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Abstract

This study contrasts young people’s predrinking in two European cultural contexts: Spain 

and the UK. Whilst UK predrinking typically occurs amongst small groups of individuals who 

already know one another, the distinctive Spanish context of the Botellón details a far larger 

gathering in which participants may be less likely to know each other. As such, predrinking 

motives which drive consumption and risk-taking may be expected to vary between these 

cultures. An online questionnaire (N = 397; UK = 167, Spain= 230) was used to examine a 

variety of drinking behaviours and associated beliefs/motivations including predrinking 

motivations, drinking behaviour, and risk taking. Path analysis was used to analyse both 

direct and indirect relationships between the measures with the aim of predicting problem 

alcohol consumption with the most parsimonious model. Varying (in)direct paths were 

observed between predrinking motives and alcohol consumption between the cultures. 

Most notably and pointing towards inconsistency in the drivers of young adults’ drinking, 

fun predrinking motives featured prominently among Spanish respondents and predicted 

their reported consumption (not so in the UK), while conviviality was a more prevalent 

predrinking motive in the UK sample and associated with alcohol consumption (not the case 

in Spain). Further, (personal) risky behaviour and risk-taking predicted consumption in both 

samples, suggesting the importance of group norms and behaviours in predrinking activity, 

irrespective of alcohol consumption. These findings highlight the potential importance of 

the environment in which young people predrink.  Given their importance in shaping alcohol 

consumption and risk taking in young people, cultural differences in predrinking contexts 

and motives warrant further investigation.
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Abstract

This exploratory study contrasts young people’s predrinking in two European cultural 

contexts: Spain and the UK. Whilst UK predrinking typically occurs privately amongst small 

groups of individuals who already know one another, the distinctive Spanish context of the 

Botellón (Spanish: Big Bottle) details a far larger gathering in which predominantly young 

adult participants gather in public areas to socialize and drink. As such, predrinking motives 

which drive consumption and risk-taking may be expected to vary between these cultures. 

An online questionnaire (N = 393; UK = 166, Spain= 227) measured predrinking motivations, 

drinking behaviour, and risk taking. Path analysis was used to analyze both direct and 

indirect relationships between the measures with the aim of predicting alcohol consumption 

with the most parsimonious model. Varying (in)direct paths were observed amongst risk-

taking, predrinking motives and alcohol consumption between the cultures.  Risk-taking 

differently predicted consumption in both samples, suggestive of the importance of group 

norms and behaviours in self-reported predrinking activity, irrespective of alcohol 

consumption. Further, whilst there was similarity in predrinking motive endorsement cross-

nationally, overall consumption was shaped differentially by gender and age.   These 

findings highlight the potential importance of the environment in which young people 

predrink. Given their importance in shaping alcohol consumption and risk taking in young 

people, cross-cultural differences in predrinking contexts and motives warrant further 

investigation.
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Introduction 

Recent years have witnessed an increase in consuming alcohol in private (e.g., homes) or 

public spaces (e.g., streets) before moving to more expensive locations. Research into 

predrinking (or preloading; pregaming; prepartying;  Labhart et al., 2013) has primarily been 

conducted in English speaking countries (Foster & Ferguson, 2014) with a focus upon 

motivations for behaviour or documenting its association with hazardous consumption and 

harms (e.g., Caudwell & Hagger, 2014; Labhart et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2016; Room et al., 

2005). There is a relative lack of predrinking research in non-English speaking countries to 

help ascertain the extent to which sociocultural practices reflect differences in predrinking . 

The current paper therefore examines the extent to which predrinking motivations differ 

between young people in the UK and Spain, and how these relate to alcohol consumption 

and risk taking.

Research attention has begun to shift beyond affordability as a dominant predrinking driver 

(e.g., Ostergaard & Andrade, 2014a; Riordan et al., 2018) and increasingly focusses on wider 

psychosocial influences. Atkinson and Sumnall (2019) show that predrinking is a gendered 

phenomenon, with young women conceptualising it within a wider collection of social 

activities centred on ‘getting ready’ for a night out, whilst young men focus on predrinking 

as a self-contained activity. Wilson and colleagues (2018) highlight how practical 

considerations interact with motivational forces to shape young Australians’ predrinking 

participation, by exploring underage drinkers’ relationships with licensed premises and law 

enforcement. Consistent with earlier contributions (Niland et al., 2013), this work highlights 

that young people’s reasons for predrinking may be excluded from official regulatory control 



and public health practices. These qualitative investigations illustrate need for considering 

sociocultural contexts in which predrinking occurs. 

Cross-cultural investigations highlight differences in alcohol consumption. Despite eighteen 

being the legal alcohol purchasing age in both countries, young people’s alcohol behaviours 

in Spain and the UK reflect sociocultural and price differences which may impact 

predrinking. From the 1990s and involving groups of up to 400 or more (Rodriquez-Martos, 

2006) several authors describe the drinking culture of ‘botellón’ (‘big bottle’), a widespread 

nightlife activity among Spanish youths (e.g., Espejo et al., 2012; Pedrero-García, 2018; 

Rodriguez-Martos, 2006) who gather in public spaces to socialise and drink. Accounts stress 

the sociability within botellón culture (Pedrero-García, 2018) and although often a discrete 

activity, participants frequently move onto drinking in private homes or licensed 

establishments (e.g., Calafat, et al, 2005; Pedrero-García, 2018; Rodriguez-Martos, 2006). In 

contrast, botellón is not a behaviour reported in UK settings (Hughes et al., 2008), where 

predrinking occurs in small group indoor settings (Foster & Ferguson, 2014) as a precursor 

to drinking in licensed establishments.

Despite contextual differences in drinking and predrinking practices, comparisons between 

Spain and the UK suggests similar predrinking levels. Using Global Drug Survey data, Labhart 

and colleagues (2017) report higher alcohol price ratios between on- and off-sales are in 

Spain (making drinking in licensed premises relatively more expensive) but that both 

countries have similar proportions of predrinkers, despite Spain having a lower proportion 

of drinkers (68.3% vs the UK’s 83.9%) and heavy drinkers overall (19.4% vs the UK’s 33.4%). 

