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Abstract

Prepartying is often associated with increased alcohol consumption and negative alcohol-related
consequences among college students. General drinking motives are often only weakly related to
preparty alcohol use, and few studies have examined the associations between preparty-specific
drinking motives and alcohol-related consequences that occur during or after a preparty event. The
current study utilizes event-level data to address this gap in the literature by examining the
relationship between four types of preparty motives (prepartying to relax or loosen up, to increase
control over alcohol use, to meet a dating partner, and to address concerns that alcohol may not be
available later) and alcohol consequences as a function of gender. Participants (N = 952) reported
on their most recent preparty event in the past month. After controlling for general drinking
motives, all four preparty motives predicted greater event-level consequences for both males and
females. Further, prepartying to increase control over alcohol consumed was associated with
greater consequences for males as compared to females. The findings are consistent with research
suggesting that preparty specific motives may further our understanding of prepartying outcomes
over and above the use of general drinking motive measures.
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1. Introduction

Prepartying (also called pregaming, pre-loading, or pre-drinking) is defined as the
“consumption of alcohol prior to attending an event or activity (e.g., party, bar, concert) at
which more alcohol may be consumed” (Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007, p. 2). Over 75% of
college drinkers report engaging in this activity (DeJong, DeRicco, & Schneider, 2010;
Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007) and students who preparty consume more alcohol and experience
a greater number of negative alcohol-related consequences than students who do not
preparty (Borsari et al., 2007; Hummer, Napper, Ehret, & LaBrie, 2013; Kenney, Hummer,
& LaBrie, 2010; LaBrie & Pedersen, 2008; Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007). Research exploring
why students preparty could help further our understanding of this high-risk pattern of
alcohol use and inform interventions aimed at reducing negative outcomes.

1.1 Drinking and Preparty Motives

Drinking motives (e.g., social, coping, enhancement and conformity motives; Cooper, 1994;
Cooper, Russell, Skinner, & Windle, 1992) are important predictors of alcohol use and
negative consequences and have been found to mediate the relationship between
psychosocial antecedents (e.g., expectancies, impulsivity) and drinking outcomes (Read,
Wood, Kahler, Maddock, & Palfai, 2003). Although there is a large body of research
supporting the utility of these general drinking motives, there is also growing recognition
that more context specific drinking motives may be beneficial for understanding drinking
behavior in high-risk situations (Bachrach, Merrill, Bytschkow, & Read, 2012; Johnson &
Sheets, 2004; LaBrie, Hummer, Pedersen, & Chithambo, 2012). With respect to prepartying,
studies suggest that general drinking motives are often unrelated to, or only weakly
correlated with preparty drinking outcomes (Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007; Read, Merrill, &
Bytschkow, 2010; Zamboanga et al., 2011). Further, students commonly report prepartying
for reasons not captured by measures of general drinking motives (e.g., saving money or
getting buzzed prior to going out; Pedersen, LaBrie, & Kilmer, 2009; Read et al., 2003). In a
study examining the role of both general and preparty specific motives, preparty specific
motives predicted preparty quantity and frequency after controlling for general drinking
motives (Bachrach et al., 2012). These findings suggest that there may be unique reasons for
prepartying that are not captured by measures of general drinking motives. In addition to
omitting context specific reasons for drinking, measures of general drinking motives may
also include content that is less relevant to prepartying. Bachrach and colleagues (2012)
posit that preparty behavior may be motivated more by a desire to enhance positive affect
than elevate negative affect, and therefore general coping motives may be less relevant to
the preparty context.

