Published in Swedish as: Room, R. & Hradilova Selin, K. Drickandets fördelar (Benefits of drinking). Pp. 179-198 in: Hradilova Selin, K., ed. Svenska drykesvanor och deras konsekvenser i början av det nya milleniet (Swedish drinking habits and their consequences at the beginning of the new millenium). Stockholm: SoRAD, Forskningsrapport nr. 20, 2004.

MAXIMIZING THE BENEFITS FROM DRINKING

Robin Room and Klara Hradilova Selin

Centre for Social Research on Alcohol and Drugs

Stockholm University, Sveaplan

106 91 Stockholm, Sweden


Three main literatures have explored the positive consequences of drinking for the drinker.  One approach, initiated more than 50 years ago (Riley et al., 1948), has been to explore the drinker’s agreement with a list of reasons for drinking.  The early U.S. alcohol survey literature tended to divide reasons into two categories: “social” reasons such as “I drink because other people are drinking”, and “personal” or “escape” reasons such as “I drink because I need it when I’m tense and nervous”.  In the analyses, social reasons for drinking were generally viewed in a positive light, while agreement with “personal” or “escape” reasons was regarded as problematic, and in fact was used in some analyses to indicate status as a problem drinker (Mulford and Miller, 1960; Cahalan, 1970).  Analysts early noted that those who drank more gave more reasons for drinking (Knupfer et al., 1963), and that those who gave “personal” reasons also tended to agree to “social” reasons.  


The focus on reasons for drinking was influenced by the emphasis in American psychology at the time on motivations.  By the mid-1970s, however, social researchers became uncomfortable with a literal interpretation of responses to the items, and began to think of reasons for drinking in terms of Mills’ concept of “situated vocabularies of motive” (Mills, 1940).  In this frame, responses to the precoded questions were seen as reflecting not only internal feelings but also how drinking was constructed and understood in the respondent’s culture, and the responses were seen as often quite self-conscious, with the respondent as well as the analyst recognizing that saying “yes” to “I drink because I need it when I’m tense and nervous” was agreeing to a “bad sign” in a cultural frame where self-control was a paramount virtue.  However, as alcohol survey researchers turned to cross-cultural studies, the items took on a new life as indicators of differences in the cultural framing of drinking (Anonymous, 1984).


In the meantime, the orientation to an individual’s responses on reasons for drinking as indicating his or her fundamental motivations for action has to some extent continued in the psychology literature. Cox and Klinger (1988) put forward a “motivational model” of alcohol use which suggests that “motives provide the final common pathway to alcohol use and misuse” (Collins & Bradizza, 2001).  The tradition of research on reasons for drinking and their relation to heavy drinking or alcohol problems has continued particularly in samples of young drinkers (e.g., Carey and Correia, 1997), with recent studies turning attention to the interplay of drinking contexts and reasons for drinking (Kairouz et al., 2002; Johnson et al., 1999). 


The second main approach to measuring positive consequences of drinking has been the alcohol effects expectancy literature.  Whereas reasons for drinking were only ever asked of drinkers, expectancies could be asked of non-drinkers as well, and in fact the central motivation for the literature has been the idea that if expectancies can somehow be changed, then drinking can be prevented or postponed or drinking patterns can be modified, although this has not proved easy to accomplish (Jones et al., 2001).  A wide range of effects have been enquired about, with some researchers emphasizing expectancies of positive effects and others including also expectancies of negative effects -- although, as Leigh (1989) points out, the subjective evaluation of whether some effects are positive or negative will vary from one person to another.  Responses have been clustered by factor analyses into from three to six subscales (Leigh, 1989).  The subscales defined by Brown et al. (1980), for instance, include alcohol as a “global positive transforming agent”, as enhancing social and physical pleasures, as enhancing sexual performance and experience, as increasing power and aggression, as increasing social assertiveness, and as reducing tension.    


Expecting an effect is not the same as actually experiencing it.  Alcohol expectancies paint a vivid picture of what alcohol might or might not do to or for the respondent, but the pigments in the picture come from a mixture of sources.  Personal experience and observation of others may be involved, but so is the general symbolism of alcohol in the culture.  To get a sense of how powerfully culture contributes to expectations, one has only to think of the associations surrounding words like “champagne” or “moonshine”, which are shared even if one has never consumed the beverage in question.  While the picture many suffice for predicting the respondent’s behaviour, it is thus not an adequate guide to the respondent’s actual experiences with alcohol.


