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ABSTRACT Substance abuse is prevalent in South African universities because students use drugs and alcohol for
many reasons, including curing depression, imitating role models, getting relief from loneliness and/or self-doubt.
There are no reliable data on substance use in South Africa except information from ad hoc cross-section research
studies, occasional national surveys and information on police arrest seizures. This study reports on a survey
conducted at the University of Venda on the use of alcohol on campus. From 209 students interviewed the results
show that over 65% use alcohol of which 49% abuse it. Chi-square tests done showed that sex, age, religion, staying
on campus, family monthly income and peer pressure were the factors affecting alcohol use, but the logistic
regression identified only peer pressure and religion as the main factors. Staying on campus also affects alcohol use
marginally.

INTRODUCTION

Alcohol consumption in South Africa is hor-
rifying reaching well over 5 billion litres of alco-
holic beverage per year (www.sahealthinfo.org).
Roughly two-thirds of the absolute alcohol con-
sumed in South Africa is malt or sorghum beer.
The figure could be nearer to 6 billion litres, de-
pending on one estimate of the amount of sor-
ghum beer consumed. In terms of alcoholic bev-
erage this translates to roughly 4.2 billion litres
or roughly 90% of the alcoholic beverage (Parry
and Bennets 1998). Overuse of drug and alcohol
is a serious problem because university author-
ities are finding it difficult to contain it. Accord-
ing to Young and Klerk (2008), it is probably
uncontroversial to state that most university
campuses struggle with containing and control-
ling alcohol consumption by their students, be-
cause the age at which students first enter such
institutions is an age of freedom and experimen-
tation, where young people have the opportuni-
ty to test the limits previously set by parents
and schools.

Excess use of alcohol and drugs can cause
many diseases such as lung cancer, heart and
brain damage. It may also cause social and sex-
ual problems including poor judgment, rape,
poverty, debt and a high rate of crime (Parry
2006). Drugs and alcohol can limit a person’s
ability to make good choices. People addicted

to drugs or alcohol may say things that they do
not really mean and do things that they normal-
ly would not do. They may also lose touch with
reality and think that things are better or worse
than they really are.

The South African government has tried to
come up with some laws concerning alcohol,
laws which ban those who are under the age of
18 years from buying alcohol. Cigarettes are no
longer allowed to be advertised on television.
According to Parry et al. (2005) initiatives have
been undertaken that focus on selected popula-
tions (for example, pregnant women) and the
general public (for example, via increasing taxes
on alcohol) to restrict alcohol advertisements,
to introduce warning labels on containers, and
to institute a coherent liquor outlet policy at pro-
vincial level.

 In universities, drugs and alcohol abuse are
some of the causes that prevent students from
attending classes and make them perform poor-
ly academically. The study seeks to determine
the intensity and frequency as well as to inves-
tigate factors associated with the use and ex-
cessive use of alcohol among students of the
University of Venda (Univen), Thohoyandou,
in the Limpopo province, South Africa and to
make some recommendations to “solve” alco-
hol abuse so as to increase pass rate.

The consumption of alcoholic beverages has
a long history in South Africa dating back to
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very ancient times (Gumede 1995; Peltzer and
Phaswana 1999). During pre-colonial days the
consumption of alcohol was the preserve of el-
ders, and other senior or authoritative figures,
including health practitioners and traditional
healers. The consumption of alcohol was less
common among youth and women of childbear-
ing age; they were allowed to take part only when
they were engaging in particular rituals and reli-
gious ceremonies (Gumede 1995, 2005a). But
nowadays alcohol and drugs are commonly prac-
tised almost every day (Gumede 2005b). Accord-
ing to Almeida-Filho et al. (2004) alcohol and
tobacco are the most commonly consumed sub-
stances and “illicit drug” use among students
and the intensity of its use is even higher among
those who do not live with their family in Brazil.

The use of alcohol is a serious problem in
South African universities. Nkhoma and Mafo-
rah (1994) conducted a study of drinking pat-
terns among mostly African university students
living in a self-catering residence at the Univer-
sity of Cape Town, in the Western Cape Prov-
ince.  They found that 75% of respondents in
the sample drank alcohol. Half (50%) of the
young men in the sample were moderate or
heavy drinkers. Parties were the most popular
occasions for drinking, with 60% of drinkers
naming parties as places where they drink. About
55% of the respondents drank alcohol during
weekends, with a relatively large proportion
(26%) reporting drinking throughout the week-
end including Friday, Saturday and Sunday
(Nkhoma and Maforah 1994).

