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Relational risks of binge drinking: Antisocial conflict communication and   

relational qualities 

Abstract 

Binge drinking, defined as having four-to-five drinks in a two hour sitting depending on one’s 

sex (CDC, 2014), is a common practice that can influence communication. Although medical 

and legal risks are routinely studied in binge drinking contexts, less is understood about the 

relationships among binge drinking, antisocial conflict communication, and relationship 

qualities. Utilizing a sample of 170 participants comprising one half of a romantic relationship, 

findings revealed that partners of frequent binge drinkers described conflict as more intense, their 

partners as more physically aggressive, and as being less committed and satisfied. Informing 

these findings, participants who had similar binge drinking behaviors as their partners reported 

being more committed and satisfied in their relationships; participants with contrasting alcohol 

consumption habits described their conflict as more intense. Participants who did not binge drink 

but whose partners did binge drink described their partner as more physically confrontational. 

Implications for theory, research, and relationships are discussed. 
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Relational risks of binge drinking: Antisocial conflict communication and   

relational qualities 

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC, 2014) explains binge drinking as 

“a pattern of drinking that brings a person’s blood alcohol concentration (BAC) to 0.08 grams 

percent or above. This typically happens when men consume 5 or more drinks, and when women 

consume 4 or more drinks, in about 2 hours.” Binge drinking is “the most common pattern of 

excessive alcohol use” with “One in six U.S. adults binge drinking about four times a month, 

consuming about eight drinks per binge” (CDC). Collectively, then, the previous description 

demonstrates that binge drinking behaviors are not uncommon and, therefore, likely influence 

relationships specifically through communication.  

 There are numerous risks associated with excessive alcohol consumption. Impaired 

judgment from excessive consumption can lead to poorer decision-making involving health, 

safety, risk, and communication. Such poor judgments can have long-term consequences in the 

form of legal issues, unplanned pregnancy, sexually transmitted infections, and financial regret 

(for summary of potential risks of binge drinking, see CDC, 2014). When impaired, individuals 

may over-disclose to relational others, regret communication, or fail to properly state feelings. 

Further informing matters, The National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA, 

2014) offers a thorough explanation of how excessive alcohol consumption impacts the brain, 

heart, liver, pancreas, and weakens the immune system while elevating cancer risks. Binge 

drinking behaviors are so problematic that Lederman, Stewart, Goodhart, and Latiman (2003) 

argued that scholars and practitioners should use the term dangerous drinking instead of binge 

drinking to more clearly articulate the short and long term consequences of excessive alcohol 

consumption.  
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 As social actors with basic inclusion needs (Schutz, 1958) as well as a need to belong 

(Baumeister & Leery, 1995), individuals’ actions do not occur in isolation. Binge drinking, then, 

impacts individuals around the drinker – most notably, his/her romantic partner and children. 

The experimental work of Samp and Monahan (2009, 2011) supports such reasoning. They 

examined the influence of alcohol on romantic partners’ conflict behavior. In their experiments 

of established couples, they had half of their male participants become intoxicated (e.g., B.A.C. 

of .08) and half remain sober in order to explore potential differences in communication during 

discussions of a hypothetical infidelity. Prior to these conversations, intoxication influenced the 

identification of goals with sober men focused on a larger number of goals that were more task 

focused (2011). During these discussions, sober individuals maintained more facial expressivity, 

spoke slower, had more tempo variability, smiled more, and were less anxious (2009). Their 

results indicate that intoxication influences conflict communication.  

 Although a variety of studies, movies, news sources, and health agencies document and 

warn of the severe outcomes of binge drinking, including hangovers, DUIs, STIs, and addiction, 

less research has focused on understanding the day-to-day implications and risks of binge 

drinking on romantic relationship communication. Key questions remain unanswered regarding 

whether and how binge drinkers impact communication with their romantic partners due to 

excessive alcohol consumption. This investigation explored this under-studied topic by 

examining differences in problematic relational communication (e.g., nature of conflict) and 

associated relational qualities (e.g., commitment and satisfaction) based on the frequency of 

one’s partner’s binge drinking. Brief reviews of these variables follow, and research questions 

are subsequently presented. 

Nature of Conflict 
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 The main focus of this inquiry was to examine the day-to-day risks to relational 

communication due to binge drinking. Such an inquiry is logical, given studies documenting 

alcohol’s explanatory power in understanding conflict communication (e.g., Caughlin & Malis, 

2004; Dunleavy & Booth-Butterfield, 2008; Samp & Monohan, 2009, 2011). Although 

numerous conflict factors could be examined, we examined three clusters of 

perceptions/behaviors that reflect a negative conflict pattern: general conflict intensity/hostility 

(DiPaolo, Roloff, & Peters, 2010), maintenance behaviors indicative of conflict/control (e.g., 

Dainton & Gross, 2008), and physical aggression. Reviews of and rationales for each topic of 

study follow. 

 Conflict Intensity/Hostility. DiPaolo et al. (2010) consider conflict intensity to describe 

how arousing, disturbing, and hurtful conflict episodes are whereas hostility describes the level 

at which they are explosive and heated. Those authors examined how expectations of conflict 

intensity and hostility explained conflict communication. They found that individuals who 

expected conflict to be intense reported their conflict conversations entailed higher levels of 

personal attacks and were more upsetting; this was further problematic when the individual was 

the one who initiated the conflict communication. Though only recently studied by DiPaolo et 

al., additional studies have identified personality and message correlates of conflict intensity and 

hostility. When studying romantic partners of police officers and their use of humor to cope with 

stress, researchers found that individuals predisposed to communicate humor frequently (e.g., a 

high humor orientation; S. Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991) reported less overall 

conflict, and conflict episodes that were less frequent and hostile (Horan, Bochantin, & Booth-

Butterfield, 2012). Additionally, individuals exhibiting a Dark Triad personality profile (e.g., 

subclinical narcissism, Machiavellianism, subclinical psychopathy; Paulhus & Williams, 2002) 
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reported higher levels of intense and hostile romantic partner conflict conversations (Horan, 

Guinn, & Banghart, in press). DiPaolo et al. (2010) surmised that “Expecting a conflict to 

become intense often prompts avoidance” (p. 60)—this directly implicates negative maintenance, 

a topic where we now turn our attention. 

