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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

x Nothing is more significant, both touro lives and to the national
economythanour health and happiness. The more friends you have, the
happier and healthier you are

x  While 40% of peoplin the UK now typically socialise with friends in
42 YS2ySQahirKae tiieSpapulation(prefeto do o in pubs and
regardpubs as a safe place to meet friends

x Pubs, and small community pubs in particular, provide a safe
environment in which to meet old and new friends face to face over a
drink. The pub offers an enriching environment where we have the
opportunity to meet a greater diversity of people from all walks of life
than we might otherwise be able to do

x  This report is based on raational poll of pub use and two studies of
behaviour in pubsundertaken to asess the soal value ofsmall
communitypubscompared tdargecity centrepubs

x 1fyYy2adG | ljdzk NISNJ 2F GKS 'Y LJ2LJzt | GA
OKFG GKS& LI iNZy A avdsRchaBedistafallgldsk @ T (0 K S A
where they livd or worked

x People who said they have YcaQl  #hdé@ wiho patronise small
community pubs have mormose friends on whom they caepend for
support, are more satisfied with their lives and feel more embedded in
their local communities than those who said they do not have a local pub

x  Friendships are créad and maintained mainly by fateface
interaction, even in the internet ageyet people in large city centres
pubs are likely to be less engaged with their conversation group and
more likely to leave a conversation than those in small community pubs,

and their social interactions appear to be more transient as a result
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Smallg YYdzyAGié Lidza | NB -yRNSRD AIlYBR &t Siza
G2 0S5 W6k ¥ PePEIh Ndninunity pubs typically consume
less alcohol than those largecity centrepubs

There is evidence that modest alcohol consumption improves both
cognitive ability and somut not all)aspects ohealth

Directly and indirectly (by allowing us to meet feméace), modest
alcohol consumption alsenables us to build friendshigsd create a
sense of community, anthere is considerableevidence that social
network size and quality has dramatic effects on health, wellbeing,
happiness and even survival

We recommend that publicans and pub owners work closely with their
community todevelop a local community atmosphere

We recommend thatcity planners and developers maggeeater effors
to ensure that communities have local pukadilyavaihble to them

Government policy on beer tax and business rate relief should consider
the positie impacts which community pubs have on health and
wellbeing

If we can persuadpeopleto get off their smart phones and get down to

the pub to talk to each otherit is likely to have dramatic effects on
health and wellbeing, as well as community cohesion
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INTRODUCTION

Health & Social Networks

Nothing is more significant, both to our livesd to the national economy, than
our health and happiness. A contented population is one that imposes fewer
costs on the health and socisérvicesthat cost governmerst and taxpayer
increasingly frightening amounts wfoney. A contergtd population ione that
works harderthat is more socially cohesive and politicelhgaged|ess divisive,

and more wiling to pultogether. It is alsdikely to beone that experience less
crime.

There has been a growing recognition over the past decade that the single most
important factor determining health, wellbeing and survival is the size and quality
of our personal social networks. The more people you know, and the more often
you see them, the better you feel and the healthier you are.

One recent studycollated data from 148 studies of heart attack patients] a
found that the best predictor of survival over the 12 months after a heart attack
was how well embedded the patiemtas into their social network. This had a
bigger effect on survival than anythietse except giving up smoking better

than any medicatiorbeing takenthe quantity of alcohol drunkhe amount of
exercisdaken evenhow overweightthey were

Anotherrecent study looked at illness rates in motheasid theirtoddlers, and
found thatthe more often the mother saw her close family and friends in any
given month, the less illnebsth sheandhertoddler sufferedhat month

In short, friendships argoodfor you, for your health and for your sense of social
worth. Investment in promotim opportunities to make and meet friends might

do more to solve the budgetary hole in the NHS than anything else we could think
of ¢ if for no other reason than it would amatically reduce demandJore
generally, it might just do more than anything else to make us feel happier and

1 Holt-Lunstad, J. Smith, T. & Bradley Layio(2010). Social relationships and mortality risk: A-ametigtic
review. PLOS Medicine, 7, €1000316.

2Oesch, N. & Dunbar, R. (201B8jluence of kin network on maternal and infant health and iliness. J. Preg. Child
Health 2: 146.
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more contert, and more socially engaged with our communitiBise central
problem is: how do we persuade people to engage with each stugaly more
often?

The Changing Role of the Pub

The public house has played a seminal role in Bsitishl life since the sixteenth
century. Pubs came to represent the heart and soul of a community, providing
both a place bentertainment and an engine faommunity bonding. In a world
before the arrival of the motorcar, the clientele was largely local and the pub
provided a venue in which friendships and a sense of community were sustained.

The closing decadeof the twentieth century haveitnessed major chages in

both the style of public houses and their numbéns1951, there were 73,421
pubs inEngland and Walgsvithin 20 yearsthis had fallen t&4,087. Closures
continued apace through the ensuing decades, with as many as 2,365 pubs
closing in 2009rad a further 1,300 pubs in 201As 0f2014, the number of pubs

had declined to 51,900 with pubs continuing to close ah averageate of 29 a
weekaccordingo the most recenCGACAMRA Pub Trackeguresfor 2015.

Many of these closurebave beencity centre pubs, making way for new
developments. A significant number, however, have been local community pubs
in and near housing areas that have been demolished or redevelopedme
casesto provide multioccupancy accommodati&nAt the heart of he problem

has been a combination ofeconomic pressures arising from changing social
habits (otably the availability of other forms dfigital entertainment) and the
cheap alcohol available via supermarkets for home consumption. These,
combined with genexd economic forces, ke placed considerable pressure on
the financial viability of public houses, especi&dlin rural areas where declining
populations and the lack of passing trade hameoubtedlyhad a significant
impact.

® JenningsP. (2007) The Local: A History of the English. Bttwud The History Pre€s
“ BBPA [British Beer and Pub Association] (2015) http://www.beerandpub.com/si@astessed 20.11.2015

® http://www.camra.org.uk/presseleases/asset_publisher/R16 TaOpféw5B/content/camirgesswift-action
to-stop-pubsclosing

® http://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2015/oct/13/theeath-and life-of-a-greatbritish-pub
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The past two decadesavealso withesseda dramaic change in drinking habhits
associatednainlywith an increasing switch from beer to wjrlee appearance of

gastro pubs andaI NB I G SNJ SYLIKI aira 2y St GAafid 2 dzi
city centrewine barswith a clientelesplit between afteiwork drinkers and late
evening clubbersThesemore commercidly-oriented entertainment ventures
contrast, bothin their businessphilosophy and in their social focus, with the

older pattern of brewenpwned tied houses whose sole fuioct was to provide
an2dzi f SG T2 N ( gréducts NéhétiNdS, Qiéspite thege changes

beer still accounts for around 65% of alcohol sales in pubs (with ciders adding
another 10%)

In many cases, pubs have faced a double jeopardy createdify fi@te, on the

one hand, andon the other handrising costs (notablin terms ofhigh rental
charges for leased premises aihe taxes levied on both beer and businesses).
The result has often been to squeeze landlord earnings (in some sectors,yas man
as half the landlords earned less than £10,000 a year iff)2i&reby reducing

the viability of many pub$etween them, theséactors have helped fuel the
switch away from communistyle pubs to late night bamsith their business
modelthat typicaly aims tamaximise alcohol sales.

