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Abstract
Rationale Acute ‘priming’ doses of alcohol reliably increase
alcohol-seeking behaviour in social drinkers. However, the
effects of the anticipated (rather than pharmacological) effects
of alcohol, and their interaction with contextual alcohol cues,
are not well understood.
Objectives This study aims to determine the extent to which
an alcohol-placebo drink increases craving, subjective intoxi-
cation and beer consumption, while conjointly investigating
the impact of contextual alcohol cues.
Methods On a within-subject basis, 64 undergraduate social
drinkers consumed both a placebo (which they believed to
contain alcohol) and a control drink (which they knew did
not contain alcohol) in different sessions. Participants com-
pleted the study procedures in a bar laboratory designed to
look like a ‘pub’ or a standard psychology lab containing no
alcohol-related cues. Craving (Desires for Alcohol
Questionnaire) and subjective intoxication were measured
pre- and post-drink, and a bogus taste test to measure ad-lib
alcohol consumption was completed at the end of each
session.

Results Compared to the control drink, placebo significantly
increased craving, ad-lib consumption and subjective intoxi-
cation, regardless of environmental context.
Conclusions Increased craving and ad-lib alcohol consump-
tion after consuming a priming dose of alcohol is at least partly
attributable to the anticipated rather than the pharmacological
effects of the priming dose.

Keywords Alcohol .Anticipatedeffects .Context .Craving .

Priming . Placebo

Introduction

The seminal work of Marlatt et al. (1973) demonstrated that
the anticipated effects of alcohol can be an important determi-
nant of loss of control over drinking. Specifically, this study
revealed that in both alcohol-dependent and social drinkers,
the anticipated, but not pharmacological, effects of alcohol led
to increased voluntary ad-lib alcohol consumption. Despite
this, recent research efforts investigating increased voluntary
drinking following an initial dose of alcohol (alcohol priming
effect, de Wit 1996) have focussed on the pharmacological
rather than anticipated effects of alcohol.

The alcohol priming effect is argued to be central to binge
drinking, and understanding the causes of loss of control fol-
lowing an initial drink has implications for controlling exces-
sive alcohol use as well as consequences of heavy episodic
drinking such as sexual risk taking and aggression (see Field
et al. 2010). Several theoretical models describing alcohol
priming have explained this loss of control of behaviour fol-
lowing an initial prime as the result of alcohol-induced in-
creases in incentive motivation and/or impairments in behav-
ioural control, but are silent on what may be significant antic-
ipated effects (e.g. Field et al. 2010; Koob and Le Moal 2001;
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Wise and Bozarth 1987). However, other theoretical models
(e.g. Moss and Albery 2009) place greater emphasis on the
role of alcohol expectancy and alcohol myopia in the priming
effect. Specifically, Moss and Albery (2009) highlight the im-
portance of the activation of mental representations associated
with alcohol consumption by alcohol-related environmental
cues, arguing that this activation is sufficient to change behav-
iour. Indeed, this model describes a pre-consumption phase in
which the activation of expectancies can increase (or indeed
decrease) the accessibility of alcohol-related behavioural re-
sponses, before any pharmacological effects of alcohol are
experienced. This suggests that a drink perceived to contain
alcohol could activate alcohol-related cognitions thereby
priming increased alcohol seeking in the absence of any
alcohol-induced cognitive impairment.

The majority of recent priming studies have involved
the administration of an alcohol drink which participants
are informed that it contains alcohol (i.e. expectancy
and pharmacological condition) and a placebo drink that
is manipulated to smell and taste of alcohol in which
participants are told that it contains alcohol (i.e. expec-
tancy only). Differences between conditions can there-
fore be attributed to pharmacological effects (e.g.
Chutuape et al. 1994; de Wit and Chutuape 1993;
Fernie et al. 2012; Fillmore and Rush 2001; Rose and
Duka 2006; Rose and Grunsell 2008; Rose et al. 2014;
Weafer and Fillmore 2008; Weafer and Fillmore 2013).
The lack of an additional experimental condition in
which participants receive a drink that does not taste
of alcohol and are told contains no alcohol (no-expec-
tancy, no-alcohol condition; hereafter referred to as a
control condition) means that these studies cannot iso-
late the purely anticipated effects of alcohol (which re-
quires both placebo and control conditions). Taken fur-
ther, we argue that these studies (Chutuape et al. 1994;
de Wit and Chutuape 1993; Fernie et al. 2012; Fillmore
and Rush 2001; Rose and Duka 2006; Rose and
Grunsell 2008; Rose et al. 2014; Weafer and Fillmore
2008; Weafer and Fillmore 2013) are not analogous to
‘real world’ drinking, because when an individual con-
sumes alcohol outside of the laboratory, any effect on
behaviour will be the result of the cumulative anticipat-
ed and pharmacological effects of alcohol.

