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Abstract
INTRODUCATION: Alcohol gifting is a very common phenomenon in China. However, little is known about
the potentially adverse consequences of alcohol gifting. This study aimed to investigate the prevalence
and factors associated with alcohol gifting and explore whether drinking and other substance use could
be predicted by alcohol gifting.

METHODS: Using a cross-sectional multi-stage survey, A sample of 982 household heads from
Guangdong Province and 530 household heads from Shaanxi Province was collected online from 30
April to 30 July 2020 in China. Participants completed questionnaires regarding socio-demographic
characteristics, social capital, drinking status, and gifting alcohol behavior. Chi-squared analysis and
multiple logistic regression analysis were used to verify the key factors associated with alcohol gifting,
and to identify its relationship with alcohol consumption and cigarette smoking.

RESULTS: Multiple logistic regression analysis showed that age, gender, household annual income,
province, drinking status, and social participation were prominent predictors for both offering and
receiving alcohol. People who were married, had an education level of junior high school, and with a high
social network were more inclined to receive alcohol. When two alcohol gifting behaviors were accounted
for in the models, people who offered and received alcohol were 2.25 (95% CI: 1.70-2.96;) and 1.85 (95%
CI: 1.43-2.38) times more likely to be a current drinker than those who did not offer and receive alcohol,
respectively. Receiving alcohol has been found to signi�cantly predict current smoking status (AOR=1.64;
95% CI: 1.25-2.14), while those who offered alcohol were less likely to be current smokers (AOR=0.71;95%
CI:0.53-0.95).

CONCLUSIONS: Social participation is an important correlative factor for alcohol gifting. Alcohol
receiving behaviors not only predicts alcohol use but tobacco use signi�cantly. The study data provide
evidence to supports that it is necessary to further supervise and regulate alcohol gifting behavior to
decrease alcohol consumption and other substance consumption.

Background
Alcohol is a psychoactive substance that makes people dependent and then may destroy structure and
processes in the central nervous system (World Health Organization, 2018). Alcohol use may attribute to
injuries, mortality, and the burden of disease. In 2018, the WHO issued a global status report on alcohol
and health, declaring that 3 million deaths and millions of disabilities were caused by alcohol
consumption each year, almost 6% of deaths worldwide (WHO, 2018). However, drinking behavior all over
the world is still very common, especially in China. The prevalence of alcohol use in 2015–2017 among
adults in China was 43.7% and men (64.5%) were higher than women (23.1%) (Piao, Zhao, Fang, Ju, Xu et
al., 2021). In the context of the decreasing of alcohol consumption in almost three-fourths of all countries
in the WHO European Region, alcohol per capita consumption in China was keeping increasing from 4.1
liters in 2005 to 7.2 liters in 2016 (WHO, 2018).
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Multiple aspects in�uence alcohol consumption, including biological factors (Nagata, Aistrup, Huang,
Marszalec, Song et al., 1996), sociocultural factors (Carmichael & MacLeod,1997), and psychological
factors (Wang, Zhao, Li, Yuan, & Yang, 2005; Fruehwirth, Gorman, & Perreira, 2021). Ecological Systems
Theory directed that people’s behavior were in�uenced by nested ecological systems, including
microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem. Among them, macrosystem referred to the culture,
subculture, and social environment existing in the above three systems (Kitchen, Hallett, Perez, & Rivera,
2019). According to this theory, China’s long-standing history of strong in�uences from Confucian culture
may �gure prominently in Chinese alcohol use, particularly among men. Men who could booze are seen
as full of masculine charm and loyalty (Hao, Young, Li, & Xiao, 1998; Zhang, Wang, Lu, Qiu, & Fang,
2004). Additionally, the Confucian culture emphasizes developing and maintaining social bonds via gifts
exchange, which is seen as a social norm (Chu, Jiang, & Glantz, 2011; Ding, & Hovell, 2012; Carmichael, &
MacLeod, 1997). Not only in China, alcohol gifting, especially wine gifting also occupied an important
place in western cultural history. As early as the 19th century, Britain’s Queen Victoria had received 12
bottles of Hungarian dessert wine, called Tokaji Aszù, from the Austro-Hungarian Emperor Franz Josef 
every year (Lambert-Gócs, 2010). Gifting alcohol always occurred when people expected to maintain
good relationships with elders and promote camaraderie among peers (Hao, Young, Xiao, Li, & Zhang,
1999), especially in higher social class (Li, Lu, & Ma, 2019). The consumers in China were always brought
the higher price of alcohol as gifts, which might symbolize the desire for positive images when alcohol
gifting (Yu, Sun, Goodman, Chen, & Ma, 2009).