Historically South Africa has not had very
reliable systems in place to facilitate the collec-
tion of data relating to substance use. To date,
much of the available information has come from
ad hoc cross-section research studies often con-
ducted in a single location and from information
on police arrest seizures and this has been sup-
plemented by occasional national surveys (Par-
ry and Bennets 1998). Apart from the police ar-
rest and seizure data, data which are greatly in-
fluenced by factors such as resources available
and particular policing policies and initiatives,
there has been no longitudinal information avail-
able on trend. So far, data available are those on
adults per capita annual absolute alcohol con-
sumption dated from 1985 and a single study
which compares consumption of absolute alco-
hol among different populations in 1982 and
1985 (Parry and Bennets 1998). This study there-

fore fills some of the gap which exists concern-
ing reliable data on alcohol use.

MATERIAL  AND  METHODS

Data

A survey was conducted on campus at the
University of Venda on the use of alcohol. Strat-
ified sampling with proportional allocation ac-
cording to department and the year of study
was done to get the sample. A total of 209 stu-
dents were interviewed directly using self-ad-
ministered questionnaires which were distribut-
ed to the sampled students. The questionnaire
has questions regarding students’ attitudes,
quality of life and family income. Below are some
of the questions which were in the question-
naire:
 Have you ever taken alcohol?
 Have you ever taken drugs?
 Do you practise religion?
 What is your family monthly income?
 Do you stay on campus?
 Would you go for free alcohol and/or drug

test?
 Are you taking part in any of the sport

activities at school?
 Do your friends take drugs?
 Do your friends take alcohol?
 How often do you take alcohol?
 How often do you use drug?
 Have you ever been drunk?

Method - Data Analysis

Data obtained were analysed using Statisti-
cal Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). First chi-
square tests were done to find out whether there
was any relationship between alcohol use or
abuse with eight independent variables.

(1) Dependent variable is alcohol use/abuse
(2) Independent variables

a. Age
b. Peer pressure
c. Sex/gender
d. Family Income
e. Marital status
f. Religion
g. Staying on campus
h. Sport activities on campus

Logistic Regression

After the chi-square tests Logistic regres-
sion analysis was also done. Logistic regres-
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sion is a type of predictive model that can be
used when the target variable is a categorical
variable with two categories. It is sometimes
called the logistic model or logit model and is
used for prediction of the probability of occur-
rence of an event by fitting data to a logit func-
tion. Like many forms of regression analysis, it
makes use of several predictor variables that may
be either numerical or categorical. For example,
the probability that a person has a heart attack
within a specified time period might be predict-
ed from knowledge of the person’s age, sex and
body mass index. Logistic regression is used
extensively in the medical and social science
fields, as well as marketing applications (Hos-
mer and Lemeshow 2000).

Logistic regression makes no assumption
about the distribution of the independent vari-
ables. They do not have to be normally distrib-
uted, linearly related or of equal variance within
each group. The relationship between the pre-
dictor and response variables is not a linear func-
tion in logistic regression; instead, the logistic
regression function is used, which is the logit
transformation of q (see equation 1); where a =
the constant of the equation and, b = the coeffi-
cient of the predictor variables. 

The probability of the observed results giv-
en the parameter estimates is known as the like-
lihood. The likelihood is usually a small number
hence it is customary to use -2 times the log of
the likelihood (that is, -2*LL). The log (-2*LL) is a
measure of how well the estimated model fits the
likelihood. A good model is one that results in a
high likelihood of the observed results. This
means that the -2*LL will be a very small number.
For a model that fits perfectly, the likelihood is 1
and -2 times the log likelihood (-2*LL) is zero
(Hosmer and Lemeshow 2000).

Specifically, the model estimated for alcohol
use/abuse is given by

Logit[(x)] = 
0
-  

1
(Peer pressure) –  

2
(Practise

religion)- 
3
(Staying on campus).     …............………3

Log odd (alcohol)= 
0 

– 
1
(Peer pressure) -


2
(Practise religion) -

3
(Staying on campus).  …...…..4

Ethical Matters

Ethical consideration was given both in the
design of questionnaire and the data collection,

and assurance was given to participants that
the information given by them would be kept in
the strictest confidence. Only volunteers who
were willing got involved in completing ques-
tionnaires in order to ensure ethical compliance.
Although the topic of this study was ethically
wrong because it intrudes on students’ privacy
or rights, the benefits accrued by doing the study,
according to Humphrey (1970), Horowitz (2003)
and Rainwater (2011), outweigh the harm for not
doing the study. They defended ethical matters
by saying that if such studies are not done, the
cause(s) and solutions cannot be known and
the victims will continue to suffer. When stud-
ies are done and solutions are prescribed the
victims can be redeemed, that is their argument.