Negative Maintenance. Relational maintenance describes those behaviors entailed to 

keep one’s relationship in a desired state (Dindia & Canary, 1993). The dominant focus of the 

robust maintenance literature has been to examine positive behaviors (see Stafford & Canary, 

1991), but Dainton and Gross (2008) recently presented a typology of negative maintenance 

behaviors. Although they identified six behaviors, we focused on three that appeared to be most 

descriptive of conflict communication: avoidance (e.g., partner and topic avoidance), destructive 

conflict (e.g., inducing conflict), and allowing control (e.g., extreme focus on partner). Using the 

negative maintenance typology, Goodboy, Myers, and Members of Investigating Communication 

(2010) found that relational quality indicators (e.g., satisfaction, commitment, control mutuality, 

liking, respect) were inversely related to the frequency of negative maintenance in romantic 

relationships; love styles added additional understanding. Given those findings, Goodboy 

subsequently controlled for satisfaction and found that preoccupied and dismissive attachment 

styles were key predictors of negative maintenance behaviors (Goodboy & Bolkan, 2011). 

Attachment styles have been linked to aggression (e.g., Bookwala & Zdaniuk, 1998; Critchfield, 

Levy, Clarkin, & Kernberg, 2008; Dutton, Saunders, Starzomski, & Bartholomew, 1994; Finzi, 

Ram, Har-Evan, Schnit, & Weizman, 2001), a topic where we now turn our attention. 

Physical Aggression. The study of antisocial conflict communication, like the one here, 

implicates verbal aggressiveness. Such messages typically precede physical aggression (e.g., 

Honeycutt, 2008; Infante, Sabourin, Rudd, & Shannon, 1990; Roberto, Carlyle, & Goodall, 
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2007) explaining its inclusion here. Understanding aggression in relationships is complex as it 

can be an isolated incident, a chronic daily event, can involve both psychological and physical 

abuse, and aggressive acts can range in severity. With this study’s goals in mind, and the relative 

frequent nature of binge drinking, we elected to adopt a general assessment of physical 

aggression that would encompass both partner and non-partner violence (e.g., punching the wall; 

a partner fighting with a stranger at a bar); we reasoned this would provide a thorough 

understanding of romantic partners’ aggressive behavior. Such an approach is consistent with the 

cross-sectional design of this investigation. Accordingly, we adopted Wrench’s (2002) three 

dimensional treatment of physical aggression: object violence (e.g., “the tendency for an 

individual to use physical aggression towards inanimate objects”, p. 95), physical confrontation 

(e.g., “tendency for an individual to get into physical confrontations with other individuals”, p. 

95), and control/task aggression (“tendency of one person to resort to physical aggressiveness as 

a way to win arguments, gain compliance, or accomplish specific goals”, p. 95).  

Relational Qualities 

 Beyond understanding how the frequency of binge drinking relates to conflict, it is 

logical to examine how this excessive alcohol consumption pattern relates to relational qualities. 

To that end, we examined how these behaviors related to commitment and satisfaction. 

Commitment is defined as ‘‘an intent to persist in a relationship, including long-term 

orientation toward the involvement as well as feelings of psychological attachment’’  

whereas satisfaction is defined as the “positive versus negative affect experienced in a 

relationship’’ (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998, p. 359). Commitment and satisfaction are two 

components of Rubsult’s (1980, 1983) Investment Model. This model considers that satisfaction, 

investment size, and quality of alternatives serve as bases of dependence that make one 
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dependent, or committed, to their romantic partner. Beyond its precise view of commitment’s 

components, the model’s value lies in its predictive power. Consider that this model’s 

predictions have gathered support in studies ranging from 7 months (Rusbult, 1983) to 15 years 

(Bui, Peplau, & Hill, 1996). A variety of studies document that communication relates to 

commitment and satisfaction (e.g., Bachman & Guererro, 2006; Goodboy et al., 2010; Horan & 

Booth-Butterfield, 2010), supporting the inclusion of these relational qualities here in a study of 

conflict communication. 

Hypotheses and Research Question 

 Alcohol is a powerful nonverbal message that influences verbal and nonverbal behaviors. 

For instance, alcohol’s role has been empirically examined to understand expectations for sex 

(Morr & Mongeau, 2004) and (dis)honesty about prior sexual partners (Horan, 2014). Relevant 

here, alcohol is important in understanding conflict (Caughin & Malis 2004; Dunleavy & Booth-

Butterfield; Samp & Monohan, 2009, 2011) and our investigation aimed to provide additional 

understanding as to how excessive alcohol consumption related to antisocial conflict 

communication and relational qualities. Rationales and hypotheses follow. 

 Our initial predictions centered around binge drinking and conflict communication, 

proposing that conflict communication would be less positive in relationships wherein one 

partner binge drinks frequently. Samp and Monohan’s (2009, 2011) research serves as the 

primary foundation for this prediction. Recall they found key differences in the nonverbal 

expressions of romantic partners during discussions of a hypothetical conflict when comparing 

intoxicated versus sober men. They found differences in basic nonverbal expressions, including 

rate, smiling, and tempo variability –essentially, “drinkers were generally less positive, but more 

agitated in their behaviors as time passed” (p. 205). Such a description suggests that conflict may 
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be more intense and hostile when one is binge drinking frequently (H1a). Potentially, the 

discussion of binge drinking would be a taboo topic, possibly fitting the conflict-inducing or 

negatively-valenced self-disclosure categories identified by Baxter and Wilmot (1985). If such 

speculation were to be true, discussions of binge drinking could result in avoidance, withdrawal, 

and/or destructive conflict (H1b). Similarly, Caughlin and Malis (2004) found that the presence 

of a demand-withdraw pattern between parents and adolescents, behaviorally manifested 

partially through avoidance, was associated with alcohol and drug use. Likewise, a chilling effect 

has been proposed to occur within the context of binge drinking (Dunleavy & Booth-Butterfield, 

2008), which could result in allowing control (H1b). When conflict becomes intense and heated, 

which is implicitly predicted with H1 and H1b, individuals may be prone to demonstrating 

physical aggression. Alcohol consumption, particularly heavy or problematic use, has been 

positively associated with intimate partner aggression, both perpetration and victimization (Foran 

& O’Leary, 2008; Leonard, 2008; Testa & Derrick, 2014), whereas a reduction or cessation of 

alcohol use has been linked to reduction in partner aggression (Murphy & Ting, 2010), which 

highlights connections among  binge drinking and physical aggression (H1c).  Indeed, studies 

document relationships among heavy drinking and dating violence (e.g., Stappenbeck, & 

Fromme, 2010). Formally, hypothesis one: 

H1: Partners of individuals who binge drink frequently a) will describe their relational conflict as 

more intense and hostile, b) will engage in more avoidance, allowing control, and destructive 

conflict, and c) will report their partners as being more physically aggressive. 

