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VYCHODISKA: Predchddzajiice vyskumy preukézali vplyv
prototypov na konzumaciu alkoholu, avsak zvédcsa boli za-
merané na vseobecné prototypy konzumentov alkoholu.
V tejto suvislosti dokonca chybaju metodiky, nakol'ko autori
vyuzivaju rézne zoznamy adjektiv pri popise prototypov kon-
zumentov alkoholu. CIELE: (1) preskumat, ktorymi adjekti-
vami vysokosSkoldci popisuju prototypy (abstinenta, social-
neho a tazkého konzumenta alkoholu) a vytvorit metodiku
merajucu tieto prototypy, (2) nacrtnut faktorovd Strukturu
vytvorenej metodiky. METODY: Prezentované su dve $tu-
die. Studia 1 — Déata boli zozbierané od 184 slovenskych
vysokoskolakov (54,9% zien; M,,,=21,3; SD=1,77). Respon-
denti odpovedali na 3 otvorené otazky zistujuce adjekti-

vek

va, ktorymi vysokoskolaci popisuju prototypy konzumentov
(abstinenta, socialneho a tazkého konzumenta). Na analyzu
dat bola vyuZita kvalitativna a frekvenénd analyza. Studia 2 -
Data boli zozbierané od 422 slovenskych vysokoskolakov
(565,9% muzov, M,,,=21,06; SD=0,10). Respondenti hodno-

vek

tili 27 adjektiv na 7-bodovej Skéle vo vztahu k trom prototy-
pom konzumentov alkoholu. Na analyzu dat bola vyuZita
faktorova analyza. VYSLEDKY: Vytvorend bola metodika
merajuca prototypy konzumentov alkoholu (abstinenta, so-
cialneho a tazkého konzumenta), ktord pozostavala z in-
Strukcie, 27 adjektiv pre kaZzdy prototyp, ktoré boli hodnote-
né na 7-bodovej skdle. Faktorovou analyzou boli vyextraho-
vané 3 faktory pre kaZdy prototyp: extraverzia, neuroticiz-
mus, svedomitost, ZAVERY: Prinosom Je vytvorenie meto-
diky merajucej prototypy konzumentov alkoholu s troma
vyextrahovanymi faktormi, ktoré mézZu byt pouZité v d'alsich
Studidch a analyzach napr. v SEM pre komplexné vysvetle-
nie konzumacie alkoholu vysokoskolakov. Potrebné je pre-
skumat prototypy konzumentov alkoholu v sirSom kontexte
s d'alsim vyuzitim v programoch prevencie s cie'om zmeny
hodnotenia odlisnych prototypov konzumentov alkoho-
lu, ktory moéZe byt mediatorom efektivnosti programov
prevencie.
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BACKGROUND: Previous research has shown that drin-
ker prototypes influence alcohol use, although it has most-
ly addressed this problem on a general level. A compre-
hensive method for measuring drinker prototypes that
consists of lists of adjectives describing each prototype is
very much needed. AIMS: (1) to explore which adjectives
university students use to describe drinker prototypes (ab-
stainer, social drinker, and heavy drinker) and to create
a method measuring drinker prototypes; (2) to establish
the factor structure of this drinker prototype method.
MEASUREMENTS AND PARTICIPANTS: Two studies
are presented. Study 7 - the data was collected from
184 Slovak university students (54.9% females; M, ,=21.3;
SD=1.77). The respondents answered three open questi-
ons regarding the adjectives which they would use to des-
cribe different drinker prototypes (abstainer, social drin-
ker, and heavy drinker). Qualitative and frequency analy-
ses were used for data analysis. Study 2 - the data was
collected from 422 Slovak university students (55.9% ma-
les; M,,,=21.06; SD=.10). The respondents evaluated

27 adjectives on a 7-point scale in relation to three drinker
prototypes. Principal axis factoring was used for the data
analysis. RESULTS: A method measuring drinker proto-
types (abstainer, social drinker, and heavy drinker) was
created. It consisted of instructions followed by a list of
27 adjectives for each drinker prototype, which were eva-
luated on a 7-point scale. Principal axis factoring extracted
three factors representing the drinker prototypes: extra-
version, neuroticism, and conscientiousness. CONCLU-
SIONS: A method measuring drinker prototypes has been
developed and it was found that it consists of three factors
which can be used for further analysis, e.g. SEM for a com-
prehensive analysis of university students’ alcohol use. It
is important that drinker prototypes are explored in future
research within a wider context. The findings thus obtai-
ned could then be used and further studied directly in pre-
vention programmes which focus on changing percepti-
ons of drinker prototypes. In such a case, drinker prototy-
pes should be addressed with regard to their mediating
role in the effectiveness of such prevention programmes.
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® 1 INTRODUCTION

Alcohol use reaches its highest prevalence among univer-
sity students (e.g. Stone, Becker, Huber, & Catalano, 2012;
Menagi, Harrell, & June, 2008), many of whom engage in
a specific pattern of alcohol use, i.e. binge drinking (or haz-
ardous drinking), defined as the consumption of five or
more drinks per occasion (four or more for women) (Dowdall
& Wechsler, 2002; Foster, Bass, & Bruce, 2011). A univer-
sity environment seems to be associated with relatively
high alcohol use (Slutske, Hunt-Carter, Nabors-Oberg,
Sher, Bucholz, Madden et al., 2004) as a result of the “uni-
versity lifestyle”, which offers many opportunities for
drinking on various occasions such as celebrations or par-
ties (e.g. Stone et al., 2012; Menagi, Harrell, & June, 2008;
Bass, Bruce & Lee, 2013; Vaughan, Corbin, & Fromme,
2009). About 66% of university students in Slovakia are en-
gaged in binge drinking (Seberia, Mikolajczyk, & Orosova,
2009). Slovakia, according to the WHO, belongs among
those European countries where alcohol use is above aver-
age (Skrabalkové, 2013) and where young people (e.g. uni-
versity students) are most at risk (Pétiovd & Bielikov4,
2002), with many negative consequences (e.g. Corbin,
Iwamoto, & Fromme, 2011; Ham & Hope, 2003). As a result,
it is necessary that future research examines different fac-
tors behind university students’ alcohol use, as well as ex-
ploring possible associations between these factors and
their effects on alcohol use in a broader context. The
psychosocial factors pertaining to alcohol use among uni-
versity students include demographic variables, personal-
ity, drinking history, alcohol expectancies, drinking mo-
tives, stress and coping, activity involvement, and peer and
family influence (Ham & Hope, 2003). Stone et al. (2012)
distinguish risk and protective factors and add other factors
such as social norms, the availability of alcohol, family rela-
tions and management, attitudes, and religious involve-
ment. Previous studies have mainly focused on some of the
factors, such as consequences (e.g. Read, Wardell, &
Bachrach, 2013; Lewis & Neigboors, 2006), social norms
(e.g. Pischke, Zeeb, van Hal, Vriesacker, McAlaney, Bewick
2012; 2008), (e.g.
Fearnow-Kenny, Wyrick, Hansen, Dyreg, & Beau, 2001, de
Ridder & de Witt, 2006; Hull & Slone, 2004), personality
traits (e.g. Ham & Hope, 2003; Sanderson, 2012; Dolejs,
2010), and motives (e.g. Mallett, Bachrach, & Turrisi, 2009;
Yarnell, Brown, Pasch, Perry, & Komro, 2013). Although
drinker prototypes are among the factors relating to alcohol
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use (e.g. MacArthur in Stone et al., 2012; Teunissen,
Spijkerman, Larsen, Kremer, Kuntsche, Gibbons et al.,
2012), fewer studies have focused on this concept relative to
other alcohol use factors. In a literature search conducted
using the “Web of Science” database and the key term
“drinker prototype”, only 36 studies published after 2000
were identified (e.g. van Lettow, de Vries, Burdorf, Boon, &

