
Alcohol Beverage Control:  
The Policy Implications 

 
In 2007 underage drinking cost the state of North Carolina $1.4 billion1.  The North Carolina 
Institute of Medicine estimates that alcohol and drug abuse cost our economy $12.4 billion in 
direct and indirect costs annually.  There are multiple evidenced based strategies identified by 
researchers and expert panels across the world that address abusive drinking; particular 
significance has been given to alcohol beverage control.  
 
In their draft Global Strategy to Reduce the Harmful Use of Alcohol, the World Health 
Organization identified alcohol control as an important tool in preventing the harmful use of 
alcohol2.  In scores of peer reviewed scientific journal articles, alcohol control has been shown to 
reduce alcohol outlet density, overall consumption and generate more revenue than the private 
sale of alcohol.   
 
Alcohol Control and Outlet Density: 
 

• In the six States surrounding and including North Carolina, three of which are control 
states and three of which are license states, control states average 7 outlets per 100k 
residents whereas license states average 44 outlets per 100k residents.   That is over 6 
times as many outlets (per capita) in license states as are in control states! 3, 4, 5, 6 

• For direct comparison, North Carolina has 6 outlets per 100,000 people and Kentucky 
has 105. 3,4,5,6  

• And the negative effect of increased outlet density is clear.  Higher outlet density is 
correlated with: 

• Higher levels of alcoholism and violence; 7, 8 
• Increased physical assaults (by 3.4 assaults per additional outlet);9  
• Increased alcohol-related injury crashes;10 
• Increased alcohol consumption by college students;11 
• Increased underage drinking; 12 
• Economic decline in neighborhoods; and13 
• Higher murder rates. 14 

 
Alcohol Control and State Revenue:  
 

• In the six States surrounding and including North Carolina, 3 of which are control states 
and 3 of which are license states, control states average $140,000 per 100k citizens in 
state liquor revenue compared to an average of only $52,000 per 100k citizens in state 
liquor revenue for license states. 15, 16, 17, 18 

• That equates to control states like North Carolina making nearly 3 times as much in state 
revenue from liquor sales as private sale states. 3,4,5,6 

 
Alcohol Control and Consumption Levels: 
 

• Among all 50 states, North Carolina ranks 48th per capita in consumption per 
gallon and 6th in revenue per gallon. Therefore alcohol beverage control is 
good for both public health and state revenue.  In comparison, South Carolina, 



a state with private sales, ranks 30th in consumption per gallon and 26th in revenue 
per gallon.19  

• A substantial body of research links overall alcohol consumption in a society 
to a variety of alcohol-related harms including deaths and injuries from 
accidents, homicides and other violent assaults, suicide, cirrhosis and other 
diseases. 20 

• Higher consumption of alcohol across populations has also been linked to 
fetal alcohol syndrome, reduced worker productivity and increased crime. 21, 
22 

• Finally, compared to private sale states, control states consume 14% less 
spirits and 7% less alcohol per person aged 15 and older, while bringing in 
more than three times as much state revenue per gallon of alcohol sold. 3,4,5,6 

 
A Cautionary Tale: Iowa  
 
One of the few cases of a state switching from the controlled sale of spirits to privatization 
occurred in Iowa. The change was found to increase spirits consumption by 10% and overall 
consumption of alcohol by 5%. 23,24 
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