RESULTS

 Table 1 gives the summary statistics of vari-
ables (that is, some background information)
considered in this study.  The table shows that
209 students completed the questionnaires out
of which 99 students were male and 110 were
female. The age distribution of the respondents
was as follows: aged between 15 and 19 years is
33.0%, aged between 25 and 29 years is 8.6%
and aged of 30 years and above is 4.8% and the
distribution of the respondents by marital sta-
tus was as follows: single (83.2), married (4.8%),
living together (8.2%), divorced (1.0%) and lived
together previously (2.9%). About 72.8% prac-
tised religion and only 19.4% did not practise
religion. About 51.0% were willing to go for free
alcohol and/or drugs test whereas 49.0% were
reluctant to go for free test. A majority (62.7%)
of the respondents were consuming alcohol as
against (37.3%) who were not consuming alco-
hol.

Tables 2a and 2b give the results from chi-
square tests. From the chi-square tests two of
the original eight independent variables were
dropped because they did not have a signifi-
cant relationship with alcohol. The variables re-
moved were marital status and sport activities
on campus.

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Sex/Gender

Result from Table 1 indicates that there is a
strong relationship between sex/gender and al-
cohol, that is p=0.010. The proportion of males
who take alcohol was well over 70%. Male stu-

……...(2)

……...(1)
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dents were therefore more certain to abuse alco-
hol.

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Age

The relationship between alcohol use/abuse
and age is not quite strong, (p=0.080). It is sig-
nificant only at 10%. While the proportion of
students who take alcohol is almost 70% for
those aged 20 years and above, the proportion
is 48% for the teenage students (less than 20
years).

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Religion

There was a strong significant association
between alcohol use and religion, p=0.001. The
proportion of students who practise religion and
take alcohol is 43.1% while those who do not

practise religion but take alcohol are 65.3%. Most
religious groups prohibit their adherents/ fol-
lowers from drinking alcohol, because they be-
lieve consuming alcohol may lead them into com-

Table 1: Some background information

Variables Frequency Percentage

Sex
Female 110 52.6
Male 99 47.4

Age (in years)
15-19 69 33.0
20-24 112 53.6
25-29 18 8.6
30+ 10 4.8

Marital Status
Married 10 4.8
Single 173 83.2
Divorced 2 1.0
Living together 17 8.2
Lived together previously 6 2.9

Religion
Yes 150 72.8
No 40 19.4
Sometimes 16 7.8

Free Drugs test
Yes 101 51.0
No 97 49.0

Family Monthly Income
Less than R2000 25 12.8
R2100-R5000 39 20.0
R5100-R10 000 73 37.4
Others 58 29.7

Stay on Campus
Yes 90 43.3
No 117 56.3

Take Alcohol
Yes 131 62.7
No 78 37.3

Take Drugs
Yes 72 35.0
No 134 65.0
Total(N)= 209

Table 2a:Determination of relationship using chi-
square tests

Variables Alcohol users (in %)

Yes No

Sex
Female 54.5 45.5
Male 71.7 28.3

p-value=0.010
Age (in years)

15-19 47.8 52.2
20-24 69.6 30.4
25-29 66.7 33.3
30+ 80.0 20.0

p-value=0.080
Religion Practised

Yes 43.1 56.9
No 65.3 34.7
Sometimes 75.0 25.0

p-value=0.000
Stay on Campus

Yes 73.6 26.4
No 54.7 45.3

                                                p-value=0.005
Family Monthly Income

Less than R2000 36.0 64.0
R2100-R5000 69.2 30.8
R5100-R10 000 61.6 38.4
Others 79.3 20.7

p-value=0.002
Peer Pressure

Yes 80.7 19.3
No 39.3 60.7

p-value=0.000
Sport Activities at School

Yes 65.9 34.3
No 61.6 38.4

p-value=0.594
Marital Status

Married 80.0 20.0
Single 61.3 38.7
Divorced 58.8 41.2
Living together 66.7 33.3
Living together previously 100 0

                                               p-value=0.599

Table 2b:Summary of Chi-Square Tests

Variables      Value  df    Asymp Sig.
    (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 19.205a 5 0.002
Likelihood ratio 20.711 5 0.001
Linear-by-linear 13.860 1 0.000
  association
N of valid cases  206 551

Block 0: Beginning Block
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mitting disgraceful acts such as fighting, adul-
tery, swearing, etc. in public (www. about.com).