More recently, Ferris and colleagues’ (2019) analysis across 27 countries suggests that 

Spanish predrinking is more prevalent among men (80% versus 60% of women) in 



comparison to the UK where there was less divergence (≈70% for both; all questions 

referred to the previous year).  Similarly, Hughes and colleagues (2008), found more 

excessive drinking in the UK compared to Spain, and gender differences were apparent, 60% 

of respondents in both countries reported forms of predrinking which were reflected in 

Blood Alcohol Concentrations. As such, while overall predrinking levels may be similar across 

both countries, the contexts in which potentially hazardous alcohol behaviours occur may 

vary and could be reflective of differences in underlying predrinking motives, although this 

needs investigating.

Reflecting that why people engage in drinking behaviours shapes alcohol outcomes (Bresin 

& Mekawi, 2021), instruments have been developed to assess predrinking motives 

(Bachrach et al., 2012; LaBrie et al., 2012). This builds on investigations identifying drinking 

motives as significant influences on consumption (Kuntsche et al., 2006; Kuntsche et al., 

2008; Kuntsche et al., 2015; Németh et al., 2011), although predrinking motives are distinct 

from general drinking motives.  Bachrach and colleagues (2012) identify three categories of 

predrinking motives (inebriation/fun, instrumental, social ease), closely mirrored by Labhart 

and Kuntsche’s (2017) three factor categorisation (fun/intoxication, conviviality and 

personal facilitation motives) and other four factor models (e.g., LaBrie et al., 2012; Pilatti & 

Read, 2018). To date, however, literature on predrinking motives has primarily focussed on 

English-speaking countries (with notable exceptions: Switzerland (Labhart and Kuntsche, 

2017); Argentina (Pilatti and Read, 2018); Germany (Wahl et al., 2013); and Brazil (Santos et 

al., 2015)), there are no published studies of Spanish predrinking motives, and less is known 

about the extent to which motives vary in settings with different cultural positionings of 



alcohol which, despite a degree of homogenization in international drinking practices 

(Leifman, 2001), continue to exist (Gordon et al., 2012; Room & Makela, 2000).

Understanding how predrinking motives may differ as a function of context is also important 

in view of research indicating that these cognitions may be associated with risk taking 

(O'Rourke et al., 2016; Santos et al., 2015). Smit and colleagues (2021) recently found that 

‘fun/intoxication’ predrinking motives were associated with more consumption and adverse 

consequences. The context in which predrinking (and botellón) occurs may therefore 

exacerbate risk taking behaviours when the behaviour occurs in environments with weaker 

social controls upon consumption practices, or lack serving restrictions (Hughes et al., 2008) 

which is concerning due to the association between consumption and aggression (Ito et al., 

1996), drunk-driving (Taylor et al., 2010), and sexual risk-taking (Rehm et al., 2012). For 

example, Santos and colleagues (2015) found that St Paulo clubgoers were more likely to 

report drink driving (men) or experience of sexual harassment (women) if they had 

previously engaged in predrinking. 

Similarly, motives for predrinking may relate to risk-taking given the possible alcohol 

situations afforded by social or fun-seeking motivations. Loxton and colleagues (2015) 

examined personality traits in Australian students, finding that impulsivity best predicted 

drinking variation, mediated by drinking motivations (see also Curcio & George, 2012). 

Similar results have been reported in UK and US samples (Jones, Chryssanthakis & Groom, 

2014). 

Demonstrating how the alcohol-risk taking nexus may be impacted by group dynamics, 

Levine and colleagues (2012) illustrate how group processes can (de)escalate alcohol-fuelled 



violence. Erskine-Shaw and colleagues’ (2017; 2022) research further suggests that group 

identity, as well as amount of alcohol consumed, is related to affective states and risk-

taking. Similarly Wells and colleagues’ (2015) found elevated blood alcohol levels were 

higher among groups in which more than 50% had been predrinking. This work attests to 

the extent to which individuals’ (predrinking) alcohol behaviours are shaped by group 

dynamics. Given the social nature of the botellón phenomenon (Pedrero-García, 2018), 

investigations of associations between risk-taking and predrinking therefore need to be 

sensitive to such social dynamics. 

The current study therefore compares predrinking motives and their association with 

alcohol consumption and risk-taking behaviour across Spain and the UK. Recognising 

differences between the two countries regarding how alcohol behaviours are enacted, it is 

important to build on the limited number of investigations that consider predrinking 

motives beyond English speaking countries. In this exploratory study, we examined the 

relationship between predrinking motives and alcohol consumption, risk taking and 

demographics. Bresin and Mekawi’s meta-analysis of drinking motives (2020) suggests that 

whilst enhancement motives are the strongest predictors of alcohol use, coping motives are 

also implicated in problem drinking. Intriguingly Labhart and Kuntsche (2017) find that 

predrinking motives may be different with “fun/intoxication” motives particularly 

associated. We expected this to be reflected in our analyses, and include age and gender 

following previous work (e.g., Ferris et al., 2019; Jackson, & Tinkler, 2007). As such, we 

examine the extent to which comparatively less marked gender-role differences in relation 

to alcohol behaviours in the UK compared to Spain (Ferris et al., 2019; Jackson, & Tinkler, 

2007) would be reflected in predrinking motives. Age is included in view of previous work 



pointing to differences in predrinking as a function of age (Ferris et al., 2019). This may 

parallel research conducted on general drinking motivations (Heim, Monk, & Qureshi, 2021) 

where gender and age appear as antecedents of motivations. 