 Our second set of predictions related to differences in relational satisfaction and 

commitment based on the frequency of binge drinking. Logically, it was predicted that 

individuals with partners who binge drink frequently would report lower levels of commitment 
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and satisfaction compared to those with partners who binge drinking less often. This prediction is 

grounded in Rusbult’s (1980, 1983) Investment Model and prior research. The Investment Model 

argues that when a person is committed he/she is satisfied, has poor quality of alternatives, and a 

large investment size. Potentially, a partner’s binge drinking diminishes commitment through 

some of those components. Consider a situation where Jamie and Kelly are dating; Jamie may 

view Kelly’s binge drinking as costly therefore diminishing Jaime’s investment size. Likewise, 

relational rivals who drink less than Kelly may be viewed as better quality alternatives to Kelly. 

Combined, the diminished investment size and appealing alternatives, which are related to 

satisfaction, would work to diminish commitment. Previous studies begin to lend support to this 

speculation by showing how alcohol use is linked to higher levels of marital dissatisfaction, 

negative marital interaction patterns, and marital infidelity (Hall, Fals-Stewart, & Fincham, 

2008; Marshall, 2003). Compared with spouses of non-alcoholics, spouses of individuals with 

alcohol problems report elevated rates of anxiety, depression, as well as decreased levels of 

marital satisfaction (Cronkite & Moos, 1984; Halford, Bouma, Kelly, & Young, 1999; Jacob & 

Leonard, 1992; Moos, Finney, & Cronkite, 1990; Van Hasselt, Morrison & Bellack, 1985). 

These factors may contribute to termination, as alcohol and substance use are among the most 

common reasons given for couples divorcing (Amato & Previti, 2003). Following the Investment 

Model and existing research on the antecedents of alcohol use in romantic relationships, our 

second hypothesis is proposed: 

H2: Partners of individuals who engage in frequent binge drinking will report lower levels of 

commitment and satisfaction. 

 Our previous hypotheses explored our participants’ perspectives on relational 

communication with their partners’ binge drinking behaviors in mind. That said, it is important 
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to examine the potential impact of congruent and contrasting binge drinking behaviors with the 

dyad to fully understand our findings. Potentially, our participants’ binge drink at the same rate 

as their partner, so alcohol consumption is not a major source of conflict or problematic 

communication within the relationship. Conversely, participants may drink significantly more or 

less than their romantic partners, and this discrepancy manifests itself in conflict communication. 

Fischer, Fitzpatrick, Cleveland, McKnight, and Miller’s (2005) diary study speaks some to this 

speculation. They had participants maintain a 10-day diary, and found that binge drinking was 

related to the number of disagreements, as well as dyadic communication about alcohol 

consumption. Still, there is little research on specific negative or positive relational 

communication outcomes based on whether partners exhibit congruent or contrasting alcohol 

consumption behaviors. In an effort to view communication related to binge drinking as a truly 

dyadic process, the following research question is posed: 

RQ: Are there significant differences in relational communication and associated qualities based 

on congruent or contrasting binge drinking behaviors between relational partners? Specifically, 

when only one partner engages in binge drinking behaviors, does the couple experience 

significantly more conflict and diminished relational qualities than couples who have congruent 

alcohol consumption behaviors? Are there conflict communication differences between couples 

that have congruent alcohol consumption behaviors based on whether or not both parties binge 

drink?  

Method 

Participants 

To participate, individuals had to be 18 years of age and currently in a self-defined 

romantic relationship that is geographically close (e.g., not a long distance relationship). Similar 
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criteria have been imposed in prior studies of relational communication, reasoning this allows for 

regular face-to-face interaction among romantic partners (e.g., Horan & Booth-Butterfield, 

2011). One hundred and seventy individuals participated, recruited from a large, private 

Midwestern University (58.8% of sample) or two different Southern Universities (41.2%) 

located 45 miles apart from one another. Two of the three Universities are located in two of the 

largest cities in America. The procedures described here received IRB approval. 

One hundred and seventy participants (123 female, 46 male, 1 declined to report sex) 

reported on their romantic partners (124 male, 45 female, 1 declined to report partner sex). The 

majority of participants described their relationships as seriously dating (67.1%), whereas others 

reported to be casually dating (20%), engaged (5.3%), or other (6.5%). Participants ranged in 

age from 18-to-46 years old (M = 22.87, SD = 4.18). Ninety-seven participants (57.1%) 

described themselves White/Caucasian, 35 as Hispanic/Latino (20.6%), 15 as African American 

(8.8%), 9 as Asian (5.3%), and 14 as other (8.2%).  

Instrumentation 

 Participants were asked to complete a series of survey items about relational 

communication and the alcohol use of their romantic partner. Given social desirability biases, the 

term binge drinking was not used in survey materials. As the main goal of this study was to learn 

more about binge drinking in romantic relationships, two items gauged binge drinking in 

couples. The CDC (2014) notes sex differences in the amount of drinks that qualify as binge 

drinking, so two questions were posed to assess male or female partners’ alcohol consumption 

(i.e., “how often does your FEMALE romantic partner” vs. “how often does your MALE 

partner”). Participants responded on the frequency in which their romantic partner consumed 

four (female romantic partners) or five (male romantic partners) drinks in a two-hour period. 
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Participants selected one of the following: My partner does not consume alcohol, Less than once 

a week, Once a week, Twice a week, Three times a week, or Four or more times a week. The 

response stems previously used were loosely based on Dunleavy and Booth-Butterfield’s (2008) 

binge drinking study. 

 Since conflict communication is ultimately a dyadic process, we sought to assess the 

extent to which each individual relational partner consumed alcohol, and whether there was 

congruent or contrasting binge drinking behavior within the dyad. To understand how reports of 

partners’ binge drinking related to participants’ alcohol (ab)use, we posted a single agreement 

item stating My romantic partner and I have similar alcohol consumption habits. This item 

allowed the data to be assessed based on the participants’ individual behavior, the individual 

behavior of their partner, and based on similarity or differences in alcohol consumption within 

the dyad. Participants responded with 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 To study conflict communication among romantic couples based on alcohol consumption 

we used a modified version (Horan et al., 2012) of the DiPaolo et al. (2010) conflict scale. 

Rather than emphasize a given conflict episode, the 11-item modified scale (Horan et al.) asks 

that participants base their responses on the general nature of the conflict discussions you have 

with your romantic partner. Participants utilized a seven-point Likert-type scale with 1 (not at 

all) to 7 (extremely) to respond to items relating to the hostility and intensity of conflict 

experienced with their romantic partner. Hostility items gauged how explosive and heated 

conflict is perceived to be whereas intensity items measured the level of disturbance, arousal, 

emotions, and hurt during conflict. Prior research demonstrates both their distinct factor structure 

(DiPaola et al.) as well as their reliability (DiPaola et al.; Horan et al.). Both scales were reliable 
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here (intensity α = .79, M = 19.77, SD = 6.07; hostility α = .91 after deleting the first item, M = 

10.17, SD = 5.44).   

