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Abstract

How much and why individuals in romantic relationships drink alcohol may be a function
of both personal and relational influences. The current research examined factors that
predict vulnerability to health-related risky behavior (i.e., drinking to cope and drinking
problems) in response to relationship difficulties. We consider the possibility that for
individuals whose self-worth is contingently tied to the fluctuations of their relationship,
feeling less satisfied may predict increased drinking problems; moreover, this may be
mediated by drinking to cope. This study evaluated relationship-contingent self-esteem
(RCSE) as a moderator of the association between relationship satisfaction and coping
motives, which was expected to predict alcohol problems in couples. Both members
in committed relationships (N = 78 dyads) reported relationship satisfaction, RCSE,
drinking to cope motives, and alcohol problems in a cross-sectional survey. Actor—Partner
Interdependence Model analyses revealed significant mediated moderation among men,
such that higher RCSE interacted with lower relationship satisfaction to predict stronger
coping motives, in turn predicting increased drinking problems. Implications and future
directions are discussed.
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Alcohol is one domain that can either serve a beneficial or detrimental role in one’s
romantic relationship (Levitt & Cooper, 2010). Likewise, relationship events may
influence drinking behaviors, particularly for specific types of individuals. Relationship-
contingent self-esteem (RCSE; Knee, Canevello, Bush, & Cook, 2008) is an individual
difference variable that represents the extent to which one’s sense of self-worth is depen-
dent upon events in one’s romantic relationship. The current research examined RCSE in
light of relationship satisfaction and drinking outcomes to test whether those higher in
RCSE would be more likely to drink as a way of coping with being dissatisfied in their
relationship and, in turn, experience more problematic drinking outcomes.

Relationship events, alcohol use, and drinking to cope

Alcohol consumption can serve multiple functions; specific drinking motives are asso-
ciated with a unique pattern of precursors and consequences. Drinking motives have
been conceptualized as a proximal pathway to alcohol use (Cooper, 1994; Cox &
Klinger, 1988; Kuntsche, Knibbe, Gmel, & Engels, 2005) and reflect both individual and
environmental influences on drinking. Drinking is often socially motivated, enhancing or
maintaining positive emotional or social experiences (Cooper, Frone, Russell, & Mudar,
1995). Drinking is also motivated by a desire to reduce tension (Conger, 1956) and
regulate negative emotional experiences (Cooper et al., 1995). Individuals vary in the
extent to which they drink to experience positive outcomes or avoid negative outcomes
(Cox & Klinger, 1988). Alcohol consumption may occur as a mechanism for regulating
affect resulting from positive or negative relationship events. For example, some people
drink alcohol after facing negative relationship events (e.g., Levitt & Cooper, 2010).
Furthermore, other research has shown that negative nonwork events (many of which are
relational) predict a stronger desire to drink and increased alcohol use the following day
(Carney, Armeli, Tennen, Affleck, & O’Neil, 2000).

The decision to drink alcohol can be considered a combination of emotional and
rational processes, in that the decision is made on the basis of the affective change the
person expects to attain by drinking compared with not drinking. Drinking as a means of
coping with stress, negative affect, and/or interpersonal consequences is consistent with
self-medication models of substance use (Khantzian, 1985) and is among the strongest
risk factors for experiencing alcohol-related problems (Martens et al., 2008). Drinking
to avoid negative experiences reinforces a more maladaptive or pathological pattern
of alcohol use than does drinking for positive experiences (e.g., to celebrate or be social).
In fact, drinking to regulate negative affect, which often results from interpersonal conflict,
is closely tied to depression, anxiety, and alcohol dependence (Mickelson, Kessler, &
Shaver, 1997; Sher & Grekin, 2007). Negative affect appears to be more strongly associ-
ated with alcohol-related problems than with consumption per se (Kuntsche, Stewart, &
Cooper, 2008; Kuntsche et al., 2005; Park & Grant, 2005); likewise, drinking to cope has
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been associated with heavy drinking (Carpenter & Hasin, 1998; Rutledge & Sher, 2001;
Weinberger & Bartholomew, 1996) and negative affect (Molnar, Sadava, DeCourville, &
Perrier, 2010; Stewart & Devine, 2000). Cooper and colleagues (1995) reported that,
when controlling for consumption, drinking to cope was the only motive related to neg-
ative alcohol-related consequences. Thus, coping motives directly predict drinking prob-
lems beyond consumption levels.

Both negative affect and interpersonal conflict—which are often interrelated—are
among the most common factors contributing to relapse among those attempting to
reduce or refrain from drinking (Marlatt & Gordon, 1985; Marlatt & Witkiewitz, 2005).
Interpersonal conflict and negative emotional states account for roughly half of all failed
attempts to regulate drinking (Marlatt, 1996). Conversely, social support, typically from
one’s relationship partner, is a key factor in successful attempts to reduce drinking and/or
maintain abstinence (Marlatt & Witkiewitz, 2005). It is clear that relationship processes
and problem drinking are intertwined and their connection is likely to vary as a function
of how individuals think about their relationships (McCrady, Epstein, Cook, Jensen, &
Hildebrandt, 2009). In sum, problematic drinking often covaries with relationship events
as individuals use alcohol as a means of coping with distressing relationship experiences.
Some individuals, namely those higher in RCSE, may be more strongly affected by
relationship events due to their emotions and self-regard being relatively easily under-
mined (Knee et al., 2008).

Relationship-contingent self-esteem

Not everyone is equally influenced by the ups and downs of romantic relationships. In
particular, those whose self-worth is highly contingent on validation from the relation-
ship are especially sensitive to everyday relational events as they occur (Knee et al.,
2008). RCSE is considered by researchers to be an unhealthy form of self-esteem in
which one’s fundamental self-worth is tied strongly to relationship events. In general,
when one’s self-esteem is contingent upon indications of success and failure within a
specific domain, otherwise insignificant cues with either positive or negative valence
have the potential to dramatically influence subsequent affect and fluctuations in self-
esteem (Crocker & Park, 2004). As such, the primary feature of RCSE—that one’s
self-esteem is rooted in one’s romantic relationship—means that indicators of rela-
tionship success or failure more strongly impact the self. This does not reflect mere
dissatisfaction or disappointment with what has happened, but rather the sense that
the individual is a “good” or “bad” person as a result of the event. Thus, even minor
fluctuations in relationship quality are tied to greater swings in affect and feelings of
self-worth (Knee et al., 2008).

RCSE has been distinguished from having a relational identity, from feeling com-
mitted to the relationship, and from the self-expansion perspective of including the part-
ner in the self (e.g., Cross & Morris, 2003; Knee et al., 2008). While these other
constructs reflect intimacy and a sense of relatedness to one’s partner, RCSE is grounded
in perspectives on authenticity of the self and feelings of self-worth (Crocker & Park,
2004; Deci & Ryan, 2000), and reflects an emotionally costly, unhealthy pursuit of
self-esteem through one’s relationship. Four studies established the importance of RCSE
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in predicting how relationships influence feelings regarding one’s self-worth (Knee
et al., 2008). In particular, Study 2 employed an event-contingent diary procedure to
examine reports of self-esteem as a function of everyday romantic relationship events.
As predicted, the association between negative relationship events and changes in
self-esteem was stronger among those with higher levels of RCSE.

