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THESIS ABSTRACT 

 

Alcohol consumption is commonplace in Australia and its use is linked to 

approximately 5,500 deaths per annum. Despite findings that the majority of harms are due to 

long-term consumption, interventions have predominantly focussed on reducing short-term 

harms. The Transtheoretical Model (Prochaska & DiClemente, 1982) suggests that behaviour 

change requires recognition and contemplation of the impact of a behaviour on valued health 

outcomes. This thesis examines the level of community awareness about the long-term harms 

of consumption, for the self and for children and adolescents, as a first step to the design of 

behaviour change interventions. 

The first study surveyed approximately 2,700 adults each wave in 2004, 2006, 2008, 

2010, 2011 and 2012. In 2011/12, 33.0% of men and 10.7% of women drank in excess of the 

Australian alcohol guideline threshold for increased lifetime risk of disease. Overall, 53.5% 

correctly recalled the guideline threshold for women; only 20.3% did so for men with 39.0% 

nominating a higher amount. In 2012, only 36.6% saw alcohol as an important risk factor for 

cancer (an increase from 22.4% in 2004), but those that did, were less likely to exceed the 

guideline for increased lifetime risk.  

The second study surveyed 2,885 school students aged 12-17 years. Overall, 

awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer was low (28.5%). Smoking and friends’ 

approval were predictive of drinking, whereas parental disapproval was protective. Those 

aged 14-17 years who did not think the link between alcohol and cancer was important were 

more likely to drink. Smoking and the perception that alcohol was easy to buy predicted 

recent drinking. 

The third study utilised data from a national survey of adults aged 25-55 years 

(n=11,591). Overall, fewer parents exceeded guidelines for increased short-term or lifetime 
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risk than non-parents. Mothers were less likely to exceed the guideline for long-term risk 

when their youngest child was aged 0-2, 6-11 or 15 years and over, or the guideline for short-

term risk, if their youngest child was aged 0-2 or 15 years and over. Fathers were less likely to 

exceed the guideline for increased short-term risk if their youngest child was aged 0-2 years. 

Parents were more likely to drink in the home than non-parents.  

The fourth study surveyed 1,000 adults including 670 parents. Respondents were less 

concerned about a father drinking one or two drinks in front of their children than a mother. 

Overall, 37.3% of parents reported drinking a glass of alcohol each day or a couple of times a 

week; 20.1% reported getting slightly drunk; and 8.6% reported getting visibly drunk with 

their children present. Fathers were more likely to drink, and drink more regularly in front of 

children than mothers. 

These studies highlight that men, in particular, drink in excess of the guideline for 

increased lifetime risk, and that they are unlikely to be aware of this risk. Furthermore, this 

over-consumption risks normalising over-consumption for the next generation, particularly 

given the importance of role-modelling. Communication of these long-term risks is likely to 

increase awareness, a necessary precursor to behaviour change. 
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THESIS OUTLINE 

 

 Alcohol research and interventions have traditionally focussed on the short-term 

harms of drinking and alcoholism, but much of the burden is due to long-term health effects 

of consumption on non-communicable diseases including cancer. Despite the growing 

international recognition of these links, much less is known in Australia about community 

understanding of alcohol risks and whether improving peoples’ knowledge might motivate 

people to reduce their alcohol consumption to safer levels. 

The primary aims of the first of the four studies in this thesis were to investigate: 1) 

the extent to which Australian consumption patterns comply with the Australian alcohol 

guideline to reduce lifetime risk of disease; 2) how compliance relates to awareness of the 

guideline; and c) perceptions of the importance of alcohol as a risk factor for cancer and how 

this relates to compliance (Chapter 2).  

Knowledge of the relationship between alcohol consumption and cancer was further 

examined in a representative sample of school-aged Australians. Study two aimed to: 1) 

confirm documented prevalence of alcohol consumption among school students; 2) examine 

perceptions of the importance of alcohol as a risk factor for cancer; and 3) examine the 

influence of perceived parental disapproval and peer approval on consumption (Chapter 3).  

A motivating factor to reducing long-term parental consumption may also be 

highlighting the flow-on effects to children. Consequently, study three assessed: 1) alcohol 

consumption patterns among parents; 2) places where alcohol is consumed by parents; and 3) 

how these vary by age of the youngest child in the household. Results indicate variations by 

age of youngest child, which were further investigated in study four (Chapter 5). In this final 

study of the thesis, data were collected to describe levels of drinking in front of the child by 

gender of the parent and how these correlated with descriptive and injunctive norms for 

drinking at different levels in front of children.  
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Chapter 1 provides an introduction to drinking culture in Australia, consumption 

patterns and harms, and provides a supporting argument for the studies in this thesis along 

with the study aims. Chapters 2 to 5 are reproductions of four cross-sectional studies and 

Chapter 6 draws the findings together with implications for practice and recommendations for 

further research.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

1.1   Preamble 

This introductory chapter summarises the place of alcohol in the Australian culture, 

consumption patterns in Australia, and impacts of consumption at the individual and societal 

levels. It then describes existing research on the role of knowledge and education, community 

perceptions of the link between alcohol and cancer, the development of alcohol consumption 

behaviour and the remaining knowledge gaps. It concludes by proposing a shift away from a 

public health focus on short-term to long-term harms. The thesis aims are outlined within the 

context of this literature, utilising Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System Theory 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979) to highlight the system-based nature of the challenge.  

 

1.2   The cultural prominence of alcohol in Australia 

Alcohol consumption in Australia is culturally normative, with 3 in 4 Australians over 

the age of 14 years consuming at least one drink in the past year (Australian Institute of 

Health and Welfare, 2017). Adults aged 18 years and over can legally purchase alcohol and its 

consumption is socially sanctioned and widely promoted in Australia (Roche et al., 2009). 

People use alcohol for a range of reasons. Motivations to consume include: for relaxation, for 

enjoyment, to relieve boredom, as a habit, for “self-medication”, in response to an addiction, 

and to overcome social inhibitions (Roche et al., 2009). Consumption is so normalised that, in 

Australia, a semi-structured interview study of adults aged 25-65 years found that abstinence 

can be viewed as socially unacceptable (Bartram, Eliott, Hanson-Easey, & Crabb, 2017). 

Furthermore, drinking is enmeshed with cultural traditions and celebrations and is so common 

and accepted that people tend to underestimate its detrimental effects. In fact, Australians are 

more likely to consider illicit drugs as causing more concern to the general community than 
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alcohol (40% vs 28%) (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2017). By contrast, when 

all the physical, psychological and social harms to both the user (and to others) of 20 drugs, 

both licit and illicit, were compared by an independent panel of scientists, alcohol was 

determined to be the most harmful drug overall (Nutt, King, & Phillips, 2010). The harms of 

alcohol have also been acknowledged in Australia by the Australian Medical Association who 

has recently called “for governments to focus on those dependences and addictions causing 

the greatest levels of harm to individuals and society… this includes alcohol” (Australian 

Medical Association, 2017, page 1). 

 

1.3   Alcohol consumption in Australia: The size of the problem 

By international standards, Australia ranks in the top 20 countries for alcohol 

consumption. The World Health Organization has estimated that globally, individuals aged 

over 15 years consume 6.2 litres of pure alcohol, on average, per year. By contrast Australians 

consume 12.2 litres on average per year (World Health Organization, 2018a). Alcohol is the 

most widely used drug in Australia (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2017). Based 

on Australian drinking guidelines, most Australians do not drink at levels that put them at risk 

of alcohol-related disease or injury, and in the past 3 years, the proportion of people putting 

themselves at risk of disease has declined. Nonetheless, National Drug Strategy Household 

Survey (NDSHS) data reveal that it is still the case that in 2016, 17.1% of Australian’s aged 

14 years and over drank at levels that put them at increased risk of disease or injury 

throughout their lifetime and each month 26% drank at levels that put them at increased risk 

of harm on a single occasion. It is important to note that the NDSHS only accounts for 

approximately 40-60% of alcohol sales in Australia, whereas the International Alcohol 

Control (IAC) study accounts for 86% of sales. This IAC methodology yields a higher figure 

of 27.6% of Australians who drink in excess of the guideline putting themselves at increased 



16 

 

risk of disease or injury throughout their lifetime in 2013 (short-term guidelines were not 

assessed) (Callinan, Livingston, Room, & Dietze, 2016). 

Beer is the predominant drink of choice for adult men and wine is the most popular 

drink for adult women. The most popular choice for adolescents aged between 12 and 17 

years old is pre-mixed spirits (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2017). In Australia, 

males tend to drink more frequently and at higher levels than females. The proportion of 

Australians drinking at least one alcoholic drink of any kind (self-reported on a daily basis 

over the last twelve months) correlates positively with age (across the adolescent and adult 

age-ranges). However, 18-24 year olds are the age group most likely to consume heavily (i.e. 

11 or more standard drinks in a session at least once per month) (Australian Institute of Health 

and Welfare, 2017). 

Among Australian adolescents, alcohol is also the most commonly used intoxicating 

substance (White & Williams, 2016). Recent data from Australian school students indicate 

that in 2014, 45.1% of 12-17 year olds had consumed alcohol in the preceding year. Other 

research highlights that between early adolescence and early adulthood, alcohol use becomes 

more common; 19% of 12 year olds consumed alcohol in the past year compared with 76% of 

17 year olds (White & Williams, 2016). Overall, 8% of school students surveyed in 2014 

were identified as current drinkers (i.e. they indicated they had consumed in the past week). 

This figure was an improvement over data collected in 2011 and 2008, at which time 11% and 

17% of school students, respectively, reported consuming in the preceding week (White & 

Williams, 2016). 

Although the proportion of current adolescent drinkers has decreased in recent years, 

once adolescents begin to drink, they are more likely to drink in much larger quantities and to 

intoxication than any other age-group (Lam et al., 2017). Furthermore, alcohol-related 
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emergency department presentations involving young Australians are increasing (Lensvelt et 

al., 2015).  

 

1.4   Alcohol and the impact on individual health 

“Alcohol is a psychoactive substance with dependence-producing properties that has 

been widely used in many cultures for centuries. The harmful use of alcohol causes a large 

disease, social and economic burden in societies” (World Health Organization, 2018a, page 

xiii). 

There are many compelling reasons for people to monitor and limit their alcohol 

consumption. Alcohol use and misuse is one of the most preventable causes of morbidity and 

mortality worldwide, accounting for 5.9% of all deaths and 5.1% of the global burden of 

injury and disease (World Health Organization, 2018a), and this burden is increasing (Lim et 

al., 2012). Furthermore, harmful consumption has been causally linked to over 200 health 

conditions (World Health Organization, 1992). Traditionally, public policy has tended to 

focus on acute harms such as drink-driving casualties and other injury, but alcohol 

consumption is now recognised as a main contributor to non-communicable diseases (NCDs), 

which in total cause 41 million deaths a year (71% of deaths globally) (World Health 

Organization, 2018c). Evidence demonstrates a relationship between alcohol consumption 

and a range of cancers (Baan et al., 2007; Boffetta & Hashibe, 2006), gastrointestinal diseases 

(liver cirrhosis and pancreatitis) and some cardiovascular diseases (Lim et al., 2012; Rehm et 

al., 2010). 

The shift in focus to alcohol as a risk factor for NCDs and away from a primary focus 

on the acute risks of consumption is consistent with advice from a recent Australian study 

(Gao, Ogeil, & Lloyd, 2014). Data presented in this study indicated that most of the harms 
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due to alcohol are from long-term consumption, with 54% of alcohol-related deaths in males 

and 76% of deaths in females from cancers, cardiovascular disease or digestive diseases. 

In addition to the short- and long-term harms to the individual, there are a range of 

negative social impacts of alcohol consumption on the drinkers’ family, children (among 

parents) and the community. The scope of harms to others range on a spectrum from direct 

inconveniences (such as damaged property) to severe harms including physical violence and 

death. Children may be indirectly affected by parents’ drinking via role modelling that 

encourages their consumption in adolescence and adulthood (Yap, Cheong, Zaravinos-

Tsakos, Lubman, & Jorm, 2017), through to the extreme direct effects, including neglect and 

assault. In Australia, child-protection records indicate that over 19,000 child protection cases 

a year involve carers’ problems with drinking (Laslett et al., 2010). Estimates indicate that 

total alcohol-related harm, social as well as health related, costs the Australian community 

approximately $36 billion per annum (Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education, 

2011). 

The size of the problem in Australia and elsewhere, including the increased evidence 

of the contribution to NCDs, creates an impetus to challenge Australia’s cultural norms 

around alcohol consumption. Reducing population over-consumption of alcohol is an 

important public health challenge. 

 

1.5 Alcohol and the rising evidence for a link to cancer 

As highlighted above, alcohol intake beyond recommended levels has been linked to 

the prevalence of a range of NCDs. Importantly, there is evidence of a causal association 

between alcohol consumption and the occurrence of eight cancers. Moreover, the relationship 

between alcohol and cancer is a dose-response one (see Parry, Patra, and Rehm (2011), for a 

discussion of the epidemiology). The strength of the association between alcohol and cancer 
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has been known for 30 years, and there is now a large body of literature confirming this 

connection. In 1988, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (1988) classified 

alcoholic beverages as Group 1 carcinogens. The ethanol present in alcoholic beverages, 

which has been shown to induce altered physical and mental responses, was subsequently 

listed as a Group 1 carcinogen in 2010 (World Health Organization International Agency for 

Research on Cancer, 2010). When a person ingests alcohol, whether through wine, beer or 

spirits, the body converts it into acetaldehyde which inhibits DNA repair, increasing cancer 

risk (Boffetta & Hashibe, 2006). Furthermore, the World Cancer Research Fund, (2007) has 

reported that there is now convincing evidence2 that higher levels of alcohol consumption are 

associated with an increased risk of cancer of the mouth, pharynx, larynx, oesophagus, bowel 

cancer in men and breast cancer in women. There is also probable evidence that alcohol 

increases the risk of bowel cancer (in women) and liver cancer in both sexes (World Cancer 

Research Fund and American Institute for Cancer Research, 2007).  

Not all evidence indicates harm from consumption, particularly at low levels, with a 

major recent paper by Wood et al. (2018) analysing individual data on 599,912 current 

drinkers highlighting that consumption up to 100g a week (or 10 standard drinks) may offer 

protective effects against myocardial infarction. Overall, however, the paper concluded that 

the limits for alcohol consumption should be set at less than 100g per week to minimise all-

cause mortality risk. This level (equivalent to 10 standard drinks per week) is lower than those 

recommended in most guidelines, including the guidelines in Australia (which currently 

recommend no more than an average of 14 standard drinks a week, discussed further in the 

                                                 
2 The two highest levels of evidence set by the World Cancer Research Fund are ‘convincing’- “evidence is 

strong enough to support a judgement of a convincing causal relationship. A convincing relationship should be 

robust enough to be highly unlikely to be modified in the foreseeable future as new evidence accumulates” and 

‘probable’ - “evidence is strong enough to support a probable causal relationship including evidence from at 

least two independent cohort studies or at least 5 case-control studies” (World Cancer Research Fund and 

American Institute for Cancer Research, 2007, page 60). 



20 

 

next section – 1.6). The Australian guidelines set by the National Health and Medical 

Research Council (NHMRC) are currently under review, with an update expected in 2019. 

As indicated above, a number of studies have confirmed a dose-response relationship 

between alcohol and cancer risk for both men and women (Corrao, Bagnardi, Zambon, & La 

Vecchia, 2004; Hamajima et al., 2002; Pelucchi C., 2011). Given long-term, chronic 

consumption, there is convincing evidence of the link between alcohol and increased risk for 

5,070 cases of cancer per annum in Australia (or 5.0% of all cancers). This number increases 

to 5,663 (or 5.6% of all cancers) when cancers, for which there is a probable link between 

alcohol consumption and disease risk, are included (Winstanley et al., 2011). Assessing 

awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer among Australians and its relationship with 

level of consumption is a critical preparatory step before the development of strategies 

designed to decrease cancer incidence through the moderation of alcohol intake. 

 

1.6 Potential strategic frameworks to reduce alcohol consumption 

 Given the significant increased risk of NCDs including cancer, and of injury and 

overall harm, alcohol consumption is a serious public health challenge. Bronfenbrenner’s 

Ecological System Theory states that consumption can be influenced at many different levels, 

and in multiple environments (known as ecological systems) from the individual level to the 

macro (societal) level (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). As described by Sudhinaraset, Wigglesworth, 

and Takeuchi (2016), this theory can be readily applied in the context of alcohol use. In line 

with this theory, individual-level factors that influence alcohol use include: individual 

difference variables (e.g. personality), race/ethnicity, immigration status and socio-economic 

factors (refer to Figure 1). These individual-level factors are nested within a microsystem of 

home, work and school environments as depicted in Figure 1. This microsystem also includes 

parental monitoring and parental alcohol use and is nested within the community system. The 
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community includes community norms and attitudes to alcohol use, cultural norms and 

gender norms. Finally, macro-level factors, including exposure to advertising and marketing, 

may influence family and peer network attitudes and norms, which influences individual 

attitudes and behaviours.  

 

 

Figure 1. A social-ecological framework for explaining influences on alcohol use 

(Sudhinaraset et al., 2016, page 36) 

 

Public health programs and strategies have targeted each level. At the individual level, 

government-funded advertising campaigns have focussed on the ‘unattractive’ nature of 

drunkenness, particularly among young people, and how consumption can lead to risky 

behavioural choices. They have also focussed heavily in Australia on the association of the 

harms of short-term drinking with motor vehicle accidents (see section 1.9 for further 

discussion). Additionally some medium-term risks have also been emphasised; for instance, 

the Australian Government launched a project encouraging health bodies to warn pregnant 
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women of the dangers and risks of alcohol consumption during pregnancy via the ‘Woman 

Want to Know’ Project (Australian Government Department of Health, 2018).  

 At the community level, strategies to reduce consumption focus on creating a norm for 

acceptable drinking levels that is in line with Australian Guidelines. At the macro level, 

strategies may include taxation (or minimum unit pricing) and limiting advertising. The 

system theory suggests that effective public health requires a multi-level focus that creates an 

environment that supports moderation in consumption. The current dissertation describes two 

possible approaches to changing the ecological system that currently supports unhealthy 

levels of consumption. 

1. At the individual level – Given the increasing focus on long-term harms, awareness of 

messaging around the NHMRC guidelines (which have changed), but are thought to 

be largely unknown, is required. Furthermore, awareness of the impact on chronic 

disease incidence, especially cancer, warrants closer examination. This messaging 

may be effective because cancer is Australia’s most feared disease (see section 1.9 for 

further elaboration). 

2. At the microsystem/community level – Changing the norms associated with 

consumption are critical to the reinforcement schedules that maintain current poor 

behavioural choices. One possible strategy is to highlight the impact of parental 

modelling of consumption around children. This approach leverages potential 

community concern around responsible parenting (see section 1.12-1.14). 

 

Before either of the above can be tested in experimental studies or in real-world settings, 

potential efficacy can be assessed using cross-sectional study designs.  
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1.7   Helping people moderate their intake: The role of guidelines 

Guidelines that define the limits of behaviour in order to decrease their impact on 

health risk, are normally the first step in the development of a public health campaign 

message designed to decrease risk of a specific disease or condition. Guidelines are designed 

to improve health literacy within the targeted domain (Nutbeam, 2000), and thereby provide a 

basis upon which informed decision-making can serve to moderate risk. 

The process by which guidelines are developed, promulgated and even enforced varies 

between countries and across time (usually including lower thresholds over time) and may 

even vary between the institutions providing guidelines. Although guidelines can be described 

as an example of evidence-based policy, the continually changing nature of evidence is such 

that guidelines may be “out-of-date” before they are ever effectively promulgated.  

Guidelines for low-risk alcohol consumption are now in place in 37 countries world-

wide, including in Australia, but recommendations differ across countries (Kalinowski & 

Humphreys, 2016). Australia utilises the standard drink system to assist in the 

operationalisation of recommended alcohol consumption limits. Within this system, one 

standard drink contains 10 grams of alcohol, regardless of the type of drink or the size of the 

container. Counting standard drinks is thought to be a more exact measure of the amount of 

alcohol consumed compared to counting bottles, glasses or cans. In Australia legislation 

requires that the number of standard drinks in an alcoholic beverage is shown on the label of 

the container (Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing, 2009). 

The fact that guidelines vary across time and place magnifies the public health 

challenge. Guidelines evolve with research evidence; they have been promulgated in Australia 

since 1987 with the latest release dated 2009 (Roche, Pidd, & Taylor, 2011). Once one set of 

guidelines are developed and disseminated to the public, changing them to keep them in-line 
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with new evidence can cause confusion. The public may discount new guidelines if they are 

not accompanied with appropriate messaging, or the campaign or audience reach may not be 

sufficient to change existing beliefs and recollections of previous guidelines. This causes 

significant challenges to public health communication. The first guidelines, released in 

Australia in 1987, defined levels as: ‘safe’; ‘hazardous’ (i.e. two to four standard drinks per 

day for women or four to six for men); and ‘harmful’ (i.e. greater than four standard drinks 

per day for women and six for men). These guidelines were then revised in 1992, with the 

new update recommending that men not exceed 4 standard drinks of alcohol per day and that 

women limit their consumption to 2 units per day. The guidelines also included a 

recommendation to avoid binge drinking (i.e. avoiding the consumption of an excessive 

amount of alcohol in a short period of time). Furthermore, they included detailed guidelines 

for specific situations such as pregnancy, or when operating machinery (Plos & Hawks, 

1992).  

The guidelines were then revised in 2001 in recognition of the growing body of 

evidence that patterns of consumption were as important as daily intake (Roche et al., 2011). 

The 2001 guidelines, namely ‘Australian Alcohol Guidelines, Health Risks and Benefits’, 

included the concept of short- and long-term risk and were based on evidence that 1) excess 

alcohol consumption can cause increased morbidity and mortality, but also 2) evidence that, 

at low levels, some forms of alcohol may have positive benefits including a reduction in heart 

disease (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2001). The 2001 guidelines 

recommended: 

 For men; to minimise risks in the short and longer term, and gain any longer-term 

benefits, an average of no more than 4 standard drinks a day, and no more than 28 

standard drinks over a week; not more than 6 standard drinks in any one day; and 

one or two alcohol-free days per week. 
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 For women; to minimise risks in the short and longer term, and gain any longer-

term benefits, an average of no more than 2 standard drinks a day, and no more 

than 14 standard drinks over a week; not more than 4 standard drinks in any one 

day; and one or two alcohol-free days per week.  

 Adolescents were advised not to drink above levels specified for adults and, if 

they choose not to drink, to be supported in their decision (National Health and 

Medical Research Council, 2001).  

The 2001 guidelines were promoted through public education campaigns promoting 

the messages of: “four for men and women two” as reported in Thompson, Palmer, and Raven 

(2006). 

An update of these guidelines was released in 2009 based on new evidence provided 

from a systematic search and analysis of epidemiological studies published from 2001-2007. 

These guidelines, for the first time, were based on a specification of lifetime risk of alcohol-

related harm, including chronic disease. The threshold was set at the risk being below 1 in 100 

if no more than two standard drinks are consumed on average each day (National Health and 

Medical Research Council, 2009b). These (current) guidelines state that ‘for healthy men and 

women, drinking no more than two standard drinks on any day reduces the lifetime risk of 

harm from alcohol-related disease or injury’ and ‘for healthy men and women, drinking no 

more than four standard drinks on a single occasion reduces the risk of alcohol-related 

injury arising from that occasion’. The guidelines for adolescents state that “Parents and 

carers should be advised that children under 15 years of age are at the greatest risk of harm 

from drinking and that for this age group, not drinking alcohol is especially important’ and 

‘For young people aged 15−17 years, the safest option is to delay the initiation of drinking for 

as long as possible” (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2009a, pages 2-4). 
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It should be noted that these guidelines were based on total risk associated with 

alcohol consumption, and the risk curve differs for each disease, including cancer. Recent 

studies have found no safe level of consumption for alcohol and cancer (Nelson et al., 2013) 

and for this reason Cancer Council Australia recommends that “...to reduce their risk of 

cancer, people limit their consumption of alcohol. For individuals who choose to drink 

alcohol, consumption should occur within in the Australian NHMRC guidelines” (Cancer 

Council Australia, 2015, page 8). 

The ambiguity created by changes to guidelines over time, and the complexity within 

them, is likely to mitigate their effectiveness as a public health educational tool. Knowledge 

of guidelines about alcohol consumption has been described as poor or limited in some 

countries, including New Zealand (Sellman & Ariell, 1996), Sweden (Bendtsen, Karlsson, 

Dalal, & Nilsen, 2011), England (de Visser & Birch, 2012) and also in Australia (Bowring et 

al., 2012; Livingston, 2012). By contrast, in Denmark, where low levels of knowledge were 

reported in the 1990s, a long-running public health campaign was associated with increased 

levels of community knowledge of alcohol consumption guidelines (Gronbaek et al., 2001). 

The impact of guidelines is inevitably directly dependent on the adequacy of their 

dissemination. The 2001 Australian alcohol guidelines were accompanied by a paid national 

media campaign, ‘Alcohol and your Health’. By contrast, the 2009 guidelines relied on 

limited print media to inform the public of the updated recommendations (Wolfaardt, 

Brownbill, Mahmood, & Bowden, 2018). More recently, an online survey of Australians 

found that although 70% were aware of the existence of the “Australian Guidelines to Reduce 

Health Risks from Drinking Alcohol”, only 40% could correctly identify the recommended 

number of drinks to reduce long-term harm and only 7% correctly identified the number of 

drinks to minimise short-term-harm (Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education, 2018). 

The extent to which people are aware of the specific Australian alcohol guidelines that apply 
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to management of cancer risk is currently unknown, however their recent promulgation and 

the fact that they have not been accompanied with any educational campaigns suggests that 

knowledge is likely to be poor. This thesis focussed on awareness of the more widely 

promoted guidelines by the NHMRC (or Australian Government) as outlined previously, 

because the Cancer Council Australia Guidelines were not set at the time of the development 

of this thesis and they refer to the NHMRC guidelines for those who choose to drink.  

 

1.8  Predictors of behaviour, and the role of knowledge and education in theoretical 

frameworks – tackling change at the individual level 

One key area of focus for alcohol interventions designed to reduce consumption is to 

address the extent to which individuals perceive consumption as increasing risk for negative 

outcomes, in either the near- or long-term. In the context of the latter, their knowledge of the 

health effects of alcohol consumption, particularly the impact on cancer risk, may provide a 

useful framework for messaging. Indeed, it has been argued that increased awareness of the 

link between smoking and cancer has been a key factor in the reduction of smoking rates (US 

Department of Health and Human Services, 1982), and a review by Vernon (1999) found that 

perceived risk of cancer was associated with mammography screening among women. The 

advantage of a message that focuses on the link between alcohol and cancer is twofold. First, 

cancer has been associated with a strong fear response (Borland, Donaghue, & Hill, 1994), 

thereby heightening its motivating impact. Second, the dose-response relationship between 

alcohol consumption and cancer risk allows for a movement away from monitoring and 

towards limiting intake.  

In social psychology, social cognitive and stages of change models emphasize that 

public perceptions of risk factors are important in stimulating behaviour change and 

improving uptake of health-promoting behaviours. A recent meta-analysis has confimed a 
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significant, but modest, relationship between risk perceptions and health behaviour (Sheeran, 

Harris, & Epton, 2014). The Transtheoretical Model of Prochaska and DiClemente (1982) 

postulates that increasing consciousness of risk is a key precursor to health behaviour change. 

Within this model, awareness of behavioural risk factors helps move people from “pre-

contemplation” (i.e. not currently aware of the need to consider behaviour change) to 

“contemplation” (i.e. considering changing behaviour) and penultimately, to 

“preparation/determination” (i.e. intention to take action) and finally to “action” (Prochaska, 

1994; Prochaska & DiClemente, 1982). Importantly, achieving awareness is a critical 

component of rational human decision-making; having adequate information is important to 

the process of weighing up the risks and benefits of behaviour, as well as a fundamental 

consumer right. Estimates indicate that the alcohol industry spends approximately AUD $220 

million on alcohol advertising per year in Australia (White et al., 2015), serving to reinforce 

alcohol-related norms and creating an imbalance of information favouring the benefits of 

drinking. “As a result of the industry’s considerable investment in alcohol marketing, drinking 

decisions are made in the context of a vast information asymmetry that emphasises the 

benefits of alcohol consumption and minimises information about potential harms.” 

(Dunstone et al., 2017, page 312). It is the legitimate role of public health and health 

promotion to try to help redress this imbalance.  

 

1.9  Community perceptions of the link between alcohol and cancer – how much do 

people know? 

International evidence suggests that there is poor knowledge of the link between 

alcohol and cancer at the population level, thereby highlighting a potential avenue for 

intervention. For example, a population survey conducted in the UK with people aged 16 

years and over indicated that only 14% of respondents named, unprompted, ‘drinking 
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excessive alcohol’ as a risk factor for cancer (Sanderson, Waller, Jarvis, Humphries, & 

Wardle, 2009). Similarly, when the question “what can people do to reduce their cancer risk?” 

was asked, only 11% of Americans aged over 18 nominated reducing alcohol consumption 

(Hawkins, Berkowitz, & Peipins, 2010). Similarly, a British survey of 15 year olds, showed 

that 28% thought that cancer risk could be addressed by consuming alcohol in moderation 

(Redeker, Wardle, Wilder, Hiom, & Miles, 2009). More recently, an international review of 

32 studies examining awareness of alcohol as a risk factor for cancer has highlighted that 

globally, awareness tends to be low and varies across countries. This paper concluded that 

there have been limited attempts to increase awareness and this constitutes a significant public 

health challenge (Scheideler & Klein, 2018).  

There have been few studies conducted in Australia, although two older studies 

conducted prior to this thesis, highlighted poor knowledge. In a population survey of 1095 

adults, Baghurst, Baghurst, and Record (1992) reported that 35% of South Australians saw 

alcohol, when prompted, as very important in relation to increased cancer risk. Unprompted 

results were less encouraging: Hall, Flaherty, and Homel (1992) interviewed 500 adults in 

New South Wales and found that no respondents identified the link between alcohol and 

cancer when asked to list the health problems associated with alcohol use.  

Improving community understanding of the modifiable risk factors associated with 

cancer has been identified as a key cancer prevention strategy (World Health Organization, 

2010). Achieving this goal may also be facilitated by the fact that cancer is a feared disease in 

many cultures (Blendon & Georges, 2011; Borland et al., 1994). The corollary of these 

observations is that education that highlights the link between alcohol and cancer may, for 

some sub-groups, provide some impetus for moderation of intake. 
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1.10 Education campaigns have traditionally focussed on short-term harms  

Although education campaigns may motivate changes in thinking about long-term 

drinking behaviour from the pre-contemplation stage to the contemplation stage, most 

campaign activity to date across the world has focussed on the short-term harms of alcohol. 

This is despite the evidence that much of the harm is due to NCDs and long-term 

consumption (Gao et al., 2014). A content analysis of 110 different alcohol harm-reduction 

ads world-wide found that 52% of ads focussed on short-term harms, with only 10% 

addressing long-term harms, 18% addressing underage drinking, 17% communicating “how 

to change” messages and 3% advocating for policy change. The authors argued that, given 

that most of the harms due to drinking are long-term, future campaigns would fill an 

important gap if they were to focus on these harms (Dunstone et al., 2017). In support of this, 

a recent mass media campaign aired in Western Australia to highlight the link between 

alcohol and cancer indicated that such a campaign could raise awareness among women of the 

link between alcohol and breast cancer, and knowledge of drinking guidelines. Unfortunately 

it did not reduce drinking behaviour, which the authors argued may be attributed to competing 

product marketing and pro-drinking social norms (Dixon et al., 2015). 

A more recent experimental study measured the impact of varying styles of 

advertisements on motivations to reduce drinking and found that an advertisement about the 

link between alcohol and cancer was the most motivating, and advertisements that 

demonstrated ‘why change’ rather than ‘how to change’ were more motivating (Wakefield et 

al., 2017). Furthermore, an experimental study by Wakefield et al. (2018) demonstrated that 

adding low-risk drinking guidelines to advertisements can increase intentions to reduce 

consumption among both low and high-risk drinkers (i.e. including those who need it the 

most). 
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1.11 Education as a national and international public health strategy 

Although the vast majority of alcohol-related education campaigns across the world 

have focussed on short-term harms, there is now increased global recognition of the 

significant contribution of alcohol to NCDs. In support of this, the World Health Organization 

released a ‘Global strategy to reduce the harmful use of alcohol’ in 2010 (World Health 

Organization, 2010). One objective within this strategy highlights awareness raising as a key 

strategy, pointing to the need for “…raised global awareness of the magnitude and nature of 

the health, social and economic problems caused by harmful use of alcohol, and increased 

commitment by governments to act to address the harmful use of alcohol” (World Health 

Organization, 2010, page 8). Within this strategy, a recommended policy option and 

intervention is: “…ensuring broad access to information and effective education and public 

awareness programmes among all levels of society about the full range of alcohol-related 

harm experienced in the country and the need for, and existence of, effective preventive 

measures” (World Health Organization, 2010, page 11). 

 Furthermore, the World Health Organization has also, in recent years, recognised the 

lack of progress globally in the fight against non-communicable diseases (NCDs), the leading 

cause of death worldwide. They have now stated within their NCD strategy that 

“Governments should increase the empowerment of individuals to take action by actively 

promoting health literacy, including in formal education curricula, and targeted information 

and communication campaigns. This could include convening marketing experts and 

behavioural economists to develop public health campaigns designed to educate different 

populations on how best to prevent and mitigate the risk factors and harms of NCDs.” (World 

Health Organization, 2018d, page 40). Therefore, increased education has been nominated as 

an important global public health priority. 



32 

 

 In addition to increased education being a global priority, it is also a named priority 

within Australia – although there has been little progress in alcohol policy over the past 40 

years, other than measures to counter drink-driving (Foundation for Alcohol Research and 

Education, 2017). For the first time in 10 years, the Australian Government is currently 

developing a National Alcohol Strategy. In addition to highlighting the importance of 

availability, pricing and minimising promotion, which are all important aspects of a 

multifaceted approach, the draft strategy (under consultation at the time of writing) has an 

objective to improve knowledge through public health campaigns promoting awareness of 

risks and harms (Commonwealth of Australia, 2018). 

 

1.12 The development of alcohol consumption behaviour: the role of a “critical 

period”  

In addition to educating adults about the long-term health consequences of alcohol 

consumption, education campaigns could highlight the influence of adults’ consumption on 

others, particularly children. This strategy has been employed in other public health fields, 

including tobacco control, where a focus on passive smoking and smoking during pregnancy 

has been used to highlight social responsibility. A strategy focussing on parents may have two 

benefits. First, it may motivate personal responsibility and reductions, especially given that 

50% of Australians aged 18-59 years are parents of dependent children (see Paper four in this 

thesis). Second, it may motivate people to consider the indirect impact of their intake on their 

children’s current and future drinking behaviour by highlighting their importance as a role 

model (outlined in sections 1.12 and 1.13). 

Research suggests that expectancies about alcohol consumption (and drug use) are 

formed in early childhood (Biederman, Faraone, Monuteaux, & Feighner, 2000; Miller, 

Smith, & Goldman, 1990; Voogt et al., 2017). Drinking patterns are predominantly developed 
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in adolescence, and consumption, particularly early age of initiation, is a predictor of poorer 

health in later life (Yap et al., 2017). Early initiation also leads to risky alcohol use, which is 

the leading cause of death and disability in 15-24 year olds globally (Mokdad et al., 2016). 

Moreover, young people who commence drinking before the age of 15 are four times more 

likely to meet criteria for alcohol dependence in their lifetime (Grant & Dawson, 1997). 

Adolescence is a key time for brain development; key pathways for learning, judgement and 

impulse control are all still in development at this time (Petit, Kornreich, Verbanck, 

Cimochowska, & Campanella, 2013). The developing brain, especially the hippocampus, is 

particularly susceptible to the impact of alcohol and this impact can compromise mental 

health and neuro-cognitive functioning in adulthood (Hermens et al., 2013; Office of the 

Surgeon General, 2007). For these reasons, prevention efforts are opportune during this 

period and, consistent with this, the Australian NHMRC guidelines recommend that 

abstinence is the safest option for people under the age of 18 years (National Health and 

Medical Research Council, 2009a).  

 

1.13 What role do parents have to play in delaying or reducing adolescent 

consumption? 

In addition to targeting parents to reduce their consumption for their own health, 

parents also have an important role to play in the development of their child’s relationship 

with alcohol, and therefore an influence on future drinking rates across Australia. Yap et al. 

(2017) argue in their recent systematic review that the Australian alcohol guidelines (and 

similar guidelines in the UK) are directed toward parents as gatekeepers for the 

implementation of recommendations for the health of their children. Consistent with this, a 

systematic review of reviews on the effectiveness of prevention interventions by Stockings et 

al. (2016) indicated that after interventions based on taxation (i.e. environmental influence), 
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psychologically based interventions targeting parents of young people (e.g. providing 

information about rule setting, monitoring and supervision and parent-child communication) 

were the only interventions that had meaningful benefit (albeit a small effect size). 

