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FFeeaattuurree AArrttiiccllee:: AAnn IInntteerrvviieeww wwiitthh JJeeaannnnee FFaarr aabboouutt tthhee
SSmmaallll GGrroouupp NNoorrmmss--CChhaalllleennggiinngg MMooddeell

eanne Far has been involved with
the social norms approach since
1988, participating in one of the
first empirical studies of its effec-
tiveness. Along with John Miller

at Washington State University she developed
the Small Group Norms-Challenging Model as a
secondary prevention strategy for implementing
social norms in small groups.

AAllaann BBeerrkkoowwiittzz ((AABB)):: What’s been happening
with the small group norms approach since you
and John Miller first developed it at Washington
State University (WSU)?

JJeeaannnnee FFaarr ((JJFF)):: When John and I first began
working on the Small Group Norms-Challenging
Model (SGNM) in 1988, the social norms
approach wasn’t that well developed. There were
the original presentations and articles by you and
Wes Perkins, and Michael Haines was using
your research findings to develop social norms
marketing at Northern Illinois University.
Around the same time at WSU we were trying to
develop a focused small group intervention
aimed at the highest risk users.

A lot has happened in those fifteen years. One of
the most exciting things is that social norms the-
ory has become something accessible and useful,
and interventions have been successfully imple-
mented. People are thinking in a social norms
framework, something that wasn’t happening 15
years ago.

The SGNM has also changed a lot. When we
first started developing this discussion-based
approach, we were still “in the misperception.”
We collected and reported on negative behaviors
and consequences of alcohol use, even though
those behaviors and consequences represented a
minority of students. Slowly we realized that we
needed to be purists and trust the theory and
data, so we stopped reporting the misperception

and expanded reporting of positive behaviors
and events, like altruistic behaviors. 

Because we would report the misperception and
then the actual data our slides used to be a lot
busier. Eventually we realized there was just too
much information and that we needed to concen-
trate and focus on the accurate information. We
learned that it is better to keep things a lot more
simple, and let the powerful information work
for itself. This has also been the experience of
others —to keep our messages simple and to not
report the misperception in media campaigns or
small group discussions unless it is part of a
longer, more intensive discussion.

AABB:: What happened at WSU as a result of using
the SGNM?

JJFF:: The model has worked well at WSU and
we’ve seen campus-wide drinking decline here
after it had been the same as a national average.
We have also expanded use of the model to dif-
ferent groups of people. We’ve had success with
Greeks and athletes, producing reductions in
quantity and frequency of drinking that are cor-
related with changes in perceptions. We have
even been successful in decreasing drinking in
teams that were already drinking less than the
campus norm. Finally, the public conversation
about drinking at WSU has changed dramatical-
ly in recent years – both on and off campus.
While we were widely seen as a “party school”
for many years this perception is no longer pop-
ular.

We now know more now about what groups
benefit from SGNM. Our findings indicate that
SGNM is effective among people who have a
strong group identity. As noted, the model has
worked well with Greek students and student
athletes. On the other hand, it has been less
effective in groups of students who live together
in residence halls or attend classes together. In
these cases the groups are more ad-hoc and arti-
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nnoo tt eessEditor’s
The majority of this issue is devoted to the "Small Group Norms-Challenging

Model" (SGNM) developed by Jeanne Far and John Miller at Washington State
University. In recent years there has been considerable interest in this application
of social norms, which can be used as a secondary prevention strategy with small
groups alone or in combination with social norms marketing campaigns. In these
pages are an interview with Jeanne, a report from the University of Virginia on the
use of SGNM with Greeks, and brief reports on the use of SGNM with first year
students (University of South Carolina and University of Rhode Island) and with
men -- both to examine male gender roles (St. John’s University) and as a sexual
assault prevention strategy (Duke University).

In many ways these case examples reflect the state of the field as a whole. As
Jeanne notes, one of the most important considerations for an effective small
group norms intervention is to identify which norms are salient for the group
receiving the intervention. This is complicated because saliency can differ from
campus to campus. For example, at UVa it was determined that the most salient
norm for Greeks was the campus norm and not the house norm. When the misper-
ception that is corrected is for a norm that is not salient, the corrected norm may
not produce behavior change (because the norm corrected was not a powerful
influence on behavior to begin with.) Thus, issues of salience can explain the fact
that correcting misperceptions may not always result in behavior change. 