van Empelen, 2015; Teunissen, Spijkerman, Cohen,
Prinstein, Engels, & Scholte, 2014; van Lettow, Vermunt,
de Vries, Burdorf, & van Empelen, 2013b; Teunissen et al.,
2012; Litt & Stock, 2011; Lane, Gibbons, O’Hara, &
Gerrard, 2011; Spijkerman, Larsen, Gbbons, & Engels,
2010). However, none of these studies used a comprehen-
sive set of adjectives which could be used for measuring
drinker prototypes. Therefore, it is important to develop
such a measure and it is one of the objectives of our research
study.

Drinker prototypes influence university students’ alco-
hol use but this happens in association with, and in the con-
text of, other factors. For example, studies point out that
normative beliefs are the key element in the formation of
drinker prototypes (Teunissen et al., 2014) and that de-
scriptive normative beliefs have a significant indirect influ-
ence on alcohol use through more favourable prototypes of
alcohol users (Litt & Stock, 2011). These associations are
based on social comparison processes. Other studies show
that drinker prototypes affect willingness to engage in
drinking behaviour according to the prototype willingness
model (Gerrard, Gibbons, Houlihan, Stock, & Pomery,
2008). Therefore it is necessary to explore drinker proto-
types in the context of various factors relating to alcohol
use. However, in the first step it is necessary to construct
a method for measuring drinker prototypes. This can be
achieved by using sophisticated analyses of adjectives
which have already been used in different studies, as well
as by adding those used among Slovak university students,
and identifying the underlying factorial structure.

It can be assumed that a prototype represents an objec-
tive category since it is defined by possessing most of the
features of its given category and only a few of these fea-
tures can overlap with other categories (Zimmermann &
2010). have prototypes
son-in-situation categories, which contain knowledge of the

Sieverding, People of per-
typical behaviour of typical people in particular settings
(Zimmermann & Sieverding, 2010). In relation to alcohol
use, drinker prototypes are defined as the social constructs
of these drinkers (Teunissen et al., 2012). Many authors un-
derstand drinker prototypes exclusively as very general ste-
reotypes (typical drinker) or as extreme cases (e.g. Gibbons,
Gerrard, & Lane, 2003; Gerrard, Gibbons, Reis-Bergan,
Trudeau, Vande Lune, & Buunk, 2002). Only a few studies
have also used the concept of a binge drinker prototype
(Todd & Mullan, 2011; Norman, Armitage, & Quigley,
2007): a binge drinker is a person who engages in binge
drinking. There are also some authors who distinguish be-
tween specific drinker prototypes. Some authors distin-
guish five drinker prototypes: abstainer, moderate drinker,
heavy drinker, tipsy, and drunk prototypes (van Lettow, de
Vries, Burdorf, Conner, & van Empelen, 2014; van Lettow
et al., 2013b). The majority of the studies, however, distin-
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guish three drinker prototypes: abstainer, social (or moder-
ate) drinker, and heavy drinker (Spijkerman et al., 2010;
Teunissen et al., 2012; van Lettow, de Vries, Burdorf, Nor-
man, & van Empelen, 2013a; Walton & Roberts, 2004). In
this study we focus on the distinction between these three
drinker prototypes, which are based on the level of intoxica-
tion, ranging from abstaining (abstainer prototype), to mod-
erate or responsible drinking (social drinker), to heavy or
excessive drinking (heavy drinking). The studies under re-
view usually provided no clear definition of the drinker pro-
totypes for the respondents (e.g. van Lettow et al., 2014)
and it is very important to realise that individuals may dif-
fer significantly in their understanding of these drinker
prototypes. Therefore, an explicit definition of each proto-
type is included in our measure. An abstainer is a person
who never or almost never drinks alcohol. A social drinker
is defined as a person who drinks three to five alcoholic
drinks when accompanied by other people (to some extent,
this also corresponds with the definition of binge drinking).
A heavy drinker is a person who regularly drinks more than
eight alcoholic drinks on one occasion (Spijkerman et al.,
2010; Teunissen et al., 2014). As described above, different
drinker prototypes may, together with other factors, influ-
ence behavioural decisions and subsequently one’s own be-
haviour (Teunissen et al., 2012). But this might explain
why university students drink alcohol at social events and
generally find it a popular part of their social activities
(Teunissen et al., 2012). Numerous studies have shown as-
sociations between positive (favourable) drinker proto-
types and negative prototypes of abstainers and current
alcohol use and intentions regarding future alcohol use
among university students (Zimmermann & Sieverding,
2010; Teunissen et al., 2012). Additional studies in natural
settings have shown that a positive perception of heavy
drinkers can lead to alcohol use (Spijkerman et al., 2010).
In general, studies have shown that the abstainer and so-
cial drinker prototypes are perceived as more favourable
than the heavy drinker prototype (Spijkerman et al.,
2010).