The ‘Parenting Guidelines for Adolescent Alcohol Use’ were released to the 

Australian community in 2011 to complement the alcohol guidelines set by the NHMRC for 

alcohol consumption, recognising the important role parents play in alcohol uptake and 

establishing patterns of use. These Parenting Guidelines were developed based on a 

systematic review (Ryan, Jorm, & Lubman., 2010) and the opinions of a panel of experts 

(Ryan et al., 2011). The guidelines encourage parents to: be a good role model; talk about 

alcohol; establish family rules; monitor their child; prepare for peer influence by encouraging 

positive friendships; and prepare their child for situations where others misuse alcohol. 

Specifically, they encourage parents to limit their alcohol use, particularly around children, 

and recommend that parents should not get drunk, especially in front of their children. (Ryan 

et al., 2011).  

 

1.14 The role of implicit and explicit parental behaviours 

Evidence has consistently found that parental role modelling is an important implicit 

protective factor for alcohol initiation (Getz & Bray, 2005; Hawkins et al., 1997; Peterson, 

Hawkins, Abbott, & Catalano, 1994; Ryan et al., 2010) and levels of later alcohol use in 

adolescents, albeit with a small effect size (Yap et al., 2017). The effect of role modelling on 

adolescent consumption, as argued by Raitasalo, Holmila, and Mäkelä (2011), is consistent 

with Bandura’s Social Learning Theory, where individuals learn behaviour through observing 

and interacting with those they are closest to (Bandura, 1977). The evidence is not yet clear as 

to whether there is a safe level of consumption to model. One Australian study concluded that 

‘parental drinking (especially if it is frequent and heavy) does increase the likelihood of early 
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adolescent drinking’ (Homel & Warren, 2017, page 82), implying that there is some potential 

for a “safe” level of consumption among parents.  

In addition to the indirect effects of role modelling on adolescents’ consumption, 

children can be directly affected by a parent’s or caregiver’s drinking in their presence. 

Excessive alcohol use can lead to poor supervision of children, potentially resulting in injury 

(Crandall, Chiu, & Sheehan, 2006) and sometimes, ongoing neglect or maltreatment (Laslett, 

Room, Dietze, & Ferris, 2012). Although there is some population research to suggest that 

parents are less likely to consume alcohol at risky levels than non-parents, more than 700,000 

Australian children live in households where consumption is substantial (Maloney, 

Hutchinson, Burns, & Mattick, 2010). These studies did not investigate parental consumption 

by age of the children in the home, which has implications for direct and indirect influence on 

children. Furthermore, evidence is sparse, with only a few studies worldwide assessing actual 

consumption in front of children (Hutchison, 1999; Raitasalo et al., 2011) or social attitudes 

and norms about alcohol consumption in front of children (Fjær, Pedersen, von Soest, & 

Gray, 2016; Scheffels, Moan, & Storvoll, 2016). 

Evidence shows that descriptive norms (i.e. what people think other people do) 

influence adolescent and young adult consumption (Haug, Ulbricht, Hanke, Meyer, & John, 

2011; Kypri & Langley, 2003; Neighbors, Lee, Lewis, Fossos, & Larimer, 2007). Injunctive 

norms (i.e. what people think others think they should do, as described by Cialdini, Kallgren, 

and Reno (1991)) may also influence parental drinking behaviour. Further work is required to 

document the nature of the associations between these norms and consumption among parents 

in Australia. 

One study by Raitasalo et al. (2011) in Finland identified a widely shared injunctive 

norm that might usefully impact behaviour. In this study, 72% of the sample believed 

drinking in the presence of small children was unacceptable. Furthermore, acceptability of 
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parents being drunk in the presence of small children was low, with 95% saying it was 

unacceptable. The study also found that women were generally stricter in their views than 

men, but that there were no differences in opinion by age of youngest child in the home. 

Another study in Norway by Scheffels et al. (2016) found that drinking a glass of wine in 

front of a 10 year old child was acceptable, but getting intoxicated (either slightly or clearly) 

was viewed as problematic. This study also investigated perceptions of drinking and 

drunkenness by gender of the parent and found no difference. 

In addition to the implicit role-modelling of parents, parental rules and disapproval of 

consumption (or explicit behaviour by parents) may also influence adolescent drinking 

behaviour, but evidence on this effect is mixed. A review of longitudinal studies by Ryan et 

al. (2010) found that three studies demonstrated an association between parental disapproval 

and delay of initiation. Two of these were conducted in the US (Andrews, Hops, Ary, 

Tildesley, & Harris, 1993; Sieving, Maruyama, Williams, & Perry, 2000) and one in Holland 

(Spijkerman, Van den Eijnden, Overbeek, and Engels (2007). However, two other studies 

from the US found no association (Peterson et al., 1994; Reifman, Barnes, Dintcheff, Farrell, 

& Uhteg, 1998), and another from the US had inconsistent findings (Power, Stewart, Hughes, 

& Arbona, 2005). These mixed findings are worthy of further investigation in Australia. 

A broader perspective, the Social Development Model by Catalano (1996), 

emphasises that attitudes and anti-social behaviours such as alcohol consumption among 

teenagers are acquired through interaction with different groups of “others”. In line with this 

model, alcohol consumption among young people has been associated with parental concerns 

about drinking (Kloep, Hendry, Ingebrigtsen, Glendinning, & Espnes, 2001), peer use, and 

perceptions of peer attitudes to alcohol use (Cleveland & Wiebe, 2003). This model proposes 

that the influence of peers will become increasingly important in later adolescence, a time at 

which parental involvement and the influence of family declines (Catalano, 1996).  
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1.15 Research justification 

More research is required to address gaps in our knowledge about individual and 

system variables that impact consumption. Understanding of this is critical in order to develop 

effective public health messaging. It is possible that messages that focus on long-term harms, 

particularly cancer risk, or the impact of consumption on highly valued others (i.e. children), 

might impact on preparedness to think about decreasing consumption. This awareness of the 

long-term risks is seen as a precursor to population behaviour change. 

 

1.16 Research aims 

In line with Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System, the primary aims of this thesis are to 

investigate factors that may influence consumption at the individual level including: 1) the 

extent to which Australian consumption patterns comply with the Australian guideline to 

reduce lifetime risk of disease; 2) how compliance relates to awareness of the guideline; and 

3) perceptions of the importance of alcohol as a risk factor for cancer and how this relates to 

compliance (Paper one). Furthermore, there is a dearth of evidence on awareness of the link 

between alcohol consumption and cancer among young people and school students. Study 

two aims to: 1) confirm documented prevalence of alcohol consumption among school 

students; 2) examine perceptions of the importance of alcohol as a risk factor for cancer; and 

3) examine the influence of perceived parental disapproval and peer approval on consumption 

(Paper two). 

In line with Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System, one strategy for reducing long-term 

parental consumption may be to tackle the community/microsystem by highlighting the flow-

on effects to children of parents’ modelling of attitudes to, and rules about, their own 

consumption. Implicit behaviours taught through role modelling, and explicit behaviours 
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endorsed by rule setting and disapproval of alcohol consumption, may have an important role 

to play in the subsequent behaviour of children. Research evidence is currently mixed on the 

role of parental disapproval. Answering this open question is a major aim of the investigation 

of the role of parents and peers, which will be described in Paper two. Furthermore, alcohol 

consumption among Australian parents has received limited research attention. Consequently, 

Paper three will assess this gap by assessing: 1) alcohol consumption patterns among parents; 

2) places where alcohol is consumed by parents; and 3) how these vary by age of the youngest 

child in the household. Levels of drinking in front of the child, by gender of the parent in 

Australia and descriptive and injunctive norms about drinking in front of children (from 

moderate drinking to drunkenness) are investigated in Paper four.  
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CHAPTER 2: PAPER ONE 

 

2.1 Preamble 

 

The first paper focusses on awareness of the long-term harms of alcohol consumption 

and the link between awareness and behaviour in order to provide initial evidence as to the 

likely impact on consumption of campaigns that highlight long-term harms. Analyses of pre-

existing data and additional questions were included to address the following questions: 

i) What is the prevalence of adults drinking in excess of the health guidelines for 

increased lifetime risk?  

ii) What is the prevalence of awareness of these guidelines?  

iii) Which demographic factors correlate with drinking in excess of these guidelines?  

iv) What is the prevalence of awareness about the link between alcohol consumption 

and risk for cancer? and,  

v) Is this awareness associated with a lower likelihood of exceeding the guideline for 

increased lifetime risk? 

It was hypothesised that awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer would be 

low based on Australian studies conducted 20 years prior, and studies in the US and the UK in 

2009 and 2010. Based on the findings from similar studies in New Zealand, UK, Sweden, and 

previously in Australia, it was also hypothesised that many people would not understand the 

current health guidelines for increased lifetime risk. A population survey was chosen to allow 

results to be generalisable to the community and some data dating back to 2004 were also 

used to examine cohort differences. 
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2.3 Paper one  

 

ABSTRACT 

Objective: To examine self-reported alcohol consumption (and drinking in excess of 

the 2009 NHMRC Guideline of 2 standard drinks per day), and relationships between 

consumption, awareness of the Guideline threshold and perceptions of alcohol as a risk factor 

for cancer. 

Methods: Questions were included in annual, cross-sectional surveys of 

approximately 2,700 South Australians aged 18 years and over from 2004 to 2012. 2011 and 

2012 consumption data were merged for the majority of analyses.  

Results: In 2011 and 2012, 21.6% of adults drank in excess of the Guideline threshold 

(33.0% males; 10.7% females). While 53.5% correctly identified the NHMRC consumption 

threshold for women, only 20.3% did so for men (39.0% nominated a higher amount). A large 

minority said they did not know the consumption threshold for women (39.2%) or men 

(40.4%). In 2012, only 36.6% saw alcohol as an important risk factor for cancer. Important 

predictors of excess consumption for men were: higher household income; and, not 

perceiving alcohol as an important risk factor for cancer. Predictors for women were similar 

but the role of household income was even more prominent. 

Conclusions: Men were nearly three times as likely to drink in excess of the 

Guideline as women. The majority of the population did not see an important link between 

alcohol and cancer. Awareness of the latest NHMRC Guideline consumption threshold is still 

low, particularly for men. 

Implications: A strategy to raise awareness of the NHMRC guidelines and the link 

between alcohol and cancer is warranted. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Alcohol consumption is a common and widespread feature of Australian culture. In 

2010, 75.5% of Australians aged 12 years and over reported that they had consumed alcohol 

over the previous year, with 28.1% reporting that they drank in excess of the National Health 

and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) guideline for increased risk of alcohol-related harm 

in their lifetime (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2011). Alcohol causes substantial 

negative social, health and economic consequences for the Australian population. The total 

costs caused by alcohol in Australia has been estimated to be $15.3 billion per annum (Collins 

& Lapsley, 2008). In addition, consumption has been causally linked to over 60 medical 

conditions in Australia with estimates suggesting that it causes 3,430 deaths per year and 

generates 85,435 disability adjusted life years lost (Begg et al., 2007)4.  

 

Alcohol use and cancer 

A large body of literature now demonstrates that there is a relationship between the 

consumption of alcoholic beverages and cancer. In 1988, alcoholic beverages were classified 

as a Group 1 carcinogen (World Health Organization and International Agency for Research 

on Cancer, 1988) because of the presence of ethanol in alcohol beverages (World Health 

Organization International Agency for Research on Cancer, 2010). There is now convincing5 

evidence that higher levels of alcohol consumption are associated with an increased risk of 

cancer of the mouth, pharynx, larynx, oesophagus, bowel (in men) and breast cancer in 

women. There is also probable evidence that alcohol may increase the risk of bowel cancer (in 

women) and liver cancer (World Cancer Research Fund and American Institute for Cancer 

Research, 2007). 

                                                 
4 While this was the most up-to-date reference at the time of publication, new data available at the time of 

drafting this thesis indicated that alcohol causes an estimated 5,500 deaths (Gao et al., 2014). 
5 Convincing and probable are the two highest levels of evidence set by the World Cancer Research Fund, these 

levels identify a causal relationship between alcohol and cancer.  
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A number of studies suggest that there is a dose-response relationship between alcohol 

and cancer risk for men and women (Corrao et al., 2004; Hamajima et al., 2002; Nelson et al., 

2013; Pelucchi C., 2011) and that there is convincing evidence that 5,070 cases of cancer per 

annum in Australia may be attributable to long-term consumption of alcohol.  This number 

increases to 5,663 when one also includes cancers for which there is a probable link between 

alcohol consumption and risk (Winstanley et al., 2011).  

 

Alcohol guidelines 

Alcohol guidelines are used widely internationally as a mechanism to provide 

evidence-based information recommending upper limits for safe alcohol consumption 

(Stockwell & Room, 2012). Australia utilizes a standard drink system and within this system, 

one standard drink contains 10 grams of alcohol. Australia was an early adopter of the use of 

alcohol consumption guidelines, with the first guidelines introduced by the National Health 

and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) in 1987. These were revised in 1992, 2001 and 

2009 (Room & Rehm, 2012).  

In 2001, the NHMRC guidelines recommended that men should drink no more than 4 

standard drinks per day on average, and women, no more than 2. In addition, one or two 

alcohol-free days per week were recommended (National Health and Medical Research 

Council, 2001). 

In 2009, as more evidence on the effects of alcohol became available, the guidelines 

were revised. The updated guidelines stated that ‘for healthy men and women, drinking no 

more than two standard drinks on any day reduces the lifetime risk of harm from alcohol-

related disease or injury’ (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2009a). To date, 

there has not been an Australian Government campaign promoting these guidelines widely 

(Room & Rehm, 2012). 
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It is important to note that these guidelines are based on total risk associated with 

alcohol consumption and the risk differs for each disease, including cancer. A recent study 

found no safe threshold for alcohol and cancer risk (Nelson et al., 2013); therefore Cancer 

Council Australia (CCA) recommends that “to reduce their risk of cancer, people limit their 

consumption of alcohol, or better still avoid alcohol altogether6. For individuals who choose 

to drink alcohol, CCA supports drinking only within the National Health and Medical 

Research Council (NHMRC) guidelines to reduce health risks from drinking alcohol” 

(Winstanley et al., 2011, page 481). 

Generally, studies conducted internationally in developed countries (e.g. New Zealand 

(Sellman & Ariell, 1996), Sweden (Bendtsen et al., 2011), and England (de Visser & Birch, 

2012)) and recently in Australia (Bowring et al., 2012; Livingston, 2012), have shown limited 

community awareness of drinking guidelines themselves or of their thresholds. However, in 

Denmark a concerted and long-running campaign increased community knowledge of alcohol 

consumption guidelines (where 9 years post-implementation, more than 50% of respondents 

were aware of the guidelines for their gender in 1999) (Gronbaek et al., 2001).  

 

Community perceptions of the link between alcohol and cancer 

Improving community understanding of the modifiable risk factors associated with 

cancer has been identified as a key cancer prevention strategy globally (World Health 

Organization, 2004). Achieving this goal may be facilitated by the fact that cancer is one of 

the most feared diseases in Australia (Borland et al., 1994) and internationally (Blendon & 

Georges, 2011). Therefore, education programs highlighting the link between alcohol and 

cancer may, for some sub-groups, provide some impetus for moderation of intake. 

                                                 
6 At the time of publication, this was the current position statement on alcohol by Cancer Council Australia. The 

current position statement (referred to in Chapter 1) no longer includes ‘or better still avoid alcohol altogether’. 
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International evidence shows that the majority of people are not aware of the link between 

alcohol and cancer (Hawkins et al., 2010; Redeker et al., 2009; Sanderson et al., 2009). More 

research on this topic is needed in Australia. 

 

Alcohol consumption by demographic factors 

It is well documented that a number of modifiable risk factors for cancer are 

associated with lower socio-economic status and income, including smoking, energy-dense 

food intake and physical inactivity. However the relationship between socio-economic status 

and alcohol consumption is less clear. A Canadian study found that there was a positive 

relationship between socio-economic status and increased alcohol consumption (Pomerleau, 

Pederson, Ostbye, Speechley, & Speechley, 1997) but a recent Australian study showed that 

while there was no difference in consumption by socio-economic status among men, among 

women, those with the second-lowest income quintile were less likely to be at risk of long-

term harm than those with higher incomes (Giskes, Turrell, Bentley, & Kavanagh, 2011).  

A general focus of the literature on variations in alcohol consumption in the 

population has been on the prevalence and correlates of abstinence and of excessive 

consumption, particularly binge drinking or acute drinking behaviour. Fewer studies have 

examined the factors that influence patterns of regular drinking associated with an increased 

risk of chronic disease (Giskes et al., 2011). Accordingly, to address this gap in the literature, 

the aim of this paper was to examine the extent to which Australian consumption patterns: (a) 

comply with the most recent NHMRC guidelines, (b) how compliance relates to awareness of 

the guidelines; and, (c), perceptions of the importance of alcohol as a risk factor for cancer 

and how this relates to compliance. 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Questions to assess perceptions of the link between alcohol and cancer (outlined 

below) were included in the South Australian Health Omnibus Survey every second year from 

2004 to 2012 (Government of South Australia Population Research and Outcomes Unit, 

2004). The majority of analyses were undertaken using combined data from 2011 and 2012 

because the proportion of females drinking in excess of the guidelines was too small to allow 

meaningful analysis. Data sets were appropriate to combine because although the dependent 

variable differed significantly between 2011 (19.8%) and 2012 (23.4%) (df= 1, N = 5769) 

=6.29, p < .05) the effect size was small, with the phi-coefficient (φ) of 0.046. The Health 

Omnibus user-pays, face-to-face survey employs a multi-staged, systematic clustered area 

sampling of households in the Adelaide metropolitan area and regional centres. Ethics 

approval was obtained from Cancer Council South Australia Human Research Ethics 

Committee and the SA Department of Health Research Ethics Committee.  

Each survey draws independent samples of 4,400 households with an observed 

participation rate in the order of 70%, yielding approximately 3,000 completed interviews per 

annum. Data are weighted to the South Australian population by age, sex and geographic 

area. Interviews were conducted with individuals aged 15 years and over. The current 

analyses report data for adults aged 18 years and over. Sample sizes ranged from 2693 (2008) 

to 2912 (2012), with a participation rate between 61% (2010) and 74% (2004).  

 

 

Measures 

Average daily alcohol consumption was measured by a series of 10 questions using a 

quantitative graduated frequency method taken from the National Drug Strategy Household 

Survey 2010. Questions E7, E15 and E17 of the survey provide further information 
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(Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2010b). These data were then coded according to 

whether the respondent was below the threshold for lifetime risk status of alcohol 

consumption according to the 2009 NHMRC guidelines (Guideline 1) (Welfare, 2010), above 

that but less than double the level, or above double the level (i.e. 4.01 drinks per day or more).  

Using the approach adapted from a previous study (Baghurst et al., 1992), participants 

were asked to rate the importance of 3 factors (smoking cigarettes, pollution and alcohol) in 

increasing a person’s risk of getting cancer on a five point scale (1= not at all important, 

2=slightly important, 3=moderately important, 4=very important and 5=extremely important), 

with available responses presented to them on a prompt card. Participants were also asked 

‘How many standard alcoholic drinks do health agencies recommend as the limit per day for 

women?’. The same question was then asked to determine the perceived limit for men. The 

free response data were then coded into response categories reflecting the previous NHMRC 

guidelines for lifetime risk (2001) and the current NHMRC guideline to reduce lifetime risk 

(2009). These questions were asked in the context of a general health survey, which included 

demographic questions, and the questions were piloted with approximately 50 participants. 

Postcode data were merged with the Socio-economic Index for Areas 2001 - Index of 

Disadvantage to allow analysis by ecological measures of level of disadvantage (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2008). 

 

Statistical analyses 

Statistical analyses were undertaken using StataSE 11, the estimating tools of which 

account for the clustered, stratified survey design. Data collected in 2011 and 2012 were used 

to assess current daily consumption and awareness of the current NHMRC guidelines. Data 

from 2004-2012 were used to assess perceptions of the link between various risk factors and 

cancer.  
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To determine predictors of drinking in excess of the NHMRC guidelines using the 

combined 2011 and 2012 data, the analyses were undertaken in two phases. The first phase 

involved univariate, chi square analysis for each gender separately of the demographic and 

other factors associated with consumption in excess of the NHMRC guidelines. The first stage 

of the analysis involved identifying which variables were associated with drinking above or 

below the recommended guidelines at a univariate level. Those variables which were 

identified as being significant (at p<0.05 level) were then entered into logistic regression 

models. Modelling was conducted via backwards elimination. 

 

RESULTS 

Alcohol consumption – how many people drink in excess of NHMRC guidelines? 

In 2011 and 2012, 9.0% of South Australians aged 18 years and over drank alcohol on 

a daily basis, 42.1% on a weekly basis and 31.1% less than weekly. A further 9.1% were 

classified as ex-drinkers (i.e. they had not consumed in the past 12 months) and 8.7% had 

never consumed a full glass.  

Table 1 shows that in 2011 and 2012, 21.6% of the community drank more than two 

drinks on average per day, i.e. in excess of the NHMRC guidelines (33.0% of males and 

10.7% of females). Males were significantly more likely to drink in excess of the guidelines 

(χ2 (df= 1, N = 5770) =355.68, p < .001).   
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Table 1. Average daily alcohol consumption by gender for adults aged 18 years and over, 

2011 & 2012  

 Males 

n (%) 

Females 

n (%) 

Total 

n (%) 

Abstinent 344 (12.2) 683 (23.2) 1027 (17.8) 

Less than 2 drinks per day but not 0 1551 (54.8) 1943 (66.1) 3494 (60.6) 

2.01 – 4.00 drinks per day 552 (19.5) 251 (8.5) 803 (13.9) 

4.01 drinks per day and over 380 (13.5) 65 (2.2) 445 (7.7) 

weighted counts, n=5769 

 

Community awareness of the 2009 NHMRC guidelines 

Table 2 shows that in 2011 and 2012, 53.5% of South Australians aged 18 years and 

over correctly identified the NHMRC guidelines threshold consumption levels for women, but 

that over a third did not know the answer (39.2%). Females were significantly more likely to 

correctly identify their guidelines threshold consumption levels than males (χ2 (df =4 , N = 

5770)=8.1, p < .001). The table also shows that 20.3% of the population could correctly 

identify the NHMRC guidelines threshold consumption levels for men, a further 39.0% 

incorrectly thought that men could drink over 2 drinks per day (consistent with the 2001 

guidelines), and the remaining 40.4% did not know the answer. Females were significantly 

more likely to think that men could drink between 2 and 4 drinks per day than men (χ2 (df =4 

, N = 5770)=3.8, p < .05). 
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Table 2. Awareness of the number of standard drinks health agencies recommend per day 

(aged 18 years and over, 2011 & 2012) 

Drinks per day  Males  

n (%) 

Females  

n (%) 

Total  

n (%) 

Guidelines for women   

 0 drinks a day 16 (0.6) 6 (0.2) 22 (0.4) 

 2 or less drinks (but not 0) 1407 (49.8) 1677 (57.0) 3084 (53.5) 

 2.01-4.00 drinks 206 (7.3) 158 (5.4) 364 (6.3) 

 Over 4 drinks 17 (0.6) 20 (0.7) 38 (0.7) 

 Don’t know 1181 (41.8) 1081 (36.8) 2262 (39.2) 

Guidelines for men     

 0 drinks a day 12 (0.4) 6 (0.2) 17 (0.3) 

 2 or less drinks (but not 0) 609 (21.6) 564 (19.2) 1173 (20.3) 

 2.01-4.00 drinks 918 (32.5) 1056 (35.9) 1973 (34.2) 

 Over 4 drinks 156 (5.5) 119 (4.1) 275 (4.8) 

 Don’t know 1132 (40.1) 1198 (40.7) 2331 (40.4) 

Weighted count n= 5770 

 

 

Perceptions of the link between alcohol and cancer  

Figure 1 shows the proportion of respondents who perceived smoking, pollution and 

alcohol as ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ important risk factors for cancer across 5 data points (2004, 

2006, 2008, 2010 and 2012). As shown, the majority of participants (over 90%) perceived 

smoking as either ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ important and a high proportion of participants 

(approximately 72%) perceived the pollution to be ‘very’ or ‘extremely important’. Although 

the proportion of participants perceiving alcohol as a ‘very’ or ‘extremely important’ 

increased significantly from 22.4% in 2004 to 36.6% in 2012  

(χ2 (df = 1 , N = 5737 )= 144.15, p < .001)7, the figure has remained stable since 2008. 

Females more frequently perceived alcohol as a ‘very’ or ‘extremely important’ risk factor for 

cancer than males in 2012 (41.9% vs 31.1%) (χ2 (df =1 , N = 2901) = 28.1, p < .001). 

 

                                                 
7 There were insufficient data in 2004 to control for clustering in this statistic, however the difference in 

proportions was large enough (14.5% difference) at the population level so as not to be of concern 



52 

 

 

Figure 1. Perceptions of the link between various factors and cancer 2004-2012 (aged 18 

years and over). 

 

Predictors of drinking in excess of the 2009 NHMRC guidelines 

Household income and failure to perceive alcohol consumption as a risk factor for 

cancer predicted non-compliance with guidelines. Table 3 shows that for males aged 18 years 

and over failure to comply was related to being separated, divorced or never married and 

having a self-reported household income of $160,000 or more per annum. Men with bachelor 

degrees were less likely to drink in excess of the guidelines, as were men that were students or 

aged 68 years and over. Those that did not perceive alcohol as ‘very’ or ‘extremely important’ 

in increasing a person’s risk of cancer were more likely to drink in excess of the guideline. By 

contrast, knowledge of the guidelines alone (i.e. without context like decreasing cancer risk) 

did not appear to make a difference, nor did socio-economic status and thus is not shown. The 

model was significant (p<0.001) and was a good fit (n=2470, F(9,759)=0.86, p=0.56) as 

judged according to the guidance of Archer, Lemeshow and Hosmer (which tests for lack of 

fit) (Archer, Lemeshow, & Hosmer, 2007). 
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Table 4 reports the same analysis for women over 18. As with males, females that 

were separated, divorced or never married were more likely to drink in excess of the relevant 

guidelines as were those in a de facto relationship. The relationship between drinking to 

excess and higher income was evident at a lower income level; those with a self-reported 

household income of $80,000 or over drank in excess of guidelines. Similar to men, women 

aged 68 years and over were less likely to drink to excess. Women that did not perceive 

alcohol as ‘very’ or ‘extremely important’ in increasing a person’s risk of cancer were more 

likely to drink in excess of the guideline. Knowledge of the guidelines for increased lifetime 

risk themselves, disadvantage status and work status, did not appear to make a difference, and 

thus are not shown. The model was significant, p<0.001 and was a good fit (n=3422, 

F(9,797)=1.15, p=0.33). 
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Table 3. Logistic regression analysis: significant predictors of drinking in excess of NHMRC 

guidelines for males aged 18 years and over, 2011 & 2012 (Level 1 as ref cat) 

Predictor^ B SE Wald Odds Ratio (95% conf 

int) 

Constant -0.99 0.26 9.20** NA NA 

Marital status      

  Married (ref)  NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  De facto 0.35 0.17 3.58 1.42 1.02-1.98 

  Separated/divorced 0.67 0.16 16.78*** 1.95 1.44-2.64 

  Widowed -0.03 0.22 0.32 0.97 0.63-1.50 

  Never married 0.45 0.16 6.69** 1.57 1.15-2.15 

  Not stated 0.94 1.27 0.04 2.57 0.21-31.00 

Education      

  Left school before 

15(ref) 

NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  Left school after age 15 0.04 0.19 0.24 1.04 0.71-1.51 

  Trade qualification 0.12 0.18 0.36 1.13 0.79-1.61 

  Certificate/diploma -0.13 0.19 0.19 0.88 0.61-1.27 

  Bachelor degree -0.48 0.21 3.58* 0.62 0.41-0.93 

  Not stated -1.20 1.21 0.22 0.30 0.03-3.24 

Income      

  Up to $40,000 (ref) NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  $40,001-$80,000 0.19 0.16 0.95 1.21 0.89-1.65 

  $80,001-$120,000 0.27 0.19 1.83 1.31 0.90-1.91 

  $120,001-$160,000 0.16 0.22 0.52 1.17 0.75-1.82 

  $160,001 and over 0.86 0.23 18.22*** 2.36 1.49-3.73 

  Not stated -0.16 0.16 2.44 0.86 0.63-1.17 

Work status      

  Full time (ref) NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  Part time -0.09 0.19 0.37 0.91 0.63-1.32 

  Unemployed -0.64 0.29 2.11 0.53 0.30-0.92 

  Retired 0.15 0.21 0.93 1.16 0.77-1.76 

  Student -1.08 0.33 12.05** 0.34 0.18-0.65 

  Other -0.93 0.24 14.82*** 0.39 0.25-0.63 

Age groups      

  18-27 years (ref) NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  28-37 years -0.06 0.20 1.34 0.94 0.64-1.38 

  38-47 years -0.18 0.20 4.78 0.84 0.57-1.24 

  48-57 years 0.01 0.22 1.29 1.01 0.66-1.54 

  58-67 years -0.18 0.23 4.32 0.83 0.53-1.30 

  68 years and over -0.79 0.29 14.77*** 0.45 0.25-0.80 

Risk perception (alcohol)      

 Very/extremely 

important  (ref) 

NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

Other 0.45 0.11 21.29*** 1.56 1.26-1.95 
^ Univariate analysis of consumption by disadvantage quintiles were not significant (p>0.05) and 

therefore not entered into the logistic regression model. Backwards elimination method removed 

‘knowledge of recommended drinks per day for men’ from the final model.  

Collinearity was tested between all demographic variables and was found not to be of concern 

*** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05  
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Table 4. Logistic regression analysis: significant predictors of drinking in excess of NHMRC 

guidelines for females aged 18 years and over, 2011 & 2012 (Level 1 as ref cat) 

Predictor^ B SE Wald Odds Ratio (95% conf int) 

Constant -2.99 0.29 105.40*** NA NA 

Marital status      

  Married (ref) NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  De facto 0.75 0.18 17.32*** 2.12 1.49-3.01 

  Separated/divorced 0.48 0.19 6.26* 1.62 1.11-2.37 

  Widowed 0.18 0.26 0.51 1.20 0.73-1.98 

  Never married 0.98 0.19 27.16*** 2.67 1.84-3.87 

Income      

  Up to $40,000 (ref) NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  $40,001-$80,000 0.29 0.21 1.90 1.33 0.88-2.01 

  $80,001-$120,000 0.60 0.22 7.69** 1.83 1.19-2.81 

  $120,001-$160,000 0.82 0.28 8.61** 2.26 1.31-3.91 

  $160,001 and over 0.84 0.28 8.90** 2.33 1.33-4.06 

  Not stated 0.20 0.20 1.05 1.22 0.83-1.81 

Age groups      

  18-27 years (ref) NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  28-37 years -0.08 0.24 0.10 0.93 0.58-1.48 

  38-47 years 0.002 0.23 0.00 1.00 0.64-1.57 

  48-57 years 0.18 0.24 0.56 1.20 0.75-1.91 

  58-67 years 0.26 0.25 1.05 1.30 0.79-2.14 

  68 years and over -0.70 0.33 4.48* 0.50 0.26-0.95 

Risk perception (alcohol)      

 Very/extremely important      

(ref) 

NA NA NA 1.00 NA 

  Other 0.29 0.13 4.93* 1.34 1.03-1.74 

^ Univariate analysis of consumption by quintiles of disadvantage were not significant (p>0.05) and 

therefore not entered into the logistic regression model. Backwards elimination method removed 

‘work status’ ‘qualifications’ and ‘knowledge of recommended drinks per day for women’ from the 

final model.  

Collinearity was tested between all demographic variables and was found not to be of concern 

*** p<0.001, **p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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DISCUSSION 

This study explored predictors of drinking in excess of current (2009) NHMRC 

alcohol guidelines for increased lifetime risk. Specifically, knowledge of the guideline 

consumption threshold, perceptions of the link between alcohol consumption and cancer, and 

socio-economic status were explored for their statistical association with consumption in adult 

South Australian men and women.  

The results indicated that men were nearly three times more likely to drink in excess 

of the NHMRC guidelines on an average daily basis than women. It is concerning that over 

one third of men drink in excess of the NHMRC guidelines with more than one in 10 men 

drinking four drinks or more per day, putting them at increased risk. Whilst the epidemiology 

is unclear around patterns of consumption and cancer, these results show that communication 

strategies that focus particularly on men are warranted.  

In terms of awareness of the NHMRC guidelines, this study has confirmed other 

findings internationally in developed countries (Bendtsen et al., 2011; de Visser & Birch, 

2012; Sellman & Ariell, 1996) and recently in Australia (Livingston, 2012); that awareness is 

low, with over one third reporting not knowing what the guideline consumption threshold is. 

It is also concerning that over one third of men and women still believe that men can consume 

up to four standard drinks per day. This suggests that the 2001 guidelines may still be widely 

believed to be relevant. As highlighted previously, a concerted campaign conducted in 

Denmark (Gronbaek et al., 2001) was successful in increasing community awareness of 

guideline changes and, although behaviour change was not measured, a recent Australian 

study of young people showed that accurate understanding of the guidelines resulted in lower 

reported risky-drinking behaviour (Bowring et al., 2012). These findings together indicate that 

a development and roll-out of a strategy to promote the 2009 NHMRC guideline consumption 

thresholds are warranted. 
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Community perceptions of the link between tobacco smoking and cancer were very 

high in 2012 (over 90%), but population knowledge of the link with alcohol was far lower. In 

2004, 22.4% indicated knowledge of the link, and this had risen markedly to 36.9% by 2012, 

a figure still far short of 90%. The fact that females were more likely to perceive alcohol as a 

risk factor for cancer may be a reflection of the emphasis on breast cancer, for which alcohol 

is a risk factor, in public discourse. It is also concerning that pollution, a factor with far lower 

risk and also mostly external to one’s own control, was perceived by many more people 

(approximately 72%) to be a risk factor. These findings support the argument by Nelson et al. 

(2013) that there is a need  for clear and consistent statements by public health and medical 

organisations to inform the community that alcohol is a known human carcinogen and that 

alcohol use should be lowered or avoided to reduce cancer risk (Nelson et al., 2013).  

Examination of the predictors of consumption revealed some findings that may inform 

future messaging strategies. It was interesting to note that higher household income 

(particularly among females) predicted consumption in excess of the guidelines. This is 

inconsistent with many other health behaviours that increase cancer risk, specifically, 

smoking and energy-dense food consumption, and warrants further investigation on the 

interplay between volume of drinking, socio-economic status and cancer and other mortality. 

It was also interesting that area disadvantage was not a significant predictor, nor was 

knowledge of the NHMRC guidelines. These findings indicate that knowledge, in isolation, is 

not sufficient to predict behaviour. Interestingly, and potentially importantly from a health 

promotion perspective, both men and women who perceived that alcohol was a very or 

extremely important risk factor for cancer were less likely to drink in excess of the guidelines. 

These findings, together with the fact that cancer is one of the most feared diseases (Blendon 

& Georges, 2011; Borland et al., 1994) highlight the possibility that an education campaign to 

increase awareness of the guidelines (as part of a comprehensive alcohol strategy) is 
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warranted and could focus on the link between alcohol consumption and cancer. There is 

significant scope for further research in this area to determine what messages need to be 

conveyed to make sure that people pay attention and to move rates of overall population 

consumption of alcohol down. 

The findings of this study, together with the compelling evidence that higher levels of 

alcohol consumption are related to an elevated risk of cancer, support the argument by 

Fogarty and Chapman (Fogarty & Chapman, 2012) that future advocacy should shift the focus 

toward better communication of the long-term health risks of consumption and that future 

research should focus on understanding of the information. 

Although this study has made some important contributions it also has a number of 

limitations that need to be taken into consideration when interpreting the results. One 

limitation is that the study relied on self-report data, and many studies of alcohol have shown 

that people tend to underestimate their consumption to a large extent (Kerr, Patterson, 

Koenen, & Greenfield, 2009), possibly because of social desirability and other response 

biases. Evidence also shows that there are difficulties in obtaining reliable estimates of actual 

consumption levels; “serving size” is a concept that is not well understood (Kerr & Stockwell, 

2012). A second limitation is that community awareness of the guideline threshold was 

examined but not awareness of the existence of the guidelines themselves. This was not 

examined as it is a very difficult to ascertain without leading respondents into responses. A 

third limitation is that because it is a cross-sectional study design, causality cannot be 

determined, but only associations.  

A fourth limitation is that this study does not examine other cognitive factors that 

underpin drinking behaviour and drinking choices. Although it may be important to increase 

knowledge and also to couple this with the message of the link between alcohol and cancer, 

there may be other more important predictors of alcohol consumption at play among adults 
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including socialisation, cultural factors, and utilisation of alcohol for self-relaxation and 

medication (Hall et al., 1992). 

In conclusion, the results of this study indicate that many men and, to lesser extent, 

women drink in excess of the NHMRC guidelines putting themselves at long-term health risk 

for chronic disease, including cancer. Awareness of the important link between alcohol and 

cancer is currently very low in the South Australian community, as is awareness of the current 

NHMRC guidelines. The results of this study indicate that a communication campaign aimed 

at increasing awareness of the NHMRC guidelines is warranted although, in isolation, it may 

not promote behaviour change. However coupled with the message that higher alcohol 

consumption elevates the risk of some forms of cancer, it may serve to promote behaviour 

change at the population level and reduce the burden of disease attributable to alcohol in 

Australia. The findings of this study are timely given that the Commonwealth Government 

has not yet embarked on an extensive communication campaign to increase awareness of the 

guidelines.  
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CHAPTER 3: PAPER TWO 

 

3.1 Preamble  

 

The results in the first study indicated that awareness of alcohol consumption as an 

important risk factor for cancer was low (at 36.6% in 2011/12), albeit an increase from 22.4% 

in 2004. In addition, when study participants were aware of this link, they were less likely to 

exceed the alcohol guidelines linked to increased lifetime harm. This result has important 

implications for practice, indicating that messages highlighting the link between alcohol and 

cancer may provide some impetus for moderation of intake at the population level. 