 Three of the negative maintenance behaviors, as identified by Dainton and Gross (2008), 

were measured: avoidance, destructive conflict, and allow control.  Following Dainton and 

Gross, we provided participants a series of statements and asked them to describe how accurately 

each statement describes communication in their relationship using the Likert scale ranging from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Avoidance was comprised of four items such as, “I 

avoid interacting with my partner when he/she is angry with me.” Similarly, four items represent 

destructive conflict including, “I start arguments with my partner.”  Allow control is evaluated 

using five items, including “I break plans with my friends to spend more time with my partner” 

and “I let my partner make decisions for me.” These scales were reliable (avoidance, α = .71, M 

= 13.51, SD = 4.99; destructive conflict, α = .77, M = 11.47, SD = 4.86; allowing control, α = 

.77, M = 13.08, SD = 5.88) in the current study.  

  Wrench’s (2002) scale of physical aggression was used to gauge partner aggression. This 

instrument was designed to “measure an individual’s tendency to use anti-social and physical 

aggressiveness as a means to intimidate and possibly inflict harm on other people during 

communicative interactions (p. 95). The scale has three dimensions (e.g., object violence, 

physical confrontation, and control/task) and items were modified from a self to other report. The 

first factor, object violence, describes “the tendency for an individual to use physical aggression 

towards inanimate objectives” α = .91, M = 8.12, SD = 4.48. A sample item asks When I get mad, 

I tend to hit things. Participants rate agreement with 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

The second factor, physical confrontation, “is the tendency for an individual to get into physical 

confrontations with other individuals” α = .76, M = 12.09, SD = 4.68. Items ask agreement with 
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statements like I have physically confronted someone that I disagree with. The final dimension, 

control/task, “is the tendency for one person to resort to physical aggressiveness as a way to win 

arguments, gain compliance, or accomplish specific goals” α = .70, M = 24.15, SD = 6.37. A 

sample item rates agreement with statements like I use physical violence as a way to control 

others. With these items, the stem I was changed to My romantic partner.  

Satisfaction and commitment were measured using two of the four subscales from the 

Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998). Participants responded to all items using a seven-

point Likert scale with answers ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Participants’ 

satisfaction with the relationship was measured using five items (e.g., My relationship is close to 

ideal). Previous research reports acceptable reliability for the satisfaction subscale (α = .85; 

Horan & Booth-Butterfield, 2010), with our study reporting an alpha of .92 (M = 26.73, SD = 

6.99). Participants’ commitment to their romantic relationship was measured using seven items 

(e.g., I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner). Previous research reports 

acceptable reliability for the commitment subscale (α = .87; Horan & Booth-Butterfield), and 

the current study achieved an alpha of .92 (M = 39.96, SD = 8.89). 

Additional items. To assess potential differences in alcohol consumption based on laws 

influencing the ability to legally purchase alcohol participants reported their age and the age of 

their partners. Additional demographic items included participants’ ethnicity, sex, and the sex of 

their partner. Surveys were coded to reflect the university where the data was collected to assess 

reliability between the two samples.  

Results 
Analysis 

Table 1 reports the distribution of alcohol consumption responses by sex. Table 2 reports 

means and standard deviations of the conflict communication variables based on alcohol 
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consumption of the participants and their partners. Before conducting the main analyses, 

potential differences among the university samples were assessed. Differences emerged in 

reports of relational satisfaction and commitment between samples collected in two different 

states. For this reason, a control variable assessing the state where the survey was collected was 

included on all further analysis of the satisfaction and commitment variables.  

Primary analysis included a 2 (partner is/is not binge drinker) x 2 (congruent/contrasting 

alcohol consumption behaviors between relational partners) MANOVA, followed by contrasts 

performed on significant communication conflict outcomes.  

Hypotheses and Research Question 

Hypothesis 1 predicted participants whose partners were frequent binge drinkers would 

report significantly more intense and hostile conflict; would engage in more avoidance, allowing 

control, and destructive conflict; and would experience more physical aggression by their 

partner. H1a, which predicted a main effect for differences in partners’ binge drinking behavior 

was partially supported. Partners of frequent binge drinkers reported significantly more intense 

conflict than participants whose partners did not binge drink (F = 5.05, p = .03, η = .04), but 

there was no significant difference in hostile conflict based on binge drinking behaviors.  

H1b posited differences in three negative relational maintenance behaviors with binge 

drinking partners. This hypothesis was not supported. No significant effects were found for 

differences in avoidance behaviors F = .30, ns, destructive conflict F = .82, ns, or allowing 

control F = .85, ns based on whether or not a relational partner engaged in frequent binge 

drinking. Further analysis did find significant differences in negative relational maintenance 

behaviors based on whether a partner was a binge drinker, but these behaviors were significantly 

exhibited more by female participants with male partners who engaged in binge drinking. Female 
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participants who had male partners who were binge drinkers were significantly more avoidant 

(M = 15.45, SD = 5.38) than male participants (M = 12.82, SD = 4.7; F = 9.37, p = .01, η = .07) 

and allowed significantly more control (M = 15.31, SD = 6.00) than male participants (M = 

12.29, SD = 5.68; F = 5.01, p = .03, η = .04) with binge drinking partners.  

H1c predicted significant differences in physical aggressiveness due to binge drinking by 

a relational partner. Significant main effects were found for all three dimensions of physical 

aggressiveness: differences in control  (F = 8.37, p < .001, η = .06), object violence (F = 9.85, p 

< .001, η = .07), and physical confrontation (F = 10.28, p < .001, η = .07). Participants whose 

partners engaged in frequent binge drinking reported their partners communicated significantly 

more relational control messages (M = 8.0, SD = 3.47) than partners who did not binge drink (M 

= 6.87, SD = 2.4); exhibited greater object violence (M = 9.14, SD = 5.21) than non binge 

drinkers (M = 7.21, SD = 3.48); and reported significantly more physical confrontation in their 

relationships (M = 13.12, SD = 5.17) than when their partner did not binge (M = 11.14, SD = 

3.17).  

