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 Norms impact on drinking behaviour among students. 

Sara Lindholm 
 

 
Heavy alcohol consumption being a global problem with immediate physical and 
psychological consequences and higher risk for future alcohol dependency. Individuals 
involved in high alcohol frequency environments, such as students being at greater 
risk. Current study examined social norms impact on perceptions regarding drinking 
behaviour using a survey (N=106; 65% female) with a manipulated social norm. Weak and 
strong personal norm were examined regarding to what degree they get affected by the 
social norm. Current study failed to support evidence for social norms impact on drinking 
behaviour, and couldn’t significantly support evidence for weak personal norm being 
influenced by the social norm to a higher extend than strong personal norm. Current study 
could provide evidence for the strong personal norm being associated with higher degree 
of hesitation regarding drinking behaviour than the weak norm.  
 
 

A great part of college students feel that drinking alcohol is a normative element of the experience of 
being a student (The National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism [NIAAA], 2013). This is 
supported by research indicating that 59,4% of young adults aged 18-22 enrolled in US collage were 
current drinkers and 39% of these reported binge drinking (Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration [SAMHSA], 2014). Similar result could be found for students in Sweden 
where 90% of  students aged 19-29 attending to Swedish universities had been drinking alcohol 
during the last year, and how 49% been drinking 2-4 times per month (SoRAD, 2004). Furthermore 
could another research involving 4575 students from four universities across Sweden, detect how 
75% felt that drinking alcohol were a normative part of the student experience. Further did the result 
demonstrate how 33% of the university students were binge drinking twice a month or more often, 
and as much as 55% were binge drinking at least once per month (Bullock, 2004).  
 
NIAAA (2004) defined binge drinking as when within 2 hours consuming a minimum of 5 standard 
drinks for males, or a minimum of 4 standard drinks for females. Bullocks (2004) research defined 
binge drinking as a total consumption of 5 drinks at one occasion, regardless of gender. An standard 
drink were defined as one of the following: 50 cl regular beer, 33 cl strong beer, 1 small glas of white 
or red wine, or 4 cl of liquor (NIAAA, 2004).  
 
Binge drinking or heavy alcohol use in young years is associated with a greater risk of future alcohol 
dependency and immediate consequences such as: alcohol related injuries, assault, sexual abuse, 
physical harm, unwanted- or and unsafe sex, academic failures, drunk driving, economic difficulties, 
and mental health issues such as depression, eating disorders and anxiety problems. This making 
heavy alcohol use an significant health threat for adolescents and young adults, particular for those 
involved in an environment with a high alcohol frequency, such as college students and members of 
fraternities and sororities (Bränström, Sjöström & Andréasson, 2007; Collins & Spelman, 2013; 
Larimer, Turner, Mallet & Geisner, 2004; NIAAA, 2013; Bullock, 2004). 
Research from both Sweden and US have indicated how college students were more likely to develop 
episodic heavy drinking and alcohol-related harm than their non-college peers, college students also 
have a higher reported rate of binge-drinking and incidents of drunk driving than their non-college 
peers (Bränström et al., 2007; Larimer et al., 2004; NIAAA, 2013). Bullock (2004) reported how 
Swedish university students who were attending to pubs and parties were 75% more likely to binge 
drink compared with those who did not attend to after-school activities. Likewise were students 
involved in fraternities and sororities more likely to develop binge drinking (Bullock, 2004). 
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Evidently are students being particularly exposed to drinking and its negative consequences, thereby 
making it of greater importance to identify possible factors that could predict university students 
drinking. Earlier research has attempted to find explanations for students drinking behaviour and a 
frequent result were norms as a predictive factor.  
  

Earlier research 
 

Norms are shared expectations about how we should act, think and feel and could be described as 
guidelines for each one to follow; with a distinct difference between social norms and personal norms. 
Personal norms are defined by individuals subjectively, whereas social norms are formed by public 
expectations and environmental behaviours (Passer & Smith, 2001; Perkins, 2002; Schwartz, 1977). 
 
Social norms 
Social norms are society's shared understanding of how individuals in certain situations should 
behave and what is approved or disapproved of doing. Individuals have been following social norms 
as a result of the assumption that all individuals approve of the norms and from social pressure; 
knowing that behaviour may be rewarded or punished depending on how well the norms have been 
followed (Passer & Smith, 2001; Perkins, 2002;Schwartz, 1977; Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Golstein & 
Griskevicius, 2007; Thøgersen, 2007).  

The descriptive norm. The descriptive norm is defined as the perception of behavior or actual 
behavior and refers to what is seen as normal, which influence individuals behaviors in order to adapt 
to others. Both perceived norms and actual norms have a strong impact on drinking, as research 
suggests that students being influenced by both prevalence of behavior and perceived behavior. 
Students follow what they believe to be the actual descriptive norm, leading them to trust their 
perception, instead of their own personal norm, to estimate the actual normative behavior (Borsari & 
Carey, 2000; Larimer et al., 2004; Perkins, 2002; Schultz et al., 2007; Thøgersen, 2007).  
 
Descriptive norms have showed to be the strongest behaviour-prediction for late adolescence peers, 
being even stronger within the student-context, in which the students often lack frequent contact with 
their other reference groups, such as siblings, parents or non-college peers (Collins & Spelman, 2013). 
 