In light of differences in the contexts in which Spanish and UK predrinking behaviours occur 

(i.e., botellón compared to small house gatherings: e.g., Calafat, et al, 2005; Pedrero-García, 

2018; Rodriguez-Martos, 2006; Foster & Ferguson, 2014), we expected to find cross-national 

variability in predrinking motivations due to the different types of social relations and 

examined how these may, in turn, impact risk taking behaviour and alcohol consumption.

Material and Methods

Design

A cross cultural study design was implemented whereby all participants received the same 

battery of standardised questionnaires (see below) presented in their respective first 

language (English or Spanish).

Participants



Opportunity samples of social drinkers from one Spanish and one UK university were 

recruited by advertising the study on campuses and social media. Participants were required 

to confirm drinking a minimum of once a week. A total of 425 people completed the survey, 

which was conducted at the same time in both countries, although after testing for 

multivariate outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) and restricting the age range to 18 - 30, the 

final sample was 393: 227 participants in Spain and 166 participants in the UK. 258 

participants identified as women, 135 as men. The mean age of the sample was 21.10yrs (s.d. 

= 3.11, range 18-30) and the UK sample was significantly older than the Spanish sample (Table 

1). There were more women in the sample, but no difference in proportions between UK and 

Spanish samples (Χ2 = 1, N = 393) = .044, p = .834).

Materials and Measures

An online questionnaire examined a variety of drinking behaviors and beliefs/motivations. 

The study was hosted by Bristol Online survey. It contained the following measures:

Standard Demographic questions - age, gender, ethnicity.

Timeline Follow Back – TLFB (Sobell & Sobell, 1992), validated for both English and Spanish 

(Sobell et al., 2001). Participants retrospectively self-reported alcohol consumption (in units) 

for the previous 14 days. 

Risk Taking - RT-18 (de Haan et al., 2011). 18 statements, e.g., ‘I sometimes do “crazy” 

things just for fun’ are responded to by either ‘No’ or ‘Yes’ to measure risk-taking behaviour, 



risk-assessment and overall trait risk-taking (not necessarily related to alcohol). Each 

statement is scored from 0 to 1, with a possible range of 0 to 18. This English-language 

validated questionnaire was translated into Spanish by the current authors, checked and 

‘back-translated’ to ensure that the meaning had not changed – a method previously used 

where fully validated translations were unavailable (Heim et al., 2004).

Predrinking motives questionnaire (Labhart & Kuntsche, 2017). Participants were to think 

back to the times over the last 12 months when they engaged in predrinking and to state 

how often they did this for each of 24 presented reasons. Each item was rated on a five-part 

Likert scale from ‘never’ (coded as 1) to ‘always’ (5). Fifteen items are divided into three 

categories: fun/intoxication (six items), conviviality (five items), and facilitation (four items). 

The English-language questions were taken from Labhart and Kuntsche’s (2017; validated in 

French and German) and the English version was (back)translated as outlined above.

Ethical considerations

The research was conducted with attention to The British Psychological Society’s (BPS) Code 

of Ethics and Conduct (BPS, 2009), and Code of Human Research Ethics (BPS, 2014). The 

protocol for this study was approved by the ethics committees of the [institutions removed 

for anonymisation].

Analytical Procedure

Path analysis was used to analyze both direct and indirect relationships between measures 

predicting alcohol consumption - age and gender were the distal variables, with risk taking 



and then pre-drinking motives positioned as potential mediators of any relationship with 

the dependent variable of general alcohol consumption. All measures (distal and mediator) 

could also directly predict the dependent variable of general alcohol consumption. Models 

were tested for the Spanish and UK samples separately. 

An initial model was constructed with all paths present (Figure 1) and was tested across 

both samples in AMOS 25 (IBM Corp, 2017). The multi-group analysis option, using 

maximum likelihood estimation, was used after creating separate groups for the two 

samples, with an initial unconstrained model (where parameters were free to vary between 

the groups). Results from a Monte Carlo simulation run in MPlus suggest that the sample 

size, with the effect size set to detect a small difference (.20) between groups, was sufficient 

to test each parameter for equality in turn (although the global Χ2 test had a power of .24 

with α = .05, which is arguably underpowered, the Wald test of the equality of effects 

between the groups has a power of .73 with d.f. of 11 , suggesting that parameter by 

parameter comparisons are sufficiently powered). However, interpretation of the final 

models should be treated with caution.

Insert Figure 1 about here

A series of nested models were then tested and compared: 1.) structural weights (path 

parameters) were constrained. 2.) structural weights and covariances were constrained, and 

3.) structural weights, constraints and residuals were constrained. 

1 While the global X2 and Wald test are different, they return almost identical results with similar power.



Model comparisons were based on chi-square differences (testing if adding constraints 

significantly (and negatively) impacted the model fit, or if there was no significant 

difference) and changes in Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI; < .01 indicated no significant impact in 

adding constraints). If stages 1 and/or 2 were found to be significant, each parameter was 

constrained in turn to ascertain which parameters significantly differed between the 

countries. Finally, a model allowing specific parameters to vary and constraining those that 

did not differ between countries was run, with any parameters not significantly different 

from zero being held to zero.



Results

Descriptive Statistics

Groups were classified by nation (UK vs Spain). 

To ensure that the samples did not differ in how they interpreted the questionnaires, 

measurement invariance testing was conducted on pre-drinking motives and RT18. This 

used the multi-group analysis option on AMOS 25. Full results are shown in the appendices, 

Tables X1-5. The countries differed on item 6 of the fun/intoxication pre-drinking motive, 

there was no difference for conviviality or facilitation. Difference on the RT18 were in the 

magnitude of loadings, but their general interpretation appeared similar.

ANOVAs and post-hoc tests (with Bonferroni adjustments) were conducted to check for 

significant differences between measures (for descriptives see Table 1). These indicated that 

significant differences between UK and Spanish groups were found for all measures. The UK 

sample reported higher general alcohol consumption. The Spanish sample reported higher 

risk taking on the RT-18. Predrinking motivations also differed with UK drinkers reporting 

significantly higher motivations to predrink in all categories.