Only an alcohol-control comparison can reveal the full im-
pact of an alcoholic drink on craving and alcohol
consumption. To give one example of a domain in which
this distinction may be important, Schoenmakers et al.
(2008) found no pharmacological effect of alcohol on auto-
matic alcohol-approach responses based on an alcohol-
placebo comparison. However, a subsequent study that in-
cluded both alcohol, placebo and control conditions, revealed
that automatic alcohol-approach responses were sensitive to
the anticipated but not the pharmacological effects of alcohol

(Christiansen et al. 2013). Similarly, we recently demonstrated
that placebo-alcohol can produce significant impairments in
inhibitory control in comparison with a control drink
(Christiansen et al. 2016), although the dominant view in the
literature is that only moderate to high doses of alcohol
(>0.6 g/kg) can impair executive cognitive functioning (for a
review see Field et al. 2010).

A limited number of studies have investigated the
anticipated effects of alcohol, alone and in combination
with its pharmacological effects, although these have
used different methodologies and have found inconsis-
tent results. An early meta-analysis (Hull and Bond
1986) of the anticipated and pharmacological effects of
alcohol concluded that the anticipated effects of alcohol
have important behavioural consequences, arguing the
belief that one is intoxicated may provide an excuse
not to inhibit behaviour. However, using balanced pla-
cebo designs, (randomly allocating participants to be
told they will receive an alcoholic or non-alcoholic
drink, despite actual content) both Craig et al. (2009)
and Attwood et al. (2009) found pharmacological, but
not anticipated, effects of alcohol on emotional percep-
tion. With regard to the alcohol priming effect, we
(Christiansen et al. 2013) utilised a partially balanced
placebo design in which participants received alcoholic,
placebo and control drinks. Compared to a control
drink, this study revealed a significant effect of placebo
on craving but not ad-lib consumption. However, ad-lib
consumption was assessed after an hour-long battery of
cognitive tasks, by which time when the placebo effect
had dissipated. Rose et al. (2013) attempted to disentan-
gle the anticipated from pharmacological effects of al-
cohol on alcohol craving and found that craving was
increased (compared to a control drink) by both alcohol
and placebo; however, the increase following alcohol
was immediate and then dissipated, whereas it followed
the opposite pattern after the placebo. One other study
(Leeman et al. 2009) demonstrated that levels of craving
following a placebo (but not alcohol) predicted ad-lib
consumption. However, due to the design of that study,
it is unclear if the placebo resulted in increased alcohol
consumption, or whether the correlation between craving
and ad-lib consumption would have been observed even
if a placebo had not been administered.

A further issue with many previous studies that inves-
tigated acute alcohol effects is that those studies were
conducted in neutral laboratories (e.g. Christiansen et al.
2013; Fernie et al. 2012; Rose and Duka 2006; Rose and
Grunsell 2008), which creates a context that is very dif-
ferent from the settings in which alcohol is typically con-
sumed. This is advantageous when attempting to isolate
the pharmacological effects of alcohol, but the anticipated
effects of alcohol may be moderated by the context in
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which a drink is consumed rather than just the perception
that alcohol is consumed. Indeed, Moss and Albery
(2009) argue that environmental cues can prime alcohol-
related behaviours automatically and therefore have a cen-
tral role in the alcohol priming effect in the absence of
any alcohol consumption.

Substance-related contextual cues have been shown to
change alcohol-related cognitions (Monk and Heim 2013)
and increase craving (for tobacco, Conklin 2006) possibly
by activating brain networks that underlie motivation and ac-
quisitive behaviour (Heinz et al. 2009; Moss and Albery
2009). Moreover, expectancy of intoxication (Wall et al.
2001) and ad-lib alcohol consumption (Lau-Barraco and
Dunn 2009; Moss et al. 2015) has been found to be increased
in bar-like environments. A limited number of studies have
investigated the synergistic effects of bar-like environments
and alcohol primes on drinking. For example, Wigmore and
Hinson (1991) found that a bar environment increased con-
sumption of both placebo and alcoholic drinks in comparison
with a standard lab, although some studies have failed to show
such effects (Fromme and Dunn 1992). Though a meta-
analysis of priming studies (McKay and Schare 1999) re-
vealed no moderating effects of bar-like environments on sub-
jective and behavioural outcome measures following alcohol
primes compared to standard labs, this analysis did not differ-
entiate between diverse outcome measures (including sexual
arousal, aggression and anxiety). The specific impact of natu-
ralistic environments on alcohol-seeking behaviours is there-
fore unclear. Based on the findings of Wigmore and Hinson
and those regarding the impact of contextual cues (e.g. Lau-
Barraco and Dunn 2009; Moss et al. 2015), we predicted that
consumption of a placebo in a cue-rich environment would
increase craving and voluntary drinking compared to placebo
consumed in a standard laboratory.