The two studies described below focus on different
drinker prototypes. We assume that the typical pattern of
alcohol use among university students (binge drinking) is
not associated with different drinker prototypes in the
same way (e.g. the stronger association with the social
drinker prototype). Therefore, we used the most frequently
applied differentiation of drinker prototypes — abstainer,
social drinker, and heavy drinker — which are clearly de-
fined and distinguish between different users of alcohol.
These drinker prototypes will be explored in relation to al-
cohol use among Slovak university students in further re-
search studies with the aim of applying them in prevention
programmes focusing on the reduction of alcohol use among
university students.
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Thus, the aims of this contribution, consisting of two
studies (qualitative and quantitative), were: (1) to explore
the adjectives which are used to describe drinker prototypes
by Slovak university students, as well as those which were
derived from existing studies; (2) to construct a method for
measuring these drinker prototypes (selecting appropri-
ate adjectives, with the instructions and scale being
adopted from previous studies), and (3) to establish its fac-
tor structure.

® 2 STUDY 1

®2/1Aims

The aims of the study were to explore which adjectives Slo-
vak university students use to describe the three drinker
prototypes (abstainer, social drinker, and heavy drinker)
and to construct a method for measuring these drinker
prototypes.

® 2 /2 Method

Sample and procedure

The data was collected by means of an online questionnaire
in 2013. 184 Slovak university students (54.9% females;
M,g. = 21.3; SD = 1.77) from three universities (35.3% PJ
Safarik University in KoSice, 15.8% the Technical Univer-
sity of Kosice, and 48.9% Comenius University in
Bratislava) participated in Study 1. Most of the partici-
pants were in the third year of their studies (year of studies:
1st [25.5%; n=47]; 2nd [16.3%; n=30I; 3rd [39.1%; n=72]; 4th
[5.4%; n=10]; 5th [13.0%; n=24]; other [0.5%; n=1]).

The selection of the study sample was based on the
snowball technique, which is one of the most frequent forms
of sampling in qualitative studies (Hendl, 2008). We se-
lected five university students at each university in differ-
ent years of their studies. These students then recom-
mended other respondents and forwarded the online ques-
tionnaire to their friends and classmates at their
universities. We analysed the data from the university stu-
dents simultaneously with the ongoing data collection.
When it seemed that new adjectives would be generated by
other respondents, the first university students (those who
were chosen by us at the start) were contacted with the re-
quirement to distribute the online questionnaire among
other students. We stopped the data collection when we as-
sumed that an increase in the number of respondents would
not lead to new adjectives which could be added to the final
list.

Critics of qualitative studies claim that their results
are based only on the subjective conclusions of the research-
ers. We therefore used the principle of triangulation, which
proposes that objectivity can be strengthened by using dif-
ferent sources of information (Hendl, 2008), and we com-
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pared our findings with the previous studies (Zimmermann
& Sieverding, 2010; Teunissen et al., 2012; Spijkerman, van
den Eijden, Vitale, & Engels, 2004; van Lettow et al., 2014;
van Lettow et al., 2013a) and added adjectives that were not
mentioned by our research sample.

Measures
Socio-demographic data concerning gender, age, univer-
sity, and year of study.

Similarly to the previous study, drinker prototypes
were represented by abstainer, social drinker, and heavy
drinker and were measured by three open questions (van
Lettow et al., 2013b): “Which adjectives do you think de-
scribe a typical abstainer/typical social drinker/typical
heavy drinker the best?” Prior to these questions, the re-
spondents were given the following instructions about pro-
totypes (taken from the previous studies (van Lettow et al.,
2014; Teunissen et al., 2014; Todd & Mullan, 2011; Nor-
man, Armitage, & Quigley, 2007)): “The next part concerns
how we imagine other people. For example, we have an im-
age of a typical film star (“beautiful and wealthy”) or of
a typical grandmother (“kind and affectionate”), although
not every film star and not every grandmother has these
characteristics. But many of them do have some of these typi-
cal characteristics. Therefore, think about the characteris-
tics of students at your university who drink and those who
do not drink alcohol.” This part included the definitions of
an abstainer (“someone who never or almost never drinks al-
cohol”), social drinker (“someone who drinks three to five al-
coholic drinks in the company of other people”), and heavy
drinker (“someone who regularly drinks more than eight al-
coholic drinks on one occasion”), which were also adapted
from the studies by Spijkerman et al. (2010) and Teunissen
et al. (2014). The respondents were asked to produce lists of
different adjectives related to each drinker prototype.

® 2 / 3 Procedures and statistical analysis

Regarding the objectives in Study 1, qualitative analysis
was used to explore which adjectives were used to describe
each drinker prototype — typical abstainer, social drinker,
and heavy drinker — among Slovak university students.
Frequency analysis was used for the extraction of the adjec-
tives which were most frequently used to describe the
drinker prototypes. These adjectives were then used in the
method for measuring the drinker prototypes in the subse-
quent study. In this study, the adjectives were presented to
four expert referees for evaluation as to whether the adjec-
tives were positive, neutral, or negative. This was done in
order to establish which adjectives were negative and
needed to be reversed. The total score for each drinker pro-
totype can thus be obtained and it can be further used for
individual analysis. A higher score represents more positive
perceptions of a given drinker prototype. When all the refer-

ees or at least the majority of them (three referees) con-
curred in their evaluations, the adjectives were categorised
as positive, neutral, or negative. When the referees did not
concur, the particular adjective was excluded. While the ex-
perts had the opportunity to label adjectives as neutral,
they did so only for those adjectives which ended up being
evaluated ambiguously where different experts did not con-
cur and these adjectives had to be excluded. Thus, a group
of neutral adjectives could not be constructed.

® 2 /4 Results

Firstly, a detailed record of the answers to the open ques-
tions (“Which adjectives do you think describe a typical ab-
stainer/social drinker/heavy drinker the best?”) for each
drinker prototype was presented. Next, a frequency table
for each drinker prototype was prepared. The most frequent
answers are shown in Table 1. Characteristics such as “di-
rect, inexperienced, headstrong, noisy, and helpful” were
mentioned by university students only once or twice and
thus were not included in the table.