Higher level of drinking has been predicted among those students who have been socializing at least 
2 hours per day with a minimum of five students; this is in comparison to non-students that haven’t 
been socializing with student peers. This becomes problematic as individuals often perceive their 
peers to have a higher frequency and amount of alcohol consumption than the actual norm, giving 
individuals a false norm to adapt to (Borsari & Carey, 2000; Collins & Spelman, 2013; Lewis & 
Neighbors, 2004; Neighbors, Larimer & Lewis, 2004; Perkins, 2002; Schultz et al., 2007). 

The injunctive norm. Where descriptive norms refer to what others do, the injunctive norm is 
perceptions of behavior being “right” or “wrong”, giving positive or negative reinforcement to follow 
the descriptive norm. Student get social approval when acting within the actual injunctive norm, 
meaning they behave as desired, which motivates them to keep the adapted behavior (Collins & 
Spelman, 2013; Larimer et al., 2004; Neighbors et al., 2004; Schultz et al., 2007). Students in 
fraternities and sororities or within close peer groups often perceive the injunctive norm to be more 
acceptable towards drinking than the actual injunctive norm, giving students an incorrect injunctive 
norm to be following. The stronger the belief that one’s closest peer would drink until being 
intoxicated, the higher were the likelihood that one would drink until being intoxicated. The same 
correlation exists with the perceived injunctive norm, as students were more likely to find it 
acceptable for others and themselves to drink until being drunk, when one’s peer, or person whose 
opinion one valued, would find it acceptable of one drinking until being intoxicated (Collins & 
Spelman, 2013; Larimer et al., 2004; Schultz et al., 2007).  

 
Misperception of the norm  
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Individuals often misinterpret norms and unknowingly replace the actual norm with their own 
perceived norm, meaning replacing what people actually think is appropriate with behaviour they 
themselves perceive as being acceptable. This misperception of the social norm has a strong impact 
on student’s drinking behavior. Misperception and overestimating student-peers drinking, occurs 
among both female and male and additionally within various ethnic backgrounds. For instance: 
students often perceive their peers to have a more acceptable attitude towards drinking and being 
intoxicated even if it affects their academic studies. This is found being inconsistent within research 
involving the actual norm; saying how greater part of peers felt that being intoxicated was only 
acceptable during specific circumstances (Collins & Spelman, 2013; Lewis & Neighbors, 2004; 
Neighbors et al., 2004; Perkins, 2002; Rice, 2008).  
 
Furthermore could research demonstrate how the use of gender-specific norms were indicating that 
male’s consumption was perceived to be the higher than female’s. Heavy drinking was having a 
weaker correlation with gender-specific norms, and a stronger correlation with gender-nonspecific 
norms (Lewis & Neighbors, 2004). This showing the potential use of gender-specific norms when 
correcting a misperception by delivering normative information; a method referred to as a social norm 
campaign. 
 
The social norm campaign makes students aware of their misperception by delivering information 
about the actual norm in hopes to correct the misperception and changing their alcohol behavior to fit 
into the actual norm. As males were perceived to have a higher consumption than females, gender-
specific norms would give more concrete information than the gender-nonspecific norms, leading to 
a potentially stronger outcome in correcting misperceptions (Larimer et al., 2004; Lewis & 
Neighbors, 2004; Perkins, 2002; Schultz et al, 2007). 
 
Nonetheless, using the social norm campaign containing solely descriptive norms for changing 
students unwanted behavior, could lead to a boomerang-effect for those already being below the 
average consumption, meaning an undesirable increase of consumption. It could also lead to a 
temporary change of behavior that later changes back to its former state. In groups such as fraternities 
or sororities the actual drinking norm is often already higher than the average and thus there is no 
misperception and thereby no healthy norm to re-connect to. Members of such groups were already 
having a correct perception of their peers drinking, giving them social feedback since they were 
following the norm (Schultz et al, 2007). 
 
Those being below the norm could be incorrect perceiving themselves to have average or high 
consumption, then giving them the correct information would make them aware of their 
misperception. This leading to potential cause to increase their consumption with hopes of getting 
social rewarding. 
 
To prevent the boomerang effect, the injunctive norm could be added, giving information about both 
the actual drinking behavior and a positive or negative reinforcement depending on them being below 
or above the average drinking norm. Students consuming less than the average norm would continue 
to do so, and those who consumed above the average norm would decreased their consumption to 
match the accepted average. For groups with a high drinking norm would the injunctive norm give 
members information about peer’s belief of “wrongness” or “rightness” about drinking, leading to 
correct the misperception of their peer’s acceptance of high consumption (Larimer et al., 2004; 
Neighbors et al., 2004; Schultz et al., 2007).  
 
Likewise would the combination of the two norms be a useful predictor for estimating students 
drinking behavior, as the descriptive norm could to be used to estimate student’s concurrent drinking 
rate. To additionally add the injunctive norm would also give information about current and future 
alcohol-related problems (Larimer et al., 2004; Schultz et al., 2007). 
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Personal norm 
Personal norms are referring to inner expectations and are based on the individual’s general value 
system and differ from the social norm in such a way as the personal norm focuses on feelings of 
obligation and self-expectation whereas the social norm focuses on social pressure. An discrepancy 
between the two norms occurs when an individual are having a socially accepted high consumption 
but that the individual’s own moral and value disagrees to. Which of the two norms that primary 
motivates the individual’s behavior and have the strongest impact is the one being most salient 
(Schwartz, 1977; Schwartz & Fleishman, 1978). 
 
