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Abstract  

Background: Heavy alcohol consumption and frequent alcohol use are associated with many 

adverse social and physical consequences. The different motivations underlying why people 

drink predict different patterns of alcohol consumption. A drinking buddy (i.e., a friend with 

whom a person drinks alcohol) influences a person’s drinking via social learning, leading to 

escalations in drinking over time. Purpose: Few studies have investigated drinking motives 

among peers and none have studied whether the drinking motives of a drinking buddy can 

influence another person’s drinking behaviour; we sought to fill that gap. Method: Same-sex 

drinking buddies (N = 174; 66.1% female) were assessed once monthly for four months using 

self-report questionnaires. Participants were on average 18.66 years-old (SD = 1.17).  Results: 

Indistinguishable actor-partner interdependence models using multilevel path analysis were 

conducted, with each drinking motive predicting drinking frequency and quantity, respectively. 

There were significant actor effects for social, enhancement, conformity, and coping motives; 

moreover, the enhancement, social, and coping-anxiety motives of the drinking buddy influenced 

the individual’s drinking frequency across the four months of the study. Conversely, only the 

enhancement motives of the buddy predicted drinking quantity in the individual when averaged 

across time. Sex was not a significant moderator of these effects. Importance: When targeting 

risky drinking behaviour in a therapeutic context, assessing and addressing a person’s reasons for 

drinking, as well as their drinking buddy’s reasons for drinking, may reduce the risk of 

escalations in either friend’s drinking frequency over time.  

Keywords: alcohol use; drinking buddies; drinking motives; social learning theory; longitudinal 
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The Influence of Drinking Buddies: A Longitudinal Investigation of Drinking Motivations 

and Drinking Behaviours in Emerging Adults 

Alcohol use is common among young people, with 82.8% of emerging adults (17-25 

years) drinking alcohol in the past year (Health Canada, 2016). Excessive alcohol use peaks 

during this period (Patrick et al., 2019) and is associated with over 200 adverse health 

consequences, including cardiovascular and gastrointestinal diseases, and cancers (World Health 

Organization, 2014). Social costs of alcohol misuse are also high, including damaged 

relationships, violence, and impaired driving (Public Health Agency of Canada, 2016). Alcohol 

consumption has many determinants, including underlying motivations (Cooper, 1994), and the 

social environment (Bandura, 1971). Given the negative outcomes associated with alcohol 

misuse, investigating how such individual and social factors contribute to drinking behaviour is 

crucial.  

Drinking Motives Theory 

According to drinking motives theory (Cox & Klinger, 2004), people drink to achieve 

desired outcomes. Drinking motivations can be described in terms of their valence (i.e., 

positively or negatively reinforcing), and source (i.e., internal or external). Crossing these 

dimensions yields four core drinking motivations: social (positive-external; to increase 

affiliation), conformity (negative-external; to avoid social rejection), enhancement (positive-

internal; to increase positive affect), and coping (negative-internal; to reduce negative affect; 

Cooper, 1994). More recently, Cooper’s (1994) four-factor model of motives was modified 

where the generic coping motive was split into distinct coping-depression and coping-anxiety 

factors (Grant, Stewart, O'Connor, Blackwell, & Conrod, 2007). Some drinking motives are 
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riskier than others in terms of their associations with alcohol outcomes. Enhancement motives 

are the most stable predictors of heavy alcohol consumption (Cooper, 1994). When controlling 

other motives, social motives are modestly associated with drinking quantity and frequency 

(Kuntsche, Knibbe, Gmel, & Engels, 2005). Coping-depression and coping-anxiety motives are 

positively associated with alcohol-related problems (Grant, Stewart, & Mohr, 2009; Grant et al., 

2007). Conformity motives are negatively associated with alcohol frequency/quantity, but 

positively associated with alcohol-related problems (Cooper, Kuntsche, Levitt, Barber, & Wolf, 

2016). Drinking motives are theorized to be the most proximal influence on drinking behaviour 

and are the route by which other more distal variables (e.g., social influences) predict alcohol 

consumption (Cooper, 1994; Kuntsche, von Fischer, & Gmel, 2008). It is therefore important to 

investigate how the motives of others influence individual drinking behaviour since motives have 

a direct impact on individual frequent and heavy drinking behaviour. 

Social Learning Theory 

 Drinking motivations are strong predictors of alcohol use within individuals; the social 

context in which drinking occurs is also highly influential. Alcohol use in emerging adults is 

embedded within a social context (Christiansen, Vik, & Jarchow, 2002); most drinking occurs 

with others. Social learning theory (SLT; Bandura, 1971) proposes individuals observe the 

behaviour of models in their environment and adopt models’ behaviours themselves through 

vicarious reinforcement. Thus, SLT proposes it is not only personally experienced consequences 

that regulate behaviour, but also consequences observed in others (Akers, 1985; Bandura, 1977). 