Another extremely important consideration noted by Jeanne is to use SGNM
with groups that have some amount of cohesiveness and group identity.
Differences in salience and identity may explain divergent findings among the four
schools that evaluated their interventions. Thus, at both WSU and UVa successful
interventions were provided to groups with strong identities using salient norms.
Where the intervention was provided to groups with a less strong identity (at WSU
and also at USC) the interventions were not effective. The greater success of the
URI’s intervention with first year students compared with an almost identical
intervention at USC may be due to the fact that many first year students at URI
participate in "learning communities" in which they attend a number of classes
together. These URI students may experience more group identity and therefore
classroom norms may be more salient. I am personally familiar with the SGNM at
all of these schools and know that they are conscientious, well done and carefully
evaluated. Thus, differences in findings appear to be due to issues of salience and
group identity rather than differences in the quality or design of the intervention.
This remains an important topic for future research.

This issue also contains information on resources for using SGNM, continu-
ing coverage of publicity generated by Henry Wechsler’s work, and new
research—including an important study by Patricia Fabiano and colleagues that
validates the use of the social norms approach with men to prevent sexual assault.

I hope that all of the above will be of interest to you, the reader.

Sincerely,
Alan D. Berkowitz, Ph.D.
Editor, The Report on Social Norms 

E-mail: alan@fltg.net • Telephone: 607-387-3789

The
Gathering
Place"
brings
together
news,
announce-
ments, and

important developments in the field of
social norms.

IIHHEECC WWeebbssiittee FFeeaattuurreess MMoodduulleess oonn
SSGGNNMM.. The Illinois Higher Education
Center has posted on its website materi-
als "that will facilitate campuses being
able to implement the small group norm
challenging model." This includes a
comprehensive manual, sample consent
forms and surveys, and a facilitation
guide with overheads. Go to:  www.illi-
noishec.org.

WWeecchhsslleerr CCoonnttaaccttss CCoolllleeggee
PPrreessiiddeennttss.. At the beginning of this aca-
demic year a letter was sent by Henry
Wechsler to all college and university
presidents along with a copy of his
recent study published in the Journal of
Studies on Alcohol calling into question
the effectiveness of social norms. The
letter states that "we looked at social
norms programs in every conceivable
way to see if they had any effect in
reducing student alcohol consumption"
and reports that they did not. Critiques
of Wechsler’s study can be found on the
website of the National Resource Center
for Social Norms (www.socialnorm.org).

CCDDCC’’ss SScchhooooll HHeeaalltthh IInnddeexx
RReeccoommmmeennddss NNoorrmmaattiivvee CCoorrrreeccttiioonn.. In
the Center’s for Disease Control’s
(2002) SHI: School Health Index for
Physical Activity, Healthy Eating, and a
Tobacco-Free Lifestyle one of the
"Essential tobacco-use prevention top-
ics" listed is "student overestimates of
how many of their peers use tobacco"
(Module 2-p.7). The SHI can be down-
loaded from CDC’s web site: www.cdc.
gov/healthyyouth/SHI/index.htm.

AAssssoocciiaatteedd PPrreessss RReettrraaccttss IInnccoorrrreecctt
SSttaatteemmeennttss aabboouutt SSoocciiaall NNoorrmmss iinn
MMoonnttaannaa.. Newspapers in Montana print-
ed an incorrect Associated Press story
stating that "Montana’s Most of Us"

the

Gathering

Place

continued on page three



Through this project we hope to moti-
vate men at St. John’s to not only lead a
healthier lifestyle but to alter their con-
ceptions of their gender roles as men.
For more information contact Gar
Kellom at gkellom@csbsju.edu. 

SSGGNNMM IInn aa FFiirrsstt--YYeeaarr SSttuuddeenntt
SSeemmiinnaarr ---- UUnniivveerrssiittyy ooff SSoouutthh CCaarroolliinnaa..
USC has developed a small-group
norms challenging intervention that is
offered as part of a first-year student
course. Students were randomly
assigned to receive either standard alco-
hol programming (SAP, n=390) or a
SGNM intervention about perceptions of
alcohol norms (PAN, n=384). Both
interventions were delivered in small
classes by peer leaders in which students
graphed and discussed their typical
quantity and frequency of drinking, their
perceptions of typical quantity/frequen-
cy for other students, and the norms for
their class. Post-intervention results
were assessed using the CORE survey.
There was a small but statistically sig-
nificant difference in perceived frequen-
cy of drinking by peers for PAN versus
SAP (Cohen's d=0.23). However, there
were no significant differences in the
self-reported frequency of drinking,
quantity of drinking, or frequency of
high-risk drinking. In a second study
those receiving the PAN intervention
(N=402) reported significant reductions
in perceived peer drinking in compari-
son with the SAP (N=472) group but
minimal differences in self-reported
drinking. For more information contact
Brad Smith at smithb@gwm.sc.edu.