To understand why those with high RCSE are more affected by relationship events,
Study 3 employed an interval-contingent diary procedure and found support for a med-
iation model in which the moderating role of RCSE largely occurred through momen-
tary changes in emotion, which in turn predicted changes in self-esteem following
negative relationship events (Knee et al., 2008). Essentially, among those who are
higher in RCSE, relationship events are accompanied by strong emotions and signifi-
cant fluctuations in self-esteem that reflect evaluations of the self as “good” or “bad.”
These studies demonstrated that for people higher in RCSE, perceiving negative rela-
tionship events or qualities is more threatening to self-worth than those who are lower
in RCSE.

It is important to note that RCSE is not merely trait self-esteem or anxious attachment.
Although these concepts are related, RCSE has been established as both theoretically and
empirically distinct. First, RCSE concerns the type of self-esteem rather than the overall
level of self-esteem. Trait self-esteem reflects a stable level of self-worth, whereas RCSE
reflects the level of contingent self-worth. One may highly and consistently value who
one is, and thus have high trait self-esteem. However, that self-esteem may also be highly
contingent on one’s relationship, and thus prone to fluctuations in the level of self-
esteem depending on what is happening in one’s relationship at any given moment.
RCSE is negatively related to trait self-esteem (Knee et al., 2008), likely because the
declines in self-esteem that occur with negative events are more significant than the
increases in self-esteem that occur with positive relationship events (Crocker & Park,
2004). However, because the level of self-esteem is not the same as the stability of
self-esteem, associations between RCSE and other relationship-relevant constructs
remain significant when controlling for trait self-esteem.

Second, RCSE is moderately associated with attachment anxiety (Knee et al., 2008).
Despite some conceptual overlap, RCSE captures the degree to which one’s self-worth is
derived from one’s romantic relationship, whereas attachment anxiety concerns one’s
working models of self and others, and the belief that partners are unreliable. While both
RCSE and anxious attachment theoretically lead to close monitoring of relationship
events for potential signs of disturbance, the motivations underlying these concepts are
fundamentally different. Someone high in attachment anxiety would be sensitive to a
lack of support because they are searching for signs that their partner can (or cannot)
be depended on, but this perception does not necessarily encompass or impact one’s glo-
bal self-worth as does RCSE. Indeed, this important distinction has found empirical sup-
port. For instance, the moderating effect of RCSE on the association between negative
relationship events and changes in self-esteem remained after controlling for attachment
anxiety (Knee et al., 2008; Study 2). Additionally, a meta-analysis revealed that associa-
tions between RCSE and other relationship-relevant constructs remained significant
when controlling for attachment anxiety and trait self-esteem (Knee et al., 2008;
Study 1).
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RCSE and alcohol use

Although no research to our knowledge has been done on RCSE and alcohol use or
problems, research on attachment anxiety and self-esteem provides some indirect sup-
port for an association. As mentioned previously, RCSE is positively associated with
attachment anxiety (Knee et al., 2008). Anxious attachment has been associated with
increased coping motives (Brennan & Shaver, 1995) and alcohol use (Cooper, Shaver, &
Collins, 1998; McNally, Palfai, Levine, & Moore, 2003). Other research has supported
the notion that anxious attachment predicts increased negative alcohol-related con-
sequences, and this association is mediated by coping motives (McNally et al., 2002;
Molnar et al., 2010).

Prior research also suggests that individuals with low global self-esteem feel unac-
cepted (rather than accepted) in the face of romantic difficulties. Thus, instead of turning
toward one’s partner in an effort to regulate negative affect, individuals with lower
self-esteem distance themselves from their partner as a way to protect themselves
(e.g., Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995; Murray, Griffin, Rose, & Bellavia,
2003; Murray, Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998). Thus, those with lower self-
esteem may use alcohol as a way to regulate the negative affect that arises in response
to negative relationship events. For example, in a community sample of adults, negative
romantic relationship events were associated with increased daily drinking and a higher
subsequent desire to drink among those low in trait self-esteem (DeHart, Tennan, Armelim,
Todd, & Affleck, 2008), a pattern not evident in response to other types of interpersonal
interactions or other types of negative events.

We believe that RCSE will be an important factor in predicting drinking to cope and
problems beyond anxious attachment and trait self-esteem. Neither anxious attachment
nor trait self-esteem captures the internalization of negative relationship events and
implications for self-worth, which are at the core of RCSE (Knee et al., 2008). RCSE
incorporates romantic relationship processes and subsequent fluctuations in self-
esteem as a function of relationship events. Although trait self-esteem and anxious
attachment have been studied with regard to relationship events and alcohol use, RCSE
more directly suggests that associations should be stronger for those whose self-esteem is
particularly contingent on the quality of the relationship, as the internalization and threat
to one’s sense of self-worth in the face of negative relationship events should be associ-
ated with a greater need to cope. Furthermore, as established previously, some individ-
uals who experience negative relationship events will often use alcohol as a means to
cope (Levitt & Cooper, 2010). As such, the current research examined whether individ-
uals high in RCSE might be more likely to engage in potentially problematic coping
when they are less happy with their relationship.

Current study

The current research sought to examine whether RCSE and relationship functioning
interact to predict susceptibility to engaging in unhealthy coping mechanisms. Previous
research has shown that individuals who lack effective alternative coping responses are
more likely to drink alcohol in response to stressful circumstances (Cooper, Russell,
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Skinner, Frone, & Mudar, 1992). If the self-worth of those higher in RCSE is especially
sensitive to indications of a good or bad relationship, they may be more likely to drink to
cope when finding themselves in a faltering or less satisfying relationship. This tendency
to drink to cope may, in turn, be more likely to predict drinking problems.

It is important to note that those higher in RCSE do not merely drink more or feel a
particular way about their relationship—the association depends on their view of the
quality of the relationship at any particular time. For these individuals, their emotions
and feelings of self-worth fluctuate a great deal with the ups and downs of how well the
relationship is going at that moment. To summarize, those higher in RCSE are more sen-
sitive to minor relationship events and are more likely to feel negatively about their own
self-worth when they perceive their relationship is not in an ideal state. Although some
individuals consume alcohol as a way to deal with negative events, when individuals
drink to cope, there is a greater likelihood of experiencing negative alcohol-related
consequences (e.g., Martens et al., 2008).

