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REPORT

Similarity in romantic couples’ drinking motivations and drinking behaviors

Ivy-Lee L. Kehayes, BSca, Sean P. Mackinnon, PhDa, Simon B. Sherry, PhDa, Kenneth E. Leonard, PhDc,
and Sherry H. Stewart, PhDa,b

aDepartment of Psychology and Neuroscience, Dalhousie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada; bDepartment of Psychiatry, Dalhousie University,
Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada; cResearch Institute on Addictions, University at Buffalo, Buffalo, New York, USA

ABSTRACT
Background: Research suggests that enhancement, conformity, social, coping-with-anxiety, and coping-
with-depression drinking motives are linked to specific drinking outcomes in a theoretically expected
manner. Social learning theory suggests that people who spend more time together emulate each other’s
behavior to acquire reinforcing outcomes. The present study sought to integrate drinking motives theory
and social learning theory to investigate similarity in drinking behaviors and drinking motives in romantic
couples. We hypothesized that couples would be more similar than chance in their drinking behaviors and
motives. We also hypothesized that demographics reflecting time around and interactions with romantic
partners (e.g., days spent drinking together) would positively correlate with similarity in drinking behaviors
and motivations. Methods: The present study tested hypotheses in 203 romantic couples. Participants
completed a Timeline Follow-Back measure and the Modified Drinking Motives Questionnaire—Revised to
track their alcohol use and drinking motives. Similarity profiles were calculated using McCrae’s (J Pers
Assess. 2008;90:105–109) coefficient of profile agreement, rpa. Results: Couples were more similar in their
drinking behavioral and motivational profiles than could be explained by chance. Days spent drinking
together and days with face-to-face contact predicted increased similarity in drinking behavior profiles,
but not similarity in drinking motives profiles. Conclusions: Results are partially consistent with social
learning theory and suggest that social influences within couples could be important intervention targets
to prevent escalations in drinking.
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Introduction

Drinking motives theory suggests that individuals drink to
achieve desired outcomes, and each of the 5 drinking motives
(i.e., social, conformity, enhancement, coping-with-anxiety,
and coping-with-depression) predict different patterns of alco-
hol use and alcohol-related problems.1,2 Although research
links drinking motives to alcohol use and problems,3 few stud-
ies have examined drinking motives within a social context.4

We examined the impact romantic partners have on both
drinking behavior and motives.

Romantic couples are similar in many different domains.5–7

One of the processes that influences similarity within a couple
is socialization, where individuals become more similar to
others in their social network over time. Socialization can be
explained by social learning theory; when we observe the moti-
vations and behaviors of others that are reinforced, we adopt
those motivations and behaviors ourselves.8,9 The more time
members of a couple spend together, the more likely they are to
emulate their partner’s behavior.5,6,10 Roberts and Leonard11

suggest that couples engage in a “drinking partnership,” where
one partner’s drinking levels affect the other’s in a reciprocal
fashion. As evidence of this, romantic partners influence each
others’ heavy episodic drinking over periods up to 3 years,

suggesting that heavy drinking should be considered a couples’
issue instead of just an individual issue.12 Drinking partner-
ships have also been associated with relationship satisfaction,
with heavy drinking couples typically reporting less satisfac-
tion13 and increased intimate partner violence.14 Moreover, dis-
crepancy in drinking within couples is associated with more
alcohol-related problems and consequences over time.15

Although socialization seems to influence drinking behav-
iors among couples,7 the influence of romantic relationships on
emerging adults’ drinking motives is unstudied. One study of
peer influence found that drinking motives (enhancement, con-
formity, coping, and social) in 12- to 18-year-old students were
positively associated with classmates’ motives,16 suggesting
transmission via peer social influence. Drinking motives are
theorized to be the most proximal influence on drinking behav-
ior and are the route by which other more distal influences
(e.g., peers) predict alcohol consumption.1,17 It is important to
investigate how motives can be influenced by others, since they
have a direct impact on heavy drinking behavior and alcohol-
related problems. If similar drinking motives are found within
couples, this would suggest that risky drinking motives should
be targeted in treatment at the couple level instead of only at
the individual level.