SSGGNNMM IInn aa FFiirrsstt--YYeeaarr SSttuuddeenntt
SSeemmiinnaarr ---- UUnniivveerrssiittyy ooff RRhhooddee IIssllaanndd..
The University of Rhode Island offers
URI 101, a required course for all first-
year students. As part of this course a
SGNM intervention was developed and
tested. In the randomly assigned experi-
mental group interactive feedback was
provided by a team of graduate assis-
tants or peer educators that highlighted
discrepancies between perceptions and
the actual behavior reported by the class.
Misperceptions of alcohol and marijuana
use were found in every section of URI

Soocciiaall NNoorrmmss aanndd MMaassccuulliinniittyy ----
SStt.. JJoohhnn’’ss UUnniivveerrssiittyy.. St John’s
University (SJU) in Collegeville,

Minnesota is involved in a unique effort
that uses social norms theory to devise
ways of increasing men’s understanding
of themselves and their roles in society.
The intervention uses discussion groups
to examine students’ perceptions and
misperceptions of masculinity and the
effects that contemporary understand-
ings of masculinity can have on them-
selves and others. St. John’s offers a
unique environment for this research,
being one of only four all-male colleges
in the country. Research gathered over
the past four years has shown that SJU
students misperceive social norms relat-
ed to self-sufficiency, physical strength/
toughness, controlling emotions, and
engaging in activities others would term
feminine. Agreement with these tradi-
tional masculine norms has been corre-
lated with unhealthy behaviors. The pro-
ject currently under development will
use small group social norms interven-
tions to see if correcting these misper-
ceptions of masculinity can in turn alter
men’s behavior. Our ultimate goal is to
offer the workshop to all first and sec-
ond year students if our pilot project
with a dozen groups is successful.
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101. In addition to the normative feed-
back provided to the class about itself,
data about misperceptions of the entire
first year class (collected at summer ori-
entation) were presented. At follow-up,
the experimental group reported more
correct perceptions of both alcohol and
marijuana use while the control groups’
perceptions remained unchanged. The
experimental group also reported a
smaller increase in negative conse-
quences resulting from alcohol use than
did the control group, although this dif-
ference was not statistically significant.
In addition there was a statistically sig-
nificant difference in marijuana use
between the experimental and control
groups -- while marijuana use in the
experimental group was unchanged it
increased in the control group. (From a
Masters Thesis by Keith Labelle,
Assistant Coordinator, Violence Against
Women Project, URI, klabelle@uri.edu)
For more information contact Dan Reilly
at dreilly@uri.edu. 

AA SSGGNNMM IInntteerrvveennttiioonn ffoorr MMeenn ttoo
PPrreevveenntt SSeexxuuaall AAssssaauulltt ---- DDuukkee
UUnniivveerrssiittyy.. Data from the "What Are
Duke Men Thinking" survey was incor-
porated into an interactive small group
workshop for men. The data was collect-
ed during the workshop and then report-
ed to the group. Men reported that they
saw themselves as more willing to
engage in consensual behavior than other
men, and also as more willing to inter-
vene to prevent sexual assault than other
men, replicating research conducted on
other campuses. (See “Research Notes”
this issue for one of these studies – Ed.)
As a result of the workshops, the number
of men participating in Sexual Assault
Prevention week increased from 22 to
110 and anecdotal information suggests
that men are more willing to confront
male peers and voice their displeasure
with institutionalized sexist attitudes
within their groups. (Presented at the
2003 American College Health
Association Annual Meeting by Ray
Rodriguez, Jeff Kulley & John Barrow).
For more information contact Ray
Rodriguez at ray.rodriguez@mc.duke.edu.

SSmmaallll GGrroouupp NNoorrmmss EEffffoorrttss aatt OOtthheerr SScchhoooollss

campaign was ineffective. This erro-
neous conclusion was drawn after the
release of Henry Wechsler’s study pur-
porting to disprove the effectiveness of
social norms, with the AP concluding
that this meant that "Most of Us" was
not effective. In fact, "Most of Us" was
not included in the Wechsler study and
extensive research has documented that
"Most of Us" has been effective in
reducing teen smoking, increasing seat-
belt use, and lowering DWI. Along with
their retraction the AP published an Op-
Ed by "Most of Us" Director Jeffrey
Linkenbach to provide an accurate por-
trayal. For information on the "Most of
Us" project go to www.mostofus.org.