The current research employed a cross-sectional dyadic design to evaluate whether
RCSE would moderate how relationship satisfaction predicts drinking problems
through coping motives. Specifically, it is plausible that those higher in RCSE may
manage relationship dissatisfaction in an unhealthy way by drinking to cope, in turn
predicting problematic drinking outcomes. We tested this process as a function of
mediated moderation (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Muller,
Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005). Specifically, we hypothesized that higher RCSE would interact
with lower relationship satisfaction in predicting drinking problems (H1). Furthermore,
this interaction would be mediated by stronger drinking to cope motives (H2). Thus,
one reason that reduced satisfaction is associated with drinking problems among those
higher in RCSE may be because they experience stronger drinking to cope motives.
Moreover, because RCSE is theoretically and empirically distinct from attachment
anxiety and trait self-esteem, we expect that these results will hold when controlling for
these constructs. Previous studies on RCSE have consisted of largely female samples,
with the exception of dyadic designs (Knee et al., 2008). Although no significant mean
gender differences have been observed, whether RCSE functions similarly for men and
women remains an open question. Prior work has found that men are more likely than
women to use alcohol in response to stressful events (Romelsjo, Lazarus, Kaplan, &
Cohen, 1991). Thus, it is possible that the hypothesized associations may be especially
strong for men.

Method

Participants and procedure

Heterosexual couples (N = 78 dyads) who were at least 21 years old and in a committed
relationship for at least 3 months were recruited from psychology courses. Participants
ranged in age from 21 to 55 years' (M = 25.02 years, SD = 5.88 years), and the sample
was ethnically diverse, with 28.8% Caucasian, 37.8% Hispanic, 16.7% Asian, 7.7%
African American, and 9.0% reporting “Other.” Average relationship length was 3.38
years (SD = 4.08 years; range = 3 months to 19.83 years; mode = 4.0 months).
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Regarding relationship status, 4% of the sample reported casually dating, 50% exclu-
sively dating, 23% nearly engaged, 8% engaged, and 15% married.

Individuals were recruited from undergraduate psychology courses and were
informed that their romantic partners would also be asked to complete the survey. Thus,
only one partner was required to be a student. During completion of the online study,
participants provided their partner’s name and e-mail address so that he or she could also
complete the survey. Partners received e-mails with a link to the survey. All individuals
were encouraged to complete the survey in a quiet place and independently of their
romantic partner. Those who were undergraduates received extra credit for their and
their partner’s completion of the study. Partners did not receive any additional compen-
sation for their participation.

Measures

Relationship satisfaction. The Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983) consisted of
six items measuring relationship satisfaction. The items were modified to also incor-
porate dating relationships by changing “marriage” to “relationship.” Participants rated
on a scale from 1 (very strong disagreement) to 7 (very strong agreement) general
statements about their relationship (e.g., “We have a good relationship,” “My rela-
tionship with my partner makes me happy’’). Higher scores reflect higher satisfaction
(aMen = .91, dwomen = 93)

Relationship-Contingent Self-Esteem. The Relationship-Contingent Self-Esteem Scale
(Knee et al., 2008) included 11 items about thoughts and behaviors in committed rela-
tionships. Example items are, “My feelings of self-worth are based on how well things
are going in my relationship,” “When my partner and I fight, I feel bad about myself in
general,” and “I feel better about myself when it seems like my partner and I are emo-
tionally connected.” Responses were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all
like me and 5 = very much like me). Higher scores indicate basing one’s self-worth on
one’s romantic relationship to a greater extent (tyven = -84, Cwomen = -93).

Drinking to cope motives. The Drinking Motives Questionnaire—Revised (Cooper, 1994)
is a 20-item measure designed to measure four motives for alcohol use. The coping sub-
scale was of primary interest in this study.” This subscale contains five items asking par-
ticipants, “Thinking of all the times you drink, how often would you say that you drink
for each of the following reasons?”’ Response options were scored on a 5-point scale (1
= almost never/never and 5 = almost always/always) and averaged. Example items
include, “To forget about your problems” and “Because it helps you when you feel
depressed or nervous” (dyjen = -91, Swomen = -90).

Alcohol-related problems. A modified version of the Rutgers Alcohol Problems Index
(RAPI; White & Labouvie, 1989) assessed how often 23 alcohol-related problems have
occurred over the previous 3 months. The RAPI was modified to include two additional
items (i.e., “drove after having two drinks” and “drove after having four drinks”).
Response options for each item were on a 5-point scale (0 = never; 1 = [ to 2 times;
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2 =3 to 5 times; 3 = 6 to 10 times; 4 = more than 10 times). Scores were calculated by
summing the items (ngen = 94, Awomen = -91).

Attachment anxiety. Due to its positive association with RCSE (Knee et al., 2008), anxious
attachment was included as a covariate in the analyses. Attachment anxiety was measured
with the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale—Short Form (ECR-S; Wei, Russell,
Mallinckrodt & Vogel, 2007). Six items asked participants about their experiences in
romantic relationships and were measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly dis-
agree and 5 = strongly agree). Example items include, “I need a lot of reassurance that I
am loved by my partner” and “My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away”

(OLMen = 71, AwWomen = 81)

Trait self-esteem. Global self-esteem was assessed with the 10-item Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Questionnaire (Rosenberg, 1965) that utilized a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). An example item includes, “I feel I do not have
much to be proud of (reverse scored)” (dyjen = 91, Iwomen = -93).

Analytic strategy

Overview

Due to the dyadic design of the data, analyses first examined whether dyad members
should be treated as distinguishable by gender, followed by tests of mediated moderation
within an Actor—Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) framework, and concluding
with ancillary analyses to clarify the associations.

The Actor—Partner Interdependence Model

One result of dyadic nonindependence is that the characteristics and behaviors of one
partner likely affect the outcomes of the other partner. The APIM (Kenny, 1996; Kenny,
Kashy, & Cook, 2006) uses the dyad as the unit of analysis and simultaneously estimates
a person’s outcome as predicted by not only his or her own predictor score (i.e., the actor
effect) but also by his or her partner’s predictor score (i.e., the partner effect). Rela-
tionship satisfaction, RCSE, drinking to cope motives, and drinking problems are con-
sidered mixed variables, meaning that they vary at both the between- and within-dyad
levels. Gender is considered a within variable as it varies only within dyads. Analyses
were conducted with SAS Proc Mixed (Littell, Milliken, Stroup, Wolfinger, & Schaben-
berber, 2006; Singer, 1998). All predictors were grand mean centered and covariance
parameters were estimated using a REPEATED statement. The specification TYPE =
CSH was used, which specifies the covariance type to be heterogencous compound
symmetry and allows unique components for each variance and a common covariance
between each component of the R matrix (i.e., men and women) to be estimated. Gender
and partner effects for all predictors were estimated as covariates and are also included
in Table 2.
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Figure |. Mediated moderation model with unstandardized parameter estimates. RCSE:
relationship-contingent self-esteem. Tp < .10, *p < .05, **p < .001.

There are two approaches to estimating the effects in APIM analyses: the two-
intercept approaches to estimating effects. When all main effects and interactions are
included, these two approaches are mathematically equivalent (Wickham & Knee,
2012). In the two-intercept approach, predictors for each member of the dyad (i.e., one
male and one female) are entered separately, yielding two separate equations and two
separate intercepts (Kenny et al., 2006; Wickham & Knee, 2012). In this case, the effects
are directly interpretable by gender. If the dyad members are distinguishable by gender,
effects at every step—including their estimates and tests of significance—will be pre-
sented separately for men and women.