On the basis of the qualitative analysis and frequency
analysis, a list of 21 adjectives was created. In comparison
to previous studies, new adjectives were found in our re-
search sample — “rational, purposeful, intelligent, scrupu-
lous”. We hypothesised that these adjectives were associ-
ated with our sample of Slovak university students and
that there would be some socio-cultural differences. There-
fore we used the principle of triangulation, which was de-
scribed above, and compared our results with the findings
of other authors (e.g. Zimmermann & Sieverding, 2010;
Teunissen et al., 2012; Spijkerman et al., 2004; van Lettow
et al., 2014; van Lettow et al., 2013a) and additional adjec-
tives which were not mentioned by our sample — “smart, fa-
vourable, immature, careless, considerate, sociable, naive,
confused” — were added.

In the next phase, a list of 29 characteristics desig-
nated for evaluating the drinker prototypes (abstainer, so-
cial drinker, and heavy drinker) was created. These adjec-
tives were evaluated by four expert referees regarding
whether the adjectives were positive, neutral, or negative.
The final list of adjectives included 18 positive characteris-
tics and nine negative ones. Two adjectives which received
ambiguous evaluation from the referees were excluded from
the final list. The final list of 27 adjectives is shown in Table 2
and constitutes part of the method (the list of evaluative ad-
jectives) for measuring drinker prototypes. This method
was further used and explored in Study 2.

1/ We also use the adjectives in the Slovak language, as these adjectives
were found among Slovak university students in the Slovak language and it is
important to translate them from the original language for use in different
socio-cultural environments.
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Table 1/ Tabulka 1
Frequency of adjectives for each drinker prototype
Frekvencia adjektiv pre kaZdy prototyp konzumenta alkoholu

ABSTAINER SOCIAL DRINKER

adjective number of adjective

mentions

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

HEAVY DRINKER

number of adjective number of

mentions mentions

rational [rozumny] _ normal [normalny] _ dependent [zavisly]

reliable [spolahlivy] communicative unhappy [nestastny]
[komunikativny]

reclusive [utiahnuty] _ aggressive [agresivny] impulsive [impulzivny]

scrupulous [zdsadovy] 7 easily influenced
[ovplyvnitel'ny]

Table 2 / Tabulka 2

The final list of 27 adjectives of the method for measuring drinker prototypes

Konecny zoznam 27 adjektiv metddy na meranie prototypov konzumentov alkoholu

ADJECTIVES

*adjectives with negative evaluation

® 3 STUDY 2

®3/1Aims

The aim of Study 2 was to explore the underlying factor
structure of the drinker prototype (abstainer, social
drinker, and heavy drinker) method.

® 3 /2 Method

Sample and procedure
The data was collected using an online questionnaire from
October to November 2014. 422 Slovak university students

THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ADJECTIVE-BASED METHOD FOR MEASURING DRINKER ...

20. smart [Sikovny]

22. immature* [nezrely]

24. considerate [ohl'aduplny]

26. nad've* [naivny]

(565.9% males; M,g=21.06; SD=0.10) from two universities
(50.9% PJ Safarik University in Kosice and 49.1% the Tech-
nical University of Kosice) participated in Study 2. On aver-
age, the participants were mostly in the first year of their
studies (year of studies: 1° [47.74%; n=201]; 2 [10.45%;
n=44]; 3™ [8.31%; n=35]; 4™ [7.84%; n=33]; 5™ [23.52%;
n=99]; other [2.14%; n=9]) and their average monthly in-
come was EUR 133.23 (SD = 129.44).

The university teachers at the two universities were
asked to participate in the data collection process. They
were selected on the basis of availability, which was
checked on the respective timetables of classrooms
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equipped with computers at each university. The schedule
is available on the official websites of the universities. After
agreement with a particular university teacher (about 50%
of the teachers who were contacted), the students were con-
tacted during their lessons and asked to participate in the
study. All the students who had their lessons in classrooms
equipped with computers were asked to participate. The
students were given an information sheet, including a de-
scription of the scope of the study and basic information
about the study, and a copy of the questionnaire. The link
for the online questionnaire was given to those students
who granted informed consent. This questionnaire was sub-
sequently filled in during this lesson. Student participation
was voluntary and anonymous. They were also informed
that they could terminate their participation at any point
during the completion of the questionnaire. Each student
agreed to participate in the study, but we found during the
data analysis that some respondents did not fill in the
whole questionnaire. These respondents were excluded
from the data analysis (8.86%; n = 41; the total sample size
was 463 university students).

Measures

Drinker prototypes (abstainer, social drinker, and heavy
drinker) were measured by the method that was con-
structed, which consisted of (1) the instructions (mentioned
in Study 1); (2) the question: “Would you characterise an ab-
stainer/social drinker/heavy drinker as...” followed by
27 adjectives (which were selected according to the analysis in
Study 1), and (3) definitions of an abstainer, social drinker,
and heavy drinker (also mentioned in Study 1). The partici-
pants rated the adjectives for each drinker prototype on
a 7-point scale from “not at all” to “very”, similarly to the
previous studies (Teunissen et al., 2012; Zimmermann &
Sieverding, 2010; van Lettow et al., 2014). The negative ad-
jectives were reversed (boring, reclusive, fearful, aggressive,
impulsive, immature, careless, nadve, confused). The total
score for each drinker prototype can be used for individual
analysis, with a higher score representing more positive
perceptions of a given drinker prototype (abstainer, social
drinker, and heavy drinker). In this study, only individual
items were used for the extraction of factors.

® 3 / 3 Procedures and statistical analysis

Regarding the objectives of Study 2, principal axis factoring
with oblimin rotation was used to detect the factor struc-
ture of the drinker prototype (abstainer, social drinker, and
heavy drinker) method. Prior to the principal axis factoring
being performed, the suitability of the data was assessed.
The examination of the correlation matrix revealed the
presence of many coefficients of 0.3 and above (for all
drinker prototypes). The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was
0.97 for the abstainer, 0.97 for the social drinker, and 0.95

for the heavy drinker, exceeding the recommended value of
0.6. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached statistical signifi-
cance for all the drinker prototypes (abstainer:
v*=10698.75, df=351, p<.001; social drinker: y*=11391.02,
df=351, p<.001; heavy drinker: x2=7549.60, df=351, p<.001),
supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix. The
criteria for the retention of the factors included eigenvalues
of more than 1, a factor loading on each item not less than
0.4, and at least four items in a factor that had to be re-
tained in the final scale.