Gathering Place 

continued from page two
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The Greek Environment
Management project is a U.S.
Department of Education grant-

funded project at the University of
Virginia (UVa) that seeks to improve the
health and safety of UVa students by
developing, enhancing, implementing,
and evaluating campus-based strategies
to prevent known high-risk drinking
among fraternity and sorority members.
A central strategy is the use of the small
group norms challenging model (SGNM)
in fraternities and sororities to correct
misperceptions and reduce high-risk
drinking among Greeks.

We used an experimental design,
with a control and an intervention group,
to test the efficacy of the SGNM with
our fraternities and sororities. Early in
the fall semester, staff in the Center for
Alcohol and Substance Education and the
Office of Fraternity & Sorority Life held
informational meetings with the presi-
dents of each of the four Greek Councils
that represent our fifty-eight fraternities
and sororities. Following those presenta-
tions, chapters assigned to either the
intervention or control group were invit-
ed to participate in the grant activities.
Additional meetings were held with the
presidents of the selected chapters to dis-
cuss the project in more detail. 

Although Greek Council leaders
were involved in developing the pro-
grams for the grant, chapter presidents
began to express significant concerns
about confidentiality issues. The central
concern was that the data collected
would generate negative publicity about
their chapter and/or fraternity and sorori-
ty life as a whole. In general, the chapter
presidents, as well as representatives

from their national organizations, were
extremely uncomfortable with the
researchers collecting any chapter-spe-
cific data on alcohol related behaviors.
Based on these concerns, and incorporat-
ing suggestions made by the students,
we modified the data collection proce-
dures so that individual and chapter data
was anonymous. However, some groups
still refused to participate, forcing us to
randomly select additional groups. 

BBaasseelliinnee DDaattaa CCoolllleeccttiioonn
A staff member or graduate assistant

collected data from each chapter during
a weekly chapter meeting. Pizza was
provided as an incentive. The data col-
lection process included consent forms,
a twenty-item survey, and an alcohol and
other drug resource sheet. Each student
was instructed to create a unique code
that they could remember at the posttest
and use this as a survey ID. Similarly,
presidents created a chapter code on an
index card that was placed in the enve-
lope with all surveys from that chapter
along with a code to indicate Greek
council membership and intervention or
control condition. A total of 992 pre-test
surveys were collected from forty chap-
ters.

In February 2002, Jeanne Far and
John Miller of Washington State
University conducted a SGNM train-the-
trainer workshop to help us gain a better
understanding of the theories supporting
the SGNM model as we adapted it to
suit our institutional culture. They also
trained 14 students to facilitate the
model for their chapters. UVa staff held
a training session for seven additional
students resulting in fifteen chapters
with trained representatives. Students
received a facilitator manual with a pre-
sentation script and they used their chap-
ter code to select the set of presentation
overheads with their chapter-specific
data. Students indicated they liked the
training format and felt the training ade-

quately prepared them to present the
program.

Discussion with students suggests
that membership in one of the four
Greek councils is not a salient affiliation
for UVa fraternity and sorority members
because they do not perceive their status
as a Greek student or their chapter’s
membership in a specific Greek council
to be the most important of their college
identities. Rather, students identify
themselves first as students at UVa, and
second as members of their chapter. As a
result, data comparing individual chap-
ters to overall fraternity or sorority
norms was not used in the SGNM pre-
sentations.

Of the fifteen chapters with mem-
bers trained to host the program, thirteen
completed presentations in the spring of
2002. Informal conversations with the
student trainers seem to confirm that
although students hold fairly accurate
perceptions of their chapter’s drinking
norms, they are extremely surprised by
the degree to which they overestimate
the campus-wide drinking norms (i.e.,
"we knew we drank more than everyone
else, but we didn’t know we drank
THAT much more"). Based on conversa-
tions with the small group facilitators, it
also appears the program is having the
intended effect of creating discussion
among chapter members.  