Mediated moderation

Mediated moderation examines the mediating process through which an overall mod-
erated effect occurs. Mediated moderation was evaluated according to the criteria
established in Muller, Judd, and Yzerbyt (2005). Furthermore, the model tested here is
consistent with mediated moderation as a first-stage moderation model as illustrated in
Edwards and Lambert (2007). Specifically, we hypothesized that the relationship satis-
faction x RCSE interaction would predict drinking to cope motives, which in turn would
predict increased drinking problems (Figure 1). According to Muller and colleagues
(2005), mediated moderation occurs either when the association between predictor and
mediator varies as a function of a moderator variable or when the association between
mediator and outcome varies as a function of a moderator variable. The current
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Table |. Means and zero-order correlations among all major variables.

| 2 3 4
|. Drinking problems A4 54 -.03 —.0l
2. Drinking to cope 34w .08 —.23%* .06
3. Satisfaction —.11 —.07 S50%k* —.06
4. RCSE .0l .18 .14 A5
Male: M (SD) 4.11 (7.45) 1.82 (.83) 6.10 (1.02) 3.30 (.72)
Female: M (SD) 2.69 (5.37) 1.71 (.79) 5.82 (1/40) 3.22 (.95)
Gender difference (t value) 1.82f 72 1.961 44

RCSE: relationship-contingent self-esteem.

Note. fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01;**p < .001. Correlations for men (N = 75-78) are above, and correlations
for women (N = 74-78) are below the main diagonal. Values on the main diagonal reflect the correlation
between dyad member responses.

theoretically derived hypotheses represent the first type of mediated moderation. Thus,
we expected a significant interaction between the predictor (satisfaction) and the
moderator (RCSE) on the mediator (coping motives) and a main effect of the mediator
(coping motives) on the outcome (drinking problems).

Consistent with Muller et al. (2005), three models were used to test coping motives
as a mediator of the satisfaction x RCSE interaction predicting drinking problems.
The first model tests the predictor x moderator interaction predicting the outcome. The
second model tests the predictor x moderator interaction predicting the mediator. The
third model tests the predictor x moderator interaction and the mediator predicting
the outcome. As recommended by Kenny and colleagues (2006), partner predictors were
entered as covariates in all the models.

Results

Test of distinguishability and descriptive statistics

First, we evaluated whether dyad members should be distinguished by gender using an
omnibus test of distinguishability (Ackerman, Donnellan, & Kashy, 2011; Kashy &
Donnellan, 2012; Kenny et al., 2006). To evaluate whether gender empirically distin-
guishes the data , the —2 log likelihood value from a model where the dyad members are
distinguishable by gender (937.2; 13 parameters) was compared with a model where the
dyad members are indistinguishable (951.1; 8 parameters), and a % deviance difference
test was employed to determine significance. The omnibus test of distinguishability is x>
(distinguishable parameters — indistinguishable parameters) = indistinguishable
deviance — distinguishable deviance. In this case, the y?* difference was y*(13-8) =
951.1-937.2 = %*(5) = 13.90, p = .016. The null hypothesis (i.e., that the dyads are
indistinguishable) was rejected, indicating that dyad members should be differentiated
by gender.

Means and correlations among all variables (separately for men and women) are
provided in Table 1, with the correlations between dyad members along the diagonal of
the correlation matrix. The significant correlations between dyad members for
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Table 2. APIM estimates for relationship satisfaction and RCSE predicting drinking problems
through drinking to cope motives.

Equation | Equation 2 Equation 3

Criterion: problems  Criterion: motives  Criterion: problems

Predictor b t p b t p b t p

Male intercept 394 435 <001 .77 1781 <00l 4.16 520 <.00l

Female intercept 276 4.15 <001 1.72 1773 <001 298 498 <.00I

Male actor relationship .54 S .609  .046 39 696 .08 .09 927
satisfaction

Female actor relationship —.63 —123 221 —-087 —I.16 .251 —24 —52 .604
satisfaction

Male partner relationship -71 —-99 326 —.11 —l46 .I50 .03 .04 967
satisfaction

Female partner relationship .04 .05 958 .0l 1914 —15 21 835
satisfaction

Male actor RCSE .10 .08 933 .06 41 684 —-38 -—-35 .728

Female actor RCSE —-17 =23 823 .08 70 485 —-36 —54 592

Male partner RCSE -0l -0l .99 .02 1916 .10 1912

Female partner RCSE —38 —44 663 .I3 98 330 —82 —1.04 .300

Male actor —2.06 —1.90 .061 —.28 —217 .033 —72 —74 460
satisfaction x actor RCSE

Female actor —-77 —184 071 —06 —96 .339 —61 —159 .16
satisfaction x actor RCSE

Male actor drinking to - - - - - - 5.04 5.05 <00l
cope motives

Female actor drinking to - - - - - - 339  4.27 <.001
cope motives

Male partner drinking to - - - - - - 143 133 .190
cope motives

Female partner drinking to - - - - - - 73 1.02 313

cope motives

RCSE: relationship-contingent self-esteem.

relationship satisfaction, drinking problems, and marginally for RCSE indicate that the
scores of dyad members were nonindependent. At the bivariate level, for men only, a
negative association emerged between relationship satisfaction and own coping motives.
As expected, drinking to cope and drinking problems were positively correlated for both
men and women.

Tests of mediated moderation

All estimates and tests of significance for each of the three models testing mediated
moderation are presented in Table 2. Model 1 tested the total effect (or ¢ path) by
including actor relationship satisfaction, actor RCSE, and the satisfaction x RCSE
product term predicting drinking problems, along with partner terms and gender. Results
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indicated that the interaction between actor relationship satisfaction and actor RCSE was
marginal for both men (p = .061) and women (p = .071) in predicting drinking problems.
The direction of these marginal interactions suggested that the association between
relationship satisfaction and drinking problems was stronger at higher levels of RCSE.

Model 2 (i.e., the a path) included relationship satisfaction, RCSE, and the satis-
faction x RCSE product term predicting drinking to cope motives (the mediator). For
men, results revealed a significant interaction (p = .033), suggesting that the negative
association between satisfaction and coping motives was stronger among those with
higher RCSE. For women, however, the interaction was not significant (p = .339).

Model 3 (i.e., the b path) included satisfaction, RCSE, the satisfaction x RCSE interac-
tion, and coping motives predicting drinking problems. Satisfying the second component of
mediated moderation according to Muller et al. (2005), coping motives significantly pre-
dicted drinking problems for both men and women (ps <.001). Furthermore, as can be seen in
Table 2, for men, the satisfaction x RCSE interaction was not significant when drinking to
cope motives was entered in the model (p = .460). Thus, coping motives mediated the
relationship satisfaction x RCSE interaction predicting drinking problems for men.