In order to determine whether this knowledge and its association with consumption 

were evident in a younger sample, school students were surveyed. Little research has assessed 

awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer in young people, and no research has 

investigated its relationship with consumption among adolescents. 

In addition to awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer being measured, other 

potentially important factors were measured. Consistent with the social development model, 

alcohol consumption in young people is also influenced by parents and peers. It was 

hypothesised that perceived parental influence would be protective in earlier years and 

perception of peer approval of drinking would predict consumption in later school years. A 

population survey was chosen to ensure the results were generalisable to the broader 

Australian community.   
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3.3 Paper two 

 

ABSTRACT 

Background: Alcohol consumption by young people (particularly early initiation) is a 

predictor for poorer health in later life. In addition, evidence now clearly shows a causal link 

between alcohol and cancer. This study investigated prevalence, predictors of alcohol 

consumption among adolescents, including perceptions of the link between alcohol and 

cancer, and the role of parents and peers.  

Methods: A sample of Australian school students aged 12-17 years participated in a 

survey (n=2,885). Logistic regression analysis was undertaken to determine predictors.  

Results: Alcohol use increased with age and by 16, most had tried alcohol with 33.1% 

of students aged 12-17 reporting that they drank at least occasionally (95% CI=31.0-35.2). 

Awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer was low (28.5%). Smoking status and 

friends’ approval were predictive of drinking, whereas parental disapproval was protective. 

Those aged 14-17 who did not think the link between alcohol and cancer was important were 

more likely to drink, as were those living in areas of least disadvantage. The only factors that 

predicted recent drinking were smoking and the perception that alcohol was easy to purchase.  

Conclusions: An education campaign highlighting the link between alcohol and 

cancer may have positive flow-on effects for young people, and schools should incorporate 

this messaging into any alcohol education programs. Consideration should be given to factors 

that serve to regulate under-aged accessibility of alcohol.  
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BACKGROUND 

Alcohol consumption is responsible for approximately 3.3 million deaths annually, 

and accounts for 5.1% of the global burden of disease. Harmful consumption of alcohol has 

been ranked among the top five risk factors for non-communicable disease, disability and 

death globally and has been causally linked to over 200 health conditions including cancer 

(World Health Organization, 2018a). In 1988, alcoholic beverages were classified as a class 1 

carcinogen (International Agency for Research on Cancer, 1988), and a large body of 

evidence now demonstrates the causal link between alcohol consumption and cancer (World 

Cancer Research Fund and American Institute for Cancer Research, 2007). Alcohol 

consumption is therefore a topic of considerable public health concern internationally.  

A recent Australian study estimated that over 5,500 Australian deaths are attributable 

to alcohol each year (Gao et al., 2014). Among males, injury was held responsible for 36% of 

these deaths, followed by cancers (25%) and digestive diseases (16%). Among females the 

highest proportion of alcohol-attributable deaths was from cardiovascular diseases (34%), 

followed by cancers (31%) and injuries (12%) (Gao et al., 2014). There is now convincing 

evidence that alcohol causes cancer of the mouth, pharynx, larynx, oesophagus, bowel (in 

men) and breast cancers among women. There is also probable evidence that alcohol 

increases the risk of bowel cancer in women and liver cancer (World Cancer Research Fund 

and American Institute for Cancer Research, 2007). There is a dose-response relationship 

between alcohol and cancer risk with increasing consumption associated with increased risk 

(Corrao et al., 2004; World Cancer Research Fund and American Institute for Cancer 

Research, 2007). For this reason, Cancer Councils are now recommending that ‘to reduce 

their risk of cancer, people limit their consumption of alcohol, or better still avoid alcohol 

altogether’ (Winstanley et al., 2011). It is possible that these estimates may be updated and 

increased over time with more emerging evidence of the link between alcohol and cancer.  
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Drinking patterns tend to be laid down in adolescence and early adulthood 

(McCambridge, McAlaney, & Rowe, 2011). Consumption by young people, particularly early 

initiation (i.e. for those aged 11 to 14 years), is a predictor of poorer health in later life 

(DeWit, Adlaf, Offord, & Ogborne, 2000). There has been a decline in alcohol consumption 

among adolescents in Australia, particularly in the last decade (White & Bariola, 2012a), 

Europe and the US (de Looze et al., 2015; Johnston, 2013). Despite this, alcohol remains one 

of the most commonly used intoxicating substances among school students. It is important to 

note that while the number of current drinkers has decreased, the rate of consuming more than 

four drinks on one occasion in the past 7 days has not decreased among current drinkers 

(White & Bariola, 2012a). Research in 2011 suggested that 50.7% of Australian secondary 

school students had consumed alcohol in the past year. Rates of drinking regularly increase 

with age from 5.1% at age 12 to 36.7% by age 17 (White & Bariola, 2012b).  

Improving community understanding of lifestyle risk factors associated with cancer 

has been identified as a key strategy for preventing cancer globally (World Health 

Organization, 2004). Cancer is one of the most feared diseases in Australian adults (Borland 

et al., 1994), and internationally (Blendon & Georges, 2011). Improving awareness of the link 

between alcohol and cancer therefore may well influence an individual to consider 

moderation of their consumption or even abstinence. However, international evidence shows 

that the majority of people are not aware of the link between alcohol and cancer (Hawkins et 

al., 2010; Redeker et al., 2009; Sanderson et al., 2009). This is the case in Australia, with a 

recent study finding that only 36.6% of adults were aware of the important link. This study 

also found that those that were aware of the risk were less likely to drink beyond the health 

guidelines threshold for increased lifetime risk (Bowden, Delfabbro, Room, Miller, & Wilson, 

2014). Only a few studies have examined awareness among young people, with a study in the 

UK finding that 37% of young people aged 15 to 24 years were aware of the link (Redeker et 



66 

 

al., 2009). To our knowledge, awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer has not 

previously been examined among secondary school students in Australia. 

Understanding adolescents’ reasons for drinking is critical for developing intervention 

strategies. The Social Development Model postulates influence from social controls, social 

learning and patterns of association (whereby attitudes and anti-social behaviours are acquired 

through interaction with others) as important predictors of poor and good behavioural choices 

in adolescence (Catalano, 1996). Consistent with this model, alcohol consumption in young 

people has been associated with parental attitudes toward consumption (Kloep et al., 2001), 

peer use, and perceptions of peer attitudes to alcohol use (Cleveland & Wiebe, 2003). 

According to this model, the influence of peers becomes increasingly important in later 

adolescence, at which time parental involvement and the influence of family declines 

(Catalano, 1996). The role of peer influence, particularly in later adolescence has been 

supported in both theory and empirical alcohol studies (Wood, Read, Mitchell, & Brand, 

2004).  

Alcohol consumption among school children has been associated with a number of 

other covariates, including: more weekly spending money (Bellis et al., 2007); self-reported 

academic difficulty among females (Balsa, Giuliano, & French, 2011); and participation in 

other risk-taking behaviours including smoking (Myers & Kelly, 2006). The relationship 

between alcohol consumption and socio-economic status (SES) is less clear than it is with 

other risk factors for cancer. People with higher SES tend to drink more frequently than 

others, but among those that drink, the lower socio-economic groups tend to drink larger 

quantities (Huckle, You, & Casswell, 2010). 

The first aim of this study is to confirm currently documented prevalence of alcohol 

consumption and it is hypothesised, that consistent with most recent evidence, there will be a 

pattern of increasing consumption with age among adolescents. The principle hypothesis is 
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that the majority of students will not be aware that alcohol causes cancer but among those that 

are, will be less likely to drink alcohol or be recent drinkers. The second hypothesis of this 

study was that perceived parental disapproval of alcohol consumption will be protective in 

early years, and perception of peer approval of drinking will predict consumption in later 

school years9.   

 

METHODS 

Study population 

Data were obtained from a 2011 cross-sectional survey of a representative sample of 

South Australian secondary students that formed part of a larger cohort, namely the Australian 

School Students’ Alcohol and Drugs survey (ASSAD) monitoring survey. This study was 

approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of Cancer Council Victoria (HREC 

1013). Parental consent was required prior to their participation because this was a study of 

minors aged under 18 years of age. All guardians were sent home a consent form to sign 

which outlined the study purpose and the fact that responses were confidential. They were 

required to complete it and return it prior to their children commencing their survey. If 

guardian consent was not obtained, students were not asked to complete the survey. 

The data are largely representative of the age levels sampled in the South Australian 

population. In 2011, a total sampling frame of 145 South Australian schools were approached; 

of these, 82 declined to participate, giving a final school participation rate of 43.5% (n=63). A 

random sampling methodology was used to select schools from the Government, Catholic and 

                                                 
9 Note, final publication print stated hypothesis as ‘The second hypothesis of this study is that perceived parental 

disapproval of alcohol consumption will be a protective factor for consumption in later school years’, it should 

have been listed as outlined in the text above and as consistent with wording on paragraph 3, page 556 of the 

printed paper, this has been provided to the journal. 
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Independent schools10. Students were then randomly selected from within each identified 

school. Two samples were drawn to reflect junior students (up to Year 10) and senior students 

(Years 11-12). Several (16) primary schools were also included in the South Australian 

sample in order to obtain responses from Year 7 students (the majority of whom are 12 years 

old). 

Participating schools provided the list of students currently enrolled for each of the 

year levels for which they were selected (junior or senior secondary), and random samples of 

20 students (plus 6 replacement students) were identified. Survey researchers then attended 

the school to administer the pencil and paper questionnaire. Anonymity and confidentiality 

were emphasised during administration of the survey. A number of strategies were employed 

to enhance student perceptions of confidentiality, including use of external research staff, 

administering the survey under test conditions, placing teachers at the front or back of the 

room, training researchers only to look at questionnaires when asked a question by a student 

and providing blank envelopes into which students placed and sealed their questionnaires. 

They answered the survey anonymously and it was completed within one lesson. This was a 

monitoring survey and a power calculation for the hypotheses tested here was not therefore 

undertaken before data collection. Nonetheless, the sample size was such as to mitigate this as 

a limitation, a total of 2,885 students aged between 12 and 17 completed the survey providing 

sufficient numbers for all between and within age group comparisons. 

The national study was coordinated by Cancer Council Victoria, and approved by the 

Human Research Ethics Committee of Cancer Council Victoria (HREC 1013). 

 

                                                 
10 The Australian schooling system consists of primary school (generally for ages 5 to 12 years) and then 

secondary school (generally age 12 to 17 years). Most Catholic schools are run by their local parish, local 

diocese and the Catholic education department. The majority of other independent schools have a formal 

religious affiliation (e.g. Protestant, Jewish, Islamic), while some are non-denominational. Some pursue 

particular educational philosophies (e.g. Montessori or Steiner educational philosophies). Although all types of 

school receive federal government support, many independent schools charge fees for attendance. 
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Measures 

Alcohol consumption 

The primary dependent variable for this study was current drinking status. Students 

were asked “At the present time, do you consider yourself: A non-drinker; An occasional 

drinker; A light drinker; A party drinker; or A heavy drinker?”. Responses were coded into 

non-drinker and drinker (all other categories) for most logistic regression analyses. Drinking 

status was collapsed to test predictors of committed drinking behaviour versus no or episodic 

drinking. Students that indicated any consumption were asked to report the number of drinks 

that they had had in each of the last 7 days. Those that had had at least one drink in the last 7 

days were classified as recent drinkers. 

 

Demographic and background variables 

 Students reported their age and gender and were asked, “During a normal week, how 

much money do you have available to spend on yourself (e.g. from pocket money, part-time 

job)?”. Response categories were ‘none’, ‘$1-$40’, ‘$41-$80’, ‘$81-$120’ and ‘$120 and 

over’. To assess self-rated performance at school, students were asked “At school work, do 

you consider yourself: ‘a lot above average?’, ‘above average’, ‘average’, ‘below average’, 

and ‘a lot below average’”. Students were asked to write the number of cigarettes they had 

each day for each of the last 7 days. Current smokers were classified as those that had smoked 

at least one cigarette in the past 7 days. Students reported their home postcodes, which were 

then matched with a corresponding Index of Relative Socio-economic Disadvantage quartile 

as a measure of neighbourhood socio-economic status (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013). 
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Beliefs about drinking  

 Using the approach adapted from a previous study (Baghurst et al., 1992), students 

were asked to rate the importance of alcohol in increasing a person’s risk of getting cancer on 

a five- point scale (1=not at all important, 2=slightly important, 3=moderately important, 

4=very important and 5=extremely important). Responses were subsequently grouped into 

dichotomous categories combining “very” and “extremely important” versus all other 

responses for analyses.  

 Students were also asked to rate their agreement (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 

3=agree, 4=strongly agree) with the following statements: “My parents/guardian would not 

approve of me drinking” and “My friends would approve of me drinking”. Drinkers were also 

asked to rate agreement with the statement, “Being able to buy alcohol easily encourages me 

to drink a lot” using the same response format.  

 

Statistical analyses 

Statistical analyses were undertaken using StataIC 13.1, the estimating tools of which 

account for the clustered, stratified survey design by utilising more robust estimates of 

standard error. Whether a school was a Government School, Catholic School or Independent 

School defined the strata. Chi-square tests were undertaken to determine univariate 

associations with ‘drinking’ i.e. ever (Yes/No) and ‘recent drinking’ (last 7 days) (Table 2). 

We undertook logistic regression models to determine predictors of these behaviours, 

stratified by age, to test the second hypothesis, specifically, that perceived parental 

disapproval for alcohol consumption will be protective in early years, and perception of peer 

approval of drinking would add risk in later schooling years. (Tables 3, 4, 5). We then 

investigated recent drinking as the outcome variable among the sub-sample of drinkers (Table 

6). Demographic variables were entered in both models (i.e. test of predictors of drinking 
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status and test of predictors of drinking recently) at the first step. These included sex, the 

index of disadvantage, available spending money each week and self-reported ability at 

school. Smoking status was added at the second step. In the third step, awareness of the link 

between alcohol and cancer was added to test hypothesis 1, and finally friends’ approval and 

parental disapproval to test hypothesis 2. An additional variable was added into the regular 

drinkers’ status model: ‘being able to buy alcohol easily encourages me to drink a lot’, in 

order to determine whether availability was a significant additional predictor.  

 

RESULTS 

Alcohol consumption among school students 

Table 1 shows drinking status by age and gender. Reports of drinking (occasional 

through to heavy drinker) increased significantly with age (χ2 (df= 20, N = 2864) =715.78, p 

< .001) from 7.6% among 12 year olds to 66.3% among 17 year olds. Overall, 33.1% of 

students aged 12-17 years reported that they drank at least occasionally (95% CI=31.0-35.2). 

There were more non-drinkers than drinkers among 12-15 year olds, but at 16 years of age the 

number of drinkers (59.5%) exceeded the number of non-drinkers. There was no significant 

difference by gender. Overall, 15.0% reported having consumed an alcoholic beverage in the 

past 7 days; this finding did not differ significantly by gender either (15.3% males and 14.8% 

females).  
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Table 1. Drinking status by age groups and gender 

Drinking status Males 

(%) 

Females 

(%) 

12-13 year 

olds 

(%) 

14-15 year 

olds 

(%) 

16-17 

year olds 

(%) 

Total 

(%) 

 n=1453 n=1402 n=968 n=992 n=894 N=2855 

Non-drinker 67.4 66.3 91.5 69.4 37.5 66.9 

Occasional 

drinker 

16.0 14.9 5.3 16.1 25.7 15.4 

Light drinker 3.1 3.5 1.8 3.2 5.1 3.3 

Party drinker 12.5 15.0 1.1 10.7 30.8 13.7 

Heavy drinker 1.0 0.3 0.3 0.6 1.0 0.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Perceptions of the link between alcohol and cancer  

In total, 28.5% of students rated alcohol as “very important” or “extremely 

important”11 in increasing a person’s risk of cancer. Males were less likely to rate alcohol as 

extremely important or very important than females [23.6% vs. 33.5%, χ2 (df=48, N=2875) 

=34.4, p<.001]. Table 2 shows that although there was no significant difference in ratings of 

alcohol as a risk factor for cancer between 12-13 year olds who drank and those who did not, 

those aged 14-15 and 16-17 who drank were significantly less likely than those who did not 

drink to rate alcohol as “very important” or “extremely important” in increasing a person’s 

risk of cancer.  

                                                 
11 Note: the word ‘extremely’ was omitted from the final print (it was included in methods – page 551) this has 

been provided to the journal. 
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Table 2. Cross-tabulations of various indicators by drinking status (at all drinkers and drank in the last 7 days) by age groups 

 At all drinkers Drank in the last 7 days 

among drinkers 

 12 & 13 year 

olds 

  14 & 15 year olds   16 & 17 year olds      

 Non-

drinker 

n=886 

% 

Drinker 

 

n=82 

% 

p Φc Non-

drinker 

n=688 

% 

Drinker 

 

n=304 

% 

p φc Non-

drinker 

n=335 

% 

Drinker 

 

n=559 

% 

p φc Didn’t 

drink 

n=576 

% 

Drank 

 

n=379 

% 

p φc 

Smoked in last week 0.6 6.9  *** 0.17 1.3 11.8 *** 0.24 1.7 12.8 *** 0.18 5.0 22.5 *** 0.26 

Index of disadvantage                  

  1st quintile 17.4 16.3   17.6 22.0   25.5 28.1   23.6 28.0   

  2nd quintile 14.4 7.2   17.1 16.7   21.9 22.3   18.2 20.3   

  3rd quintile 32.4 40.1   33.4 35.3   23.8 25.7   32.7 25.7   

  4th quintile 19.1 16.0   12.8 10.7   14.1 12.8   11.5 13.6   

  5th quintile 16.7 20.5 NS NA 19.1 15.3 NS NA 14.7 11.1 NS NA 14.1 12.4 NS NA 

Available spending 

money per week 

                

  None 18.3 12.2   13.6 5.8   10.4 4.2   6.3 4.2   

  $1-$40 69.2 60.1   63.3 55.2   45.4 34.1   45.4 41.2   

  $41-$80 4.7 11.8   11.7 17.5   18.2 20.8   19.4 18.3   

  $81-$120 2.8 9.7   3.8 8.5   12.3 16.7   13.5 13.1   

  $121 and over 5.1 6.3 * 0.12 7.7 13.0 *** 0.18 13.7 24.2 *** 0.20 15.4 23.3 * 0.09 

Self-reported ability at 

school 

                

  A lot above average 4.4 7.9   6.3 3.7   9.6 3.3   3.9 3.6   

  Above Average 35.2 19.0   37.3 30.6   38.9 32.6   31.5 29.8   

  Average 52.1 53.3   52.4 56.1   46.5 55.1   56.6 53.5   

  Below average 8.1 17.9   3.6 7.8   4.9 7.6   7.0 10.8   

  A lot below average 0.2 1.9 ** 0.13 0.3 1.8 ** 0.14 0.2 1.4 *** 0.17 1.0 2.4 NS NA 

Parental disapproval 

(Strongly/disagreed) 

75.3 36.9 *** 0.20 75.9 58.7 *** 0.18 70.5 45.3 *** 0.24 51.3 45.7 NS NA 

Friends approval 

(strongly/agreed) 

22.4 65.6 *** 0.25 46.8 85.0 *** 0.37 61.7 91.6 *** 0.38 87.5 88.3 NS NA 
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 At all drinkers Drank in the last 7 days 

among drinkers 

 12 & 13 year 

olds 

  14 & 15 year olds   16 & 17 year olds      

 Non-

drinker 

n=886 

% 

Drinker 

 

n=82 

% 

p Φc Non-

drinker 

n=688 

% 

Drinker 

 

n=304 

% 

p φc Non-

drinker 

n=335 

% 

Drinker 

 

n=559 

% 

p φc Didn’t 

drink 

n=576 

% 

Drank 

 

n=379 

% 

p φc 

Alcohol and cancer 

(very/extremely 

important) 

28.3 33.7 NS NA 31.4 23.8 * 0.08 34.2 23.4 *** 0.11 26.3 21.7 NS NA 

Being able to buy 

alcohol easily 

encourages me to drink 

a lot 

  

17.8 

 

 

27.7 

 

 

*** 

 

 

0.12 

 

Age      

  12-13  11.8 6.1   

  14-15  31.3 33.4   

  16-17  56.9 60.5 NS NA 

*** p≤0.001, **p≤0.01, * p<0.05chi square, NS = Not statistically significant at p<0.05, NA = Not applicable 
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Predictors of alcohol consumption 

A number of the demographic variables and the measures of reported endorsement of 

drinking by others were significantly related to drinking status at the univariate level (Table 

2). There was a clear association between smoking and drinking across all ages. There was no 

clear association between drinking and the index of disadvantage. Those with more available 

spending money per week were more likely to drink at all ages as were those with average or 

below average self-reported ability at school. Parental disapproval was protective from 

consumption whereas friends’ approval was predictive of consumption (at all). Those that 

thought there was an important link between alcohol and cancer were less likely to drink 

when aged 14-17 years. Those that agreed that “being able to buy alcohol easily encourages 

me to drink a lot” were more likely to drink. Overall, 4 models were tested for each of the 

three age groups (12-13 year olds: Table 3, 14-15 year olds: Table 4 and 16-17 year olds: 

Table 5).  

Among 12-13 year olds, model 1 showed that school children at this age are 3.5 times 

more likely to drink if they have between $41 and $80 spending money per week, and 4 times 

more likely to drink if they have between $81 and $120. Gender, socio-economic 

disadvantage and self-reported schooling ability were not significant influences on drinking. 

In model 2, smokers were 10 times more likely to drink. Model 3 showed that the addition of 

awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer did not explain additional variance. Model 

4 included friends’ approval of drinking and parental disapproval of drinking. The addition of 

these variables increased the odds ratios for smokers to 15 times more likely to drink and 

available spending money to 9 times more likely, for those with between $41 and $80 a week, 

and 13 times for those with $81-$120 per week. Interestingly, the inclusion of these variables 

resulted in a significant incremental contribution to predicted variance by cancer-alcohol 

knowledge; those who did not link alcohol and cancer were less likely to drink, a direction 
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contrary to that hypothesised. Consistent with the hypothesis, those who reported that their 

friends approved of their drinking were 5 times more likely to drink and those who reported 

that their parents did not approve of drinking were much less likely to drink. 

The picture among 14-15 year olds was very similar, although the influence of 

schooling ability was significant in this age group. Model 1, Table 4 shows that amount of 

available spending money increased the odds of drinking by at least 2 times, up to nearly 6 

times, for those with between $81 and $120 per week. Those reporting average schooling 

ability were twice as likely as those that were a lot above average to drink; those that were 

below average were nearly 6 times and those that reported they were a lot below average 

were 12 times more likely to drink. Model 2 added smoking status, which did not change the 

other odds ratios much, but did confirm that smokers were nearly 10 times more likely to 

drink. Model 3 added awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer, which was 

significant. The other odds ratios did not change much, but those that did not see alcohol as a 

very or important risk factor for cancer were about 1.5 times more likely to drink alcohol as 

those that did see it as a risk, confirming the hypothesis within this age group. Model 4 

included friends’ approval of drinking and parental disapproval of drinking. The inclusion of 

these variables reduced the importance of available spending money as a predictor to non-

significance, but all other odds ratios remained similar. Consistent with the hypothesis, those 

who reported that their friends approved of their drinking were 6 times more likely to drink 

and those who reported that their parents did not support their drinking were less likely to 

drink.  

A similar result was found among 16 and 17 year olds (Table 5). Model 1 showed that 

available spending money increased the odds of drinking by at least two times, and up to 4.7 

times for those getting over $121 per week. Those reporting above average schooling ability 

were twice as likely as those that were a lot above average to drink; those that were average 
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were 3.5 times, those below average were 4.4 times and those that reported they were a lot 

below average were 18 times more likely to drink. Model 2 added smoking status, which did 

not substantially change the other odds ratios, but removed the effect of being a lot below 

average ability and indicated that smokers were nearly 9 times more likely to drink than those 

that did not smoke. Model 3 added awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer, which 

was significant. The other odds ratios changed very little, but those respondents that did not 

see alcohol as a very or important risk factor for cancer were 1.7 times more likely to drink 

alcohol compared to those that did, consistent with the hypothesis. Model 4 included friends’ 

approval of drinking and parental disapproval of drinking. Contrary to the hypothesis, the 

inclusion of these two variables did not substantially change the other odds ratios but allowed 

for the detection of gender as a possible predictor in the model. Those that were least 

disadvantaged were less likely to drink, as were those who reported that their parents did not 

support their drinking (contrary to that hypothesised for older age groups), while those who 

reported that their friends approved of their drinking were nearly 7 times more likely to drink.  

 Predictors for drinking alcohol in the past week (i.e. recent drinking) were also 

examined (Table 6). Model 1 shows that those aged 14-15 years old were twice as likely as 

12-13 year olds to drink in the previous week. Those in the third quintile of disadvantage 

were less likely to drink regularly than the most disadvantaged group. Those with access to 

available spending money of $121 and over were also 2.3 times more likely to drink recently 

than those with no available spending money. Model 2 added smoking status, which was 

again a strong predictor (nearly 6 times more likely to drink regularly). Contrary to 

hypothesis one and two, the addition of awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer did 

not add to the model, nor did friends’ approval of drinking and parental disapproval. Finally, 

those that agreed that ‘being able to buy alcohol easily encourages me to drink’ were 1.7 

times more likely to be recent drinkers. 
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Table 3. Logistic regression analysis: significant predictors of drinking alcohol for 12-13 year olds (Level 1 as reference category) 

 

 Model 1 

OR 

n=950 

95% CI Model 2 

OR 

n=945 

95% CI Model 3 

OR 

n=945 

95% CI Model 4 

OR 

n=525 

95% CI 

Sex (ref:male) 0.68 0.35-1.33 0.64 0.33-1.25 0.62 0.31-1.22 0.49 0.21-1.15 

Index of disadvantage (ref: most 

disadvantage) 
        

  2nd quintile 0.54 0.11-2.73 0.60 0.12-3.06 0.60 0.12-2.99 0.07 0.00-1.22 

  3rd quintile 1.25 0.59-2.66 1.46 0.71-3.02 1.46 0.70-3.04 1.10 0.46-2.62 

  4th quintile 0.94 0.40-2.20 0.93 0.39-2.21 0.95 0.40-2.25 1.50 0.31-7.40 

  5th quintile 1.35 0.70-2.61 1.61 0.85-3.02 1.62 0.87-3.01 0.63 0.19-2.13 

Available spending money per 

week (ref: none) 

        

  $1-$40 1.28 0.69-2.37 1.34 0.71-2.55 1.36 0.72-2.58 3.18 0.70-14.47 

  $41-$80 3.52* 1.13-10.97 3.82* 1.23-11.83 3.76* 1.21-11.72 9.10* 1.72-48.04 

  $81-$120 4.12* 1.11-15.26 3.36 0.75-15.12 3.30 0.78-13.96 13.14** 2.36-73.31 

  $121 and over 1.63 0.31-8.51 1.72 0.31-9.59 1.77 0.33-9.60 3.73 0.26-53.65 

Self-reported ability at school 

(ref: a lot above average) 

        

  Above average 0.36 0.09-1.38 0.32 0.08-1.18 0.31 0.09-1.16 0.16* 0.03-0.74 

  Average 0.61 0.17-2.20 0.57 0.17-1.97 0.58 0.17-2.01 0.45 0.10-2.09 

  Below average 1.17 0.26-5.31 0.91 0.22-3.76 0.92 0.22-3.92 0.84 0.17-4.27 

  A lot below average 4.15 0.29-59.97 1.34 0.16-11.52 1.33 0.16-11.44 0.66 0.04-9.69 

Smoked in last week (ref: no)   10.33** 2.87-37.16 10.64** 3.02-37.46 15.04* 1.97-114.79 

Alcohol and cancer (ref: 

very/extremely important) 
    0.77 0.41-1.44 0.42* 0.18-0.97 

Friends approval (ref: no)       6.02** 1.91-18.93 

Parental disapproval (ref: no)       0.25** 0.11-0.55 

***p≤0.001, **p≤0.01, *p<0.05 
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Table 4. Logistic regression analysis: significant predictors of drinking alcohol for 14-15 year olds (Level 1 as reference category) 

 

 Model 1 

OR 

n=961 

95% CI Model 2 

OR 

n=956 

95% CI Model 3 

OR 

n=956 

95% CI Model 4 

OR 

n=598 

95% CI 

Sex (ref:male) 1.04 0.74-1.48 1.06 0.75-1.51 1.10 0.78-1.57 1.42 0.90-2.23 

Index of disadvantage (ref: most 

disadvantage) 

        

  2nd quintile 0.76 0.42-1.39 0.80 0.44-1.44 0.81 0.44-1.47 0.88 0.41-1.89 

  3rd quintile  0.80 0.48-1.33 0.79 0.47-1.33 0.80 0.47-1.37 0.70 0.36-1.35 

  4th quintile 0.70 0.42-1.14 0.66 0.42-1.04 0.67 0.42-1.06 0.89 0.53-1.49 

  5th quintile 0.66 0.40-1.08 0.66 0.41-1.06 0.66 0.41-1.07 0.49* 0.25-0.97 

Available spending money per 

week (ref: none) 

        

  $1-$40 2.13* 1.19-3.82 2.05* 1.15-3.63 2.01* 1.13-3.57 1.37 0.68-2.76 

  $41-$80 3.71** 1.86-7.43 3.65** 1.80-7.42 3.64** 1.77-7.53 2.05 0.75-5.63 

  $81-$120 5.76*** 3.28-10.12 5.52*** 3.27-9.32 5.22*** 3.11-8.77 2.18 0.91-5.24 

  $121 and over 4.31*** 2.32-7.99 4.47*** 2.40-8.32 4.43*** 2.41-8.15 1.81 0.75-4.36 

Self-reported ability at school 

(ref: a lot above average) 

        

  Above average 1.79 0.80-3.99 1.72 0.78-3.79 1.74 0.79-3.84 2.38 0.85-6.64 

  Average 2.27* 1.13-4.54 1.98* 1.01-3.86 1.92 0.98-3.74 1.92 0.70-5.24 

  Below average 5.82*** 2.41-14.02 4.47** 1.80-11.10 4.29** 1.73-10.66 4.33* 1.20-15.67 

  A lot below average 12.45* 1.76-87.91 6.09 0.75-49.31 5.94 0.69-51.48 0.42 0.05-3.56 

Smoked in last week (ref: no)   9.91*** 3.96-24.81 9.96*** 3.96-25.08 10.07** 2.49-40.68 

Alcohol and cancer (ref: 

very/extremely important) 
    1.43** 1.05-1.94 1.65* 0.99-2.74 

Friends approval (ref: no)       6.25*** 4.22-9.27 

Parental disapproval (ref: no)       0.56** 0.37-0.84 

***p≤0.001, **p≤0.01, *p<0.05 
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Table 5. Logistic regression analysis: significant predictors of drinking alcohol for 16-17 year olds (Level 1 as reference category) 

 Model 1 

OR 

n=874 

95% CI Model 2 

OR 

n=871 

95% CI Model 3 

OR 

n=871 

95% CI Model 4 

OR 

n=641 

95% CI 

Sex (ref:male) 1.16 0.84-1.61 1.15 0.82-1.62 1.23 0.87-1.74 1.54* 1.01-2.32 

Index of disadvantage (ref: most 

disadvantage) 

        

  2nd quintile 0.98 0.63-1.53 1.03 0.66-1.62 1.04 0.67-1.61 1.32 0.78-2.22 

  3rd quintile  1.00 0.66-1.52 0.95 0.63-1.43 0.93 0.63-1.38 0.90 0.55-1.48 

  4th quintile 0.87 0.55-1.39 0.90 0.56-1.46 0.92 0.57-1.47 0.71 0.42-1.19 

  5th quintile 0.76 0.45-1.26 0.79 0.48-1.30 0.76 0.47-1.24 0.50** 0.31-0.78 

Available spending money per 

week (ref: none) 

        

  $1-$40 1.98** 1.20-3.26 2.08** 1.23-3.48 2.12** 1.25-3.61 2.18* 1.21-3.91 

  $41-$80 3.04*** 1.79-5.19 3.33*** 1.99-5.57 3.38*** 2.00-5.74 3.03** 1.57-5.82 

  $81-$120 3.47** 1.76-6.83 3.38** 1.68-6.83 3.41*** 1.68-6.92 2.57* 1.21-5.43 

  $121 and over 4.67*** 2.60-8.39 4.99*** 2.77-8.96 4.97*** 2.73-9.03 4.78*** 2.32-9.84 

Self-reported ability at school 

(ref: a lot above average) 
        

  Above average 2.42* 1.18-4.97 2.35* 1.18-4.68 2.29* 1.13-4.63 1.81 0.94-3.48 

  Average 3.52** 1.75-7.09 3.27** 1.65-6.48 3.08** 1.53-6.16 2.73** 1.37-5.45 

  Below average 4.40** 1.91-10.12 3.74** 1.67-8.36 3.30** 1.42-7.69 3.63* 1.13-11.56 

  A lot below average 18.15* 1.48-221.91 9.25 0.62-137.07 9.73 0.63-149.41 - - 

Smoked in last week (ref: no)   8.97*** 4.52-17.82 8.94*** 4.52-17.67 7.88*** 3.09-20.10 

Alcohol and cancer (ref: 

very/extremely important) 

    1.68** 1.24-2.29 1.82** 1.23-2.69 

Friends approval (ref: no)       6.94*** 4.19-11.49 

Parental disapproval (ref: no)       0.41*** 0.29-0.57 

***p≤0.001, **p≤0.01, *p<0.05 
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Table 6. Logistic regression analysis: significant predictors of drinking alcohol in the last 7 days among drinkers (Level 1 as reference category) 

 Model 1 

OR 

n=931 

95% CI Model 2 

OR 

n=926 

95% CI Model 3 

OR 

n=926 

95% CI Model 4 

OR 

n=690 

95% CI Model 5 

OR 

n=619 

95% CI 

Age (ref 12-13 year olds)           

14-15 year olds 2.09* 1.01-4.36 1.90 0.95-3.80 1.88 0.94-3.76 1.38 0.55-3.44 1.44 0.48-4.30 

16-17 year olds 1.91 0.99-3.70 1.65 0.88-3.12 1.64 0.87-3.09 1.19 0.51-2.78 1.25 0.43-3.63 

Sex (ref: male) 1.01 0.79-1.30 1.08 0.82-1.41 1.09 0.83-1.42 0.96 0.71-1.30 0.94 0.68-1.30 

Index of disadvantage (ref: 

most disadvantage) 
          

  2nd quintile 0.97 0.64-1.47 1.00 0.65-1.52 1.00 0.65-1.53 1.03 0.61-1.71 0.91 0.52-1.59 

  3rd quintile 0.67* 0.49-0.93 0.62* 0.44-0.87 0.62** 0.44-0.88 0.76 0.51-1.12 0.76 0.52-1.10 

  4th quintile 1.09 0.66-1.79 1.13 0.69-1.85 1.13 0.69-1.85 1.19 0.70-2.02 1.07 0.59-1.92 

  5th quintile 0.82 0.49-1.38 0.87 0.51-1.48 0.87 0.51-1.48 1.04 0.53-2.06 0.91 0.45-1.86 

Available spending money 

per week (ref: none) 

          

  $1-$40 1.40 0.76-2.57 1.58 0.80-3.13 1.58 0.80-3.12 1.23 0.56-2.70 1.05 0.46-2.38 

  $41-$80 1.46 0.70-3.04 1.71 0.76-3.89 1.71 0.75-3.89 1.39 0.54-3.54 1.29 0.51-3.30 

  $81-$120 1.45 0.73-2.86 1.48 0.70-3.10 1.48 0.70-3.10 1.18 0.49-2.84 0.94 0.41-2.15 

  $121 and over 2.35** 1.24-4.42 2.79** 1.38-5.60 2.78** 1.38-5.58 2.56* 1.10-5.95 1.89 0.82-4.33 

Self-reported ability at 

school (ref: a lot above 

average) 

          

  Above average 0.89 0.51-1.54 0.86 0.48-1.54 0.86 0.48-1.54 0.86 0.40-1.84 0.78 0.35-1.75 

  Average 0.91 0.47-1.76 0.79 0.39-1.60 0.79 0.39-1.59 0.76 0.32-1.82 0.58 0.23-1.43 

  Below average 1.64 0.77-3.50 1.23 0.55-2.76 1.22 0.55-2.72 0.97 0.35-2.72 0.81 0.29-2.30 

  A lot below average 2.37 0.71-7.90 1.13 0.39-3.31 1.14 0.39-3.32 0.82 0.18-3.75 0.62 0.12-3.34 

Smoked in last week (ref: 

no) 

  5.89*** 3.36-10.34 5.86*** 3.33-10.31 5.17*** 2.72-9.84 4.00*** 2.11-7.56 

Alcohol and cancer (ref: 

very/extremely important) 
    1.09 0.77-1.55 1.11 0.75-1.65 1.13 0.75-1.70 

Friends approval (ref: no)       1.08 0.62-1.86 1.04 0.60-1.79 

Parental disapproval (ref: 

no) 
      0.74 0.54-1.01 0.74 0.54-1.02 

Being able to buy alcohol 

easily encourages me to 

drink a lot (ref: no) 

        1.70* 1.09-2.65 

***p≤0.001, **p≤0.01, *p<0.05 
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DISCUSSION 

The first aim of this study was to confirm the prevalence of alcohol consumption. A 

pattern of increasing consumption with age, reported in previous literature, was observed in 

our data. By 16 years of age the number of drinkers exceeded the number of non-drinkers.  

