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2
s, 1973b). The dominant style of analy-
s in this tradition has been in terms
typlcal patterns supported by particu-
¢ instances, but in two reports (Mass
servation, 1970, pp. 170-175; 191-195;
mmer, 1965) quantified studies of per-
n-occasions including some contextual
ta (e.g., type of bar, time of day, dura-
am of occasion, ‘size.and age of drinking
oups) were carried out and reported,
th studiés leave the impression that
ch a study is "very difficult laborious
tk™ (Mass Observation,1970, p. 170),
ctly because of the hecessity for sub-
tfuge by the observers, but it is clear
it such quantified studies of drinking
public contexts are feasiblé and po-
1tially useful, As alternatives to a
wentional diary study then, it might be
t1 to consider such quantified observa-
mal studies of drinking occasions as
11 as the, dlary of place-rounds mentioned
slier.

>. Retrospective recall -listing of
cific occasions, and summary judge
s by respondents,

we have already noted, the two primary
chods of gathering 1nformat10n about
inking occasions in a survey. interview

re been the retrospective recall and
sting of specific oceasions and the ob-
{ning of summary judgments by the respon-
1t-ooncerning his drinking behavior.

: two major research groups with con-
wing traditions of general-population
wdies of drinking behavior, the Finnish
mdation for Alcohol Studies and the
:ial Research Group, have each used both
‘hods in their studles,'although the Fin-
sh group has tended to emphasize the
:all of specific occasions and the U.S.
»up the use of averall judgments (Room,
70a). A number of reports on the rela-
re yield of the two methods in measuring
yunt of drinking have appeared (Sargent,
0; Rouse, 1970; Room 1970b; MHkel¥, 1971,
,» 12-14; Lamale, 1959, pp. 137-141), al-
yugh unfortunately the reports have all
:n based on comparisons of relatively
jophiasticated and incomplete sets of
sstions for both methods--e.g., "usual
wavior™ for the summary judgment method
{ only the last one or two occasions for .
: listing of occasions method,

The lnterpretatlon of these reéports
is confused: by a number of 'issudg-~
e.g., by the issue of the theoretical
and empirloal relation between time-
between~occasions and time- from=Tlast-
occa51on~to -intérview-~but the general
direction of results seems  to be that
summatry methods yield a higher estimate
than last-occasions methods, except
among infrequent drinkers, Thus MikelH¥
comments, "the answers to the questions
concerning the average frequency of
drinking can be asserted to provide a
better picture of the subjects' drink-
ing frequency as- compared with the map-
ping-out of particular drlnking ocea-
{'sions, This is noteworthy, congider-
ing that one. argument initially advanced
in favor of the 'when last?' type of
questions was that they supposedly pro-
yided a more reliable picture of the
respondents’- drinking frequency®
(MAkeld, 1971, PP 13- 14)

As -we have noted, these comparisons are
based on. relatively unsoPhlsticated
versions of thé two methods, and are
“not necessarily very reveallng for com-
parisons of methods of eliciting data
on drinking context. Both ‘methods have
been exten51ve1y tised in recent studies
involving contexts of drinking, but

the results for contexts have mostly
not yet been published. In the Fin-
nish 1968-196% consumption study dir-
gcted by Mikel# data was collected for
all drinking occdsions in a period
determined by the respondents' reported
frequency of drinking, a period which
on this basis should have included at
least four drlnkzng occasions, For
each occasion, in addition to the day,
time, duration and interval from the
proximate occasions, and the types and
quantities of alcoholic beverages, in-
‘formation was . collected on the place b
of drlnklng, eating while drlnklng, the
presence of children (and parerts for
those under 20), and the pumber and
characteristics of the drinking com~
panions (Mikeld, 1971, p. 10).

In recent 1nterviews of -the Social Re-
search Group-rone conducted in San
Franciseo in 1971 and one for a national
sample currently in the field~wa number
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of questions relevant to drinking contexts
were included. One series, analyzed by
Ronald Roizen in-a working paper on
"'Social Drinking': . A Partial Test of a
Drinking Practices:Folk Theory! (1972),
deals with differential norming in dif-
ferent soecial situaéions-e”how much drink-
ing is all right".in each of a number of
situations, Another series deals with
characteristics of drinking groups and
their members in which the respondent .
participates. FPurther series deal with
changes in ‘the amount of time respondents
spend in a series of social gituations, .
frequency of“dfig ng; ‘and changes in
quantities of drinking inm those situa-
tions, while further series explore the ¢
constraints and pregsures on their’ drink-.
ing behavior experienced by . respondeéntd
from particular classes of significant
others in‘partidular"situafions;