Norm activation 
Norm activation models explain behavior reflecting the individual’s personal norm and their own 
feeling of obligation and self-expectation. The personal norm’s impact on behavior is depending on 
it being activated. Norms not being activated leads to individuals only temporarily focusing on their 
inner expectation and thereby being more likely to follow the social norm.  
 
The effect on the personal norm varies depending on the intensity of the moral obligation; meaning 
if the norm is strong or weak. The effect is also depending on the situation, where moral obligation 
and values varies are depending on these situations. For activating the norm the individual must be 
aware of the potential physical, psychological, moral or social cost to act within the personal norm or 
the social norm. Individuals must also be aware of the problem and their own moral obligation as 
well as their moral responsibility, depending on which norm they choose to follow. 
 
If the individuals find the cost too high or wish to avoid situations or behaviors not being of relevance 
or appropriateness could the personal norm be neutralized, making the social norm the more salient 
one. An example of this would be a student with a moral obligation to only drink alcohol on 
weeknights but who, because of social pressure chooses to drink on weekdays, leading to a neutralized 
personal norm (Schwartz, 1977; Schwartz & Fleishman, 1978). 
 
By neutralizing the personal and making the social norm the salient one, the student is possibly and 
knowingly ignoring the consequences of having a high drinking behavior, and furthermore following 
their perceived norm. Activating the descriptive norm and displaying the actual drinking behavior 
could lead to student’s high drinking behavior being decreased. Current research examines the role 
of personal norms and social norms, considering drinking behavior among students.  

 
 

Aim of Current Study 

The purpose of current study were to examine social norm and to which degree the social norm 
affected student’s perceptions regarding drinking behavior. This study could possibly lead to 
increased knowledge concerning student’s perception of drinking and their actual drinking behavior. 
Hope is that the manipulation of the social norm could lead to further knowledge of how to predict 
drinking behavior.  Furthermore, the purpose of this study were also to examine personal norm and 
how strong personal norm versus weak personal norm gets affected by the social norm. 
 
Hypothesis 
Based on earlier research within said subject, the following hypotheses were formulated: 
 
Hypothesis 1: A higher degree of acceptance towards drinking behavior will be reported for 
participants who are exposed to a positive social norm compared with participants exposed to a 
negative social norm. 
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Hypothesis 2: A higher degree of hesitation towards drinking behavior will be reported for 
participants with a strong personal norm. 
 
Hypothesis 3: Participants with weak personal norm will to a higher extent be influenced by the social 
norm, compared to those with a strong personal norm.   
 
 

Method 
Participants 
The study included 106 (65% female, 35% men) participants. All participants were university 
students of whom 88% studied full time, 1% studied 75%, 3% studied halftime, 1% studied 25% and 
7% unspecified. The average age of the participants was 25.97 years. 92% of the participants had no 
children, 4% had one child, 2% had two children and 2% had more than two children. The relationship 
status for the participant were as following: 17% were married or in a relationship, 31% were living 
with their partner and 52% were single.  
 
Questionnaires were handed out on Gothenburg University premises after potential participants been 
informed about the confidentiality of the study. Participants were asked to leave the questionnaire 
down facing the table when finished, this for providing the participants the possibility to simply leave 
them incomplete if so chosen. The second questionnaire was available in two versions, a manipulated 
positive social norm and a manipulated negative social norm, which participants randomly were 
assigned to.  
 
Participants were selected through a non-probability sample, more specific a convenience sampling. 
Critique can be directed at this method as it do not generalize the total population, and thereby cannot 
share findings beyond the sample in question. Nonetheless were the convenience sample used for 
current study as it is a small scale survey with students as focus group, already forcing the author to 
take an active part in the selection process.  

   
Procedure 
The participants were first given verbal instructions about the surveys, and were given more detailed 
written instructions on the first page of each questionnaire. Three separate questionnaires were used 
in this quantitative study.  
 
The first questionnaire contained five demographic questions and seven questions used to measure 
perceived social norm and personal norm (e.g., “If a student arrive to a lecture being intoxicated...” 
see Appendix 1). Perceived social norm was measured by asking the participants to rate to which 
extent they agreed to “students in general hesitancy about this behaviour” and “students are generally 
sceptical about this behaviour”. Personal norm were measured by asking the participants to rate to 
which extent they agreed to “I feel hesitant about this behaviour” and “I find myself sceptical about 
this behaviour”.  In both measurements participants answered by using a five-point scale (0 
= ”strongly disagree”, 4 = ”agree completely”;). 
 