Similarly, others’ motivations may be inferred and adopted when witnessing the consequences of 

others’ overt behaviour. This theoretical framework suggests emerging adults indirectly learn to 

drink to obtain the same rewards from drinking they have observed among others in their social 
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environment. Thus, it is important to investigate how peers might influence individual drinking 

motives from within a SLT framework to prevent escalations in risky drinking behaviours. 

Why Study Drinking Buddies? 

In emerging adulthood, peer relationships are one of the most influential factors when it 

comes to college drinking (Borsari & Carey, 2001); being surrounded by heavy drinkers 

increases the amount of alcohol a student drinks over time (DeMartini, Prince, & Carey, 2013). It 

might not be the overall network or number of drinkers in the network that results in alcohol use, 

but rather the drinking of particularly influential network members. A “drinking buddy” (i.e., a 

friend with whom one goes drinking; Reifman et al., 2006), may be especially influential with 

respect to emerging adult drinking (Lau-Barraco & Linen, 2014). In fact, heavy drinkers’ social 

networks consist of more drinking buddies than regular drinkers’ networks (Leonard, Kearns, & 

Mudar, 2000). Moreover, the presence of drinking buddies predicts alcohol misuse one year later 

(Reifman et al., 2006) and the number of drinking buddies in the social network predicts heavy 

drinking and alcohol problems over a one year period (Leonard & Homish, 2008). Given peers 

(particularly drinking buddies) influence alcohol consumption, the present study focuses on the 

specific peer relationship of drinking buddies.   

Literature Review 

SLT (Bandura, 1971) predicts that the observation of drinking motives rewarded in 

valued peers would result in adoption of those same motivations, and the behaviours that follow. 

This could occur via active exchange (e.g., a friend verbalizing how alcohol enhances positive 

emotions) or via passive learning (e.g., a person witnesses their friend drink after expressing 

feelings of sadness). Little research has investigated drinking motivations from the perspective of 

SLT. This is an important gap in the literature given how drinking motives are strong predictors 
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of frequent and heavy alcohol use (Cooper et al., 2016). Limited prior work suggests drinking 

motives confer influence via a socialization process. Adolescent drinking motives (enhancement, 

conformity, coping, and social) are positively predicted by classmate drinking motives (Kuntsche 

& Stewart, 2009), demonstrating motives can be transmitted via peer social influence. Moreover, 

a peer group’s drinking motives influence an adolescent’s own drinking motives, which 

subsequently influence that adolescent’s drinking levels (Stewart, Castellanos-Ryan, Vitaro, & 

Conrod, 2014). Hussong (2003) used a 28-day, prospective design in friendship dyads to show 

college students’ alcohol use was influenced by their own drinking motives as well as the 

drinking motives of their friend. Finally, in an emerging adult sample, both an individual’s own 

drinking motives as well as the enhancement, social, and coping-anxiety motives of their 

romantic partner influenced the individual’s alcohol use over a four-week period (Kehayes, 

Mackinnon, Sherry, Leonard, & Stewart, 2019). Moreover, the partner’s positive reinforcement 

motives influenced change in the individual’s positive reinforcement motives, which 

subsequently influenced the individual’s drinking behaviour. Thus, change in drinking 

motivations may be another social influence mechanism. In summary, emerging evidence 

suggests an individual’s drinking behaviours may be influenced by their romantic partner’s or 

peer’s drinking motives through a social learning process.  

Rationale and Gaps in the Literature 

 Given emerging adults drink heavily (Naimi et al., 2003) and experience significant 

alcohol-related problems (Hingson, Zha, & Weitzman, 2009), which are likely socially-driven 

(Lau-Barraco & Linden, 2014), it is important to understand how peer relationships influence 

emerging adults’ alcohol use. Given the importance of both drinking buddies (Lau-Barraco & 

Linden, 2014) and drinking motives (Cooper et al., 2016) on emerging adults’ drinking 
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behaviour, it is important to test if an individual’s drinking behaviour is influenced by their 

drinking buddy’s motivations for alcohol use. By understanding the way drinking buddies 

influence each other’s behaviour, we may be better able to tailor early interventions to reduce 

risky alcohol use within this population. 

Given drinking motive partner effects in romantic couples (Kehayes et al., 2019), it is 

important to extend this to drinking buddies, an influential relationship in emerging adulthood 

(Lau-Barraco & Linden, 2014), while also improving upon the limitations of past research. 