Identifying the etiology of alcohol gifting behavior may bene�t further intervention in subsequent alcohol
consumption. However, the research on in�uencing factors of alcohol-giving behavior was extremely
limited. One of the few studies showed that alcohol gifting is associated with age, education, prestige,
region, and business occasions (Qing, et al., 2015). Besides the demographic factors, the social
perspective should also be considered with alcohol gifting behaviors. Social Capital Theory depicts that
individual has inherent supportive resources inextricably linked with social network and the capacity to
utilize them (Lin, 1999; Yang, & Zhang, 2010). Social capital would spread healthy information through
social networks and in�uence health-related behaviors (Kawachi & Berkman, 2000). According to Social
Capital Theory and Behavioral Accessibility Theory, gifting alcohol may occur in the participation in all
kinds of social activities which might further increase the contact of alcohol consumption for both non-
drinkers and drinkers attempting to quit.

Besides the associated factors in�uencing alcohol gifting behavior, the potential adverse consequences
of alcohol exchange should not be neglected as well. Given the hypothesis proposed by previous
empirical research (Wu et al., 2022), gifting alcohol may be associated with alcohol use. However, there is
a lack of evidence-based studies to quantitatively prove the relationship between alcohol gifting behavior
and potential hazardous behavioral outcomes, such as alcohol drinking behavior, or other substance use.
It had been certi�ed that a high prevalence of polysubstance use behavior, including alcohol, marijuana,
and cigarette use behaviors had happened among U.S. adolescents (Moss, Chen & Hsiao-ye, 2014). In
particular, alcohol use and tobacco use are so highly correlated through enhancing the effects of each
other that tobacco and alcohol companies have exploited this relationship to promote their sales (Mc Kee
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et al, 2013). Prior research found a high degree of comorbidity exists between alcohol use and cigarette
use (Mc Kee, & Weinberger, 2013).

Combining quantitative research on large sample data at the regional/provincial level to support
evidence-based alcohol control practices and China's alcohol gifting culture, the purpose of this study is
to investigate the status quo of alcohol gifting and their in�uencing factors including the view of social
capital and to explore whether alcohol gifting could predict alcohol consumption or other substance
consumption speci�cally tobacco use in China.

Methods

Study design and participants
A multistage sampling design was utilized in this study and the sample consisted of the heads of
households (HH) from two provinces in China. One university each from Guangdong and Shaanxi
Province was selected based on their regional diversity and existing research collaboration with the
primary investigators. Within the two universities, all students that had health professional courses were
invited to collect data as investigators. A survey link was given to all eligible students, which they were
encouraged to distribute to their parents. Finally, 982 for Guangdong Province and 530 for Shaanxi
Province remained in the study. More detailed information on sampling and recruitment process can be
found in Wu, et al. (2022). The online survey was developed on the Wenjuanxing Platform
(https://www.wjx.cn/app/survey.aspx) and conducted from April 30 to July 30, 2020. The study protocol
was approved by the Ethics Committee of Guangdong Medical University, and all participants provided
written informed consent before approval was obtained.