As a result of the dramatic decline sshallcommunity pubs, there is growing
recognition of the need to protect these venuas valuable social assets
Campaigns across the country are being laundbedighlight the community
value of pubs by individually registering them as Assets of Community®’Value
under new Government legislation. To date 1,200 pub applications have been
successfylprotecting them under planning lavwofn conversion or demolition by
unruly developers

"CAMRA (2014). CAMRA Beer Taxiriief
http://www.camra.org.uk/documents/10180/21560/CAMRA+Tax+Briefing+2014.pdf/3cB242-494b
9ad1-2945734783b6

8 Pubco Licensee Survey: Report produced for CAMRA by CGA Strategy,;June 2013

Pub Companies and Tenants: A Government Consultation. CAMRA, June 2013:
http://www.camra.org.uk/documents/10180/21560/Response+from+CAMRA+
+Pub+Companies+and+Tenants+Consultation.pdf/d3b882@37eb9293-896b2afddfa2

® http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ultsi/2012/9780111525791/contents
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The Role of Pubs in Social Cohesion

The focus of our concern is the pub as a social venue, and in particular its
function as a social centre farlocal communityg a place to meet friends and

form networks, a place to foster communitgirg. Our focus is thus less with

large city centre pub§.e. pubs with a city centre location amdmoretransient,

often late night focusedclientele)and morewith the ¥ 2 O f Q ontlieK S LJdzo
cornerthat provided a soai environment for its regulass well asa basefor

sports and activities ranging from darts to village cricKeis report summarises

a series of studies carried out on behalf & @ampaign for Real Ale (CAM&A)

the role thatcommunity pubglay in our health, happiness and social cohesion.

To set the scene, wéirst provide a brief overview ofolw we create our
friendships. Wehen raise the problem of large scale social cohesiparhaps
the single most serious problem warrently face ¢ and provide some insights
into how we have engineered soatahesion in the past. Finally, weesent the
findings from three studies thatarried out on behalf of CAMRA. These studies
aimed to explore both the benefits that pub communities provide Fairt
members and some of the reasons why they work.

plo



FRIENDSHIP AND THE GMMUNITY

Friendships and How We Create Them

Our personalsocial networks typically consist of around 150 individyabout

half of whom are extended family members and bélfvhom are friends™. In
effect, family and friends constitute two separate networks that are closely
interleaved through all the layers of our social wontthile this network of
around 150 individuals represents a particular quality of relationship (one that
has a history in past interaction and, through this, a sense of obligation,
reciprocity and trust’), it actually formsone of a series of circles of
acquaintanceship that spread inwards with increagimgtional closenesand
outwards to progressivelyower intensity, but still important relationships
(Figurel). These circles of acquaintanceship are hierarchically inchrsilvbave
characteristic sizes with a consistent scaling ra@ch layer is three times the
size of the layer immediately ide it">. In other words, the 18ayer, for example,
includes the five people from the innermostlgyer pus an additional 10

individuals

" Hill, R.A. & Dunbar, R. (2003). Social network size in humans. Human Natui#214: 53

"' Roberts, S., Dunbar, R., Pollet, T. & Kuppens, T. (2009). Exploring variationsétvemtkeize: constraints
and ego charactestics. Social Networks 31: 1B&6.

12 Dunbar, R. (2014)he social brain: psychological underpinnings and implications for the structure of
organizationsCurrent Directions in Psychologiteienc4: 109114

13 Zhoy W:X., Sornette, D., Hill, &Dunbar, R.Discrete hierarchical organization of social group sizes.
Proceedings of the Royal Society, London, 272Bt4439
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Figure 1

The circles of acquaintanceship. Our personal social networks form afsewigseatric circles with
us at the centre. Each circle has a very distinct size, being roughly three times the size of the
within it, with the size of each circle being inclusive of the layers within it (i.e-I&yedBcludes the
5 individualsthat form the innermost circle of intimate friends and family, etc). The circle at ]
represents the typical size of personal social networks (relationships based on person
friendships). Beyond that is a layer of acquaintances, with the layed@tdiresenting the limit on
the number of faces we can put names to, thus representing the outer limits for personal knowl

Beyond that, everyone is essentially a stranger. Source: Dunbar (20f4)

These layers are exactly what we find in ss@e traditional societies, such as
those of hunter gatherers or traditional horticulturalisis many parts of the
world today. The 150 layer represents the typical size of communities, and the
1500 layer the typical size of the tridndeed, the averagsize of rural villages

in England and Walgboth at the time of the Domesday Book (1087 Abyg

Y5461 NE w® 6HAnyO0® aAyR GKS I LIY 2N 6K& KdzYlya | NByQf
154; 403423,

p| 11



seven centuries lateduring the late eighteenth centuryvas almost exactly
150".

Our ®cial networks are built up over a long period of time, and depend on
frequent interaction, especially in the case of friendships. They represent the
accumulation of sociainteraction over many years, and cannot be created
overnight.This is refle@d inFigure2, which shows the mean rate with which we
contact individual membeligs each of the layersf our personal social networks,
based on data from the social networks of 250 British and Belgian women

Figure 2

Mean frequencies with which
0.4 . . . ..
we interact with individual
members of our personal
03| social networks, as a function
of their position (or layer) in
our social world. The layers

0.2
are those shown in Figure 1;

Contact rate per day

they represent degrees of
0.1 emotional closeness, and have
) relatively stable numerical

[J sizes.
0.0 T T T 9—*7

Source: Sutcliffe et al. (2012)

The bottom line is that we contact the handful of close friends and family who
are most important to us more often, and the large nembvho are less
important to us least often. These data also highlight the relatively small size of
our social world. Fifteen people account for apgimately 60% of our social
effort, and represent the people who are most important tocubose we see
reddzf F NI @3 2F0Sy Ay 2y Slayer Nypidaly 2efréséndl) &
those individuals that we see most often in public social venues or at weekend
parties. While the members of the M#yer mostly represent geographically
distant family (and somfiends), the 500ayer (the layer of acquaintances, as
opposed to true friends) will include many of the people we work with and those

® qutcliffe, A., Dubar, R., Binder, J. & Arrow, H. (20R&)ationships and the social brain: integrating
psychological and evolutionary perspectiBegish Journal d?Psychalgy103: 149168.

p| 12
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whom we recognise and greet, anith whom we share the occasional
conversation

Family and friends differ in many important ways in terms of their dynamics, but
perhaps the most importandifference is that friendships are particularly
susceptible to decay when individuals do not see eachr @heoften as they
previously had doneFamily relationships tehto be robust, whereas friendships
are fragileand require continuous investméht Figure3 illustrates thisfor a
group of studentdeaving school foaniversityor the world of workThe start of

this study (time T1yas half way thougtheir last year at school, and the period
from month 6 to month 18vasthe first year away from home at university or
work. Mean emotional closeness (a measure of the strength of the friendahip

a simple scale of #neutral to 10=intensely closeto the original set of friends
back home from the start of the studffl) drops off very rapidly as a
consequence of the fact that they no longer have so much opportunity to interact
with them, and especially so for those who recruited a large numberenf
friends as a result of this life transitiorhis is true whether or not the individuals
concerned had a high turn over in the number of friends after this transition from
school to university/work as a result of the opportunity these new environments
offered for meeting and making new friends. Family relationships, in contrast, are
much more robust to these kinds of effects.