PPoosstt--TTeesstt DDaattaa CCoolllleeccttiioonn
In late spring 2002, post-test data

was collected from members during
weekly chapter meetings following the
same procedures used for pre-test data
collection. We brought lists of individual
codes sorted by chapter code so that
each president could select the correct
set of individual codes based on the
chapter code. Individuals who did not
remember their code from the fall could
review the chapter list in an attempt to

the
from

field

SSmmaallll GGrroouupp NNoorrmmss 
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continued on page six

recognize their code. This greatly
increased the number of matched pre
and post-test surveys.

Presidents wrote the same chapter
code used on the pre-test on an index
card and completed a brief questionnaire
on their chapter’s participation in each
grant component, participation in non-
grant related alcohol education activi-
ties, and any significant events or
changes related to alcohol that occurred
during the academic year. A total of 330
surveys with matching pre and post-test
codes were collected from 21 chapters
for a response rate of 33%.

RReessuullttss
Since only thirteen of the twenty

intervention chapters conducted the
small group social norm presentations,
the data were analyzed in three groups:
by control group; intervention chapters
that did not conduct the SGNM presen-
tations; and intervention chapters that
did conduct the SGNM presentations.
The SGNM intervention appears to have
had a favorable impact on the accuracy
of perception of the actual drinking
behaviors of the general UVa student
population. Although the intervention
did not appear to affect the amount of
reported drinking, the intervention
appeared to have a very positive influ-
ence on reported negative consequences
due to drinking. Data obtained from our
comparison of pre- and post-tests
include the following:

PPeerrcceeppttiioonnss ooff DDrriinnkkiinngg BBeehhaavviioorrss..
All three groups were equivalent on pre-
test perceptions of drinking behavior
among UVa students. On post-test, the
group that received the SGNM interven-
tion moved to significantly greater accu-
racy on perception of weekend drinking
and number of drinking times per month
compared to the groups that did not
receive the SGNM intervention. Post-
intervention group differences on num-
ber of drinks on a weekend night
showed a significant decrease in the
estimated number [F(1,326)=61.5,
p<.001], and a significantly greater

decrease for the group that received the
intervention [F(2, 226)=8.16, p<.001].
Post-intervention group differences on
number of drinking times per month
showed a significant decrease in the
estimated number [F(1,317)=77.47,
p<.001], and a significantly greater
decrease for the group that received the
intervention [F(2, 317)=4.63, p=.01]. 

DDrriinnkkiinngg BBeehhaavviioorrss.. The three
groups differed significantly on pre-test
in reported levels of personal drinking,
with the intervention group reporting
less drinking. Controlling for pre-inter-
vention level, post-intervention group
differences on number of drinks on a
week night and drinking frequency
showed significant increases for all
groups, but no significant effect by
group. Number of drinks on a weekend
night showed significant increase for all
groups [F(1,327)=308.73, p<.001], with
the intervention group that did not actu-
ally receive the SGNM program having
the greatest increase [F(2, 327)=5.54,
p=.004].  Interestingly, the mean Blood
Alcohol Concentrations for all three
groups at both times remained
unchanged. 

RReeppoorrtteedd NNeeggaattiivvee CCoonnsseeqquueenncceess..
Pre-test means on negative conse-
quences from own drinking and others'
drinking were significantly higher for
the intervention group that did not
receive the SGNM intervention than for
the other two groups. On post-test the
group that received the SGNM interven-
tion reported significantly fewer nega-
tive consequences from own drinking
(an average of 5.82 negative conse-
quences) and from others' drinking (an
average of 2.52 negative consequences)
than the control group (6.9 for self, 3.3
for others) or the intervention group that
did not see the SGNM program (9.16
for self, 4.63 for others). In addition, the
intervention group that did not have the
SGNM presentations had a significant
increase in negative consequences from
others.

DDiissccuussssiioonn
Our results suggest that the SGNM

intervention resulted in much safer
drinking behaviors (i.e., less negative
consequences) even though drinking
rates went up for all three groups during
the course of the study.  Thus, while
drinking rates went up in all three
groups, only the group that received the
intervention reported a decrease in nega-
tive consequences. 

Several factors may have played a
role in the decrease in reported negative
consequences with a simultaneous
increase in frequency and quantity of
drinking among members of the SGNM
intervention group. Some of these fac-
tors are related to the timing of the inter-
vention and the composition of the
groups. For example, the implementa-
tion timeline was significantly delayed
due to the confidentiality concerns cited
above. Baseline data collection was not
completed until December of 2001 and
the SGNM presentations did not begin
until mid-February. The post-test was
administered in mid to late April and as
a result, some chapters saw the SGNM
presentation less than 30 days before
they completed the post-test. The survey
asked students about specific time peri-
ods, but also "typical" behaviors. As a
result, the time frames that students
were asked to reflect upon were incon-
sistent. When students were asked about
their negative consequences over the
past year, they may have thought about
the previous academic year on the pre-
test, while considering the intervention
year on the post-test. Students were
asked about their frequency of drinking
in a typical month and the quantity they
consume on a typical weekend night and
week-night. In particular, it is possible
that the SGNM intervention suppressed
an even greater increase in drinking
behaviors that was seen in the other
groups.