Measures

Socio-demographic Characteristics
Socio-demographic information was collected, including date of birth, gender, place of birth, place of
residence, place of growing up before the age of 13, ethnicity, marital status, educational attainment,
occupation, and per capita annual family income.

Social Capital
Participants’ social capital was assessed by the 12-item Social Capital Questionnaire (Wu, Rockett, Yang,
Feng, Jiang et al., 2016), which has acceptable internal reliability. The higher this score, the greater the
social capital. The three-factor structure of social capital comprises cognitive social capital, social
participation, and social network. Sub-scale cognitive social capital contained four questions, and the
Cronbach’s alpha coe�cient was 0.786, while sub-scale social participation contained four questions,
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and the Cronbach’s alpha coe�cient was 0.805 suggesting good reliability. The factor of social network
was assessed by the number of good friends, trustable classmates, helpful neighbors, close relatives, and
cooperative partners. And Cronbach’s alpha coe�cient for social network was 0.827, which suggests a
good reliability of this sub-scale.

Drinking Status
Drinking status was recorded by asking respondents how often do they drink; and the frequency options
were the following: ‘Yes, drink every day; Yes, drink on one or more days but not every day; No’ (Yang, Kelly,
& Yang, 2014). Daily drinkers were de�ned as drinking every day, occasional drinkers were de�ned as
drinking on one or more days but not every day, and non-drinkers were de�ned as those who did not drink.
Occasional drinkers and daily drinkers combined to form a dichotomous indicator for drinking status.

Gifting Alcohol Behavior
Gifting alcohol was distinguished between offering and receiving which was de�ned as giving or
receiving at least one unopened bottle of alcohol. Participants were questioned about their alcohol gifting
behavior over the last 12 months, including whether they had offered gift alcohol to others or received gift
alcohol from others.

Data analysis
The data was documented with the database program Microsoft Excel and then transferred to SPSS
(version 22.0) for statistical analysis. Descriptive statistics of social-demographic characteristics, social
capital, and alcohol gifting behaviors were conducted. And the differences in both offering and receiving
the gifted alcohol across socio-demographic characteristics were calculated by Chi-square analyses. The
variables which statistically signi�cant for alcohol gifting behaviors in the Chi-square tests were included
in the logistic regression analysis. The signi�cance of each coe�cient in the model was determined by
using the Wald test. The odds ratio (OR) was used to express the relative likelihood of having a probable
behavior for offering and receiving the gifted alcohol. To determine the effects of gifting alcohol to
alcohol use and cigarette use respectively, six models for logistic regression analyses were constructed.
For drinking behavior, models 1 and 2 respectively included offering and receiving the gifted alcohol,
while models 4 and 5 also conducted in the same way for smoking behavior. And in the full model,
offering and receiving behaviors were examined simultaneously.

Results

Individual sociodemographic characteristics and drinking
behavior
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The average age of the participants was 47.8 (SD 9.3) years old. Based on the heads of households, the
main participants were male (82.5%) and married (88.2%). Almost half of the participants reported being
current drinkers, of which 6.2% were daily drinkers and 38.4% were occasional drinkers.

The correlates of alcohol gifting
The results from the Chi-square tests in Table 1 demonstrated that age, gender, marital status, education,
region, social network, and social participation were all signi�cantly associated with both offering and
receiving alcohol. Place of residence, occupation, and household annual income were only correlated with
offering alcohol, while smoking status and cognitive social capital were concerned with receiving alcohol.
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Table 1
The distribution of alcohol gifting

Variables N (%) Gifting alcohol

Offering Receiving

Total   452(29.9) 656(43.4)

Age 47.8 ± 9.3 P = 0.001** p = 0.002**

< 45 336(22.2) 96(28.6) 119(35.4)

45–49 593(39.2) 208(35.1) 281(47.4)

50+ 583(38.6) 148(25.4) 256(43.9)