Friendship arises from shared interests, attitudes and experiences. Indeed, the
quality of a friendship (as indexed by the sam®onal closeness measure),
and our willingness to act altrticsally towards that individu#loth correlate with

how many of six major dimensions of friendship (shared language, growing up in
the same location, similar educationakperience shared hobles/interests
[including musical tastes]similar moral/political/religious views, and similar
sense of humodf) we share in commorfFigured).

16 Roberts, S. & Dunbar, R. (20Thke costs of family aridends: an 18nonth longitudinal study of relationship
maintenance and decay. Evoduti& Human Behavior 32: 2867;Dunbar, R. (2014Jhe social brain:
psychological underpinnings and implications for the structure of organiz&ionsnt Directions
Psychologicacienc@4: 109114

" Curry, O. & Dunbar, R. (2013a). Do birds of a feather flock together? The relationship between similarity and
altruism in social networks. Human Nature 24:-388; Curry, O. & Dunbar, R. (2013b). Sharing a joke: the
effects of a similar sense of humor on affiliation and altruism. Evolution & Human Behaviorl24. 125

p| 13
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Figure 3

6.0

5.5 4

5.0 4
Low number of
friends added

4.5

High number of
friends added
4.0

Mean (+/- 1 SE) emotional closeness of participant to friend

3.5

T T T
T1 (1 month) T2 (9 months) T3 (18 months)
Time in study

Mean emotional closeness (indexed on araglfg scale of 1 [low] to 10 [high] to the set of friends at th
start of the study changes over the course of 18 months. At month 5, everyone left school and ma
university or work, and did not have thepofunity to see their original set of friends as often. As
result, the emotional quality of the relationships with this original cohort of friends declined significg
The data are distinguished by whether subjectsahlagdv orhigh turnover in theumber of friendsifter

month 5 Source: Roberts & Dunbar (deS)

tKSaS RAYSyaAzya IINB |ttt SaaSydaaltte Odz
lifetime aswe are exposed to new experiences and meet new pedfdehaps

because of thisthey stand & markers of group membershipthey identify a

small community that holds the same opinions as Ipdoplewho think about

the worldin the same wayand whom | can therefore trust and rely on. We think

the same way because we grew up in the same contynso | know how to

interact with youg | can rely on you understandirmy more cryptic allusionsy B

virtue ofbelongng to thesame communityl know | can trust you.

18 Roberts, S. & Dunbar, R. (20MAnaging relationship decay: network, gender and contextual effects. Human
Nature(in press).
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The important point here is that we maintain this similarity in our interests and
views of the world by talking to each other, so that our opinions and interests
change together with those of our friends. If we no longer have the opportunity
or time to converse, our interests and vieimexorablydrift apart as we are
exposed to new intemdts or experiencesand the quality of the friendship
declinesas a result. Family relationships diffierthis respect because they are
held together by the inalienable fact that we share a common interest by virtue
of our membership of the same extendéamily. Family, it seems, trumps
everything®, but leaves friendships vulnerable.

Figure 4

Emotional Closeness
s “
n
Altruism (Kidney Donation)
s
i

-

T T T T T T T . . : B .
0 1 - 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5
Shared Traits (Emotional Closeness) Shared Traits (Altruism)

Relationship between (left panel) salied emotional closeness (rated on a 1 [low] to 10 [high] scal
and (right panel) willingneds act altruistically (rated on a 1 [low] to 10 [high] scale) to a name
friend and the number of major friendship dimensions (traits) shared with that individual. The siX
dimensions are: shared language, place of origin, educational experiencegsimtiebests,

moral/political/religious vigsand sense of humour. Source: Curry & Dunbar (2013a

Familiarity, then, is the crucial ingredient of vimhded friendships, and we
create familiarity by spending time with people. Although the internetigdes a
wonderful social resource through social networking sites like Facebook and
media like SnapChat, Instant Messaging and WhatsApp, still it seems that there is
nothing quite like a facto-face encounter. In a previous study, we asked people

to reoord their satisfaction with each interaction they had had during the day
with each of their five best friends. The data showed rather clearly thatdace

19 Roberts, S., Dunbar, R., Pollet, T. & Kuppens, T. (2009). Exploring variations in active network size: constraints
and ego characteristics. Social Networks 31:18BCurry, O.Roberts, S. & Dunbar, R. (2013). Altruism in
social networks: evidence fot'linship premium"British Journal of Psychology 104: -285.
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face interactions are hard to beat, with only skype of all the digital media coming

close Figureb).

Figure 5

At the end of each day, 45 subjects
recorded their satisfaction (on a
5o standard 110 happiness scale) for
each interaction thepad had with
each of the five best friends,
differentiating the medium of
communication in each case. Face
to-face and skype interactions are

Mean happiness rating after interaction

significantly more satisfying than
interactions via any other digital

media. Bars are standard errors

Face-to- Skype Fhone ns it Email/SNS
face

(se).
Saurce: Vlahovic et al. (Zofﬂ)

mess ng
Mode of communication

In summary, friendships are fragile, and we have to work at them. Failure to
investtime in afriendship and particularly in fae®-face encountersiesults in a

rapid decline in the emotional quality tife relatiorship. One consequence of

this decline is that individuals are less willing to behave altruistically towards each
other.