Formal tests of mediation were conducted by evaluating indirect effects using the
product of coefficients method (ab approach; MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, &
Sheets, 2002). Traditional calculations of the standard error of indirect effects such as
the Sobel method assume normality, despite the fact that standard errors of products
are not normally distributed and assuming normality can lead to underestimation of the
indirect effect (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004). Thus, in the present study, we
employed the PRODCLIN (PRODuct Confidence Limits for INdirect effects) program
(MacKinnon, Fritz, Williams, & Lockwood, 2007) that calculates asymmetric confidence
intervals for the mediated effect. A 95% confidence criterion was utilized; significant
indirect effects are evident where confidence intervals do not include zero. For men, the
asymmetric confidence limits were given as —2.884, —.149. For women, the confidence
intervals were given as —.331, —.113.

In decomposing the satisfaction x RCSE interaction, Figure 2(a) and (b) presents the
predicted cell means, derived from the regression equations, with higher and lower values
displayed as 1 SD above and below the respective centered means (Aiken & West, 1991;
Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Tests of simple slopes were performed to evaluate
the association between relationship satisfaction and drinking problems (and drinking to
cope) at high (41 SD) and low (—1 SD) levels of RCSE for men. These simple slopes are
illustrated in Figure 2(a) and (b). Predicting drinking problems (the ¢ path), among those
higher in RCSE, the slope was negative and not significant, b = —1.197,1(73) = —91,p =
.367, whereas it was positive and not significant among those lower in RCSE, b = 2.286,
#(74) = 1.55, p = .126. Thus, the significant interaction reflects the difference between the
direction of the slopes, even though each individual slope is not significantly different from
zero. Similarly, predicting drinking to cope motives (the a path), the association between
relationship satisfaction and drinking to cope was negative and not significant at high
levels of RCSE, b = —.188, #68) = —1.27, p = .210, whereas it was positive and not
significant at low levels of RCSE, b = .279, #(68) = 1.67, p = .100. Thus, in both cases,
slopes were in opposite directions as expected, but neither differed significantly from zero,
in part due to the lower statistical power from examining men only.
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Figure 2. (2) Relationship satisfaction and RCSE interact to predict drinking problems for men. (b)
Relationship satisfaction and RCSE interact to predict drinking to cope for men. RCSE: relationship-
contingent self-esteem.

Ancillary analyses

Partner effects. As can be seen in Table 2, partner main effects did not emerge at any step of
the APIM models that were employed above. In additional analyses, incorporating the
partner satisfaction x actor RCSE interaction in addition to the actor satisfaction x actor
RCSE interaction, there was a substantial correlation between the partner satisfaction x
actor RCSE and actor satisfaction x actor RCSE product terms (» = .78), as might be
expected when partners tend to strongly agree on how satisfying the relationship is (cor-
relation between dyad members = .50). When the mediated moderation analyses were
performed using partner relationship satisfaction in lieu of actor satisfaction, the partner
satisfaction x RCSE interaction was marginally significant for women predicting drinking
problems (p = .070) and drinking to cope (p = .054), but neither interaction was signif-
icant for men. This can be understood when considering that partner effects for women are
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conceptually congruent with actor effects for men. In both cases, the man’s satisfaction
drives the effect, both for his own and his partner’s outcomes. When both product terms
were entered simultaneously to predict drinking problems, with 60% of the common
variance removed, neither term accounted for unique variance beyond the other. When
both product terms were entered simultaneously to predict coping motives, consistent with
the findings above, the actor satisfaction x actor RCSE interaction marginally predicted
coping motives for men (p = .069) and the partner satisfaction x actor RCSE interaction
marginally predicted coping motives for women (p = .060).

In terms of partner RCSE, replacing actor RCSE with partner RCSE yielded a non-
significant interaction predicting drinking problems for both men (p = .676) and women
(p = .536). When both actor and partner RCSE interactions were included simultane-
ously to predict drinking problems, the actor RCSE x actor satisfaction interaction
remained marginal for men (p = .074) and women (p = .104), while the partner RCSE x
actor satisfaction interaction was nonsignificant for men (p = .700) or women (p = .587).
When both actor and partner RCSE interactions were included simultaneously to predict
coping motives, the actor RCSE X actor satisfaction interaction remained significant for
men (p = .036) and nonsignificant for women (p = .653), while the partner RCSE x
actor satisfaction interaction was nonsignificant for men (p = .892) or women (p = .156).

Anxious attachment/self-esteem. Additional analyses were conducted to evaluate dis-
criminant validity. Due to its associations with RCSE in previous research (Knee et al.,
2008), we evaluated whether results replicated controlling for attachment anxiety.
Anxious attachment and the attachment anxiety x satisfaction product term were entered
as covariates in the analyses. The primary interaction of interest (i.e., RCSE x satis-
faction) remained significant (p = .030), and neither the main effect nor the interaction
term for anxious attachment was significant. Additionally, given that RCSE and trait
self-esteem are moderately negatively correlated (» = —.38; meta-analytically tested
across five samples and 1661 participants in Knee et al., 2008), we evaluated whether
results replicated controlling for trait self-esteem. The primary interaction of interest
(i.e., RCSE x satisfaction) remained significant (p = .005), and neither the main effect
nor interaction term for self-esteem was significant. Finally, all results held when rela-
tionship length was included as a covariate.

Discussion

This research was designed to explore under what individual and relational circum-
stances some individuals are more susceptible to experiencing negative alcohol-related
consequences. Together, findings lend credence to RCSE as an individual difference fac-
tor that, when combined with reduced relationship functioning, results in vulnerability to
risky health behavior. Findings also revealed that the unique construct of RCSE, not
attachment anxiety or trait self-esteem, is responsible for this effect. These results extend
the literature in at least three important ways. First, relationship satisfaction was exam-
ined as a cue or signal that, under certain circumstances and with certain people, is asso-
ciated with drinking as a coping mechanism. Second, these findings suggest that men
with higher RCSE may respond to relationship difficulties differently than women. This
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gender difference is intriguing because (a) prior work has been conducted on samples of
mostly women and (b) although no evidence for mean differences on gender has been
found, the current findings suggest that RCSE may moderate associations between other
variables differently for men and women. In this case, men who are higher in RCSE are
more likely to turn to drinking when they are less satisfied with their relationship. Third,
these results extend the drinking literature by identifying when certain individuals will
be at risk of experiencing problematic drinking outcomes through drinking to cope.