Hypothesis 2 predicted significant differences between partners of binge drinkers versus 

partners of non-binge drinkers in terms of their relational satisfaction and commitment. H2 was 

supported. Specifically, compared to participants whose partners were not binge drinkers, 

significant main effects were found for participants’ relational satisfaction (F = 6.95, p = .01, η = 

.05) and commitment (F = 4.58, p = .02, η = .03) when their partner was a binge drinker. Post 

hoc contrast analysis confirmed participants were significantly more satisfied when their partner 

did not binge drink (M = 27.95, SD = 6.69) versus those whose partners were binge drinkers (M 

= 25.37, SD = 7.11). Participants were also significantly more committed when their partner was 
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not a binge drinker (M = 41.64, SD = 8.10) than when their partner engaged in binge drinking (M 

= 38.06, SD = 9.4).  

To assess RQ1, data were examined based on whether participants reported congruent or 

contrasting binge drinking behaviors as their partner. Results revealed participants who reported 

congruent alcohol consumption behaviors with their partners were more satisfied and committed 

to their partners.  

Specifically, participant’s whose alcohol use was same as their partner (M = 28.04, SD = 

6.07) were significantly more satisfied with their relationship than when there was a difference in 

alcohol use between the two relational partners (M = 25.31, SD = 7.59; F = 7.95, p = .01, η = 

.06). Participants were also significantly more committed when both partners had the same 

alcohol use patterns (M = 41.29, SD = 7.3) than when there was a difference in alcohol use 

between the two partners. (M = 38.44, SD = 10.05; F= 5.49, p = .03, η = .04).  

Conversely, the intensity of participants’ relational conflict was significantly greater 

when only one partner engaged in binge drinking (M = 20.58, SD = 6.35) than when both 

partners had congruent alcohol use patterns (M = 19.00, SD = 5.79; F = 4.09, p = .03, η = .04.). 

Finally, to assess potential interactions between whether or not participants’ partners 

were binge drinkers, and participants’ congruent versus contrasting binge drinking in relation to 

their partners, interactions among the variables were examined. Results revealed a significant 

interaction for contrasting binge drinking behaviors on physical confrontation. Specifically, 

when the participant was not a binge drinker, but their partner did engage in binge drinking, they 

reported significantly more physical confrontation in their relationship (M = 14.45, SD = 5.54; F 

=4.20, p = .00, η = .07) than when neither party was a frequent binge drinker (M = 11.44, SD = 

4.94), or when both parties were binge drinkers (M = 10.3, SD = 3.42).  
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Discussion 

 When discussing relationships, LaGuardia (2012) explained that “everyone needs close 

others who will provide comfort and support…a spouse or romantic partner provides the 

foundation for connection and security in adulthood” (p. 185). Such a description is consistent 

with our focus, yet we sought to understand what role binge drinking plays in understanding the 

communication between partners who are needed as sources of “connection and security.” 

Informing our hypotheses, we found that partners of binge drinkers reported that conflict 

interactions were more intense (yet not more hostile; H1a), and that their partners were more 

physically aggressive (H1c). Counter to predictions, we did not find overall differences in the use 

of negative maintenance behaviors, instead finding a sex-specific difference with female 

participants reporting higher levels of allowing control, avoidance, and destructive conflict when 

their partners were binge drinkers (H1b). With H1’s results depicting a less than desirable 

communicative pattern, it is not surprising that partners of binge drinkers reported being less 

satisfied and committed (H2). 

 In studies of alcohol use and communication, Samp and Monahan (2009) noted the 

importance of studying both partners’ alcohol use. In discussing their experimental design, they 

explained that “It is possible that if both parties were drinking during their interaction” 

communication may have been differently effected. Our research question was partially 

grounded in this assumption, exploring potential differences in relational qualities and 

communication based on the alcohol consumption habits of the couple. Findings revealed that 

romantic partners with congruent alcohol consumption habits were more committed and satisfied 

than couples with contrasting habits. Further, conflict was more intense when only one person 
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was a binge drinker. Additionally, results revealed higher levels of physical confrontation in 

relationships where our participants were not binge drinkers but their romantic partners were. 

Implications 

 Findings of the present investigation help depict communication patterns in relationships 

where individuals have problematic alcohol consumption habits. Viewing findings together, 

results depict a situation wherein individuals are in relationships where excessive alcohol 

consumption occurs in small windows (e.g., the binge) and, potentially, problematic 

communication patterns emerge. Given the cross-sectional design of this study, it is unknown 

when the problematic communication occurs: are individuals more physically aggressive while 

intoxicated, as a result of conversations about alcohol, or is this a general personality trait? Not 

surprisingly, our non-causal findings suggest that this negative communication may tarnish 

commitment and satisfaction levels. This pattern of findings not only identifies additional risks 

of binge drinking through negative conflict communication and diminished relational qualities, 

but findings hold a number of implications for theory, research, and society.   

 The Investment Model (Rusbult 1980, 1983) depicts commitment in a precise way, 

forming as a function of quality of alternatives, investment size, and satisfaction. Framing 

alcohol consumption as a taboo topic (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985) we proposed that binge drinking 

behaviors and/or conversations about alcohol could be costly, therefore diminishing investment 

sizes and associated satisfaction. Findings revealed negative relationships between binge 

drinking and commitment as well as satisfaction. This main effect suggests that binge drinking 

may be viewed as a costly behavior diminishing investment sizes and, concurrently, increasing 

the perceived quality of relational alternatives. Informing findings, when partners had similar 

alcohol consumption habits they reported being more satisfied and committed than those with 
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different consumption habits. Similarity is key a key predictor of attraction (see Horan, in press), 

and this likely encompasses similarity in alcohol consumption habits, helping to explain these 

results. Thus, our findings further inform how alcohol consumption operates within the context 

of relationship initiation (e.g., attraction) and management (e.g., commitment and satisfaction) – 

both informing the Investment Model. 

 Samp and Monahan (2009) drew on the work of Leonard and Roberts (1998) who posited 

a drinking partnership, which “suggests that alcohol consumption has the potential to facilitate 

the production of pro-relational behaviors” (p. 194). Although this may initially appear counter-

intuitive, our findings relating to partners being more satisfied and committed when they had 

similar alcohol consumption habits lends support to this claim. Still, the larger cluster of findings 

presents a less than ideal picture indicating that additional studies are needed to further 

understand how a drinking partnership may communicatively operate. 

 From a physical aggression standpoint in general, and domestic violence in particular, our 

results paint a picture of how communication operates in conjunction with aggression and 

substance abuse. Our main effects depict a situation wherein partners of routine binge drinkers 

describe conflict as more intense and their partners as behaving more physically aggressive. 

Potentially as a result of this dynamic, partners here generally withdrew (e.g., negative 

maintenance findings, H1b)—a behavior directly related to substance abuse (e.g., Caughlin & 

Malis, 2004). This suggests the presence of a demand-withdraw conflict pattern or, at the very 

least, a chilling effect emerges due to a partner’s perceived aggressive potential (e.g., Cloven & 

Roloff, 1993). The question that remains unanswered then is whether the negative conflict (e.g., 

intense and destructive) causes physical aggression, or is it the negative conflict combined with 
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binge drinking that results in aggression? Health communication researchers would be wise to 

explore these avenues and design messages that help disrupt these comorbid patterns. 