The failure to consider the anticipated effects of al-
cohol and the effects of contextual cues is to the detri-
ment of our understanding of the psychological process-
es involved in alcohol priming effects. In the present
study, we investigated the anticipated effects of alcohol
on the priming effect by contrasting subjective craving,
intoxication and voluntary drinking behaviour following
a placebo and a control beverage. To investigate the
influence of environmental context, half of the partici-
pants completed the study in a standard laboratory and
the other half completed the same procedure in a bar
laboratory. We hypothesised that (1) the placebo would
result in increased craving, beer consumed in a taste
test, and subjective intoxication from pre-drink to post-
drink, with no significant change in the control condi-
tion, and (2) the effect of the placebo on these measures
would be moderated by the environmental context, with
larger increases in the bar laboratory compared to a
standard laboratory.

Method

Participants

An opportunity sample of 64 participants (53 female) aged
between 18 and 37 years (mean 19.64 ± 3.98) were recruited
via word of mouth and intranet advertising from the
University of Liverpool. Participants were invited to take part
if they self-reported regular consumption of alcohol (at least
one alcoholic drink per week). Furthermore, it was made clear
in advertisements and the participant information sheet that all
participants should regularly drink beer, because tasting beers
was a part of the procedure and a dislike of beer would have
resulted in little or no beer consumed. Participants received
course credit for their participation.

Design

A mixed experimental design was employed. The between-
subject variable was laboratory (bar laboratory, standard lab-
oratory), with participants allocated into between-subject con-
ditions in four counterbalanced blocks. The within-subject
variables were drink type and time: All participants completed
a placebo session and a control session (completed 1 week
apart; with order of conditions counterbalanced), whereas
measures of craving and intoxication were taken twice (pre-
drink and post-drink). The taste test was completed once at the
end of each session.

Materials

Drink preparation (based on Christiansen et al. 2013)

The placebo drink consisted of 500 ml chilled lemonade with
vodka applied to the rim of the glass; an atomiser was used to
spray vodka mist on the surface of the drink. The control drink
consisted of 500 ml chilled water only. Participants were in-
formed that the drink was alcoholic in the placebo condition,
and that it was non-alcoholic in the control condition.

Questionnaires

Timeline followback (Sobell and Sobell 1990)

The Timeline followback (TLFB) self-report questionnaire
was used to assess alcohol consumption. Participants had to
estimate the number of alcohol units consumed over the pre-
ceding 14 days (one UK unit = 8 g of alcohol).
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The Alcohol Use Disorders Identif ication Test (Saunders
et al. 1993)

The Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) was
used to assess hazardous drinking. The AUDITconsists of ten
fixed-response questions regarding alcohol consumption and
consequences of drinking. Scores on the AUDIT range be-
tween 0 and 40 with scores of 8 or above indicating hazardous
or harmful alcohol use.

Desires for Alcohol Questionnaire—brief version (Love et al.
1998)

The Desires for Alcohol Questionnaire (DAQ) is a 14-item
multidimensional alcohol craving scale that yields scores on
three different factors of craving: positive and negative
reinforcements, strong desires and intentions and mild
desires and intentions. Scores on each factor range from 1 to
7, with higher scores indicative of higher craving. Subsequent
analyses of the factor structure of the DAQ have revealed that
the factor structure is inconsistent across studies. For example,
Kramer et al. (2010) reported three factors: strong desires/
intentions to drink, negative reinforcement, positive
reinforcement and the ability to control drinking, whereas
Pasche et al. (2013) reported three different factors: desire to
drink, ability to control drinking and positive and negative
reinforcements. For a review of the issues in the measurement
of craving, see Kavanagh et al. (2013). Given the inconsisten-
cy in the factor structure of the scale, we analysed the higher
order factor (the mean scale score).

Subjective intoxication scales (Duka et al. 1998)

The Subjective intoxication scales (SIS) consisted of six 1–
10 cm Likert scales (strongly disagree to strongly agree)
which assessed subjective feelings of ‘lightheaded’, ‘irritable’,
‘stimulated’, ‘alert’, ‘relaxed’ and ‘contented’.