In addition to research comparing the role of general and specific preparty motives,
researchers have begun to explore the relationship between different preparty specific
motives and preparty outcomes. Preparty motives related to interpersonal enhancement (e.g.,
loosen up), situational control (e.g., controlling type of alcohol consumed), intimate pursuit
(e.g., increasing one’s likelihood of meeting a dating partner), and barriers to consumption
(e.g., not being able to obtain alcohol later) all appear to be positively related to quantity of
alcohol consumed and frequency of prepartying (LaBrie et al., 2012). Relatively little
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research has examined the relationship between preparty motives and negative consequences
of drinking. In a path model, Bachrach and colleagues (2012) found that prepartying either
to have fun or for instrumental reasons was indirectly related to drinking consequences
through greater frequency and quantity of alcohol consumption when prepartying. In
contrast, prepartying to ease social situations was not related to alcohol consumption, but
was directly related to greater alcohol-related consequences. While these findings indicate
that preparty motives may be directly and indirectly related to consequences, this study
examined global alcohol consequences experienced during a one-month period. Research
examining consequences specific to prepartying would help further elucidate the
relationship between drinking motives and negative consequences.

1.2 Gender Differences in Motives and Prepartying

While male college students have traditionally been found to drink more and experience
greater alcohol-related consequences than female students (for review see Ham & Hope,
2003), research on gender differences in preparty behaviors is less clear. Some research
indicates similar rates of prepartying, levels of alcohol consumption during prepartying,
BACs on days when prepartying occurred, and experiences of alcohol-related negative
consequences for males and females (Hummer et al., 2013; LaBrie & Pedersen, 2008;
Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007; Reed et al., 2011). Some of these same studies and others have
also found evidence that in comparison to females, males preparty more often (Bachrach et
al., 2012), reach higher BACs when prepartying (Hummer et al., 2013), and drink more on
days when prepartying occurred (LaBrie & Pedersen, 2008; Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007).
There is also research to suggest that there may be gender differences in preparty motives.
Pederson, LaBrie, and Kilmer (2009) found that males are more likely than females to report
prepartying in order to meet members of the opposite sex, facilitate opportunities to have
sex, and enjoy sporting and other events. In another study, males reported having
significantly higher levels of social motives for prepartying than females (Kuntsche &
Labhart, 2013). In terms of alcohol-related consequences, stronger enhancement motives
were predictive of more consequences among males, whereas stronger coping motives were
predictive of more consequences among females (Kuntsche & Labhart, 2013).

Research examining general drinking motives suggests that gender moderates the
relationship between drinking motives and preparty drinking outcomes. For example,
Pederson and LaBrie (2007) examined the relationship between general drinking motives
and preparty frequency. While all four general drinking motives (e.g., social, enhancement,
coping, and conformity) were positively correlated with prepartying frequency for males,
only social and enhancement motives were positively correlated to preparty frequency for
females. In contrast, a study of young adults in Switzerland found that the general drinking
motive of conformity was associated with greater prepartying for females, but not males
(Kuntsche & Labhart, 2013). Further, with respect to alcohol-related consequences,
enhancement motives were a stronger predictor among males, whereas coping motives were
a stronger predictor among females. These conflicting results may represent differences in
culture or study design (Kuntsche & Labhart, 2013). Studies utilizing measures of preparty
specific motives instead of general motives could help clarify possible gender differences in
the relationship between motives and preparty alcohol-related consequences. If gender
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differences exist, interventions could be tailored to male and female students in order to
more effectively reduce negative outcomes associated with prepartying.

1.3 Current Study

The present study extends previous research by examining the unique relationship between
preparty specific motives (e.g., interpersonal enhancement, situational control, intimate
pursuit, and barriers to consumption) and alcohol-related consequences that occurred during
or after a preparty event after controlling for general drinking motives. While past research
examining this relationship has employed global measures of alcohol consequences
(Bachrach et al., 2012), the current study reexamined event-level data described by Hummer
and colleagues (2013) in order to explore more specifically whether preparty drinking
motives are associated with negative outcomes experienced during or after a preparty event.
This event-level approach has previously been used to examine how the specific context of
prepartying contributes to alcohol use and consequences (Borsari et al., 2007; LaBrie &
Pedersen, 2008) and could shed light on motivational factors that increase the negative
outcomes associated with prepartying specifically.