CONTACT Ivy-Lee L. Kehayes, BSc ivy-lee.kehayes@dal.ca Department of Psychology and Neuroscience, Dalhousie University, Life Sciences Centre, 1355 Oxford
Street, PO Box 15000, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, B3H 4R2.

Supplemental data for this article can be accessed on the publisher’s website.
© 2017 Taylor & Francis Group, LLC

SUBSTANCE ABUSE
2017, VOL. 38, NO. 4, 488–492
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2017.1355869

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
al

ho
us

ie
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

] 
at

 0
8:

44
 2

3 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 

https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/08897077.2017.1355869&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2017-10-04
mailto:ivy-lee.kehayes@dal.ca
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2017.1355869
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2017.1355869


Given previous research showing the importance of drinking
behavior in romantic couples,11,13–15 we investigated whether
couples are similar in drinking behaviors and as well as drink-
ing motivations. Although drinking behavior similarity has
been investigated in couples, prior research largely focuses on
the outcomes associated with increased similarity (e.g.,
increased relationship satisfaction)18 and less on predictors of
couples’ similarity. Four variables reflecting time spent together
were explored as predictors of similarity: cohabitation status,
relationship length, days/week with face-to-face contact, and
days/week spent drinking together. Based on social learning
theory, we hypothesized that romantic partners would be more
similar to each other in their drinking behaviors and drinking
motivations than expected by chance. Further, we hypothesized
that the predictors listed above would be positively related to
couples’ drinking behavior and motive similarity. Finally, we
predicted that similarity in drinking motives and drinking
behaviors would be positively related, given that arguments
that social influences on behavior may be mediated through
social influences on motives.9

Methods

Participants

Romantic dyads were recruited in 2 samples (N1 D 101 cou-
ples; N2 D 102 couples), both recruited from the community
and via the university’s psychology research pool using simi-
lar recruitment strategies. Data from both samples were
combined. The combined sample consisted of 203 couples
(187 [92%] heterosexual, 14 [7%] same-sex female, 2 [1%]
same-sex male). Participants’ mean age was 22.6 (SD D 5.5)
years. Most were students (59.2%) and Caucasian (83.5%).
Couples were in a relationship for an average of 2.3 years
(SD D 2.4) and had frequent face-to-face contact with their
partner (M D 6.2, SD D 1.4 days/week); 91.6% were dating
and 8.4% were married. Two research papers have been pub-
lished from this data set. One examined dyadic conflict, cop-
ing, and alcohol-related problems.19 The other examined
perfectionism, conflict, and well-being.20

Materials

Demographic questionnaire
This questionnaire assessed participants’ demographic charac-
teristics (e.g., age, sex) and details about their relationship
length, whether they were cohabitating (yes/no), and how
many days they had face-to-face contact with their partner
over the past week.

Modified Drinking Motives Questionnaire—Revised
(Modified DMQ-R)
Drinking motives were measured once a week for 4 weeks using
the 28-item Modified DMQ-R, 7-day version.19 The DMQ-R is
a self-report measure with 5 subscales: coping-with-anxiety,
coping-with-depression, enhancement, conformity, and social
motives. When averaged across all 4 weeks, internal consisten-
cies (as) ranged from good to excellent (.80 [coping-with-anxi-
ety] to .95 [coping-with-depression]).

Self-administered Timeline Follow-Back (STLFB)
Alcohol consumption was measured using the STLFB once a
week for 4 weeks.21 The STLFB is a self-report calendar used to
track alcohol intake over the past 7 days. Participants indicated
the days they drank, how many standard alcoholic beverages
(i.e., 14 g pure alcohol)22 they had that day, and with whom
they drank. STLFB data were used to calculate quantity of
drinks consumed per occasion, number of drinking days, and
days spent drinking with their partner.

Binge drinking
Binge drinking was measured once a week for 4 weeks in a
manner consistent with published recommendations.23 The
scale, which has been used previously,24 asked: “During the
past 7 days, how often did you have 5 (men)/4 (women) or
more drinks containing any kind of alcohol within a 2-hour
period?”