Taste test

The taste test was based on that described previously (Field
and Eastwood 2005). Participants were given 275 ml of Becks
non-alcoholic beer and 275 ml of orange flavoured drink (a
non-alcoholic beverage) served in glasses. Participants were
not informed that the beer was non-alcoholic. We elected to
use a non-alcoholic beer because previous studies from our
laboratory have shown that participants do not detect that this
brand of beer is non-alcoholic, and it has been used in previ-
ous taste test procedures which were sensitive to experimental
manipulations of the motivation to drink (e.g. Christiansen
et al. 2013; Fernie et al. 2012; Jones et al. 2011).
Participants were asked to taste the two drinks and rate them
on ten factors (e.g. How sweet is the drink?) using 10-point

Likert scales. Participants were informed that they were
allowed to drink as much of each drink as they wished in order
to make ratings. At the end of the session, the volume of each
drink consumedwas recorded.We used the percentage of beer
out of the total liquid consumed as the dependent variable
(Christiansen et al. 2013). Informal debriefing indicated that
none of the participants were aware that the beer was non-
alcoholic.

Procedure

Testing sessions took place between 12 p.m. and 6 p.m. in
either a bar laboratory or a standard laboratory in the
Department. The bar laboratory is a semi-naturalistic setting
which includes all standard bar paraphernalia, including a
well-stocked refrigerator, spirit optics, bar stools and seating
arrangements similar to that found in a British pub. The stan-
dard laboratory consisted of a small testing room containing a
desk with a computer and chairs for the participants and ex-
perimenter only. Participants were informed that the study was
an investigation into the effects of alcohol on taste perception,
and it was therefore important to abstain from drinking alco-
hol before each session and to avoid heavy drinking the night
before. All participants provided a zero breath alcohol reading
before each session (Lion Alcometer 500, Lion Laboratories,
UK). Firstly, participants completed a battery of question-
naires (demographics, the TLFB and AUDIT). Participants
then immediately completed the DAQ and SIS questionnaires.
Dependent on condition, participants were then served either
the placebo or control drink and were instructed to consume
the drink within 10 minutes. To corroborate the cover story,
participants were provided with magazines to read for 10 mi-
nutes and told that this period was necessary for absorption of
their drink. After this ‘absorption’ period, participants com-
pleted a further DAQ and SIS questionnaire and provided a
breath alcohol sample which the experimenter pretended to
make a note of (all samples were .00 BAC). Participants then
estimated how many standard UK units of vodka (25 ml) they
believed were in the drink, before completing the taste test.
Each testing session lasted approximately 40 min, and at the
end of the second session, informal debriefing indicated that
no participants had guessed the aims of the experiment.

Statistical analysis

Before analysis, a square root transformation was conducted
on all variables to ensure they met parametric assumptions;
however, raw means are provided below for description. Data
were analysed using mixed ANOVA. For the investigation of
the effect of drink type and laboratory type on craving and
light-headedness, these analyses had one between-subject
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factor (bar lab, standard lab) and within-subject factors of time
(pre-drink, post-drink) and drink (placebo, control). For the
analysis of beer consumed in the taste test, there was one
between-subject factor (bar lab, standard lab) and a within
factor of drink (placebo, control).

Results

Sample characteristics (see Table 1)

Participants were heavy drinkers consuming an average of
22.74 UK units per week with mean AUDIT scores of
12.78. Critically, participant characteristics were not different
across the between-subject condition. It was notable that three
participants believed that the placebo drink did not contain
alcohol; removing these participants had no effect on the pat-
tern of results reported in Table 1 (data available on request).

Subjective intoxication (Table 2)

There was a significant drink × time interaction on subjective
feelings of light-headedness, reflective of a significant in-
crease in lightheaded ratings from pre-drink to post-drink in
the placebo condition (p < .001), but no significant change in
the control condition (p > .1). There was no effect of lab type.
Consistent with previous studies (Chutuape et al. 1994; Rose
et al. 2014; Christiansen et al. 2016), other measures of intox-
ication were not affected by the placebo (data not reported but
available on request). There was however a significant main
effect of setting on contented with participants reporting feel-
ing more contented on all assessments in the bar laboratory
compared to the standard laboratory F (1, 61) = 17.22,
p < .001, ηp

2 = .22.

Craving (Table 2)

DAQ

There was a significant drink by time interaction. Craving did
not change after the control drink (p > .1), but it significantly

increased following the placebo (p < .001); lab type did not
affect these results.