Based on prior research (Bachrach et al., 2012), we predict that preparty motives associated
with interpersonal enhancement will be more strongly associated with negative alcohol-
related consequences than other preparty motives. The present study extends past research
by examining the potential moderating effect of gender on the relationship between preparty
motives and preparty negative consequences. Given the conflicting results from past
research examining gender differences in the relationship between general motives and
preparty outcomes, the current study aims to help clarify this relationship by utilizing a
preparty specific measure of drinking motives.

2. Method

2.1 Participants

Participants were undergraduate college students (N = 952) from two west coast universities
(a large public university and a medium-sized private university) who were recruited to take
part in a larger alcohol intervention study designed to examine the efficacy of a norms based
intervention for students reporting heavy episodic drinking (4/5 drinks in a row for women/
men). Data used in the current study comes from baseline surveys completed prior to any
alcohol intervention. The majority of the sample were female (64.0%), and the average age
was 20.1 years. The sample racial composition was 67.4% White, 12.4% Asian, 2.6%
African-American, 12.1% Multiracial, and 5.5% identified as another race. Additionally,
12% of participants reported that they were Hispanic/Latino(a). Participants reported
consuming, on average, 11.6 drinks per week.

2.2 Procedure

A total of 6,000 students were invited to take part in the study via e-mail (3,000 students
from each of the two universities and stratified across class year). After providing consent,
participants completed an online screening survey (N = 2,767). Students who reported
engaging in heavy episodic drinking at least once in the past month were invited to complete
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an additional baseline survey (N = 1,494). Participants who did not complete the baseline
survey (N = 386) or who reported that they had not prepartied in the last 30 days (N = 156)
were excluded from the current analyses (final sample, N = 952). Students received a
nominal cash stipend for their participation. All procedures were approved by the respective
universities’ Institutional Review Board.

2.3 Measures

2.3.1 General drinking motives—General drinking motives were assessed using the 20-
item Drinking Motives Questionnaire (DMQ-R; Cooper, 1994). The DMQ assesses four
general drinking motives: Social motives (a = .89; five items, e.g., “To be sociable”),
Enhancement motives (a = .87; five items, e.g., “To get high”), Coping motives (a = .87;
five items, e.g., “To forget your worries”), and Conformity motives (a = .90; five items, e.g.,
“To be liked™). Students report how often that had drank for each of the 20 reasons in the
past 30 days (almost never/never [1] to almost always/always [5]).

2.3.2 Preparty motives—Preparty motives were evaluated using the Preparty Motives
Inventory (PMI; LaBrie et al., 2012). Each of the four subscales demonstrated acceptable
levels of reliability: Interpersonal Enhancement (IE, six items; a = .75), Situational Control
(SC, four items; a = .88), Intimate Pursuit (IP, three items; a = .82), and Barriers to
Consumption (BC, three items; a = .77). Participants were presented with the list of 16
reasons for prepartying and were asked to consider how often they personally prepartied for
each reason. Example items include: (1) “To pump myself up to go out” (IE item), (2) “So |
don’t have to drink at the place where | am going” (SC item), (3) “To meet a potential dating
partner once | go out” (IP item), and (4) “Because | am underage and cannot purchase
alcohol at the destination venue” (BC item). The response options were: (1) Almost Never /
Never, (2) Some of the Time, (3) Half of the Time, (4) Most of the Time, and (5) Almost
Always / Always. Sum composites for each of the four subscales were calculated.

2.3.3. Negative alcohol-related consequences—A modified version of the Brief
Young Adult Alcohol Consequences Questionnaire (B-YAACQ); Kahler, Strong, & Read,
2005) was used to evaluate event-specific alcohol-related consequences (see Hummer et al.,
2013 for further information). Seven of the original 24 B-YAACQ items that were not
relevant at the event-level (e.g. “I have been overweight because of drinking™) were
excluded from the measure. Participants indicated whether they had experienced the
remaining 17 alcohol-related consequences during the last occasion when they had pre-
partied, the last occasion when they drank but did not preparty, on both these occasions, or
on neither of these occasions. Responses were recoded into a single dummy variable to
indicate whether the participant had experienced a consequence during their last preparty
event (Yes= 1, No = 0). The measure included items such as “I found it difficult to limit
how much I drank” and “I took foolish risks.” Responses were summed to create a measure
of total number of alcohol-related consequences experienced during or immediately after the
preparty event (a = .81).
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2.4 Analytic Plan