There may have been differences
among the groups that affected our
results. The post-test included the new
members who joined the organizations
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in the early spring, who may have had
different drinking behaviors from the
pre-test group. The new members had
been exposed to a social norms market-
ing campaign in their first year resi-
dence hall bathrooms, and the increase
in accurate perceptions and decrease in
negative consequences at post-test may
be due to the synergy between the two
campaigns. The media campaign began
in the fall of 1999, so at pre-test, only
two-thirds of members had been
exposed to the campaign, but none were
living in areas where the campaign was
displayed. It is also possible that other
protective factors were at work since the
SGNM intervention group had signifi-
cantly healthier behaviors at baseline
compared to the other groups. 

LLiimmiittaattiioonnss aanndd
CCoonnssiiddeerraattiioonnss

Only 65% of the intervention chap-
ters completed the SGNM presentations.
UVa has a strong culture of student-self
governance, and there is no mechanism
to mandate chapters to participate in
activities. Each group selected for the
intervention condition agreed to take
part in all activities; however, if they did
not, we had little leverage to encourage
them to participate. As a result, self-
selection did seem to play a role. The
chapters that held the SGNM presenta-
tions tended at baseline to drink much
less than the intervention groups that
chose not to conduct the presentations. 

Another limitation is the absence of
significant quality control for the SGNM
presentations. Due to confidentiality
issues and a desire not to inhibit discus-
sion during the presentations, outside
observers did not attend any of the ses-
sions. Although we believe the presen-
ters all followed the script provided for
them, we do not know how their deliv-
ery, body language, and facilitation
skills may have affected the outcome for
each chapter. 

FFuuttuurree PPllaannss aanndd LLeessssoonnss
LLeeaarrnneedd 

Despite the fact that actual drinking
did not seem to be affected by this inter-
vention, we are encouraged by increases
in accurate perceptions and decreases in
negative consequences. Based on this
success, the SGNM program was
offered to all fraternities and sororities at
UVa beginning in the fall of 2002. As an
incentive to conduct the presentation,
chapters that complete the program are
eligible to apply for mini-grant funds to
hold alcohol free events.  In order to
better assess the quality and effective-
ness of the presentations, student facili-
tators respond to a brief questionnaire
after they complete their chapter presen-
tation. Post-test data will be collected
from all chapters in the spring of 2004.

Finally, schools interested in using
the SGNM approach with their fraternity
and sorority chapters should work close-
ly with their Greek governing councils,
chapter advising groups and alumni
boards to address issues of confidentiali-
ty from the very beginning. Early and
ongoing conversations can also gain real
support for the program from chapter
presidents. In some cases, chapters knew
they had to participate in the program,
but sent a newly selected member to a
presenter training class instead of a
member in a risk management or educa-
tional role. The new members often had
no idea why they were attending the
training session and were probably not
as effective in the actual chapter presen-
tation as an older member might have
been. 

Marianne Bonday, MPH, is the Assistant
Director of the Center for Alcohol and
Substance Education at the University of
Virginia. She can be reached at 434-
924-5276 or at marianne@virginia.edu.

Susan Bruce, M.Ed, is the Director of
the Center for Alcohol and Substance
Education at the University of Virginia.

She can be reached at 434-924-5276 or
at sbruce@virginia.edu.