The purpose of the second questionnaire was to manipulate the social norm regarding other students 
drinking behaviour. The participants were randomly assigned to the positive or negative norm-
condition and were asked to read one of two version of a newspaper article about alcohol consumption 
among students. In the article with the negative manipulation (N=54) could participants read the word 
negative five times (e.g., “Eight out of ten students have a negative attitude towards alcohol 
consumption...”; see Appendix 2a). In the version with positive manipulation (N=52) could the 
participants read the word positive five times (e.g., “Eight out of ten students have a positive attitude 
towards alcohol consumption...”; see Appendix 2b). The participants were asked to read the article 
and then continue to the third questionnaire. 
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The third questionnaire had the purpose to measure the effect of the manipulation. This was done by 
using the same seven questions as in the first questionnaire; only now they were formulated as 
scenarios (e.g., “A student in your class was out drinking last night and arrives hungover to today's 
lecture...”; see Appendix 3). Participants were asked to rate to which extent they agreed to “I feel 
hesitant about this behaviour” and “I find myself sceptical about this behaviour”. They answered by 
using a five-point scale (0 = ”strongly disagree”,  4 = ”agree completely”). Last in the third 
questionnaire were room assigned for participants to share additional thoughts on the subject or the 
questionnaires.  
 
The participation in the study took approximately 10 minutes. 
 
Materials 
 Perceived social norm and personal norm regarding drinking behaviour. To measure 
perceived social norm in the first questionnaire were the participants asked to rate in which extent 
they agreed to “students in general hesitancy about this behaviour” and “students are generally 
sceptical about this behaviour”. To establish whether hesitancy and sceptical could be used as a single 
variable to measure participants perceived social norm were a median split made. Cronbach’s Alpha 
for the merge was α =.84. Therefore could the two variables be used as a single variable to measure 
the perceived social norm regarding drinking behaviour (Moverall = 2.12, SD = .95). The single 
variable of perceived social norm will to avoid confusion hereinafter be referred to as hesitancy. 
 
To measure personal norm were the participants asked to rate in which extent they agreed to “I feel 
hesitant about this behaviour” and “I find myself sceptical about this behaviour”. An median split 
between hesitant and sceptical were done here as well, which resulted in Cronbach’s Alpha α =.89 
for the merged items. Thus could the two variables be used as an single variable to measure the 
strength of the participants' personal norm, and will hereinafter be referred to as strength of personal 
norm regarding drinking behaviour (Moverall = 2.05, SD = .79).  
 

Effect of the manipulation. In the third questionnaire were scenarios used to measure 
participants influence of the social norm regarding drinking behaviour; hence measure the effect of 
the manipulation. The statements “I feel hesitant about this behaviour” and “I find myself sceptical 
about this behaviour” were used. Cronbach’s Alpha for the merges items hesitant and sceptical were 
α =.95, indicating that the two variables could be used as one single variable, that further will be 
referred to as manipulation effect. 
 
 

Result 
 
Hypotheses for the study were tested by using a hierarchical multiple regression analysis to examine 
if social norm, personal norm or their interaction was related to participants level of hesitation about 
drinking behaviour.  
The first hypothesis claimed how a higher degree of acceptance towards drinking behavior would be 
reported for participants who were exposed to a positive social norm compared with participants who 
been exposed to a negative social norm. Hence, the positive social norm manipulation would generate 
a higher degree of acceptance than the negative social norm manipulation. In step 1 in the hierarchical 
multiple regression analysis were the main effect of social norm, B = -.14, t(102) = -.97, p = .334 (β 
= -.07), thus failing to support Hypothesis 1 as participants in the positive social norm condition (M 
=1.99, SD = .88) did not significantly differ from participants in the negative social norm condition 
(M = 2.28, SD = 1.01).  
 
The second hypothesis claimed how a higher degree of hesitation towards drinking behavior would 
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be reported for participants with a strong personal norm. The main effect of personal norm was 
significant, B = .77, t(102) = 8.44, p = .000 (β = .64), hence supporting Hypothesis 2; a stronger 
personal norm was associated with a higher degree of hesitation. 
 
The third and last hypothesis claimed how participants with a weak personal norm to a higher extent 
would be influenced by the social norm, compared to those with a strong personal norm. In Step 2 in 
the hierarchical multiple regression analysis did the interaction between social norm and personal 
norm not improve the model significantly, DR2 = .007, F(1,102) = 25.90, p = .259, thus failing to 
support Hypothesis 3. 
 
To further analyse the result means were produced and studied. Regarding gender (see Table 1) had 
females a slightly stronger personal norm (M=2.08) and higher degree of hesitancy (M=1.82) than 
males personal norm (M=1.98) and degree of hesitancy (M=1.72). Females also had a slightly stronger 
effect from the manipulation (M=2.14) than males (M=2.12). 
 
Table 1. Mean values and standard deviations between sexes regarding personal norm, hesitation and 
manipulation effect. 
 Personal norm Hesitation Manipulation effect 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Female (N=69) 2,08  ,75 1,82  ,57 2,14 ,92 

 

Male (N=37) 

 

1,98  ,86 1,72  ,61 2,12  1,02 

 
Age of the participants were also taken into consideration and recoded into groups for better overview. 
(see Table 2). Participant aged 35 and older had the strongest personal norm (M=2.48) and the highest 
reported degree of hesitancy (M=2.13). Participants aged 16-19 had the weakest personal norm 
(M=1.92) and the lowest degree of hesitancy (M=1.28). The strongest effect from the manipulation 
had participants aged 35 years and older (M=2.29) and the weakest effect had participants aged 20-
24 years (M=2.00). 
 