Gender   P = 0.002** P < 0.001**

Male 1248(82.5) 394(31.6) 582(46.6)

Female 264(17.5) 58(22.0) 74(28.0)

Ethnicity   p = 0.994 p = 0.391

Han 1502(99.3) 449(29.9) 653(43.5)

Minority 10(0.7) 3(30.0) 3(30.0)

Marital status   P < 0.001** P < 0.001**

Married 1334(88.2) 420(31.5) 606(45.4)

Others 178(11.8) 32(18.0) 50(28.1)

Place of residence   p = 0.005** p = 0.849

Rural area 715(47.3) 185(25.9) 315(44.1)

Micropolis 437(28.9) 143(32.7) 185(42.3)

Large- and-medium size cities 360(23.8) 124(34.4) 156(43.3)

Education   p = 0.026* p = 0.024*

Elementary school or less 282(18.7) 65(23.0) 109(38.7)

Junior high school 595(39.4) 182(30.6) 285(47.9)

High school 353(23.3) 108(30.6) 151(42.8)

Junior college, college or higher 282(18.7) 97(34.4) 111(39.4)

Occupation   p = 0.003** P = 0.278

Manager/Owner 31(2.1) 15(48.4) 19(61.3)

White-collar 244(16.1) 86(35.2) 100(41.0)
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Variables N (%) Gifting alcohol

Offering Receiving

Blue-collar 670(44.3) 78(34.1) 101(44.1)

Service class 229(15.1) 172(25.7) 285(42.5)

Irregular employed 338(22.4) 101(29.9) 151(44.7)

Household annual income   P < 0.001** p = 0.968

< 20,000 494(32.7) 128(25.9) 198(40.1)

20,000–49,999 479(31.7) 128(26.7) 204(42.6)

50,000–79,999 208(13.8) 60(28.8) 83(39.9)

80,000–99,999 122(8.1) 45(36.9) 63(51.6)

100,000+ 209(13.8) 91(43.5) 108(51.7)

Province   P < 0.001** P = 0.016*

Guangdong 982(64.9) 238(24.2) 404(41.1)

Shaanxi 530(35.1) 214(40.4) 252(47.5)

Smoking status   P = 0.159 P < 0.001**

Daily smoker 501(33.1) 155(30.9) 250(49.9)

Occasional smoker 133(8.8) 48(36.1) 71(53.4)

Nonsmoker 878(58.1) 249(28.4) 335(38.2)

Drinking status   p < 0.001** p < 0.001**

Daily drinker 93(6.2) 36(38.7) 62(66.7)

Occasional drinker 580(38.4) 255(44.0) 327(56.4)

Nondrinker 839(55.5) 161(19.2) 267(31.8)

Cognitive social capital   p = 0.205 p = 0.012*

High score 705(46.6) 222(31.5) 330(46.8)

Low score 807(53.4) 230(28.5) 326(40.4)

Social network   p = 0.004** p = 0.002**

High score 644(42.6) 218(33.9) 309(48.0)

Low score 868(57.4) 234(27.0) 347(40.0)

Social participation   p < 0.001** p < 0.001**
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Variables N (%) Gifting alcohol

Offering Receiving

High score 696(46.0) 262(37.6) 337(48.4)

Low score 816(54.0) 190(23.3) 319(39.1)