Although relationship identification is associated with several benefits, it may come at a
cost, especially when one’s self-worth is tied to relationship events and when relationship
experiences are dissatisfying. The contingent self-esteem literature suggests that not all
forms of interdependence are created equal. Specifically, experiences within a specific
domain will influence outcomes to a greater extent when one’s self is invested in and con-
tingent upon outcomes in that domain (e.g., Crocker & Park, 2004). Furthermore, having
one’s self-worth contingent upon outcomes has a number of costs to need fulfillment and
optimal functioning (Crocker & Park, 2004), especially in the domain of romantic relation-
ships (Knee et al., 2008). A unique aspect of RCSE is that one’s self-regard is directly
invested in one’s romantic relationship, such that events that affect perceptions of relation-
ship quality also directly affect the “goodness” or “badness” of the self. Results from the
current study suggest that this kind of investment is linked to problem drinking via drink-
ing to cope when things are not going smoothly in the relationship.

For men, the association between one’s satisfaction and one’s drinking to cope
motives differed based on one’s level of RCSE, in turn predicting increased problematic
drinking-related outcomes. Of note is that at the bivariate level and in the models, the
association between RCSE and both drinking to cope and drinking problems was not
significant. This is consistent with previous research (DeHart et al., 2008) indicating that
trait self-esteem was unrelated to average drinking level. It also suggests that those
higher in RCSE are not generally more likely to report increased drinking motives or
problems. The critical determinant is relationship functioning: it is not until relationship
difficulties are introduced that these potentially harmful effects emerge.

Though not expected, there are plausible reasons why the RCSE and relationship
satisfaction interaction predicting drinking to cope were significant for men and not
women. Other research has shown that associations between alcohol use and relation-
ship outcomes differ by gender (e.g., Cranford, Floyd, Schulenberg, & Zucker, 2011;
Levitt & Cooper, 2010; Romelsjo et al., 1991). Although gender differences have not been
found in mean RCSE levels, the processes by which individuals manage their vulner-
abilities may be different, perhaps due to socialization. Research and theory document that
men are more likely than women to drink alcohol in response to stressful events (Cooper
et al., 1992; Levitt & Cooper, 2010). This might occur because when faced with stressful
life events, women are socialized to internalize stress, whereas men are socialized to
externalize it (Horwitz & White, 1987). Epidemiological data have shown that men exhibit
more drug and alcohol problems, whereas women exhibit more depression and anxiety
symptoms (Dohrenwend et al., 1980). Relevant to the current research, results from a
longitudinal study taking place over 9 years found that husbands, but not wives, consumed
alcohol in response to marital problems (Romelsjo et al., 1991). When considering the
results above, paired with consideration that most prior samples examining RCSE were
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predominantly female, we know very little about gender differences. This study is the first
to emphasize that the combination of negative relationship events and high RCSE can be
particularly detrimental for men in terms of using alcohol to cope.

Limitations and future directions

Although other research has examined risky health behaviors as a function of individual
and relationship predictors, this research is the first to examine RCSE as a moderating
individual difference factor in the associations between relationship satisfaction,
drinking to cope, and drinking problems. It should be noted that this study was not
without limitations. The constructs were measured using self-reported variables, which
are subject to perceptual factors and social desirability biases. Future research should go
beyond self-reports in an attempt to replicate these findings, perhaps using observational
or biophysiological indicators of relationship satisfaction.

Further, the cross-sectional approach in the current study prevented conclusions
regarding temporal processes over time that longitudinal data may provide. Typically,
heavier drinking by one partner is associated with subsequent negative relationship out-
comes (Levitt & Cooper, 2010; Marshal, 2003; Roberts & Linney, 2000). This research
examined relationship-related precursors to problem drinking, but research has also
shown that the link between relationship distress and problem drinking is reciprocal and
bidirectional (e.g., Levitt & Cooper, 2010). For example, results from an experimental
study of men support the notion that alcohol can play a causal role in exacerbating rela-
tionship conflict (MacDonald, Zanna, & Holmes, 2000). Low self-esteem participants
who consumed alcohol indicated increased negativity regarding a recent conflict and
heightened insecurity regarding their partner’s concern for them. These perceptions cre-
ated a defensive orientation as represented by their tendency to blame their partners for
the target conflict, especially if the conflict was perceived to be serious. The unfortunate
outcome of this process is that of a self-fulfilling prophecy, such that defensive stances
toward one’s partner may invariably create the very situation these individuals are trying
to defend against (e.g., a negative relationship or a lost relationship). Future experimen-
tal and longitudinal research would benefit from evaluating whether RCSE plays a role
in the effect of drinking on relationship perceptions and outcomes as well.

These results consider drinking problems as a function of lower relationship satisfac-
tion. Relationship distress may precipitate a number of compensatory coping responses
among those higher in RCSE. These may include other risky behaviors that have been
linked to coping with reduced feelings of self-worth and/or negative affect, including ille-
gal substance use, risky sex, eating disorders, and problem gambling. It is also possible that
individuals who are higher in RCSE may have a lower threshold for activation of coping in
response to negative relationship events as a means of reducing distress and that the spe-
cific type of coping response varies within and between individuals.

Our results also suggest that the type of coping response differs by gender. Future
research may also examine more closely the role of gender in the associations between
individual difference variables, relational variables, and risky health behaviors. For
example, these findings should be seen in light of recent research that suggests that women
are more likely to use alcohol to regulate reductions in relationship intimacy (Levitt &
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Cooper, 2010). Other research has found that women’s alcohol use is more strongly a
function of interpersonal stressors (e.g., Cooper et al., 1997), whereas men’s alcohol use is
more responsive to stressful events not related to relationships (Cooper et al., 1992). It is
possible that introducing an element of contingent self-worth may elicit a different pattern
of results in terms of how men and women are able to handle or manage negative affect.

For those higher in RCSE, even trivial events may be exaggerated in their implica-
tions for self-worth. This research primarily considers negative implications of experien-
cing lower relationship satisfaction as a function of RCSE. However, minor positive
events might be perceived as equally significant in the positive direction. Future research
should investigate what types of behaviors—both constructive and destructive—these
individuals engage in as a consequence of their relationship perceptions. Furthermore,
previous research has found that increasing state levels of self-esteem make individuals
with low trait self-esteem feel more accepted by their romantic partners (Murray et al.,
2005), and that increases in state self-esteem buffer the desire to drink in response to neg-
ative romantic relationship events (DeHart et al., 2008). Future research should examine
whether temporary increases in RCSE would serve a protective role in the association
between lower relationship functioning and increased drinking to cope motives.

Finally, evidence of dyadic influence on drinking has been demonstrated elsewhere
(e.g., Cranford et al., 2011; Levitt & Cooper, 2010). Dyadic influence, not surprisingly,
was observed in these data as well; within-dyad responses for drinking problems were
significantly correlated (r = .44, p <.001). Interestingly, there was little evidence of dya-
dic influence in terms of the observed RCSE x satisfaction interaction. Theoretically,
one’s own RCSE and one’s own relationship satisfaction should be most relevant to
one’s own coping and drinking, and indeed, this is what was found. However, that is not
to say that one’s own RCSE does not influence a partner’s responses. In fact, partners
who are mutually high on RCSE are more committed to, but not happier with, their rela-
tionship (Knee et al., 2008). It also does not suggest that one’s own drinking does not
influence one’s partner’s drinking, because in these data, men and women’s drinking
problems were indeed related. Instead, these findings suggest that the mechanism of cop-
ing with RCSE is fundamentally a more personal process. Next steps might include iden-
tifying whether individuals high in RCSE feel less willing or able to discuss concerns
with their partner. Among other ways to examine potential dyadic effects to a more
detailed extent would be to implement an in vivo conflict induction paradigm, where
dyadic processes can be examined at a more proximal (e.g., second-by-second) level.