Taste test (Table 2)

There was a significant main effect of drink on percentage of
beer consumed in the taste test, with a greater percentage of
beer consumed in the placebo compared to the control condi-
tion (p = .039). There was no two-way interaction between
drink and laboratory.

Unit estimate (Table 2)

All except three participants reported having consumed
alcohol in all of the placebo sessions (range from 12.5
to 75 ml), as opposed to none of the control sessions,
resulting in a large main effect of drink type (p < .001).
This effect was, however, moderated by context, with
higher estimates in the bar lab compared to the standard
lab (p = .035).

Discussion

In the current study, we investigated the anticipated effects of
alcohol on craving, subjective intoxication and voluntary beer
consumption, and whether environmental context (standard
vs. bar laboratory) and drinking status would moderate these
effects.We hypothesised that the placebo would increase crav-
ing, beer consumption and subjective intoxication, with these
effects being greater in the bar laboratory. The results partially
supported our hypotheses. We found that craving, subjective
intoxication and beer consumed, was increased by the place-
bo, but these effects were not dependent upon environmental
context. Environmental context only significantly influenced
perception of number of units consumed in the placebo drink
with those in the bar lab believing that they had consumed
more.

Importantly, we found that placebo-alcohol led to signifi-
cant increases in alcohol craving, subjective ratings of light-
headedness and beer consumed in a taste test. Previous studies

Table 1 Demographics and
alcohol use indices for the whole
sample and split by condition
(values are mean ± SD)

Sample (n = 64) Bar lab (n = 32) Standard lab (n = 32) t(62) p

Gender (F:M) 53:11 27:5 26:6 χ2 = .11 .74

Age 19.54 (±3.50) 19.92 (±4.90) 19.20 (±1.37) 0.78 .44

Alcohol cons. 22.74 (±14.03) 24.09 (±14.79) 21.39 (±13.31) 0.77 .44

AUDIT 12.78 (±4.78) 12.53 (±4.97) 13.03 (±4.65) −0.05 .62

Alcohol cons. = 7 day alcohol consumption in UK units, 1 unit = 8 g alcohol; AUDIT = Alcohol Use Disorders
Identification Test, possible range of scores is from 0 (minimum) to 40 (maximum). Males and females did not
significantly differ on age or any alcohol use measure, data available on request. Statistical significance refers to
the lab comparison
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have revealed that a placebo can increase craving and light-
headedness (Christiansen et al. 2016; Christiansen et al.
2013; Rose et al. 2014) and voluntary beer consumption
(Marlatt et al. 1973). Furthermore, results are also con-
sistent with demonstrations that increased consumption
of drinks believed to contain alcohol (irrespective of
actual content) is not affected by environmental context
(Wall et al. 2001). Taken together, these findings high-
light the importance of anticipated effects of alcohol on
the alcohol priming effect. Recent studies investigating
the priming effect have demonstrated the pharmacologi-
cal effects on the alcohol priming effect (e.g. Fernie
et al. 2012; Weafer and Fillmore 2008), but due to the
lack of an adequate control condition, they would have
been unable to capture the anticipated effects of alcohol
on this measure. This is an important limitation, as a
real world priming effect is the combination of the an-
ticipated and pharmacological effects of alcohol, so
much previous research lack ecological validity.
Moreover, there is evidence that the anticipated effects
of alcohol can influence implicit (e.g. Christiansen et al.
2013) and executive (e.g. Christiansen et al. 2016) cog-
nitive processes that are implicated in problematic alco-
hol consumption (e.g. Wiers et al. 2007) and the prim-
ing effect (Field et al. 2010). The lack of adequate
control conditions in priming studies is therefore also
limiting our understanding of the psychological mecha-
nisms that underlie the priming effect.

Taken together, our findings suggest that experimen-
tal investigations of the alcohol priming effect should
utilise a control condition and also consider the moder-
ating influence of environmental context. Researchers
should also be aware that the studies that omit the ad-
ditional control beverage (to focus only on alcohol-
placebo comparisons) will not fully capture how the
alcohol priming effect is likely to operate in naturalistic
settings.