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Staying on Campus

The test shows that there is a strong rela-
tionship between alcohol and staying on cam-
pus, (p=0.005). The proportion of students who
stay on campus and drink alcohol is 73.6% as
against 54.7% of those who drink alcohol but
stay off campus. Comparatively, the figures
show that students who stay on campus are
more “alcoholic” than those who stay off cam-
pus.

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Family Monthly Income

There is a strong significant association be-
tween alcohol use and family monthly income,
(p=0.002). The proportion of students whose
family income exceeds R2000 per month and who
take alcohol is over 60% while the proportion of
those with income less than R2000 per month is
less than 50%. Students whose family monthly
income is high (above R2000) take alcohol more
than those whose family monthly income is low
(less than R2000).

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Peer Pressure

There is a very strong relationship between
alcohol use and peer pressure (p=0.000). Stu-
dents whose friends take alcohol are most likely
to take alcohol also. There is an adage that states
that birds of the same feathers flock together.

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Sporting Activities

In this instance there is no relationship be-
tween alcohol use or abuse and sporting activi-
ties, p=0.594. That is, the use of alcohol does
not depend on whether or not a student is in-
volved in sports.

Alcohol Use/Abuse and Marital Status

There is no relationship between alcohol use
or abuse and marital status, (p=0.599). That is,
the use of alcohol does not depend on whether
or not a student is married, single, and divorced.

Table 3: Classification tablea - Logistic regression analysis

Observed               Predicted
Have you ever taken alcohol Percentage
1 Yes 2 No  correct

Step 1 Have you ever taken alcohol 1 Yes 126 0 100.0
2 No 65 0 0

Overall Percentage 66.0
a. The cut value is .500
b. Constant is included in the model

Table 4: Summary of variables in the equation of alcohol use/abuse

Variables B S.E Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Constant -0.662 0.153 18.786 1 0.000 0.516
Step 0

Table 5: Variables not in the equation of alcohol
use/abuse

Variables   Score    df   Sig.

Gender/sex (1) 5.937 1 0.015
Practise religion 9.850 1 0.002
Family monthly income 12.466 3 0.006
Family monthly income(1) 8.390 1 0.004
Family monthly income(2) 0.127 1 0.721
Family monthly income(3) 0.619 1 0.431
Do you stay on campus(1) 7.524 1 0.006
Peer pressure(1) 16.425 1 0.000
Overall Statistics 43.631 7 0.000

Block 1: Method = Enter

Table 6: Omnibus tests of model coefficients –
Logistic regression

Variables  Score df Sig.

Step 1 Step 46.693 7 0.000
Block 46.693 7 0.000
Model  46.693 7 0.000



82 KWABENA A. KYEI AND MPHO RAMAGOMA

results of prediction by the constant only (see
more discussion on this topic at http://
www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/dae/logit.htm). The
column labelled score gives the estimated
change in the model fit if the term is added to the
model. The other columns give the degrees of
freedom and p-value (labelled sig.) for the esti-
mated change.

Thus when there was no independent vari-
ables [Beginning Block, Block 0], in the Tables
3, 4 and 5, the model prediction about 126 stu-
dents using alcohol was 100% but that of 65
students not taking alcohol was zero, resulting
in an estimate of 66% correct in the prediction
(Table 3). When the independent variables en-
tered in the model as seen in Tables 6 and 7),
[Block 1], out of 112 students predicted by the
model as using alcohol, the  prediction was
88.9% correct; and for 34 students who did not
take alcohol the correct prediction was 52.3%.
Thus the model predicted better in the case of
those taking alcohol.  The overall correct pre-
diction was at 76.4%. Based on these figures,
some of the variables/predictors are expected to
improve the fit of the model. The improvement
in the prediction between Block 0 and Block 1 is
10.4%. Thus the six independent variables (of
which indeed only three were predictors) have
predicted 10.4%. Table 8 shows that the three
variables that predict alcohol use (statistically
significant) are peer pressure (p =0.000), prac-
tise religion (p = 0.045) and staying on campus

Table 7: Classification tablea – Logistics regression analysis

Observed                Predicted

Have you ever taken alcohol Percentage
1 Yes 2 No  correct

Step 1 Have you ever taken alcohol 1 Yes 112 14 88.9
2 No 31 34 52.3

Overall Percentage 76.4
a. The cut value is .500

Table 8: Variables in the equation of alcohol use/abuse

Variables        B      S.E     Wald    df Sig. Exp(B)