The third approach has been to ask directly about the respondent’s positive experiences with drinking. While the literatures on the first two approaches have centred primarily on the U.S., the literature on this third approach has come primarily from the Nordic countries.  One exception to this was the analysis by Roizen (1983) of responses in the U.S. to a series of 12 general statements about “what effect does alcohol have on you?”.  Of the four statements most frequently agreed to -- “I get friendly”, “It makes me talkative”, “It makes me sleepy”, and “I get romantic” -- three, at least, would presumably be viewed by most respondents as positive effects. In findings which prefigure the results in Nordic studies, reporting these effects at least sometimes was more common among Roizen’s heavier-drinking respondents and younger respondents.


In later studies in this tradition, the positive experiences have usually been seen as the complement to a series of questions about the negative consequences of drinking, and the two sets of items have often been analyzed together (e.g., Mäkelä & Simpura, 1985; Mäkelä & Mustonen, 1988, 1996; Nyström, 1992; Bondy, 1995; Mustonen & Mäkelä, 1999).  


It is noticeable, however, that the items on negative experiences in the Nordic tradition, as elsewhere, often refer to specific concrete events (e.g., been involved in a scuffle or fight; experienced damage to objects or clothing), although a minority of the items could have a more generic reference (e.g., been more loud-voiced and boisterous than usual; see Mustonen & Mäkelä, 1999).  Many of the items on positive experiences, on the other hand, could be answered quite generically (e.g., be funnier and wittier in conversation; be more optimistic).  To some extent, this asymmetry is built into the nature of the relation of drinking to positive and negative experiences: the positives are everyday and often small, while the negatives are sporadic but occasionally serious. 


There has been relatively little discussion of how the approaches and findings of the three traditions might fit together.  Leigh (1990) pointed out that, logically, one cannot give a particular reason for drinking without having an expectation of that particular consequence happening.  Empirically, Cronin (1997) found that Reasons for Drinking Scale accounted for a greater proportion of the variance on several measures of alcohol use than alcohol expectancies. It has been argued that “these findings suggest that motives are more proximal or direct determinants of alcohol use than are expectancies” (Collins & Bradizza, 2001). 

Picking up Leigh’s focus on the logical relationships of the measures, we might propose that a reason given for drinking, at least by an experienced drinker, ought to imply that the drinker experiences the relevant consequences at least occasionally when drinking.  Presumably, also, experiencing particular positive consequences of drinking should produce the relevant effect expectancies.  However, not every respondent will see the logic this way.  The task of exploring the logical and empirical relations between responses to items in the three traditions remains for the future.


Previous analyses of positive experiences with drinking have found that generally speaking the proportion reporting the positive experience rises with volume of drinking (e.g, Hauge & Irgens-Jensen, 1990) in a fairly linear fashion.  Comparing this result with the “risk curves” for negative consequences of drinking, it has been found that the proportions reporting negative consequences rise more steeply at higher volumes of drinking, “suggesting that the cost-benefit balance of increasing one’s drinking is more favourable at lower levels of consumption” (Mäkelä and Mustonen, 1988).  The relations of consumption level to positive and negative experiences show some differences by age; among Finnish men, at least, “negative drinking experiences tend to increase more steeply with overall intake among older drinkers, whereas beneficial effects of drinking increase more steeply among younger drinkers” (Mäkelä & Mustonen, 1996).  Studies adding the frequency of drunkenness or heavy drinking to the analysis have generally found that both heavier drinking and overall volume of drinking make independent contributions to the prediction of positive experiences from drinking (Bondy, 1995; Mäkelä and Mustonen, 2000).


In the present paper, we build on these earlier studies to analyze the responses of adults in Sweden to a series of items on positive consequences of drinking.  The items we use in part derive from items used in earlier Nordic studies (Hauge and Irgens-Jensen, 1990) and in part from items used in a survey in Ontario, Canada (Paglia, 1995; Bondy, 1995). 