Procedure

All procedures were approved by a university research ethics
board. Sample 1 participants completed paper and pencil ques-
tionnaires in the laboratory; Sample 2 participants completed
all follow-up surveys online at home. The change in methodol-
ogy from Sample 1 to Sample 2 was implemented to increase
retention. Both samples were recruited from the community
via posters, online advertisements, and the psychology research
participant pool. Couples were recruited for both samples only
if (a) they were in a current romantic relationship and (b) each
partner drank at least 12 alcoholic drinks in the past year. These
criteria were used to ensure that all couples were engaging in
drinking behavior and were actively in a relationship.20 Partici-
pants recruited in Sample 2 were also required to have regular
Internet access at home to complete the follow-up surveys
online. Couples provided informed consent and completed
questionnaires online or in the laboratory once a week over 4
consecutive weeks. Retention rates were high across waves 2
(89.2%), 3 (82.7%), and 4 (82.1%), with 81.8% of participants
completing all 4 waves. At study completion, participants were
debriefed and provided course credit or monetary
compensation.

Data analytic strategy

Due to the short, 1-week time lags, we did not expect much
change in drinking behavior or motivations over time. All anal-
yses utilized variables that were aggregated across the 4 study
weeks. Thus, although we did not assess longitudinal changes,
we did use all available data to reduce measurement error. Sim-
ilarity profiles were calculated for drinking behavior and
motives using the coefficient of profile agreement rpa,

25 which
is sensitive to the distance between 2 scores and the extreme-
ness of their means.25–27 This coefficient allows researchers to
create a profile of similarity where multiple variables are com-
bined into an overall similarity construct. The rpa profile values
can range from ¡1 to C1, with positive numbers indicating
that couples are more similar and negative numbers indicating
that they are less similar. Two separate similarity profiles were
calculated for each dyad. The first profile was composed
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of 3 measurements of drinking behavior: Frequency of days
spent drinking, quantity of alcohol consumed, and frequency
of binge drinking. The second profile was composed of subscale
totals for all 5 drinking motives. Bivariate correlations were cal-
culated to test potential predictors of similarity within couples.
One-sample t tests were calculated in order to test if similarity
profiles were greater than expected by chance (i.e., 0). Robust
95% confidence intervals (CIs) were calculated for t tests and
correlations using bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrapping
with 5000 resamples using SPSS 22 software (IBM, Armonk,
NY).

Results

After averaging across 4 weeks, 2 variables had missing data:
drinking motive similarity (9.85%) and relationship length
(5.42%). Missing data were handled with listwise deletion,
resulting in 183 couples for the 1-sample t tests and 175 couples
for the bivariate correlations. One-sample t tests demonstrated
that couples were more similar in their drinking motivations
and behaviors than expected by chance. The similarity profile
for drinking behavior was positive (M D .52, SD D .25) and sig-
nificantly greater than zero, t(182) D 28.23, P < .001, 95% CI
rpa [.48, .55], d D 2.09. The drinking motive similarity profile
was also positive (M D .25, SD D .36) and significantly greater
than zero, t(182) D 9.58, P < .001, 95% CI rpa [.20, .30],
dD 0.71. Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations
appear in Table 1. Supplementary Table 1 contains detailed
descriptive statistics and may be accessed online. Most variables
were correlated in the expected manner. All 4 predictors were
significantly correlated with one another, save days spent
drinking together with relationship length. Partially consistent
with hypotheses, drinking behavior similarity was correlated
with both days spent drinking together and days with face-to-
face contact. Contrary to hypotheses, drinking motive similar-
ity was unrelated to all 4 predictors. Also contrary to expecta-
tion, drinking motive similarity was unrelated to drinking
behavior similarity.

Discussion

Given previous research on the importance of alcohol con-
sumption in romantic relationships,11,13–15 the present study
sought to investigate similarity of both drinking behavior and
drinking motivations in romantic couples. Results suggested
that couples are more similar in their drinking behavior profiles
than expected by chance, consistent with prior research on

alcohol consumption similarity in couples.7,28,29 Our study
employed a novel measurement of drinking behavior similarity
that combined binge drinking, alcohol quantity, and frequency
of drinking days into a single drinking profile. Conversely,
other studies that found discrepant drinking among partners
only used drinks consumed.29 Individuals may be more likely
to adopt the overall drinking pattern their partner is modeling
instead of their alcohol quantity specifically. Couples were also
more similar than chance in their drinking motives. This result
contributes to the drinking motives literature by drawing atten-
tion to social, rather than individual (e.g., personality), determi-
nants of drinking motives. Thus, our study adds to the
emerging literature on social influence in drinking motives16,30

and suggests that couples are similar not only in their drinking
behaviors, but also in their reasons for drinking.