Table 2. Mean values and standard deviations between age groups regarding personal norm, hesitation 
and manipulation effect. 
 Personal norm Hesitation Manipulation effect 

Age Mean SD Mean SD Mean  SD 

16-19 years (N=2) 1,92 ,10 1,28 ,80 2,07 ,50 

20-24 years (N=46) 1,98 ,84 1,78 ,64 2,00 ,91 

25-29 years (N=43) 2,03 ,80 1,75 ,54 2,28 1,01 

30-34 years (N=9) 2,17 ,43 1,88 ,42 2,01 ,71 

35 years and older (N=6) 2,48 ,86 2,13 ,68 2,29 1,28 

 
Discussion 

 
Purpose of current study was to examine if social norms were affecting students perception regarding 
their own and others drinking behavior, and if so; to what degree. The purpose were also to investigate 
if students with weak personal norms to a greater extent was affected by the social norm, in 
comparison with individuals with strong personal norms. 
 
Hypothesis 1 couldn’t be supported, failing to give further evidence for social norms impact on 
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individuals drinking behaviour. Earlier research have found proof of individuals trusting and 
following both perception and prevalence of behaviour, meaning individuals mustn’t have been in 
contact with behaviour for them to believe it to be the actual behaviour (Larimer et al., 2004; Perkins, 
2002; Thøgersen, 2007). In current study, participants were presented to a positive or negative norm 
concerning drinking behaviour, with aim for the participants to perceive it as the actual norm and in 
accordance with earlier research; adapt the behaviour and thus get social approval. Failing this leads 
to question if the manipulated social norm was too weak or if there was other factors not taken into 
account, such as reference-groups. Earlier studies describes reference-groups as a strong factor when 
predicting drinking behaviour, and that higher level of consumption were found among those students 
lacking contact with individuals outside the student-context. It’s possible that the failed hypothesis in 
current study could occur because of participants having too little interaction with students and 
frequent contact with non-college peers such as co-workers and family members (Borsari & Carey, 
2000; Larimer et al., 2004; Perkins, 2002). 
 
The failed hypothesis could also possible be explained as participant were socializing less than two 
hours a day with less than 5 other students, which was a condition in earlier research when predicting 
higher level of drinking among students. Greater part of the participants in the current study were 
studying fulltime, which would disclaim the possibility of insufficient interaction with students, but 
it’s important to note that interaction with others don't occur simply because studying fulltime 
(Borsari & Carey, 2000; Larimer et al., 2004; Perkins, 2002). 
 
However, current study didn’t investigate whether participants were studying on campus or on remote 
or if being members of sororities and fraternities, which would have great impact on participant’s 
norms. Studying on remote rarely or never leads to meeting or interacting with student peers, which 
would make it harder to have knowledge of others students drinking behaviour and thus questionable 
if it’s even possible to adapt other students social drinking norms. A clarification should be made 
since earlier research in current study is campus-based meaning there is not enough theory supporting 
this, merely the author's observation. 
 
In earlier research the potential discrepancy is described between the social norm and individuals own 
moral and value, and how individuals behavior primary are based on the norm that is the salient one. 
Hypothesis 2 was supported as the strong personal norm was associated with a higher degree of 
hesitation toward drinking behaviours, this indicating the personal norm being the salient one, and 
thereby being the primary norm influencing behaviours. This may be due to participants been aware 
of for example physical cost of high consumption, such as assault, unwanted sex and academic 
failures. Participants might then estimate the cost and moral obligation to high and thereby 
neutralizing the social norm and making the personal norm the salient one (Bränström et al., 2007; 
Bullock, 2004; Collins & Spelman, 2013; Larimer et al.,  2004; NIAAA, 2013; Schwartz, 1977; 
Schwartz & Fleishman, 1978).  
 
Further explanations for the personal being the salient one could be as earlier mention, a result from 
to little interactions with too few student peers. Without the interaction can the individual not be aware 
of the cost of not following the social norm, hence making the personal norm the salient one. From 
the total sample of current study were 88% studying on fulltime, which may indicate interaction with 
student peers. However, with no demographic questions regarding participants studying on campus 
or remote is it not possible to make any conclusions. This must be seen as a weakness in current study. 
Bullocks (2004) research indicates how students enrolled to a program were binge drinking 50% of 
their drinking occasions, compared to students in free-standing courses who binge drank 43% of their 
drinking occasions. This could give possible explanations for hypothesis 2 being supported, and are 
being consistent with the observation regarding little interaction possible being correlated with a 
higher degree of hesitation regarding drinking behaviour. 
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Hypothesis 3 could not be significantly supported, failing to give evidence for social norms having a 
higher extent on influence for participant with a weak personal norm compared with participant with 
a strong personal norm. As mention, current study and survey didn’t provide information regarding 
participants studying on campus or studying in remote, furthermore is it impossible to tell if 
participants were active in activities outside the classroom or if they were members of sororities or 
fraternities. Earlier research indicates how groups as sororities and fraternities having a more positive 
drinking norm than average students, which could explain how the social norm failed to influence the 
personal norm. If participants being part of an close-peer group being acceptable towards drinking 
behaviour it is possible that the manipulation didn’t affect their existing social norm (Larimer et al., 
2004; Neighbors et al., 2004; Schultz et al., 2007). 
 