It is notable that the environmental context seems to
have little effect apart from the finding that estimations
of the amount of alcohol in the placebo drink were
increased by naturalistic settings. Previous studies have
found that (in the absence of an alcohol or placebo
prime) alcohol-related contexts such as bars can increase
ad-lib consumption (Lau-Barraco and Dunn 2009; Moss
et al. 2015, although see also Fromme and Dunn 1992).
One tentative explanation for this is that the effect of
placebo-alcohol is comparatively large, and the more
subtle effects of environmental cues do not have an
additive influence on this placebo effect. Despite this,
when asked to estimate how many units of alcohol were
consumed in the placebo condition, participants made
greater estimations in the bar lab suggesting some con-
textual influence is apparent following a placebo. This

may be the result of participant making estimates of units
consumed informed by long term memories of past behav-
iours (Bwhen in a bar I usually drink doubles^), rather than
merely reporting a current subjective experience as is the case
for intoxication and craving.

Our findings are important because some theoretical
models suggest that increased ad-lib alcohol consump-
tion following an alcohol prime is due to alcohol-
induced impairments in executive cognitive functioning,
increases in the incentive motivational properties of al-
cohol, or a combination of the two (Field et al. 2010;
Koob and Le Moal 2001; Wise and Bozarth 1987).
However, Moss and Albery’s (2009) dual process model
integrating alcohol myopia and expectancy theory can
account these findings. Within the context of this theo-
ry, it could be argued that the consumption of placebo-
alcohol functions as a compound conditioned stimulus
activating alcohol-related expectancies and subsequent
behaviours thereby driving alcohol consumption. This
emphasises the importance of the pre-consumption
phase of drinking that is ignored by many other models
of alcohol consumption.

The current study has several limitations. Most im-
portantly, our sample was predominantly female, and,
for practical reasons, participant allocation to the stan-
dard or the bar lab in counterbalanced blocks rather
than random (although groups were balanced on critical
characteristics). The gender imbalance makes it difficult
to extrapolate findings to alcohol-dependent populations,
who are predominantly male. Running lab conditions
sequentially is not ideal, but identical recruitment tech-
niques were used; lab testing took place at exactly the
same time of year, and participants were matched on
demographic variables and alcohol use. We encourage
replications of our findings in more diverse populations
with larger samples.

In conclusion, the current study demonstrated the impor-
tance of the anticipated effects of alcohol and alcohol-related
contexts on craving and ad-lib drinking. This has important
implications, because it suggests that studies that attempt to
characterise the alcohol priming effect may be missing out on
important aspects of the process and limiting their validity as a
consequence.

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflicts of
interest.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons At t r ibut ion 4 .0 In te rna t ional License (h t tp : / /
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link
to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

Psychopharmacology (2017) 234:827–835 833



References

Attwood AS, Ataya AF, Benton CP, Penton-Voak IS, Munafò MR (2009)
Effects of alcohol consumption and alcohol expectancy on the
categorisation of perceptual cues of emotional expression.
Psychopharmacol 204(2):327–334. doi:10.1007/s00213-009-1463-1

Christiansen P, Rose AK, Cole JC, Field M (2013) A comparison of the
anticipated and pharmacological effects of alcohol on cognitive bias,
executive function, craving and ad-lib drinking. J Psychopharmacol
27:84–92. doi:10.1177/0269881112450787

Christiansen P, Jennings E, Rose AK (2016) Anticipated effects of alco-
hol stimulate craving and impair inhibitory control. Psychol Addict
Behav 30:383–388. doi:10.1037/adb0000148

ChutuapeMAD,Mitchell SH, deWit H (1994) Ethanol preloads increase
ethanol preference under concurrent random-ratio schedules in so-
cial drinkers. Exp Clin Psychopharm 2:310–318

Conklin CA (2006) Environments as cues to smoke: implications for
human extinction-based research and treatment. Exp Clin
Psychopharm 14:12–19

Craig L, Attwood A, Benton C, Penton-Voak I, MunafòM (2009) Effects
of acute alcohol consumption and alcohol expectancy on processing
of perceptual cues of emotional expression. J Psychopharmacol
23(3):258–265. doi:10.1177/0269881108092126

De Wit H (1996) Priming effects with drugs and other reinforcers. Exp
Clin Psychopharm 4:5–10. doi:10.1037/1064-1297.4.1.5

De Wit H, Chutuape MA (1993) Increased ethanol choice in social
drinkers following ethanol preload. Behav Pharmacol 4:29–36.
doi:10.1097/00008877-199302000-00003

Duka T, Tasker R, Stephens DN (1998) Alcohol choice and outcome
expectancies in social drinkers. Behav Pharmacol 9:643–653

Fernie G, Christiansen P, Cole JC, Rose AK, Field M (2012) Effects of
0.4 g/kg alcohol on attentional bias and alcohol-seeking behaviour
in heavy and moderate social drinkers. J Psychopharmaco 26:1017–
1025. doi:10.1177/0269881111434621