The first hypothesis of the study was that the majority of students would not be aware 

that alcohol causes cancer but this was only partially supported with results varying between 

age groups and outcomes. Overall, the results revealed that, as hypothesised, awareness of the 

link was low, with only one in four or 28.5 percent of students being aware. These figures 

were lower than those obtained in a recent survey of Australian adults (36.6%) (Bowden et 

al., 2014), and of the finding in the UK that 37% of young people aged 15 to 24 years were 

aware of the link (Redeker et al., 2009). It is important to note that since this study was 

undertaken, awareness may have increased as evidence of a clear link between alcohol and 

cancer has improved and dissemination increased. It is beyond the scope of this study to 

investigate paid and unpaid media on this topic, but it warrants further research and a follow-

up study should be undertaken. 

Consistent with previous research involving adults (Bowden et al., 2014), results 

indicated that awareness of the cancer link discriminated ‘no consumption ever’ from ‘any 

consumption’, although, paradoxically, we found no relationship between awareness and 

recent consumption. It is possible that such a relationship (even though it may be small) 

might exist among recent drinkers, but that low levels of recent consumption in the current 

sample, notwithstanding the large sample size, obscured this relationship. It was also 

interesting to note that while awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer was protective 

against drinking in the 14-17 year olds, the inverse relationship was found for 12-13 year 

olds. This may be a statistical anomaly or may indicate that awareness of the link between 

alcohol and cancer becomes more important with age.  
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The second hypothesis of this study was that perceived parental disapproval for 

alcohol consumption will be protective in early years, and perception of peer approval of 

drinking will predict consumption in later school years. The results indicated that students’ 

perceptions of parental disapproval was predictive of drinking at all mid-teen ages (i.e. where 

a student reported that a parent did not disapprove, a student was more likely to consume 

alcohol). This contrasts with predictions based on Social Development Theory that parental 

attitudes would have reduced importance with increasing adolescent age. Moreover, also in 

contrast with theory, perceptions of peer attitudes to alcohol was a significant predictor 

regardless of age.  

As expected, and consistent with previous studies (Myers & Kelly, 2006), smoking 

was strongly related to alcohol consumption across ages. It would be interesting to explore 

whether the awareness of cancer-alcohol risk differs for smokers and non-smokers because it 

is possible that smokers may weigh cancer risk less heavily in their decision-making. Also 

consistent with the literature, available spending money per week (Bellis et al., 2007) and 

self-reported average or below-average school achievement were predictive of drinking 

(Balsa et al., 2011). Interestingly, however, when non-drinkers were removed from the 

model, the only significant predictors of drinking within the previous week were smoking 

status and the perception that ‘being able to buy alcohol easily encourages me to drink a lot’. 

This result presents some difficulty for interpretation given that ease might relate to any one 

or more of financial ease, physical accessibility, or parental attitude. Further research should 

examine the drivers of self-reported ease of access.  

The strengths of the current study include the large sample size and the fact that data 

were weighted to reflect the South Australian school student population, increasing 

confidence in the generalisability of the findings. There are, however, some limitations. The 

survey was cross-sectional so causation cannot be determined. In addition, the study relies on 
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self-report of drinking identity rather than actual behaviour; this can be subject to bias, 

although anonymity was assured to reduce this potential bias. The study looked at drinking 

frequency rather than volume of consumption, and amounts consumed should be investigated 

in future studies. Also, while the questionnaire had face validity its questions have not 

undergone rigorous reliability and validity testing. The survey was also limited by the small 

number of predictors able to be included because of cost and time restrictions; we did not 

assess the role that other factors might play including media, advertising and role modelling. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The present study demonstrates that consumption of alcohol by adolescents increases 

with age cross-sectionally. Moreover, consumption can be predicted by adolescent report of 

parental attitudes towards drinking, and also by peer attitudes. In light of the findings that 

early initiation of drinking predicts poorer health in later life (DeWit et al., 2000), the study 

highlights the importance of parental attitudes to student drinking. It is also interesting to note 

that those aged 14-17 years with an awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer were 

less likely to drink, indicating that an education campaign and messaging about the link 

might impact young people. It would therefore be potentially beneficial for schools to include 

greater information concerning the longer-term health consequences of drinking in health 

advice provided during the school years. The study’s results also indicate that greater 

consideration should be given to the factors that serve to regulate accessibility to alcohol 

among those underage. 
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CHAPTER 4: PAPER THREE 

4.1 Preamble  

 

The results in Chapter 2 indicated that 21.6% of adults in South Australia (33.0% of 

males and 10.7% of females) drank in excess of the low-risk guideline threshold, putting 

them at increased risk of long-term harm from alcohol-related disease or injury. In addition, 

as outlined in Chapter 1, evidence shows that a large majority of alcohol consumption now 

occurs within the home (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2017). 

For the first time in Australia, the results reported in Chapter 3 suggested that 

perceived parental disapproval is an important correlate of adolescents’ consumption: those 

who felt that their parents would disapprove, were less likely to drink. Given that parents who 

set rules are less likely to drink to excess, and good role modelling is protective against early 

initiation and also protective against poorer drinking habits in adolescence, the third study 

(reported in this fourth chapter) investigates drinking patterns of parents.  

 This study used data collected through the National Drug Strategy Household Survey 

(NDSHS) in 2013. The NDSHS collects information on alcohol, tobacco and illicit drug use 

among the general population in Australia. The survey has been conducted every 2 to 3 years 

since 1985 and collects responses for over 23,000 Australians each time (Australian Institute 

of Health and Welfare, 2018). I was granted permission by the data custodians to examine 

parental alcohol consumption using the existing questions collected in the 2013 study. 

Analyses were undertaken for 25-55 year olds (n=11,591). 

 This study aimed to a) assess alcohol consumption patterns among Australian parents 

compared to non-parents, b) examine places where alcohol is consumed by parents, and c) 

investigate how these vary by age of the youngest child in the household. 
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4.3 Paper three 

 

ABSTRACT 

Introduction and aims: Parental role modelling of alcohol use is known to influence 

alcohol consumption in adolescence and in later life. This study aimed to assess relationships 

between parental status, child age and alcohol consumption, which have not been well 

documented.  

Design and methods: Data were sourced from the 2013 Australian National Drug 

Strategy Household Survey. Analyses were conducted for 25-55 year olds (n=11,591) by 

parental status, gender, and age of youngest child in the household, controlling for socio-

demographic factors. 

Results: Parents were less likely than non-parents to exceed alcohol guideline for 

increased lifetime risk (18.2% vs 24.2%) and short-term risk: at least weekly (14.2% vs 

21.2%); and at least monthly (27.5% vs 35.9%). Fathers were just as likely to exceed the 

guidelines for lifetime risk as other men, but those with children aged 0-2, were less likely to 

exceed the guideline for short-term risk. Women were least likely to exceed the guideline for 

lifetime risk if they had children aged 0-2, 6-11 or 15 years and over, or the guideline for 

short-term risk, if they had children aged 0-2, or 15 years and over in the household. Parents 

were more likely to report drinking in the home.  

Discussion and conclusion: Parents were less likely to exceed alcohol guidelines 

than non-parents, especially mothers whose youngest child was an infant or in high school or 

older. Consistent with population rates in men, fathers were more likely to exceed alcohol 

guidelines than mothers, and this excess consumption warrants public health attention.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Australians are relatively high consumers of alcohol per capita (World Health 

Organization, 2018a), with drinking a feature of Australian culture. The latest national survey 

found that 77% of people aged 14 years or over had consumed alcohol in the past 12 months, 

with 26% drinking alcohol at levels that placed them at risk of short-term harm from alcohol-

related injury and 17% at levels placing them at risk of lifetime harm from alcohol-related 

disease and injury (refer to the methods section for a full definition) (Australian Institute of 

Health and Welfare (AIHW), 2017). Furthermore, a recent study found that 73% of the 

community believe that Australia has a problem with alcohol abuse (Foundation for Alcohol 

Research and Education, 2018). 

Much of the alcohol drunk in Australia is consumed within the home (79%) 

(Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2017). Bandura’s Social Learning Theory 

postulates that children and adolescents learn about what is acceptable behaviour through 

observation and interacting with those to whom they are closest to (Bandura, 1977). Parental 

role modelling has been found to be an important factor determining when and how children 

initiate drinking. Specifically, US studies and a systematic review found that observation of 

parental alcohol use increases the likelihood of earlier initiation (Getz & Bray, 2005; 

Hawkins et al., 1997; Peterson et al., 1994; Ryan et al., 2010) and studies from the US, 

Finland, UK, Netherlands and a systematic review have found that parental consumption 

affects the amount of later adolescent alcohol consumption (Engels, Knibbe, Vries, Drop, & 

van Breukelen, 1999; Latendresse et al., 2008; Ryan et al., 2010; Seljamo et al., 2006; 

Windle, 2000). Early initiation leads to risky alcohol use; the leading cause of death and 

disability in 15-24 year olds globally (Mokdad et al., 2016). There is also growing evidence 

that early age of initiation (i.e. before 15 years) is a risk factor for developing alcohol-related 

problems in later life (Hingson, Heeren, & Winter, 2006). Ameliorating the problems that 
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flow from early, and often unsupervised, alcohol initiation requires further analysis of 

parental alcohol consumption patterns and levels.  

There has been limited consideration of parental alcohol consumption in Australia. 

One population survey reported that parents were less likely to drink at risky levels compared 

to those without dependent children. The study estimated that between 710,000 and 1.4 

million Australian parents drink at short-term or long-term risky levels (Maloney et al., 

2010). Data from 2013 revealed that a sizeable proportion of Australian parents consume 

alcohol. Parents were more likely to report being moderate drinkers than non-parents, less 

likely to report being abstainers, and less likely to report being risky drinkers (Laslett, Jiang, 

& Room, 2017). However, this study did not examine whether drinking behaviour varied by 

the age of children in the home, and there is limited research examining this question at the 

population level. A Finnish study found no difference in alcohol consumption rates of parents 

by age of the child. However, this null effect may be because the age group categories in the 

study were large (0-6 years and 7-17 years) and so less sensitive to variation (Raitasalo et al., 

2011).  

Evidence suggests that becoming a parent is a transitional phase in life, and alcohol 

consumption may be influenced by this new role. A large majority of women alter their 

drinking habits once they are trying to conceive or are pregnant (Callinan, 2012). Other than 

concern for the health of the baby, the fact that it is not socially acceptable to drink while 

pregnant (Woodward, Fergusson, & Horwood, 2006) may be an influencing factor. There has 

been limited research conducted on the impact of parenthood on fathers’ alcohol consumption 

across time (Little, Handley, Leuthe, & Chassin, 2009), but some research suggests that 

parenthood may help with recovery from alcohol dependence (Dawson, Grant, Stinson, & 

Chou, 2006).  
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Although the results above suggest that adult alcohol consumption may be influenced 

by becoming parents, little evidence describes the variables that might moderate or mediate 

this relationship, including the age of the children. Parents’ drinking is likely to influence 

children through descriptive norms (i.e. role modelling of alcohol consumption) and 

injunctive norms (rules and expectations about alcohol use) (Mares, van der Vorst, Engels, & 

Lichtwarck-Aschoff, 2011). A Dutch study found that normative alcohol use among parents 

is negatively related to setting rules and guidelines for children around alcohol (Spijkerman, 

van den Eijnden, & Huiberts, 2008). The locations where parents drink are also likely to 

define descriptive norms. As already noted, the majority of alcohol consumed in Australia is 

consumed within people’s homes, particularly for adults aged 25 years and over. In addition 

to a person’s home being the most common place to drink, the level of consumption within 

the home was high, predominantly a result of the larger number of drinking occasions rather 

than drinks per session (Callinan et al., 2016). As parents often have restrictions on their 

ability to socialise outside the home (e.g. having to arrange for babysitters to care for their 

children), the present study aimed to investigate whether age of the children impacted parents 

consumption of alcohol within the home. A Canadian study investigated this and concluded 

that it may not be the parental role that structures drinking, but the fact that parents (given 

their parental responsibilities) were restricted in access to bars, discos and hotels, where 

drinking tends to be heavy (Paradis, 2011). 

This study was designed to a) compare alcohol consumption patterns between 

Australians with and without children, b) compare parent consumption between locations, 

and c) determine the impact of age of youngest child in the household. The youngest child 

was chosen because research has shown that alcohol consumption reduces for women when 

they are breastfeeding (Wilson et al., 2017), suggesting that this age, and the early years, may 

be critical.  
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The following hypotheses were tested: 

Hypothesis 1: Parents will be less likely to exceed Australian alcohol guideline 

thresholds than adults without children 

Hypothesis 2: Fathers will be more likely to exceed Australian alcohol guideline 

thresholds than mothers 

Hypothesis 3: Mothers whose youngest child is an infant (0-2 years old), will be more 

likely to abstain than mothers with older children, and 

Hypothesis 4: Parents, particularly those with younger children, will be more likely to 

consume alcohol in the home than adults without children. 

 

METHODS 

Data and procedure 

This paper utilised data collected as part of the 2013 National Drug Strategy Household 

Survey (NDSHS). The NDSHS is undertaken by the Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare (AIHW) and assesses illicit and licit drug use in a representative sample of the 

population aged 12 and above. Households were selected in a multistage, stratified by area, 

random sample. The study employed a drop-and-collect pen and paper survey. Interviewers 

made 3 attempts to contact selected households and 3 attempts to personally collect the 

completed questionnaire. If collection was not possible, a reply-paid addressed envelope was 

provided. The respondent was selected from members in the household aged 12 years or over 

on the basis of being the one with the next birthday, and participation was voluntary. For 

adults aged years 18 and over (relevant to this analysis), a completed interview was classified 
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as implied consent. The fieldwork was conducted from 31 July to 1 December 2013. Overall, 

contact was made with 48,579 households, and 23,855 questionnaires were classified as 

useable (13,945 refused; 1,063 did not speak English; 341 were incapacitated; 9,117 did not 

return the questionnaire or it was un-useable; and a further 258 were coded as other/non-

response), yielding a response rate of 49.1% (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 

2014).  

 

Data were weighted by geographical stratification, household size, age and sex based on the 

age/sex profile of each stratum using the Australian Bureau of Statistics estimated resident 

population data for June 2012 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012). The survey 

methodology were approved by the AIHW Ethics Committee.  

 

Measures 

Respondents who reported that they were a parent/guardian of at least one dependent child 

were defined as a ‘parent’ for the purposes of this paper. Parents who had a dependent child 

in the household were asked ‘of all the dependent children, how many are in each of these 

age categories? ‘0-2 years old’, ‘3-5 years old’, ‘6-8 years old’, ‘9-11 years old’, ‘12-14 years 

old’, ‘15 years and over’. Responses were grouped into a variable ‘youngest child’ using 

these categories (collapsing 6-8 and 9-11 years old into a primary school category).  

 

Demographic information was collected including respondent’s age, gender, and marital 

status (categorical variable coded into never married, divorced, and married/defacto). Highest 

educational attainment was coded into completed primary/high school, certificate/diploma, 



94 

 

bachelor degree and postgraduate degree. Employment status was coded into currently 

employed, unemployed/unable to work and other (student, home duties, retired). Three 

categories were used for the household income, $1,600 per week or more, $1,000-$1,599 per 

week and $999 per week or less. Postcode data were merged with the 2011 Socio-economic 

Index for Areas, Index of disadvantage to allow analysis by ecological measures of level of 

disadvantage (Pink, 2011). 

 

Respondent’s alcohol consumption was assessed using a graduated quantity-frequency 

measure. In the analyses that follow, alcohol consumption is categorised in terms of the 2009 

Australian Guidelines to Reduce Health Risks from Drinking Alcohol (National Health and 

Medical Research Council, 2009a). The guideline for reducing alcohol-related harm over a 

lifetime is ‘For healthy men and women drinking no more than two standard drinks on any 

day’ (i.e. averaging no more than two standard drinks per day). The guideline for reducing 

the risk of injury on a single occasion of drinking is ‘For healthy men and women, drinking 

no more than four standard drinks on a single occasion’. The Australian standard drink 

contains 10g of alcohol (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2009a). For the 

purposes of this paper, respondents were scored as exceeding this guideline on two 

alternative variables: if they exceeded the guidelines for single occasion risk at least monthly, 

and if they did it at least weekly. Respondents were also asked ‘Where do you usually drink 

alcohol?’ and were asked to mark all that apply from a range of response options (Table 3).  

 

Statistical analysis 

In order to take into account the clustered sampling design of the NDSHS, analyses were 

conducted using StataIC 13.1 (Stat Corp, 2013). SVYSET and SVY commands were used; 
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these estimate test statistics while taking into consideration survey design effects, 

stratification, weighting and the primary sampling unit. All percentages, chi-square-tests, 

effect sizes and confidence intervals were population weighted estimates accounting for the 

clustered survey design. All data were tested for sampling variability and the relative standard 

errors were all less than 25%. They were therefore considered sufficiently reliable for most 

purposes by the AIHW (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2014).  

 

Drinking rates differ substantially by age, and the vast majority of parents in the current 

sample fell into the 25-55 year age category (84.1%). We therefore excluded those aged 12-

24 years (n=2,900) and 56 years and over (n=9,068), leaving 11,886 respondents aged 25 – 

55 years, of whom 11,591 provided their parental and drinking status (64.7% parents). This 

allowed for comparisons by parental status without biasing the non-parent sample with the 

drinking rates of older adults. It also allowed for age-matched comparison of adults with and 

without children. Logistic regression analyses were undertaken for males (Table 1) and 

females (Table 2) with the consumption variables 1) exceeding guidelines for increased 

lifetime risk on average per day, 2) exceeding the guidelines for short-term risk at least 

monthly; and 3) exceeding the guidelines for short-term risk at least weekly. Model 1 

controlled for parental age and Model 2 controlled for parental age, marital and employment 

status because univariate analysis indicated significant differences on these depending on 

parental status.  

 

RESULTS 

Sample characteristics  
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Demographic characteristics of parents and non-parents indicated that there were 

significantly more females in the parent group than the non-parent group (53.6% vs 45.7%; χ2 

(df= 1, N = 11,591) =50.3, p < .001). Overall, parents were also more likely to be married or 

in a de-facto relationship (87.3% vs 55.0%; χ2 (df= 1, N = 11,591) =712.82, p < .001) and 

less likely to be currently employed (76.2% vs 79.6%; χ2 (df= 1, N = 11,591) =16.62, p < 

.001). Rates of disadvantage, education and household income were equivalent.  

 

Parent versus non-parent alcohol consumption 

It was hypothesised that parents would be less likely to exceed Australian alcohol guideline 

thresholds than adults without children. Results confirm this hypothesis: fewer Australian 

parents aged 25-55 years drank in excess of the NHMRC guidelines for lifetime risk of 

alcohol-related disease and injury (18.2%, 95% CI=17.0-19.4) compared with non-parents 

(24.2%, 95% CI=22.6-25.8) (χ2 (df= 2, N = 11,219) =18.83, p < .001). A lower proportion of 

parents exceeded the guidelines for single-occasion risk on an at least weekly basis (14.2%, 

95% CI=13.2-15.3) compared with non-parents (21.2%, 95% CI=19.6-22.8) (χ2 (df= 2, N = 

11,219) =28.03, p < .001). Furthermore, a lower proportion of parents exceeded the 

guidelines for single-occasion risky drinking at least monthly (27.5%, 95% CI=26.2-28.9) 

versus non-parents (35.9%, 95% CI=34.0-37.8) (χ2 (df= 2, N = 11,219) =27.22, p < .001).  

 

The hypothesis that more fathers would exceed the Australian alcohol guideline thresholds 

than mothers was confirmed, with fathers significantly13 more likely to exceed all guidelines. 

Specifically, fathers exceeded mothers for increased lifetime risk (28.3%; 95% CI 26.4-30.3 

                                                 
13 lifetime risk: (χ2 (df= 5, N = 7,025) =153.93, p < .0001); single occasion, monthly: (χ2 (df= 2, N = 7,025) 

=169.96, p < .0001); single occasion, weekly: (χ2 (df= 2, N = 7,025) =114.13, p < .0001). 
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vs 9.6%; 95% CI=8.7-10.7); the single occasion risk of alcohol-related injury guideline on an 

at least weekly basis (22.1%; 95% CI=20.3-24.0 vs 7.8; 95% CI=7.0-8.8); and the single 

occasion risk of alcohol-related injury guideline on an at least monthly basis (40.0; 95% 

CI=37.8-42.3 vs 16.9%; 95% CI=15.7-18.2). 

 

The hypothesis that mothers with children aged 2 years and under would be more likely to 

abstain than mothers of older children was supported. Figure 1 shows the proportion of non-

drinkers and drinkers at different levels, by the age of youngest child in the household and the 

gender of respondent. There were no significant differences in abstention rates for men by 

parental status. Among women there was a significantly higher abstention rate for those that 

had a child in the household aged 2 years and under, than all other groups.  

 

At the univariate level, the relationship between fathers’ consumption and age of the 

youngest child (see Figure 1) had no clear pattern. However, mothers were less likely than 

non-mothers to exceed the guideline for increased lifetime-risk or for single occasion risk 

(either at least monthly or weekly) if their youngest child was an infant (aged 0-2 years); in 

primary school (6-11 years); or in senior high school or older (15 years and over).  
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* P<0.05 chi-square between group and non-parents 

Figure 1: Prevalence (%) of alcohol consumption among adults aged 25-55 years by age of youngest child 
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Model 1 (summarised in Table 1) showed no impact of father status on prevalence of 

consumption at rates associated with increased lifetime risk. This effect remained after 

controlling for the fathers’ age, employment and marital status in Model 2. By contrast, after 

controlling for the fathers’ age (Model 1), fathers with a youngest child aged 0-2 years were 

less likely to exceed the guidelines for increased short-term risk on an at least monthly basis 

than non-fathers. This effect was also found in Model 2 after controlling for fathers’ age, 

employment and marital status. Model 1 indicated that fathers with a child aged 5 years or 

younger were less likely to exceed the guidelines for increased short-term risk on an at least 

weekly basis than non-fathers, when controlling for fathers’ age. This effect remained but 

only for fathers with the youngest child aged 0-2 years when controlling for fathers’ age, 

employment and marital status in Model 2. 

Table 2 shows that, among women, results were very similar across both models. 

Overall, mothers were less likely to exceed the guideline for increased lifetime risk if their 

youngest child was an infant (0-2 years); in primary school (6-11 years) and in high school or 

above (15 years and over) compared with women without children. After controlling for 

mothers’ age, mothers were also less likely to exceed the guideline for short-term risk at least 

weekly and monthly with the same age-categories of youngest child as above (i.e. 0-2 years, 

6-11 years and 15 years and over). However, the effect for mothers of children in primary 

school (6-11 years) was diminished after controlling for mothers’ age, marital and 

employment status.  
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Table 1. Logistic regression analysis: exceeding guidelines among males aged 25-55 by age 

of youngest child in the house 

 Model 1 

OR 

n=4847 

95% CI Model 2 

OR 

n=4638 

95% CI 

1. Exceeding the guidelines for lifetime risk of disease or injury 

Age of youngest child (no child as ref category)  

  Child aged 0-2 years 0.84 0.68-1.02 0.85 0.67-1.06 

  Child aged 3-5 years 0.80 0.63-1.02 0.86 0.66-1.11 

  Child aged 6-11 years 0.94 0.77-1.16 0.96 0.77-1.20 

  Child aged 12-14 years 0.92 0.66-1.28 0.93 0.66-1.32 

  Child aged 15 years and over 0.94 0.71-1.24 0.99 0.74-1.31 

Age (continuous variable) 1.00 0.99-1.00 0.99 0.98-1.00 

Employment status (employed as ref category)   

  Unemployed    1.01 0.71-1.43 

  Other    0.51*** 0.37-0.69 

Marital status (never married as ref category)    

  Divorced    1.41* 1.04-1.91 

  Married/defacto    0.87 0.70-1.09 

2. Exceeding the guidelines for short-term risk on a monthly basis 

Age of youngest child (no child as ref category)   

  Child aged 0-2 years 0.78* 0.65-0.94 0.77* 0.62-0.94 

  Child aged 3-5 years 0.89 0.70-1.12 0.90 0.70 -1.16 

  Child aged 6-11 years 0.87 0.71-1.08 0.85 0.68-1.07 

  Child aged 12-14 years 0.91 0.66-1.26 0.90 0.64-1.25 

  Child aged 15 years and over 0.83 0.64-1.09 0.82 0.63-1.07 

Age (continuous variable) 0.98*** 0.97-0.99 0.98*** 0.97-0.99 

Employment status (employed as ref category)   

  Unemployed  0.76 0.55-1.04 

  Other  0.45*** 0.34-0.59 

Marital status (never married as ref category)   

  Divorced   1.19 0.88-1.62 

  Married/defacto   0.84 0.68-1.04 

3. Exceeding the guidelines for short-term risk on a weekly basis 
Age of youngest child (no child as ref category)  

  Child aged 0-2 years 0.67*** 0.54-0.84 0.71** 0.56-0.92 

  Child aged 3-5 years 0.71* 0.55-0.92 0.79 0.60-1.04 

  Child aged 6-11 years 0.82 0.65-1.04 0.85 0.66-1.10 

  Child aged 12-14 years 0.77 0.51-1.16 0.82 0.54-1.25 

  Child aged 15 years and over 0.86 0.63-1.17 0.92 0.67-1.25 

Age (continuous variable) 0.99** 0.98-0.99 0.99* 0.98-1.00 

Employment status (employed as ref category)   

  Unemployed  0.92 0.65-1.32 

  Other  0.51*** 0.37-0.71 

Marital status (never married as ref category)   

  Divorced   1.36 0.98-1.88 

  Married/defacto   0.79* 0.63-0.99 
***p≤0.001, **p≤0.01, *p<0.05  

All models were a good fit based on the method by Archer et al. (2007)  
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Table 2. Logistic regression analysis: exceeding guidelines among females aged 25-55 by 

age of youngest child in the house  

 Model 1 

OR 

n=6744 

95% CI Model 2# 

OR 

n=6414 

95% CI 

1. Exceeding the guidelines for lifetime risk of disease or injury 

Age of youngest child (no child as ref category)  

  Child aged 0-2 years 0.32*** 0.24-0.43 0.37*** 0.27-0.51 

  Child aged 3-5 years 0.89 0.68-1.16 1.03 0.78-1.36 

  Child aged 6-11 years 0.68** 0.53-0.88 0.72* 0.55-0.94 

  Child aged 12-14 years 0.84 0.56-1.26 0.83 0.56-1.25 

  Child aged 15 years and over 0.62** 0.45-0.87 0.62** 0.44-0.87 

Age (continuous variable) 1.00 0.99-1.01 1.01 0.99-1.02 

Employment status (employed as ref category)   

  Unemployed    0.75 0.51-1.09 

  Other    0.92 0.74-1.13 

Marital status (never married as ref category)    

  Divorced    0.99 0.71-1.38 

  Married/defacto    0.69** 0.54-0.88 

2. Exceeding the guidelines for short-term risk on a monthly basis 

Age of youngest child (no child as ref category)   

  Child aged 0-2 years 0.37*** 0.29-0.46 0.50*** 0.39-0.65 

  Child aged 3-5 years 0.83 0.66-1.03 1.08 0.85-1.37 

  Child aged 6-11 years 0.81* 0.66-1.00 0.96 0.78-1.20 

  Child aged 12-14 years 0.97 0.72-1.29 1.11 0.82-1.50 

  Child aged 15 years and over 0.60*** 0.45-0.79 0.60*** 0.44-0.81 

Age (continuous variable) 0.97*** 0.96-0.98 0.98*** 0.97-0.99 

Employment status (employed as ref category)   

  Unemployed  0.55*** 0.39-0.76 

  Other  0.78** 0.67-0.92 

Marital status (never married as ref category)   

  Divorced   0.88 0.67-1.15 

  Married/defacto   0.51*** 0.43-0.62 

3. Exceeding the guidelines for short-term risk on a weekly basis 
Age of youngest child (no child as ref category)  

  Child aged 0-2 years 0.32*** 0.23-0.44 0.41*** 0.29-0.58 

  Child aged 3-5 years 0.78 0.58-1.05 0.99 0.72-1.36 

  Child aged 6-11 years 0.69** 0.53-0.90 0.77 0.58-1.03 

  Child aged 12-14 years 0.88 0.58-1.32 1.06 0.70-1.62 

  Child aged 15 years and over 0.63* 0.44-0.92 0.63* 0.42-0.94 

Age (continuous variable) 0.99 0.98-1.00 1.00 0.98-1.01 

Employment status (employed as ref category)   

  Unemployed  0.81 0.53-1.22 

  Other  0.96 0.77-1.21 

Marital status (never married as ref category)   

  Divorced   0.80 0.56-1.13 

  Married/defacto   0.50*** 0.39-0.65 

***p≤0.001, **p≤0.01, *p<0.05  

All models were a good fit based on the method by Archer et al. (2007) 
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Where do parents usually drink alcohol? 

The final hypothesis tested the impact of parenthood on location of consumption and 

the moderating impact of child age. Results confirmed that overall, parents were significantly 

more likely to drink in their home (84.6% vs 79.6%; χ2 (df= 1, N = 9,393) =29.8, p < .0001) 

and significantly less likely to drink at a friends’ house (38.5% vs 43.0%; χ2 (df= 1, N = 

9,393) =14.32, p < .001), at a party at a friends’ house (31.2% vs 35.7%; χ2 (df= 1, N = 

9,393) =15.12, p < .001), at restaurants/cafés (39.0% vs 45.6%; χ2 (df= 1, N = 9,393) =28.07, 

p < .0001) and at licenced premises (34.4% vs 48.2%; χ2 (df= 1, N = 9,393) =134.41, p < 

.0001) than adults without children. Table 3 confirms the pattern about drinking in the home, 

with fathers of children aged 0-2 years or 6-14 years being significantly more likely to drink 

in the home than non-fathers. 

The pattern was less clear among women, there were no significant differences found 

between mothers and those without children for drinking in the home or drinking a friend’s 

house. However, significantly fewer mothers reported drinking at restaurants and cafes or at 

licenced premises than women without children. There were no significant differences in 

place of consumption by age of the youngest child in the home among mothers. 
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Table 3. Place of consumption among adults aged 25-55 years by gender of the parent/adult and age of youngest child among parents  

Response categories 

Child aged  

0-2 years 

(95% CI) 

Child aged  

3-5 years 

(95% CI) 

Child aged  

6-11 years 

(95% CI) 

Child aged 

12 – 14 years 

(95% CI) 

Child aged 

15+ years  

(95% CI) 

No 

dependent 

children 

 (95% CI) 

Summary 

chi-square 

significance 

Males 

Where do you usually drink 

alcohol?#     

   

   In my own/spouse's/ 

partner's home 87.8 (85.0-90.2) 81.7 (76.6-85.8) 86.3 (82.8-89.1) 90.3 (85.0-93.8) 

 

84.1 (79.1-88.1) 

 

79.3 (77.0-81.4) 

 

P<0.001 

   At a friend’s house 39.8 (36.0-43.8) 37.7 (31.4-40.5) 35.8 (31.4-40.5) 33.7 (26.6-41.6) 33.8 (28.3-39.7) 42.9 (40.2-45.6) P<0.05 

   A party at someone's 

house 28.2 (24.9-31.7) 26.7 (22.3-31.6) 30.7 (26.6-35.2) 30.9 (24.0-38.7) 

 

26.2 (21.2-31.8) 

 

35.2 (32.5-38.0) 

 

P<0.01 

   At restaurants/cafes 

 

35.8 (32.2-39.7) 29.0 (24.3-34.1)  36.0 (31.6-40.7) 37.8 (30.7-45.6) 

 

35.1 (29.3-41.3) 

 

40.1 (37.3-42.9) 

 

P<0.05 

 At licenced premises (e.g.   

pubs, clubs) 38.9 (35.2-42.8) 34.9 (29.8-40.4) 33.4 (29.0-38.0) 38.8 (31.4-46.7) 

 

34.3 (28.6-40.5) 

 

50.3 (47.5-53.1) 

 

P<0.001 

Females 

Where do you usually drink 

alcohol?#     

   

   In my own/spouse's/ 

partner's home 83.4 (80.9-85.7) 83.3 (80.0-86.2) 82.0 (79.0-84.6) 85.1 (80.0-89.0) 

 

83.4 (78.8-87.1)  

 

79.9 (77.7-81.9) 

 

NS 

   At a friend’s house 40.6 (37.5-43.8) 39.2 (35.2-43.3) 42.8 (35.2-43.3) 38.3 (32.3-44.6) 36.1 (31.1-41.4) 43.2 (40.7-45.8) NS 

   A party at someone's 

house 

32.2 (29.1-35.4) 32.2 (28.4-36.2) 34.7 (31.2-38.2) 37.9 (31.9-44.3)  

35.5 (30.5-40.9) 36.4 (34.0-38.8) NS 

   At restaurants/cafes 43.5 (40.3-46.9) 39.3 (35.2-43.6) 45.0 (41.2-48.9) 42.8 (36.5-49.5) 43.7 (38.6-49.1) 52.3 (49.7-54.8) P<0.001 

 At licenced premises (e.g.   

pubs, clubs) 

33.0 (29.9-36.3) 34.3 (30.4-38.4) 32.4 (29.2-35.8) 32.6 (26.7-39.0) 30.0 (25.3-35.3) 45.8 (43.2-48.3) P<0.001 

#Response categories not mutually exclusive (mark all that apply). CI, confidence interval; NS, not significant. 
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Consistent with our first hypothesis and previous Australian studies, the results 

confirm that parents are less likely to exceed health guidelines for alcohol consumption than 

non-parents (Laslett et al., 2017; Maloney et al., 2010). Most importantly, the results 

highlight how age of the child moderates this result, particularly among mothers. 

Also as hypothesised, results indicated that fathers are far more likely to exceed the 

guideline thresholds than mothers. Overall, abstention rates did not differ among men by 

parental status or for fathers according to age of child in the home, nor did the proportion of 

fathers and non-fathers that drank in excess of the guidelines for lifetime risk on an average 

daily basis. This contrasted with results for mothers, who were more likely to abstain when 

their child was an infant (aged 0-2 years). A possible factor contributing to this is the widely 

promulgated Australian recommendation that women who are pregnant and breastfeeding 

should avoid alcohol (Callinan, 2012).  

Men were less likely to exceed the guideline for short-term risk either weekly or 

monthly if they had infants in the household. One possible explanation that warrants further 

investigation is that fathers may have less opportunity to drink away from home when the 

children are young. Future research should test motivations for drinking in different 

environments. 

Among women, an interesting pattern emerged in examination of those exceeding the 

guidelines for lifetime risk and short-term risk (monthly and weekly). Mothers were 

significantly less likely than other women to exceed the guideline for increased risk when 

their youngest child in the household was an infant (i.e. aged 0-2); in primary school (6-11 

years) or in senior high school or beyond (15 years and over). They were also less likely to 

exceed the guideline for increased short-term risk at least monthly or weekly if their child 

was an infant or in senior high school or beyond. Although the reasons why these ages are 
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associated with more controlled intake remain to be established, perceived role-related 

responsibilities should be examined. These may include primary parenting responsibility and 

the challenge of return to work.  

A study drawing on Classical Role Theory, posits that the greater the number of roles 

a person has, the more an individual’s life is structured by meaningful activities, and the less 

likely they will engage in higher volume drinking (Kuntsche, Knibbe, & Gmel, 2009). It was 

particularly interesting to note that mothers were less likely to exceed the guidelines, 

independent of sociodemographic factors, when their youngest dependent child was 15 years 

or over. The reasons behind this finding require further research including exploring how 

mothers’ perceived responsibilities vary according to the ages of their children and how these 

perceived responsibilities impact behaviour. This may include potential roles in transporting 

their adolescents to social engagements and parties and the fact they may see themselves as 

role models for children entering an age at which they will be increasingly exposed to peer 

consumption.  

Although parents were less likely to exceed alcohol guidelines than non-parents, it is 

important to highlight that there are still a high number of Australian children with parents 

who consume alcohol in excess on a regular basis. Results indicated that approximately one 

in four Australian fathers and one in ten mothers are drinking more than two standard drinks 

on average per day. Furthermore, one in five fathers are drinking more than four standard 

drinks on any one occasion at least once per week. This has implications for general 

parenting, role-modelling and rule setting around alcohol. It is recommended that the 

drinking of fathers be further examined, particularly within the home, and possible maternal 

compensation for paternal consumption be tested.  
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We also found, as predicted, that parents were more likely to drink alcohol within the 

home setting than non-parents. On one hand, this is a positive finding, as US evidence shows 

that drinking at home in comparison to bars is less likely to be associated with heavy drinking 

and also less likely to be associated with physical abuse of children (Freisthler & 

Gruenewald, 2013). On the other hand, this drinking is potentially more likely to occur in 

front of children, thereby providing negative role modelling and impacting childrens’ alcohol 

expectancies, initiation and consumption patterns in childhood and adolescence.  

