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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to analyze effects of drinking motives on binge
drinking and the difference between male and female students.

Methods: A survey was conducted for 500 college students in three towns in Gang-won
Province. Frequency analysis was used for demographic item and group regression analysis
for effects of drinking motives on binge drinking.

Results: Sub-factor-uplift motives, social motives, coping motives and tuning motives were
analyzed. It was found that uplift motives, social motives and coping motives influenced binge
drinking significantly(p<0.001). But tuning motives had no significant effect. Also for male
students, uplift motives affected binge drinking significantly(p<0.001) whereas female students
were not affected by it. In contrast, social motives had an influence on binge drinking
significantly (0<0.001) for female students while it didn’t affect male students. Coping motives
affected both male and female students on binge drinking by p<0.001.

Conclusions: College students’ drinking motives had a significant influence on binge
drinking, and since it is reported that there is difference between male and female student
group, a guideline and education for drinking regarding gender difference is needed for the
establishment of desirable drinking culture for college students.
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<Table 1> General Characteristics of the Participants

92A¥WE Cronbach's aFAS A s TE 18]
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(162%), A3 217%8(45.7%), 3+ 15%(3.2%), 7]
SAL 1627(34.1%), 718} 48(0.8%) 22 YR

(N=475)

Characteristic Categories N %
Man 282 59.4

Sex
‘Woman 188 39.6
20-22 299 62.9
23-24 121 2.5

Age
25-27 51 10.7
Over 28 4 0.8
Ist 87 183
2nd 154 324

Grade

3rd 189 39.8
4th 45 95
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Characteristic Categories N %
Christianity 103 217
Catholic 38 80
Religion Buddhism 51 10.7
None 267 6.2
Others 16 34
Home 7 16.2
Live apart from one's own family 217 457
Type of residential Self-boarding 15 3.2
Dormitory 162 341
Others 4 0.8
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<Table 2> Result of Regression Analysis on How Drinking Motives Influence on Binge Drinking

(N=475)
Non-Standard Coefficient
Model B Standard t P R*
error
Total 1.897 0.287 6.602 0.000 0.390
Intercept Male 2.184 0.3%6 6.135 0.000 0.445
Female 1.798 0474 3789 0.000 0.3
Total 0545 0.168 3233 0.001""
Uplift motives Male 0.879 0.211 4158 0.000™"
Female 0.040 0.273 0.148 0.883
Total 0518 0.130 3.987 0.000""
Social motives Male 0.267 0.162 1.645 0.101
Female 0.832 0.213 3913 0.000™"
Total 0.651 0.133 4.903 0.000""
Coping motives Male 0.679 0.174 3.897 0.000"
Female 0.753 0.205 3683 0.000"
Total 0.173 0.152 1135 0.257
Tuning motives Male 0.108 0.191 0.562 057
Female 0.045 0.251 0.181 0.857

" p<0.05, T p<0.01, 7 p<0.001
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<Table 3> Result of Regression Analysis on How Drinking Motives Influence on Alcohol Consumption

(N=475)
Non-Standard Coefficient
Model B Standard t P R*
error
Total 0.813 0.131 6.184 0.000 0.417
Intercept Male 1.001 0.166 6.029 0.000 0.446
Female 0634 0.209 3.039 0.003 0.420
Total 0.165 0.077 2139 0.033"
Uplift motives Male 0.347 0.099 3.523 0.000"™
Female -0.051 0.120 -0.422 0673
Total 0507 0.059 8535 0.000""
Social motives Male 0482 0.076 6.373 0.000"
Female 0.486 0.094 5190 0.000™"
Total 0.218 0.061 3.588 0.000""
Coping motives Male 0.161 0.081 1.979 0.049"
Female 0.357 0.090 3.966 0.000"
Total -0.037 0.070 -0.531 0.5%
Tuning motives Male -0.161 0.089 -1.807 0.072
Female 0.053 0.110 0477 0.634
" p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001
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<Table 4> Result of Regression Analysis on How Drinking Motives Influence on Alcohol Dependence

(N=475)
Non-Standard Coefficient
Model B Standard t P R’
error
Total 0.391 0.124 3.160 0.002 0.255
Intercept Male 0.445 0.161 2.157 0.006 0.302
Female 0.440 0.191 2.300 0.023 0.214
Total 0.201 0.073 2.773 0.006™
Uplift motives ~ Male 0.262 0.096 27139 0.007"
Female 0.080 0.110 0.730 0.466
Total 0.021 0.056 0.373 0.709
Social motives  Male -0.087 0.073 -1.187 0.236
Female 0.172 0.08 2.005 0.046"
) Total 0.228 0.057 3.992 0.000"
ri(;zl:egs Male 0281 0079 3558 0.000""
Female 0.210 0.082 2.546 0.012°
' Total 0.168 0.066 2.559 0.011"
rzg]ei Male 0.204 0.087 2346 0.020°
Female 0.035 0.101 0.346 0.730
" p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001
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<Table 5> Result of Regression Analysis on How Drinking Motives Influence on Harmful Drinking

(N=475)
Non-Standard Coefficient
Model B Standard t P R*
error
Total 0.693 0.113 6.136 0.000 0.181
Intercept Male 0.738 0.137 5407 0.000 0.256
Female 0.724 0.19% 3.713 0.000 0.132
Total 0.179 0.066 2.698 0.007™
Uplift motives  Male 0.269 0.081 3.319 0.001™
Female 0.011 0.112 0.09 0.924
Total -0.010 0.051 -0.198 0.843
Social motives Male -0.128 0.062 -2.057 0.041"
Female 0.175 0.087 2.003 0.047°
Total 0.205 0.052 3.922 0.000™
Coping motives Male 0.237 0.067 3550 0.000"
Female 0.187 0.084 2.222 0.028"
_ Total 0.042 0.060 0.702 0483
ii?vnegs Male 0065 0073 0.889 0375
Female -0.042 0.103 -0411 0.682
* p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™ p<0.001
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