Communication is the main reason couples seek therapy; additional reasons include 

spouse’s habits, conflict, as well as a spouse being withdrawn (Doss, Simpson, & Christensen, 

2004). These factors are very similar to what was studied here. Moreover, couples may have 

difficulty approaching the topic of and communicating about binge drinking, given its potential 

to be a taboo topic (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985) or face-threatening act (e.g., Brown & Levinson, 

1987). Thus, relational interventions and prevention courses should include content that 

addresses how couples can communicate about alcohol use. Such courses have been shown to 

benefit relational qualities (e.g. Halford, Sanders, & Behrens, 2001), much like the ones studied 

here, underscoring the importance of including content about alcohol consumption and conflict. 

Future Research 

As previously described, Leonard and Roberts (1998) proposed a drinking partnership 

wherein alcohol consumption could result in prosocial relational communication. Here a cluster 

of negative conflict communication messages were examined, but with Leonard and Roberts’ 

(1998) work in mind, future studies would be wise to explore the potential positive 

communicative patterns that might emerge when couples binge drink. Research studies like those 

would paint a more complete picture of how binge drinking operates in relationships. 

Individuals have various views about what constitutes an (in)appropriate level of alcohol 

consumption. These views are only known when they are manifested via verbal and nonverbal 

messages. For instance, some view it appropriate to have a one glass of wine a day; others would 

view that as excessive. Romo’s (2012) study is an exemplar how one’s drinking identity is 

complicated. Her study was focused on non-drinkers, yet when explaining her sample she 
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described: “The participants considered themselves to be nondrinkers in that they either 

completely or mostly abstained from drinking alcohol (e.g., they drank one alcoholic beverage a 

few times a year). Sixteen of the participants had drunk alcohol before (ranging from one drink 

to drinking heavily), and the same number planned to drink moderately once they legally could” 

(p. 674). Thus, even those individuals who identify as non-drinkers engaged in alcohol 

consumption. Consequently, future studies would be wise to explore how romantic partners 

communicatively define and negotiate what constitutes an (in)appropriate level of alcohol 

consumption. Potentially, couples could engage in conflict over one partner’s occasional 

drinking that is not viewed as problematic by the CDC.  

A number of recent studies have focused on health campaign strategies aimed at reducing 

binge drinking (e.g., Baek, Shen, & Reid, 2013; Conner, Miller, & Brannon, 2014). These 

studies are consistent with a larger body of research examining binge drinking as a college 

student problem; yet the CDC (2014) notes the binge drinking is more common in individuals 26 

year of age and older as well as those with a household income of $75 ,000+. Clearly this is not a 

problem that should be solely focused on college campuses, and future studies would be wise to 

examine communication’s preventative efforts in other samples at risk – particularly those 

outside of college settings. 

Limitations 

 Findings here should be interpreted with the following limitations in mind. Chiefly, the 

study was cross-sectional in nature not allowing for causal claims. Still, binge drinking behaviors 

occur outside of academic settings (e.g., at home, in bars) and, combined with the 

communication variables of interest here and social desirability biases, self-report surveys 

appeared to be the most appropriate methodological choice. Additionally, the sample reported 
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fits the traditional age of college students. Although this represents an academic interest area, it 

is unknown whether such findings generalize to older populations nor does it represent the 

population binge drinking most often (see CDC, 2014). 

 Participants rated the perception that their partner was binge drinking, but if our 

participants were also drinking it is unknown whether their romantic partners fit the CDC’s 

definition of binge drinking. The perception of binge drinking was measured here, though no 

physiological assessments were used. Although participants may have had the number of drinks 

the CDC uses as criteria for binge drinking, it is unknown whether their BAC reached .08 (due to 

increased body mass, amount of alcohol in drinks, etc.).   

Physical aggression is a complicated phenomenon to study as it is private, under-

reported, and subject to social desirability biases. We tried to temper much of this using a general 

paper and pencil other report of general aggression. Though we measured indicators of physical 

aggression, we did not capture if such violence was reciprocal (Bookwala & Zdaniuk, 1998) nor 

indices of psychological abuse (Dailey, Lee, & Spitzberg, 2007). 

Conclusion 

Binge drinking is a problematic alcohol consumption pattern associated with medical, 

legal, and societal risks. The findings reported here help paint a more precise picture of how 

relational communication can be complicated by one, or both, partners’ binge drinking behaviors 

(though the design does not allow for causal claims). Additional studies are needed to understand 

how binge drinking operates within romantic relationships and associated communication 

implications. Still, health communication practitioners would be wise to highlight relational 

communication risks, such as the ones identified here, in future preventative efforts aimed at 
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reducing binge drinking. Similarity is key to attraction (e.g., Horan, in press), and only future 

studies will tell if the couple that drinks together stays together. 

  



  Binge drinking  25 

References 

Amato, P. R., & Previti, D. (2003). People’s reasons for divorcing: Gender, social class, the 

 life course, and adjustment. Journal of Family Issues, 24, 602– 626. doi: 

 10.1177/0192513X03024005002 

Bachman, G. F., & Guerrero, L. (2006). Relational quality and communicative responses  

following hurtful events in dating relationships: An expectancy violations analysis.  

Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 23, 943–963. doi: 

10.1177/0265407506070476 

Baek, T. H., Shen, L., & Reid, L. N. (2013). Effects of message-framing in anti-drinking PSAs: 

 The moderating role of counterfactual thinking. Journal of Health Communication, 18, 

 442-458. doi: 10.1080/10810730.2012.743621 

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal 

attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 497-525. 

doi:  10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497 

Baxter, L. A., & Wilmot, W. W. (1985). Taboo topics in close relationships. Journal of Social  

and Personal Relationships, 2, 253-269. doi: 10.1177/0265407585023002 

Bookwala, J., & Zdaniuk, B. (1998). Adult attachment styles and aggressive behavior within  

dating relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 15, 175-190. doi:  

10.1177/0265407598152003 

Booth-Butterfield, S., & Booth-Butterfield, M. (1991). Individual differences in the  

Communication of humorous messages. Southern Communication Journal, 56, 32–40. 

doi: 10.1080/10417949109372831 

Brown, P. B., & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage.  



  Binge drinking  26 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge. 