Gender/sex (1) -0.485 0.359 1.823 1 0.177 0.616
Practise religion -0.712 0.355 4.4032 1 0.045 0.491
Family monthly income 2.865 3 0.413
Family monthly income(1) 0.647 0.630 1.056 1 0.304 1.910
Family monthly income(2) -0.228 0.542 0.176 1 0.674 0.796
Family monthly income(3) -0.381 0.455 0.699 1 0.403 1.463
Staying on campus(1) -0.669 0.365 3.366 1 0.067 0.512
Peer pressure(1) -1.496 0.369 16.425 1 0.000     0.2243
Constant 1.352 0.670 4.074 1 0.044 3.866

Table 9: Model summary – Logistics regression
analysis (full)

Step -2 Log Cox and Nagelkerke
likelihood Snell  R R square

Square

1 198.262   0.217     0.300

Table 10:  Model summaryb – Logistic regression
analysis (R2)

Model R     R Adjusted Std.
Square  R square error of

the
estimate

1 .495a .245 .217 .420

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do your friends use drugs/
alcohol, Marital status, Gender, Do you stay on campus,
Do you practise religion, Age (in years), Family
monthly income
b. Dependent Variable: Have you ever taken alcohol

Logistic Regression

Concerning the result in the logistic regres-
sion, the model was built as follows: the first
model in the output (Block 0) is a null model, a
model with no predictors. The constant in the
Table labelled variables in the equation gives
the unconditional log odds of alcohol use/abuse,
(that is, alcohol use = 1). The table labelled vari-
ables not in the equation (Table 5) gives the
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Table 11: ANOVAb-Model summary of predictors

Model Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

1 Regression 10.525 7 1.504 8.504 .000a

Residual 32.354 183 .177
Total 42.880 190

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do your friends use drugs/alcohol, Marital status, Gender, Do you stay on campus, Do
you practise religion, Age (in years), Family monthly income
b. Dependent Variable: Have you ever taken alcohol

Table 13b: Regression coefficientsa- Effects otalcohol

Model Unstandardized coefficients Standardized
coefficients

          B     Std. error         Beta       T          Sig.

1 (Constant) .806 .240 3.357 .001
Gender .073 .063 .077 1.150 .251
Age (in years) -.107 .043 -.176 -2.526 .012
Marital status .070 .041 .117 1.706 .090
Do you practise religion -.093 .052 -.123 -1.780 .077
Family monthly income -.016 .034 -.034 -.483 .630
Do you stay on campus .120 .063 .126 1.893 .060
Do your friends use drugs/alcohol .322 .067 .334 4.765 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Have you ever taken alcohol       Regression

Table 12: Coefficientsa-Model Summary from multiple regression

 Unstandardized coefficients   Standardized
   coefficients

Model B Std. error          Beta        t     Sig

1 (Constant) .806 .240 3.357 .001
Do you stay on campus .120 .063 .126 1.893 .060
Gender .073 .063 .077 1.150 .251
Age (in years) -.107 .043 -.176 -2.526 .012
Marital status .070 .041 .117 1.706 .090
Do you practise religion -.093 .052 -.123 -1.780 .077
Family monthly income -.016 .034 -.034 -.483 .630
Do your friends use drugs/alcohol .322 .067 .334 4.765 .000

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Table 13a: Tests of between-subjects effects on alcohol

Dependent Variable: Have you ever taken alcohol

Source Type III sum
of squares   df Mean square      F    Sig.

Corrected model 10.525a 7 1.504 8.504 .000
Intercept 1.992 1 1.992 11.267 .001
Do you stay on campus .634 1 .634 3.584 .060
Practise religion .560 1 .560 3.169 .077
Gender .234 1 .234 1.324 .251
Age 1.128 1 1.128 6.381 .012
Marital status .514 1 .514 2.910 .090
Family monthly income .041 1 .041 .233 .630
Do your friends use drugs 4.014 1 4.014 22.705 .000
   or alcohol
Error 32.354 183 .177
Total 386.000 191
Corrected total 42.880 190

a. R Squared = .245 (Adjusted R Squared = .217)              OLS Regression
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(p = 0.067) which is marginally significant,
though. The logistic regression coefficients give
the change in the log odds of the outcome for a
one unit increase in the predictor variable. Thus
for example, for every unit change in peer pres-
sure the log odds of use of alcohol changes by
1.496 and for every unit change in practise reli-
gion the log odds changes by 0.712.