The results from the multiple logistic regression analysis in Table 2 further showed that participants aged
45 to 49 years old were more likely to offer alcohol than the people aged more than 50 years old (AOR = 
1.4; 95% CI: 1.07–1.83). Meanwhile, those younger than 45 years were less likely to receive alcohol (AOR 
= 0.71; 95% CI: 0.52–0.98) than those older than 50 years. The male household heads were 2.34 times
(95% CI: 1.51–3.61) more likely to offer alcohol and 1.40 times (95% CI: 1.02–1.93) more likely to receive
alcohol than the females. Participants from Shaanxi Province had a higher likelihood of offering alcohol
(AOR = 2.32; 95% CI: 1.81–2.97) and receiving gift alcohol (AOR = 1.42; 95% CI: 1.12–1.81) than people
from Guangdong Province. Not surprisingly, drinking status and social participation were prominent
predictors for offering and receiving alcohol. People who were daily drinkers and occasional drinkers, or
had a higher frequency of social participation, were more likely to both offer and receive alcohol as a gift.
We also observed that participants whose annual household income were more than one hundred
thousand yuan were more likely to offer (AOR = 1.9; 95% CI: 1.30–2.78) and receive (AOR = 1.61; 95% CI:
1.11–2.36) alcohol, as well as those whose annual household income between 80,000 and 100,000 yuan
were more likely to receive gift alcohol (AOR = 1.81; 95% CI: 1.17–2.83). In addition, we also observed that
the people who were married (AOR = 1.62; 95% CI: 1.10–2.38), had an education level of junior high
school (AOR = 1.61; 95% CI: 1.14–2.27), and with a high social network (AOR = 1.27; 95% CI: 1.01–1.58)
were related to receiving alcohol.
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Table 2
Logistic regression results of factors associated with gifting alcohol

  Gifting alcohol

Odds Ratio (95%C. I.)

  Offering Receiving

Age    

< 45 1.02(0.72–1.43) 0.71(0.52–0.98)*

45–49 1.40(1.07–1.83)* 1.08(0.84–1.38)

50+ 1.00 1.00

Gender    

Male 2.34(1.51–3.61)** 1.40(1.02–1.93)*

Female 1.00 1.00

Marital status    

Married   1.62(1.10–2.38)**

Others   1.00

Education    

Elementary school or less   1.21(0.81–1.80)

Junior high school   1.61(1.14–2.27)**

High school   1.15(0.80-1.636

Junior college, college or higher   1.00

Household annual income    

< 20,000 1.00 1.00

20,000–49,999 0.81(0.60–1.11) 0.95(0.72–1.25)

50,000–79,999 1.01(0.68–1.48) 0.98(0.68–1.40)

80,000–99,999 1.58(0.99–2.51) 1.81(1.17–2.83)**

100,000+ 1.90(1.30–2.78)** 1.61(1.11–2.36)*

Province    

Guangdong 1.00 1.00

Shaanxi 2.32(1.81–2.97)** 1.42(1.12–1.81)**

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01
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  Gifting alcohol

Odds Ratio (95%C. I.)

Drinking status    

Daily drinker 2.69(1.68–4.32)** 4.01(2.51–6.41)**

Occasional drinker 3.05(2.38–3.91)** 2.47(1.97–3.11)**

Nondrinker 1.00 1.00

Social network    

High score   1.27(1.01–1.58)*

Low score   1.00

Social participation    

High score 1.84(1.43–2.36)** 1.37(1.09–1.73)**

Low score 1.00 1.00

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

Drinking and smoking outcome predicted by gifting alcohol
behaviors
The results from Table 3 demonstrated that receiving alcohol was all correlated with drinking (AOR = 2.66;
95% CI: 2.14–3.31) and smoking (AOR = 1.38; 95% CI: 1.10–1.72), offering alcohol was only related to
drinking status (AOR = 3.16; 95% CI: 2.49–4.02). In addition, both alcohol offering and receiving were
prominently predictive factors for current drinking and smoking status when two gifting alcohol
behaviors were accounted for in the models. The household heads who offered or received alcohol were
2.25 (95% CI: 1.70–2.96) and 1.85 (95% CI: 1.43–2.38) times more inclined to be current drinkers.
Surprisingly, those who received alcohol were more likely to be current smokers (AOR = 1.64; 95% CI:
1.25–2.14), while those who offered alcohol were less inclined to be current smokers (AOR = 0.71; 95% CI:
0.53–0.95).
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Table 3
Logistic regression analysis for drinking and smoking behaviors predicting by gifting alcohol