Pubs, of course, provide one natural environment in which people can engage in
regular faceo-face interactionsAs a focal point where fmels can guarantee
being able to meet up at regular intervals without having to make formal
arrangements beforehand, they provide a natucntext in which old
friendships came reinforced and new ones created

Friendship and Community Cohesion

The oppotunity to meet people and build friendships lies at the heart of
community. Although our personal social networkare limited in size,n the

2y/lahow, T., Roberts, S. & Dunbar, R. (2@f#cts of duration and laughter on subjective happiness within
different modes of communicatiodournal of ComputévlediatedCommurctation17: 436450.
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contemporaryworld we nonetheless formammunities with many hundreds of
thousands of individuals a capacity thiis crucial in allowing us to live in large
cities, and even nation states

One of the ways we achieve this is by exploitingstkdimensions of friendship
and using these twentify people who are likely to be trustworthy (because they
share particulaculturaltraits with us) and so likely to be the kind of people we
would want to have as friendin effect,we create®lubdbased on one key
criterion, one shared trait such as a common interest in tennis, crickdge
amateur dramatics or whateve I W (i @hicls well sign uf and which in
itself becomes evidence that we belong to the ciMtembership of the club
provides a guarantee that we are likely to be trustworiignifying that wesee

the worldin the same wagven though we know nothing more about each other
It provides an opening gambit for a relationship, a signal that a stranger is in fact
OK.

tKSasS WwOfdzaQ Yire& 06S olFaSR I NRdzyR | Y
dimensions that underpin friendship emerge being important-igure6 shows

the individual effects on our sense of bonding (thelusion of Other in Setfr

|OSscalé’, which indexes in a very simple veagzNJ 4 Sy a8 2F FSStAy3
someone elseseeFigurell, below,for an exampleand how much we might

expect to like a stranger when we findathwe share a particular cultural trait

with them. Political views, religious affiliations, musical tastes, sense of hgmour

all of these provide the basifor community membership, through whigre

identify strangers W2 Oy 0SS ( NHzad SRI oS0 24z78) O K &zé
stranger who knows the rules of cricket well enough to appreciate the
significance of my casual remark about silly-omddropping a dolly of a catch

YIENla GKSYaSt @Sa 2 dziginths case, Hé&club & biicket T Y @
enthusiass.

21 Aron, A., Aron, B& SmollanD.(1992). Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale and the structure of interpersonal
closeness. Journal of Personality and Social PsycB8i&é§p-612
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Figure 6

Model coefficients for binned 10S scale
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Model coefficients for Likeability

Ethnicity Natal Religion Area Musical Political Ethical
Area Taste Views Statement

Mean (and standard error) for st G SR FSSt Ay3a 2F a20ALf Of 22
hiKSNJ Ay { St T¢ & OiratelikealilitzodlStrdageIkloN& panel) wiyeR sindlBit
to the stranger involves different cultural traits. The dottedslindicate minimum values ftire

mean to achieve statistical significance. Source: Launay & Dunbar (207‘f5)

However shared cultural traits are ndahe onlyway wecreate friendshipdn the
course of building up friendships, we make use of a number of other more
WLINA YA (A @ Sa3 part $fQHe IprgckesiTiese include laughfér singing

and dancinYf. These activitiehave dramatic effects on our sense of bongdinag

just with peoplave already know but also witompletestrangers.

Figure 7offers one examplef this from a study okinginglIn this study, groups of
novices attended a course weeklysinging or hobby classes over a seven month
period. At the beginning, middle and esidthe study they ratedthemselvest the
beginning and end of each cldes their feeling of belonging to the grogm the
Inclusion of Other in SEHOS) scale. The singing dasshowed avery rapid

22 Launay, J. & Dunbar, R. (20Baying with strangersvhich shared traits attract us most to new people?
PLoS On#0: e0129688.

z Dunbar, R. (2012Bridging the bonding gap: the transition from primates to hunfémiksophical Transactions
of the Royal Societlypnn,367B: 18371846.
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hobby classealso showed some improvement in bondibgt itwas very modest

by comparison witlthe singing classes and nothing like the extraordinary change
shown by these as a resuoif their first few classeancingand it seemsgven

justlistening toemotionally arousingtorie§ hassimilar effect®’.

Figure 7
2.57 @ Singing
g B Non-Singing
£ 201
173
)
(3
£ 151
®
<)
g .
£ 104
510 ®
5 %
8
o
r . ¢ &

0.0 T T
1 2 3 Combined

Timepoint

¢KS GAOSONBLIFTSNI STFSOGEd aSt yratall lenfoRonaklisengs’ koN
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All classes consisted of novices.. Source: Peae et al. (201&%1

In sum, a number of conventional social activities like laughter, singing and
dancing play a central role in the processesamhmunitybonding, and often

have a more direct effect than anything else. But we also use lanbaage

exchanges (conversation) to establish that we have shared interests in common
GAGK a2Y82ySs FyR (KSas Oy LINEOARS | 4

**pearce, ELaunay, J. & Dunbar, R. (20T%)e icebreaker effect: singing mediates fast social bondioyal
Society (London) Open Sciec&50221

25 Tarr, B., Launay, J., Cohen, E. & Dunbar, R. (2015). Synchrony and exertion during dance independently raise
painthreshold and encourage social bonding. Biology Letters (in press); Duncan S., van Ergade Boas,
Maguire, L., Budelmann, F., et al. (201&)gnition, endorphins and the literary response to tragedy. Poetics
Today(n press)
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to find a stranger trustworthy and the kind ofrpen with whom we might want
to form a friendship.

Why Community is Good for You

Community lies at the heart of our health and wellbeMg are an intensely
social species, and everything we do is bound up in our propensity to be social.
Being socially engaged, and taking part in activities like lauggng and
dancing that are part of that process of engagement, not only make us feel part
of the community, but directly aniddirectly alseenhance ar sense of wellbeing

and even our health.

There is now considerable evidence that the size and qualityour social
network has a direct effect on how ill you are likely to becoareyour
happiness, and evean how likely you are to die. Positive social bonds help
reduce the effects of podtaumatic stressdepressionandincrease the rate of
recovery from illness they even promotecancer survivaland survival after
heart attack&’. A large family network reduces sickness rates as well as mortality
rates among childréfi and eplicitly so whenthis involves regular contacYou
areevenmore likely tcbe happy if those around you are happy

26WaxIeFMorrison, N., Hisp T., Mears, B. & Kan, L. (1991). Effects of social relationships on survival for
women with breast cancer: A prospective study. Social Science & MeR1idiné183;Sayal, K., Checkley, S.,
Rees, M., Jacobs, C., Harris, T., Papadopoulos, A., & P2@0R). Effects of social support during weekend
leave on cortisol and depression ratings: a pilot study. Journal of Affective DisorderslBT; Kik8sui, T.,
Winslo, J& Mori, Y. (2006). Social buffering: relief from stress and anxiety. Philosdgrsactions of the
Royal Society, London, 361B: 22228 Pinquart, M. 8Duberstein, P. R. (201@ssociation of social
networks with carer mortality: a meteanalysisCritical Review of Oncology and Haematokigy122137;
Charuvastra, A. & ClatrM. (2008). Social bonds and posttraumatic strsssder.Annual Review of
Psycholog$9: 301-328;Liu, L & Newschaffer, C. J. (201i)pact of social connections on risk of heart
disease, cancer and-alhuse mortality among elderly Americans: Findings from the Second Longitudinal Study
of Aging (LSOA II). Archives of Gerontology and Ges&trit68173; Chou, AStewart, S Wild,R. & Bloom,
J.(2012). Social support and survival in young women with breast carcinoma-®syclogy21: 125133
Tilvis, R.Routasalo, PKarppinen, H., Strandberg, Rautiainen, H. & Pitkala, (012). Social isolation, social
activity and lorliness as survival indicators in old age: a nationwide survey wijthaa followup. European
Geriatric Medicin8: 18-22.