DISCUSSION

Analysis from cross- tabulations displayed
a relationship between alcohol use and age, reli-
gion, family monthly income, sex/gender and
staying on campus (see the summary of chi-
square tests in Table 3). Older students (30 years
and more) are more likely to take alcohol than
teenagers because they can afford and the soci-
ety does not abhor that. Rather, the society con-
demns drinking among teenagers. But in 2005,
according to Centre for Science in the Public
Interest (CSPI), in the United States, 28.2% of
colleges students aged 12 – 20 years were re-
ported to have drunk alcohol the preceding
month of the survey (www.cspinet.org/booze).
More males (28.9%) than females (27.5%) aged
12 – 20 years were current alcohol drinkers ac-
cording to the report;  and 48% drinkers report-
ed that “drinking to get drunk” (that is abuse) is
an important reason for drinking
(www.cspinet.org/booze). This figure almost tal-
lies with our results where 49% were found to
abuse it.

Religious adherents do not drink alcohol as
much as those who do not practise religion do,
because most religious groups prohibit their fol-
lowers or adherents from drinking alcohol for

Table 13c: Variables entered/removedb

Model Variables Variables   Method
entered  removed

1 Do your friends   Enter
use drugs/alcohol,
Marital status,
Gender, Do you
stay on campus,
Do you practise
 religion, Age
(in years),
Family monthly
 income .

a. All requested variables entered.
b. Dependent Variable: Have you ever taken alcohol

the simple reason that consuming alcohol may
lead them into committing disgraceful acts, such
as fighting, swearing, adultery, etc. in public. A
study conducted in two major private universi-
ties (A and F) in Lebanon with religious distri-
butions of 64.1% Christians, 31.3% Moslems,
and 4.5% Druze in University A; and 57.6% Chris-
tians, 37.5% Moslems, and 4.9% Druze, in Uni-
versities F, showed that belief in God and prac-
tice of faith were protective instruments against
substance abuse (www.medscape.com).

Staying on campus affords students freedom
from interference from parents or older people
and therefore induces them to drink (http://
www.about.com). The CSPI’s report continues
that young students aged 18 – 22 years enrolled
full-time in college were more likely to use alco-
hol in the past month than their peers not en-
rolled full-time.

 The most predictive factor which has also
been confirmed by both logistic and ordinary
least squares regression analyses are peers, re-
ligion and staying on campus. When friends
drink, students follow suit to drink also. Some of
the students start their first year innocently with
no intention of taking alcohol, but as they get
along with friends they get some bad influence
from friends and they also start drinking alco-
hol. Freedom associated with staying on cam-
pus and being away from parent could lead
young students to indulge in negative tenden-
cies.

In the United States, it is reported that about
47.2% of students used marijuana, a figure which
includes 27% who had used marijuana during
their lifetime (Rostosky et al. 2007). Among stu-
dents who reported having a religion, alcohol
consumption was 83.1%, tobacco use 20.7%, and
“illicit drugs” 24.6% during that period. Among
students who reported not having a religion,
the use of alcohol was higher in the last 12
months at (89.3%), and “illicit drugs” (37.7%)
(Silva et al. 2006); implying that religion reduces
the level of alcohol consumption by 6.2 percent-
age-points. A high percentage of the students
reported having family members with drinking
or drug problems (42%). About 45% of the stu-
dents reported coming from families that seldom
did things together and the same percentage
reported that their parents were mostly unaware
of where they were or what they were doing.
When asked who had first introduced them to
alcohol, 58% reported their friends did, 25% said
their siblings did and 19% said that their parents
did (Tibbs 1996).
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In short, the results above indicate that the
explanatory variables of alcohol use or abuse
are peer pressure and practice of religion at 5%
significant level; and staying on campus at 10%.

Mathematically, the model equation is given
by

Log odd (Use of alcohol)= 
0 
– 

1
(Peer pres-

sure) - 
2
(Practise religion) -

3 
(Staying on cam-

pus).
That is
Log odd (Use of alcohol)= 1.352 - 1.496Peer

pressure - 0.712Practise religion - 0.669Staying
on campus. ………………… ...........................   5

which implies that
Odd ratio (Alcohol use)= 3.866 +0.2243Peer

pressure + 0.491Practise religion + 0.512Staying
on campus.   .........................................................6

In South African universities many students
abuse alcohol because of association with
friends and colleagues who are addicted to such.
Students take alcohol for various reasons in-
cluding physical, mental, psychological and so-
cial. For example, some take it for pleasure, some
take it because they are depressed and some
take it to gain mental and physical strength (Med-
ical Research Council 2009). Some take it for so-
cial reasons, to celebrate occasion, some for
group identification and pleasure seeking, for
imitating role models and some take it to get
relief from loneliness and self-doubt [South Af-
rican Community Epidemiology Network on
Drug Use, (SACENDU) 2006].