For further insight in current study’s result were mean studied and presented. When focusing on 
gender could a slightly higher degree of hesitancy (M=1.82) be found for female compared to males 
degree of hesitancy (M=1.72). The difference between male and female is too little to indicate a real 
deviation and thus can’t be seen as significant result. However, the result indicates a gender norm 
tendency regarding drinking behaviour where Bullocks (2004) research instead measures reported 
frequency and degree of drinking; where male students were drinking more regularly and were almost 
twice as likely to binge drink as female students. Furthermore is current insignificant result supported 
by both Bullocks (2004) research and Lewis and Neighbors (2004) research, as the later shows how 
males are perceived to have a higher total consumption than females.  
 
Additionally result from current study indicated participants aged 16-19 having the weakest personal 
norm (M=1.92) and the lowest degree of hesitancy (M=1.28). Bullocks (2004) research indicates how 
participants aged 16-19 did not have the highest weekly consumption, however having a high rate of 
binge drinking per drinking occasion. Participants in current study aged 35 and older had the highest 
reported degree of hesitancy (M=2.13), also this showing similar tendencies as Bullocks (2004) 
research in which 11.6% of the participants aged 35 and older were binge drinking at least twice a 
month, where 33.8% of the participants aged 16-19 were binge drinking at least twice a month. 
 
 Mean variables from current study illustrate interesting data being somewhat correlated with earlier 
research. In current result were however the discrepancy between genders too small to indicate any 
specific result being strong enough to form conclusion upon. Similar tendencies were found in 
Bullocks (2004) study, proving how future research among students drinking behaviour should be 
focusing on the aspect of gender.  
Interesting result were also found in mean variables of age groups, also this correlated with Bullocks 
(2004) research. University students have been proved having a higher frequency of drinking 
occasions and binge drinking than their non-college peers, research also indicated how younger 
university students having a higher tendency to binge drink their older peers (Bränström et al., 2007; 
Bullock, 2004). University students and age should thereby be focused on in future research, what 
factors impact students in younger age groups to drink in a higher degree than students in older age 
groups? Could it be correlated with the fact that greater part (N=46) of participants in current study 
were aged 20-24, thus more peers in same age groups to be influenced by? 
 
Future research should also be focusing on the discrepancy between studying at campus and remote. 
Could remote students be interacting with their remote student peers to such extend they being 
influenced by student peers regarding their own drinking behaviour? Will remote students living in 
city’s with big universities such as Stockholm, Gothenburg, Lund or Uppsala, be different influenced 
on student drinking behaviours compared with remote students living in city’s without universities?  
 
Future research involving Swedish universities should be focusing on members of sororities and 
fraternities, and which impact membership have on students drinking norm. Earlier research indicated 
how US students being members in such groups having a higher drinking norm than average student 
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(Schultz et al, 2007). Are sororities and fraternities in Swedish universities having same impact on 
drinking behaviour as in US college and to what extend would the individual follow the peer norm? 
 
Lastly, current study were focused on increasing knowledge regarding students drinking behaviour 
and possible factors for predicting drinking behaviour among university students. One out of three 
hypothesis in current study where supported; a higher hesitation towards drinking behaviour will be 
reported for participants with a strong personal norm. Argument and explanations for current study’s 
outcome have been discussed and suggestions for future research have been made.  
 
An shortage of research regarding personal norms impact on behaviour such as drinking in peer 
context have resulted in lack of discussions of the supported hypothesis. Sufficient research 
concerning personal norm have not been found and thus a discussion of these result have been lost.  
Thereby must the strongest suggestion of future research regarding drinking in university context be 
focused on personal norm and its impact on students drinking behaviour.  
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Appendix 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2014-01-13 
 
Syftet med denna studien är att undersöka din uppfattning kring alkoholkonsumtion. 
Inga frågor kommer ställas om den egna konsumtionen.  
 
Jag ber dig försöka besvara frågorna så sanningsenligt som möjligt, resultatet kan 
annars bli missvisande.  
 
Studien består av 4 delar som du kommer få besvara separat. Den inleds med ett antal 
frågor om dig själv, sedan följer ytterligare frågor som du ska besvara samt en kortare 
tidningsnotis. Sist ber vi dig ta ställning till ett antal scenarion. Studien tar ca 10 
minuter att besvara.  
 
 
Dina svar behandlas helt anonymt.  
 
  
 
Har du några frågor kring studien är du välkommen att kontakta mig eller min 
handledare. 
 
Tack på förhand för din medverkan! 
 
 
Sara Lindholm, student 
sara.lindholm88@gmail.com 
 
Erik Lindström, lektor 
erik.lindstrom@bth.se 
 
              
  

Blekinge Tekniska Högskola 
Sektionen för management 
Samhällsvetarprogrammet för lärande, utveckling och kommunikation 
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Del 1 
Inledningsvis ber jag dig besvara ett par allmänna frågor om dig själv: 
Fråga 1: Är du kvinna eller man? 
 