In order for consideration to be given to their names,
the final factors were presented to five expert referees.
When the referees did not concur with regard to the particu-
lar label for a factor, it was discussed and the best alterna-
tive with which the majority of the referees agreed was used
for the factors.

® 3 /4 Results
The results are described for each drinker prototype
separately.

(A) abstainer

Principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation revealed the
presence of four factors with an eigenvalue exceeding 1, ex-
plaining 52.71%, 10.34%, 4.36%, and 3.43% of the variance
respectively. The examination of the screeplot revealed two
breaking points after the second and fifth factors. One fac-
tor had less than four items and these were not retained be-
cause of the previously mentioned criteria. These items
could be added to another factor on the basis of the logical
review of individual items. On this basis, the principal axis
factoring was repeated with the specification regarding the
number of factors (3). These three factors explained 52.62%,
10.04%, and 4.30% of the variance respectively. One item
(8. Friendly) was moderately associated with two factors
and was therefore excluded. The other items defined all the
factors well. Table 3 shows which items belong to which fac-
tor. The factors were named as: 1. extraversion, consisting
of 10 items; 2. neuroticism, consisting of nine items, and
3. conscientiousness, consisting of seven items. Thus, the
method for measuring the abstainer drinker prototype con-
sisted of 26 items divided into three factors — extraversion,
neuroticism, and conscientiousness.

(B) social drinker

Principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation revealed the
presence of three factors with an eigenvalue exceeding 1,
explaining 55.09%, 10.88%, and 4.28% of the variance re-
spectively. The examination of the screeplot revealed
a clear breaking point after the third factor. One item
(8. Friendly) was moderately associated with two factors, so
it was not included. The other items defined the factors well
and formed a logical structure. Table 4 shows which items
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Pattern and Structure Matrix of a 3-factor design for the drinker prototype measuring method — abstainer
Faktorovd schéma a struktura 3 faktorového riesenia metody merajicej prototyp konzumenta alkoholu — abstinenta

Pattern coefficients

Item

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Structure coefficients Communalities

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

7. not easily influenced .15 -.05 .76

.67 .32 .84 72

Note: major loadings for each item are in bold
Pozndambka: Hlavné nabitia pre kaZzdu poloZku su vyznacené tuc¢nym

belong to which factor. The factors were given the same
names as for the abstainer prototype: (1) extraversion, con-
sisting of 10 items; (2) neuroticism, consisting of nine items,
and (3) conscientiousness, consisting of seven items. The
method measuring the social drinker prototype also con-
sisted of 26 items divided into three factors — extraversion,
neuroticism, and conscientiousness.

(C) heavy drinker

Principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation revealed the
presence of four factors with an eigenvalue exceeding 1, ex-
plaining 37.46%, 14.64%, 6.01%, and 2.83% of the variance
respectively. The examination of the screeplot revealed
a clear breaking point after the fourth factor. One factor
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had fewer than four items so these were not retained be-
cause of the criteria mentioned above. These items should
be added to another factor as a result of the further logical
review of individual items. On this basis, the principal axis
factoring was repeated with the specification of the number
of factors (3). These three factors explained 37.35%, 14.53%,
and 5.93% of the variance respectively. Two items (18. At-
tractive and 24. Considerate) were moderately associated
with two factors, so they were excluded. The other items de-
fined all the factors well. Table 5 shows which items belong
to which factor. The factors were given the same names as
in the case of the abstainer and social drinker prototypes:
(1) extraversion, consisting of nine items; (2) neuroticism,
consisting of nine items, and (3) conscientiousness, consist-
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Table 4 / Table 4
Pattern and Structure Matrix of 3-factor design for the drinker prototype measuring method - social drinker
Faktorova schéma a Struktura 3 faktorového riesenia metody merajicej prototyp konzumenta alkoholu — socidlneho konzumenta alkoholu

Pattern coefficients Structure coefficients Communalities

Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Factor 1

o e o w  w  w  m  a
R T I T R
e T T
T T T
P T T

R N R R R R T
I T A
T N T T A
T T R R T
N T R P T A
T R P T T
N I T

7. not easily influenced 11 .03 71

.67 40 .81 42

Note: major loadings for each item are in bold
Pozndmbka: Hlavné nabitia pre kaZzdu poloZzku su vyznacené tu¢nym

ing of seven items. Thus, the method measuring the heavy
drinker prototype consists of 25 items divided into three
factors — extraversion, neuroticism, and conscientiousness.
In summary, this study has established a factor struc-
ture of the drinker prototype methods (for an abstainer, so-
cial drinker, and heavy drinker). Each method measures
a particular drinker prototype (abstainer, social drinker,
and heavy drinker) and consists of three factors with 26, 26,
and 25 items, respectively. These factors were the same
across the individual prototypes, being (1) extraversion,
(2) neuroticism, and (3) conscientiousness. The names of
these factors are the result of the evaluation by five expert
referees and are identical with three of the factors of the Big
Five. The remaining factors of the Big Five were not found

ADIKTOLOGIE

in our research (openness to experience and agreeableness).
The factors were named on the basis of the comparison of in-
dividual adjectives in the factors from this study with the
adjectives which have been assigned to factors of the Big
Five by other authors (Vagnerova, 2010; Goldberg, 1990;
McCrae & dJohn, 1992). According to these authors,
extraversion is defined by a preference for the outside world
and being active in one’s environment, having a need for
stimulation and interpersonal relationships, and an incli-
nation towards positive emotional experiences. A more de-
tailed description includes friendliness, interest in other
people, sociability, talkativeness, spontaneity, a tendency
to seek company, finding joy in relationships, a tendency to
dominant self-promotion, activity, energy, a predominance
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Table 5 / Tabulka 5
Pattern and Structure Matrix of 3-factor design for the drinker prototype measuring method — heavy drinker
Faktorovd schéma a Struktdra 3 faktorového riesenia metddy merajticej prototyp konzumenta alkoholu — tazkého konzumenta alkoholu

Pattern coefficients Structure coefficients Communalities

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

ET T T R R
e N T T
T I A T
oo | w o w  m s e
T R T
I T
I T
T P N R R R
R I T R
P I R R
Ccrvcoion | @ |0 | m | w  |a e