Drinking behavior similarity was positively correlated with
both days spent drinking together and days spent with face-to-
face contact, but not with cohabitation status or relationship
length. This is partially consistent with predictions, as the more
time couples spent in contexts where they could observe one
another’s drinking, the more similar they were in their overall
drinking behaviors.9 Unexpectedly, drinking behavior similar-
ity was not associated with drinking motive similarity. Thus,
the influence partners have on each other’s drinking behavior
patterns is likely context driven (i.e., time spent drinking
together as a drinking context) and not motivationally driven.
Although couples were similar in their drinking motive profiles,
drinking motive similarity was not significantly correlated with
any predictor. It is possible that there are social learning influ-
ences on specific motives (e.g., external, rather than internal
motives).1 This distinction is not captured with our overall
motives similarity profile—and, indeed, is not possible to exam-
ine with this approach. Future research should investigate simi-
larity in specific motives to better examine this possibility.
Further, although the correlational results are inconsistent with
a social learning explanation for similarity in couples’ drinking
motive profiles, it is possible that individuals may have selected
a partner with similar drinking motives at the onset of their
relationship.

We were unable to tease apart socialization versus selection
effects (i.e., the process whereby individuals choose others who
match their own individual characteristics) because we did not
assess drinking motives or drinking behaviors in individuals
prior to their relationship formation.6 We also did not model
change over time, so we could not speak to issues of causality.
However, we improved on typical cross-sectional designs by
using repeated-measures to reduce measurement error. Finally,

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations.

Variable M SD Possible range 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Drinking behavior similarity 0.52 0.24 ¡1–1 — .11 [¡.04, .25] .29 [.16, .40] .17 [.03, .32] .02 [¡.14, .17] .06 [¡.09, .21]
2. Drinking motive similarity 0.25 0.36 ¡1–1 — .10 [¡.05, .24] ¡.04 [¡.17, .10] .03 [¡.11, .15] ¡.03 [¡.18, .12]
3. Days spent drinking together 1.30 1.17 0–7 — .31 [.21, .40] .09 [¡.06, .25] .24 [.10, .37]
4. Days with face-to-face contact 6.02 1.31 0–7 — .22 [.12, .31] .55 [.45, .64]
5. Relationship length (years) 2.37 2.45 — — .32 [.23, .42]
6. Cohabitation status 0.47 0.50 0 or 1 —

Note. Cohabitation status was coded as “0” indicating no cohabitation and “1” indicating cohabitation, with the presented mean indicating the proportion of couples that
were cohabitating (i.e., married or dating and cohabitating). All correlations were performed using Pearson’s r. Confidence intervals are based on 5000 bootstrapped
resamples. Bolded correlations are significant (i.e., do not contain zero within their confidence interval).
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our sample mainly consisted of young, dating, student couples,
so results may not generalize to other dyads (e.g., older married
couples, peer dyads).

The similarity found in couples’ drinking behavior and
motive profiles highlights the importance for clinicians to
address alcohol use concerns within couples as well as
within the individual. Behavioral couples therapy has been
shown to improve relationship functioning and produce
greater abstinence from alcohol than individual-based treat-
ment.31 Our results further highlight the importance of
addressing an individual’s social network when attempting
to lower risky drinking behavior and motives. Overall, our
results provide novel evidence of similarity in drinking
motive profiles within romantic couples and provide incen-
tive for research clarifying the mechanisms and consequen-
ces of such motives similarity in dyads.

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank Megan Cowie, Dylan Samson, Laura
Lambe, Marla Korecky, Matthew Orr, Dana Song, Madeline Park, Lois
Cartwright, Kevin Cox, Pam Collins, and Jennifer Swansburg for their
research assistance.

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest.

Funding

Funding for this study was provided by the Dalhousie University Depart-
ment of Psychiatry Research Fund and an Insight Grant from the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC; grant 435-
2015-17). Both funding sources had no role in the study design; collection,
analysis, or interpretation of the data; writing the manuscript; or the deci-
sion to submit the manuscript for publication.