Within the UK sample, the only significant gender difference was that women reported 

greater facilitation predrinking motivation. However more differences were observed in the 

Spanish sample. The Spanish men’s sample was slightly older (20.07 years to 19.73 years). 

They also reported greater tendency to general risk -taking on the RT-18 than women, as 

well as much larger alcohol consumption. However, this was still lower than either men or 



women in the UK sample. Spanish men recorded a significantly higher predrinking 

motivation of facilitation than Spanish women, F (1,225).

Insert Table 1 about here

Main Results

Model comparisons showed that constraining the structural weights significantly and 

negatively impacted the fit relative to the unconstrained model (Table 2). A similar pattern 

was shown when constraining the covariances. Additionally constraining the residuals also 

negatively impacted the model fit relative to the model with the structural weights and 

covariance constrained. In all cases, the chi-square difference tests were significant.

Insert Table 2 about here

Therefore, each parameter was constrained in turn to assess which parameters did and did 

not differ between countries. Full comparisons are shown in the appendices, Tables X1-5. 

Final models are shown in Figure 2 (UK) and Figure 3 (Spain), with all values standardised 

(Β). The final model fit indices are shown in Table 3, indicating an excellent fit to the data. 

Model parameters for the final model for the UK and Spain samples are shown in Table X6 in 

the appendix.

Insert Figure 2 about here

Insert Figure 3 about here



Insert Table 3 about here

Age, gender and risk-taking 

Age was invariant between countries, with older age associated with greater consumption. 

Risk-taking was also invariant, with higher risk-taking linked to greater consumption. While 

gender was variant, the pattern of men drinking more  was only significant in the Spanish 

sample. 

The relationship between age and risk-taking was invariant, with both samples showing that 

risk-taking decreased with age. The relationship between gender and risk-taking varied, with 

men being likely to take risks present in both samples but only significant in Spain. 

 Pre-drinking motives and their predictors 

The relationship between gender and both fun intoxication and conviviality was invariant, 

with neither path significantly different from zero. The path between gender and facilitation 

was free to vary, with women in the UK showing greater facilitation motives whereas in 

Spain it was men who showed this pattern. 

Age and conviviality had an invariant relationship, with younger adults in both samples 

endorsing higher conviviality motives. Both facilitation and fun intoxication were variant 

with age. In the UK, being older was associated with greater facilitation. In Spain, being 

younger was associated with greater fun intoxication motives.  

Higher risk-taking being associated with greater conviviality was invariant Higher risk-taking 

was linked to greater fun intoxication and facilitation in the Spanish sample. 



Pre-drinking motives and consumption 

Fun intoxication and conviviality were invariant and positively related to consumption, 

whereas facilitation varied between samples. Specifically, there was no relationship 

between facilitation and consumption in the UK, but in Spain higher facilitation was 

associated with lower consumption. 

Pre-drinking motives and risk-taking as mediators of age and gender differences in 

consumption (Table 4) 

The Spanish sample showed indirect relationships where pre-drinking motives, risk-taking 

and their combination mediated the links between age, gender and alcohol consumption.  

Risk-taking alone mediated relationships between gender, age and consumption (both 

negatively overall), but also mediated relationships between gender, age, all three pre-

drinking motives and consumption (in these cases with the same patterns shown for the 

direct paths of gender and age to consumption).  

Facilitation mediated the relationship between gender and consumption (overall positive), 

whereas both conviviality and fun intoxication mediated the relationship between age and 

consumption. 

There were fewer indirect mediated relationships in the UK sample. Risk-taking mediated 

the relationship between age and general alcohol consumption in the UK sample, with an 

overall negative relationship between age and consumption. This is in contrast to the 



positive direct relationship between age and consumption. The other paths mediated by 

risk-taking and conviviality were not significantly different from zero. 

Insert Table 4 about here

Discussion

This study examined predrinking motives, risk-taking and alcohol consumption in purposive 

samples drawn from Spain and the UK. It captures differences between the two settings, 

including elements familiar in existing literature (e.g., the link between consumption and 

risk taking: Stamates & Lau-Barraco, 2017). Simultaneously, differences between the models 

provide insights into the contrasting nature of drinking in both countries, and suggests that 

varied cultural positions occupied by alcohol and drinking settings shape the psychological 

drivers of predrinking behaviours. As such, findings highlight cross-cultural differences 

regarding predrinking motive endorsement and how they relate to potentially hazardous 

consumption and risk behaviour.

 Consistent with previous work (Juan et al., 2011) and possibly reflective of the UK’s more 

hedonistic drinking (Szmigin et al., 2008), levels of overall consumption were lower in the 

Spanish sample. Clearly, the small and purposive nature of our samples must be considered 

when interpreting these findings. However, these may be an indication that drinking 

patterns of Spanish young people (in particular women) cluster around lower levels of 

drinking while, in the UK, higher consumption is a more universal among young people. 

Conviviality and fun/intoxication predrinking motives had positive associations with 

consumption in both samples while facilitation motives had a negative direct association 



with drinking in the Spanish sample (and no association in the UK sample). Direct 

relationships between consumption and the desire to be convivial and to have fun point to 

the importance of social aspects in both cultures. The current study thereby contributes to 

the growing body of predrinking literature in non-English speaking countries and indicates 

that, although the association between risk taking and predrinking motives differs, the link 

between conviviality and fun/intoxication predrinking motives and alcohol consumption 

may be uniform across both national settings. This highlights the differences and similarities 

between the UK home-pub-club model and the Spanish botellón phenomena of larger social 

drinking (Barton & Husk, 2014; Espejo et al., 2012; Pedrero-García, 2018; Rodriguez-Martos, 

2006). 