  Current drinking status # Current smoking status #

Gifting
alcohol

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Offering            

Yes 3.16(2.49–
4.02)**

  2.25(1.70–
2.96)**

0.94(0.74–
1.21)

  0.71(0.53–
0.95)*

No 1.00   1.00 1.00   1.00

Receiving            

Yes   2.66(2.14–
3.31)**

1.85(1.43–
2.38)**

  1.38 (1.10–
1.72)**

1.64(1.25–
2.14)**

No   1.00 1.00   1.00 1.00

# The signi�cant sociodemographic characteristics and social capital were adjusted.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

Discussion
The researches on alcohol generally only focused on its use or overuse since alcohol is a psychoactive
substance (Li, Jiang, Zhang, Yin, Wu, & Zhao, 2011; Piao et al., 2021; Ma et al., 2009), so there are few
studies on the behavior of alcohol gifting. In this study, two representative provinces in southern and
northern China were selected to explore the status quo of alcohol gifting and their related in�uencing
factors and behavioral outcomes. We also distinguished between actively offering and passively
receiving. The study showed that near to half of the participants had received alcohol, and nearly one-
third had offered alcohol, suggesting that alcohol gifting is not a minority activity.

There are some disparities in alcohol gifting across different sociodemographic characteristics. Our
research showed that the behaviors of offering and receiving alcohol have distinct gender differences.
There are two main reasons as follows. On the one hand, there are sex differences in drinking alcohol
behavior in China. Some empirical surveys indicated that the drinking frequency of men is strikingly
above women (Piao et al., 2021; Ma et al., 2009). On the other hand, compared to women, men are likely
to participate more in social interaction, especially business occasions in the context of Chinese socio-
cultural.

In addition, the study also revealed that married people tend towards receiving alcohol. A previous study
of Chinese drinking behaviors showed that being married is associated with higher rates of alcohol
consumption (Wu, Mao, Rockett, & Yue, 2008), that is, married people have higher demand to drink.
Married people may pay more attention to maintaining human relationships than singletons, especially
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on special holidays. They are expected to meet social and family bonding needs through gifting
behaviors such as delivering alcohol. Therefore, they prefer to receive alcohol as a gift. Moreover, Chinese
society emphasizes �lial piety, and gift-giving is a way to show respect for the younger generation to the
elders. Married people, which are generally mature and have higher status, are more possibly to receive
gifts such as alcohol from someone much younger.

Alcohol consumption is closely associated with social interaction. Chinese traditionally considered
drinking as an important tool of social contact and emotional expression. Alcohol is often accompanied
by business meetings, social activities, weddings, funerals, holidays, and other special celebrations (Qian,
Newman, Yuen, Shell, & Xu, 2018). Therefore, alcohol gifting plays a social role in the process of
circulation. The process of giving and receiving alcohol is originally the process of social interaction. It is
no surprise that people with a high level of social participation are more likely to give and receive alcohol.
Different from commodity circulation, alcohol as a gift converts into social capital in the process of
exchange in most cases (Dolfsma, Eijk, & Jolink, 2009). Gift-giving maybe not be a purely altruistic
behavior meant to create an obligation in the exchange partner to reciprocate (Humphrey & Hugh-Jones,
1992). As a consequence, people who have received alcohol would be likely to give presents in return or
might reward the present-givers by offering help, building relationships, etc. Hence, people with a higher
level of a social network, are more likely to receive alcohol from others, but there is no difference in giving
behavior. Furthermore, the behaviors of offering and receiving alcohol are also related to family annual
income. Higher annual household income indicates higher economic status. It was previously illustrated
that individuals of higher economic status, are more likely to offer expensive wines to demonstrate their
prestige and high social standing (Lee, Huang, Rozelle, & Sumner, 2009). In other words, alcohol gifting is
more likely to circulate at a high economic level.