It is important to determine who is more susceptible to drinking as a function
of relationship dissatisfaction. The present research provides additional insight into
understanding for whom and under what circumstances alcohol may serve a potentially
destructive role. Claiming a close relationship as an important, integral part of the self can
increase vulnerability to negative experiences within the relationship. When one’s sense of
identity is tied to a romantic relationship, any negative event that impacts the relationship
can, by extension, be detrimental to the self. In addition to expanding our understanding of
RCSE, the present research demonstrates practical relevance of this construct to a domain
with which many people struggle in their relationships. The present findings have the
potential to offer novel perspectives and strategies for traditional approaches for helping
couples, where alcohol is a central problem (McCrady, 1990).
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Notes

1. To evaluate whether the results were different in older couples, analyses were performed excluding
those older than 35 years (n = 10 individuals). There were no changes with older individuals
excluded.

2. The other three drinking motives include Social (e.g., “To celebrate special occasions with
friends”’), Enhancement (e.g., “Because it gives you a pleasant feeling”), and Conformity
(e.g., “Because your friends pressure you to drink”). Analyses were repeated with these
motives and, consistent with expectations, did not exhibit comparable results.

References

Ackerman, R. A., Donnellan, M. B., & Kashy, D. A. (2011). Working with dyadic data in
studies of emerging adulthood: Specific recommendations, general advice, and practical tips.
In F. Fincham & M. Cui (Eds.), Romantic Relationships in Emerging Adulthood (pp. 67-97).
New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social psy-
chological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 51, 1173—-1182. d0i:10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173

Brennan, K. A., & Shaver, P. R. (1995). Dimensions of adult attachment, affect regulation, and
romantic relationship functioning. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 267-283.

Carney, M. A., Armeli, S., Tennen, H., Affleck, G., & O’Neil, T. P. (2000). Positive and negative
daily events, perceived stress, and alcohol use: A diary study. Journal of Consulting and Clin-
ical Psychology, 68, 788—798. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.68.5.788

Carpenter, K. M., & Hasin, D. S. (1998). Reasons for drinking alcohol: Relationship with DSM-1V
alcohol diagnosis and alcohol consumption in a community sample. Psychology of Addictive
Behaviors, 12, 168—184.

Cobhen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S., (2003). Applied multiple regression/correlation
analysis for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Conger, J. J. (1956). Reinforcement theory and the dynamics of alcoholism. Quarterly Journal of
Studies on Alcohol, 17, 296-305.

Cooper, M. L. (1994). Motivations for alcohol use among adolescents: Development and validation
of a four-factor model. Psychological Assessment, 6, 117-128. doi:10.1037/1040-3590.6.2.117

Cooper, M. L., Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Mudar, P. (1995). Drinking to regulate positive and
negative emotions: A motivational model of alcohol use. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 69, 990-1005. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.990

Cooper, M., Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Peirce, R. S. (1997). Gender, stress, coping, and alcohol
use. In R. W. Wilsnack & S. C. Wilsnack (Eds.), Gender and alcohol: Individual and social
perspectives. (pp. 199-224). Piscataway, NJ, USA: Rutgers Center of Alcohol Studies.

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at UNIV HOUSTON on December 11, 2013


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

Rodriguez et al. 19

Cooper, M. L., Russell, M., Skinner, J. B., Frone, M. R., & Mudar, P. (1992). Stress and alcohol
use: moderating effects of gender, coping, and alcohol expectancies. Journal of Abnormal Psy-
chology, 101, 139-152.

Cooper, M. L., Shaver, P. R., & Collins, N. L. (1998). Attachment styles, emotion regulation, and
adjustment in adolescence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1380-1397.
Cox, W. M., & Klinger, E. (1988). A motivational model of alcohol use. Journal of Abnormal

Psychology, 97, 168—180.

Cranford, J. A., Floyd, F. J., Schulenberg, J. E., & Zucker, R. A. (2011). Husbands’ and wives’
alcohol use disorders and marital interactions as longitudinal predictors of marital adjustment.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 120, 210-222.

Crocker, J., & Park, L. E. (2004). The costly pursuit of self-esteem. Psychological Bulletin, 130,
392-414. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.130.3.392

Cross, S. E., & Morris, M. L. (2003). Getting to know you: The relational self-construal, relational
cognition, and well-being. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 512-523.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: Human needs and the
self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11, 227-268. doi:10.1207/S1532796-
SPLI1104_01

DeHart, T., Tennen, H., Armeli, S., Todd, M., & Affleck, G. (2008). Drinking to regulate negative
romantic relationship interactions: The moderating role of self-esteem. Journal of Experimen-
tal Social Psychology, 44, 527-538. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2007.10.001

Dohrenwend, B. P., Dohrenwend, B. S., Gould, M. S., Link, B., Neugebauer, R., & Wunsch-Hitzig, R.
(1980). Mental Illness in the United States: Epidemiological Estimates. New York, NY: Praeger.

Edwards, J. R., & Lambert, L. S. (2007). Methods for integrating moderation and mediation:
A general analytical framework using moderated path analysis. Psychological Methods, 12,
1-22. doi:10.1037/1082-989X.12.1.1

Horwitz, A. V., & White, H. R. (1987). Gender role orientations and styles of pathology among
adolescents. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 28, 158—170.

Kashy, D. A., & Donnellan, M. B. (2012). Conceptual and methodological issues in the analysis of
data from dyads and groups. In K. Deaux & M. Snyder (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of person-
ality and social psychology (pp. 209-238). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Kenny, D. A. (1996). Models of nonindependence in dyadic research. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, 13, 279-294.

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic data analysis (1st ed.). New York, NY:
Guilford Press.

Khantzian, E. J. (1985). The self-medication hypothesis of addictive disorders: Focus on heroin
and cocaine dependence. American Journal of Psychiatry, 142, 1259-1264.

Knee, C. R., Canevello, A., Bush, A. L., & Cook, A. (2008). Relationship-contingent self-esteem
and the ups and downs of romantic relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 95, 608—627. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.608

Kuntsche, E., Knibbe, R., Gmel, G., & Engels, R. (2005). Why do young people drink? A review of
drinking motives. Clinical Psychology Review, 25, 841-861. doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2005.06.002

Kuntsche, E., Stewart, S. H., & Cooper, M. L. (2008). How stable is the motive-alcohol use link?
A cross-national validation of the drinking motive questionnaire revised among adolescents
from Switzerland, Canada, and the United States. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs,
69, 388-396.