Further evidencing variability, risk taking had a direct, positive association with consumption 

in the UK sample and a negative direct association in the Spanish sample. While there was 

support for previous research suggesting that trait risk taking may mediate the association 

between drinking motives and consumption (Curcio & George, 2011; Jones, Chryssanthakis, 

& Groom, 2014; Loxton, Bunker, Dingle, & Wong, 2015), cultural divergences were 

apparent. Here, risk taking had an indirect (positive) association with consumption via 

conviviality motives in both samples. Akin to previous research on sensation seeking 

(Cooper et al., 2000), it therefore appears that (higher) natural risk takers in both 

populations may be motivated by the social/convivial nature of pre drinking to enhance 

their current experience via alcohol. However, this was the only common mediatory 

relationship between the UK (which had no further mediatory links between risk taking, 

motives and consumption) and Spain. Specifically, risk taking was negatively associated with 

consumption via facilitation motives, and positively associated with consumption via fun 



intoxication pre drinking motives. It may therefore be that the Spanish culture of botellón 

manifests in more nuanced links between risk taking, predrinking motives and consumption. 

Further research is recommended to examine this notion.

Considering demographic influences, age was directly and negatively associated with 

general risk taking (RT-18) in both samples, in accordance with previous findings (Labhart et 

al., 2013; Zamboanga et al., 2011). Gender differences are some of the most striking in this 

study; whilst previous research suggests that men are more likely to report predrinking 

(Ferris et al., 2019; Juan et al., 2011), the current research points to a level of complexity not 

previously found. Specifically, being a man was associated with higher facilitation 

predrinking motives in Spanish respondents, supporting previous Swiss work (Labhart & 

Kuntsche, 2017), as well as being related with risk taking and personal alcohol-based risk 

behavior. Yet, in contrast, facilitation predrinking motives in the UK were higher among 

women respondents, while no other gender differences observed. This finding is striking as 

it suggests that gender-based differences in predrinking motives are not ubiquitously 

observed between the cultures. This finding may reflect the gendered predrinking 

experiences reported by Atkinson and Sumnall (2019), such that predrinking is 

conceptualised as an activity in its own right amongst males, while women report it as part 

of a wider collection of social activities. As such, the current findings suggest that 

predrinking behaviours should be understood in wider cultural spheres, sounding a 

cautionary note regarding the extent to which pathways between predrinking motives and 

problem consumption can be conceptualised homogeneously. Further work is required 

worldwide to explore such relationships.



Several limitations need to be borne in mind when considering current findings. First, as the 

study was cross-sectional, causality should not be inferred, and longitudinal inquiries of this 

nature are required. Two surveys in the paper (the RT-18 - de Haan et al., 2011 and the 

Predrinking Motives Questionnaire - Labhart & Kuntsche, 2017) were translated by the 

current authors. This was done using a back-translation procedure to allow the expediency 

of comparing the current samples, and whilst the limited difference between the samples 

supports this comparison, fully validated translations would provide greater assurance. The 

study also relied on self-report from limited sampling (one Spanish and one UK university). 

Future (e.g., observational) studies should seek to capture behavioral or real-time data (e.g., 

via the use of Ecological Momentary Assessment: Monk et al., 2015), to help allay concerns 

regarding demand characteristics or to minimise biases associated with recall. It would be 

useful for future studies to include fine-grained measures of alcohol consumption.  Finally, 

whilst the current study represents a step towards considering cultural influences on 

predrinking by including an assessment of predrinking motives.

In conclusion, the current study sought to address a relative lack of research investigating 

the ways in which predrinking motives and demographic factors are associated with 

potentially problematic forms of alcohol consumption across cultural contexts. Findings 

suggest that whilst there are similarities regarding endorsements of predrinking motives, on 

some dimensions these vary between Spain and the UK. Predrinking motives also appear 

differentially associated with gender and age, risky behavior and alcohol consumption. 

Gender differences in facilitation predrinking motives, and the extent to which these were 

(in)directly related to consumption were also evident. Overall, by highlighting that cultural 



contexts shape predrinking motives and their association with problem consumption, the 

findings attest to the need for more cross-cultural investigations of predrinking. 
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Figure 2.

Final model for UK sample (values are standardised B)



Figure 3.

Final model for Spain sample (values are standardised B)
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Table 1.

Measures by country and by gender (comparisons using ANOVA)

Measure

UK

(n = 166; 
42%)

Spain

(n = 227; 
58%)

ANOVA
Overall 

(n = 393)

Age
22.51 
(3.21)

20.06 
(2.60)

F (1,391) = 69.94, p < .001, ηp
2 = .15

21.10 
(3.11)

Risk Taking

(RT-18)

7.95 
(3.41)

8.88 (3.37) F (1,391) = 7.32, p = .007, ηp
2 = .02

8.49 
(3.41)

Fun Intoxication
20.93 
(5.42)

19.12 
(6.65)

F (1,391) = 8.22, p = .004, ηp
2 = .02

19.89 
(6.22)



Conviviality
17.60 
(4.03)

13.38 
(5.23)

F (1,391) = 75.27, p < .001, ηp
2 = .16

15.16 
(5.19)

Facilitation
13.48 
(3.25)

6.63 

(3.15)
F (1,391) = 440.01, p < .001, ηp

2 = .53
9.52 

(4.65)

Timeline Follow 
Back (TLFB)

29.70 
(14.31)

16.42 
(14.22)

F (1,391) = 83.14, p < .001, ηp
2 = .18

22.03 
(15.68)

UK
Measure 

(Cronbach’s α) Men (n = 
58; 35%)

Women (n 
= 108; 65%)

ANOVA
Overall 

(n = 166)

Age
22.60 
(2.91)

22.46 
(3.37)

F (1,164) = .072, p = .789, ηp
2 = .00

22.51 
(3.21)

RT-18 (.69)
8.00 

(2.67)
7.92

(3.75)
F (1,164) = .022, p = .881, ηp

2 = .00
7.95 

(3.41)

Fun Intoxication 
(.70)

20.62 
(5.33)

21.09 
(5.50)

F (1,164) = .284, p = .595, ηp
2 = .00

20.93 
(5.42)