3. Results

To examine gender differences in preparty motives and alcohol consequences, t tests were
performed. Next, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were used to examine the bivariate
relationships among each of the four types of preparty motives (i.e., IE, SC, BC, IP) and
alcohol-related consequences. Finally, a series of three-step hierarchical multiple regressions
were conducted to examine whether: (1) each preparty motive significantly predicted
preparty consequences after controlling for general drinking motives (e.g., social,
enhancement, coping, and conformity), and (2) whether gender moderated the relationship
between each preparty motive and alcohol-related consequences. To aid in interpretation of
the results, separate models were examined for each preparty motive. General drinking
motives were entered at Step 1. At Step 2, a preparty motive and gender (0 = female, 1 =
male) were entered. At Step 3, the interaction term involving the respective preparty motive
and gender was entered.

The means and standard deviations for preparty motives for males and females are presented
in Table 1. Significant differences in SC, BC and IP preparty motives were observed for
male and female drinkers. Females scored higher on measures of situational control, t(950) =
5.39, p<.001, d = .36, and barriers to consumption than males, t(950) = 2.89, p<.01,d=.
20. In contrast, males reported higher levels of prepartying for intimate pursuit motives,
t(950) = 8.05, p<.001, d = .54. There were no significant gender differences in reports of
prepartying for interpersonal enhancement reasons. For both genders, alcohol-related
consequences were positively correlated with all four preparty motives (Table 2). There
were no gender differences with respect to race or age. Male students reported consuming
more drinks on the day they prepartied (M = 8.99, SD = 3.86) than females (M = 6.34, SD =
2.61), t(949) = 12.56, p < .001, d = .85 (see Hummer et al., 2013 for further details).

3.1 Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses

The results of the hierarchical multiple regression models are presented in Table 3. In terms
of general drinking motives at Step 1, Drinking to cope (b = .99, p < .001) and to conform (b
=.89, p <.001) were associated with greater preparty alcohol consequences. In contrast,
drinking for social (b = .30, p=.06) and enhancement (b = .24, p = .11) motives were not.
Further, after controlling for general drinking motives, IE preparty motives (b =.76, p <.
001), SC preparty motives (b = .58, p <.001), IP preparty motives (b = 1.26, p < .001), and
BC preparty motives (b = .52, p <.001) were associated with greater alcohol-related
preparty consequences.

Gender did not moderate the relationship between IE (b =.33, p=.17), IP (b =.36, p=.17),
or BC (b =-.08, p=.74) motives and consequences. Gender differences emerged for the
relationship between SC Motives and consequences (b = —.54, p = .043). This interaction
was decomposed using simple slopes analyses (Aiken & West, 1991), with slopes evaluated
at values corresponding to male and female (Figure 1). For both males (b = .96, p <.001)
and females (b = .42, p = .005) SC motives were associated with greater consequences;
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however, there was a stronger positive relationship between SC motives and consequences
for male students.

4. Discussion

The current findings support the unique risk-enhancing role of context specific preparty
motives and advance the limited research examining the global link between preparty-
specific motives and risk (Bachrach et al., 2012) using event-level data. After controlling for
general drinking motives, all four preparty motives independently predicted greater
preparty-related consequences among males and females reporting past month heavy
episodic drinking. Further, findings revealed gender differences in students’ reasons for
prepartying. Although men and women experienced a similar level of preparty-related
consequences (see Hummer et al., 2013), stronger endorsement of SC motives was related to
increased consequences among men. These results highlight the importance of addressing
students’ context-specific motivations for prepartying as well as potential gender
discrepancies in order to reduce preparty-related harms.