Study material

Residents of Sweden aged 16-80 were sampled from the Swedish population register and interviewed by telephone in early 2002 concerning their drinking attitudes and behaviours and their experiences with consequences of drinking.
  The study was directed by Håkan Leifman of the Centre for Social Research on Alcohol and Drugs, Stockholm University, and the fieldwork was carried out by Statistics Sweden.  The 5469 interviews constituted a completion rate of 69%.  The completed interviews were weighted by age and gender to be representative of the Swedish population of the sampled ages, with the weights reduced to match the unweighted sample size.  Results reported here are based on this weighted sample.


While a main emphasis of the study was on the respondents’ experiences of problems related to their drinking, there were also a number of other analytical agendas for the study, including the Swedish participation in an international comparative study, the GENACIS project (http://www.medizin.fu‑berlin.de/statistik/Gender&Alcohol/).  The interview sample was accordingly divided into three equal random subsamples, with many questions asked only of one or two of the subsamples. The series of items of positive consequences of drinking analyzed in this paper are drawn from one of these subsamples, with 1829 interviews, and with 1515 respondents who were current drinkers (had had a drink of alcohol in the last 12 months).


The results from the 2002 Swedish survey are compared in Table 1 with results from several earlier surveys.  The 1979 Nordic surveys were postal surveys, interviews in the 1984 and 1992 Finnish surveys were conducted in person, and the 1994 Ontario survey was a random-digit-dialing telephone survey.  Different data collection methods, along of course with differences in the nuances of the items in the five different languages involved, may account for some of the differences found in Table 1.    


Positive consequences of drinking.  Respondents who were current drinkers (i.e., reported that they had drunk at least one glass of something containing alcohol in the previous 12 months) were asked to answer “yes” or “no” to a series of eight items on particular ways in which it had happened “that alcohol had helped you” in the last 12 months.  A translation of the wording of the items can be found in Table 1, along with details on the wording changes from similar items in earlier studies.  A principal components factor analysis of the items produced a single factor, with an eigenvalue of 3.8; Cronbach’s alpha for the score composed of the items is 0.80.


Impaired self-control. A seven-item scale has been constructed to measure what have sometimes called dependence symptoms or symptomatic behaviours related to drinking. The current drinkers were asked whether in the past 12 months they had had difficulties stopping drinking once they had, whether they had not done things they would have done if they were not drinking, whether they had needed a drink the day after to get going, had had feelings of guilt and remorse, had not been able to remember things that had happened the night before, felt depressed or anxious the day after drinking and, finally, felt sick the day after (Cronbach’s alpha=0.69). 

    
Interpersonal problems. Problems with a partner, other family member or friends in the previous 12 months constitute another problem area, measured here by the following nine items (answered yes/no): your partner / some other family member / a friend talking to you to get you to drink less, family conflicts caused by your drinking, a party or a family meeting spoiled by your behaviour when drinking, quarrels with your partner when you’ve been drinking, and agreement by the respondent that his or her drinking had a harmful effect drinking on the respondent’s marriage, family life, or friendship relations. (Cronbach’s alpha=0.66).


Volume of drinking.  Respondents were asked a version of a standard Swedish series of questions on frequency of drinking and how much they consume on the usual occasion for each of five classes of alcoholic beverages: medium-light beer (2.3% - 3.5% alcohol), stronger beer, wine, spirits and hard cider.
In regression and correlation analyses below, a logarithmic transformation of volume of drinking is used.  The divisions on volume used in Tables 2 and 4 are in accordance with earlier Nordic studies.  


Regular heavier drinking.  The third item from the AUDIT series (Babor et al., 2001) asks how often the respondent drinks 6 or more drinks on the same occasion.  There are five substantive answer categories, ranging from “never” to “four times a week or more often”. 