Conviviality (.67)
17.22 
(4.36)

17.80 
(3.85)

F (1,164) = .759, p = .385, ηp
2 = .01

17.60 
(4.03)

Facilitation (.65)
12.55 
(3.22)

13.97 
(3.17)

F (1,164) = 7.49, p = .007, ηp
2 = .04

13.48 
(3.25)

TLFB (.53)
29.35 

(17.19)
29.89 

(12.58)
F (1,164) = .053 p = .819, ηp

2 = .00
29.70 

(14.31)

Spain
Measure 

(Cronbach’s α) Men (n = 
77; 34%)

Women (n 
= 150; 66%)

ANOVA
Overall 

(n = 227)

Age
20.07 
(2.82)

19.73 
(2.42)

F (1,225) = 7.27, p = .008, ηp
2 = .03

20.06 
(2.60)

RT-18 (.69)
10.01 
(2.99)

8.30 

(3.42)
F (1,225) = 13.90, p < .001, ηp

2 = .06
8.88 

(3.37)

Fun Intoxication 
(.90)

19.57 
(6.16)

18.89 
(6.90)

F (1,225) = .53, p = .468, ηp
2 = .00

19.02 
(6.65)

Conviviality (.82)
13.68 
(5.02)

13.23 
(5.35)

F (1,225) = .37, p = .542, ηp
2 = .00

13.38 
(5.23)

Facilitation (.79)
7.95 

(3.51)
5.96 

(2.73)
F (1,225) = 22.14, p < .001, ηp

2 = .09
6.63 

(3.15)



TLFB (.54)
21.87 

(15.58)
13.63 

(12.65)
F (1,225) = 18.41, p < .001, ηp

2 = .08
16.42 

(14.22)





Table 2.

Model fits and comparisons for unconstrained and constrained (between UK and Spanish 
group) models

RMSEA5

df CMIN2/DF p NFI3 CFI4
10% 

CI
90% 

CI

TLI6 Model 
comparison

ΔCMIN p ΔTLI ΔNFI

Unconstrained (M1) 2 3.627 .027 .981 .985 .082 .024 .150 .679 - - - - -

Structural weights 
constrained (M2)

19 4.955 < .001 .756 .781 .101 .081 .121 .516 M1 86.90 < .001 .163 .226

Structural covariances 
constrained (M3)

21 4.891 < .001 .733 .762 .100 .081 .119 .524 M2 8.55 .014 -.008 .022

Structural residuals 
constrained (M4)

29 6.230 < .001 .531 .558 .116 .100 .132 .360 M3 77.97 < .001 .164 .202

2 CMIN = minimum value of discrepancy between the given model and the saturated model (with all paths 
present)
3 Bentler and Bonett (1980) normed fit index. Values above .9 are indicative of good fit.
4 Comparative fit index (Bentler, 1990). Values close to 1 indicate a very good fit.
5 Root mean square error of approximation. Values of < .05 indicate a close fit. 90% confidence interval should 
be < .10
6 Tucker-Lewis coefficient. Values close to 1 indicate a good fit. Changes of < .01 indicate no impact of adding 
constraints.



Table 3.

Final model fit indices relative to unconstrained model (M1)

RMSEA
df CMIN/DF p NFI CFI

10% CI 90% CI
TLI

Unconstrained (M1) 2 3.627 .027 .981 .985 .082 .024 .150 .679

Final model 15 1.262 .217 .951 .989 .026 .000 .057 .968



Table 4.

Indirect path parameters for Spain final model

Indirect Paths (Spain)
Unstandardized Estimate (upper 

and lower bounds)
Standardized 

Estimate

Gender --> Risk taking --> Fun 
Intoxication --> Consumption

-.337 (-.821, -.037) -.086***

Gender --> Risk taking --> Conviviality -
-> Consumption

-.203 (-.595, -.015) -.086***

Gender --> Risk taking --> Facilitation --
> Consumption

.309 (.091, .730) -.076***

Gender --> Risk taking --> 
Consumption

-1.942 (-3.226, -1.049) -.029*

Gender --> Facilitation --> 
Consumption

1.283 (.455, 2.39) .064**

Age --> Risk taking --> Fun Intoxication 
--> Consumption

-.041 (-.129, -.005) .088***

Age --> Risk taking --> Conviviality --> 
Consumption

-.025  (-.078, -.002) .051***

Age --> Risk taking --> Facilitation --> 
Consumption

.038 (.010, .103) .113***

Age --> Risk taking --> Consumption -.238 -.438, -.106) -.068***

Age --> Conviviality --> Consumption -.132 (-.365, -.010) -.040**

Age --> Fun Intoxication --> 
Consumption

-.172 (-.378, -.024) .040*

Risk taking --> Fun Intoxication --> 
Consumption

.173 (.014, .386) .086**

Risk taking --> Conviviality --> 
Consumption

.105 (.000, .266) .114***

Risk taking --> Facilitation --> 
Consumption

-.159 (-.339, -.052) -.038**

Indirect Paths (UK)

Age → Risk taking →Consumption -.214 (-.426, -.088) -.048**

Age → Risk taking → Conviviality → 
Consumption

-.006 (-.037 - .020) -.001

Age → Conviviality → Consumption -.097 (-.294, -.003) -.022



Risk-taking → Conviviality → 
Consumption

.024 (-.077, .134) .001

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.
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Appendices

As the pre-drinking motives were included as separate variables in the models, they were 
tested for measurement invariance individually. YACQ (consequences of drinking alcohol) 
and RT18 (Risk taking) were also tested. Pairwise parameter comparisons which indicate the 
critical ratio for differences between the parameters (values over ± 1.96 indicate significant 
differences between groups) were used to assess differences in individual parameters. 
Model comparisons were based on chi-square differences (testing if adding constraints 
significantly (and negatively) impacted the model fit, or if there was no significant 
difference) and changes in Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI; < .01 indicated no significant impact in 
adding constraints).