Author contributions

Authors Sherry Stewart, Simon Sherry, Sean Mackinnon, and Kenneth
Leonard conceptualized and designed the study. Ivy-Lee Kehayes was
involved in the collection of the data and wrote the manuscript. Ivy-Lee
Kehayes and Sean Mackinnon conducted the statistical analysis and inter-
pretation. Kenneth Leonard, Simon Sherry, Sherry Stewart, and Sean
Mackinnon aided in all revisions of the manuscript. All authors contrib-
uted to and have approved the final manuscript.

References

[1] Cooper M. Motivations for alcohol use among adolescents: develop-
ment and validation of a four-factor model. Psychol Assess.
1994;6:117–128.

[2] Grant V, Stewart S, O’Connor R, Blackwell E, Conrod P. Psychomet-
ric evaluation of the five-factor Modified Drinking Motives Ques-
tionnaire—Revised in undergraduates. Addict Behav. 2007;32:2611–
2632. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2007.07.004

[3] Cooper M, Kuntsche E, Levitt A, Barber L, Wolf S. Motivational
models of substance use: A review of theory and research on motives
for using alcohol, marijuana, and tobacco. In: Sher K, ed. The Oxford
Handbook of Substance Use and Substance Use Disorders. Vol. 1.
New York, NY, US: Oxford University Press; 2016:375–421.

[4] Homish G, Leonard K. The drinking partnership and marital satis-
faction: the longitudinal influence of discrepant drinking. J Consult
Clin Psychol. 2007;75:43–51. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.75.1.43.

[5] Ask H, Rognmo K, Torvik F, Røysamb E, Tambs K. Non-random
mating and convergence over time for alcohol consumption,

smoking, and exercise: the Nord-Trøndelag Health Study. Behav
Genet. 2012;42:354–365. doi: 10.1007/s1519-011-9509-7

[6] McPherson M, Smith-Lovin L, Cook J. Birds of a feather: homophily
in social networks. Annu Rev Sociol. 2001;27:415–444. doi: 10.1146/
annurev.soc.27.1.415.

[7] Stimpson J, Masel M, Rudkin L, Peek M. Shared health behaviors
among older Mexican American spouses. Am J Health Behav.
2006;30:495–502.

[8] Akers RL. Deviant Behavior: A Social Learning Approach. 2nd ed.
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth; 1985.

[9] Bandura A. Social Learning Theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall; 1977.

[10] Bove C, Sobal J, Rauschenbach B. Food choices among newly married
couples: convergence, conflict, individualism, and projects. Appetite.
2003;40:25–41. doi: 10.1016/S0195-6663(02)00147-2

[11] Roberts LJ, Leonard KE. An empirical typology of drinking partner-
ships and their relationship to marital functioning and drinking con-
sequences. J Marriage Fam. 1998;60:515–526. doi: 10.2307/353866

[12] Bartel SJ, Sherry SB, Molnar DS, et al. Do romantic partners influ-
ence each other’s heavy episodic drinking? Support for the partner
influence hypothesis in a three-year longitudinal study. Addict Behav.
2017;69:55–58. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2017.01.020

[13] Linden-Carmichael AN, Lau-Barraco C, Kelley ML. College student
dating partner drinking profiles: differences in relationship function-
ing and relationship-specific alcohol expectancies. Subst Use Misuse.
2016;51:840–852. doi: 10.3109/10826084.2016.1155613

[14] Wiersma JD, Cleveland HH, Herrera V, Fischer JL. Intimate partner
violence in young adult dating, cohabitating, and married drinking
partnerships. J Marriage Fam. 2010;72:360–374. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-
3737.2010.00705.x

[15] Wiersma JD, Fischer JL. Young adult drinking partnerships:
alcohol-related consequences and relationship problems six years
later. J Stud Alcohol Drugs. 2014;75:704–712. doi: 10.15288/
jsad.2014.75.704

[16] Kuntsche E, Stewart S. Why my classmates drink: drinking motives
of classroom peers as predictors of individual drinking motives and
alcohol use in adolescence: a mediational model. J Health Psychol.
2009;14:536–546. doi: 10.1177/1359105309103573