Note: major loadings for each item are in bold
Pozndamka: Hlavné nabitia pre kaZdu polozku su vyznacené tu¢nym

of positive emotional experiences, optimism, communicabil-
ity, popularity, and a sense of well-being. These descrip-
tions also corresponded with the extraversion factor found
in our study (communicative, favourable, sociable, happy,
witty, self-confident, and attractive). While adjectives such
as independent, smart, and considerate are not indirect in
the definition of this factor, they do not contradict this fac-
tor but logically complement it. The second factor,
neuroticism, expresses the degree to which a person per-
ceives the world around them as a source of danger or
stressful experiences. It is associated with a tendency to ex-
perience negative emotional experiences (self-pity, anxiety,
hostility, sadness, shame, guilt, anger, resentment, de-
spair, hopelessness, and insecurity) immaturity (naivety,
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superstitiousness, and a tendency to be childlike), and inef-
fective behavioural reactions with a tendency to impulsivity
or passivity. This description goes hand in hand with the
factor containing the adjectives reclusive, fearful, aggres-
sive, impulsive, immature, and naive. Moreover, adjectives
such as boring, careless, and confused are also part of this
factor and logically complement it. The last factor, conscien-
tiousness, is related to the level of sociability in the context
of work and responsibilities. It includes a proactive ten-
dency, a level of regulation and control (responsibility, be-
ing systematic, purposefulness, an ability to resist influ-
ences, carefulness, a tendency to respect authority, systems
and values, and thoughtful responses), and being effective
in finding solutions and managing tasks. This factor as
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identified in this study corresponds with the description by
adjectives such as purposeful, reliable, health-conscious,
scrupulous, and not easily influenced. The adjectives ratio-
nal and intelligent only complement this description. In
summary, descriptions of three of the factors of the Big Five
have been found to largely overlap with the adjectives de-
scribing the factors revealed in this study.

® 4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this contribution was to explore the adjectives
which are attributable to the drinker prototypes (abstainer,
social drinker, and heavy drinker) among Slovak university
students and in the previous studies. On this basis, the goal
was to construct a method for measuring these drinker pro-
totypes and establish its factor structure. These objectives
were addressed by the two present studies (qualitative and
quantitative).

In Study 1, 21 adjectives were selected as a result of
qualitative analyses of individual answers and the fre-
quency of the individual answers of Slovak university stu-
dents when they described at least one of the drinker proto-
types. The importance of this qualitative analysis lies in the
discovery of new adjectives which were not identified by the
previous studies. Because of the limits of qualitative stud-
ies, our findings were compared with other studies and
eight additional adjectives were added. The complete list
contained 29 characteristics which were evaluated by four
expert referees for the identification of negative adjectives.
Two adjectives were not evaluated clearly and were there-
fore excluded from the list. Finally, the list of adjectives,
which was part of the method that was prepared for mea-
suring drinker prototypes, included 27 adjectives (18 posi-
tive and nine negative ones). The instructions were adopted
from the previous study. This method was further used in
Study 2. This step was important with a view to inconsis-
tencies in the methods used for measuring drinker proto-
types where the authors focused on drinker prototypes in
general (e.g. Gibbons, Gerrard, & Lane, 2003; Todd &
Mullan, 2011) or distinguished different numbers of
drinker prototypes (e.g. van Lettow et al., 2014; Teunissen
et al., 2012). We chose the most frequently used distinction
of drinker prototypes. It is possible that focusing on other
drinker prototypes (e.g. binge drinker) would produce dif-
ferent results and this could be the subject of future re-
search. The second reason for this step was the existence of
different lists of adjectives used for measuring drinker pro-
totypes in the previous studies. Therefore we combined the
qualitative analysis with the findings of the previous stud-
ies to prepare a comprehensive list of adjectives for more ac-
curate measuring.

In Study 2, Slovak university students evaluated the
27 adjectives that had been extracted on a 7-point scale in
relation to the three drinker prototypes (abstainer, social

drinker, and heavy drinker). On the basis of this data, prin-
cipal axis factoring with oblimin rotation was performed
for each drinker prototype. The three factors — named
(1) extraversion, (2) neuroticism, and (3) conscientiousness
— were extracted for each drinker prototype. The abstainer
and social drinker prototypes produced the same results.
Both drinker prototypes consisted of three factors with the
same number of items: 10, nine, and seven, respectively.
The heavy drinker prototype consisted of three factors with
nine, nine, and seven items, respectively. The extraction of
the factors for individual drinker prototypes can be helpful
for further studies and statistical analyses, which can focus
on the associations between individual factors of drinker
prototypes and alcohol use among university students, as
well as in the context of other factors pertaining to alcohol
use. In this case, the total score corresponds to the individ-
ual factors relating to different drinker prototypes and pro-
vides the possibility of more comprehensive and more so-
phisticated statistical analyses.

This study has developed a method which can be used
in further research. Thus the instructions, question, and
definitions of individual drinker prototypes which were
used in Study 2, followed by the prepared list of 27 adjec-
tives, can be used and participants can rate each drinker
prototype on a 7-point scale ranging from “not at all” to
“very” for each adjective. The negative adjectives should be
reversed and the total score for each factor pertaining to
a different drinker prototype can be used for statistical
analyses.

While the most important findings of this study were
described in the previous part, it is necessary to mention
some limitations related to the results of the analyses. The
data in Study 1 was collected online, which could have low-
ered the response rate, although several research studies
point out that online data collection is comparable with the
“paper-and-pencil” method (Dolnicar, Laesser, & Matus,
2009; van de Looij-Jansen & de Wilde, 2008). In Study 2,
this limitation was addressed by the presence of the re-
searchers during the completion of the questionnaire. On
the other hand, the selection of the research sample in
Study 2 was determined by the availability of the respon-
dents and, therefore, further analysis of different research
samples of university students is important. In both stud-
ies, the cross-sectional nature of the datasets is another
limiting factor. The focus on the three drinker prototypes
could also be a limitation. Future research should therefore
consider other drinker prototypes or use a wider definition
of drinker prototypes as it may be necessary to examine
whether the results will not differ for other definitions of
drinker prototypes or for other drinker prototypes.