Demographic variables.   Gender was coded by the interviewer, and age is in years, based on the respondent’s reported year of birth   Concerning education, respondents’ answers were coded into six categories, ordered by level of education.  Urbanization was based on population density in different regions of Sweden
.
Results

Positive consequences of drinking in five societies and over time.  The first column of figures in Table 1 shows, for males and for females, the proportion of Swedish respondents in 2002 agreeing to each of the 8 items on general positive consequences.  The highest proportions of agreement are for two items, “have fun” and “relax”, which were not included in earlier Nordic studies.  For the items which were included in the 1979 surveys, the proportion agreeing in 2002 is quite close to that for Swedish respondents in 1979, with the proportion who agree dropping slightly on all five items for men and three for women.  The proportions agreeing to each item in Sweden in 2002 are quite close to the proportions on the same items in Ontario in 1994. Particularly Icelandic and Finnish respondents in 1979 seem to have been more likely than the other three societies to report positive consequences of drinking.  However, the 1984 and 1992 Finnish samples were less likely than the 1979 Finnish sample to report positive consequences, and the proportions reporting positive consequences in Finland in 1984 and 1992 did not differ much from the Swedish results. 


Positive consequences and volume of drinking. As previous studies have found, those drinking more generally are more likely to report positive consequences of drinking (Table 2).  There are some variations in the patterns, however.  The variation is not great, for example, for being “less anxious in others’ company”, and it is the very lightest drinkers who most differ from the general average. At the other end of the spectrum, for both men and women there are large differences between lighter and heavier drinkers in reporting that alcohol has helped them to “have fun”.  Men and women with an equal level of drinking seem to be roughly equally likely to report positive consequences of drinking.  Since men’s average level of drinking is higher than women’s, overall the proportion reporting positive consequences is higher for men than for women.
 
The contributions of volume of drinking and of heavy drinking episodes to positive consequences.  The two columns headed “Model 1" in Table 3 show the results of logistic regressions testing the contributions of a logarithmic transformation of volume of drinking and of a summary frequency of heavy drinking episodes in predicting whether respondents agreed with each positive consequence.  For most items, both volume of drinking and frequency of heavy drinking made significant contributions.  Alcohol helping the respondent to “be more optimistic” is related only to volume of drinking, while helping to “be less anxious in others’ company” is primarily related to frequency of heavy drinking.


These patterns stayed largely intact when four demographic variables were also entered in the equation (Model 2). The only change from the presence of these variables was that frequency of heavy drinking no longer predicted alcohol making the respondent ‘be funnier and wittier in conversation”.  


Positive consequences and gender, age, education and urban/rural residence. Model 2 also indicates where there are substantial difference by demography in positive consequences of drinking.  Five of the consequences -- “have fun”, “be funnier and wittier in conversation”, “learn to know someone better”, “more easily have contact with the opposite sex”, and “be less anxious in others’ company” -- are more commonly reported by younger than older respondents, even though level and pattern of drinking is controlled in the model.  To be “funnier and wittier in conversation” and to “learn to know someone better” as something drinking helped them to do are also more commonly reported by males than by females.  Neither educational level nor whether one lived in the city or countryside made much difference in the likelihood of reporting any of the positive consequences. 


Comparing gradients of positive and negative consequences on volume of drinking. In Table 4 we turn to a comparison of the gradients on volume of drinking of scores of positive and of negative consequences of drinking.  As in earlier studies, reporting positive consequences of drinking at all, and reporting several positive consequences, are both correlated with volume of drinking, with a fairly even upward slope.  Proportions reporting higher scores on the two scores on negative consequences of drinking also rise with increasing volume of drinking.  For the measure of interpersonal problems, however, the slope of the rise is steeper at higher volumes.  As in previous studies, the results suggest that the balance between positive and negative consequences changes at higher volumes of drinking, with negative consequences taking on a more prominent role.  


Comparing predictors of positive and negative consequences.  As previous research in Finland has found (Mäkelä & Mustonen, 2000), the frequency of heavy drinking occasions makes a strong independent contribution to positive consequences of drinking, even when volume of drinking is controlled (Table 5, Model 1).  Again, as studies elsewhere would lead us to expect (e.g., Bondy, 1995), both dimensions of drinking also make contributions to predicting scores on both the negative consequences scores in Table 5.


These findings are essentially unchanged when demographic variables are added to the analysis.  Only age (in fact, youth), among the four demographic variables, consistently makes a significant prediction of both positive and negative consequences of drinking.  Lower urbanization also predicts an increased impaired self-control score, controlling for level and pattern of drinking and for the other demographic variables. 