The hypothesis that parents would be more likely to consume alcohol in the home if 

their child was younger, was confirmed among fathers, but not among mothers. Consistent 

with the finding by Paradis, (2011) (Paradis, 2011), we found that parents were less likely to 

drink in other contexts such as restaurants and licenced premises, where heavier consumption 

is more likely. The results of this study lend some support to the contention that parenting 

“protects” people from exposure to contexts that encourage consumption.  

Although parents were more likely to consume alcohol within the home, it is not clear 

whether this consumption occurred in front of children. This is important because, as argued 

by Voogt et al, (2017) (Voogt et al., 2017), some parents may drink frequently, but not when 

their children are present, and others may drink less frequently but may predominantly do so 

in front of their children. This suggests that childrens’ exposure to parental alcohol use rather 

than parental alcohol use per se, may be more important to role modelling. A recent 

systematic review has confirmed that alcohol expectancies predict alcohol use initiation and 

drinking patterns over time in children and adolescents (Smit et al., 2018). Further research is 

important to determine whether parents are aware of their impact as a role model on their 

child’s drinking behaviour and alcohol-related cognitions (i.e. knowledge, norms and 

expectancies) that have been shown to influence initiation and consumption patterns (Smit et 

al., 2018; Yap et al., 2017).  
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This study, whilst one of the largest in Australia, has some limitations. First, this 

study investigated the impact on parents’ consumption of children and the moderating impact 

of child age. Although parent gender was important, data did not allow testing for the impact 

of child gender. Second, analyses were focussed on the youngest child and did not take into 

account age or number of the other children in the household. Third, it is possible that parents 

may be differentially subject to social desirability bias in responding to these questions. 

Fourth, this study did not examine the impact of single parenting on consumption and lastly, 

the response rate of 49%, although similar to previous surveys (Australian Institute of Health 

and Welfare, 2018), means that data may not be generalisable.  

Despite these limitations, the findings have important implications for public health. 

Parents are less likely to exceed recommended alcohol consumption guidelines, but there is 

still a significant minority, particularly fathers, who are drinking at levels that warrant further 

attention. A focus on adult drinking is important in public health efforts to reduce population 

drinking rates, and an important element of this, is attention to levels of consumption in 

adults in the age groups where parents with children at home are in the majority.  
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CHAPTER 5: PAPER FOUR 

 

5.1 Preamble  

 

The results presented in Chapter 4 highlighted that fewer parents (18.2%) than non-

parents (24.2%) drank in excess of the guidelines for increased lifetime risk of alcohol-related 

disease and injury. In addition, fewer parents (14.2%) than non-parents (21.2%) drank more 

than 4 drinks on a single occasion on a weekly basis; a consumption level linked to increased 

injury.  

The study also found that fathers were more likely to exceed guidelines than mothers, 

and that age of the child was associated with different rates of consumption among mothers. 

Specifically, mothers, where the youngest children aged 0 to 2 years, 6 to 11 years or 15 

years and over were less likely to exceed the guidelines for increased long-term risk than 

non-mothers. Mothers who had a youngest child aged 0 to 2 years or 15 years and over were 

less likely to exceed the guidelines for increased short-term increased risk than non-mothers. 

Despite the fact that fewer parents exceeded guidelines, there is still a substantial proportion 

of parents, particularly fathers, who regularly exceed guidelines focused on long-term and 

short-term consumption limits.  

Australian studies have not directly investigated whether this consumption occurs in 

front of children or at other times. This is despite the fact that the Australian Parenting 

Guidelines recommend that parents limit their alcohol use, particularly around children, and 

that parents should not get drunk, especially in front of their children (Siobhan, Anthony, & 

Dan, 2010). 

 The above results formed the basis for the study described in the following chapter. 

Furthermore, as described in Chapter 1, few studies around the world have investigated social 

norms about the acceptability of drinking alcohol in front of children. Two studies of 
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particular note that have addressed this issue internationally include one in Finland (Raitasalo 

et al., 2011) and another in Norway (Scheffels et al., 2016). These studies investigated the 

role of injunctive norms or attitudes to parental alcohol consumption and found that drinking 

in moderation was accepted but drinking to the point of drunkenness was not. In addition, the 

study in Finland investigated levels of drinking in front of children and identified a 

discrepancy between norms and behaviour which will be tested for generalisability in an 

Australian sample. An online survey methodology was chosen for this purpose to allow 

oversampling of parents in a cost-effective manner. 
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5.3 Paper four 

 

ABSTRACT 

Background/introduction: Parental consumption of alcohol in the presence of 

children can influence the latter’s drinking habits as they age. Excessive alcohol consumption 

can also negatively affect parenting. Few studies have examined perceived norms and 

parental alcohol use in front of children, and how these vary based on the age of the child and 

gender of the parent.  

Methods: A cross-sectional online survey was undertaken with n=1,000 Australian 

adults (including n=670 parents) aged 18-59 years recruited though an online panel. The 

survey assessed: alcohol consumption in front of children; normative attitudes towards 

drinking and getting drunk in the presence of children; perceived parental norms; and place of 

consumption. 

Results: Parents with children five years or under were less supportive of drinking in 

the presence of small children than parents with older children, with women expressing the 

strongest opposition. Respondents were less concerned about a father drinking one or two 

drinks in front of their children than a mother. Respondents with stricter views about drinking 

in the presence of children were less likely to do so. Overall: 37.3% of parents reported 

drinking a glass of alcohol each day or a couple of times a week; 20.1% reported that they get 

slightly drunk; and 8.6% indicated getting “visibly drunk” each day or a couple of times a 

week with their children present. Fathers were more likely to drink, and drink more regularly 

in front of children than mothers.  

Conclusion: Moderate parental drinking in front of children was accepted but 

drunkenness was not. While parents may be conscious of their influence as role models, this 

is not a large factor in determining their decision to drink or not in front of their children. 
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This study highlights the need to change parental attitudes as a precursor to changing 

behaviour.   
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INTRODUCTION 

Alcohol consumption is widely accepted in Australian society with the World Health 

Organization ranking Australia in the top 20 countries on consumption per capita for those 

aged 15 and older. The level of 12.2 litres of alcohol consumed per year by Australians is 

comparable to Croatia and France and higher than the average of 6.2 litres per year 

worldwide (World Health Organization, 2018a). 

Despite this consumption level, public drunkenness is generally viewed as 

unacceptable and sometimes, a criminal offence. Strong laws exist in all Australian states and 

territories that make drinking more than a small amount (i.e. up to a blood alcohol content 

level of 0.05) and driving a vehicle an offence. Occupational health and safety regulations 

also constrain consumption in many workplaces (Room, 2011). As a consequence of the laws 

and regulations that prohibit alcohol consumption in a number of environmental contexts, and 

of the much higher price per drink in pubs, clubs or restaurants than for off-premise alcohol, 

consumption often occurs within the home (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2017). 

Moreover, given that approximately 50% of Australians aged 18 – 59 years are parents of 

dependent children (aged 0-14, or older children who are still financially dependent), 

suggests this consumption may occur in an environment where children are present. For 

example Bowden at al. (2018) recently analysed a population survey of consumption levels 

and reported that although parents were less likely to exceed government alcohol 

recommendations set by the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) 

(National Health and Medical Research Council, 2009a) than non-parents, 18.2% drank more 

than 2 drinks on average per day, putting themselves at risk of chronic disease, and 14.2% 

were drinking more than 4 drinks on a single occasion on a weekly basis, putting themselves 

at risk of injury. The study also found that fathers were more likely to exceed guidelines 

overall than mothers, and age of the child was related to drinking rates among mothers 
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(Bowden, Delfabbro, Room, Miller, & Wilson, 2018). Studies have not directly investigated 

whether this parental consumption in Australia occurs in front of children or otherwise.  

There is compelling evidence from a recent meta-analysis of longitudinal studies that 

parental consumption behaviour and attitudes influence adolescent drinking, notwithstanding 

a small effect size (Yap et al., 2017). It is not the only predictor of adolescent drinking, with 

significant predictors including peer behaviour and attitudes, advertising, price and 

availability, but it is an important predictor that can potentially be modified.  

There are a range of ways children can be affected directly and indirectly by parents’ 

or caregivers’ drinking in their presence, with two main mechanisms being role modelling, 

which has been well documented to be linked to earlier initiation of alcohol (Getz & Bray, 

2005; Hawkins et al., 1997; Peterson et al., 1994; Ryan et al., 2010) and future drinking 

habits (Ryan et al., 2010), and poor supervision of children, potentially resulting in injury 

(Crandall et al., 2006) or ongoing maltreatment in serious circumstances (Laslett et al., 2012). 

While there are quite compelling data directly linking parental consumption to acute, 

proximal negative outcomes, such as accidents and violence in the home, the association with 

more distal outcomes associated with establishing normative beliefs about consumption 

remains less well documented and understood. 

While there is clear evidence to support the link between parental consumption and 

adolescent consumption, Homel and Warren (2017) highlighted that studies have not reported 

results in a way that allows a clear understanding of the influence of actual levels of 

consumption (i.e. number of drinks per week) that might be “safe” in terms of limiting its 

influence on adolescent consumption. Currently the evidence is mixed; for example, one 

study in the UK found mothers drinking at light or heavy levels increased the odds of 

children drinking (OR 1.6 and 1.8 respectively) compared with mothers who abstained (Kelly 

et al., 2016). In contrast, adolescents in the Netherlands were influenced if the parents drank 
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heavily at least once a week, but were not if the parents drank less (Vermeulen-Smit et al., 

2012). Another Dutch study found a linear relationship between parental and adolescent 

consumption (Spijkerman et al., 2007). 

Evidence does not currently exist for Australian adolescents. One Australian study 

that examined the issue concluded that ‘parental drinking (especially if it is frequent and 

heavy) does increase likelihood of early adolescent drinking’ implying the potential existence 

of a “safe” level of consumption among children (Homel & Warren, 2017, page 82, emphasis 

added). Currently, Australian parenting guidelines, developed based on a systematic review 

and the opinions of a panel of experts, recommend that parents limit their alcohol use, 

particularly around children and that parents should not get drunk, especially in front of their 

children (Ryan et al., 2011). In light of these guidelines, this study will focus on attitudes of 

parents to drinking in the presence of children at a moderate level, versus at levels linked to 

drunkenness. 

Despite the lack of evidence on the amount of parental consumption that is 

appropriate, evidence links parental role modelling with adolescent consumption and, as 

described previously, there are a large proportion of parents exceeding health guidelines. 

Notwithstanding this, few studies have documented perceptions of normal, acceptable 

parental alcohol consumption in front of children, either in terms of what parents think others 

currently do (i.e. descriptive norms) or in terms of what they think social expectations are 

((i.e. injunctive norms as described by Cialdini et al. (1991)). Descriptive norms have been 

empirically demonstrated as influencing adolescent and young adult consumption (Haug et 

al., 2011; Kypri & Langley, 2003; Neighbors et al., 2007), although findings with parents are 

less commonplace. There has been little work in Australia describing either descriptive or 

injunctive norms for parental drinking. 
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A Finnish study did identify an injunctive norm, endorsed by 72% of the sample, 

which indicated that drinking in the presence of small children was unacceptable (Raitasalo et 

al., 2011). Additionally, 95% of the same sample indicated that being drunk in the presence 

of small children was also unacceptable. Moderating influences on these injunctive norms 

were also tested. Results indicated that gender moderated the impact so that women were 

generally stricter in their views than men, but that there were no differences in opinion by age 

of youngest child in the home.  

The complexity of these attitudes and their influence is important to note; Raitasalo et 

al., (2011) reported that parental attitudes were largely independent of actual drinking 

behaviour, and those with more negative attitude to consumption reported drinking in the 

presence of children, nonetheless. Similarly, Scheffels et al., (2016) reported Norwegian data 

on attitude to mothers and fathers drinking in the presence of children, and confirmed that the 

acceptability of drinking in front of children decreased as the amount consumed increased. 

There was no difference in attitudes by gender of the parent drinking in front of the child. 

A third study indicated some differences in these attitudes between countries (Fjær et 

al., 2016). Comparison of the acceptability of visible intoxication in the UK, where per capita 

consumption is slightly less than Australia, and Norway, found that it was less acceptable to 

be visibly intoxicated in Norway than the UK when children were present. Like the findings 

of Raitasalo et al (2011), results also indicated that women rated visible intoxication as less 

acceptable than men.  

 In this study, we investigate Australian parents’ perception of norms and their 

association with drinking in front of children, building on the previous three studies 

conducted elsewhere (Fjær et al., 2016; Raitasalo et al., 2011; Scheffels et al., 2016) as a 

basis. The study also builds on the Australian study that indicated that there were differences 
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in parental consumption by age of the youngest child (Bowden et al., 2018). The following 

hypotheses were tested: 

 

Normative attitudes 

Hypothesis 1: Adults’ attitude to parental consumption of alcohol in front of children 

will vary depending upon whether the parent asked about is a mother or father, with 

more negative attitudes to maternal consumption. 

Hypothesis 2: Age of own child will impact parental injunctive and descriptive norms 

for alcohol consumption in the presence of young children, with parents of younger 

children indicating more negative norms than parents of older children. 

 

Consumption around children 

Hypothesis 3: Age of child in the home and status as mother or father will impact 

drinking in front of children and at home, with least consumption in mothers of young 

children. 

 

In addition to these hypotheses, the study aimed to explore parental motivations to 

reduce alcohol consumption in the short-term, and how these varied according to gender of 

the parent and location.  

 

METHODS 

Design and setting 

Data were collected from a sample of Australian adults aged 18-59 years. Fieldwork 

was undertaken from 12-18 October 2017. Ethics approval was obtained from The University 

of Adelaide Human Research Ethics Committee, application no. 17/77. 
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Participants 

The sample comprised 1,000 18-59 year olds14. Recruitment was conducted through 

an online panel, including participants from around Australia who have supplied 

demographic information (e.g. age, gender, location). The online panel is accredited under 

the International Organization for Standardization's (ISO) standards for access panels in 

market, opinion and social research (AS ISO 26362).  

 

Procedure 

Survey panel members were invited to participate via email, with a web link to the 

survey. Participants were offered points towards rewards for completion of the survey from 

the panel supplier (equivalent to less than $5 to be redeemed for gift cards, points programs, 

charitable contributions, and partner products or services). Potential participants first 

completed questions assessing qualifying criteria and quotas (to achieve at least 50% parents, 

responses across each Australian jurisdiction and approximately even numbers of men and 

women). The survey took approximately 20 minutes to complete. 

 

Measures 

Demographic questions captured gender, age, parental status and age of the youngest 

child in the home.15  

 

 

                                                 
14 18-59 year olds were chosen to be consistent with Raitasalo et al, 2011. 
15 Youngest child was used to enable comparisons between this study and the study by Raitasalo et al, 

(2011), however for the purposes of this study we used three categories in some instances (0-5 years, 

6-12 years and 13-17 years) whereas they used two. 
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Measures of alcohol consumption 

Self-reported alcohol consumption behaviour in front of children: To assess 

parental alcohol consumption in front of their children, parents who reported that they had 

children under 18 years of age and who had drunk in the past year were asked to self-report 

their own consumption at each of three different consumption levels (i.e. drinks a glass of 

wine; gets slightly intoxicated; gets clearly intoxicated) at three different frequency levels (a 

couple of times per year; a couple of times per month; a couple of times per week). See Table 

3.  

Recollections of drinking and restricting drinking in different contexts: To assess 

locations of parental alcohol consumption in front of children and short-term restrictions on 

drinking, parents were asked ‘do you ever drink at home with your children present?’,‘do you 

ever go to a restaurant for a meal with your children present?’ and ‘do you sometimes visit a 

friend’s house for a meal with your children?’ Those that replied yes (to any), were asked 

‘thinking about the last time this happened, did you drink alcohol?’; [if yes,] ‘did you 

deliberately restrict your drinking in any way?’. If yes, they were asked to describe how in a 

free response; responses were coded as per Table 4.  

 

Measures of Perceived Norms 

Injunctive norms for drinking in the presence of children were measured using 

two tools. The first tool was slightly modified for the Australian context from Scheffels et al., 

(2016). Respondents were asked to evaluate someone drinking in the presence of their 10-

year-old child at each of three different consumption levels (i.e. drinks a glass of wine; gets 

slightly intoxicated; gets clearly intoxicated), each asked at three different frequency levels 
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(i.e. a couple of times per year; a couple of times per month; a couple of times per week). See 

Table 1. 

 The second tool assessed injunctive norms on the basis of responses to three 

questions, modified for the Australian context, and taken from Raitasalo et al., (2011): See 

Table 1 for questions 1, 3 and 4. Another question was added to assess views of moderate 

consumption (question 2, Table 1). Responses were rated on a 5-point scale from ‘totally 

agree’ to ‘totally disagree’ which was then coded for data analysis purposes to ‘agree’, 

‘neutral’ and ‘disagree’.  

Descriptive norms for drinking in the presence of children were assessed by 

asking people to indicate on a 5 point scale from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ 

whether ‘most people my age drink alcohol in front of their children occasionally’, ‘most 

people my age drink alcohol at gatherings where children are present’ and ‘most people 

don’t think about the fact that they are role models for children in regard to alcohol 

consumption’ then coded into ‘agree’, ‘neutral’ and ‘disagree’. 

 

Analyses 

Data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics 22. Most analyses used cross 

tabulations and chi-square, or comparison of confidence intervals. Mean differences in 

responses to parental alcohol consumption in front of children were compared for mothers 

and fathers using paired samples t-tests (Pallant, 2013, page 252).  

 

RESULTS 

Sample characteristics 

The sample consisted of 53.4% females, 670 parents (67%; 61.0% female) and 330 

non-parents (33%; 37.9% female) and was largely comparable to the 2013 National Drug 
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Strategy Household Survey sample (NDSHS) in terms of gender (46.4% male (95% CI=43.3-

49.5) vs 49.5% male in NDSHS (95% CI=48.4-50.5)) and geographic location (Australian 

jurisdiction). There was some under-representation of the younger age groups, possibly due 

to the quota applied for parents; 11.8% 18-29 year olds (95% CI=9.8-13.8) in this sample vs 

25.1% in NDSHS (95% CI=24.0-26.3) (Bowden, 2018). 

 

Views on father’s versus mother’s drinking in the presence of a child 

It was hypothesised that adult’s attitude to parental alcohol consumption in front of 

children will vary depending upon whether the parent is a mother or father. Results 

summarised in Table 1 confirm this hypothesis, indicating that there was a little less concern 

with fathers than with mothers drinking a glass of wine in front of the child. Differences in 

disapproval varied with level so that there was roughly equal concern about both fathers and 

mothers getting slightly intoxicated or clearly intoxicated in front of children (although there 

was more concern about a mother getting slightly intoxicated a couple of times a week than a 

father). Males appeared less concerned across all levels, they were significantly less 

concerned about men drinking a glass of wine in front of a child, and, although they were not 

supportive, they were less concerned than females with fathers drinking a couple of times per 

month or week to the point of visible intoxication. Females were more concerned about a 

father getting slightly intoxicated a couple of times per week in front of their 10 year old 

child than a mother. Table 1 also shows that the more frequently parents (either fathers or 

mothers) were drinking in front of a child, the more concerned respondents were.  
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Table 1. Concern* about parents drinking while a 10 year old child is present (injunctive norm) among males, females and adults overall 

 

Mean (SD) among all males 

(n=464) 

Mean (SD) among all females 

(n=534) 

Mean (SD) Among all adults 

(n=1000)# 

 

Concern 

about 

father... 

Concern 

about 

mother... 

Concern 

about 

father... 

Concern 

about 

mother... 

Concern about 

father... 

Concern about 

mother... 

..drinking a glass of wine… 

...a couple of times per year  1.52 * (0.84) 1.60 * (0.94) 1.49 * (0.90) 1.57 * (0.96) 1.50 * (0.87) 1.58 * (0.95) 

...a couple of times per month  1.66 * (0.94) 1.76 * (1.03) 1.67 * (1.00) 1.72 * (1.04) 1.67 * (0.97) 1.74 * (1.04) 

...a couple of times per week  1.92 * (1.08) 2.01 * (1.12) 2.01 (1.10) 2.04 (1.15) 1.97 * (1.09) 2.03 * (1.14) 

…while his/her 10-year-old child is present 

..getting slightly intoxicated (gets more talkative and lively than he/she usually is) 

...a couple of times per year  2.05 (1.02) 2.11 (1.09) 2.22 (1.06) 2.19 (1.12) 2.14 (1.04) 2.15 (1.11) 

...a couple of times per month  2.27 (1.01) 2.33 (1.05) 2.55 (1.00) 2.53 (1.05) 2.42 (1.01) 2.43 (1.05) 

...a couple of times per week  2.64 (1.08) 2.63 (1.06) 2.96 * (1.00) 2.87 * (1.01) 2.81 * (1.05) 2.75 * (1.04) 

…while his/her 10-year-old child is present 

...getting clearly intoxicated (speaks unclearly, walks unsteadily) 

...a couple of times per year  2.91 (1.05) 2.91 (1.09) 3.10 (0.99) 3.09 (1.00) 3.01 (1.03) 3.00 (1.05) 

...a couple of times per month  3.09 * (1.03) 3.19 * (0.97) 3.37 (0.85) 3.34 (0.86) 3.24 (0.95) 3.27 (0.92) 

...a couple of times per week  3.28 * (0.98) 3.37 * (0.94) 3.55 (0.79) 3.53 (0.79) 3.43 (0.90) 3.45 (0.87) 

…while his/her 10-year-old child is present 

*higher mean indicates more concern (1=not at all concerning – 4=very concerning) 
# 2 respondents indicated that they were gender diverse (the total of 464 males and 534 females is n=998) 

Bold with * = significant paired samples t-test at p<0.05 
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Influence of status as parent and child age on injunctive and descriptive norms 

Hypothesis two suggested that ‘Age of own child will impact parental injunctive and 

descriptive norms for alcohol consumption in the presence of young children, with parents of 

younger children indicating more negative norms than parents of older children’. This was 

confirmed for injunctive norms but not descriptive norms; parents with a child less than 5 

years of age were more likely to agree that alcohol should not be used at all in the presence of 

small children than parents with a child 6-17 years (χ2(df=2, n=670) = 11.35, p<0.05) and 

were less likely to agree that it is okay for a person to have one or two drinks in the presence 

of small children (χ2(df=2, n=670) = 9.06, p<0.05). There was no difference for descriptive 

norms by age of youngest child. 

Attitude to consumption varied only marginally between mothers and fathers and 

according to the age of the youngest child in the home (See Table 2). Specifically, there was 

a trend for mothers to become more permissive of moderate drinking with increasing age of 

the youngest child in the home. These differences were close to significance.  

Table 2 shows that most parents agree “it is okay for a person to have one or two 

drinks in the presence of small children” but that it is not acceptable “…to get drunk in the 

presence of small children”. Furthermore, most parents agreed that “most people my age 

drink in front of children occasionally” and “most people my age drink alcohol at gatherings 

where children are present”. Further comparison of mothers and fathers revealed that while a 

majority of fathers think it is not okay to get drunk in the presence of small children (70.1%), 

they were less likely to say this than mothers (80.9%) (χ2 (df=2, n=670) = 10.6, p<0.05). 

Fathers (24.5%) were also significantly more likely than mothers (17.8%) to agree that a 

person can get drunk in the presence of small children if a sober person is present (χ2(df=2, 

n=670) = 8.12, p<0.05).  
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Relationship between injunctive norms and drinking behaviour around children 

The relationship between injunctive norms and drinking behaviour confirmed the 

relationship between perceptions of what others think and actual behaviour; there was a clear 

association among both mothers and fathers between thinking others would not approve of 

consumption and drinking behaviour. Parents who reported drinking each day or a couple of 

times a week in front of their children were less likely to agree with two scenarios negative 

about drinking in front of children (i.e. ‘alcohol should not be used at all..’, ‘a person should 

not get drunk in the presence of small children’), but more likely to agree with two scenarios 

positive about drinking (‘it is okay for a person to have one or two drinks..’,‘ if there is some 

other person present who is sober and takes care of the children, a person can get drunk in 

the presence of small children’). To the contrary, drinking behaviour was not significantly 

related to descriptive norms.  
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Table 2. Normative views about drinking in presence of small children (% agree), among respondents aged 18-59 with and without underage children 

and by drinking status 

 Total Parents Men# Women# 
  Drink 

daily/couple 

times/week 

Children Age of children Children Age of children 

Injunctive norms 

.. in the presence of small 

children.. 

(N=1,000) No 
(n=381) 

Yes 
(n=227) 

No 
(n=203) 

Yes 
(n=261) 

0-5 

years 
(n=97) 

6-12 

years 
(n=85) 

13-17 

years 
(n=79) 

No 
(n=125) 

Yes 
(n=409) 

0-5 

years 
(n=191) 

6-12 

years 
(n=122) 

13-17 

years 
(n=96) 

Alcohol should not be used 

at all.. 

40.6 44.6* 27.8* 39.9 36.0 40.2 32.9 34.2 44.0 43.5 48.7 39.3 38.5 

It is okay for a person to 

have one or two drinks.. 

64.8 63.3* 75.3* 57.6 62.8 62.9 70.6 54.4 64.0 66.0 69.6 65.6 59.4 

A person should not get 

drunk.. 

76.7 80.1* 69.6* 75.9 70.1 73.2 68.2 68.4 76.8 80.9 83.2 77.0 81.3 

If there is a person present 

who is sober and takes care 

of the children, a person 

can get drunk.. 

20.4 16.5* 28.2* 24.5 29.6 24.7 32.9 15.2 27.2* 17.8* 19.9 19.7 11.5 

              

              

Descriptive norms              

Most people my age drink 

alcohol in front of children 

occasionally 

70.7 69.3 78.0 66.5 67.4 69.1 63.5 69.6 72.9* 63.2* 71.7 70.5 78.1 

Most people my age drink 

alcohol at gatherings where 

children are present 

69.9 70.1 73.1 65.5 65.5 70.1 61.2 64.6 72.6* 63.2* 73.8 71.3 71.9 

Most people don’t think 

about the fact that they are 

role models for children in 

regard to alcohol 

consumption 

57.2 57.2 56.4 48.3 54.8 57.7 51.8 54.4 58.7 63.2 59.7 54.9 61.5 

Bold with * = significant chi-square test across all categories at p<0.05 (agree, neutral, disagree with 95% CIs also checked for % agree) 
# 2 respondents indicated that they were gender diverse (the total of 464 men and 534 women is n=998) 
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Parental drinking behaviour in front of one’s own children 

Hypothesis three predicted that age of the youngest child in the home and status as 

mother or father will impact drinking in the home, with the least consumption by mothers of 

young children. Results, as summarised in Table 3, supported this hypothesis. Overall, 37.3% 

of parents (44.9% fathers and 32.1% mothers) reported that they drank a glass of alcohol, 

20.1% got ‘slightly drunk’ and 8.6% got visibly drunk each day or a couple of times per week 

when their children were present. Fathers were more likely to drink more regularly in front of 

their children (including drinking a glass of alcohol, getting slightly drunk and visibly drunk) 

than mothers. While frequency of drinking for men tended to be quite consistent, whatever 

the age of the youngest child in the home, mothers tended to increase frequency of drinking 

as the age of the youngest child in the home increased, suggesting that age of child did 

moderate consumption among mothers.  

Moreover, 413 parents (62% of all parents or 67.9% of those who have drunk in the 

last year) reported that they “ever drank” alcohol at home with their children present. Figure 

1 shows that there were no significant differences in reported alcohol consumption in the 

home for males by age of the youngest child in the home, but that there was an apparent 

gradient for women, whose reported consumption in the home increased with age of the 

youngest child. While it appears that women with children aged 13-17 years were more likely 

to report that they drink in front of their children at home than fathers, the difference was not 

significant.  
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Table 3. Self-reported parental drinking behaviour in front of children among those who drank in the last year (%) 

 Total 

 

Fathers 

 

Mothers 

 

Fathers Mothers Chi-

square* 

 (n=608) (n=247) (n=361) 0-5 

years 

(n=89) 

6-12 

years 

(n=82) 

13-17 

years 

(n=76) 

0-5 

years 

(n=166) 

6-12 

years 

(n=107) 

13-17 

years 

(n=88) 

 

Do you drink a glass of alcohol..           
Each day/a couple of times per week 

when your child/ren are present 
37.3  
(33.5-41.1) 

44.9 
(38.7-51.1) 

32.1 
(27.3-36.9) 

40.4 
(30.2-50.6) 

50.0 
(39.2-60.8) 

44.7 
(33.5-55.9) 

26.5 
(19.8-33.2) 

36.4 
(27.3-45.5) 

37.5 
(27.4-47.6) 

 

A couple of times per month when 

your child/ren are present 
24.2 
(20.8-27.6) 

26.3 
(20.8-31.8) 

22.7 
(18.4-27.0) 

20.2 
(11.9-28.5) 

26.8 
(17.2-36.4) 

32.9 
(22.3-43.5) 

16.3 
(10.7-21.9) 

29.9 
(21.2-38.6) 

26.1 
(16.9-35.3) 

 

A couple of times per year your 

child/ren are present 
24.3 
(20.9-27.7) 

17.4 
(12.7-22.1) 

29.1 
(24.4-33.8) 

22.5 
(13.8-31.2) 

18.3 
(9.9-26.7) 

10.5 
(3.6-17.4) 

31.9 
(24.8-39.0) 

24.3 
(16.2-32.4) 

29.5 
(20.0-39.0) 

 

Never while your child/ren are present 14.1 
(11.3-16.9) 

11.3 
(7.4-15.2) 

16.1 
(12.3-19.9) 

16.9 
(9.1-24.7) 

4.9 
(0.2-9.6) 

11.8 
(4.5-19.1) 

25.3 
(18.7-31.9) 

9.3 
(3.8-14.8) 

6.8 
(1.5-12.1) 

a, c 

Do you get more talkative and lively after drinking than usual..      
Each day/a couple of times per week 

when your child/ren are present 
20.1 
(16.9-23.3) 

26.3 
(20.8-31.8) 

15.8 
(12.0-19.6) 

21.3 
(12.8-29.8) 

30.5 
(20.5-40.5) 

27.6 
(17.5-37.7) 

14.5 
(9.1-19.9) 

16.8 
(9.7-23.9) 

17.0 
(9.2-24.8) 

 

A couple of times per month when 

your child/ren are present 
19.9 
(16.7-23.1) 

22.7 
(17.5-27.9) 

18.0 
(14.0-22.0) 

24.7 
(15.7-33.7) 

20.7 
(11.9-29.5) 

22.4 
(13.0-31.8) 

15.1 
(9.7-20.5) 

22.4 
(14.5-30.3) 

18.2 
(10.1-26.3) 

 

A couple of times per year you’re your 

child/ren are present 
23.0 
(19.7-26.3) 

18.2 
(13.4-23.0) 

26.3 
(21.8-30.8) 

18.0 
(10.0-26.0) 

15.9 
(8.0-23.8) 

21.1 
(11.9-30.3) 

25.9 
(19.2-32.6) 

24.3 
(16.2-32.4) 

29.5 
(20.0-39.0) 

 

Never while your child/ren are present 37.0 
(33.2-40.8) 

32.8 
(27.0-38.6) 

39.9 
(34.8-45.0) 

36.0 
(26.0-46.0) 

32.9 
(22.7-43.1) 

28.9 
(18.7-39.1) 

44.6 
(37.0-52.2) 

36.4 
(27.3-45.5) 

35.2 
(25.2-45.2) 

a 

           

Do you get visibly drunk (speaking unclearly, walking unsteadily)..       
Each day/a couple of times per week 

when your child/ren are present 
8.6 
(6.4-10.8) 

12.1 
(8.0-16.2) 

6.1 
(3.6-8.6) 

14.6 
(7.3-21.9) 

11.0 
(4.2-17.8) 

10.5 
(3.6-17.4) 

7.8 
(3.7-11.9) 

7.5 
(2.5-12.5) 

1.1 
(0-3.3) 

 

A couple of times per month when 

your child/ren are present 
9.0 
(6.7-11.3) 

12.1 
(8.0-16.2) 

6.9 
(4.3-9.5) 

10.1 
(3.8-16.4) 

11.0 
(4.2-17.8) 

15.8 
(7.6-24.0) 

6.0 
(2.4-9.6) 

11.2 
(5.2-17.2) 

3.4 
(0-7.2) 

 

A couple of times per year you’re your 

child/ren are present 
9.2 
(6.9-11.5) 

10.1 
(6.4-13.8) 

8.6 
(5.7-11.5) 

4.5 
(0.2-8.8) 

15.9 
(8.0-23.8) 

10.5 
(3.6-17.4) 

3.6 
(0.8-6.4) 

9.3 
(3.8-14.8) 

17.0 
(9.2-24.8) 

 

Never while your child/ren are present 73.3 
(69.8-76.8) 

65.6 
(59.7-71.5) 

78.4 
(74.2-82.6) 

70.8 
(61.4-80.2) 

62.2 
(51.7-72.7) 

63.2 
(52.4-74.0) 

82.5 
(76.7-88.3) 

72.0 
(63.5-80.5) 

78.4 
(69.8-87.0) 

a, c 

*a: chi-square <0.05 between mothers and fathers, b: chi square, p<0.05 between 3 age groups for fathers, c: chi square, p<0.05 between 3 age groups for mothers  
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*Significant difference at p<0.05 between all three categories for mothers 

 

Figure 1. Proportion of parents (who drank in the last year) reporting that they ever drink 

alcohol at their home with their children present by gender and age of the youngest child 

(n=413) 

 

Restriction of consumption among parents 

Questions about the context in which consumption was restricted (a short-term goal) 

provided information from which to explore how circumstances impacted motivation in the 

moment. Table 4 shows reasons for restricting consumption (around children) in the home 

environment, at a restaurant and at a friends’ house for a meal. Responses indicated that 

personal reasons such as to remain in control and be responsible (55.2% of responses 95% 

CI= 46.6-63.8) tended to outweigh responses focussing on being around children in the home 

(27.1% of responses 95% CI=19.4-34.8) as reasons for restricting consumption. Although not 

explicitly stated by respondents, being in control and responsible may also be related to 

perceived parenting responsibilities. Outside of the home, driving was a more important 

factor, influencing consumption when visiting restaurants (49.3%; 95% CI=38.0-60.6) and at 

friends’ houses (40.0%; 95% CI=27.6-52.4), than concern about children (10.7%; 95% 

CI=3.7-17.7 and 13.3%; 95%CI=4.7-21.9). When results were compared for mothers and 
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fathers, in the home environment, fathers were significantly more likely to report restricting 

for personal health reasons and significantly less likely to restrict because the children were 

around than mothers. There were no differences by gender of the parent at restaurants or at a 

friend’s house.  



131 

 

 

Table 4. Reasons for restricting alcohol by context and gender of parent (among those that drank in the last year and said they visited those venues 

with their children) (%) 

% Restricted drinking at last 

occasion 

At home, drinking in front of 

children 

(19.4% restricted drinking, n=129) 

%  

At restaurant for a meal with 

children 

(11.2% restricted drinking, n=75) 

%  

At friends’ house for a meal with 

children 

(9.0% restricted drinking, n=60) 

%  

 Fathers 

(n=49) 

Mothers 

(n=80) 

Total 

(n=129) 

Fathers 

(n=36) 

Mothers 

(n=39) 

Total 

(n=75) 

Fathers 

(n=29) 

Mothers 

(n=31) 

Total 

(n=60) 

Personal reasons          

  At limit/to be sensible/responsible 18.4 16.3 17.1  2.8 12.8 8.0  24.1 16.1 20.0  

  Just want to socialise/relax 12.2 3.8 7.0  - 2.6 1.3 - - - 

  Don’t want to get drunk - 11.3 7.0  - - - - 3.2 1.7 

  Personal health 22.4* 8.8* 14.0  2.8 - 1.3 3.4 9.7 6.7 

  Finances 6.1 - 2.3  11.1 2.6 6.7 - - - 

  To drive 4.1 2.5 3.1  52.8 46.2 49.3  44.8 35.5 40.0  

  Commitments next day i.e. work 6.1 3.8 4.7  2.8 - 1.3  - - - 

Children          

  Children around 8.2* 18.8* 14.7  5.6 10.3 8.0 6.9 9.7 8.3  

  To be responsible for children 6.1 12.5 10.1  2.8 2.6 2.7 3.4 6.5 5.0  

  Breastfeeding - 3.8 2.3  - - - - - - 

          

Other 6.1 12.5 10.1  - 2.6 1.3  - - - 

Invalid response 10.2 6.3 7.8  19.4 20.5 20.0 17.2 19.4 18.3  

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Note: columns may not add up to exactly 100.0% due to decimal place rounding 

*significant chi-square <0.05 between fathers and mothers 
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DISCUSSION 

This study measured attitudes to drinking in front of children and how concern may 

vary for mothers versus fathers. We found that both males and females were more concerned 

about a mother than about a father drinking in moderation in front of a 10 year old child, a 

result that conflicts with Scheffels et al. (2016). Males were also less concerned about a 

father than about a mother getting clearly intoxicated a couple of times per week or month in 

front of a 10 year old child. It is possible that expectations of women in Australia as the 

primary care-giver of children may differ from those in Nordic countries, where family roles 

may be more equal (Baxter & Kane, 1995).  