For information on social norms mar-
keting at UVa go to:
www.virginia.edu/studenthealth/hp/norm
s/index.html and for information on the
Center for Alcohol and Substance
Education at UVa go to:
www.virginia.edu/case

EEnnggaaggiinngg MMeenn aass SSoocciiaall JJuussttiiccee
AAlllliieess iinn EEnnddiinngg VViioolleennccee AAggaaiinnsstt
WWoommeenn:: EEvviiddeennccee ffoorr aa SSoocciiaall
NNoorrmmss AApppprrooaacchh.. ((FFoorrtthhccoommiinngg))..
PPaattrriicciiaa FFaabbiiaannoo,, HH WWeesslleeyy PPeerrkkiinnss,,
AAllaann BBeerrkkoowwiittzz,, JJeeffffrreeyy LLiinnkkeennbbaacchh
aanndd CChhrriissttoopphheerr SSttaarrkk.. JJoouurrnnaall ooff
AAmmeerriiccaann CCoolllleeggee HHeeaalltthh.. This
study presents data that "men under-
estimate the importance that most
men and women place on consent in
sexual activity and the willingness
of most men to intervene against
sexual violence." The authors found
that men’s personal adherence to
consensual activity was affected by
their perceptions of both men and
women’s norms for consent, while
men’s willingness to intervene to
prevent sexual assault was predicted
by men’s perceptions of other men’s
willingness to intervene.

HHooww SShhoouulldd WWee TTaallkk AAbboouutt
SSttuuddeenntt DDrriinnkkiinngg:: AAnndd WWhhaatt
SShhoouulldd WWee DDoo AAbboouutt IItt?? ((22000033))..
AAllaann DD.. BBeerrkkoowwiittzz.. AAbboouutt CCaammppuuss,,
MMaayy--JJuunnee pp.. 1166--2222.. Problems with
the "binge-drinking" label are
reviewed and an overview of the
social norms approach is provided.
Recommendations are made for
effective drug prevention programs
in higher education.

ee cc ee nn tt
ee ss ee aa rr cchhRR
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ficial than intentional groups that have
ongoing interaction. Thus, in some cases
we have been successful in correcting the
misperceptions in less cohesive groups
but their behavior remained unchanged. 

We have also learned the importance of
building safeguards into our handling of
data for groups like fraternities and ath-
letes, who are very concerned about
potential misuse of the data. (See Table 1
for a list of steps taken to create ade-
quate assurances of confidentiality in
these cases- Ed.)

AABB:: What do you see as the next steps
for SGNM?

JJFF:: I’m particularly interested in expand-
ing the model from the prevention of
unwanted behaviors to the enhancement

of desirable behaviors like social justice
and diversity issues. We’re also examin-
ing how to intervene in difficult areas
such as sexual assault and partner vio-
lence prevention. I think those areas,
which involve much more than just a
personal choice about one’s own behav-
ior, will be best addressed indirectly.
Perhaps we might assist men and women
to examine their misperceptions about
each other in relation to sexual matters
and then talk together, or we might assist
men in examining their own mispercep-
tions about masculinity. This is all new
ground and is very exciting as the possi-
ble future of the model.

AABB:: This does seems like an exciting area
for future social norms efforts. What do
you feel are some of the pitfalls and chal-

lenges of using
the SGNM
approach?

JJFF:: I’ve become
convinced that
the most impor-
tant thing about
SGNM is the
non-confronta-
tional, accept-
ing discussion
of accurate data
in a comfort-
able and
respectful
atmosphere.
Therefore one
of the biggest
challenges is to
be sure presen-
ters understand
and are agree-
able with the
role of facilita-
tor. By “facili-
tator” I mean
someone who
brings informa-
tion and helps create and maintain a dis-
cussion about the information, and who
invites people’s opinions about it rather
than someone who tells others what to
do or who imparts information in the
role of “expert.” 

With social norms we’re always giving
people information that they think is
wrong. Many have made decisions and
taken action on their misperceptions, and
they may not always feel good about
what they’ve done as a result, particular-
ly if someone is telling them their justifi-
cations are inaccurate. So we have to be
gentle, respectful, and not require that
people think we know the answers.
Whether the participants are willing or
not to speak up in public and say our
information is accurate, they can take
these ideas away and think about them,
and they can decide if they want to

AAnn IInntteerrvviieeww wwiitthh JJeeaannnnee FFaarr continued from page one

continued on page eight

"We have been able

to expand use of

the model to differ-

ent groups of peo-

ple. In recent years

we have had suc-

cess with Greeks

and athletes, pro-

ducing reductions

in quantity and

frequency of drink-

ing that are corre-

lated with changes

in perceptions. We

have even been

successful in

decreasing drink-

ing in teams that

were already drink-

ing less than the

campus norm."

TTaabbllee 11
Guidelines for Ensuring Confidentiality of SGNM Data
Note: These steps may only be necessary when there is an unusual amount of
concern regarding how the data will be used.

1. Inform participants of confidentiality requirements for professional staff, of
grant requirements of confidentiality, and that research information is
exempted from Freedom of Information requests.