In summary, the development of the method for mea-
suring drinker prototypes is clearly a strong point of this
study. This method, in comparison to other studies (e.g.
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Gibbons, Gerrard, & Lane, 2003; Gerrard et al., 2002), is fo-
cused on distinguishing between individual drinker proto-
types (abstainer, social drinker, and heavy drinker) rather
than focusing on drinker prototypes at a general level. An-
other strong point of this study is the extraction of three fac-
tors for each drinker prototype, which can be used for fur-

ther statistical analyses. Future research regarding

drinker prototypes should explore the association between
drinker prototypes and actual alcohol use among university
students, as well as the association with other variables
such as normative beliefs and attitudes. Another future
task is to use drinker prototypes within prevention
programmes. This should be focused on the process of how
individuals evaluate different drinker prototypes and how
it can be a mediator of the effectiveness of prevention
programmes.
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REFERENCES / LITERATURA

® Bass, E. J., Bruce, S. E., & Lee, D. W. (2013). The Effect of a Birthday Card
Intervention on 21st Birthday Celebratory Drinking Behaviors. Journal of Alco-
hol & Drug Education, 57(2), 47-65.

® Corbin, W., lwamoto, D., & Fromme, K. (2011). A Comprehensive Longitu-
dinal Test of the Acquired Preparedness Model for Alcohol Use and Related
Problems. Journal of Studies on Alcohol & Drugs, 72(4), 602-610.

® de Ridder, D., & de Wit, J. (2006). Self-Regulation in Health Behavior. Chi-
chester: John Wiley and Sons.

® Dolej$, M. (2010). Efektivnivéasnd diagnostika rizikového chovani u adoles-
centd [The Effective Early Assessment of Risk Behaviour among Adolescents].
Olomouc: Univerzita Palackého v Olomouci.

® Dolnicar, S., Laesser, C., & Matus, K. (2009). Online versus paper: format
effects in tourism surveys. Journal of Travel Research, 47(3), 295-316.

® Dowdall, G., & Wechsler, H. (2002). Studying college alcohol use: wide-
ning the lens, sharpening the focus. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 14, 14-22.
® Fearnow-Kenny, M., Wyrick, D. L., Hansen, W. B., Dyreg, D., & Beau, D. B.
(2001). Normative beliefs, expectancies, and alcohol-related problems
among college students: Implications for theory and practice. Journal of Alco-
hol and Drug Education, 47(1), 31-36.

® Foster, H. A, Bass, E. J., &Bruce, S. E. (2011). Are Students Drinking Hand
Over Fifth? Understanding Participant Demographics in Order to Curb a Dan-
gerous Practice. Journal of Alcohol and Drug Education, 1, 41-60.

® Gerrard, M., Gibbons, F. X., Houlihan, A. E., Stock, M. L., & Pomery, E. A.
(2008). A dual-process approach to health risk decision making: The prototy-
pe willingness model. Developmental Review, 28, 29-61.

® Gerrard, M., Gibbons, F. X., Reis-Bergan, M., Trudeau, L., Vande Lune, L.
S., & Buunk, B. (2002). Inhibitory effects of drinker and non-drinker prototypes
on adolescent alcohol consumption. Health Psychology, 21(6), 601-609.

® Gibbons, F. X., Gerrard, M., & Lane, D. J. (2003). A social reaction model of
adolescent health risk. In J. Suls, K. A. Wallston (Eds.), Social psychological
foundations of health and illness (107-136). Malden, MA: Blackwell
Publishing.

2015/ 15/ 2

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

analysis of the data and the subsequent interpretation, and
prepared the first version of the manuscript. Olga Orosova
supervised the statistical analysis and was involved in pre-
paring the final manuscript. The authors approved the final
form of the manuscript.

The conflict of interests: There are no conflicts of inter-
est. The study was supported by the Slovak Research and

Development Support Agency under contract No.

APVV-0253-11, VEGA 1/1092/12.

Ulohy autorov: Monika Brutovskd navrhla stidiu a dizajn
studie, vykonala statistické analyzy ddt s prislichajicimi
interpretdciami a pripravila prvi verziu rukopisu. Olga
Orosovd dohliadla na vykonané statistické analyzy a podie-
lala sa na priprave findlnej podoby rukopisu. Autori schvd-
lili konecéni podobu rukopisu.

Konflikty zaujmov: Neexistuju Ziadne konflikty zaujmouv.

® Goldberg, Z. R. (1990). An Alternative “Description of Personality”: The
Big-Five Factor Structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(6),
1216-1229.

® Ham, L., & Hope, D. (2003). College students and problematic drinking:
A review of the literature. Clinical Psychology Review, 23, 719-759.

® Hendl, J. (2008). Kvalitativni vyzkum: zdkladni teorie, metody a aplikace
[Qualitative Research. basic theories, methods, and applications]. Praha:
Portal.

® Hull, J. G, &Slone, L. (2004). Alcohol and self-regulation. In R. F. Baumeis-
ter, K. D. Vohs (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation (466-491). New York: Guil-
ford Press.

® Lane, D.J., Gibbons, F. X., O'Hara, R. E., & Gerrard, M. (2011). Standing out
from the crowd: How comparison to prototypes can decrease health-risk be-
haviour in young adults. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 33(3), 228-238.
® Lewis, T.(2008). An explanatory model of student-athlete drinking: The ro-
le of team leadership, social norms, perceptions of risk, and coaches’ attitu-
des toward alcohol consumption. College Student Journal, 43(3), 818-831.
® Lewis, M., & Neighbors, C. (2006). Social Norms Approaches Using Des-
criptive Drinking Norms Education: A Review of the Research on Personali-
zed Normative Feedback. Journal of American College Health, 54(4), 213-218.
® Litt, D. M., & Stock, M. L. (2011). Adolescent alcohol-related risk cogniti-
ons: The roles of social norms and social networking sites. Psychology of Ad-
dictive Behaviors. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1037/a0024226.

® Mallett, K. A., Bachrach, R. L., & Turrisi, R. (2009). Examining the Unique In-
fluence of Interpersonal and Intrapersonal Drinking Perceptions on Alcohol
Consumption Among College Students. Journal of Studies on Alcohol &
Drugs, 70(2), 178-185.

® McCrae, R. R., & John, O. P.(1992). An Introduction to the Five-Factor Mo-
del and Its Applications. Journal of Personality, 60(2), 175-215.

® Menagi, F., Harrell, Z., & June, L. (2008). Religiousness and College Stu-
dent Alcohol Use: Examining the Role of Social Support. Journal of Religion
and Health, 47, 217-226.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ADJECTIVE-BASED METHOD FOR MEASURING DRINKER ...