This study also confirmed that parents with younger children (0-5 years) were less 

supportive of drinking at all or having one or two drinks in the presence of small children 

than parents with older children. These findings contrast with those of Raitasalo et al. (2011) 

in Finland, who did not find a difference between respondents with younger and older 

children. They did, however, find that women tended to be stricter in their opinions than men, 

which was also confirmed in this study.  

While these results need to be replicated in a representative population survey, they 

indicate that Australians tend to be generally accepting of what they consider to be moderate 

consumption - one or two drinks in the presence of children - but largely reject being drunk in 

their presence. Moreover, although our results cannot be directly compared with previously 

published Finnish data (Raitasalo et al., 2011), they suggest that Australians may have less 

strict views than those in Finland. While 41% in our sample agreed that alcohol should not be 

used at all in the presence of small children, 72% thought this in Finland, and 77% of 

Australians agreed one should not get drunk in the presence of small children compared with 

near universal agreement (95%) in Finland. In addition, the Norwegians may be slightly more 
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supportive than Australians of drinking a glass of wine in front of children, whereas they 

appeared less supportive of getting slightly intoxicated or clearly intoxicated than the 

Australians. Thus results indicate a culture in Australia more accepting of alcohol 

consumption (at least in moderation) in front of children than at least some other countries 

(Finland and Norway).  

We found good congruence between beliefs and behaviour, so those that did not drink 

each day or a couple of times a week were less likely to agree that it is okay to have one or 

two drinks in the presence of small children. Unlike Raitasalo et al (2011), our study 

indicated that there was no conflict between attitude to drinking and behaviour. Our results 

also indicated that just over one in three parents reported that they drink a glass of alcohol 

each day or a couple of times per week. Overall, one in five reported that they get slightly 

drunk or more talkative and lively than usual, and one in twelve (8.6%) reported getting 

visibly drunk after drinking each day or a couple of times per week, which is concerning and 

incongruent with the Parenting Guidelines (Ryan et al., 2011). Fathers reportedly drank more, 

and more regularly, than mothers in front of their children; a finding that is not surprising 

given that drinking rates are higher in men than women (Bowden et al., 2014), and in fathers 

than in mothers (Bowden et al., 2018). There was no difference among fathers in reported 

drinking in front of children by age of the youngest child in the household, but mothers were 

less likely to report drinking a glass of alcohol each day or a couple of times per week if the 

child was younger (between 0-5 years). Mothers were also less likely to report that they got 

visibly drunk at least a couple of times a week if their child was aged 13-17 years. This 

partially confirms findings from previous Australian studies that age of the child in the 

household can be related to alcohol consumption among women (Bowden et al., 2018), and 

suggests that mothers may also see themselves as playing the key caring role with children. 

These findings, particularly the rates of drunkenness around children, taken along with the 
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fact that 55% of fathers and 63% of mothers agree that most people don’t think about the fact 

that they are role models for children in regard to alcohol consumption, indicates that 

awareness is low. Given this low awareness, and that there was a link between attitudes and 

consumption, health promotion efforts aimed at raising awareness could have a potential 

impact in changing behaviour.  

In addition, our exploratory investigations suggested that short-term motivations to 

restrict consumption were to be sensible or responsible (which, although not specified, may 

be in connection with parenting). When outside of the home, the predominant motivator for 

restricting drinking was around driving, rather than to set a good example to one’s children. 

This result reflects effective public health campaigns in Australia that focus on the impact of 

drink-driving and enforcement of the law.  

These results, combined, highlight that while parents may restrict their drinking to 

stay in control and in compliance of drink-driving laws, awareness of the effects of drinking 

alcohol in front of children may not be high. Further research might usefully examine the 

extent to which adults believe that role-modelling of alcohol consumption impacts later 

behaviour by their children.   

It is important to acknowledge that data reported here have a number of limitations. 

First, data were collected online and from a volunteer sample, which may bias the 

representativeness of the sample. While relationships identified within the dataset are likely 

to be reliable, the present survey was not sampled, nor weighted to be generalisable to the 

population. Some results go against this possible bias; the sample has a similar demographic 

composition to the participants in the NDSHS survey, a sample chosen more probabilistically 

from the Australian population. 
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Second, the survey relied on self-report for measurement of alcohol consumption, and 

previous research has confirmed significant levels of underestimation. Thus, 55% of the 

Australian consumption measured by alcohol sales is covered by respondents’ reports in the 

NDSHS survey (Livingston & Callinan, 2015); underreporting is associated with ‘impression 

management’ among some people (Davis, Thake, & Vilhena, 2010).  

Overall, despite the limitations, the results demonstrate that the Australian adults in 

this study had a permissive attitude to moderate alcohol intake in the presence of children but 

considered “excessive” intake unacceptable. Men were more likely to drink alcohol in front 

of their children and tended to have a more lenient attitude. Attitudes tended to be consistent 

with behaviour; those that were less supportive of drinking in front of children were less 

likely to do so. While the evidence as to what constitutes a ‘safe’ consumption level, 

including in front of children, has not yet been identified, many parents currently exceed 

health guidelines, drinking to the point of drunkenness in front of children on a weekly basis. 

The findings also indicate that although parents may restrict their alcohol intake in 

order to “be responsible” and to stay within the limits imposed by drink-driving laws, they 

are less motivated to alter their consumption on the basis of identification with their position 

as role models. This study highlights the need to target adults and parents consuming in 

excess of health guidelines and the many parents that are consuming alcohol at higher levels 

in front of their children, who are normalising over consumption for the next generation.  
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS 

 

6.1  Preamble 

The overarching goal of the research studies described in this thesis was to identify 

the extent to which consumption of alcohol in a sample of Australians was negatively 

associated with peoples’ knowledge of the long-term harms. This topic is worthy of 

investigation, given the strong current health interest in improving knowledge of short-term 

harms, including drink-driving campaigns, work place safety advice and domestic violence 

advocacy, and the relatively limited focus so far on long-term harms. 

The theoretical framework that informs this thesis, the Transtheoretical Model of 

Change (Prochaska and DiClemente (1982)), suggests that behaviour change requires 

recognition and contemplation of the impact of a behaviour on valued health outcomes, both 

in the medium and longer term. Consequently, establishing the level of community 

knowledge about the long-term harms of alcohol consumption on health outcomes for the self 

and family members (e.g. children at an impressionable age) is a necessary first step to the 

design of interventions that might utilise knowledge of this risk to effect behaviour change. 

Furthermore, Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System Theory states that consumption can be 

influenced at many levels including the individual and community level (through norms) 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

Two areas of likely poor general knowledge about risk provided the main foci of the 

research: the link between alcohol consumption and cancer risk, and the impact of parental 

attitude and behaviour on alcohol consumption among offspring. This chapter draws together 

findings from a series of four studies undertaken to investigate these research questions. 

While this chapter does not directly revisit the discussions contained within each of the four 

empirical chapters, it includes a summary of findings and situates these within the broader 
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literature. Considerations of how findings might be translated to policy in Australia are also 

outlined. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations of the studies, their 

implications and recommendations for further research.  

 

6.2  Brief Summary of key findings 

6.2.1 Paper one: ‘Alcohol consumption and NHMRC guidelines: has the message got 

out, are people conforming and are they aware that alcohol causes cancer?’ 

Paper one drew on cross-sectional surveys of approximately 2,700 South Australian 

adults aged 18 years and over in 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2012. Consumption data 

for 2011 and 2012 were merged for the majority of analyses. The results for 2011/12 

indicated that 21.6% of adults drank in excess of the NHMRC guideline threshold for 

increased lifetime risk of disease (33.0% males; 10.7% females). While many respondents 

did not know what the guideline thresholds were, females were significantly more likely to 

correctly identify their guidelines threshold consumption levels than males (57.0% vs 21.6%). 

Among men, 38.0% thought that the threshold for men was higher. Awareness of alcohol as a 

“very” or “extremely” important risk factor for cancer, while higher than the 22.4% recorded 

in 2004, was still only 36.6% in 2012.  

Awareness of alcohol as a “very” or “extremely” important risk factor for cancer was 

associated with males and females being less likely to exceed the guideline for increased 

lifetime risk. However, there was no association between likelihood of exceeding the 

guidelines and knowledge of the guidelines. Other important demographic factors associated 

with consumption in excess of the guideline for increased lifetime risk among men were: 

being separated, divorced or never married (compared with being married) and having a 

household income in excess of AUD $160,000 per annum. Among women who were more 

likely to exceed guidelines, important demographic correlates were: being de-facto, 
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separated, divorced or never married (compared with being married); and having a household 

income in excess of AUD $80,000 per annum.  

 

6.2.2 Paper two: ‘Prevalence, perceptions and predictors of alcohol consumption and 

abstinence among South Australian school students: a cross-sectional analysis’ 

A cross-sectional survey of 2,885 South Australian school students aged 12-17 years 

was undertaken to examine correlates of consumption behaviour among young people. The 

results revealed that alcohol use was higher in older ages, and by 16 most had tried alcohol, 

with 33.1% of students aged 12-17 years reporting that they drank at least occasionally. 

Students’ judgement that alcohol had a “very” or “extremely” important link with cancer was 

only 28.5%. Correlates of awareness of the link varied with respondent age group; it was 

associated with lower likelihood of drinking for 14-17 year olds, but a higher likelihood of 

drinking among 12-13 year olds. For all ages, smoking status and friends’ approval were 

associated with higher likelihood of drinking. Perceived parental disapproval was associated 

with lower likelihood of drinking for all ages. Among students aged 14-15 years, there was 

an association between those that ranked themselves as having “below average” abilities at 

school and being more likely to drink, and this association existed also for those aged 16-17 

who rated themselves as ‘average’ or ‘below average’. Increased available spending money 

was also associated with a higher likelihood of drinking for 16-17 year olds and 12-13 year 

olds. Greater likelihood of recent drinking (in the last 7 days) was associated with only two 

factors: smoking and the perception that alcohol was easy to buy.  
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6.2.3 Paper three: ‘Parental drinking in Australia: does the age of children in the 

home matter?’ 

This paper utilised cross-sectional data from adults aged between 25 and 55 years 

obtained from the National Drug Strategy Household Survey collected in 2013 (n=11,591). 

The results showed that fewer Australian parents (18.2%) than non-parents (24.2%) drank in 

excess of the NHMRC guidelines for increased lifetime risk (greater than 2 standard drinks a 

day). A smaller proportion of parents (14.2%) than non-parents (21.2%) drank more than four 

drinks on one occasion, putting themselves at short-term risk from that occasion, at least once 

a week.  

Age of the youngest child in the home did not make a difference to whether fathers 

exceeded the guidelines for increased lifetime risk (i.e. >2 standard drinks a day), whereas it 

did for mothers. Mothers were less likely to exceed the guideline for increased lifetime risk if 

their youngest child was aged 0 to 2 years, 6 to 11 years and 15 years and over. In relation to 

exceeding the guideline for increased short-term risk (i.e. more than 4 standard drinks at any 

one time), fathers were less likely to do this at least monthly or weekly if their youngest child 

was less than two years old. Mothers were less likely to exceed the guideline for increased 

short-term risk at least monthly or at least weekly if their youngest child was aged 0 to 2 

years and 15 years and over. Parents were more likely to drink in the home compared with 

non-parents. 

 

6.2.4 Paper four: ‘Levels of parental drinking in the presence of children: an 

exploration of attitudinal and contextual correlates’ 

Paper four consisted of a cross-sectional online survey with 1,000 Australian adults 

(including n=670 parents) aged 18-59 years to assess alcohol consumption in front of 

children. Normative attitudes toward drinking and getting drunk in front of children, 
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perceived parental norms and place of consumption were assessed. The results revealed that 

37.3% of parents reported drinking a glass of alcohol each day or a couple of times a week; 

20.1% reported that they get slightly drunk and 8.6% reported getting visibly drunk with their 

children present. Fathers were more likely than mothers to drink, and to drink more regularly 

in front of their children.  

Drinking behaviour was associated with attitudes; those who drank less than twice a 

week were found to be more likely to report that it is okay to have one or two drinks in the 

presence of small children than those who drank more than twice a week. Overall, 

respondents were less concerned about a parent drinking moderately (i.e. a glass of wine) in 

front of a 10 year old than a parent getting slightly intoxicated or clearly intoxicated in this 

situation. There was less concern by both males and females about a father drinking a glass of 

wine in front of a child than about a mother drinking the same. Overall, females tended to be 

more-strict in their views than males. Parents of children aged less than 5 years were more 

concerned than parents of children aged 6 to 17 about drinking at all, and about drinking one 

to two drinks, in the presence of small children.  

Parents who reported they reduced their consumption within various contexts in front 

of their children on the last occasion were asked why. The results revealed that, in the home, 

parents tended to reduce their consumption and to display sensible and responsible 

behaviours. Among fathers, the most common reason given was for personal health reasons; 

for mothers, the most common reason was because the children were around. Outside of the 

home (i.e. at restaurants and friends’ houses) the main reason given to restrict drinking was to 

avoid drink-driving.  
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6.3 Conceptual review of thesis findings: How do the findings inform the literature? 

6.3.1 Consumption by Australian adults and parents 

The research described in Chapter 1 highlights that much of the focus of alcohol 

consumption guidelines and public education has related to short-term impacts. However 

such approaches do not address the fact that some harms may result from long-term, 

cumulative consumption and that highlighting these impacts may provide an additional tool 

with which to motivate behaviour change. The results reported in the first empirical paper in 

this thesis indicated that just over one in five adults, and one in three males, consumed more 

than two standard drinks per day, putting themselves at increased risk of alcohol-related harm 

(disease or injury) over a lifetime. Other population data from the Australian Institute of 

Health and Welfare confirm these rates of increased lifetime risk; 17.1% of Australians 

(24.0% males and 9.5% females) exceeded the guideline in 2016 (Australian Institute of 

Health and Welfare, 2017). It is however possible that these results are an underestimate 

given the 2013 figure of 27.6% drinking in excess of the guideline for increased risk of 

disease or injury throughout their lifetime, yielded from the IAC study, which accounts for 

86% of sales (Callinan et al., 2016). 

 The literature reviewed in Chapter 1 also highlighted the critical role that parents play, 

both indirectly, by role modelling of consumption behaviour in the presence of children (Yap 

et al., 2017), and directly, by parenting practices with alcohol (Laslett et al., 2017), rule 

setting and spoken or implied approval of consumption (Yap et al., 2017). 

The results in this thesis indicated that more adults without children exceeded the 

guideline for increased lifetime risk of alcohol related disease or injury. Fathers were more 

likely to exceed the guideline than mothers, and the age of the child in the home did not 

appear to relate to the father’s likelihood of exceeding this guideline, whereas the mother’s 
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intake was less in the presence of very young infants, primary school-aged children, and 

senior high-school adolescents. 

The differential impact of the presence of children on the mother’s intake, with impact 

varying according to the child’s age, warrants further examination. It is likely that the wide-

spread promulgation of breastfeeding guidelines in Australia that recommend that pregnant 

and breastfeeding women should abstain from alcohol consumption partly explains 

reductions in consumption when infants up to 2 years are present in the home. This 

interpretation is only likely to be partially explanatory because in Australia in 2010, most 

mothers ceased breast feeding by the time the infant reached 5 months, at which time only 

15% were still breast feeding (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2010a).  

A possible explanation for mothers being less likely to exceed the guideline for 

increased lifetime risk when the youngest child was in primary school could be influence 

from the requirements of returning to work. In an international study involving over 30 

countries and testing Classic Role Theory16, Kuntsche et al. (2009) confirmed that the larger 

the number of social roles an individual fills (i.e. partnership, parenthood and paid labour), 

the less likely they will drink heavily, because they have fewer opportunities to do so and 

because these roles may conflict with consumption.  

Determining an explanation for the finding that women were less likely to exceed the 

guideline when they had older teenagers in the home requires more research; it may reflect 

the need to transport teenagers to social engagements and parties, and to participate in driving 

instruction, or it may be in response to maternal recognition of the importance of role-

modelling of responsible behaviour to emerging adults in this transitional period.  

                                                 
16 According to Role Theory, the “self” is socially defined with different contexts helping define acceptable and 

expected behavioural choices, including but not restricted to, alcohol consumption. It was initially promulgated 

by Mead and Morris (1934) 
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The gender difference in modelling of responsible alcohol consumption is consistent 

with general findings of greater maternal than paternal commitment to the management of 

care within “intact” Australian families. An Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Time Use 

Survey of over 4,000 respondents confirmed that “compared to fathering, mothering involves 

not only more overall time commitment but more multitasking, more physical labour, a more 

rigid timetable, more time alone with children, and more overall responsibility for managing 

care” (Craig, 2006, page 259). 

 

6.3.2 Impact of location of consumption on intake 

The results presented in this thesis also highlight the importance of attention to 

location (or context) of consumption when developing programs designed to ameliorate long-

term harm from consumption. As highlighted in the introduction and fourth paper, as a 

consequence of the laws and regulations that prohibit alcohol consumption in a number of 

environmental contexts and the higher price of alcohol in licensed premises, for many (79%) 

home becomes the main location for consumption (Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare, 2017). 

The finding that parents were more likely to consume alcohol in the home than adults 

without children has particular importance given: i) the potential impact of modelling on 

child behaviour; and ii) the potential of excessive consumption at home to impact on effective 

care giving. Knowledge of both potential impacts appears poor in participants in studies 

reported here, and requires further investigation. The final study provided further evidence 

about the absence of consideration of the impact of consumption in the home and in front of 

children, although this varies between mothers and fathers. Fathers appear likely to limit their 

consumption within the home setting primarily for personal health reasons, whereas mothers 
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indicate greater awareness of personal responsibility for children as a moderator of 

consumption. 

 

6.3.3 Parental and peer approval influences consumption among school students  

There is considerable variation among adolescents in the ages at which they start 

drinking at all, and start drinking with any regularity. The second cross-sectional study of this 

thesis indicated that, by the age of 16, most school students had tried alcohol. Various factors 

correlated with consumption. As expected, smoking was associated with greater rates of 

drinking “at all”, as well as “drinking in the past 7 days” (recent consumption). Other factors 

associated with increased odds of drinking “at all” included amount of available spending 

money and below average self-reported ability at school.  

Recent consumption among school students (i.e. having drunk in the past 7 days) was 

associated with smoking and students’ agreement with the proposition that ‘being able to buy 

alcohol easily encourages me to drink a lot’. While causation and directionality of the 

findings cannot be determined, this finding confirms other reports of an association between 

consumption by adolescents and availability (Rowland, Toumbourou, Satyen, Livingston, & 

Williams, 2014). 

It was initially hypothesised that the influence of peer approval on consumption 

would increase with students’ age, and that the influence of parents would decrease. Results 

indicated that both were important across all ages. This is a critically important finding 

because it highlights the need for parents to acknowledge their ongoing importance. 

Consequently the role that parents play is a critical consideration that should inform programs 

designed to achieve generational, cultural change in attitude to alcohol consumption in 

Australia. The finding that parental disapproval was important, notwithstanding the cross-

sectional nature of the data, is consistent with at least some of the existing evidence 
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internationally. A meta-analysis (Yap et al., 2017), which extended the earlier review by 

Ryan et al. (2010), has confirmed the finding that parental approval of consumption is linked 

positively to increased earlier initiation and consumption among adolescents. 

Although further longitudinal work is required to confirm the causal link between 

parent and child alcohol consumption, there is enough existing cross-sectional evidence, 

together with a small body of longitudinal data, for public health authorities to consider 

strategies for utilising parents to achieve cultural and generational change in attitudes to 

alcohol. Parents should be encouraged to recognise that their approval, or otherwise, of 

consumption may influence consumption choices of their children. Such advice is consistent 

with results from longitudinal studies in other countries, which have confirmed that having 

strict rules about alcohol consumption results in delayed initiation (Van Der Vorst, Engels, 

Meeus, & Dekovic, 2006). Moreover, a recent review concluded that, despite complexity in 

the underlying mechanisms and the need for further hypothesis-driven testing, the current 

weight of evidence suggests that parents should be discouraged from providing their children 

with alcohol in the home and encouraged to support abstinence until the attainment of the 

legal drinking age (Kaynak, Winters, Cacciola, Kirby, & Arria, 2014). 

Results reported here confirm the complex nature of factors contributing to initiation 

of adolescent drinking and the maintenance of this behaviour. It is recommended in section 

6.7.2 below that further research investigate students’ interpretation of perceived availability 

to determine whether ease is related to financial ease, access through parents and friends, or 

physical accessibility through compliant outlets, or a combination of these and other 

variables. 
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6.3.4 Knowledge about long-term risk of alcohol and the link to cancer  

 As outlined in Chapter 1, health guidelines are developed on the basis of close 

examination of research evidence. They are promulgated to help health professionals and the 

general public understand the influence of behavioural and environmental risks on health 

outcomes. 

The results in this dissertation indicated that, although just over half of the female 

participants were able to correctly identify the 2009 guideline for reducing the lifetime risk of 

harm from alcohol-related disease or injury for women, one third could not. Results were 

even more concerning for men; only one in five could correctly identify the guideline, with 

one in three overestimating the amount that conferred risk and nearly half not knowing the 

guideline. These findings suggest that men, in particular, may be guided in their consumption 

by the more “generous” recommendations for men of the earlier guideline (“four for men and 

two for women”).  

The finding that awareness of the more recent Australian guideline was low overall 

was consistent with results reported by Livingston (2012). Low awareness of guidelines has 

also been demonstrated in studies in other developed countries (Bendtsen et al., 2011; de 

Visser & Birch, 2012; Sellman & Ariell, 1996). The most recent Australian data, collected in 

2018 by the Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education (2018), indicated that men were 

more likely than women to overestimate the number of standard drinks linked to long-term 

harm. This study, although not directly comparable, confirmed less than optimal knowledge 

of guidelines, notwithstanding a slight improvement through time. Thus, while 38% of adults 

correctly recalled the guideline to mitigate lifetime harm in 2011, by 2018 the estimate 

improved to 42%. The small size of this change is unsurprising given that paid government 

publicity about the guidelines and unpaid Australian media coverage have both been minimal 

(Wolfaardt et al., 2018). 
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 The changing nature of guidelines, with occasional updates released following the 

accumulation of new evidence, creates challenges for health communication. Moreover, as 

the Transtheoretical Model and various social cognitive models of health behaviour indicate, 

awareness linked to improved knowledge, and even attitudinal change, does not necessarily 

predict behaviour change (Armitage & Conner, 2000; Sheeran, 2002). Consistent with this, 

results from the first study in this thesis did not find a link between awareness of the 

guidelines and lower likelihood of exceeding the guideline for lifetime risk. It is not possible, 

within this research design, to determine whether increases in awareness within individuals 

would result in decreased consumption. These findings do, however, indicate that public 

health messaging that simply highlights the guidelines in isolation may not be sufficient to 

promote behaviour change.  

Conversely, other results confirm that knowledge may have some impact on alcohol 

consumption behaviour; an Australian study by Bowring et al. (2012) found that young adults 

aged 16 to 29 years were less likely to exceed guidelines if they had an accurate 

understanding of the guidelines. Contradictory findings may reflect differences in the 

measures used or the sample recruited, including differences in ages, education or socio-

economic status. Further research is required to identify variables that mediate the 

relationship between improved knowledge and behaviour change, or variables that moderate 

the association. Among these might be the nature of the message being promulgated and the 

extent to which it resonates with different groups within the population.  

As outlined in the introduction to the thesis, there is a confirmed association between 

alcohol and cancer. The World Health Organization advises that alcohol is linked to a range 

of cancers and further confirms that the risk increases with the amount consumed (World 

Health Organization, 2018a). A message around lifetime harm reduction that focuses on 

knowledge of this association has the potential to impact behaviour more than a message that 



148 

 

just provides the NHMRC guidance alone, because cancer is a feared disease in many 

cultures, including Australia (Blendon & Georges, 2011; Borland et al., 1994). A recent 

systematic review by Vrinten et al. (2017) indicated that a large segment of the general 

population describe cancer as “the enemy”, and that the best self-protective strategy was “to 

keep the enemy at bay” by controlling risks, although few respondents in the studies included 

mentioned lifestyle factors such as changing diet and exercise. Mass media campaigns were 

seen as encouraging early detection behaviours because they brought the proximity of cancer 

closer by highlighting the risks. There was, however, another widely held attitude to cancer in 

the study, best illustrated by the quote “ignorance is bliss” and “what you don’t know, you 

don’t worry about”. In this study, this belief was related to reduced-likelihood of undertaking 

screening behaviour (Vrinten et al., 2017), but the same may be true for taking actions to 

prevent cancer.  

These two opposing views demonstrate the potential for the message about alcohol 

and cancer to lead to either a fight or a flight response, thereby amplifying the public health 

challenge (Vrinten et al., 2017). This observation is consistent with review evidence 

presented by Ruiter, Abraham, and Kok (2001) who highlighted the importance of 

distinguishing between messages leading to an affective reaction – fear – and messages that 

result in a heightened cognitive threat perception paired with a high level of response efficacy 

and confidence in capacity to deal with the threat. The former may be ineffective and even 

damaging, whereas the latter may prompt behaviour change. Altogether, research suggests 

that a nuanced approach to the promulgation of messages highlighting the long-term risk of 

consumption is required in order to motivate behaviour change.  

Results reported in this thesis indicate that, while there has been an increase in 

awareness among Australian adults of the important link between alcohol and cancer, there 

are still large segments in the population who appear unaware. Knowledge of the association 
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between cancer and alcohol consumption was greater among females. This may reflect the 

emerging messaging around alcohol and breast cancer incidence, including messages 

disseminated through non-government organisations that support breast cancer awareness 

(e.g. Breast Cancer Network Australia; Cancer Council Australia; the American Cancer 

Society). Furthermore, adults who were aware of the link between alcohol and cancer were 

less likely to exceed the guideline for increased life-time risk. These findings suggest that 

appropriate, targeted messaging on the topic may resonate. 

In support of this, past public health campaigns designed to highlight lifestyle choices 

that influence cancer risk have been successful, most notably in achieving high community 

knowledge of the link to smoking. Thus, in Australia, following many years of public health 

campaigning, 92.3% of the population indicate awareness of the association between 

smoking and cancer, as demonstrated in the results of the first paper of this thesis. Increasing 

knowledge of the long-term harms of smoking, including cancer, has played a fundamental 

role in achieving population behaviour change. Success in previous campaigns that have 

challenged highly entrenched behaviours indicates that increasing population knowledge of 

the link between alcohol and cancer may facilitate reduced consumption in some people; 

however, it is also known that knowledge of the link will not be sufficient to bring about 

change in others. Nonetheless, given that knowledge would appear to be currently low, an 

education campaign may be a good starting point. Scheideler and Klein’s (2018) recent 

review of knowledge, based on 32 studies across 16 countries, concluded that awareness of 

the link between alcohol and cancer varies around the world and is modest overall, even 

though it has improved signiticantly over the last 30 years.  

Data on awareness of the cancer and alcohol association among school students were 

also collected in the research reported here, and found to be lower than among adults (at 

28.5%; see the second study in this thesis). This awareness of the link seemed to be 
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associated with less likelihood of drinking for 14-17 year olds, but was associated with 

increased likelihood of drinking among 12-13 year olds. It is not possible to discern definitive 

reasons for this, with a variety of possible explanations. It may reflect a statistical anomaly, 

or an increase in awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer with age, or that those 

who are drinking at the age of 12-13 are a different cohort entirely, with these young people a 

more “deviant” group. 

Poor knowledge of the cancer and alcohol link across age groups suggests that 

addressing this is an important first step in public health education. Nelson et al. (2013) 

argued the need for clear and consistent statements by public health and medical 

communities, informing the general public that alcohol is a known carcinogen. Additionally, 

this message should be paired with increased exposure to the most recent NHMRC guidelines 

about reducing risk of lifetime harm from consumption. The findings of this thesis are timely 

given that the NHMRC are currently reviewing the alcohol guidelines and were scheduled to 

release them at the end of 2018. These results support the possibility that a communication 

strategy accompanying these guidelines may increase awareness, a necessary first step in 

behaviour change. Health promotion messaging that focuses on both the guidelines and 

cancer risk jointly (e.g. through mechanisms including media campaigns, warning labelling 

on alcohol, and advice promulgated through health professionals) may improve intention to 

change consumption more than a message that targets either alone. This is because the focus 

on cancer identifies the potential nature of the long-term harm addressed in the guidelines, 

thereby improving salience.  

Some further evidence suggests that knowledge about long-term harm from cancer 

gathered through one mechanism (e.g. through exposure to public health guidelines) can 

motivate support for interventions delivered through different approaches. For example, 

Buykx, Gilligan, Ward, Kippen, and Chapman (2015) reported that those that were aware of 
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the link between alcohol and cancer had 30% to 60% higher odds of supporting alcohol 

policy options including: increasing price; reducing availability; banning alcohol sponsorship 

of sport; and including alcohol guideline information and health warnings on containers. 

 

6.3.5 Parents as role models for alcohol consumption 

It is likely that health education strategies, while important to behaviour change, 

would be more effective when paired with generational changes in expectations about what 

constitutes “normal” behaviour. Evidence shows that expectancies about alcohol use are set 

in childhood (Biederman et al., 2000; Miller et al., 1990), and parents have an important role 

to play as models and rule-setters for alcohol consumption (Yap et al., 2017).  

In the context of role modelling, the evidence is not yet clear as to what level of 

consumption, if any, is appropriate in front of children. The Australian Parenting Guidelines 

for Adolescent Alcohol Use encourage parents to limit their alcohol use particularly around 

children and that parents should not get drunk, especially in front of their children. Lack of 

clear definition makes measurement of compliance with these guidelines difficult, and 

mitigates any possible beneficial impact. Nonetheless, highlighting to parents that they have 

some responsibility in this domain is, once again, a necessary first step before parental 

behaviour change is likely.  

Knowledge of their importance as role models also provides a chance to leverage this 

knowledge to achieve reductions in adult intake. Results reported in the final study of this 

thesis highlight that one in three parents are drinking a glass of alcohol each day or a couple 

of times a week in front of their children. Moreover, one in five parents reported that they get 

“slightly drunk” and about one in ten “visibly drunk” each day, or a couple of times a week, 

with their children present. Fathers were more likely to report drinking in front of their 

children more regularly and to a greater extent than mothers. This is consistent with the 
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findings that men were more likely to exceed the guidelines than women and also that fathers 

were more likely to exceed guidelines than mothers.  

 Despite the prevalence of excess consumption, to the point of drunkenness, the 

research reported here also found that the samples largely rejected being drunk in front of 

children, although they were generally accepting of “moderate” consumption in such 

circumstances. Parents with younger children (aged 5 years or less) were less supportive of 

drinking in the presence of small children than parents with older children, with women 

having the strongest views. There were also apparent gender differences; respondents were 

less concerned about a father drinking one or two drinks in front of a child than a mother. 

This contrasts with findings from an online survey of 2,171 Norwegians aged 18-69 years old 

by Scheffels et al. (2016), who did not find a difference in attitude by gender of the parent. 

This difference may reflect differing national expectations of men and women (with women 

being viewed as having greater responsibility for care-giving in Australia than in Nordic 

countries) (Baxter & Kane, 1995). 

Consistent with the above, a study of approximately 2,000 Finnish adults aged 19-59 

by Raitasalo et al. (2011) revealed that a larger proportion of Finnish participants think that 

alcohol should not be used in the presence of small children than the Australian sample (72% 

vs 41% respectively). They were also more likely than the Australian sample to agree that 

one should not get drunk in the presence of small children (95% vs 77% respectively). 

Furthermore, when compared with the Norwegian sample, the Australian sample appeared 

less concerned about getting intoxicated in front of children. While these Australian results 

should be replicated in a representative population sample, they indicate a culture more 

accepting of alcohol consumption than other countries such as Finland and Norway.  

Promisingly, the fourth study in this thesis reported good congruence between 

attitudes to alcohol and consumption behaviour; those who drank less than twice a week were 
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less likely to agree that it is okay to have one or two drinks in the presence of small children. 

This finding, in addition to the fact that more than half of fathers (55%) and mothers (63%) 

agreed that “most people don’t think about the fact that they are role models for children in 

regard to alcohol consumption” indicates that awareness of the importance of this role may be 

poor. It is, however, possible that these responses were subject to response bias, with 

respondents putting themselves in a more favourable position by agreeing with the statement 

essentially about themselves compared to ‘others’. The potential of this bias to obscure the 

true result highlights the need for further work. These results do indicate, however, that 

health promotion efforts aimed at raising awareness could have potential impact in changing 

parent behaviour, and consequently, child behaviour in the short, medium and long-term. 

 The results also highlighted that parents tended to report limiting their consumption 

when inside the home “to be sensible or responsible” (rather than specifying for their 

children, although the two may be connected). When outside the home, the main motivation 

for reducing consumption was to drive rather than to set a good example to children. These 

results indicate that parents are less likely to restrict their drinking as a result of their children 

than to stay in control or to drive. While the drink-driving laws have a substantial deterrent 

effect, it is also likely that lack of awareness about the importance of parents as role models 

and an associated lack of motivation are playing a role in this behaviour. Further research is 

recommended to examine the extent to which adults believe that role-modelling of alcohol 

consumption affects later drinking behaviour by their children.  

 

6.4 What has been done in Australia to educate parents and has it worked? 

To date, one national television campaign was run in Australia in 2009 to raise 

awareness among parents about their role as role models for responsible alcohol 
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consumption. This campaign was funded by DrinkWise17 and involved a visual depiction of 

parents drinking at a barbeque: a father asks his son to get him a beer, the son then walks to 

the fridge and takes out a beer, he then turns into an adult drinking the same beer 

(highlighting the flow-on effects). This (now grown-up adult) then asks his son to get him a 

beer. Then there is a voiceover, ‘kids form their attitude to alcohol long before they ever have 

a drink themselves: their most important role model – you’ (DrinkWise, 2009b). The 

campaign evaluation methodology has not been released, but the results summarised in an 

online report indicated that 33% of parents surveyed said they thought more about how they 

drink around their kids and 28% said that they had reduced the amount of alcohol they drink 

in front of their children in the 12 months following the campaign (DrinkWise, 2009a). The 

Australian Government has not run any paid mass media campaigns to increase national 

awareness among parents of the importance of role modelling. However, a consortium of 

groups in Western Australia, in collaboration with the Western Australian Government, have 

run two campaigns focussing on the effects of alcohol consumption on adolescent 

development and reasons for parents not to supply their children with alcohol. The first 

advertisement, aired in 2012 was named ‘Parents, Young People and Alcohol Cogs’. This 

campaign involved a visual depiction of moving cogs, while a voiceover stated ‘a child’s 

brain continues to develop until their early twenties: as a parent, you need to know that 

alcohol can affect your child’s developing brain...’ (with explanation as to the parts of the 

brain and cognition affected). The ad then finished with the tagline and voiceover – ‘Under 

18. No alcohol. The safest choice’ (Government of Western Australia, 2014b). The second 

campaign was named ‘‘Parents, Young People and Alcohol ‘I see’ ”. This campaign involved 

a brief statement from a taxi driver, a senior school psychologist, a paramedic and a doctor, 

                                                 
17 DrinkWise is funded by the alcohol industry and has received substantial criticism by public health experts as 

motivated by a desire to create the impression that the alcohol industry is socially responsible (Miller, de Groot, 

McKenzie, & Droste, 2011) 
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describing the negative effects of young people drinking. It ended with a tagline ‘Under 18. 

No alcohol. The safest choice’ accompanied with a voiceover ‘we all want to see our children 

reach their full potential, that’s why no one should supply alcohol to under 18’s’ 

(Government of Western Australia, 2014a).  

Campaign evaluation results revealed that both campaigns achieved high awareness 

and high ratings of relevance and believability (Johnston et al., 2018). Importantly, there was 

an increase in parent awareness of the NHMRC guideline recommending no alcohol for 

people under the age of 18. In terms of behaviour change, results were mixed. Parents were 

more likely to have recently discussed alcohol-related issues with their child at the 

completion of both campaigns, compared to parents surveyed prior to the campaigns. 

However, there were no significant reductions in parental supply of alcohol to their child – 

although this was not adequately measured, since the question was about “ever supplying 

alcohol to a child”, making it impossible to tease out intervention effects. Overall, these 

findings indicate that campaigns may assist in increasing parental awareness and may also 

change parental behaviour, but behaviour change can be a more complex issue and is not 

necessarily a direct consequence from increased awareness.  

 

6.5 Study limitations 

 Some aspects of the designs, sampling and measures used in the studies limit 

interpretation, generalisability and the conclusions that can be drawn from the findings in this 

study. These key limitations are described in the following paragraphs. 

 

6.5.1 Methodological considerations 

 All four studies in this thesis were cross-sectional and correlational; therefore only 

associations can be determined and causality and direction cannot. Furthermore, while studies 
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one to three were population surveys, with data weighted to be generalisable to the Australian 

community, study four was an online survey, that used non-probability sampling with quotas 

to achieve a sample size with sufficient power to detect statistically significant relationships 

between key variables. Study four was designed to investigate relationships between 

variables rather than to obtain population prevalence estimates; further research is needed to 

confirm generalisability of these associations. Nevertheless, the detection of significant 

relationships in study four indicates that there is merit in repeating the study using a 

probability sample, with data weighted by age, sex and probability of selection, to explore 

whether the findings apply to the broader population.  