 Kvinna 
 Man 

 
 
Fråga 2: Vilket årtal är du född? 
 
 _______________ 
 
 
Fråga 3: Vad har du för civilstatus? 

 
 Gift/Partnerskap 
 Sambo 
 Ensamstående 

 
 

Fråga 4: Jag har... 
 

 Inga barn 
 1 barn 
 2 barn 
 Fler än 2 barn 

 
 
Fråga 5: I vilken procenthalt studerar du? 
  

 100% 
 75% 
 50% 
 25% 
 Annan 
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Del 2 
Här följer frågor som innefattar din uppfattning dels kring hur du personligen känner inför de 
följande situationerna, och dels hur människor i allmänhet anser att man bör agera. Ange ditt svar 
genom att markera i aktuell ruta. Det är viktigt att du tänker efter innan du svarar så att ditt svar 
speglar din personliga uppfattning så mycket som möjligt, det finns nämligen inget rätt eller fel. 

 

1. Om en student kommer alkoholpåverkad till en föreläsning... 

 Instämmer inte 
alls 

 

Instämmer i låg 
grad 

Instämmer delvis Instämmer i hög 
grad 

Instämmer helt 
och hållet 

…känner 
studenter i 
allmänhet 
tveksamhet inför 
detta beteende 
 

     

…ställer sig 
studenter i 
allmänhet sig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
 

     

…känner jag mig 
tveksam inför 
detta beteende 
      
…ställer jag mig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
      

 

2. Om en student kommer bakfull till en föreläsning... 

 Instämmer inte 
alls 

 

Instämmer i låg 
grad 

Instämmer delvis Instämmer i hög 
grad 

Instämmer helt 
och hållet 

…känner 
studenter i 
allmänhet 
tveksamhet inför 
detta beteende 
 

     

…ställer sig 
studenter i 
allmänhet sig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
 

     

…känner jag mig 
tveksam inför 
detta beteende 
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2. Om en student kommer bakfull till en föreläsning... 

…ställer jag mig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
      

 

3. Om en student uteblir från en föreläsning... 

 Instämmer inte 
alls 

 

Instämmer i låg 
grad 

Instämmer delvis Instämmer i hög 
grad 

Instämmer helt 
och hållet 

…känner 
studenter i 
allmänhet 
tveksamhet inför 
detta beteende 
 

     

…ställer sig 
studenter i 
allmänhet sig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
 

     

…känner jag mig 
tveksam inför 
detta beteende 
      
…ställer jag mig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
      

 

4. Om en student uteblir från individuella studier på grund av bakfylla... 

 Instämmer inte 
alls 

 

Instämmer i låg 
grad 

Instämmer delvis Instämmer i hög 
grad 

Instämmer helt 
och hållet 

…känner 
studenter i 
allmänhet 
tveksamhet inför 
detta beteende 
 

     

…ställer sig 
studenter i 
allmänhet sig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
 

     

…känner jag mig 
tveksam inför 
detta beteende 
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4. Om en student uteblir från individuella studier på grund av bakfylla... 

…ställer jag mig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
      

 

 

 

 

5. Om en student presterar lägre dagen efter intag av alkohol... 

 Instämmer inte 
alls 

 

Instämmer i låg 
grad 

Instämmer delvis Instämmer i hög 
grad 

Instämmer helt 
och hållet 

…känner 
studenter i 
allmänhet 
tveksamhet inför 
detta beteende 
 

     

…ställer sig 
studenter i 
allmänhet sig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
 

     

…känner jag mig 
tveksam inför 
detta beteende 
      
…ställer jag mig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
      

 

6. Om en student dricker max 5 glas på en veckodag... 

 

 Instämmer inte 
alls 

 

Instämmer i låg 
grad 

Instämmer delvis Instämmer i hög 
grad 

Instämmer helt 
och hållet 



19 
 

6. Om en student dricker max 5 glas på en veckodag... 

…känner 
studenter i 
allmänhet 
tveksamhet inför 
detta beteende 
 

     

…ställer sig 
studenter i 
allmänhet sig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
 

     

…känner jag mig 
tveksam inför 
detta beteende 
      
…ställer jag mig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
      

7. Om en student dricker mer än 5 glas alkohol under en veckodag ... 

 
 Instämmer inte 

alls 
 

Instämmer i låg 
grad 

Instämmer delvis Instämmer i hög 
grad 

Instämmer helt 
och hållet 

…känner 
studenter i 
allmänhet 
tveksamhet inför 
detta beteende 
 

     

…ställer sig 
studenter i 
allmänhet sig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
 

     

…känner jag mig 
tveksam inför 
detta beteende 
      
…ställer jag mig 
tvivlande till detta 
beteende 
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Appendix 2a 
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Appendix 2b 
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Appendix 3 

Del 4 

Här följer scenarion som innefattar din personliga uppfattning kring hur du känner inför dessa 
scenariona. Ange ditt svar genom att markera i aktuell ruta. Det är viktigt att du tänker efter innan 
du svarar så att ditt svar speglar din personliga uppfattning så mycket som möjligt, det finns 
nämligen inget rätt eller fel. 

 

1. Efter ytterligare en sen utekväll vaknar din studiekamrat med kraftig bakfylla och 
beslutar att ta ledigt från individuella studier den dagen... 