136

® Norman, P., Armitage, C. J., & Quigley, C. (2007). The theory of planned be-
haviour and binge drinking: Assessing the impact of binge drinker prototypes.
Addictive Behaviors, 32, 1753-1768.

® Pétiova, M., & Bielikovd, M. (2002). Situaénd analyza postavenia mlddeze
v Slovenskej republike. (Vyskumnda sprdva) [Situational Analysis of the Status
of Youth in the Slovak Republic. (Research Report)/. Bratislava: Ustav infor-
macif a progndz Skolstva, Oddelenie analyz a vyskumu mladeze.

® Pischke, C. R., Zeeb, H., van Hal, G., Vriesacker, B., McAlaney, J., Bewick,
B. M., ... & Mikolajczyk, R. T. (2012). A feasibility trial to examine the social
norms approach for the prevention and reduction of licit and illicit drug use in
European University and college students. Public Health, 12, 882-889.

® Read, J., Wardell, J., & Bachrach, R. (2013). Drinking consequence types in
the first college semester differentially predict drinking the following year.
Addictive Behaviors, 38, 1464-1471.

® Sanderson, C. (2012). Health psychology. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley and
Sons.

® Slutske, W. S., Hunt-Carter, E. E., Nabors-Oberg, R. E., Sher, K. J., Bucholz,
K. K., Madden, P. A. F. ... & Heath, A. C. (2004). Do College Students Drink Mo-
re Than Their Non-College-Attending Peers? Evidence From a Population-Ba-
sed Longitudinal Female Twin Study. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 113(4),
530-540.

® Spijkerman, R., Larsen, H., Gibbons, F. X., & Engels, R.C. (2010). Students’
Drinker Prototypes and Alcohol Use in a Naturalistic Setting. Alcoholism: C/i-
nical and Experimental Research, 34(1), 64-71.

® Spijkerman, R., van den Eijden, R., Vitale, S., & Engels, R. (2004). Explaining
adolescents’ smoking and drinking behaviour: The concept of smoker and
drinker prototypes in relation to variables of the theory of planned behaviour.
Addictive Behaviors, 29, 1615-1622.

® Stone, A., Becker, L. G., Huber, A. M., & Catalano, R. F. (2012). Review of
risk and protective factors of substance use and problem use in emerging
adulthood. Addictive Behaviors, 37, 747-775.

® Sebena, R., Mikolajczyk, R., & Orosovd, O. (2009). Sociodemographics fac-
tors and its role in Slovak universty students’ alcohol use. In Orosova, O., Gaj-
dodova, B., Badikova-Sleskova, M., Salonna, F., & Sebena, R. Health-related
behaviouramong adolescents and young adults (203-218). Kosice: Equilibria.
® Skrabalkova, M. (2013). Rizikové pitie alkoholu a jeho dosledky [Hazardous
Drinking and Its Consequences]. Humanita, 2, 11-12.

® Teunissen, H. A, Spijkerman, R., Cohen, G. L., Prinstein, M. J., Engels, R.
C. M. E., &Scholte, R. H. J. (2014). An experimental study on the effects of pe-
er drinking norms on adolescents’ drinker prototypes. Addictive Behaviors,
39, 85-93.

® Teunissen, H., Spijkerman, R., Larsen, H., Kremer, K. A., Kuntsche, E., Gib-
bons, F. X. ... & Engels, R. C. (2012). Stereotypic information about drinkers
and students’ observed alcohol intake: An experimental study on
prototype-behavior relations in males and females in a naturalistic drinking
context. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 125, 301-306.

® Todd, J., & Mullan, B. (2011). Using the theory of planned behaviour and
prototype willingness model to target binge drinking in female undergraduate
university students. Addictive Behaviors, 36, 980-986.

® Végnerova, M. (2010). Psychologie osobnosti [Personality Psychology].
Praha: Karolinum.

® van de Looij-Jansen, P. M., & de Wilde, E. J. (2008). Comparison of
Web-Based versus Paper-and-Pencil Self-Administered Questionnaire: Ef-
fects on Health Indicators in Dutch Adolescents. Health Services Research,
43(5), 1708-1721.

® van Lettow, B., Vermunt, J. K., de Vries, H., Burdorf, A., & van Empelen, P.
(2013). Clustering of drinker prototype characteristics: What characterizes
the typical drinker? British Journal of Psychology, 104(3), 382-399.

® van Lettow, B., de Vries, H., Burdorf, A., Boon, B., & van Empelen, P.
(2015). Drinker Prototype Alteration and Cue Reminders as Strategies in a Tai-
lored Web-Based Intervention Reducing Adults’ Alcohol Consumption: Ran-
domized Controlled Trial. Journal of Medical Internet Research, 17(2):e35.

® van Lettow, B., de Vries, H., Burdorf, A., Conner, M., & van Empelen, P.
(2014). Explaining young adults’ drinking behaviour within an augmented The-
ory of Planned Behaviour: Temporal stability of drinker prototypes. British
Journal ~ of  Health

doi:10.1111/bjhp.12101.
® van Lettow, B., de Vries, H., Burdorf, A., Norman, P., & van Empelen, P.

Psychology. Advance  online publication.

(2013). Associations between abstainer, moderate and heavy drinker prototy-
pes and drinking behaviour in young adults. Psychology and Health, 28(12),
1407-1423.

® Vaughan, E. L., Corbin, W. R., & Fromme, K. (2009). Academic and Social
Motives and Drinking Behavior. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors, 23(4),
564-576.

® Walton, K. E., & Roberts, B. W. (2004). On the relationship between subs-
tance use and personality traits: Abstainers are not maladjusted. Journal of
Research in Personality, 38(6), 515-535.

® Yarnell, L. M., Brown, H. S., Pasch, K. E., Perry, C.L., & Komro, K. A. (2013).
Influence of grade-level drinking norms on individual drinking behavior. Ame-
rican Journal of Health Behavior, 37(1), 70-79.

® Zimmermann, F., & Sieverding, M. (2010). Young adults’ social drinking as
explained by an augmented theory of planned behaviour: The roles of prototy-
pes, willingness, and gender. British Journal of Health Psychology, 15,
561-581.

BRUTOVSKA, M., OROSOVA, 0.