 

6.5.2 Scope 

As outlined in the first chapter of this thesis, it is important to acknowledge that 

alcohol uptake, consumption and excess consumption all occur with influence from many 

intrinsic and extrinsic factors, including the broader environment (cf., Bronfenbrenner’s 

Ecological System Theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979)). However, due to resource constraints 

(i.e. the cost of including questions in population health surveys), and the very nature of 

research requiring tailored methodologies to answer specific research questions, the studies in 

this thesis pursue somewhat narrow lines of enquiry generated from the literature. The 

analyses do not attempt to measure the impact of all of these influences within each study, 

but it must be acknowledged that they exist, and that the findings only contribute to part of 

the broader body of evidence.  

 

6.5.3 Measurement 

 In addition to the limitations of the cross-sectional design of the studies and their 

limited scope, the survey tools themselves have some limitations. The research in this thesis 
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relied on self-report data for measurement of alcohol intake, and studies have shown that 

people tend to underestimate their consumption (Kerr et al., 2009), possibly because of social 

desirability and ‘impression management’ (Davis et al., 2010). Problems with the data may 

also arise because of poor knowledge of the “standard drink”, understanding of which is 

critical to successful completion of the studies. The concept of a “standard drink” is not well 

understood (Kerr & Stockwell, 2012) and, even though participants were provided the 

standard drinks guide (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2013) in the 

questionnaires, data on utilisation and understanding of the guide were not collected. If 

respondents did not understand or attend to the prompt card, data reliability would be affected 

and respondents are therefore likely to underestimate their consumption, given the established 

tendency to underestimate the size of a standard drink (Kerr & Stockwell, 2012).  

The survey tool used in studies 1 and 2 to assess perceptions of the link between 

alcohol and cancer, also have some major limitations. Participants were asked to rate the 

importance of three factors (smoking, pollution and alcohol consumption) in increasing a 

person’s risk of getting cancer on a five point scale (1= “not at all important”, 2= “slightly 

important”, 3= “moderately important”, 4= “very important” and 5= “extremely important”). 

Responses were then collapsed into two categories; 1. “very” and “extremely” important or 2. 

“not at all”, “slightly” or “moderately” important.  

There are several limitations with this approach. Firstly, the term “importance” was 

not defined for respondents and therefore may be misinterpreted by some as importance for 

government, or in terms of personal absolute or relative risk. Furthermore, the question does 

not describe the level of alcohol consumption as related to importance, and respondents may 

respond to this question differently depending on level of consumption (i.e. moderate 

drinking vs heavy drinking) with respondents potentially rating heavier drinking as being 

more important in increasing cancer risk compared with more moderate drinking. Another 
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limitation is that the response categories were coded in such a way as to allow ready 

comparison of perceptions of the link between alcohol and cancer, pollution and smoking. 

This means however that some of the detail in the data (collapsing down from 5 categories to 

two categories) may have been too simplified and it is possible, for instance that many people 

feel that there is a “slightly important” link but not a “very important” link, a distinction 

which has not been captured in this analysis. Furthermore, this approach makes the analyses 

less powerful because there is less variability in outcomes. Future surveys and analysis 

should outline importance, include a level of drinking, and report results for all categories.  

 Furthermore, the survey item designed to assess the association between availability 

of alcohol and consumption among students ‘being able to buy alcohol easily encourages me 

to drink a lot’ was ambiguous and could be interpreted in terms of physical accessibility of 

outlets, or accessibility from parents, peers or family, or financial means. It is recommended 

that further questions be included in surveys in future to analyse this issue in more detail 

because each conclusion has different implications for policy and health promotion 

messaging.  

 

6.6 Policy implications of the findings 

6.6.1 Alcohol consumption patterns differ between genders 

Three studies in this thesis suggest that males, including fathers, are more likely to 

exceed long-term drinking guidelines (and also short-term guidelines) than females, including 

mothers. If lessons learned from other public health challenges, including tobacco control, are 

applied to an education and behaviour change strategy, adults would be targeted to change 

their behaviour because their behaviour may model bad choices to children. Whether this 

approach would be more successful than targeting children directly is an empirical question 

that warrants further research. Adults, as role models, are in the position to initiate and 
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support generational change in attitude to alcohol and consumption behaviour. Given the 

higher likelihood of exceeding the guidelines among men and fathers, men should be the 

primary focus of public health campaigns with the aim of improving their knowledge of long-

term harms and cancer risk. 

 

6.6.2 The need for public education about the risks of long-term cumulative 

consumption 

The work presented in this thesis supports the proposition that a community 

awareness strategy may redress current gaps in knowledge of the long-term risks of regular 

consumption in excess of the guidelines. The first two studies of this thesis have been 

provided to the South Australian Government via face-to-face briefings with policy makers. 

They have also been provided to the Australian Government via a written submission to the 

Draft National Alcohol Strategy 2018-2026 consultation, to inform their goals and strategies. 

Prior to such a public education strategy being developed, further research is required as 

outlined in section 6.7.  

 

6.6.3 The need to educate parents about the role of parental disapproval and other 

risk factors 

The second study of this thesis indicates that perceived parental disapproval of 

children’s consumption was associated with school students being less likely to drink. This is 

a readily modifiable behaviour by parents. The ‘Australian Parenting Guidelines for 

Adolescent Alcohol Use’ were developed based on results from a review by Ryan et al. 

(2010). This review concluded that, due to the mixed findings relating to the association 

between perceived parental disapproval and consumption, parental disapproval did not play 

an important role. The guidelines do, however, state that ‘Parents should not present a 
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permissive approach to alcohol, as this can increase the likelihood of alcohol misuse by their 

adolescent child’(Ryan et al., 2011, page 16). The findings presented in this thesis support the 

approach in these guidelines.  

Notwithstanding the complexity of the association, the correlational results reported 

here suggest that perceived parental disapproval may play an important role in influencing 

adolescent consumption in Australia. Furthermore, this study showed a link between 

available weekly spending money and drinking at all for those aged 12-13 and 16-17 years 

old, indicating that parents should be aware of the link between access to money and 

consumption. Self-reported ability in school was also an important correlate of consumption 

for school students aged 14-17; those who were less confident in their abilities were more 

likely to drink. These findings confirm previous associations found between more weekly 

spending money and consumption (Bellis et al., 2007) and self-reported performance at 

school (Balsa et al., 2011). Parents, teachers and the wider community should be alerted to 

these risk factors for alcohol consumption in adolescence.  

 

6.7 Future research directions 

6.7.1 Investigate the potential impact of messaging among those that are dependent 

drinkers 

Data reported in this thesis identified an association between awareness of the link 

between alcohol and cancer and reduced likelihood of exceeding the guideline for lifetime 

risk among both males and females. Alcohol dependence is defined by the World Health 

Organization as “a disorder of regulation of alcohol use arising from repeated or continuous 

use of alcohol. The characteristic feature is a strong internal drive to use alcohol, which is 

manifested by impaired ability to control use, increasing priority given to use over other 

activities and persistence of use despite harm or negative consequences. These experiences 
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are often accompanied by a subjective sensation of urge or craving to use alcohol. 

Physiological features of dependence may also be present, including tolerance to the effects 

of alcohol, withdrawal symptoms following cessation or reduction in use of alcohol, or 

repeated use of alcohol or pharmacologically similar substances to prevent or alleviate 

withdrawal symptoms. The features of dependence are usually evident over a period of at 

least 12 months but the diagnosis may be made if alcohol use is continuous (daily or almost 

daily) for at least 1 month” (World Health Organization, 2018b, section 6C40.2). Alcohol 

dependence was not addressed within the scope of this thesis and it is likely that those who 

are dependent would require different supports for behaviour change than those that are 

applicable in the general population of alcohol drinkers. It is recommended that future studies 

include both alcohol “dependent” and “not-dependent” samples in order to test the impact of 

messaging focussed on long-term risk for cancer, and/or impacts on children’s consumption.  

 

6.7.2 Examine self-reported ease of access among school children 

As outlined earlier, the second study highlighted that perceived ease of access among 

school children was related to increased likelihood of being a regular drinker (i.e. drank in the 

past 7 days). Further research with young people is recommended to investigate their 

interpretation of ease of access. For example, are perceptions related to financial ease, 

physical accessibility or parental and peer supply? Such findings would have implications for 

policy and educational practices, particularly in response to retail availability and parenting 

strategies respectively.  
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6.7.3 Conduct a longitudinal study to determine whether the correlates found in the 

cross-sectional studies in this thesis are confirmed as causal 

This thesis identified a number of important variables associated with adolescent 

consumption including: smoking; available spending money; self-reported schooling ability; 

perceived parental disapproval of alcohol consumption; perceived friends’ approval of 

alcohol consumption and awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer. It also suggested 

that smoking, and the perception that alcohol purchase was easy were linked with regular 

consumption. It is important to test these variables in a longitudinal research study, including 

children (potentially pre-adolescence) and their parents to further understand the sequence of 

events, timing and chronicity of exposures. In addition, this thesis did not include other 

important influences on consumption such as parental provision of alcohol to children, which 

should be included in the longitudinal study. 

 

6.7.4 Conduct an expanded, representative survey with Australian parents 

The last study in this thesis highlighted potential cultural differences in normative 

beliefs about drinking in front of children held by parents in Australia, Sweden and Norway. 

It is important to note that the Australian study was conducted with a panel of paid volunteers 

and it is recommended that the survey be conducted again with a representative sample from 

the population. Testing of this representative sample should be expanded to investigate 

parental understanding of their impact as role models on later alcohol consumption by their 

children. It should also assess parental awareness of NHMRC guidelines for adolescents, 

because, as highlighted in the first chapter, if awareness of the guidelines is low, then parents 

are less likely to encourage adherence to them. 

 



163 

 

6.7.5 Further understand how people interpret guidelines and develop and test the 

impact of potential messaging in an experimental setting 

This thesis highlighted gaps in knowledge of the long-term risks associated with 

drinking among the Australian community. A natural extension of the studies presented here 

would be to conduct a study to better understand how people interpret the current guidelines 

and lifetime harms of alcohol consumption and to directly examine whether a focus on the 

increased risk of cancer is a motivating factor to improve intention to reduce consumption.  

Given the higher rates of excess consumption among men, and the fact that they were 

less likely to know of the important link between alcohol and cancer compared to women, 

potential messaging and its likely impact should be investigated across the community, but 

particularly among men. Messaging should be developed and focus tested with parents, 

including messaging of the link between alcohol and cancer, the guidelines for lifetime risk 

and the role of parents as role models in their child’s consumption. Participants should be 

encouraged to consider whether the message taught them something new, conveyed believability, 

was relevant to them and made them “stop and think” about their consumption (or their 

consumption in front of their child).  

The messages that rate most highly in focus testing (particularly among men and 

fathers) could then be tested in an experimental, within-subjects message rating web-based 

study, utilising an Australian protocol that has successfully identified the relative impact of 

other health messaging advertising (Durkin, Bayly, Cotter, Mullin, & Wakefield, 2013). 

Questions should assess intention to change (e.g. “to what extent would this message make 

you motivated to…?”) and persuasiveness (e.g. “made me stop and think”, “taught me 

something new”, “was easy to understand”, “was effective”, “made a strong argument for…”, 

“made me feel concerned about…”). Modelling could then be undertaken with the results 

from the experimental study to assess the financial costs and benefits of implementing a 
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national media campaign for the message that tests most favourably, in terms of indicating 

increased awareness and motivating potential behaviour change. 

 

6.8 Final comments 

 Alcohol consumption in Australia is commonplace, and most Australians do not 

consume in excess of alcohol guidelines. There are, however, certain segments of the 

population that are drinking in excess of the guidelines, including the guideline for increased 

lifetime risk. These are more usually men, including fathers. By doing so, they put 

themselves at increased risk of alcohol-related disease and harms and they normalise over-

consumption. This may have flow-on effects for the next generation, particularly given the 

importance of role-modelling. 

Furthermore, a vast majority of men and, to a lesser extent, women are unaware of the 

guideline for minimisation of lifetime risk, and the majority are not aware of the link between 

alcohol and cancer. In research terms, evidence, while clear, is relatively new and there has 

been a gap in translation of this scientific knowledge to community awareness. Australian 

data show that the community believes that the government could and should have a role to 

play in highlighting the longer-term risks to the community (Foundation for Alcohol 

Research and Education, 2018).  

The results in this thesis confirm that although communication of these risks may not 

change behaviour, as indicated in the first study, it is likely to, at the very least, increase 

awareness, which is currently very low and reflects the previous guidelines for men. It is 

important to acknowledge that in an environment where the alcohol industry are spending in 

the order of AUD $220 million per annum promoting their products (White et al., 2015), and 

where alcohol is widely available and relatively affordable, increased awareness may not 

translate to behaviour change.  
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The challenge is made even more difficult by the finding that, on occasion, alcohol is 

consumed to excess in homes with children present, raising the risk of short-term harm in 

addition to the long-term harm associated with ongoing consumption. Overall, the thesis 

findings highlight the importance of starting a conversation with the broader community that 

addresses both the short and long-term harms of alcohol. This conversation can include 

guidance about best parenting practice with alcohol. At the very least, consistent messaging 

will initiate consideration of behaviour change, although the true beneficiaries of this may not 

yet be born.  

  



166 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Andrews, J. A., Hops, H., Ary, D., Tildesley, E., & Harris, J. (1993). Parental influence on early adolescent 

substance use: Specific and nonspecific effects. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 13(3), 285-310. 

doi:10.1177/0272431693013003004 

Archer, K., Lemeshow, S., & Hosmer, D. (2007). Goodness-of-fit tests for logistic regression models when data 

are collected using a complex sampling design. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 51, 4450-

4464. doi:10.1016/j.csda.2006.07.006  

Armitage, C., J., & Conner, M. (2000). Social cognition models and health behaviour: A structured review. 

Psychology & Health, 15(2), 173-189. doi:10.1080/08870440008400299 

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2008). Census of Population and Housing - Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas, 

South Australia 2006. Canberra: ABS. 

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2012). Australian Demographic Statistics, Jun 2012. Canberra: ABS.  

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2013). Socio-economic indexes for area (SEIFA). Canberra: ABS.  

Australian Government Department of Health. (2018). About the 'Women Want to Know' project. Retrieved 

from http://www.alcohol.gov.au/internet/alcohol/publishing.nsf/Content/wwtk 

Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing. (2009). The Australian Standard Drink. Canberra: 

Australian Government. Retrieved from 

www.health.gov.au/internet/alcohol/publishing.nsf/Content/standard. 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2010a). 2010 Australian National Infant Feeding Survey: indicator 

results. Canberra: AIHW. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/af2fe025-637e-4c09-ba03-

33e69f49aba7/13632.pdf.aspx?inline=true 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2010b). 2010 National Drug Strategy Household Survey 

questionnaire. Canberra: AIHW. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/20b56660-a1d0-4a48-

b1b2-6f66e6088a15/12668_questionnaire.pdf.aspx 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2011). Drugs in Australia 2010: tobacco, alcohol and other drugs. 

Canberra Retrieved from http://aihw.gov.au/publication-detail/?id=10737420497&tab=2 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2013). 2013 National Drug Strategy Houshold Survey 

questionnaire. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/e1f0d168-cad3-476f-b388-

5c5714755451/ndshs-2013-questionnaire.pdf.aspx 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2014). National Drug Strategy Household Survey detailed report 

2013. Canberra: AIHW.  

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2017). National drug strategy household survey 2016. Detailed 

findings. Canberra: AIHW. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/15db8c15-7062-4cde-bfa4-

3c2079f30af3/21028a.pdf.aspx?inline=true 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2018). National Drug Strategy Household Survey: About Our Data. 

Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/about-our-data/our-data-collections/national-drug-strategy-

household-survey 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW). (2017). National Drug Strategy Household Survey 

(NDSHS) 2016 – key findings. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/reports/illicit-use-of-drugs/ndshs-

2016-key-findings/contents/summary 

Australian Medical Association. (2017). Harmful substance use, dependence and behavioural addiction. 

Canberra: AMA. Retrieved from https://ama.com.au/position-statement/harmful-substance-use-

dependence-and-behavioural-addiction-addiction-2017 

Baan, R., Straif, K., Grosse, Y., Secretan, B., El Ghissassi, F., Bouvard, V., . . . Cogliano, V. (2007). 

Carcinogenicity of alcoholic beverages. The Lancet Oncology, 8(4), 292-293. doi:10.1016/S1470-

2045(07)70099-2 

Baghurst, K. I., Baghurst, P. A., & Record, S. J. (1992). Public perceptions of the role of dietary and other 

environmental factors in cancer causation or prevention. Journal of Epidemiology & Community 

Health, 46(2), 120-126. doi:10.1136/jech.46.2.120 

Balsa, A., Giuliano, L., & French, M. (2011). The effects of alcohol use on academic achievement in high 

school. Economics of Education Review, 30(1), 1-15. doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2010.06.015 

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Envlewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall. 

Bartram, A., Eliott, J., Hanson-Easey, S., & Crabb, S. (2017). How have people who have stopped or reduced 

their alcohol consumption incorporated this into their social rituals? Psychology and Health, 32(6), 

728-744. doi:10.1080/08870446.2017.1300260 

Baxter, J., & Kane, E. W. (1995). Dependence and independence: A cross-national analysis of gender inequality 

and gender attitudes. Gender & Society, 9(2), 193-215. doi:10.1177/089124395009002004 

http://www.alcohol.gov.au/internet/alcohol/publishing.nsf/Content/wwtk
www.health.gov.au/internet/alcohol/publishing.nsf/Content/standard
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/af2fe025-637e-4c09-ba03-33e69f49aba7/13632.pdf.aspx?inline=true
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/af2fe025-637e-4c09-ba03-33e69f49aba7/13632.pdf.aspx?inline=true
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/20b56660-a1d0-4a48-b1b2-6f66e6088a15/12668_questionnaire.pdf.aspx
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/20b56660-a1d0-4a48-b1b2-6f66e6088a15/12668_questionnaire.pdf.aspx
http://aihw.gov.au/publication-detail/?id=10737420497&tab=2
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/e1f0d168-cad3-476f-b388-5c5714755451/ndshs-2013-questionnaire.pdf.aspx
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/e1f0d168-cad3-476f-b388-5c5714755451/ndshs-2013-questionnaire.pdf.aspx
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/15db8c15-7062-4cde-bfa4-3c2079f30af3/21028a.pdf.aspx?inline=true
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/15db8c15-7062-4cde-bfa4-3c2079f30af3/21028a.pdf.aspx?inline=true
www.aihw.gov.au/about-our-data/our-data-collections/national-drug-strategy-household-survey
www.aihw.gov.au/about-our-data/our-data-collections/national-drug-strategy-household-survey
www.aihw.gov.au/reports/illicit-use-of-drugs/ndshs-2016-key-findings/contents/summary
www.aihw.gov.au/reports/illicit-use-of-drugs/ndshs-2016-key-findings/contents/summary
https://ama.com.au/position-statement/harmful-substance-use-dependence-and-behavioural-addiction-addiction-2017
https://ama.com.au/position-statement/harmful-substance-use-dependence-and-behavioural-addiction-addiction-2017


167 

 

Begg, S., Vos, T., Barker, B., Stevenson, C., Stanley, L., & Lopez, A. (2007). The burden of disease and injury 

in Australia 2003. Canberra: AIHW. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/f81b92b3-18a2-

4669-aad3-653aa3a9f0f2/bodaiia03.pdf.aspx. 

Bellis, M. A., Hughes, K., Morleo, M., Tocque, K., Hughes, S., Allen, T., . . . Fe-Rodriguez, E. (2007). 

Predictors of risky alcohol consumption in schoolchildren and their implications for preventing 

alcohol-related harm. Substance abuse, treatment, prevention, and policy, 2(15), 1-10. 

doi:10.1186/1747-597X-2-15 

Bendtsen, P., Karlsson, N., Dalal, K., & Nilsen, P. (2011). Hazardous drinking concepts, limits and methods: 

low levels of awareness, knowledge and use in the Swedish population. Alcohol & Alcoholism, 46(5), 

638-645. doi:10.1093/alcalc/agr065 

Biederman, J., Faraone, S. V., Monuteaux, M. C., & Feighner, J. A. (2000). Patterns of alcohol and drug use in 

adolescents can be predicted by parental substance use disorders. Pediatrics, 106(4), 792-797.  

Blendon, R., & Georges, J. (2011). Key findings from a five-country survey of public attitudes about alzheimer’s 

disease. Paper presented at the Alzheimer’s Association International Conference, Paris, France.  

Boffetta, P., & Hashibe, M. (2006). Alcohol and cancer. The Lancet Oncology, 7(2), 149-156. 

doi:10.1016/s1470-2045(06)70577-0 

Borland, R., Donaghue, N., & Hill, D. (1994). Illnesses that Australians most feared in 1986 and 1993. 

Australian Journal of Public Health, 18(4), 366-369. doi:10.1111/j.1753-6405.1994.tb00266.x 

Bowden, J. (2018). Analysis of National Drug Strategy Household data (unpublished). Adelaide, Australia: The 

University of Adelaide.  

Bowden, J., Delfabbro, P., Room, R., Miller, C., & Wilson, C. (2018). Parental drinking in Australia: Does the 

age of children in the home matter? Drug and Alcohol Review.  

Bowden, J. A., Delfabbro, P., Room, R., Miller, C. L., & Wilson, C. (2014). Alcohol consumption and NHMRC 

guidelines: has the message got out, are people conforming and are they aware that alcohol causes 

cancer? Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 38(1), 66-72. doi:10.1111/1753-

6405.12159 

Bowring, A. L., Gold, J., Dietze, P., Gouillou, M., van Gemert, C., & Hellard, M. E. (2012). Know your limits: 

awareness of the 2009 Australian alcohol guidelines among young people. Drug and Alcohol Review, 

31(2), 213-223. doi:10.1111/j.1465-3362.2011.00409.x 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The Ecology of Human Development: Experiments by Nature and Design. United 

States of America: Harvard University Press  

Buykx, P., Gilligan, C., Ward, B., Kippen, R., & Chapman, K. (2015). Public support for alcohol policies 

associated with knowledge of cancer risk. International Journal of Drug Policy, 26(4), 371-379. 

doi:10.1016/j.drugpo.2014.08.006 

Callinan, S. (2012). Alcohol consumption during pregnancy: Results from the 2010 National Drug Strategy 

Household Survey. Canberra: Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education. Retrieved from 

http://fare.org.au/alcohol-consumption-during-pregnancy-results-from-the-2010-national-drug-

strategy-household-survey/ 

Callinan, S., Livingston, M., Room, R., & Dietze, P. (2016). Drinking contexts and alcohol consumption: How 

much alcohol is consumed in different Australian locations? Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 

77(4), 612-619. doi:10.15288/jsad.2016.77.612 

Cancer Council Australia. (2015). Position Statement - Alcohol and Cancer.  Retrieved from 

https://wiki.cancer.org.au/policy/Position_statement_-

_Alcohol_and_cancer#Cancer_Council_Australia.27s_recommendations_on_alcohol_use 

Catalano, H. (1996). The social development model: A theory of antisocial behavior. In Hawkins J.D. (Ed.), 

Delinquency and Crime: Current Theories. (pp. 149-197). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Cialdini, R. B., Kallgren, C. A., & Reno, R. R. (1991). A focus theory of normative conduct: A theoretical 

refinement and reevaluation of the role of norms in human behavior. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in 

Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 24, pp. 201-234). New York: Academic Press. 

Cleveland, H., & Wiebe, R. (2003). The moderation of adolescent-to-peer similarity in tobacco and alcohol use 

by school levels of substance use. Child Development, 74(1), 279-291. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00535 

Collins, D. J., & Lapsley, H. M. (2008). The costs of tobacco, alcohol and illicit drug abuse to 

Australian society in 2004/05. Canberra: Department of Health and Ageing. Retrieved from 

www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/publishing.nsf/Content/mono64/$File

/mono64.pdf 
Commonwealth of Australia. (2018). Consultation Draft: National Alcohol Strategy 2018-2026. Canberra: 

Department of Health. Retrieved from 

www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/55E4796388E9EDE5CA25808F00035035/$

File/Consultation%20Draft%20National%20Alcohol%20Strategy%202018-2026.pdf 

www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/f81b92b3-18a2-4669-aad3-653aa3a9f0f2/bodaiia03.pdf.aspx
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/f81b92b3-18a2-4669-aad3-653aa3a9f0f2/bodaiia03.pdf.aspx
http://fare.org.au/alcohol-consumption-during-pregnancy-results-from-the-2010-national-drug-strategy-household-survey/
http://fare.org.au/alcohol-consumption-during-pregnancy-results-from-the-2010-national-drug-strategy-household-survey/
https://wiki.cancer.org.au/policy/Position_statement_-_Alcohol_and_cancer#Cancer_Council_Australia.27s_recommendations_on_alcohol_use
https://wiki.cancer.org.au/policy/Position_statement_-_Alcohol_and_cancer#Cancer_Council_Australia.27s_recommendations_on_alcohol_use
www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/publishing.nsf/Content/mono64/$File/mono64.pdf
www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/publishing.nsf/Content/mono64/$File/mono64.pdf
www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/55E4796388E9EDE5CA25808F00035035/$File/Consultation%20Draft%20National%20Alcohol%20Strategy%202018-2026.pdf
www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/55E4796388E9EDE5CA25808F00035035/$File/Consultation%20Draft%20National%20Alcohol%20Strategy%202018-2026.pdf


168 

 

Corrao, G., Bagnardi, V., Zambon, A., & La Vecchia, C. (2004). A meta-analysis of alcohol consumption and 

the risk of 15 diseases. Preventive Medicine, 38(5), 613-619. doi:10.1016/j.ypmed.2003.11.027  

Craig, L. (2006). Does father care mean fathers share?: A comparison of how mothers and fathers in intact 

families spend time with children. Gender & Society, 20(2), 259-281. doi:10.1177/0891243205285212 

Crandall, M., Chiu, B., & Sheehan, K. (2006). Injury in the first year of life: risk factors and solutions for high-

risk families. Journal of Surgical Research, 133(1), 7-10. doi:10.1016/j.jss.2006.02.027 

Davis, C. G., Thake, J., & Vilhena, N. (2010). Social desirability biases in self-reported alcohol consumption 

and harms. Addictive Behaviors, 35(4), 302-311. doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2009.11.001 

Dawson, D. A., Grant, B. F., Stinson, F. S., & Chou, P. S. (2006). Maturing out of alcohol dependence: the 

impact of transitional life events. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 67(2), 195-203. 

doi:10.15288/jsa.2006.67.195 

de Looze, M., Raaijmakers, Q., ter Bogt, T., Bendtsen, P., Farhat, T., Ferreira, M., . . . Pickett, W. (2015). 

Decreases in adolescent weekly alcohol use in Europe and North America: evidence from 28 countries 

from 2002 to 2010. European Journal of Public Health, 25(Supplement 2), 69-72. 

doi:doi:10.1093/eurpub/ckv031 

de Visser, R. O., & Birch, J. D. (2012). My cup runneth over: young people's lack of knowledge of low-risk 

drinking guidelines. Drug and Alcohol Review, 31(2), 206-212. doi:10.1111/j.1465-3362.2011.00371.x 

DeWit, D. J., Adlaf, E. M., Offord, D. R., & Ogborne, A. C. (2000). Age at first alcohol use: a risk factor for the 

development of alcohol disorders. American Journal of Psychiatry, 157(5), 745-750. 

doi:10.1176/appi.ajp.157.5.745 

Dixon, H. G., Pratt, I. S., Scully, M. L., Miller, J. R., Patterson, C., Hood, R., & Slevin, T. J. (2015). Using a 

mass media campaign to raise women's awareness of the link between alcohol and cancer: cross-

sectional pre-intervention and post-intervention evaluation surveys. BMJ Open, 5(3), e006511. 

doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2014-006511 

DrinkWise. (2009a). Kids Absorb Your Drinking. Retrieved from https://drinkwise.org.au/wp-

content/uploads/Kids-Absorb-Your-Drinking-campaign-summary.pdf 

DrinkWise. (2009b). Parental influence campaign. Retrieved from https://drinkwise.org.au/our-work/parents-

campaign/# 

Dunstone, K., Brennan, E., Slater, M. D., Dixon, H. G., Durkin, S. J., Pettigrew, S., & Wakefield, M. A. (2017). 

Alcohol harm reduction advertisements: a content analysis of topic, objective, emotional tone, 

execution and target audience. BMC Public Health, 17(1), 312. doi:10.1186/s12889-017-4218-7 

Durkin, S., Bayly, M., Cotter, T., Mullin, S., & Wakefield, M. (2013). Potential effectiveness of anti-smoking 

advertisement types in ten low and middle income countries: Do demographics, smoking 

characteristics and cultural differences matter? Social Science & Medicine, 98, 204-213. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.09.022 

Engels, R. C. M. E., Knibbe, R. A., Vries, H. D., Drop, M. J., & van Breukelen, G. J. P. (1999). Influences of 

parental and best friends' smoking and drinking on adolescent use: A longitudinal study. Journal of 

Applied Social Psychology, 29(2), 337-361. doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.1999.tb01390.x 

Fjær, E. G., Pedersen, W., von Soest, T., & Gray, P. (2016). When is it OK to be drunk? Situational and cultural 

variations in the acceptability of visible intoxication in the UK and Norway. International Journal of 

Drug Policy, 29, 27-32. doi:10.1016/j.drugpo.2015.12.002 

Fogarty, A. S., & Chapman, S. (2012). Australian television news coverage of alcohol, health and related 

policies, 2005 to 2010: implications for alcohol policy advocates. Australian and New Zealand Journal 

of Public Health, 36(6), 530-536. doi:10.1111/j.1753-6405.2012.00933.x 

Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education. (2011). About alcohol's $36 billion cost. Retrieved from 

www.fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/research/36-Billion.pdf 

Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education. (2017). Australia, an intoxicated society – 40 years on from 

the Baume Report. Canberra: FARE. Retrieved from http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Australia-

an-intoxicated-society-40-years-on-from-the-Baume-report.pdf 

Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education. (2018). Annual alcohol poll 2018 - Attitudes & behaviours. 

Canberra: FARE. Retrieved from http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/FARE-Annual-Alcohol-Poll-

2018-web.pdf 

Freisthler, B., & Gruenewald, P. J. (2013). Where the individual meets the ecological: a study of parent drinking 

patterns, alcohol outlets, and child physical abuse. Alcoholism: Clinical and experimental research, 

37(6), 993-1000. doi:10.1111/acer.12059 

Gao, C., Ogeil, R. P., & Lloyd, B. (2014). Alcohol's burden of disease in Australia: FARE and VicHealth in 

collaboration with Turning Point. Retrieved from www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-

/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/alcohol-misuse/Alcohols-burden-of-disease-in-

Australia.pdf?la=en&hash=9C70DF259DB52631DC030E5F898691647A8D3EF9 

https://drinkwise.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Kids-Absorb-Your-Drinking-campaign-summary.pdf
https://drinkwise.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Kids-Absorb-Your-Drinking-campaign-summary.pdf
https://drinkwise.org.au/our-work/parents-campaign/
https://drinkwise.org.au/our-work/parents-campaign/
www.fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/research/36-Billion.pdf
http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Australia-an-intoxicated-society-40-years-on-from-the-Baume-report.pdf
http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Australia-an-intoxicated-society-40-years-on-from-the-Baume-report.pdf
http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/FARE-Annual-Alcohol-Poll-2018-web.pdf
http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/FARE-Annual-Alcohol-Poll-2018-web.pdf
www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/alcohol-misuse/Alcohols-burden-of-disease-in-Australia.pdf?la=en&hash=9C70DF259DB52631DC030E5F898691647A8D3EF9
www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/alcohol-misuse/Alcohols-burden-of-disease-in-Australia.pdf?la=en&hash=9C70DF259DB52631DC030E5F898691647A8D3EF9
www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/alcohol-misuse/Alcohols-burden-of-disease-in-Australia.pdf?la=en&hash=9C70DF259DB52631DC030E5F898691647A8D3EF9


169 

 

Getz, J. G., & Bray, J. H. (2005). Predicting heavy alcohol use among adolescents. The American Journal of 

Orthopsychiatry, 75(1), 102-116. doi:10.1037/0002-9432.75.1.102 

Giskes, K., Turrell, G., Bentley, R., & Kavanagh, A. (2011). Individual and household-level socioeconomic 

position is associated with harmful alcohol consumption behaviours among adults. Australia and New 

Zealand Journal of Public Health, 35(3), 270-277. doi:10.1111/j.1753-6405.2011.00683.x 

Government of South Australia Population Research and Outcomes Unit. (2004). The Health Omnibus Survey 

Methodology: Number 2002-04. Adelaide: Department of Health.  

Government of Western Australia. (2014a). Parents, young people and alcohol 'I see' no one should provide 

alcohol to under 18s.  Retrieved from 

https://alcoholthinkagain.com.au/Campaigns/Campaign/ArticleID/13/ArtMID/475 

Government of Western Australia. (2014b). Parents, young people and alcohol ‘cogs’ under 18. No alcohol. 

The safest choice.  Retrieved from 

https://alcoholthinkagain.com.au/Campaigns/Campaign/ArtMID/475/ArticleID/3/Parents-Young-

People-and-Alcohol-Cogs 

Grant, B. F., & Dawson, D. A. (1997). Age at onset of alcohol use and its association with DSM-IV alcohol 

abuse and dependence: Results from the National Longitudinal Alcohol Epidemiologic Survey. Journal 

of Substance Abuse, 9, 103-110. doi:10.1016/S0899-3289(97)90009-2 

Gronbaek, M., Stroger, U., Strunge, H., Moller, L., Graff, V., & Iversen, L. (2001). Impact of a 10-year nation-

wide alcohol campaign on knowledge of sensible drinking limits in Denmark. European Journal of 

Epidemiology, 17(5), 423-427. doi:10.1023/A:1013765827585  

Hall, W., Flaherty, B., & Homel, P. (1992). The public perception of the risks and benefits of alcohol 

consumption. Australian Journal of Public Health, 16(1), 38-42. doi:0.1111/j.1753-

6405.1992.tb00023.x 

Hamajima, N., Hirose, K., Tajima, K., Rohan, T., Calle, E. E., Heath, C. W., Jr., . . . Meirik, O. (2002). Alcohol, 

tobacco and breast cancer--collaborative reanalysis of individual data from 53 epidemiological studies, 

including 58,515 women with breast cancer and 95,067 women without the disease. British Journal of 

Cancer, 87(11), 1234-1245. doi:10.1038/sj.bjc.6600596 

Haug, S., Ulbricht, S., Hanke, M., Meyer, C., & John, U. (2011). Overestimation of drinking norms and its 

association with alcohol consumption in apprentices. Alcohol and Alcoholism, 46(2), 204-209. 

doi:10.1093/alcalc/agq103 

Hawkins, J. D., Graham, J. W., Maguin, E., Abbott, R., Hill, K. G., & Catalano, R. F. (1997). Exploring the 

effects of age of alcohol use initiation and psychosocial risk factors on subsequent alcohol misuse. 

Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 58(3), 280-290.  

Hawkins, N. A., Berkowitz, Z., & Peipins, L. A. (2010). What does the public know about preventing cancer? 

Results from the Health Information National Trends Survey (HINTS). Health Education & Behavior, 

37(4), 490-503. doi:10.1177/1090198106296770 

Hermens, D. F., Lagopoulos, J., Tobias-Webb, J., De Regt, T., Dore, G., Juckes, L., . . . Hickie, I. B. (2013). 

Pathways to alcohol-induced brain impairment in young people: a review. Cortex, 49(1), 3-17. 

doi:10.1016/j.cortex.2012.05.021 

Hingson, R. W., Heeren, T., & Winter, M. R. (2006). Age at drinking onset and alcohol dependence: age at 

onset, duration, and severity. Archives of Pediatrics and Adolescent Medicine, 160(7), 739-746. 

doi:10.1001/archpedi.160.7.739 

Homel, J., & Warren, D. (2017). Parental influences on adolescents' alcohol use. In The Longitudinal Study of 

Australian Children: Annual statistical report 2016: Australian Institute of Family Studies. 

Huckle, T., You, R. Q., & Casswell, S. (2010). Socio-economic status predicts drinking patterns but not alcohol-

related consequences independently. Addiction, 105(7), 1192-1202. doi:10.1111/j.1360-

0443.2010.02931.x 

Hutchison, I. (1999). The effect of children's presence on alcohol use by spouse abusers and their victims. 

Family Relations, 48(1), 57-65. doi:10.2307/585683 

International Agency for Research on Cancer. (1988). IARC monographs on the evaluation of carcinogenic risks 

to humans. Alcohol drinking, volume 44. Lyon, France: World Health Organization. Retrieved from 

http://monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Monographs/vol44/mono44.pdf 

Johnston, O. M., Bachman, Schulenberg. (2013). Monitoring the future—National survey results on drug use, 

1975–2012: The University of Michigan. Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research.  