4.1 Preparty Motives by Gender

Among both men and women, the most commonly endorsed motive for prepartying was
interpersonal enhancement and least endorsed motive was intimate pursuit. Women in this
sample were more likely to endorse situational control and barriers to consumption than
men. These findings may reflect women’s maotivations to protect themselves while drinking
(e.g., “So | don’t have to worry about whether someone has tampered with the drinks at a
party” (Delva et al., 2004; Walters, Roudsari, Vader, & Harris, 2007). Consistent with past
research (Pedersen et al., 2009), males were more likely than females to report prepartying
in order to meet a potential dating partner or to hook up. This finding is concerning given
that hookups associated with heavy drinking contexts increase the likelihood of casual
sexual behaviors with unfamiliar partners, sexual coercion, and regrettable sexual
encounters (LaBrie, Hummer, Ghaidarov, Lac, & Kenney, 2014; Paul & Hayes, 2002).
Students may benefit from campaigns that inform them about the risks of using alcohol to
meet a potential sexual partner or the sexual-based motivations of other students.

Gender moderated the relationship between SC motives and alcohol consequences.
Although women more strongly endorsed SC motives overall, men who did endorse higher
(as opposed to lower) SC motives faced increased risk for alcohol-related negative
consequences over the course of the evening. SC motives place emphasis on reaching a
desired level of intoxication at the preparty event in case drinks are difficult to secure at the
next destination (e.g., “So | don’t have to drink at the place where I’m going.”). It is possible
that in their attempt to avoid inconveniences of drinking at post-preparty destinations, men
endorsing SC preparty motives engage in rapid and excessive drinking while prepartying
that puts them at heightened risk for high BALs and associated consequences. In contrast,
women may be more inclined than men to employ situational control strategies to avoid
unwanted negative consequences (e.g., “So | don’t have to worry about whether someone
has tampered with the drinks at the party”), and therefore may be less motivated to become
heavily intoxicated.
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Although limited, past research utilizing general drinking motives shows that gender may
moderate the relationship between enhancement motives and consequences, with males who
endorse enhancement motives more likely than females to experience negative
consequences (Kuntsche & Labhart, 2013). Specific to preparty risk, however, the influence
of IE, IP, or BC preparty motives do not appear to differ as a function of gender, thus
indicating that for both males and females prepartying for a range of reasons is associated
with greater consequences. In light of existing research that has found conflicting
moderating effects of gender with respect to the general drinking motives-prepartying
behavior link (Kuntsche & Labhart, 2013; Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007), studies utilizing
measures specific to prepartying motives may help clarify the role of gender in prepartying
risk outcomes. If gender differences are found, interventions could be tailored to male and
female students to more effectively reduce preparty consequences.

4.2 General Drinking Motives

The findings also offer insight into the role of general drinking motives in preparty-related
risk. Existing studies have found either nonsignificant relationships between drinking
motives and prepartying alcohol use (Read et al., 2010; Zamboanga et al., 2011) or evidence
that positive (social, enhancement) drinking motives predict prepartying (Bachrach et al.,
2012; Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007). Although these studies suggest that prepartiers may be
more motivated to enhance positive affect than reduce negative affect, in our sample,
students reporting negative reinforcing reasons (coping, conformity), but not positive
motives faced substantial risk for preparty-related alcohol consequences, over and above
motives for prepartying specifically. These results, which may reflect our focus on preparty
consequences rather than prepartying frequency, are consistent with studies showing that
negative reinforcing motives (coping, conformity) for drinking are strong predictors of
alcohol problems over and above drinking (Cooper, 1994; Delva et al., 2004; Kassel,
Jackson, & Unrod, 2000). In contrast, social motives are generally found to be unrelated to
alcohol consequences (Cooper, 1994; Merrill & Read, 2010; Walters et al., 2007) and
enhancement motives are predictive of consequences only indirectly through heavy drinking
(Cooper et al., 1992; Merrill & Read, 2010; Walters et al., 2007). Prepartying contexts
appear to be especially risky for students endorsing coping or conformity motives for
drinking who are already at heightened risk for problematic alcohol use. Future research is
needed to determine the extent to which prepartying (vs. non-prepartying) contexts may
exacerbate negative consequences for these student drinkers.