Bui, K. T., Peplau, L. A., & Hill, C. T. (1996). Testing the Rusbult model of relationship  

commitment and stability in a 15-year study of heterosexual couples. Personality and  

Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 1244–1257. doi: 10.1177/01461672962212005 

Caughlin, J. P., & Malis, R. S. (2004). Demand/withdraw communication between parents and  

adolescents: Connections with self-esteem and substance abuse. Journal of Social and  

Personal Relationships, 21, 125-148. doi: 10.1177/0265407504039843  

Centers for Disease Control (2014). Fact Sheet – Binge Drinking. Retrieved September 29, 2014  

from http://www.cdc.gov/alcohol/fact-sheets/binge-drinking.htm 

Cloven, D. H., & Roloff, M. E. (1993). The chilling effect of aggressive potential on the 

expression of complaints in intimate relationships. Communication Monographs, 60, 

199-219. doi: 10.1080/03637759309376309 

Conner, A. E., Miller, M. M., & Brannon, L. A. (2014). A test of the automaticity assumption of 

 compliance tactics: Discouraging undergraduate binge drinking by appealing to  

consistency and reciprocity. Communication Quarterly, 62, 269-284. doi: 

10.1080/01463373.2014.911763 

Critchfield, K. L., Levy, K. N., Clarkin, J. F., & Kernberg, O F. (2008). The relational context of  

aggression in Borderline Personality Disorder: Using adult attachment style to predict  

forms of hostility. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 64, 67-82. doi: 10.1002/jclp.20434 

Dailey, R. M., Lee, C. M., & Spitzberg, B. H. (2007). Communicative aggression: Toward a  

more interactional view of psychological abuse. In B. H. Spitzberg & W. R. Cupach’s 

(Eds.), The Dark Side of Interpersonal Communication (pp. 297-326). Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Earlbaum. 



  Binge drinking  27 

Dainton, M., & Gross, J. (2008). The use of negative behaviors to maintain  

relationships. Communication Research Reports, 25, 179-191. doi: 

 10.1080/08824090802237600 

DiPaola, B. M., Roloff, M. E., & Peters, K. M. (2010). College students’ expectations of conflict 

intensity: A self-fulfilling prophecy. Communication Quarterly, 58, 59–76. 

doi: 10.1080/01463370903532245 

Dindia, K., & Canary, D. S. (1993). Definitions and theoretical perspectives on maintaining  

relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 10, 163-173. 

doi: 10.1177/026540759301000201 

Doss, B. D., Simpson, L. E., & Christensen, A. (2004). Why do couples seek marital therapy?  

Professional Psychology, 35, 608-614. doi: 10.1037/0735-7028.35.6.608 

Dunleavy, K. N., & Booth-Butterfield, M. (2008). Chilling effects and binge drinking in platonic  

and romantic relationships. Human Communication, 11, 39-51. 

Dutton, D. G., Saunders, K., Starzomski, A., & Bartholomew, K. (1994). Intimacy-anger and  

insecure attachment as precursors of abuse in intimate relationships. Journal of Applied  

Social Psychology, 24, 1367-1386. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.1994.tb01554.x 

Finzi, R., Ram, A., Har-Evan, D., Schnit, D., & Weizman, A. (2001). Attachment styles and  

aggression in physically abused and neglected children. Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, 30, 769-786. doi: 10.1023/A:1012237813771 

Fischer, J. L., Fitzpatrick, J., Cleveland, B., Lee, J., McKnight, A., & Miller, B. (2005). Binge 

 drinking in the context of romantic relationships. Addictive Behaviors, 30, 1496-1516. 

 doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2005.03.004 

Foran, H. M., & O’Leary, K. D. (2008). Alcohol and intimate partner violence: A meta-analytic 



  Binge drinking  28 

 review. Clinical Psychology Review, 28, 1222– 1234. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2008.05.001 

Goodboy, A. K., & Bolkan, S. (2011). Attachment and the use of negative relational  

maintenance behaviors in romantic relationships. Communication Research Reports, 28,  

327-336. doi: 10.1080/08824096.2011.616244 

Goodboy, A. K., Myers, S. A., & Members of Investigating Communication (2010). Relational  

 quality indicators and love styles as predictors of negative relational maintenance  

behaviors in romantic relationships. Communication Research Reports, 23, 65-78. 

doi: 10.1080/08934215.2010.511397 

Hall, J. H., Fals-Stewart, W., & Fincham, F. D. (2008). Risky sexual behavior among married 

 alcoholic men. Journal of Family Psychology, 22, 287–292. doi: 10.1037/0893- 

3200.22.2.287 

Halford, W. K., Bouma, R. O., Kelly, A., & Young, R. McD. (1999). The interaction of 

 individual psychopathology and marital problems: Current findings and clinical 

 implications. Behavior Modification, 23, 179– 216. doi: 10.1177/0145445599232001 

Halford, W. K., Sanders, M. R., & Behrens, B. C. (2001). Can skills training prevent 

relationship problems in at-risk couples? Four-year effects of a behavioral relationship 

education program. Journal of Family Psychology, 15, 750-768. doi:  

10.1037/0893-3200.15.4.750 

Honeycutt, J. (2008, November). Imagined interactions as a partial mediator between verbal  

aggression and physical abuse. Paper Presented at the annual meeting of the National  

Communication Association, San Diego, CA. 

Horan, S. M. (in press). Physical and social attractiveness. In C. Berger and M. Roloff’s (Eds.),  

International Encyclopedia of interpersonal communication.  



  Binge drinking  29 

Horan, S. M. (2014, November). Further understanding sexual communication: Honesty,  

deception, safety, and risk. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National  

Communication Association, Chicago, IL. 

Horan, S. M., Bochantin, J., & Booth-Butterfield, M. (2012). Humor in high stress relationships: 

Understanding communication in police officers’ romantic relationships. Communication 

Studies, 63, 554-573. doi: 10.1080/10510974.2011.633297 

Horan, S. M., & Booth-Butterfield, M. (2010). Investing in affection: An investigation of  

affection exchange theory and relational qualities. Communication Quarterly, 58, 394- 

413. doi: 10.1080/01463373.2010.524876 

Horan, S. M., Guinn, T., & Banghart, S. (in press). Understanding relationships among the Dark 

 Triad personality profile and romantic partners’ conflict communication. Communication 

 Quarterly. 

Infante, D. A., Sabourin, T. C., Rudd, J. E., & Shannon, E. A. (1990). Verbal aggression violent  

and nonviolent marital disputes. Communication Quarterly, 38, 361-371 

doi: 10.1080/01463379009369773 

La Guardia J. G. (2012). Matters of the heart: Couples’ adjustment to life following a health  

crisis. In L. Campbell, J. G. La Guardia, J. M. Olson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds), The science 

of the couple: The Ontario Symposium Volume 12 (pp. 183-205). Psychology Press, New 

York. 