2. Handle data so that coaches and or administrators will not see data, and
make sure that these individuals are not present during survey administra-
tion.

3. In fraternities, collect data at house meetings when there are no outsiders
present, and have house members give the presentations.

4. Assign a unique code to each house or team that is known only to a few
individuals.

5. Code all raw data with the unique group code so that individuals coding or
analyzing data do not know who it refers to.

6. Limit production and handling of presentation overheads to a few key indi-
viduals.

7. Arrange to pick up survey packets immediately after the presentation.

8. Explain that individual ID codes are anonymous and cannot be used to iden-
tify the survey taker.

9. Have professional staff at training and recruitment meetings who can assure
students that they do not have access to the data.

10. Explain guidelines for reporting data to the public so that no specific groups
will be identified.

Guidelines developed at Washington State University for use of SGNM with  fra-
ternities and athletic teams.
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change their behaviors. We need to trust
in the power of the information and
allow people to change at their own
pace, in their own time.

There are many ways to provide people
with accurate social norms data. With
social norms marketing approaches, peo-
ple may see the information and accept
or reject it without necessarily having to
talk about it or process it (unless they
choose to do so). Thus providing the
opportunity for discussion of media can
be a useful complement to social norms
marketing. In the SGNM, we provide
something more intensive by creating an
intervention in which participants spend
an hour or more looking into their own
choices and motivations in an environ-
ment of care and respect. 

AABB:: Are there any common mistakes
with SGNM?

JJFF:: Some interventions move too quick-
ly, include too much information, add
other kinds of interventions into the mix,
or don’t focus long enough and clearly
enough on social norms ideas, informa-
tion, etc. We start by talking about
norms, misperceptions, how people are
wired to take in and attend to social
information, how our media interacts
with social norms. We get people talking
about how information is processed, and
then we give them the information we
want them to process. So we spend the
entire 45 minutes following a “lesson
plan” kind of structure, except it’s in sort
of a “game show” format -- informative,
but entertaining as well. The very first

thing is a warm-up exercise -- really just
a way to get people talking so they know
talking is expected of them during the
presentation. Every word, every move is
part of a carefully structured plan to
make this information understandable
and acceptable. 

AABB:: What have been some of the suc-
cesses?

JJFF:: I’m really pleased with what’s hap-
pened at University of Virginia this past
couple of years, where they got a grant to
do a careful replication of our model in
their Greek system. They brought us out
to train their house presidents and their
staff trainers stuck really closely to the
spirit and the letter of our presentation
model -- and they’ve gotten significant
decreases in negative consequences of
alcohol consumption in this difficult pop-
ulation, again with only a one-time 45
minute intervention. (See “From the
Field” in this issue for a description of
the University of Virginia Program-Ed.)

Another thing I’m really pleased about is
our work with the Illinois Higher
Education Center. Now they are putting
the SGNM intervention on their website,
in downloadable form, with a pretty
intensive training presentation for facili-
tators and tech support available from
John and myself. They will also offer
online surveys and then send the data
sent back to you. They hope to provide
everything you’d need to do a pretty
accurate replication of SGNM. (See “The
Gathering Place” this issue for informa-
tion on the Illinois project- Ed.)

AAnn IInntteerrvviieeww wwiitthh JJeeaannnnee FFaarr continued from page seven

AABB:: Any final comments?

JJFF:: As I mentioned earlier, some of us
really want to see this model expanded to
lots of other areas, not just prevention but
positive support for better understanding
and communication. The principles of
social norms theory are so broadly
applicable -- it’s all about how we’re
wired, how we understand and misunder-
stand each other, how we work together
in so many ways to construct social
behavior. I’m really pleased that so many
people want to know how to apply this
model to these areas other than alcohol
abuse prevention. I remember so well
when social norms-based interventions
seemed really “out there” and now peo-
ple everywhere know about this work. So
people are starting to get creative and
think “outside the box,” and that’s great.
The old models don’t work well enough,
and now people are much more willing
to consider new models. Maybe the para-
digm is already shifted?

AABB:: Yes, it seems to be shifting. Thank
you, Jeanne.

Jeanne M. Far, Ph. D. was Project Co-
Director of Projects Culture Change and
Empowerment at Washington State
University and is now Grant Consultant
for Project REAL at Gonzaga University.
She is currently in private practice as a
psychologist and consultant in Spokane,
WA and can be reached at (509) 343-
3321 or at jfarphd@earthlink.net.