Lucky and unlucky drinkers.  A paper which Moskalewicz and Świątkiewicz (1986) gave some years ago at a meeting of the International Group for Comparative Alcohol Studies, a forerunner of the Kettil Bruun Society, was entitled “lucky drinkers”.  In it they looked at those who reported heavy drinking but no adverse consequences, and contrasted them with heavy drinkers who did report consequences.  We here adapt their concept somewhat to explore the characteristics of two groups of drinkers: “lucky drinkers”, who experience positive consequences of drinking but no negative ones, and “unlucky drinkers”, who experience negative interpersonal consequences of drinking, but few or no positive consequences.  As Table 6 shows, there are more “lucky drinkers” as we have defined them (10% of the sample) than unlucky (2.7%).  While the balance is changed by what cut-off points are chosen, Table 6 shows that, with the two scores we are using, it would be hard to define more “unlucky” than “lucky” drinkers.  “Unlucky drinking” tends to be a minority phenomenon among current Swedish drinkers.


Predicting the lucky and the unlucky drinkers.  As the Model 1 columns in Table 7 show, “lucky drinkers” are not particularly distinguished from all other drinkers by gender, age, educational level or urbanization of residence, while “unlucky drinkers” are distinguished from all other drinkers by being younger and more likely to be male. Compared with other drinkers, “lucky drinkers” tend to drink a higher volume, but are not different in their frequency of having 6+ drinks (Model 2). These findings stay the same when we control for demographics (Model 3).


“Unlucky drinkers” differ from other drinkers in having both a higher volume of drinking and a greater frequency of drinking 6+ drinks.  This remains true when we control for demographics.  Controlling for amount and pattern of drinking, “unlucky drinkers” are still more likely to be male, but do not significantly differ from other drinkers in age.

Discussion


Many Swedes report positive consequences of drinking; two-thirds of current drinkers reported at least one of the eight positive consequences asked about in our 2002 survey.  Reporting one positive consequence tends to be associated with reporting others, so that the items scaled together satisfactorily in a Positive Consequences score.

Both volume of drinking and frequency of heavy drinking are related to positive experiences from drinking in Sweden, as M(kel( and Mustonen (2000) found for Finland.  These relationships persist when demographics are controlled for.  Thus the proportion reporting it rises with volume of drinking for each of the positive consequences of drinking asked about (Table 2), and there is also a positive relationship to the frequency of drinking 6+ drinks for seven of the eight positive consequences (Table 3).  Thus while one may legitimately talk about positive consequences of moderate alcohol use (Peele and Brodsky, 2000), this only tells part of the story: there are more positive consequences of drinking for heavy drinkers than for moderate drinkers. 

In general, the relationships found for positive consequences of drinking were similar to those found for two scores of negative consequences of drinking: the Impaired Self-Control score and the Interpersonal Problems score.  In a pattern familiar from previous studies of the predictors of drinking problems, both volume of drinking and the frequency of heavy drinking show strong relations with scores of Impaired Self-control and Interpersonal Problems.  

This parallelism in part reflects that there is a fair amount of overlap between reporting positive and reporting negative consequences (Table 6).  Thus the respondent’s score on the Positive Consequences score is correlated to his or her score on Impaired Self-control (Pearson’s r= 0.40) and on Interpersonal Problems (r= 0.23).


Of the demographic differentiations examined, only age showed a consistently significant relationship with positive consequences of drinking, after controlling for volume and pattern of drinking. Younger drinkers report more positive experiences from drinking, even after volume and pattern of drinking is controlled.  They also report more negative consequences (Table 5). Youth (along with being male) was also a predictor of being what we have called an “unlucky drinker” – with high Interpersonal Problems score but a low score on Positive Consequences. The importance of age in our findings suggests that M(kel( and Mustonen’s (1996) lead in focusing on the patterning of consequences of drinking within age-specific groups might well be followed in future analyses.   


The group we have called “lucky drinkers” – with high Positive Consequences, and no Interpersonal Problems – are differentially found among those drinking higher volumes, but are not predicted one way or the other by how often they drink heavily.  Nor does any demographic variable significantly predict membership in the group.  Perhaps being a “lucky drinker” in any particular year is indeed a chance occurrence among relatively high-volume drinkers.  Or perhaps our analysis has not included characteristics which are the important predictors of being a “lucky drinker”.  Exploring this path is a task for future research. 