Lederman, L. C., Stewart, L. P., Goodhart, F. W., & Laitman, L. (2003). A case against “binge” 

 as the term of choice: Convincing college students to personalize messages about  

 dangerous drinking. Journal of Health Communication, 8, 79-91.  

 doi: 10.1080/10810730305734 



  Binge drinking  30 

Leonard, K. E. ( 2008). The role of drinking patterns and acute intoxication in violent 

 interpersonal behaviors. In Alcohol and violence: Exploring patterns and responses (pp. 

 29– 55). Washington, DC: International Center for Alcohol Policies. 

Leonard, K. E., & Roberts, L. J. (1998). The effects of alcohol on the marital interactions of 

aggressive and nonaggressive husbands and their wives. Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology, 107, 602-615. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.107.4.602 

Marshall, 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 

Moos, R. H., Finney, J. W., & Cronkite, R. C. (1990). Alcoholism treatment: Context, 

 process and outcome. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Morr, M. C., & Mongeau, P. A. (2004). First-Date expectations: The impact of sex of initiator, 

alcohol consumption, and relationship type. Communication Research, 31, 3-35. 

doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2003.09.002 

Murphy, C. M., & Ting, L. ( 2010). The effects of treatment for substance use problems on 

 intimate partner violence: A review of empirical data. Aggression and Violent 

 Behavior, 15, 325– 333. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2010.01.006 

National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (2014). Beyond hangovers: Understanding 

 alcohol's impact on your health. Retrieved September 29, 2014 from  

 http://pubs.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/Hangovers/beyondHangovers.pdf  

Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The Dark Triad of personality: Narcissism, 

Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Journal of Research in Personality, 36, 556-563. 

doi: 10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6  

Roberto, A. J., Carlyle, K. E., & Goodall, C. E. (2007). Communication and corporal  



  Binge drinking  31 

punishment: The relationship between self-report verbal and physical aggression. 

Communication Research Reports, 24, 103-111. doi: 10.1080/08824090701304741 

Romo, L. K. (2012). “Above the influence”: How college students communicate about the health  

deviance of alcohol abstinence. Health Communication, 27, 672-681. doi:  

10.1080/10410236.2011.629409 

Rusbult, C. E. (1980). Commitment and satisfaction in romantic associations: A test of the  

investment model. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 16, 172–186. doi: 

10.1016/0022-1031(80)90007-4 

Rusbult, C. E. (1983). A longitudinal test of the investment model: The development (and  

deterioration) of satisfaction and commitment in heterosexual involvements. Journal of  

Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 101–117. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.45.1.101 

Rusbult, C. E., Martz, J. M., & Agnew, C. R. (1998). The investment model scale: Measuring 

commitment level, satisfaction level, quality of alternative, and investment size. Personal

 Relationships, 5, 357–391. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6811.1998.tb00177.x 

Samp, J. A., & Monohan, J. L. (2009). Alcohol-influenced nonverbal behaviors during  

discussions about a relationship problem. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 33, 193-211. 

doi: 10.1007/s10919-009-0069-y 

Samp, J. A., & Monohan, J. L. (2011). Communicating about a relational problem  

while (not) intoxicated: Influences on goal judgments and message features. 

Communication Studies, 62, 328-348. doi: 10.1080/10510974.2010.550667 

Schutz, W. (1958). FIRO: A three-dimensional theory of interpersonal behavior. New York: 

Rinehart. 

Stafford, L., & Canary, D. J. (1991). Maintenance strategies and romantic relationship type,  



  Binge drinking  32 

gender, and relational characteristics. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 8, 

217-242. doi: 10.1177/0265407591082004 

Stappenbeck, C. A., & Fromme, K. (2010). A longitudinal investigation of heavy drinking and  

physical dating violence in men and women. Addictive Behaviors, 35, 479-485. doi:  

10.1016/j.addbeh.2009.12.027 

Testa, M., & Derrick, J. L. (2014). A daily process examination of the temporal association 

 between alcohol use and verbal and physical aggression in community 

 couples. Psychology of addictive behaviors, 28, 127. doi: 10.1037/a0032988 

Van Hasselt, V., Morrison, R., & Bellack, A. (1985). Alcohol use in wife abusers and their 

 spouses. Addictive Behaviors, 10, 127– 135. doi: 10.1016/0306-4603(85)90018-8 

Wrench, J. S. (2002). The impact of sexual orientation and temperament on physical and verbal 

 aggression. Journal of Intercultural Communication Research, 31, 85-106.  



  Binge drinking  33 

Table 1:  Partners’ Alcohol Consumption  

Alcohol Consumption Male Partners Female Partners Total 

Does Not Consume Alcohol 5 14 19 

Less Than One Week 21 49 79 

Once Per Week 6 21 27 

Twice Per Week 9 25 34 

Three Times Per Week 5 11 16 

Four or More Times Per 

Week  

0 3 3 

Total 46 123 169 

*One participant did not report the sex of their partner. 
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Table 2 
    
Binge Drinking 
Behaviors  
 
 
Outcomes 

Self Binge/ 

Partner Binge 

Self Binge/ 

Partner 
No Binge 

Self No 
Binge/ 

Partner 
Binge 

Self No Binge/ 

Partner No 
Binge 

Satisfaction  M = 27.31 

SD = 5.37 

M = 26.51 

SD = 6.89 

M = 23.14 

SD = 7.45 

M = 29.34 
SD = 6.29 

Commitment  M = 40.91 
SD = 6.07 

M = 40.14 

SD = 9.18 

M = 36.59 

SD = 10.11 
M = 43.00 

SD = 7.07 

Hostility M = 10.13 

SD = 5.10 

M = 9.45  

SD = 5.14 

M = 11.62  

SD = 6.00 

M = 9.02 

SD = 4.76 

Intensity 
M = 19.97 

SD = 5.89 
M = 19.97 

SD = 6.5 

M = 21.9 

SD = 5.39 

M = 17.61 

  SD = 5.73 

Control Total M = 7.47 

SD = 3.05 

M = 6.59 

SD = 2.13 

M = 8.97 

SD = 4.14 

M = 6.94 

SD = 2.41 

Object Violence Total  
M = 8.56 

SD = 4.12 
M =  M = 6.86 

SD = 4.12 

M = 10.28 

SD = 3.12 

M = 7.29 

SD = 3.98 
Physical confrontation 

M = 12.22 

SD = 3.92 

M = 10.3 

SD = 3.42 

M = 14.45 

SD = 5.54 

M = 11.44 

SD = 4.94 
 