[17] Kuntsche E, von Fischer M, Gmel G. Personality factors and alcohol
use: a mediator analysis of drinking motives. Pers Individ Dif.
2008;45:796–800. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2008.08.009

[18] Roberts L, Leonard K. An empirical typology of drinking partner-
ships and their relationship to marital functioning and drinking con-
sequences. J Marriage Fam. 1998;60:515–526

[19] Lambe L, Mackinnon S, Stewart S. Dyadic conflict, drinking to cope,
and alcohol-related problems: a psychometric study and longitudinal
actor–partner interdependence model. J Fam Psychol. 2015;29:697–
707. doi: 10.1037/fam0000098

[20] Mackinnon SP, Kehayes IL, Leonard KE, Fraser R, Stewart SH. Per-
fectionistic concerns, social negativity, and subjective well-being: A test of
the social disconnection model. J Pers. 2017;85:326–34. doi:10.1111/
jopy.12243

[21] Collins R, Kashdan T, Koutsky J, Morsheimer E, Vetter C. A self-
administered Timeline Followback to measure variations in underage
drinkers’ alcohol intake and binge drinking. Addict Behav.
2008;33:196–200. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2007.07.001

[22] National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism. What is a stan-
dard drink? https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/alcohol-health/overview-alco
hol-consumption/what-standard-drink. Published 2003. Accessed
August 2015.

[23] National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism. Recommended
Alcohol Questions. https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/research/guidelines-
and-resources/recommended-alcohol-questions. Published 2003.
Accessed August 2016.

[24] Mackinnon S, Sherry S, McGrath D, et al. Reformulating and testing
the perfectionism model of binge eating among undergraduate
women: a short-term, three-wave longitudinal study. J Couns Psy-
chol. 2011;58:630–646. doi: 10.1037/a0025068

[25] McCrae R. A note on some measures of profile agreement. J Pers
Assess. 2008;90:105–109. doi: 10.1080/00223890701845104

SUBSTANCE ABUSE 491

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
al

ho
us

ie
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

] 
at

 0
8:

44
 2

3 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2007.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.75.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1519-011-9509-7
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0195-6663(02)00147-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/353866
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2017.01.020
https://doi.org/10.3109/10826084.2016.1155613
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00705.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00705.x
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2014.75.704
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2014.75.704
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105309103573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000098
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12243
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2007.07.001
https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/alcohol-health/overview-alcohol-consumption/what-standard-drink
https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/alcohol-health/overview-alcohol-consumption/what-standard-drink
https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/research/guidelines-and-resources/recommended-alcohol-questions
https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/research/guidelines-and-resources/recommended-alcohol-questions
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025068
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223890701845104


[26] Furler K, Gomez V, Grob A. Personality perceptions and relationship
satisfaction in couples. J Res Pers. 2014;50:33–41. doi: 10.1016/j.
jrp.2014.02.003

[27] McCrae R. Agreement of personality profiles across observers.Multi-
var Behav Res. 1993;28:25–40. doi: 10.1207/s15327906mbr2801_2

[28] McLeod J. Spouse concordance for alcohol dependence and heavy
drinking: evidence from a community sample. Alcohol Clin Exp Res.
1993;17:1146–1155.

[29] Kolonel L, Lee J. Husband-wife correspondence in smoking, drinking
and dietary habits. Am J Clin Nutr. 1981;34:99–104.

[30] Hussong A. Social influences in motivated drinking among college
students. Psychol Addict Behav. 2003;17:142–150. doi: 10.1037/0893-
164X.17.2.142s10896-005-9003-1

[31] O’Farrell T, Clements K. Review of outcome research on marital and
family therapy in treatment for alcoholism. J Marital Fam Ther.
2012;38:122–144. doi: 10.1111/j.1752-0606.2011.00242.x

492 I.-L. L. KEHAYES ET AL.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
al

ho
us

ie
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

] 
at

 0
8:

44
 2

3 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr2801_2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-164X.17.2.142s10896-005-9003-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-164X.17.2.142s10896-005-9003-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2011.00242.x

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials
	Demographic questionnaire
	Modified Drinking Motives Questionnaire-Revised (Modified DMQ-R)
	Self-administered Timeline Follow-Back (STLFB)
	Binge drinking

	Procedure
	Data analytic strategy

	Results
	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Author contributions
	References