Most recently, concern has been expressed
at the rapid increase in alcohol use and abuse in
the “Third World” countries. The ‘new’ patterns
of alcohol and drug misuse in this country are
said to be qualitatively different from the tradi-
tional ‘integrated’ drinking patterns, in which
highly ritualized and ceremonial drinking used
to take place in a context of positive societal
meaning, which was clearly controlled and mainly
restricted to adults. Nowadays young people
drink alcohol almost every day and they often
begin to experiment with alcohol, tobacco and
other drugs during the school year (Gumede
2005b). Young people from all over the world;
communities, schools and universities get in-
volved in various legal and illegal substances
(SACENDU 2004, 2006).

The Likelihood-Ratio Test (-2 Log likelihood)
is to test the significance of the model with ref-
erence to independent and dependent variables
(Hosmer and Lemeshow 2000; http://
www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/dae/logit.htm). The
Likelihood-Ratio test here gave R as 49.5%; and

Cox and Snell R Square of 22% and Nagelkerke
R Square of 30% (Table 10; Table 9 respective-
ly).

Ordinary Least Square Regression

Because the categorical variables (including
the dependent variables) were coded 0 and 1,
multiple regression (OLS) and General Linear
Modeling (ANOVA) were also done as a further
confirmation (for more discussion on this, see
http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/dae/logit.
htm).

The results from these general linear model
and regression analyses seen in Table 11; Table
12; Table 13a; Table 13b and Table 13c), confirm
that indeed peer pressure is the most important
predictor of alcohol use. Staying on campus,
practise religion and marital status predict mar-
ginally. Age however also predicts the use of
alcohol from this analysis. The model from this
analysis is as follows:

Alcohol Use/Abuse= 0.806 +0.322Peer pres-
sure – 0.107Age - 0.093Practise religion +
0.12Staying on campus +0.07Marital status......7
(unstandardized).

Alcohol Use/Abuse=  0.334Peer pressure –
0.176Age - 0.123Practise religion + 0.126Staying
on campus +0.117Marital status.  ................….8.
(standardized).

CONCLUSION

Though the sample size is not large enough,
the sample design (stratified random sampling)
permits us to generalize the findings. The study
has found out that a high proportion of stu-
dents (interviewed at the University of Venda),
65% use alcohol, of which 49% abuse it. In Egypt
among 687 university students interviewed in a
survey, 14.4% had ever taken alcohol, students
mostly aged 19 years and over. In Brazil, 23.8%
of undergraduate students abused drugs. The
study has also shown that the most predictive
factors from the chi-square tests which have also
been confirmed by regression analyses are peer
pressure (friends using alcohol), practise reli-
gion and staying on campus. The multiple, gen-
eral linear model (ANOVA) and logistic regres-
sion analyses, all confirm that peer pressure  is
the most predictive of all the variables consid-
ered in this study. Unfortunately, however, the
model is only able to predict the use of alcohol
to at most 30% because the Likelihood-Ratio
Test mentioned earlier gave Cox and Snell R
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Square of 22%  and Nagelkerke R Square of 30%.
These values mean that the model does not per-
fectly predict the use or abuse of alcohol. There
are more other factors (about 70 %) that predict
the use of alcohol among students, besides peer
pressure, religion and staying on campus, there-
fore further research needs to be done to find
out.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The paper wants to recommend the follow-
ing:
 that students, especially new or freshmen

be careful of the type of friends they make
since ‘bad’ friends can influence them nega-
tively;

 that parents advise and encourage their chil-
dren to practise religion as a protective mea-
sure from bad influence; and

 that parent pay regular visits to their chil-
dren in hostels especially during week-ends
as a means to check on them from “bad weak-
end habits.”

NOTES

Alcohol-users are those respondents who confess to
taking alcohol, sometimes get drunk but are willing
to go for free alcohol/drug test.

Alcohol abusers are those who take alcohol and who
are against going for free alcohol/drug test.