4.3 Implications

The findings of the current study provide important implications for researchers and
practitioners interested in reducing the potential negative consequences of alcohol use
among young adults. Given that the majority of college student drinkers report regularly
engaging in the high-risk contexts of prepartying (Borsari et al., 2007; LaBrie et al., 2012;
Pedersen & LaBrie, 2007), gaining a better understanding of students’ motivations for
engaging in prepartying and associated negative consequences is particularly informative for
targeted harm-reduction interventions. Interventions that address general drinking motives
may fail to capture the most proximal and significant predictors of alcohol-related
consequences. Rather, psychoeducational interventions that enable students to discuss their
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reasons for prepartying and connect these to consequences that they may experience may
motivate behavior change. Further, providing students with risk reduction strategies may
enable them to more safely partake in the social drinking culture on college campuses.

Although more research is needed to better understand how distinct preparty motivations
may differentially influence men’s and women’s preparty behaviors and consequences, the
current results indicate that situational control preparty motives may be particularly risky for
men. Therefore, educating males about the biphasic effects of alcohol and providing them
with strategies that may encourage them to drink at a slower pace while prepartying (e.g.,
bringing beverage of choice to post-preparty destination) may be particularly important.

4.4 Limitations

The current study has a number of limitations. The sample was restricted to students
reporting heavy episodic drinking. Given the high prevalence rates of prepartying among
college student drinkers, future research should examine the relationship between preparty
motives and alcohol-related consequences among a broader sample of college student
drinkers. Further, while drinking motives are postulated to predict alcohol use and
associated consequences (Cooper, 1994), prospective data assessing multiple time points
would help further elucidate the relationship between preparty motives and alcohol
consequences. While the current study adds to a limited research utilizing event-level data to
explore prepartying (Hummer et al., 2013; Zamboanga et al., 2013), more research is needed
employing this approach to examine the context of drinking during prepartying and motives
associated with a specific drinking occasion. For example, it is possible that preparty
motives vary by occasion, and therefore event-level data for both preparty motives and
consequences would be beneficial. Supplementing event-level approaches with more
general, less context-specific forms of large data collection may provide a fuller
understanding of patterns of behaviors and outcomes related to preparty motives and related
consequences.

4.5 Conclusions

The results from the current study add to the literature on preparty risk by exploring the link
between preparty-specific motives and negative alcohol-related consequences in a sample of
heavy drinking college students. Moreover, the current work highlights gender differences in
the relationship between preparty motives and associated consequences. Prepartying is a
serious concern on college campuses, and the current study demonstrates that researchers
interested in understanding risk factors for alcohol problems more generally, and preparty
consequences more specifically, should address students’ motivations for prepartying.
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Figure 1.
Effect of Situational Control (SC) motives on preparty consequences moderated by gender,

controlling for general drinking motives. Values of SC motives range from the 10t to the
90 percentile in the current sample.
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Summary of Sample Size, Means and Standard Deviations for Preparty Motives among Males and Females

Male Female
(n =343 (n = 609)
Variable M sD M sD t(950) Cohen’sd
IE 300 099 297 101 053 03
sc 210 085 244 100 _gqg*** 36
IP 198 102 152 075 gg5*** 54
BC 244 104 266 117 _pgg** 20

Note. IE = interpersonal enhancement preparty motive; SC = situational control preparty motive; BC = barriers to consumption preparty motive; IP

= intimate pursuit preparty motive.

*%

*%

p<.01.

*
p<.001.
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Table 2

Correlations for Alcohol-Related Consequences and Preparty Motives for Males and Females

Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Consequences  — A e v A X
2. IE 2477 = ggtt gttt gt
3. sC 26" 25" —  fr p
40P gt T gttt g
5. BC g 4 gttt gttt —

Note. Correlation data for male participants is below the diagonal, data for female participants is above the diagonal. IE = interpersonal
enhancement preparty motive; SC = situational control preparty motive; BC = barriers to consumption preparty motive; IP = intimate pursuit
preparty motive.

*%

p<.0l.

*%

*
p<.001
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