Table X1.

Model fits and comparisons for Fun Intoxication

RMSEA
d
f

CMIN/
DF p NF

I CFI 10
% 
CI

90
% 
CI

TL
I

Model 
compari

son

ΔCMI
N p ΔT

LI
ΔN
FI

Unconstrained (M1) 1
8 7.21 < 

.001
.8
92

.90
4

.1
26

.10
6

.14
7

.8
41 - - - - -



Measurement 
weights constrained 
(M2)

2
3 8.01 < 

.001
.8
46

.86
2

.1
34

.11
6

.15
2

.8
20 M1 54.56 < 

.001
.02
1

.04
5

Structural 
covariances 
constrained (M3)

2
4 7.77 < 

.001
.8
45

.86
1

.1
32

.11
4

.14
9

.8
26 M2 2.05 .152

-
.00
2

-
.00
6

Measurement 
residuals constrained 
(M4)

3
0 9.11 < 

.001
.7
72

.79
2

.1
44

.12
9

.16
0

.7
92 M3 86.87 < 

.001
.07
2

.03
4

The model fit indices suggested there were significant differences between the countries 
overall. Pairwise parameter comparisons indicated that item 4 (“To get drunk quickly”), item 
5 (“It is the normal way to start an evening”) and item 6 (“To spend less money on alcoholic 
drinks”) differed between the countries, though measurement weights suggested item 6 
had the most effect, with the UK sample parameter being not significantly different from 0 
while the Spanish parameter was significant (B = .687, p < .001). Items 4 and 5 were 
significant in both samples, with the strength of the association greater in the Spanish 
sample.



Table X2.

Model fits and comparisons for Conviviality

RMSEA
d
f

CMIN/
DF p NF

I CFI 10
% 
CI

90
% 
CI

TL
I

Model 
compari

son

ΔCMI
N p ΔT

LI
ΔN
FI

Unconstrained (M1) 2
0 7.89 < 

.001
.8
67

.88
0

.1
33

.10
6

.14
7

.7
60 - - - - -

Measurement 
weights constrained 
(M2)

1
6 7.56 < 

.001
.8
22

.84
0

.1
30

.11
6

.15
2

.7
72 M1 27.02 < 

.001

-
.01
1

.04
5

Structural 
covariances 
constrained (M3)

1
5 7.59 < 

.001
.8
09

.82
8

.1
30

.11
4

.14
9

.7
71 M2 7.95 .005 .01

3
.00
1

Measurement 
residuals constrained 
(M4)

1
0 6.60 < 

.001
.7
78

.80
5

.1
20

.12
9

.16
0

.8
05 M3 18.25 .003

-
.03
4

.03
1

The model fit indices suggested there were significant differences between the countries 
overall. However, pairwise parameter comparisons indicated there were no significant 
differences between the measurement weights. 



Table X3.

Model fits and comparisons for Facilitation

RMSEA

 d
f

CMIN/
DF P NF

I CFI 10
% 
CI

90
% 
CI

TL
I

Model 
compari

son

ΔCMI
N p ΔT

LI
ΔN
FI

Unconstrained (M1) 1
6 13.14 < 

.001
.8
70

.87
7

.1
76

.13
6

.22
0

.6
30 - - - - -

Measurement 
weights constrained 
(M2)

1
3 7.71 < 

.001
.8
67

.88
1

.1
31

.10
0

.16
5

.7
96 M1 1.37 .713

-
.16
6

.00
3

Structural 
covariances 
constrained (M3)

1
2 6.78 < 

.001
.8
66

.88
3

.1
22

.09
2

.15
3

.8
24 M2 .312 .577

-
.02
8

.00
1

Measurement 
residuals constrained 
(M4)

8 8.81 < 
.001

.7
40

.76
2

.1
41

.11
7

.16
7

.7
62 M3 51.48 < 

.001
.06
0

.12
7

The model fit indices indicated no significant differences between the countries, and 
pairwise parameter comparisons supported this.



Table X4.

Model fits and comparisons for RT18

RMSEA
Model fits and 
comparisons for 

d
f

CMIN/
DF p NF

I CFI 10
% 
CI

90
% 
CI

TL
I

Model 
compari

son

ΔCMI
N p ΔT

LI
ΔN
FI

Unconstrained (M1) 7
1 3.73 < 

.001
.4
57

.52
5

.0
87

.08
2

.09
3

.4
63 - - - - -

Measurement 
weights constrained 
(M2)

5
5 3.86 < 

.001
.4
06

.47
3

.0
89

.08
4

.09
5

.4
38 M1 95.87 < 

.001
.02
5

.05
1

Structural 
covariances 
constrained (M3)

5
3 3.83 < 

.001
.4
06

.47
5

.0
89

.08
3

.09
4

.4
44 M2 .059 .971

-
.00
5

.00
0

Measurement 
residuals constrained 
(M4)

3
6 4.08 < 

.001
.3
30

.39
5

.0
93

.08
7

.09
8

.3
95 M3 141.49 < 

.001
.04
9

.07
6

The model fit indices indicated a significant difference between the countries, which was 
supported by the pairwise parameter comparisons. For Item 1 = “I like to think about things 
for a long time before I make a decision”, the loadings differed between the groups (UK B = -
.19, Spain B = .36). The same was true for Item 3 = “Do you mostly speak before thinking 
things out”, with the UK parameter not being significant and the Spanish parameter 
significantly different from 0 (Spain B = .29). For Item 9 (“I like to think about things for a 
long time before I make a decision”) and Item 10 (“I usually think about all the facts in detail 
before I make a decision”), loadings were higher for the UK sample (B = .79 and .76 
respectively) compared to the Spanish sample (B = .45 and .55).



Table X5.