Peer pressure implies those whose friends already drink/
use alcohol.

REFERENCES

Almeida-Filho N, Lessa I, Magalhães L, Araújo MJ,
Aquino E, Kawachi I, James SA 2004. Social deter-
minants and patterns of alcohol consumption in
Bahia, Brazil. Revista de Saúde Pública, 38: 1-13.

Center for Science in the Public Interest (CSPI). From
<http://www.cspinet.org/booze/collfact1.htm.> (Re-
trieved  October 1, 2012).

Gumede V 1995. Alcohol Use and Abuse in South Afri-
ca: A Socio-medical Problem. Pietermaritzburg:
Reach Out Publishers (ROP).

Gumede V 2005a. Alcohol Use and Sexual Risk Behav-
iour: A Cross- cultural Study in Eight Countries.
Geneva: WHO.

Gumede M 2005b. Drug Abuse is Increasing Among
South African Teenagers. City Press Newspaper,
Sondag, 6 November 2005. Johannesburg, South
Africa.

Horowitz  I 2003. Tributes: Personal Reflections on a
Century of Social Research, Transaction Publish-
ers, ISBN 0-7658-0218-X.  (Retrieved August 29,
2012).

Hosmer D, Lemeshow S 2000. Applied Logistic Re-
gression .2nd Edition. New York: John Wiley and
Sons, inc.

Humphreys  L 1970. Tearoom Trade : Impersonal Sex
In Public Places, Duckworth, ISBN 978-0-7156-
0551-6. From <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Laud_Humphreys#bibligraphy.> (Retrieved August
30, 2012).

Logistic Regression Model. Categorical Data and Trans-
formation for Further Analysis.  From< http://
www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/dae/logit.htm> (Retrieved
September 4, 2011).

Medical Research Council 2009. Why Students Take
Alcohol. From <http://www.mrc.ac.za> (Retrieved
September 5, 2011).

Mental Health 2010.  From <http://www. About.
com.Mental Health> (Retrieved August 27, 2011).

Nkhoma P, Maforah F 1994. Drinking patterns among
students in a university self-catering residence at
the University of Cape Town.Urbanization and
Health Newsletter, 21: 54-58.

Parry CDH, Bennetts AL 1998. Alcohol Policy and
Public Health in South Africa. Cape Town: Oxford
University Press.

Parry CDH, Pluddemann A, Steyn K, Bradshaw D, Nor-
man R, Laubscher R 2005. Alcohol use in South
Africa: Findings from the 1st DHS Survey. A Jour-
nal of Studies on Alcohol, 66: 91–97.

Parry CDH 2006. Data Collection Mechanisms to Sup-
port Alcohol-related Burden of  Disease Estimates:
The Situation in Africa. Paper presented at the 1st

meeting of the WHO Reference Group on Alcohol
Epidemiology, Geneva. September 2-4, 2006.

Peltzer K, Phaswana N 1999. Substance Use among
South African University Students: A Quantitative
and Qualitative Study. From <http://www. sahealth-
info. org.> (Retrieved August 6, 2011).

Rainwater L 2011. Deviance and Liberty: Social Prob-
lems and Public Policy. ISBN 10: 1412815037.From
<http://www.ecampus.com/search-results/Rainwater
+Lee.> (Retrieved August 30, 2012).

Rostosky SS, Danner F, Riggle EDB  2007. Is religios-
ity a protective factor against substance use in
young adulthood? Journal of Adolescent Health,
40(5): 440 – 447.

Silva LVER, Malbergier A, de Andrade Stempliuk V,
Guerra de Andrade A 2006. Factors associated with
drug and alcohol use among university students.
Revista de Saude Publica, Sao Paulo, 40:2.

South African Community Epidemiology Network on
Drug Use (SACENDU) 2004. Monitoring Alcohol
and Drug Abuse Trends.Proceedings of Report Back
Meeting April 2005 (Phase 17) July - December
2004, MRC.

South African Community Epidemiology Network on
Drug Use 2006. Monitoring Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Trends. Proceedings of Annual Report. MRC.

South African Health Info. 2010. The effects of alco-
hol.  From <http://www.sahealthinfo.org.> (Re-
trieved August 6, 2011).

Tibbs J 1996. Peer Education Programme: Baseline
Assessment Report. Unpublished Manuscript.

Young C, De Klerk V 2008. Patterns of alcohol use on
a South African university campus.The findings of
two annual drinking surveys. African Journal of
Drug and Alcohol Studies, 7: 101-112.