# Holt-Lunstad, J. Smith, T. & Bradley Layton, J. (2010). Social relationships and mortality riinakytieta
review. PLOMledicine, 7, e1000316.

28 Spence, J. (1954). One Thousand Families in Newoastiel: Oxford University PreBinn, M. &ngland,
B. (1995). Childhood stress and family environment. Current Anthropology-866864 y I QA | dzLJdzy A & { &%
Donato, K., ThongpnColon, T. &tainbeck, M. (2005). Counting on kin: social networks, social support, and
child health statusSocial Forces 83: 113[7164; Oesch, N. & Dunbar, R. (20tBluence of kin network on
maternal and infant health ariiness. J. Preg. Chileéalth2: 146.

29 Fowler, J& Christakis, N2008). The dynamic spread of happiness in a large social network. British Medical
JournaB37: a2338.
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This is true even of monkeys, where females who have more friends are more
likely tobe less stresséy live longer and have more surviving offsptinghe
effects of network ties are clearly very desmgated and ofvery ancient

evolutionary origin.

Figure 8 illustrates this with data from one study. This study collated the results

of 148 epidemiologal studies of heart attacgatients and askenhich factors

best predicted d.J- G A Sy Qa fA1StAK22R 2dfter thazNIDA GA Y
KSENIG Faalrole® ¢KS ljdzZtAde 2F F LI GASYdQ
were within their network, how supportive their friends and family were) had the

biggest effect on likelihoodf survivingg bigger than anything else except giving

up smoking. Network quality outperformed how obese they were, how much
exercise they took, what drug treatments they were amd how much alcohol

they consumed.

Figure 8
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30 Crockford, C., Wittig, R., Whitten, P., Seyfarth, R. & Cheney, D. (2008). Social stressors rzed tapisgs
in wild female baboon®épio hamadryas ursinuslormones and Behavib8: 254265; Wittig, R., Crockford,
C., Lehmann, J., Whitten, P., Seyfarth, R. & Cheney, D. (2008). Focused grooming networks and stress
alleviation in wild female baboor$ormones and Behavior 54: 1¥D7.

31 Silk, J., Alberts, S. & Altmann, J. (2003). Social bonds of female baboons enhance infant survival. Science 302:
12321234;Silk, J., Beehner, J., Bergman, T., Crockford, C., Eegal. ®009).The benefits of ial capital:
close social bonds among female baboons enhance offspring survival. Proceedings of the Royal Society,
London, 276B: 3099104;Silk, J., Beehner, J., Bergman, T., Crockford, C., Engh, A., Mosebat€2010).
Strong and consistent@al bonds enhance the longevity of female baboons. Current Biology 2036359

*HoltLunstad, J. Smith, T. B. & Bradley Layton, J. (2010). Social relationships and mortality rigkialyticeta
review.PLOS Medicine @.000316.
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These health benefits agbcial networks have not been widely appreciated until
very recently’. Yet, the extensivevidencenow available on this reveals quite
clearly that those who feel they are part of a community really do experience
greater contentedness with their lifas vell as greater health and wellbeing.

Aside from thesg@ersonalbenefits, there is anotheespect in whicltommunity
plays an important role in society. Communities act as their own policemen
because their members have a social right to comment on, agnl @igcipline,
those who stray fromthe communié Q&  yGobdylelaviour andosial
cohesionare maintained because people are less willing to infringe against these
norms when doing so would invite censure from those they respecwitr
whom they ardriends

This effectR2 S&y QG vy S O She &dmMiinityt> acNB b pahitng way
whenever someone breaks the law. At least as important is the fact that
community members are lesgilling to break the law because of the sense of
obligation and dutythey feel towards other community membenghen they
know these individuals personallyhe effect of peer pressure is reflected even in
simple things like the fact that we are more likely to give up smoking if those
around us have given up smokthgSimiarly, we are more likely to behave
altruistically towards other members of our network if the network is dérse

the members interact frequently with each othdahan if the links between
individual members are we&k

* House, .J2001). Social isolation kills, but how and why? Psychosomatic Medicine-B34Z&blin, M., and
Uchino, B. N. (2008). Social and emotional support and its implication for health. Current OpsnabrisinyP
21: 201205; Smith, K. & Christakis, K2008). Social networks and health. Annual Review of Sociolefp34
429 Dominguez, S. & Arfard. (2010).t is all about who you know: Social capital and health Hnceme
communities. Health Sociology Revi®al14-129.

% Chritakis, N. & Fowled. (2008). The collective dynamics of smoking in a large social network. New England
Journal of Medicine 358: 222258.

® Curry, O. & Dunbar, R. (2011). Altruism in networks: the effect of conn&ititog_etters 7: 651653,
HarrisonF.,Sciberra,J. &JamesR. (2011). Strength of social tie predicts cooperative investment in a human

social network. PLoS One 6:e18838a | f ft S&> | &X | NbSavYlys {3 {(iSAISNE

Egocentric social network structure, health, andsorcial behaviors in a national panteidy of Americans
PL0S One 7: €36250
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THE PUBAT THEHEARTOF
COMMUNITY

The previous section set out the general background asth why friendship,
and more generallcommunities are important for usand how they might
provide the basis of greater social cohesand greater personal health and
wellbeing

To explorehe extent towhich pubscreat a sense of community arehhance
wellbeing,we undertook three studies on behalf of the Campaign for Real Ale
(CAMRA). First, YouGQGeas commissionetb run a nationasurveyin which2254
adults proportionally distributed byge, sex and regional populatiamere asked

a number of questions about their use of pubs and their overall sense of health
and wellbeingThe aim waso determine vy people visit their local pubow

life satisfactiorrelates to pub useandhow this vags across the U.&econd, we
undertook a series of samplessavenpubsin and aroundOxfordto determine

the size and dynamics of conversation groups. Conversation lies at the heart of
sociality, and our aim here was to see whether there were anyadiiffes in the
patterns of conversation betweesmallcommunity pubs andarge (mainlycity
centre pubs and bargthose more moderrity centre establishmenthat focus

on a more anonymous clienteleftenwith late night drinking as a major fogus
Finaly, weasked 95 randomighosen people in seven Oxfordshire pubsidaa
series of tasks to assess their saeiqleriences and social skills

Full details of the methods used in these studies are given in Appendix A. In the
text, we give only the summacpnclusions, along with graphisistrating these
results. The statistical results that confirm these findings are given in Appendix B.