 Nej, ingen tvekan 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, en svag 
tvekan 

Ja Ja, en stark 
tvekan 

Ja, en väldigt 
stark tvekan 

…skulle du uppleva 
tveksamhet gällande 
dennes beteende? 
 

16 35 21 25 9 

 
Nej, inget tvivel 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, ett svagt 
tvivel Ja Ja, ett starkt 

tvivel 
Ja, ett väldigt 
starkt tvivel 

…skulle du ställa dig 
tvivlande till dennes 
beteende? 20 33 20 22 11 

 

2. En person i din klass är ofta ute sent och dricker och kommer därför bakfull till 
morgondagens föreläsning... 

 Nej, ingen tvekan 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, en svag 
tvekan 

Ja Ja, en stark 
tvekan 

Ja, en väldigt 
stark tvekan 

…skulle du uppleva 
tveksamhet gällande 
dennes beteende? 
 

7 34 26 25 14 

 
Nej, inget tvivel 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, ett svagt 
tvivel Ja Ja, ett starkt 

tvivel 
Ja, ett väldigt 
starkt tvivel 

…skulle du ställa dig 
tvivlande till dennes 
beteende? 11 33 22 25 15 

 

3. En i klassen är ute och dricker med sina vänner. Detta påverkar ofta dennes studier 
dagen efter då denne presterar på en lägre akademisk nivå än vanligt... 

 Nej, ingen tvekan 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, en svag 
tvekan 

Ja Ja, en stark 
tvekan 

Ja, en väldigt 
stark tvekan 
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3. En i klassen är ute och dricker med sina vänner. Detta påverkar ofta dennes studier 
dagen efter då denne presterar på en lägre akademisk nivå än vanligt... 

…skulle du uppleva 
tveksamhet gällande 
dennes beteende? 
 

14 25 29 24 14 

 
Nej, inget tvivel 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, ett svagt 
tvivel Ja Ja, ett starkt 

tvivel 
Ja, ett väldigt 
starkt tvivel 

…skulle du ställa dig 
tvivlande till dennes 
beteende? 12 32 26 23 13 

 

4. Studenten som du brukar dela anteckningar med är vid upprepade tillfällen ute på 
studentpuben och dricker minst 6 ”glas” och oftast mer... 

 

 Nej, ingen tvekan 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, en svag 
tvekan 

Ja Ja, en stark 
tvekan 

Ja, en väldigt 
stark tvekan 

…skulle du uppleva 
tveksamhet gällande 
dennes beteende? 
 

16 25 29 24 14 

 
Nej, inget tvivel 
överhuvudtaget 

 
Ja, ett svagt tvivel Ja Ja, ett starkt 

tvivel 
Ja, ett väldigt 
starkt tvivel 

…skulle du ställa dig 
tvivlande till dennes 
beteende? 17 24 23 24 18 

 

5. En i din studiegrupp är ännu en gång ute sent och dricker alkohol och denne 
beslutar således att strunta i att gå på morgondagens föreläsning... 

 Nej, ingen tvekan 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, en svag 
tvekan 

Ja Ja, en stark 
tvekan 

Ja, en väldigt 
stark tvekan 

…skulle du uppleva 
tveksamhet gällande 
dennes beteende? 
 

7 34 26 26 13 

 
Nej, inget tvivel 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, ett svagt 
tvivel Ja Ja, ett starkt 

tvivel 
Ja, ett väldigt 
starkt tvivel 

…skulle du ställa dig 
tvivlande till dennes 
beteende? 9 30 27 27 13 
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6. Din studentkompis Kim är vid upprepade tillfällen ute på studentpuben och dricker 
5 ”glas” alkohol en veckodag 

 

 Nej, ingen tvekan 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, en svag 
tvekan 

Ja Ja, en stark 
tvekan 

Ja, en väldigt 
stark tvekan 

…skulle du uppleva 
tveksamhet gällande 
dennes beteende? 
 

9 38 28 13 18 

 
Nej, inget tvivel 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, ett svagt 
tvivel Ja Ja, ett starkt 

tvivel 
Ja, ett väldigt 
starkt tvivel 

…skulle du ställa dig 
tvivlande till dennes 
beteende? 11 39 24 15 17 

 

7. En klasskamrat till dig kommer vid upprepade tillfällen alkoholpåverkad till era 
föreläsningar... 

 Nej, ingen tvekan 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, en svag 
tvekan 

Ja Ja, en stark 
tvekan 

Ja, en väldigt 
stark tvekan 

…skulle du uppleva 
tveksamhet gällande 
dennes beteende? 
 

1 11 13 29 52 

 
Nej, inget tvivel 
överhuvudtaget 

 

Ja, ett svagt 
tvivel Ja Ja, ett starkt 

tvivel 
Ja, ett väldigt 
starkt tvivel 

…skulle du ställa dig 
tvivlande till dennes 
beteende? 1 10 15 29 51 

 

 

 

 

 
Har du ytterligare tankar och funderingar kring alkoholkonsumtion efter avslutat 
deltagande ber jag dig vänligen vända på pappret och skriva av dig där. 
 
Tack för din medverkan! 