¥

The literature on the validity of the, ‘
- various major methods of éliciting infor-
mation onhdninkiﬁg_Béhaviq; does not of-

fetr much guidanééﬂoﬁJthe comparative
validity of .sophistiecated and detailed
inquiries in each of the methods. It is
likely that each method has its special
‘strengths or weaknesses, A listing~of-
bccagions ‘method allows for a more natu-
ralistic description of particular occa-
sions, and is partigularly useful 1f gc-
cagions rather than persons are to be the
unit of ahalysisqf"pn the other hand, sum-
mary judgment quesfions profit from the
respondents’ ability to contribute more
to the data .than @ rock can contribute

to its measureméQﬁ;‘énd allow more easgily
for questioning aboiit’ relatively rare but
crucial occurrences (e.g., problem occur-
rénces cotisequent upon a particular class
of drinking situdtions). In short, there
does not thus appedr to be a single method
of measuring drinking contexts to be pre-
ferred in all situvations. :

c. Accduntiﬁg ﬁof'Consﬁmptioa in'Tefms
of Context -

Assessing the explanatory power of con-
text requires the-disconfounding of the
influences of context on individual com~.
sumpfion and the iﬁfluénces of individual
consumers on the selection of contexts.

The attempt to disconfound, in turn,
poses 4 series of analytical tasks

for the researcher. What is the degree
of 'voluntarism connected with drinking
contexts?. To what extent are they in-
tegral ot separable from socio-cultural
worlds or locations of the stbject?
Whdt is-the availability of dctivity al-
ternativés to. drinking contexts and what
is theif ¥elevant ledger of perceived
benefits and cests? To what degree are
particular contexts perceived to leave
the matkex df-drinking-behaViorrapén to
Individual variations? And, what are the.
variations in the situation rounds"
within and among individuals? Each
question-implies relevant data to be

collected.:

Our prg&igyg experiences with contextual
analyses .suggest that &n adequate ‘supply
of varigbles and data would include weelk-

“day fweekerd, monthly, seasonal, and yearly

. variatigus. in Ysituation™ rounds. - Also

~ ¢ollected should be data tegarding the  *

- number,” durations, drinking norms, co=-

present parties, insulations, sequence

and salience of the sample's situdtional
array. Thé: sequencde of contexts in
respondents' situation rounds, for ex=

. ample, appears to have a significant -

Linﬁluencéhpnidrinking practices within
, specific: ‘contexts, since the effeots of

alcohol may lingeér beyond the situation |

_in which drinking was done. We have

found, f@f‘ekample, that drinking norms at

lunch are significantly different depend-

'ing upon the drinking norms in the work-

places of employed respondents. The dif-
ference, ‘moreover, holds up when character-
ological factors are approximatély con-
trolled; --The variation of perceived drink-
ing norms .for similar situations is also

an important variable. With regard to
contexts.in which there is a high degree

of #onsensis surrounding drinking norms,
variations -in consumption will be most -
influenced by differential exposure to

and’ duratfon time in thaf context. The -
consensus concerning drinking noims.,
however, varies .a.great deal from situa-

tion to situation, Thus the analysis of

dissensual situations requires data on
normaiive variations as well as exposure,

.
i
I
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1 dominant strategy in Udited States
Lecohol problems research has been addtes-
:d to the question:i What causes some
iople to drink in a manner that causes
roubles for them? This emphasis on the
sterminants of drinking behavior whether
ipressed in research done in the labora~
ry, in clinical groups, or in general
ypulation samples--has broad-ranging in-
luences -on both conceptualization-and
thlic poliey. Deviant drinking behaviorx,
wever, cannot be defined without ref=-
rence to the norms of speial context-=it
wvolves at least two.planes of variation,
shavior and context, ‘Thus, a preoccupa=
lon with behavioral variation risks the
telusion of fully half of the puzzle~
leces necessary to an adequate theoreti-
11 picture of alcohol problems. This
nphasis, for example, has all tooc often
)stered the tacit deduction that alcohol
roblems in this countyy are due to.a .
sécial and exotic (if hard to define)
coup of persons who are alcoholics, prob-
:m drinkers, or otherwise peculiarly
lsposed toward alcohol, It is hoped

1at the awakening of research on context-
11 1ssues will balance with alternative
1d complementary insights and possi-
tlities the conceptual and public policy
tlemmas associated with alcohol and
nerican socilety.

~-Robin Room and Ron Roizen
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ence, served as secretary for both groups.

"° The first group, working on the basis of

a detailed review document prépared by Dr.

Griffith Edwards and other staff of the

Addiction Research Unit of the Imstitute

. of Psychiatry, London, was concerned with

a set of guidelines for the reporting of
already-existing data on the use of, prob-

. lems with, and national responses to alco-

hol and other drugs. .It is envisioned

‘that a reaular review Gf the available
. -data. would be undertaken on the basis of
. the guidelines, initially on z pilot
.basis, in a number of countries and re-

gions, The second group was concerned
with planning for the iniriation of new

"data-collecting centres in countries or

- regions without substantial existing cen—

“tres,: to operate in ¢doperation with al=—--

. ready exmstmnv centres elsew"zere°

o
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It is expected that the pro-
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_So far, only the’ proceedlngs of the 1970 -
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j;(HSM) 71-9045, 920 pages, available from
_ the Government Prlnting Offlce, $3.75
'paperbound)

“conference' series, have’ appeared {Recent ' :
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