Parameter constraint comparisons relative to unconstrained model 

df = 1 CMIN p ΔTLI ΔNFI

Gender -> Risk taking 6.618 .010 .122 .017

Age -> Risk taking .062 .803 -.145 .000

Age -> Facilitation 7.509 .006 .158 .019

Risk taking -> Fun Intoxication 14.496 < .001 .443 .038

Conviviality -> TLFB .738 .390 -.118 .002

Facilitation -> TLFB 8.08 .004 .182 .021

Risk taking -> TLFB .243 .622 -.138 .001

Age -> TLFB .015 .904 -.147 .000

Age -> Conviviality 2.997 .083 -.026 .008

Age -> Fun Intoxication 12.428 < .001 .359 .032

Gender -> Fun Intoxication .391 .532 -.132 .001

Gender -> Conviviality 1.018 .313 -.106 .003

Gender -> Facilitation 22.718 < .001 .779 .059

Risk taking -> Conviviality 2.155 .142 -.06 .006

Risk taking -> Facilitation 5.23 .022 .065 .014

Fun Intoxication -> TLFB .001 .974 -.148 .000

Gender -> TLFB 4.921 .027 .053 .013

Gender (variance) .009 .923 -.148 .000

Age (variance) 8.543 .003 .201 .022

Fun Intoxication <-> Conviviality 59.64 < .001 2.285 .155

Conviviality <-> Facilitation 17.746 < .001 .576 .046

Fun Intoxication <-> Facilitation 7.527 .006 .159 .020

Risk taking (error) .119 .73 -.143 .000

Fun Intoxication (error) 1.907 .167 -.07 .005



Conviviality (error) 9.636 .002 .245 .025

Facilitation (error) .566 .452 -.125 .001

TLFB (error) .719 .396 -.119 .002

Note. Significant differences and/or changes more than .01 in TLI indicate a significantly negative 
impact on model fit; non-significant change indicates no difference when constraining the parameter 
relative to leaving them unconstrained.

Table X6.

Parameter estimates for UK and Spain models (final). Shaded rows for constrained 
parameters.

UK Spain
Path Unstandardised 

Estimate (S.E.)
Standardised 
Estimate (CI)

Unstandardised 
Estimate (S.E.)

Standardised 
Estimate (CI)

Gender → Risk-taking -.119 (.531)
-.017 (-.122, 

.090)
-1.959 (.454)

-.271 (-.353, -
.170)***

Age → Risk-taking -.254 (.057)
-.243 (-.331, -

.160)***
-.254 (.057)

-.191 (-.270, -
.123)***

Age → Facilitation .202 (.077)
.200 (.076, 

.312)**
-.039 (.071)

-.033 (-.112, 
.074)

Age → Conviviality -.238 (.080)
-.184 (-.292, -

.079)**
-.238 (.080)

-.122 (-.212, -
.051)**

Age → Fun Intoxication .068 (.143)
.038 (-.078, 

.169)
-.560 (1.35)

-.230 (-.312, -
.105)***

Gender → Fun Intoxication .264 (.574)
.022 (-.053, 

.099)
.264 (.574)

.020 (-.048, 
.092)

Gender → Conviviality .171 (.452)
.020 (-.090, 

.103)
.171 (.452)

.016 (-.073, 
.090)

Gender → Facilitation 1.411 (.505)
.207 (.061, 

.308)**
-1.597 (.392)

-.245 (-.339, -
.106)***

Risk-taking → Fun 
Intoxication

-.103 (.137)
-.060 (-.213, 

.081)
.550 (.106)

.300 (.193, 
.392)***

Risk-taking → Conviviality .151 (.069)
.122 (.032, 

.226)*
.151 (.069)

.103 (.027, 
.191)*

Risk-taking → Facilitation -.035 (.074)
-.036 (-.179, 

.069)
.149 (.056)

.165 (.033, 
.258)**

Fun Intoxication -> 
Consumption

.293 (.118)
.122 (.053, 

.211)*
.293 (.118)

.128 (.053, 
.220)*

Conviviality -> Consumption .525 (.159)
.157 (.091, 
.236)***

.525 (.159)
.183 (.101, 
.266)***

Facilitation-> Consumption 553 (.327)
.129 (-.027, 

.249)
-.899 (.327)

-.193 (-.275, -
.074)**



Gender -> Consumption -.540 (2.191)
-.019 (-.146, 

.141)
-7.494 (1.959)

-.246 (-.359, -
.128)***

 Risk taking -> Consumption .942 (.207)
.228 (.128, 
.283)***

.942 (.207)
.224 (.131, 
.281)***

Age → Consumption .505 (.243)
.117 (.021, 

.210)*
.505 (.243)

.091 (.025, 
.163)*

Covariances Unstandardised 
Estimate (S.E.)

Standardised 
Estimate

Unstandardised 
Estimate (S.E.)

Standardised 
Estimate

Fun Intoxication ↔ 
Conviviality

-4.179 (1.790)
-.181 (-.335, 

.044)*
15.923 (1.947)

.557 (.468, 
.625)***

Conviviality ↔ Facilitation .945 (.968)
.076 (-.070, 

.168)
6.935 (1.058)

.478 (.383, 
.560)***

Fun Intoxication ↔ 
Facilitation

1.112 (1.380)
.063 (-.123, 

.201)
5.527 (1.125)

.330 (.248, 
.424)***

Variances Unstandardised Estimate (S.E.) Unstandardised Estimate (S.E.)

Gender .225 (.016)*** .225 (.016)***
Age 10.214 (1.124)*** 6.710 (.631)***

Risk taking 10.500 (.751)*** 10.500 (.751)***
Fun Intoxication 32.974 (2.358)*** 32.974 (2.358)***

Conviviality 16.128 (1.174)*** 24.759 (2.282)***
Facilitation 9.544 (1.050)*** 8.518 (.800)***

Consumption 170.938 (12.225)*** 170.938 (12.225)***
Squared Multiple 

Correlations
Estimate Estimate

Risk taking .059 .110
Facilitation .088 .112
Conviviality .060 .030

Fun Intoxication .007 .167
Consumption .107 .181

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001