The study found that compared with Guangdong, the southern coastal area in China, the phenomenon of
alcohol offering and receiving is more common in Shaanxi, an inland city in northwest China. It is
partially explained by the regional differences in drinking prevalence. According to a study on regional
differences in alcohol consumption in China, the prevalence of regular drinking in northern is higher than
those in central-southern (Li et al., 2015). It may be explained that northerners perceive drinking as an
effective way to cope with cold weather, and northern culture emphasizes hospitality which frequent
gatherings and exhortation to drink. In addition, bene�ting from the advantages of coastal areas and the
reform and opening-up policy, Guangdong’s economic and cultural development level is higher than that
of Shaanxi, and economic development spurs people to consciously seek to promote healthy behavior
(Peng et al., 2019). People in Guangdong may receive more information about the harm of drinking and
pay more attention to their health. Besides, this may also be related to the cultural differences of gifting
between the North and the South.

Drinking status is strongly associated with giving and receiving alcohol. Behavioral Susceptibility Theory
posits that behavior will gradually increase when doing something becomes convenient (Yang, 2018).
Drinkers are more likely to approve of drinking than non-drinkers. Therefore, people who drink often have
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more knowledge about alcohol, so they are more inclined to choose alcohol as gifts. And, it is convenient
and decent to choose alcohol as a gift for those who drink frequently.

In another study, smoking outcomes were predicted by cigarette gifting behaviors (Wu et al., 2022).
Notably, the outcomes of the behavior of gifting alcohol show that the behavior not only signi�cantly
predicts drinking, but also smoking. Many studies have demonstrated that tobacco and alcohol were
complementary products, these two behaviors often occur at the same time (Bien & Burge, 1990;
Cameron & Williams, 2001; Mikael & Maria, 2004; Pierani &Tiezzi, 2009). Drinkers are more likely to
smoke cigarettes than nondrinkers (Dawson, 2000). Therefore, for the recipient of the alcohol gifting, the
effect of receiving behavior on smoking increases with concurrent alcohol consumption. This indicates
that receiving alcohol as a gift will facilitate the consumption of addictive substances including tobacco
and alcohol in the process of gift circulation.

With regards to the policy implications, the result of the current study provides some enlightenment for
prevention and intervention. First of all, we can explicitly conclude that receiving alcohol will increase the
probability of drinking and even smoking. Previous studies have suggested that limiting alcohol
advertising is an effective intervention to control drinking (Stautz, Frings, Albery, Moss, & Marteau, 2017;
Snyder, Milici, Slater, & Strizhakova, 2006). From these �ndings, it can be suggested that the presentation
of advertisements of alcohol as gifts should be restricted and related intervention projects should be
designed as refusing the alcohol gifts in particular. Secondly, interventions should be targeted at speci�c
populations, for example, people who are male and married drinkers in the northern region, drink alcohol
regularly, have high levels of social network and participation, and people with higher economic status. At
last, given the differences in alcohol giving in North and South, local alcohol gifting culture should receive
attention when formulating policies and interventions programs.

Limitations
Some limitations should be considered. First, the cross-sectional design prohibits causal associations.
And study with self-reported questionnaires cannot evade recall bias and social desirability. Second, the
selection bias might underestimate the prevalence of alcohol offering and receiving because the sample
only included the household heads whose children were college students. Moreover, it was di�cult to
generalize the current �ndings from the two provincial data to the entire country, but the selected
provinces might re�ect north-south cultural differences well due to their geographical and economic
representativeness.

Conclusion
In summary, the present study with a multistage sampling design was employed to study the social
exchange of alcohol. The results showed that gender, household annual income, province, drinking
status, social participation, and economic status were associated with alcohol offering and receiving. The
potentially harmful consequences attributable to offering and receiving alcohol were assessed. Alcohol
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receiving behaviors were found to predict not only alcohol consumption but tobacco consumption
signi�cantly.
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