Johnston, R. S., Stafford, J., Jongenelis, M. I., Shaw, T., Samsa, H., Costello, E., & Kirby, G. (2018). Evaluation 

of a public education campaign to support parents to reduce adolescent alcohol use. Drug and Alcohol 

Review, 37(5), 588-598. doi:10.1111/dar.12703 

Kalinowski, A., & Humphreys, K. (2016). Governmental standard drink definitions and low-risk alcohol 

consumption guidelines in 37 countries. Addiction, 111(7), 1293-1298. doi:10.1111/add.13341 

https://alcoholthinkagain.com.au/Campaigns/Campaign/ArticleID/13/ArtMID/475
https://alcoholthinkagain.com.au/Campaigns/Campaign/ArtMID/475/ArticleID/3/Parents-Young-People-and-Alcohol-Cogs
https://alcoholthinkagain.com.au/Campaigns/Campaign/ArtMID/475/ArticleID/3/Parents-Young-People-and-Alcohol-Cogs
http://monographs.iarc.fr/ENG/Monographs/vol44/mono44.pdf


170 

 

Kaynak, O., Winters, K. C., Cacciola, J., Kirby, K. C., & Arria, A. M. (2014). Providing alcohol for underage 

youth: what messages should we be sending parents? Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 75(4), 

590-605. doi:10.15288/jsad.2014.75.590 

Kelly, Y., Goisis, A., Sacker, A., Cable, N., Watt, R. G., & Britton, A. (2016). What influences 11-year-olds to 

drink? Findings from the Millennium Cohort Study. BMC Public Health, 16, 169. doi:10.1186/s12889-

016-2847-x 

Kerr, W. C., Patterson, D., Koenen, M. A., & Greenfield, T. K. (2009). Large drinks are no mistake: glass size, 

not shape, affects alcoholic beverage drink pours. Drug and Alcohol Review, 28(4), 360-365. 

doi:DAR056 [pii] 

10.1111/j.1465-3362.2009.00056.x 

Kerr, W. C., & Stockwell, T. (2012). Understanding standard drinks and drinking guidelines. Drug and Alcohol 

Review, 31(2), 200-205. doi:10.1111/j.1465-3362.2011.00374.x 

Kloep, M., Hendry, L. B., Ingebrigtsen, J., Glendinning, A., & Espnes, G. A. (2001). Young people in 'drinking' 

societies? Norwegian, Scottish and Swedish adolescents' perceptions of alcohol use. Health Education 

Research, 16(3), 279-291. doi:10.1093/her/16.3.279 

Kuntsche, S., Knibbe, R. A., & Gmel, G. (2009). Social roles and alcohol consumption: a study of 10 

industrialised countries. Social Science & Medicine, 68(7), 1263-1270. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.01.018 

Kypri, K., & Langley, J. D. (2003). Perceived social norms and their relation to university student drinking. 

Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 64(6), 829-834.  

Lam, T., Lenton, S., Ogeil, R., Burns, L., Aiken, A., Chikritzhs, T., . . . Allsop, S. (2017). Most recent risky 

drinking session with Australian teenagers. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 

41(1), 105-110. doi:10.1111/1753-6405.12598 

Laslett, A., Jiang, H., & Room, R. (2017). Alcohol consumption of Australian parents: Continuity and change in 

the new millennium. Canberra: Foundation for Alcohol Research and Education. Retrieved from 

http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Alcohol-consumption-of-Australian-parents-FINAL-30-JUNE-

2017.pdf 

Laslett, A. M., Catalano, P., Chikritzhs, T., Dale, C., Doran, C., Ferris, J., . . . Mugavin, J. (2010). The range 

and magnitude of alcohol’s harm to others. Canberra: Alcohol Education and Rehabilitation 

Foundation. Retrieved from http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/The-Range-and-Magnitude-of-

Alcohols-Harm-to-Others.pdf 

Laslett, A. M., Room, R., Dietze, P., & Ferris, J. (2012). Alcohol's involvement in recurrent child abuse and 

neglect cases. Addiction, 107(10), 1786-1793. doi:10.1111/j.1360-0443.2012.03917.x 

Latendresse, S. J., Rose, R. J., Viken, R. J., Pulkkinen, L., Kaprio, J., & Dick, D. M. (2008). Parenting 

mechanisms in links between parents' and adolescents' alcohol use behaviors. Alcoholism, Clinical and 

Experimental Research, 32(2), 322-330. doi:10.1111/j.1530-0277.2007.00583.x 

Lensvelt, E., Gilmore, W., Gordon, E., Hobday, M., Liang, W., & Chikritzhs, T. (2015). Trends in estimated 

alcohol-related emergency department presentations in Australia, 2005–06 to 2011–12. Perth: 

National Drug Research Institute, Curtin University. Retrieved from 

https://ndri.curtin.edu.au/ndri/media/documents/naip/naip014.pdf 

Lim, S. S., Vos, T., Flaxman, A. D., Danaei, G., Shibuya, K., Adair-Rohani, H., . . . Memish, Z. A. (2012). A 

comparative risk assessment of burden of disease and injury attributable to 67 risk factors and risk 

factor clusters in 21 regions, 1990-2010: A systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 

2010. Lancet, 380(9859), 2224-2260. doi:10.1016/s0140-6736(12)61766-8 

Little, M., Handley, E., Leuthe, E., & Chassin, L. (2009). The impact of parenthood on alcohol consumption 

trajectories: variations as a function of timing of parenthood, familial alcoholism, and gender. 

Developmental Psychopathology, 21(2), 661-682. doi:10.1017/s0954579409000352 

Livingston, M. (2012). Perceptions of low-risk drinking levels among Australians during a period of change in 

the official drinking guidelines. Drug and Alcohol Review, 31(2), 224-230. doi:10.1111/j.1465-

3362.2011.00414.x  

Livingston, M., & Callinan, S. (2015). Underreporting in alcohol surveys: Whose drinking is underestimated? 

Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 76(1), 158-164. doi:10.15288/jsad.76.1.158 

Maloney, E., Hutchinson, D., Burns, L., & Mattick, R. (2010). Prevalence and patterns of problematic alcohol 

use among Australian parents. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 34(5), 495-501. 

doi:10.1111/j.1753-6405.2010.00596.x 

Mares, S. H., van der Vorst, H., Engels, R. C., & Lichtwarck-Aschoff, A. (2011). Parental alcohol use, alcohol-

related problems, and alcohol-specific attitudes, alcohol-specific communication, and adolescent 

excessive alcohol use and alcohol-related problems: An indirect path model. Addictive Behaviors, 

36(3), 209-216. doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2010.10.013 

http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Alcohol-consumption-of-Australian-parents-FINAL-30-JUNE-2017.pdf
http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Alcohol-consumption-of-Australian-parents-FINAL-30-JUNE-2017.pdf
http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/The-Range-and-Magnitude-of-Alcohols-Harm-to-Others.pdf
http://fare.org.au/wp-content/uploads/The-Range-and-Magnitude-of-Alcohols-Harm-to-Others.pdf
https://ndri.curtin.edu.au/ndri/media/documents/naip/naip014.pdf


171 

 

McCambridge, J., McAlaney, J., & Rowe, R. (2011). Adult consequences of late adolescent alcohol 

consumption: A systematic review of cohort studies. PLoS medicine, 8(2), e1000413. 

doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.1000413  

Mead, G. H., & Morris, C. E. (1934). Mind Self and Society from the Standpoint of a Social Behaviorist. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Miller, P. G., de Groot, F., McKenzie, S., & Droste, N. (2011). Vested interests in addiction research and policy. 

Alcohol industry use of social aspect public relations organizations against preventative health 

measures. Addiction, 106(9), 1560-1567. doi:10.1111/j.1360-0443.2011.03499.x 

Miller, P. M., Smith, G. T., & Goldman, M. S. (1990). Emergence of alcohol expectancies in childhood: a 

possible critical period. J Stud Alcohol, 51(4), 343-349.  

Mokdad, A. H., Forouzanfar, M. H., Daoud, F., Mokdad, A. A., El Bcheraoui, C., Moradi-Lakeh, M., . . . 

Murray, C. J. (2016). Global burden of diseases, injuries, and risk factors for young people's health 

during 1990-2013: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2013. Lancet, 

387(10036), 2383-2401. doi:10.1016/s0140-6736(16)00648-6 

Myers, M., & Kelly, J. (2006). Cigarette smoking among adolescents with alcohol and other drug use problems. 

Alcohol Research & Health, 29(3), 221-227.  

National Health and Medical Research Council. (2001). Australian alcohol guidelines: health risks and benefits. 

2001. Canberra: NHMRC. Retrieved from 

http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/_files_nhmrc/file/publications/synopses/ds9.pdf 

National Health and Medical Research Council. (2009a). Australian Guidelines to Reduce Health Risks from 

Drinking Alcohol. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia. Retrieved from 

https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/health-topics/alcohol-guidelines. 

National Health and Medical Research Council. (2009b). Frequently asked questions: National Health and 

Medical Research Council’s 2009 Australian Guidelines to Reduce Health Risks from Drinking 

Alcohol. Canberra: NHMRC. Retrieved from 

https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/_files_nhmrc/publications/attachments/ds10-alcoholqa.pdf 

Neighbors, C., Lee, C. M., Lewis, M. A., Fossos, N., & Larimer, M. E. (2007). Are Social Norms the Best 

Predictor of Outcomes Among Heavy-Drinking College Students? Journal of studies on alcohol and 

drugs, 68(4), 556-565.  

Nelson, D. E., Jarman, D. W., Rehm, J., Greenfield, T. K., Rey, G., Kerr, W. C., . . . Naimi, T. S. (2013). 

Alcohol-attributable cancer deaths and years of potential life lost in the United States. American 

Journal of Public Health, 103(4), 1199-e1198. doi:10.2105/10ajph.2012.301199 

Nutbeam, D. (2000). Health literacy as a public health goal: A challenge for contemporary health education and 

communication strategies into the 21st century. Health Promotion International, 15(3), 259-267. 

doi:10.1093/heapro/15.3.259 

Nutt, D. J., King, L. A., & Phillips, L. D. (2010). Drug harms in the UK: A multicriteria decision analysis. The 

Lancet, 376(9752), 1558-1565. doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(10)61462-6 

Office of the Surgeon General. (2007). Publications and Reports of the Surgeon General. In The Surgeon 

General's Call to Action To Prevent and Reduce Underage Drinking. Rockville (MD): Office of the 

Surgeon General (US). 

Pallant, J. (2013). SPSS Survival Manual. Crows Nest, NSW: Allen & Unwin. 

Paradis, C. (2011). Parenthood, drinking locations and heavy drinking. Social Science and Medicine, 72(8), 

1258-1265. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.02.025 

Parry, C., Patra, J., & Rehm, J. (2011). Alcohol consumption and non-communicable diseases: Epidemiology 

and policy implications. Addiction, 106(10), 1718-1724. doi:10.1111/j.1360-0443.2011.03605.x 

Pelucchi C., T. I., Boffetta P., Negri, E., La Vecchia, C. (2011). Alcohol consumption and cancer risk. Nutrition 

and Cancer, 63(7), 983-990. doi:10.1080/01635581.2011.596642  

Peterson, P. L., Hawkins, J. D., Abbott, R. D., & Catalano, R. F. (1994). Disentangling the effects of parental 

drinking, family management, and parental alcohol norms on current drinking by black and white 

adolescents. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 4(2), 203-227. doi:10.1207/s15327795jra0402_3 

Petit, G., Kornreich, C., Verbanck, P., Cimochowska, A., & Campanella, S. (2013). Why is adolescence a key 

period of alcohol initiation and who is prone to develop long-term problem use?: A review of current 

available data. Socioaffective Neuroscience & Psychology, 3, 21890. doi:10.3402/snp.v3i0.21890 

Pink, B. (2011). Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA). Canberra: Australian Bureau of Statistics. 

Retrieved from 

http://www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/subscriber.nsf/0/22CEDA8038AF7A0DCA257B3B00116E34/

$File/2033.0.55.001%20seifa%202011%20technical%20paper.pdf 

Plos, R. G., & Hawks, D. (1992). Is there a safe level of daily consumption of alcohol for men and women. 

Canberra: National Health and Medical Research Council. Retrieved from https://nla.gov.au/nla.cat-

vn316425 

http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/_files_nhmrc/file/publications/synopses/ds9.pdf
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/health-topics/alcohol-guidelines
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/_files_nhmrc/publications/attachments/ds10-alcoholqa.pdf
http://www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/subscriber.nsf/0/22CEDA8038AF7A0DCA257B3B00116E34/$File/2033.0.55.001%20seifa%202011%20technical%20paper.pdf
http://www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/subscriber.nsf/0/22CEDA8038AF7A0DCA257B3B00116E34/$File/2033.0.55.001%20seifa%202011%20technical%20paper.pdf
https://nla.gov.au/nla.cat-vn316425
https://nla.gov.au/nla.cat-vn316425


172 

 

Pomerleau, J., Pederson, L. L., Ostbye, T., Speechley, M., & Speechley, K. N. (1997). Health behaviours and 

socio-economic status in Ontario, Canada. European Journal of Epidemiology, 13(6), 613-622. 

doi:10.1023/A:1007339720807  

Power, T. G., Stewart, C. D., Hughes, S. O., & Arbona, C. (2005). Predicting patterns of adolescent alcohol use: 

A longitudinal study. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 66(1), 74-81. doi:10.15288/jsa.2005.66.74 

Prochaska, J. (1994). Strong and weak principles for progressing from precontemplation to action on the basis of 

twelve problem behaviors. Health Psychology, 13(1), 47-51. doi:10.1037/0278-6133.13.1.47 

Prochaska, J. O., & DiClemente, C. C. (1982). Transtheoretical therapy: Toward a more integrative model of 

change. Psychotherapy: Theory, Research & Practice, 19(3), 276-288. doi:10.1037/h0088437 

Raitasalo, K., Holmila, M., & Mäkelä, P. (2011). Drinking in the presence of underage children: Attitudes and 

behaviour. Addiction Research & Theory, 19(5), 394-401. doi:10.3109/16066359.2011.560693 

Redeker, C., Wardle, J., Wilder, D., Hiom, S., & Miles, A. (2009). The launch of Cancer Research UK’s 

‘Reduce the Risk’ campaign: Baseline measurements of public awareness of cancer risk factors in 

2004. European Journal of Cancer, 45(5), 827-836. doi:10.1016/j.ejca.2008.10.018 

Rehm, J., Baliunas, D., Borges, G. L., Graham, K., Irving, H., Kehoe, T., . . . Taylor, B. (2010). The relation 

between different dimensions of alcohol consumption and burden of disease: an overview. Addiction, 

105(5), 817-843. doi:10.1111/j.1360-0443.2010.02899.x 

Reifman, A., Barnes, G. M., Dintcheff, B. A., Farrell, M. P., & Uhteg, L. (1998). Parental and peer influences 

on the onset of heavier drinking among adolescents. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 59(3), 311-317. 

doi:10.15288/jsa.1998.59.311 

Roche, A., Pidd, K., & Taylor, C. (2011). Alcohol data reporting standards. Adelaide, Australia: Flinders 

University. Retrieved from http://nceta.flinders.edu.au/files/6513/4629/0843/EN459_Roche_2011.pdf 

Roche, A. M., Bywood, P., Freeman, T., Pidd, K., Borlagdan, J., & Trifonoff, A. (2009). The social context of 

alcohol use in Australia. Adelaide: National Centre for Education and Training on Alcohol.  

Room, R. (2011). Drinking and intoxication when the children are around: conflicting norms and their 

resolutions. Addiction Research and Theory, 19(5), 402-403. doi:10.3109/16066359.2011.594528  

Room, R., & Rehm, J. (2012). Clear criteria based on absolute risk: Reforming the basis of guidelines on low-

risk drinking. Drug and Alcohol Review, 31(2), 135-140. doi:10.1111/j.1465-3362.2011.00398.x 

Rowland, B., Toumbourou, J. W., Satyen, L., Livingston, M., & Williams, J. (2014). The relationship between 

the density of alcohol outlets and parental supply of alcohol to adolescents. Addictive Behaviors, 

39(12), 1898-1903. doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2014.07.025 

Ruiter, R., Abraham, C., & Kok, G. (2001). Scary warnings and rational precautions: A review of the 

psychology of fear appeals. Psychology & Health, 16(6), 613-630. doi:10.1080/08870440108405863 

Ryan, S., Jorm, A., Kelly, C., Hart, L., Morgan, A., & Lubman, D. (2011). Parenting strategies for reducing 

adolescent alcohol use: A Delphi consensus study. BMC Public Health, 11(1), 13. doi:10.1186/1471-

2458-11-13 

Ryan, S., Jorm, A., & Lubman. (2010). Parenting factors associated with reduced adolescent alcohol use: A 

systematic review of longitudinal studies. Australian & New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 44(9), 

774-783. doi:10.1080/00048674.2010.501759 

Sanderson, S. C., Waller, J., Jarvis, M. J., Humphries, S. E., & Wardle, J. (2009). Awareness of lifestyle risk 

factors for cancer and heart disease among adults in the UK. Patient Education and Counseling, 74(2), 

221-227. doi:10.1016/j.pec.2008.08.003 

Scheffels, J., Moan, I. S., & Storvoll, E. (2016). Everything in moderation? A mixed methods study on 

perceptions of parents' drinking in the presence of children. Nordic Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 

33(5-6), 551-566. doi:10.1515/nsad-2016-0045 

Scheideler, J. K., & Klein, W. M. P. (2018). Awareness of the link between alcohol consumption and cancer 

across the world: A review. Cancer Epidemiology, Biomarkers & Prevention, 27(4), 429-437. 

doi:10.1158/1055-9965.Epi-17-0645 

Seljamo, S., Aromaa, M., Koivusilta, L., Rautava, P., Sourander, A., Helenius, H., & Sillanpaa, M. (2006). 

Alcohol use in families: A 15-year prospective follow-up study. Addiction, 101(7), 984-992. 

doi:10.1111/j.1360-0443.2006.01443.x 

Sellman, J. D., & Ariell, G. W. (1996). Public knowledge and attitudes towards the use of alcohol and drinking 

guidelines. N Z Med J, 109(1029), 337-339.  

Sheeran, P. (2002). Intention—Behavior Relations: A Conceptual and Empirical Review. European Review of 

Social Psychology, 12(1), 1-36. doi:10.1080/14792772143000003 

Sheeran, P., Harris, P. R., & Epton, T. (2014). Does heightening risk appraisals change people's intentions and 

behavior? A meta-analysis of experimental studies. Psychological Bulletin, 140(2), 511-543. 

doi:10.1037/a0033065 

http://nceta.flinders.edu.au/files/6513/4629/0843/EN459_Roche_2011.pdf


173 

 

Sieving, R. E., Maruyama, G., Williams, C. L., & Perry, C. L. (2000). Pathways to adolescent alcohol use: 

Potential mechanisms of parent influence. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 10(4), 489-514. 

doi:10.1207/SJRA1004_06 

Smit, K., Voogt, C., Hiemstra, M., Kleinjan, M., Otten, R., & Kuntsche, E. (2018). Development of alcohol 

expectancies and early alcohol use in children and adolescents: A systematic review. Clinical 

Psychology Review, 60, 136-146. doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2018.02.002 

Spijkerman, R., van den Eijnden, R. J., & Huiberts, A. (2008). Socioeconomic differences in alcohol-specific 

parenting practices and adolescents' drinking patterns. European Addiction Research, 14(1), 26-37. 

doi:10.1159/000110408 

Spijkerman, R., Van den Eijnden, R. J. J. M., Overbeek, G., & Engels, R. C. M. E. (2007). The impact of peer 

and parental norms and behavior on adolescent drinking: The role of drinker prototypes. Psychology & 

Health, 22(1), 7-29. doi:10.1080/14768320500537688 

Stockings, E., Hall, W. D., Lynskey, M., Morley, K. I., Reavley, N., Strang, J., . . . Degenhardt, L. (2016). 

Prevention, early intervention, harm reduction, and treatment of substance use in young people. Lancet 

Psychiatry, 3(3), 280-296. doi:10.1016/s2215-0366(16)00002-x 

Stockwell, T., & Room, R. (2012). Constructing and responding to low-risk drinking guidelines: 

Conceptualisation, evidence and reception. Drug and Alcohol Review, 31(2), 121-125. 

doi:10.1111/j.1465-3362.2011.00416.x 

Sudhinaraset, M., Wigglesworth, C., & Takeuchi, D. T. (2016). Social and Cultural Contexts of Alcohol Use: 

Influences in a Social-Ecological Framework. Alcohol Res, 38(1), 35-45.  

Thompson, K., Palmer, C., & Raven, M. (2006). Alcohol in the lives of Australian Rules Football fans: Social 

meanings and public health implications. Adelaide, Australia: Flinders University.  

US Department of Health and Human Services. (1982). The health consequences of smoking. Cancer. A report 

of the US Surgeon General. Washington DC: US Department of Health and Human Services. Retrieved 

from http://profiles.nlm.nih.gov/NN/B/C/D/W/_/nnbcdw.pdf 

Van Der Vorst, H., Engels, R. C., Meeus, W., & Dekovic, M. (2006). The impact of alcohol-specific rules, 

parental norms about early drinking and parental alcohol use on adolescents' drinking behavior. 

Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 47(12), 1299-1306. doi:10.1111/j.1469-

7610.2006.01680.x 

Vermeulen-Smit, E., Koning, I. M., Verdurmen, J. E., Van der Vorst, H., Engels, R. C., & Vollebergh, W. A. 

(2012). The influence of paternal and maternal drinking patterns within two-partner families on the 

initiation and development of adolescent drinking. Addictive Behaviors, 37(11), 1248-1256. 

doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2012.06.005 

Vernon, S. W. (1999). Risk perception and risk communication for cancer screening behaviors: A review. 

Journal of the National Cancer Institute Monographs(25), 101-119.  

Voogt, C., Beusink, M., Kleinjan, M., Otten, R., Engels, R., Smit, K., & Kuntsche, E. (2017). Alcohol-related 

cognitions in children (aged 2-10) and how they are shaped by parental alcohol use: A systematic 

review. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 177, 277-290. doi:10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2017.04.006 

Vrinten, C., McGregor, L., Heinrich, M., Wagner, C., Waller, J., Wardle, J., & Black, G. (2017). What do 

people fear about cancer? A systematic review and meta-synthesis of cancer fears in the general 

population. Psycho-Oncology, 26(8), 1070-1079. doi:doi:10.1002/pon.4287 

Wakefield, M. A., Brennan, E., Dunstone, K., Durkin, S. J., Dixon, H. G., Pettigrew, S., & Slater, M. D. (2017). 

Features of alcohol harm reduction advertisements that most motivate reduced drinking among adults: 

An advertisement response study. BMJ Open, 7(4), e014193. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2016-014193 

Wakefield, M. A., Brennan, E., Dunstone, K., Durkin, S. J., Dixon, H. G., Pettigrew, S., & Slater, M. D. (2018). 

Immediate effects on adult drinkers of exposure to alcohol harm reduction advertisements with and 

without drinking guideline messages: Experimental study. Addiction, 113(6), 1019-1029. 

doi:10.1111/add.14147 

Welfare, A. I. o. H. a. (2010). National Drug Strategy Household Survey Code Book 2010. Canberra: AIHW. 

Retrieved from https://dataverse.ada.edu.au/file.xhtml?fileId=629&version=1.0 

White, V., & Bariola, E. (2012a). Australian secondary school students’ use of tobacco, alcohol, and over-the-

counter and illicit substances in 2011. Report prepared for Drug Strategy Branch, Australian 

Government Department of Health. In. Melbourne: Cancer Council Victoria. 

White, V., & Bariola, E. (2012b). Australian secondary school students’ use of tobacco, alcohol, and over-the-

counter and illicit substances in 2011. Report prepared for Drug Strategy Branch, Australian 

Government Department of Health. Melbourne: Cancer Council Victoria. Retrieved from 

www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/Publishing.nsf/content/BCBF6B2C638E1202C

A257ACD0020E35C/$File/National%20Report_FINAL_ASSAD_7.12.pdf 

http://profiles.nlm.nih.gov/NN/B/C/D/W/_/nnbcdw.pdf
https://dataverse.ada.edu.au/file.xhtml?fileId=629&version=1.0
www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/Publishing.nsf/content/BCBF6B2C638E1202CA257ACD0020E35C/$File/National%20Report_FINAL_ASSAD_7.12.pdf
www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/Publishing.nsf/content/BCBF6B2C638E1202CA257ACD0020E35C/$File/National%20Report_FINAL_ASSAD_7.12.pdf


174 

 

White, V., Faulkner, A., Coomber, K., Azar, D., Room, R., Livingston, M., . . . Wakefield, M. (2015). How has 

alcohol advertising in traditional and online media in Australia changed? Trends in advertising 

expenditure 1997-2011. Drug Alcohol Rev, 34(5), 521-530. doi:10.1111/dar.12286 

White, V., & Williams, T. (2016). Australian secondary school students' use of tobacco, alcohol, and over-the-

counter and illicit substances in 2014. Report prepared for Drug Strategy Branch, Australian 

Government Department of Health. Melbourne: Cancer Council, Victoria. Retrieved from 

www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/Publishing.nsf/content/E9E2B337CF94143CC

A25804B0005BEAA/%24File/National-report_ASSAD_2014.pdf 

Wilson, J., Tay, R. Y., McCormack, C., Allsop, S., Najman, J., Burns, L., . . . Hutchinson, D. (2017). Alcohol 

consumption by breastfeeding mothers: Frequency, correlates and infant outcomes. Drug and Alcohol 

Review, 36(5), 667-676. doi:10.1111/dar.12473 

Windle, M. (2000). Parental, sibling, and peer influences on adolescent substance use and alcohol problems. 

Applied Developmental Science, 4(2), 98-110. doi:10.1207/S1532480XADS0402_5 

Winstanley, M. H., Pratt, I. S., Chapman, K., Griffin, H. J., Croager, E. J., Olver, I. N., . . . Slevin, T. J. (2011). 

Alcohol and cancer: A position statement from Cancer Council Australia. The Medical Journal of 

Australia, 194(9), 479-482.  

Wolfaardt, B. M., Brownbill, A. L., Mahmood, M. A., & Bowden, J. A. (2018). The Australian NHMRC 

guidelines for alcohol consumption and their portrayal in the print media: A content analysis of 

Australian newspapers. Australian New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 42(1), 43-45. 

doi:10.1111/1753-6405.12758 

Wood, A. M., Kaptoge, S., Butterworth, A. S., Willeit, P., Warnakula, S., Bolton, T., . . . Danesh, J. (2018). Risk 

thresholds for alcohol consumption: combined analysis of individual-participant data for 599 912 

current drinkers in 83 prospective studies. Lancet, 391(10129), 1513-1523. doi:10.1016/s0140-

6736(18)30134-x 

Wood, M. D., Read, J. P., Mitchell, R. E., & Brand, N. H. (2004). Do parents still matter? Parent and peer 

influences on alcohol involvement among recent high school graduates. Psychology of Addictive 

Behaviors, 18(1), 19-30. doi:10.1037/0893-164X.18.1.19 

Woodward, L. J., Fergusson, D. M., & Horwood, L. J. (2006). Gender differences in the transition to early 

parenthood. Developmental Psychopathology, 18(1), 275-294. doi:10.1017/s0954579406060159 

World Cancer Research Fund and American Institute for Cancer Research. (2007). Food, nutrition, physical 

activity and the prevention of cancer: A global perspective. Washington DC: AICR. Retrieved from 

http://www.dietandcancerreport.org 
World Health Organization. (1992). WHO Statistical Classification of Diseases and Related Health Problems 

(ICD) 10th revision. Geneva: WHO.  

World Health Organization. (2004). Global strategy on diet, physical activity and health. Geneva: WHO. 

Retrieved from www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/strategy/eb11344/strategy_english_web.pdf 

World Health Organization. (2010). Global strategy to reduce the harmful use of alcohol. Retrieved from 

www.who.int/substance_abuse/publications/global_strategy_reduce_harmful_use_alcohol/en/ 

World Health Organization. (2018a). Global status report on alcohol and health 2018. Retrieved from 

http://www.who.int/substance_abuse/publications/global_alcohol_report/en/ 

World Health Organization. (2018b). International Classification of Diseases-11 for Mortality and Morbidity 

Statistics (ICD-11 MMS). Geneva: WHO. Retrieved from https://icd.who.int/browse11/l-

m/en#/http://id.who.int/icd/entity/1580466198 

World Health Organization. (2018c). Noncommunicable diseases: Fact sheet. Geneva: WHO. Retrieved from 

www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/noncommunicable-diseases        

World Health Organization. (2018d). Time to deliver: Report of the WHO Independent High-level Commission 

on Noncommunicable Diseases. Geneva: WHO. Retrieved from 

https://ncdalliance.org/sites/default/files/resource_files/9789241514163-eng.pdf 

World Health Organization and International Agency for Research on Cancer. (1988). IARC monographs on the 

evaluation of carcinogenic risks to humans. Volume 44. Alcohol drinking. Summary of data reported 

and evaluation. Lyon: WHO and IARC Retrieved from https://monographs.iarc.fr/wp-

content/uploads/2018/06/mono44.pdf 

World Health Organization International Agency for Research on Cancer. (2010). IARC Monographs on the 

Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans. Volume 96. Alcohol Consumption and Ethyl Carbamate. 

Lyon, France: IARC.  

Yap, M. B. H., Cheong, T. W. K., Zaravinos-Tsakos, F., Lubman, D. I., & Jorm, A. F. (2017). Modifiable 

parenting factors associated with adolescent alcohol misuse: A systematic review and meta-analysis of 

longitudinal studies. Addiction, 112(7), 1142-1162. doi:10.1111/add.13785 

  

www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/Publishing.nsf/content/E9E2B337CF94143CCA25804B0005BEAA/%24File/National-report_ASSAD_2014.pdf
www.nationaldrugstrategy.gov.au/internet/drugstrategy/Publishing.nsf/content/E9E2B337CF94143CCA25804B0005BEAA/%24File/National-report_ASSAD_2014.pdf
http://www.dietandcancerreport.org/
www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/strategy/eb11344/strategy_english_web.pdf
www.who.int/substance_abuse/publications/global_strategy_reduce_harmful_use_alcohol/en/
http://www.who.int/substance_abuse/publications/global_alcohol_report/en/
https://icd.who.int/browse11/l-m/en#/http://id.who.int/icd/entity/1580466198
https://icd.who.int/browse11/l-m/en#/http://id.who.int/icd/entity/1580466198
www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/noncommunicable-diseases
https://ncdalliance.org/sites/default/files/resource_files/9789241514163-eng.pdf
https://monographs.iarc.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/mono44.pdf
https://monographs.iarc.fr/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/mono44.pdf


175 

 

APPENDIX A: CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS AS A RESULT OF THIS THESIS 

 

1. Bowden J, Delfabbro P, Room R, Miller C, Wilson C. (2013, May 8-10). Alcohol  

consumption: The latest NHMRC guidelines to reduce life-time risk; has the 

message got out, are people conforming and are they aware that alcohol causes 

cancer? Paper presented at the Behavioural Research in Cancer Conference, 

Adelaide, South Australia. 

 

2. Bowden J, Room R, Delfabbro P, Miller C, Wilson C. (2014, December 3-6). Alcohol: a  

population study of predictors of consumption and awareness of the link with 

cancer. Paper presented at the 2014 World Cancer Congress, Melbourne, Australia. 

 

3. Bowden J, Room R, Delfabbro P, Miller C, Wilson C. (2015, May 15-17). Alcohol: a  

population study of predictors of consumption and awareness of the link with 

cancer. Paper presented at the Behavioural Research in Cancer Control Conference. 

Sydney, Australia.  

 

4. Bowden J, Room R, Delfabbro P, Miller C, Wilson C. (2017, October 21). Adolescent  

and parental alcohol consumption in Australia: do parents’ opinions matter? Poster 

presented at the 2017 State Population Health Conference. Adelaide, Australia. 

* Note: Awarded best poster 

 

 

 

 



176 

 

5. Bowden J, Room R, Delfabbro P, Miller C, Wilson C. (2017, October 31). Alcohol:  

predictors of alcohol consumption: does knowledge of the link between alcohol and 

cancer matter? Paper presented at the South Australian Health and Medical 

Research Institute Annual Scientific Meeting. Adelaide, Australia.  

 

6. Bowden J, Room R, Delfabbro P, Miller C, Wilson C. (2017, November 12-15). Parental  

drinking in Australia: testing the impact of presence of children in the home. Paper 

presented at The Australasian Professional Society on Alcohol and Other Drugs. 

Melbourne, Australia.  

 

7. Bowden J, Room R, Delfabbro P, Miller C, Wilson C. (2018, May 2-4). Does the  

presence of children in the home matter when it comes to adult drinking? Paper 

presented at the Australian Public Health Prevention Conference. Sydney, Australia.  

 

  



177 

 

APPENDIX B: SAMPLE OF MEDIA GENERATED AS A RESULT OF THIS 

THESIS18 

Stokes, K. (2014, February 4). Many Australians are confused how much alcohol is safe to 

drink. In Herald Sun, Melbourne. 

Stokes, K. (2014, February 5). Men miss message in bottle, in The (Adelaide) Advertiser, pg 

3. 

Unknown author. Three drinks a day bad for me?, In Capital City Daily, Canberra 2014, 

February 5. pg 4. 

Bowden, J. (2017, July 20). Drinking Behaviour. Parents' behaviour has a huge impact on 

underage drinking according to new research from the SAHMRI and University of 

Adelaide [Television Broadcast]. In 7 News Adelaide. 

Stern, N. (2017, July 19). Helping teenagers have a healthier relationship with alcohol 

[Radio]. In 2SER Breakfast. 

Nauert, R. (2017, July 19). Parents need to step up to reduce teen drinking. In PsychCentral. 

Available at: https://psychcentral.com/news/2017/07/24/parents-need-to-step-up-to-

reduce-teen-drinking/123672.html 

Oral cancer news (2017, July 19). Teens drink less if they know alcohol causes cancer - but 

most don't - study finds. Available at: http://oralcancernews.org/wp/tag/alcohol/] 

                                                 
18  Please note: this list is in chronological order and is an indicative sample only – it is not an 

exhaustive list 



178 

 

Pantelis, M., Bowden J. (2017, July 19). Can parents do more to stop teens drinking? 

[Radio]. In: Fiveaa. 

University of Adelaide. (2017, July 20). Parents have critical role in preventing teen 

drinking. In: ScienceDaily. Available at: 

https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/07/170720113637.htm 

AAP and SBS News. (2017, July 20). Parents vital in preventing teen drinking. In: SBS 

NEWS. Available at: https://www.sbs.com.au/news/parents-vital-in-preventing-teen-

drinking 

University of Adelaide. (2017, July 20). Parents have substantial role in curbing drinking 

habits of adolescents. In: News Medical. Available at: https://www.news-

medical.net/news/20170720/Parents-have-substantial-role-in-curbing-drinking-habits-

ofc2a0adolescents.aspx 

University of Adelaide. (2017, July 20). Parents have critical role in preventing teen 

drinking. In: EurekAlert! 

Waldhunter, L. (2017, July 20). Parents warned against giving children alcohol in attempt to 

supervise drinking. In: ABC News. 

Wiedersehn, S. (2017, July 20). Parents vital in preventing teen drinking. In: The Australian.  

Brunero, T. (2017, July 20). Parents shouldn't drink in front of their kids: study. In: ABC.  

Williams, T (2017, July 20) Teens drink less if they know alcohol causes cancer - but most 

don't - Adelaide University and SAHMRI study finds. In: The Advertiser: Adelaide. 



179 

 

Wiedersehn, S. (2017, July 20). Parents vital in preventing teen drinking. In: news.com.au. 

Australian Associated Press; 2017 Jul 20. 

Unknown author. (2017, July 21). Teens, don't drink alcohol yet. It may lead to harmful 

drinking habits later. In: Hindustan Times: New Delhi, India. Available at: 

https://www.hindustantimes.com/fitness/teens-don-t-drink-alcohol-yet-it-may-lead-to-

harmful-drinking-habits-later/story-MPQy3IyKud2o6tzlsFjeVO.html 

IANS. (2017, July 21). Is teen drinking okay if supervised? In: Indian Express. Available at: 

http://www.newindianexpress.com/lifestyle/health/2017/jul/21/is-teen-drinking-okay-

if-supervised-1631739.html 

Unknown author. (2017, July 21). Teenagers are less likely to drink if their parents 

disapprove. In: Cetus News.  

Unknown author. (2017, July 21). Teenagers are less likely to drink if parents disapprove. In: 

Mogaz news.  

Thompson, A. (2017, July 21). Teenagers are less likely to drink if parents disapprove. In: 

holabuzz. 

Thompson, A. (2017, July 21). Worried about your child's drinking? Teenagers are less 

likely to binge if their parents show disapproval. In: Mail Online.  

Lewis. (2017, July 21). No alcohol, parents. In: Shepparton News. Victoria. 

Mail, D. (2017, July 21). Teenagers are less likely to drink if parents disapprove. In: Latest 

News Network.  



180 

 

Samuel, J. (2017, July 21). Tips for parents to prevent teen drinking. In MeD India. Available 

at: http://www.medindia.net/news/tips-for-parents-to-prevent-teen-drinking-171822-

1.htm 

Unknown author. (2017, July 23). Parents lead the way on drinking. In: NT News.  

Bowden, J. Room, R. (2017, July 23). How parents can help their teenagers with drinking. 

In: International Business Times.  

Healey, N. Bowden, J. (2017, July 24). The key to creating a healthy relationship between 

teens and alcohol [Radio]. In: The Wire. 

Unknown author. (2017, July 25). Introducing teenagers to alcohol in their teen years can be 

risky: study. In: NewsGram.  



181 

 

APPENDIX C: REPRINT OF ARTICLE PUBLISHED IN ‘THE CONVERSATION’  

 



182 

 

 



183 

 

 

 