Field M, Eastwood B (2005) Experimental manipulation of attentional
bias increases the motivation to drink alcohol. Psychopharmacology
183:350–357. doi:10.1007/s00213-005-0202-5

Field M, Wiers RW, Christiansen P, Fillmore MT, Verster JC (2010)
Acute alcohol effects on inhibitory control and implicit cognition:
implications for loss of control over drinking. Alcohol Clin Exp Res
34:1346–1352. doi:10.1111/j.1530-0277.2010.01218.x

Fillmore MT, Rush CR (2001) Alcohol effects on inhibitory and
activational response strategies in the acquisition of alcohol and
other reinforcers: priming the motivation to drink. J Stud Alcohol
62:646–656

Fromme K, Dunn ME (1992) Alcohol expectancies, social and environ-
mental cues as determinants of drinking and perceived reinforce-
ment. Addict Behav 17:167–177. doi:10.1016/0306-4603(92
)90021-M

Heinz A, Beck A, Grüsser SM, Grace AA,Wrase J (2009) Identifying the
neural circuitry of alcohol craving and relapse vulnerability. Addict
Biol 14:108–118. doi:10.1111/j.1369-1600.2008.00136.x

Hull JG, Bond CF Jr (1986) Social and behavioral consequences
of alcohol consumption and expectancy: a meta-analysis.
Psychol Bull 99:347–360

Jones A, Guerrieri R, Fernie G, Cole J, Goudie A, Field M (2011) The
effects of priming restrained versus disinhibited behaviour on
alcohol-seeking in social drinkers. Drug Alcohol Depen 113:55–
61. doi:10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2010.07.006

Kavanagh DJ, Statham DJ, Feeney GFX, Young RM, May J, Andrade J,
Connor JP (2013) Measurement of alcohol craving. Addict Behav
38:1572–1584. doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2012.08.004

Koob GF, Le Moal M (2001) Drug addiction, dysregulation of reward,
and allostasis. Neuropsychopharmacol 24:97–129. doi:10.1016
/S0893-133X(00)00195-0

Kramer JR, Chan G, Hesselbrock VM, Kuperman S, Bucholz KK,
Edenberg HJ, Schuckit MA, Nurnberger JI Jr, Foroud T, Dick
DM, Bierut LJ, Porjesz B (2010) A principal components analysis
of the abbreviated desires for alcohol questionnaire (DAQ). J Stud
Alcohol Drugs 71:150–155

Lau-Barraco C, Dunn ME (2009) Environmental context effects on alco-
hol cognitions and immediate alcohol consumption. Addict Res and
Theory 17(3):306–314. doi:10.1080/16066350802346201

Leeman RF, Corbin WR, Fromme K (2009) Craving predicts within
session drinking behavior following placebo. Pers Indiv Differ 46:
693–698. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2009.01.024

Love A, James D, Willner P (1998) A comparison of two alcohol craving
questionnaires. Addiction 93:1091–1102. doi:10.1046/j.1360-
0443.1998.937109113.x

Marlatt GA, Demming B, Reid JB (1973) Loss of control drinking in
alcoholics: an experimental analogue. J Abnorm Psychol 81:233–
241. doi:10.1037/h0034532

McKay D, Schare ML (1999) The effects of alcohol and alcohol expec-
tancies on subjective reports and physiological reactivity: a meta-
analysis. Addict Behav 24:633–647. doi:10.1016/S0306-4603(99
)00021-0

Monk RL, Heim D (2013) Panoramic projection: affording a wider view
on contextual influences on alcohol-related cognitions. Exp Clin
Psychopharm 21:1–7. doi:10.1037/a0030772

Moss AC, Albery IP (2009) A dual-process model of the alcohol-
behavior link for social drinking. Psychol Bull 135(4):516–530.
doi:10.1037/a0015991

Moss AC, Albery IP, Dyer KR, Frings D, Humphreys K, Inkelaar T,
Harding E, Speller A (2015) The effects of responsible drinking
messages on attentional allocation and drinking behaviour. Addict
Behav 44:94–101. doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2014.11.035

Pasche SC, Garner M, Baldwin DS, Sinclair JMA (2013) BCraving^:
exploring the components of the desires for alcohol questionnaire
(DAQ) and the relation to the severity of alcohol problems. J Stud
Alcohol Drugs 74:950–955

Rose AK, Duka T (2006) Effects of dose and time on the ability of
alcohol to prime social drinkers. Behav Pharmacol 17:61–70