A few caveats and cautions are worth mentioning.  The answers which we have been analyzing are the respondent’s off-the-cuff positive or negative responses to items in a long series of questions, and the answers may well be influenced by the perceived social desirability of a “yes” or a “no”. Concerning our designations of some sets of items as “positive” and others as “negative”, Leigh’s (1989) caution regarding the meaning of expectancy items for the respondent is also worth bearing in mind. Respondents were asked if drinking “helped” them concerning each of the eight items in the Positive Consequences score, so this label seems appropriately to represent the respondent’s viewpoint, even if a couple of the items (be less anxious in other’s company; forget your problems) have an undertone of removing negative feelings more than producing positive ones. On the other side, the designation of the consequences as negative is from an outsider’s viewpoint, and not necessarily the respondent’s.  While the Interpersonal Problems score includes items where the respondent is attributing harm to his or her drinking, there are also items (e.g., a friend talking to the respondent about drinking less) where the respondent is reporting the event without evaluation, and it is not clear that the respondent would regard the event as a negative consequence.   Even more, some of the items composing the Impaired Self-control scale might constitute events which heavy drinkers might not regard as a problem (not remembering what happened the night before) or take in their stride as an incidental cost (feeling sick the day after drinking).  

As has often been noted, the preponderance of alcohol studies concern negative consequences of drinking. All three of the literatures we noted at the beginning of the paper – that on reasons for drinking, that on alcohol effects expectancies, and that on positive experiences from drinking – are concerned primarily with the other side of the coin: with the positive functions or effects of drinking for the drinker. One important agenda for future research is to explore conceptually and empirically the relationship between the measures and findings which have built up in these three largely unrelated literatures.

More generally, wider study is needed of the positive experiences from drinking, and how they may be similar or vary cross-culturally and between different population groups. Efforts to reduce the rates of problems from drinking are well advised to pay attention to both sides of the coin, including an increased understanding of what are the positive functions or effects of drinking for different drinkers in a diversity of circumstances.  The need for such attention is only heightened by the findings in the present study of relatively close connections between experiencing positive and negative consequences. 
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Table 1. Percent reporting positive consequences of drinking in the last 12 months, by gender, for current drinkers in five societies, 1979-2002

	“In the last 12 months, has alcohol helped you to ...”
	2002
	1979
	1984


	1992
	1994

	
	Sweden
	Sweden
	Norway
	Iceland
	Finland
	Finland
	Finland
	Ontario

	Males  (N)
	(805)
	(763)
	(720)
	(875)
	(881)
	(1549)
	(1537)
	(689)

	be more optimistic
	18
	23a
	25a
	35a
	30a
	16a
	18a
	16

	have fun
	59
	

	be funnier and wittier in conversation
	35
	37
	41
	53
	51
	35b
	35b
	32b

	learn to know someone better
	18
	26c
	29c
	37c
	39c
	22
	23
	20

	more easily have contact with the opposite sex
	16
	23 d
	29d
	35d
	37d
	19d
	19d
	18d

	be less anxious in other’s company
	17
	19e
	22e
	32e
	38e
	
	25f

	relax
	58
	
	
	60

	forget your problems
	15
	
	24g


	Females  (N)
	(704)
	(700)
	(582)
	(751)
	(774)
	(1319)
	(1430)
	(739)

	be more optimistic
	14
	14a
	21a
	25a
	22a
	7 a
	11a
	12

	have fun
	46
	

	be funnier and wittier in conversation
	24
	21
	27
	44
	31
	16b
	18b
	20b

	learn to know someone better
	9
	13c
	17c
	27c
	23c
	10
	13
	10

	more easily have contact with the opposite sex
	10
	12d
	16d
	18d
	28d
	7d
	8d
	12d

	be less anxious in other’s company
	12
	18e
	23e
	32e
	31e
	
	20f

	relax
	45
	
	
	49

	forget your problems
	10
	
	18g


a take a more optimistic view [1979: of life]


e be less afraid of being together with other people

b be funnier and wittier




f feel more confident around others

c get to know someone better than [you] had before

g forget your worries
d get closer to someone of the opposite sex




Sources: 1979 data: Hauge & Irgens-Jensen, 1990; 1984 & 1992 data: Mustonen et al., 1999, Table 20); 1994 data: Paglia, 1995, p. 28.
Table 2. Percent reporting positive effects of alcohol in the last 12 months, by annual volume of drinking (cl. of absolute alcohol) and gender, Sweden 2002

	a. Males               cl. of ethanol:
	0-49
	50-99
	100-199
	200-399
	400-799
	800-1599
	1600+
	Total