A National YouGov Poll

On behalf of CAMRXpouGov conducted a national randomly stratified survey of
over 2254 adults, proportionately distributed across the regions of the U.K., and
balanced for the national demographic (age and gender) structure. The survey
was conductednlinein the first week of November 201All results reported

here use weighted data towgi an accurate representation of opingoacross the

UK. Details of theveighting method are given in Appendix C.

p| 23



In our survey, 45% of respondents stated that they drank in a pub on a regular
basis. However, only2%o0f people surveyed said théwad a redzf I NJ¢dfe2 O £ Q
particular pub that they habitually visited and where they knew the landlord and

other customerson a personal basi@-igure 9. There is considerable national

S NRAFGARZY Ay GKS

lowest (at a surprisingly 100%) in Northern Irelandnd Scotland (18%and
highest in Wale$31%)and the Northeas{33%)where around a third of those

gK2 dzaSR LlJzma KI R

Figure 9
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considerably, being lowest in
Northern Irelandand Scotlandand

highest in Wales and the Northeast.

Respondents reported that they were most likely to drink alcohol in their own
home with friend957%) with the second most common location being in a pub
with food ¢ 41% of drinkers say that this is a place that they regularly consume

alcohol I is worthnoting thatthey regarded a pulsa relatively saf@laceto

drink (and avoid binge drinking). Respondents identified a pub as the best place

to socialise with friend§32%)F F G4 SNJ G KSA NJ 2 gy 40%,Rihute

10).

p| 24

TNRSY



One of the advantages obaal drinking in venues likecammunitypub is that
people tend to drink less than when on their oemindeed, irlargecity centre

pubs andbars It is also likely that by drinking less, and being in a group which has
drunk less, they will be lessopee to risktaking behaviours. Whileig well known

that drinking alcohol in groups increases -taing®and competitivenes§ it
seems that there can be a greupderation effect when such studies are done

in natural settings with naturally convenedgps® rather than, as is usually the
casein most experimental studies the laboratoryln effect, when drinkingni
moderation,the group acts as its own policeman.

Figure 10
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attraction among groups versus individuals. Journal of Studies on Aludliiriugs 67: 62836; Sayette,
M.A., Dimoff, J.D., Levine, J.M., Moreland, R.L. & Vdbrabg E. (2012). The effects of alcohol and desage
set on riskseeking behavior in groups and individuals. Psychology of Addictive Behavior2@6: 194

3 Hopthrow, T., Abrams, D., Frings, D., Hulbert, L.G. (2007). Groupdrink: The effects of alcohol on intergroup
competitiveness. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors 227872

8 Hopthrow, T., Randsley de Moura, G., Meleady, R., Abrams, D. & Swift, H.Dr(2Ri4) in social groups.
5284 WIANBJZIRNAY 1 Q LINRGARS &l FASdicion 209° 91B2Y 6 SNA 6 KSy RSOA
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Figure 11

Q0O

Subjects were asked to indicate the pair of circles that best described how well they felt they
O2yySOGSR (2 GKSANI O2YYdzyAieod tS2LFS sK2 KI
community,with 14% choosing images 5, 6 or 7, evbihly 11% of those without a local chose thes

images

We asked respondents how well théglt they were connected to thie local

community, using a simple scale, tinelusiorof-OtherSelf(or IO rating scale

(Figure 11:a 1-7 visual scale, in which indicates low connectedness and 7

indicates high connectednes) ¢ K24S K2 KIFIR | af 20 fté& N
significantly more connected to themmmunity than those who did not.

t S2LX S K2 KIFI@S | WEt20FftQ Idntyhapper G SR (0 F
than those who do not; they aldwd higher life satisfactioand felt that other

people are significantly more trustwortffyigure 12) We asked people to tell us

how many close friends they had (defined as all those whom they would go to fo

KSf L) YR adzLILR2NIO® t S2LXS K2 RSOf I NBR
4dzOK FTNARASYRa G(GKIYy LIS2LXS ¢6K2 RARcy20G KI |
on average 2friends compared to 6.(Figure 13.

39Aror1 A, Aron E & SmollanD.(1992). Inclusion of Other in the Self scale anctthetsre of interpersonal
closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psych8I&$6c612.
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Figure 12
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These responses contrast with responses to a number of more general standard
life satisfaction questions wherespondeits with and without locals gave similar
ratings These included their experienced legklanxiety,and how worthwhile

they found the things they do in lif@igure 14 The fact that there were no
differences in these cases reinforces the sicpniite of the fact that there were
differences in response to the social questidhg not just thattbcalCand casual
RNXR y 1 S N& afferdbaeviyhingitisspecificallyin respect othe social
aspects of their livesand those related tdafé happinesspn which they differ

Figure 14
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Mean (x 2 SE) ratings for how worthwhile  There werealso no differences in the anxiety
participants reported the things they do in life,  experienced by people who had a local an
There were no differences between people with those who did not report having a local.

local and those who did not report having a local

2S alSR adz2NBSe NBalLRyRSyita sK2 KIR
their regular venue. Proximity to where they lived or wdrikes the single most
important criterion(68%) but the fact that they knewther people who drink or
socialise therewas a close secon®4%) (Figure 1% Thus a combination of
convenience and knowing they would meet friends were the two most important
factors prompting people to visit a particular pub regulafiyowing the staff
comes a close third in the listings, perhaps suggesting thaaddition,the
ambience of the pub itself may be important.
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Figure 15
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Respondents were also invited to offer open text comments on this question, and
among the answers were:

X
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over the pasthalfcenty.L YL NI | yit &> (GK2asS K2 FNBIdz
close friends, trusted those around them more and were more contented with

their life, even when the samples are adjusted for age, gender and region.
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The Pub as a Social Venue

To provide insights intthhe dynamics ohow people interacsocialy in pubs we
carried out a series of observational studiesveen noon and midnighm seven
venuesin the Oxford City are&iveof these werdarge pubsand twowere small
community pubs.Since our main concern is with the social aspects of pubs, we
focussed a monitoring conversational behaviour. How largeaiconversation
group? Doconversation groupdiffer betweensmallcommunity pubs andbarge

city centre pubs anthars? How engagedre people irtheir convergtions? We
sampled 65 individuals and recordée: size and duration of the conversations
they were engaged iduringa 20minute period.

Figure 16

g

g 0.5+ 10.0-

£

-l

5 04 é 8.0

2 2

wn ©

a c

T 0.2 S a0

£ [

g 2

w

c 017 2.0

<

@

s

0.0- T T 0.0— T T
Community Pubs Large Pubs Community Pubs Large Pubs

The emphasis on beer drinking is the ratio Large city centre pulvgere generally loudéhan
between the number of taps and the size of | small community pub&oudness was estimated by
the pub. A small pub with lots of beer taps managers and averaged across weekend and wee
would have a high ratio, whilst a large pub estimations, with 1 representing very quiet and 10
0f I 6St With feW tapsMBUR bave a representing very loud.

low ratio.
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Wefirst set the scene by characterising @i@biences of the two types of venues

we sampled. Although neither is statistically significant due to the small sample
size, the larger pubs with more of a late night focused clientele tended to be less
likely to be beeworiented (as indexed by the rata beer taps to bar area) and
were more likely to be noisier (as rated by the managers) (Figure 16). Thus, in our
sample, community pubs tended to be smaller, more intimate and more draft
beer oriented.