Rose AK, Grunsell L (2008) The subjective, rather than the disinhibiting,
effects of alcohol are related to binge drinking. Alcohol Clin Exp
Res 32:1096–1104. doi:10.1111/j.1530-0277.2008.00672.x

Rose AK, Hobbs M, Drummond C (2013) Differentiating the contribu-
tion of pharmacological from alcohol expectancy effects to changes
in subjective response and priming over successive drinks. Alcohol
Clin Exp Res 37:687–695. doi:10.1111/acer.12022

Rose AK, Jones A, Clarke N, Christiansen P (2014) Alcohol-induced risk
t a k i n g o n t h e BART med i a t e s a l c o h o l p r im i n g .
Psychopharmacology 231:2273–2280. doi:10.1007/s00213-013-
3377-1

Saunders JB, Aasland OG, Babor TF, De la Fuente JR, Grant M (1993)
Development of the alcohol use disorders identification test
(AUDIT): WHO collaborative project on early detection of persons
with harmful alcohol consumption II. Addiction 88:791–804

Schoenmakers T, Wiers RW, Field M (2008) Effects of a low dose of
alcohol on cognitive biases and craving in heavy drinkers.
Psychopharmacology 197:169–178. doi:10.1111/j.1360-
0443.1993.tb02093.x

Sobell LC, Sobell MB (1990) Self-report issues in alcohol abuse: state of
the art and future directions. Behav Assess 12:77–90

Wall AM, McKee SA, Hinson RE, Goldstein A (2001) Examining alco-
hol outcome expectancies in laboratory and naturalistic bar settings:
a within-subject experimental analysis. Psychol Addict Behav 15:
219–226. doi:10.1037/0893-164X.15.3.219

Weafer J, Fillmore MT (2008) Individual differences in acute alcohol im-
pairment of inhibitory control predict ad libitum alcohol consumption.
Psychopharmacology 201:315–324. doi:10.1007/s00213-008-1284-7

834 Psychopharmacology (2017) 234:827–835

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00213-009-1463-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269881112450787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/adb0000148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269881108092126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1064-1297.4.1.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00008877-199302000-00003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269881111434621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00213-005-0202-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2010.01218.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0306-4603(92)90021-M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0306-4603(92)90021-M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-1600.2008.00136.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2010.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2012.08.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0893-133X(00)00195-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0893-133X(00)00195-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/16066350802346201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.01.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1360-0443.1998.937109113.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1360-0443.1998.937109113.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0034532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4603(99)00021-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4603(99)00021-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0030772
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015991
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2014.11.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2008.00672.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/acer.12022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00213-013-3377-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00213-013-3377-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.1993.tb02093.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.1993.tb02093.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0893-164X.15.3.219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00213-008-1284-7


Weafer J, Fillmore MT (2013) Acute alcohol effects on attentional bias in
heavy and moderate drinkers. Psychol Addict Behav 27:32–41.
doi:10.1037/a0028991

Wiers RW, Bartholow BD, van den Wildenberg E, Thush C,
Engels RCME, Sher KJ, Grenard J, Ames SL, Stacy AW
(2007) Automatic and controlled processes and the develop-
ment of addictive behaviors in adolescents: a review and a

model. Pharmacol Biochem Be 86:263–283. doi:10.1016/j.
pbb.2006.09.021

Wigmore SW, Hinson RE (1991) The influence of setting on consump-
tion in the balanced placebo design. Brit J Addict 86:205–215.
doi:10.1111/j.1360-0443.1991.tb01770.x

Wise RA, Bozarth MA (1987) A psychomotor stimulant theory of addic-
tion. Psychol Rev 94:469–492. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.94.4.469

Psychopharmacology (2017) 234:827–835 835

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0028991
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2006.09.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2006.09.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.1991.tb01770.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.94.4.469

	Bibi ergo sum: the effects of a placebo and contextual alcohol cues on motivation to drink alcohol
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	Participants

	Design
	Materials
	Drink preparation (based on Christiansen et�al. 2013)
	Questionnaires
	Timeline followback (Sobell and Sobell 1990)
	The Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (Saunders et�al. 1993)
	Desires for Alcohol Questionnaire—brief version (Love et�al. 1998)
	Subjective intoxication scales (Duka et�al. 1998)

	Taste test

	Procedure
	Statistical analysis
	Results
	Sample characteristics (see Table�1)
	Subjective intoxication (Table�2)
	Craving (Table�2)
	DAQ

	Taste test (Table�2)
	Unit estimate (Table�2)

	Discussion
	References