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at UNIV HOUSTON on December 11, 2013


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

20 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships

Leary, M. R., Tambor, E. S., Terdal, S. K., & Downs, D. L. (1995). Self-esteem as an interpersonal
monitor: The sociometer hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 518-530.

Levitt, A., & Cooper, M. L. (2010). Daily alcohol use and romantic relationship functioning:
Evidence of bidirectional, gender, and context-specific effects. Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Bulletin, 36, 1706-1722. doi:10.1177/0146167210388420

Littell, R. C., Milliken, G. A., Stroup, W. W., Wolfinger, R. D., & Schabenberber, O. (2006). SAS
system for mixed models. 2nd ed. Cary, NC: SAS Institute, Inc.

MacDonald, G., Zanna, M. P., & Holmes, J. G. (2000). An experimental test of the role of alcohol
in relationship conflict. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 36, 182—193.

MacKinnon, D. P., Fritz, M. S., Williams, J., & Lockwood, C. M. (2007). Distribution of the
product confidence limits for the indirect effect: Program PRODCLIN. Behavior Research
Methods, 39, 384-389.

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., Hoffman, J. M., West, S. G., & Sheets, V. (2002). A compar-
ison of methods to test the significance of the mediated effect. Psychological Methods, 7, 83—104.

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., & Williams, J. (2004). Confidence limits for the indirect effect:
Distribution of the product and resampling methods. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 39, 99—128.

Marlatt, G. A. (1996). Taxonomy of high-risk situations for alcohol relapse: evolution and development
of a cognitive-behavioral model. Addiction, 91, S37-S49. doi:10.1046/j.1360-0443.91.12s1.15.x

Marlatt, G. A., & Gordon, J. R. (1985). Relapse prevention: Maintenance strategies in the treat-
ment of addictive behaviors. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Marlatt, G. A., & Witkiewitz, K. (2005). Relapse prevention for alcohol and drug problems. In
G. A. Marlatt, D. M. Donovan, G. A. Marlatt, & D. M. Donovan (Eds.), Relapse prevention:
Maintenance strategies in the treatment of addictive behaviors (2nd ed., pp. 1-44). New York,
NY: Guilford Press.

Marshal, M. P. (2003). For better or for worse? The effects of alcohol use on marital functioning.
Clinical Psychology Review, 23, 959-997. doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2003.09.002

Martens, M. P., Neighbors, C., Lewis, M. A., Lee, C. M., Oster-Aaland, L., & Larimer, M. E.
(2008). The roles of negative affect and coping motives in the relationship between alcohol use
and alcohol-related problems among college students. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and
Drugs, 69, 412-419.

McCrady, B. S. (1990). The marital relationship and alcoholism treatment. In R. L. Collins, K. E. Leo-
nard, J. S. Searles, R. L. Collins, K. E. Leonard, & J. S. Searles (Eds.), Alcohol and the family:
Research and clinical perspectives (pp. 338-355). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

McCrady, B. S., Epstein, E. E., Cook, S., Jensen, N., & Hildebrandt, T. (2009). A randomized trial
of individual and couple behavioral alcohol treatment for women. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 77, 243-256. doi:10.1037/a0014686

McNally, A. M., Palfai, T. P., Levine, R. V., & Moore, B. M. (2003). Attachment dimensions
and drinking-related problems among young adults: The mediational role of coping motives.
Addictive Behaviors, 28, 1115-1127.

Mickelson, K. D., Kessler, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (1997). Adult attachment in a nationally repre-
sentative sample. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 1092—1106.

Molnar, D. S., Sadava, S. W., DeCourville, N. H., & Perrier, C. P. (2010). Attachment, motiva-
tions, and alcohol: Testing a dual-path model of high-risk drinking and adverse consequences
in transitional clinical and student samples. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 42,
1-13. doi:10.1037/20016759

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at UNIV HOUSTON on December 11, 2013


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

Rodriguez et al. 21

Muller, D., Judd, C. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2005). When moderation is mediated and mediation is
moderated. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 852-863. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.
89.6.852

Murray, S. L., Griffin, D. W., Rose, P., & Bellavia, G. (2003). Calibrating the sociometer: The
relational contingencies of self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85,
63-84.

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., MacDonald, G., & Ellsworth, P. C. (1998). Through the looking glass
darkly? When self-doubts turn into relationship insecurities. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 75, 1459-1480.

Murray, S. L., Rose, P., Holmes, J. G., Derrick, J., Podchaski, E. J., Bellavia, G., & Griffin, D. W.
(2005). Putting the partner within reach: A dyadic perspective on felt security in close relation-
ships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88, 327-347.

Norton, R. (1983). Measuring marital quality: A critical look at the dependent variable. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 45, 141-151. doi:10.2307/351302

Park, C. L., & Grant, C. (2005). Determinants of positive and negative consequences of alcohol
consumption in college students: Alcohol use, gender, and psychological characteristics.
Addictive Behaviors, 30, 755-765. doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2004.08.021

Roberts, L. J., & Linney, K. D. (2000). Alcohol problems and couples: Drinking in an intimate
relational context. In K. B. Schmaling & T. G. Sher (Eds.), The psychology of couples and ill-
ness: Theory, research, and practice (pp. 269-310). Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association. doi:10.1037/10360-010

Romelsjo, A., Lazarus, N. B., Kaplan, G. A., & Cohen, R. D. (1991). The relationship between
stressful life situations and changes in alcohol consumption in a general population sample.
British Journal of Addictions, 86, 157-169.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Rutledge, P. C., & Sher, K. J. (2001). Heavy drinking from the freshman year into early adulthood:
The role of stress, tension-reduction drinking motives, gender and personality. Journal of Stud-
ies on Alcohol, 62, 457-466.

Sher, K. J., & Grekin, E. R. (2007). Alcohol and affect regulation. In J. J. Gross (Ed.), In
Handbook of emotion regulation (pp. 560-580). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Singer, J. D. (1998). Using SAS PROC MIXED to fit multilevel models, hierarchical models, and
individual growth models. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 24, 323-355. doi:
10.2307/1165280

Stewart, S. H., & Devine, H. (2000). Relations between personality and drinking motives in young
adults. Personality and Individual Differences, 29, 495-511.

Wei, M., Russell, D. W., Mallinckrodt, B., & Vogel, D. L. (2007). The experiences in Close
Relationships Scale (ECR)-short form: Reliability, validity and factor structure. Journal of Per-
sonality Assessment, 88, 187-204.

Weinberger, D. A., & Bartholomew, K. (1996). Social-emotional adjustment and patterns of alco-
hol use among young adults. Journal of Personality, 64, 495-527.

White, H. R., & Labouvie, E. W. (1989). Towards the assessment of adolescent problem drinking.
Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 50, 30-37.

Wickham, R. E., & Knee, C. R. (2012). Interdependence theory and the actor-partner interdepen-
dence model: Where theory and method converge. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
16, 375-393. doi:10.1177/1088868312447897

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at UNIV HOUSTON on December 11, 2013


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