Across alvenuesin the samplethe average size afonversations was 3.4+1.3
SO (Figure 17 left panel) This is in close agreement with previous samples of
conversation group sizdsoth in pubs andn general public environmentshich

find a consistenupper limit of about four individuals on the size of naturally
forming conversatiorf4 The average conversation group size was, however,
significantly larger itarge city centre pubthan insmallcommuniy pubs Eigure

17, right panel).

Figure 17
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“2 Dunbar, R., Duncan, N. & Nettle, D. (1995). Size and structure of freely forming conversational groups. Human
Nature 6: 6778; Dezecache, G. & Dunbar, R. (2012). Sharing the joke: the size of natural laughter groups.
Evolution 8Human Behavior 33: 77&49.
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In other words, the clientela large city centre venuesere more likely to be
there in large social groups, perhaps on their way to another venue such as a
club, whereas those ismallcommunity pubs were there for more directly social
purposes (i.eto have a conversation). This suggests that the social dynarh
these two types of venue are very different, and serve very different functions.

Figure 18
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The size of a social group has significant consequencegs fatynamics.
Conversations became more broken up as the size of the group increased, with
unbroken stretches of conversation being shortéigyre 18 left panel), and
more people dropping out of each unbroken stretch of conversakmuie 18

right parel). Unbroken stretches of conversation were also shorter if more of the
individuals in the group were not paying attention to the focal person we were
observing (i.e. they were looking around the room, on their phones, or speaking
with other people, rathethan paying attention to the conversatiofjdqure 19.

More importantly in the present context, the proportion of people who were not
engagedwith (i.e. paying attention toa conversation was higher iarge city

centre pubs than inthe smaler community pubs Eigure 20 left panel) More

generally, pople inlarge pubspentsignificantly morg¢ime not taking parin the
conversatiorthey were associated witho SK+ @A 2 dzZNE & dzOK | & Gy ?
AAGGAY T AYy Y2YSyil N gKSINEY DR W2 Ra & (KISNJN 2P
0F NEZ daAy ol (KNRFgWré 20kigfitRané)Ny oneJKa® ¢viré

recorded checking their phone in any of the samplessmallcommunity pub,

but in large city centrebars people often did so (the differee was highly

significan.

Figure 20
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As a result, conversations lasted significantly doimgsmallercommunity pubs
than they did inlarge city centre type venug§igure 2], and although the
difference is not statistitly significant, people tended to drop out of
conversations more oftein the latter type of pul§Figure 22 In slort, people in
communily pubs were more attentive to the speaker, and seemed to be more
socially engaged with their conversation group. Qletlze total time people
spent on their phongwas significantly positively correlated with totahei spent

not talking (Pearson correlation= 0.311p = 0.012)

Figure 21
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In sum,large city centre pubs andars have larger conversation groups, but

these groups are much more transient and less engaged than is the casein
communityoriented pubs. In large city centre vensgpeople seem to be less

engaged with each other, and move rapidly from one brief gsatien to

another, allowing less time to get to know their social companions or establish
NEBfl GA2yaKALIA 6AGK GKSYdP ¢KS Y2NB NBf | E
seems to encourage more social engagement.

Psychology at the Heart of the Pub

We sample®5 customersacross siyubs (four communitypubsand two large
city centrevenues) between 8pm and 11pm on weeknights, aBdm and 6pm

on a Saturday afternogduring November 201%ustomers were invited to take
part in a brief exercise by completing & sf questionnaires. The aim was to
explorein more detailthe effects that social drinking might have on some core
aspects of socidehaviour

As we notedhbove in the observational studywd#nues those whadeclared that

0 KS& KI Rwhith thaytatteddied regularly were in significantly smaller
social groups than those who were casual visitors (mean groups of 3.9,vs 6.7)
(Figure 23,left panel) Notice th & (K2aS | GGSywerkeyid (KSA
conversational sized groups, whereas casuatomerswere typically in parties

that were much larger than the normative limit for conversati@usnilarly those

who were drinking ittarge city centre venuasere in larger drinking grosghan

those in community pubs, where, again, social groups were tyjpica
conversatiorsized Hgure 23 right panel). Large social groups encourage
individuals to flit from one conversation to another, andea strong tendency

to result in singlesex conversationsnce they exceed four people in $ize

We also asked cumhers to rate how integrated they feltith the community in
whichthey lived. Those sampled abmmunitypubs rated their communities as
significantly more integrated than thoselargecity centrepubs FHgure 23 left

43 Dunbar, R. (2015%exual segregation in human conversations. Behdinquiess).
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panel). Average weekly alcolmminsumption also correlated with how integrated
customers rated their community to bEigure 23right panel).

Figure 23
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Figure 24 shows drinking group size as a function of whether or not subjects were
predominantly beer/cider drinkers. Beer/cider drinkers Baghificantly smaller
groups, commensurate with the fact that they were more typically clientele at
smaller community pubs.

Figure 24
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Figure 25 plothiow integrated intaheir local communitypeople felt themselves

to be, as a function of pub type and typical amount of alcohol consumed.
Subjectdgn smaller, communityype pubs wee more likely to felethat they wee

a member of their community than those attending largéy centre pubs
(Figure 25, left panelNotably, those who consumed more alcohol, on average,
each weekated themselves as more embedded in their local community (Figure
25, rightpanel).

Figure 25
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Selfrated degree of community integration (on a|  Selfrated degree of community integration
scale 1= low to 10=high) for customers ismall plotted against estimatedaverage weekly
community-style pubs and larger city centres alcohol consumption.

pubs andars

We asked customers to rat®w much alcohol they had consumed that evening
onasimplen oW/ 2YLX SG(St e &2 0o Sosdlewavl refermto 6 W9 E (i |
this as the\Blcohol Consumption Sc@d&his index corrates well with actual

blood alcohol levadstimaed using a breathalyséfigure 26. Note that onlyl3%

of the individuals sampled exceeded the legal blood alcoholftimilriving and

the great majority of our subjects were thus, relatively speakotzgr.