	In the last 12 months, has alcohol helped you to...        (N)
	(88)
	(101)
	(104)
	(199)
	(171)
	(110)
	(38)
	(810)

	be more optimistic
	6
	11
	11
	20
	19
	31
	33
	18

	Have fun
	33
	46
	50
	64
	66
	77
	76
	59

	be funnier and wittier in conversation
	23
	28
	31
	39
	41
	38
	35
	35

	Learn to know someone better
	11
	14
	13
	17
	21
	23
	41
	18

	more easily have contact with the opposite sex
	10
	10
	13
	15
	22
	19
	24
	16

	be less anxious in others’ company
	9
	16
	13
	16
	23
	18
	19
	17

	Relax
	29
	48
	56
	59
	64
	74
	69
	58

	forget your problems
	6
	12
	11
	14
	18
	23
	27
	15


	b. Females           cl. of ethanol: 
	0-49
	50-99
	100-199
	200-399
	400-799
	800-1599
	1600+
	Total

	In the last 12 months, has alcohol helped you to...        (N)
	(185)
	(87)
	(164)
	(143)
	(105)
	(22)
	(10)
	(714)

	be more optimistic
	5
	17
	15
	19
	18
	20
	
	14

	Have fun
	21
	53
	49
	53
	68
	73
	
	46

	be funnier and wittier in conversation
	13
	33
	19
	28
	33
	32
	
	24

	Learn to know someone better
	2
	7
	8
	8
	18
	34
	
	9

	more easily have contact with the opposite sex
	2
	16
	8
	9
	19
	32
	
	10

	be less anxious in others’ company
	5
	17
	12
	17
	13
	25
	
	12

	Relax
	20
	45
	45
	62
	61
	70
	
	45

	forget your problems
	2
	14
	11
	8
	16
	48
	
	10


Table 3. Logistic regressions: odds ratios (ORs) predicting positive consequences with volume and heavy drinking, and with demographics added

	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	“In the last 12 months, has alcohol helped you to...”
	Log volume
	freq. 6+ drinks
	Log volume
	freq. 6+ drinks
	Gender: female
	Age:

older
	Educ.:

higher
	Urbzn.:

greater

	be more optimistic
	1.50*
	0.99
	1.52*
	1.05
	1.07
	1.01
	0.94
	1.02

	have fun
	1.41*
	2.04*
	1.47*
	1.45*
	0.86
	0.97*
	1.02
	0.99

	be funnier and wittier in conversation
	1.26*
	1.29*
	1.27*
	1.11
	0.74*
	0.99*
	0.96
	0.97

	learn to know someone better
	1.25*
	1.95*
	1.31*
	1.38*
	0.62*
	0.97*
	0.92
	1.01

	more easily have contact with the opposite sex
	1.20*
	1.85*
	1.33*
	1.25
	0.85
	0.95*
	0.97
	0.95

	be less anxious in others’ company
	1.10
	1.74*
	1.25
	1.44*
	0.92
	0.98*
	0.94
	1.01

	Relax
	1.54*
	1.32*
	1.55*
	1.24*
	0.87
	1.00
	1.05
	0.93

	Forget your problems
	1.36*
	1.46*
	1.41*
	1.33*
	0.95
	0.99
	1.00
	0.95


* 95% confidence limit on OR is significant (i.e., does not include 1.0).