Those who were casual visitors to the pub, and thoskrger pubs scored

themselves as having consumed significantly more alcohol than those drinking in
0 KSA NJ & snaal@et cordmudtpkibsiFigure 27).
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Figure 26

Actual blood alcohokontent
207 . (BAC, or concentration of
alcohol in the Iod as
determined using a
breathalyser) is significantly
correlated with selfated level
of alcohol consumptioat the
time (estimated on a simple- 1
10 scale, with Ecompletely

Blood Alcohol Content (BAC)

sober and 1Gextremely
drunk) (r=0.58, p<0.001).
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There is considerable evidence to suggest that moderate alcohol consumption
improves mood, cognitive function (such as memory and mental arithmetic
ability) and even life expectancy, and does so in terrhstbfaverage londgerm
consumption and at least in respect of cognitive functioragtual alcohol
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consumptionat the timé“. We wondered whether there is a similar effect in
respect of social skills, such as the ability to interpret social signals correctly. We
asked the customers in our sample to take four short tasks that measure different
social skills.

We should pte that the claims made here ar@ot in contradictionto the UK
D2@SNYYSyiliQa ySg NBiQaYoWd goRsGnipticrE dhede St Ay Sa
focus primarily ommodest increase irisk of death by cancgheart diseasand

accident from excessive consumptiand in respect of the lastyith special

reference toyoungadult males) while also notinghat small benefits accrue, at

least in respect of heart disease, frdaw levels ofalcohol consumption The
SOARSYOS OAGSR Ay (KS Repok Gemonstrétésxh@) f h T 7
for low to moderate consumption, thadditional risksof disease and death
remainmodest in percentageterm3 S y2 (1S3> K2gSOSNE GKI G
does not consider the social or community benefits of alcobiadumption, but

instead focuses excluslyeonspecifichealthrisks That said, w fully endorse the

/l ahaQ FTROAOS (KIG SEOS&aargsS O2yadzyLiiaz,
being anti-social and, at a personal levefcially counterproductive, and that

even moderatdevels of consumption may entaibth elevated health riskkom

some diseaseand reduced cognitive function

An important distinction needs to be drawn in respect of cognitive and social
consequences between lemvoderate alcohol consumption and highesicessive
consumption. Most of the research on the negatiwatcomes of alcohol have

44 loyd, H. & Rogers, P. (1997). Mood and cognitive performance improved by a small amount of alcohol given
with a lunchtime meal. BehavioRiharmacology 8: 18895; Peele, S. & Brodsky, A. (2000). Exploring
psychological benefits associated with moderate alcohol use: a necessary corrective to assessments of drinking
outcomes? Drug and Alcohol Dependence 602221Stampfer, M., Kang, J.e8hJ., Cherry, R. & Grodstein,
F. (2005). Effects of moderate alcohol consumption on cognitive function in women. New England Journal of
Medicine 352: 24253; Espeland, M., Gu, L., Masaki, K., Langer, R., Coker, L., Stefanick, M., Ockene, J., Rapp,
Set fd OHnnpod ! Aa20ALGA2Yy 0SG6SSy NBLRZNISR | f02K2tf Ay
Initiative Memory Study. American Journal of Epidemiology 162382&8aing, |., Wallace, R., Huppert, F. &
Melzer, D. (2007). Moderate alcohol conption in older adults is associated with better cognition and well
being than abstinence. Age and Ageing 36¢266.

By JKAST aSRAOFt hF¥FTAOSNRAQ ! fO2K2f DdARStEAYySa wS@ASs
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment _data/file/489795/summary.pdf

Alcohol Guidelines RevieWReport from the Guidelines Development Group to the UK Chief Méitieas.
Department of Health, London, 2016.
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/489797/CMO_Alcohol_Repo
rt.pdf

p| 39


https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/489795/summary.pdf

Figure 28
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used alcohol consumptions well above the legal ebtife limitS®.

In our study, we askedistomersto rate the attractiveness, approachability and
trustworthiness of a set of photographsmfle or femaldaces for details,see

Appendix A)We chose these three indices as being generally indicative of

LIS 2 LX S Q dmakejudgémenisdabolit@rangers whom they might meet in

such anenvironment. While there is no right or wroagsweron any of these

(they simply reflect how the rater vievasother individual), consistent patterns

of @ NA L GA2Y GAGK | fO02K2f O2yadzyYLliAzy 42 d
make appropriate judgments are influenced by alcohol.

For these three indices, there is a distinctly invetteshaped relationship
0SG6SSy GKS IY2dzyli 27F I fO2K2f OGgweadzySR
28). Although only two of these are individually statistically significant, all three

clearly show the same pattern and, taken together, they represent a set of results

that isstatistically significantly-shaped’. We checked for gender differences on

these measures, but there were nonkhese results suggest that people feel

generally somewhat more comforieb about strangers, and hence, by
implication, with engaging strangers conversation, with lovevels of alcohol
consumption (those below the legal dridkve limit in England and Walesut

decline as consumption exceeds this limit.

In Figure 29, we plot these same scores against percentage of beer or cider
drunk, basd on selfestimated average weekly alcohol consumption. Relative to
the amount of wine and spirits drunk, approachability and trustworthiness ratings
increase significantly with the percentage of beer consumed; ratings of
attractiveness also increase wiiher consumption, but not significantly so.

46 Schreckenberger, M., Amberg, R., Scheurich, A., Lochmann, M., Tichy, W. et al. (2004). Acufeaohol ef
on neuronal and attentional processing: striatal reward system and inhibitory sensory interactions under acute
ethanol challenge. Neuropsychopharmacology 29:-1537;EasdonC, IzenbergA., ArmiligM., YU, H. &
Alain, C(2005) Alcohol consumption impairs stimulaad errofrelated processing during a go4um task.
Cogritive Brain Resarch25: 873883.

" Meta-analysis combining all three tasks in Figure@8: 22.43, df = 6, p = 0.001, indicating that there is a
common unddying trend of a k$haped relationship across all three tasks.
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Figure 29

Relationship between the type of alcohol
consumed peweek on average (proportion of
beer/cider alcohol units vs other alcohol units]
and raiAy3a 2F  tiractivenSsN,A
Approachability andrustworthiness

We also asked customers to dotask known ashe Readinghe-Mind-in-the-

Eyes task (RMET) This task presents subjects with a series of photographs of
human eyes expressing different emotions, and asks them to identify the
emotion froma set of four emotion terms. This tagpresents a relatively high
level social skilthat is associated with the ability known as mentalising or
mindreading (the ability to understand what another individual is thinking).
Overall, there was no directfe€t of alcohol consumptioat allon performance

on this taskFigure30). Nor were there angender differences on this taskhus

at leastwithin the range of aldwl consumption in our sample, there is no
detectable effect of alcohol consumption on the ability to correctly identify
someone esl@d SY2 (A 2y Kdnd Brice INGB ability foy@ke correct
social judgments of otherg)at least within the limitef alcohol consumption in
our participants (at most, approximately double the legal diiike limit for

“8BaronCohen, @ 2 KSSt 6NRIKGEZ {® 6HnamMO® ¢KS dwSlRAy3I GKS ahiyl
with normal adults, and adults with Asperger syndrome orfhigttioning autismdburnal of Child Psychology
and Psychiatrg2: 241¢51.
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