Table 4. Percent on positive and negative effects summary scores, by annual volume of drinking, Sweden 2002

	cl. of ethanol:
	0-49
	50-99
	100-199
	200-399
	400-799
	800-1599
	1600+
	Total

	a. Males                          (N)
	(88)
	(101)
	(104)
	(199)
	(171)
	(110)
	(38)
	(810)

	Positive Consequences score:  0

                                              4-8
	59
	41
	31
	21
	18
	8
	2
	26

	
	12
	18
	17
	27
	34
	35
	49
	27

	Impaired Self-control            2+
	4
	7
	12
	20
	32
	47
	58
	23

	Interpersonal Problems         2+
	3
	1
	1
	3
	6
	12
	36
	6

	    b. Females                      (N)
	(185)
	(87)
	(164)
	(143)
	(105)
	(22)
	(10)
	(714)

	Positive Consequences score: 0

                                             4-8
	68
	36
	33
	28
	18
	17
	
	38

	
	5
	22
	13
	24
	26
	45
	
	17

	Impaired Self-control            2+
	4
	6
	10
	17
	32
	48
	
	14

	Interpersonal Problems         2+
	1
	0
	1
	3
	5
	5
	
	2


Table 5. Logistic regressions: odds ratios (ORs) predicting high positive consequence score and high negative consequence scores with volume and heavy drinking, and with demographics added

	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	
	Log volume
	freq. 6+ drinks
	Log volume
	freq. 6+ drinks
	Gender: female
	Age:

older
	Educ.:

higher
	Urbzn.:

greater

	Positive Conseq. score: 4-8
	1.38*
	1.65*
	1.45*
	1.38*
	0.90
	0.92*
	0.92
	0.97

	Impaired Self-control score: 2+
	1.64*
	2.94*
	1.98*
	1.87*
	1.01
	0.94*
	1.01
	0.84*

	Interpers. Problems score: 2+
	1.85*
	2.08*
	2.07*
	1.58*
	0.70
	0.97*
	0.98
	0.94


* 95% confidence limit on OR is significant (i.e., does not include 1.0).

Table 6.  Positive vs. negative consequences of drinking, for current drinkers: positive consequences score by interpersonal problems score (corner percentaged, N=1523)

Interpersonal Problems Score

	Pos. Conseq’s Score:
	0
	1
	2
	3+
	subtotal

	0
	30.2%
	1.2
	0.1
	0.1
	31.6

	1-2
	30.8
	2.4
	0.9
	0.3
	34.4

	3-4
	16.7
	2.5
	0.7
	0.6
	20.5

	5-6
	6.8
	1.4
	0.7
	0.4
	9.3

	7-8
	3.2
	0.5
	0.3
	0.2
	4.2

	subtotal
	87.7
	8.0
	2.7
	1.6
	100.0% 


lighter shading and italics: “lucky drinkers” (N=151); darker shading: “unlucky drinkers” (N=39)

Table 7. Logistic regressions: odds ratios (ORs) predicting “lucky drinkers” and “unlucky drinkers” with demographics, with volume and heavy drinking, and with both

	
	“lucky drinkers”
	“unlucky drinkers”

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Log volume
	
	1.30*
	1.33*
	
	1.81*
	1.92*

	Freq. 6+ drinks
	
	1.02
	1.01
	
	1.88*
	1.64*

	Gender: female
	0.84
	
	1.05
	0.35*
	
	0.65*

	Age: older
	0.99
	
	1.00
	0.98*
	
	0.99

	Education: higher
	0.96
	
	0.96
	1.02
	
	1.05

	Urbanization: greater
	0.98
	
	0.94
	1.06
	
	0.94


* 95% confidence limit on OR is significant (i.e., does not include 1.0).

�Prepared for presentation at the 29th Annual Alcohol Epidemiology Symposium, Kettil Bruun Society for Social and Epidemiological Research on Alcohol, Kraków, Poland, June 2-6, 2003.


� The sample was defined some months before the interviewing, so that there are few 16-year-olds and some 81-year-olds at the time of the interview in it. 


� The analysis by Karin Helmersson Bergmark at the present meeting, “Alcohol-related experiences – the good, the bad, and the ugly”, uses items from another subsample of the study. 


� All of Sweden is organized in municipalities. Municipality of residence was coded as follows into an urbanization measure, with the highest score for the most urban: Stockholm (1.239 million population); Gothenburg and Malmo (504 and 244 thousand population respectively); municipalities with more than 90,000 inhabitants within 30 km radius from the municipality centre; municipalities with more than 27,000 and less than 90,000 inhabitants within 30 km radius from the municipality centre and with more than 300,000 inhabitants; municipalities with more than 27,000 and less than 90,000 inhabitants within 30 km radius from the municipality centre and with less than 300,000 inhabitants; and, finally, municipalities with less than 27,000 within 30 km radius.
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