Hussong (2003) investigated social, coping, and enhancement motives and close friends within a 

social context. We extended Hussong’s (2003) work by investigating five distinct drinking 

motives (Grant et al., 2007) in drinking buddies, a relationship that appears to be more influential 

on emerging adult drinking than other peer relationships (Lau-Barraco, Braitman, Leonard, & 

Padilla, 2012). Hussong (2003) utilized a 28-day framework that sampled frequency of drinking 

and problematic use daily; however, daily drinking data were collapsed across the 28 days and 

drinking motives were only measured at baseline. The present study utilized a four-wave, four-

month longitudinal design with motives and drinking behaviour assessed at each wave. We also 

employed actor-partner interdependence models (APIM; Cook & Kenny, 2005) which measure 

both actor effects (i.e., the effect of the individual’s motives on their own drinking behaviour) 

and partner effects (i.e., the effect of the drinking buddy’s motives on the individual’s drinking 

behaviour) and which account for interdependence within dyads. To expand on Hussong’s 

(2003) focus on drinking frequency, we included two distinct measures of drinking behaviour: 

days spent drinking per month (frequency) and the total number of drinks consumed per month 

divided by the number of drinking occasions (quantity). Finally, we investigated whether the 

influence of drinking buddy motives on individual drinking behaviour occurs indirectly via 



DRINKING BUDDIES, MOTIVES AND ALCOHOL USE 8 

 

changes in the individual’s own drinking motives, given similar mediational findings in 

adolescent classroom peers (Kuntsche & Stewart, 2009), adolescent nominated peers (Stewart et 

al., 2014), and emerging adult romantic couples (Kehayes et al., 2019). This would provide a 

mechanism for how drinking buddy motives effect change in individual drinking behaviour.  

Aims and Hypotheses 

Our aim was to investigate the influence of drinking motives (Cooper, 1994) on drinking 

behaviour within the influential social context of emerging adult drinking buddy relationships 

(Lau-Barraco & Linden, 2014). We tested four specific hypotheses:  

H1: Given enhancement and social motives are the strongest predictors of drinking behaviour in 

adult samples (Cooper et al., 2016), and findings that actor coping-anxiety motives also influence 

actor drinking behaviour in emerging adults (Kehayes et al., 2019), we hypothesized the 

individual’s enhancement, social, and coping-anxiety drinking motivations would positively 

predict the individual’s own drinking frequency and quantity (i.e., actor effects).  

H2: Based on similar findings in romantic couples (Kehayes et al., 2019), we hypothesized the 

drinking buddy’s enhancement, social, and coping-anxiety drinking motivations would positively 

predict the individual’s drinking frequency and quantity (i.e., partner effects). 

H3: Based on similar mediation findings in romantic couples (Kehayes et al., 2019), we 

hypothesized that change in individual drinking buddy enhancement and social motives would 

mediate the hypothesized partner effects (i.e., drinking buddy enhancement and social motives 

would predict increased individual drinking for those reasons, which would then predict 

increased individual drinking behaviour). 

H4: Finally, we hypothesized the predictions proposed in H1, H2 and H3 would hold at the 

within-subject (i.e., change within any given month) and between-subject levels (i.e., averaged 



DRINKING BUDDIES, MOTIVES AND ALCOHOL USE 9 

 

across all months).  

Cooper et al.’s (2016) meta-analysis suggests the effect of coping and conformity 

motives on drinking frequency and quantity tends to be small relative to social and enhancement 

motives, and Kehayes et al. (2019) found coping-depression and conformity motives did not 

predict drinking within romantic partners. Therefore, our analyses for conformity and coping-

depression motives were exploratory.  

RQ1: Do coping-depression, and/or conformity motives have positive actor and/or partner 

effects when predicting drinking frequency and/or quantity?   

Moreover, findings are mixed regarding whether male and female drinking buddies 

influence each other to varying degrees (Leonard & Homish, 2008; Reifman et al., 2006). 

Therefore, questions of moderation by sex were also exploratory: 

RQ2: Are there sex differences in the actor and/or partner effects described in H1 and H2? 

Method 

Participants 

 Drinking buddy dyads were recruited through online advertisements, posters, and via the 

psychology research pool.1 The sample consisted of 174 pairs of same-sex drinking buddies (115 

female pairs [66.1%] and 59 male pairs [33.9%]). This represents the full recruited sample with 

no exclusions. Participants’ mean age at baseline was 18.66 (SD = 1.17) years, and most were 

Caucasian (79.3%) and university students (84.8%) with a minority living as roommates at 

baseline (21.0%). They were friends for an average of 4.05 months (SD = 2.21) and had frequent 

face-to-face contact with their drinking buddy (M = 19.75, SD = 7.60, days/month). Due to our 

 
1One research paper has been published utilizing a subsample of this dataset. It examined the 

social matching of alcohol consumption in drinking buddy dyads, and the impact of extraversion 

on this drinking behaviour (masked for review).  
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recruitment methods (i.e., flyers, online ads), we had no way of tracking the true response rate, as 

we did not know how many participants were exposed to our ads.  

Measures 

Modified Drinking Motives Questionnaire-Revised (M-DMQ-R). Drinking motives were 

assessed using a 30-day version of the M-DMQ-R (Grant et al., 2007), a 28-item, self-report 

measure that assesses participants’ scores on five motives subscales: coping-anxiety (e.g., To 

forget my worries), coping-depression (e.g., To numb my pain), enhancement (e.g., To get a 

high), conformity (e.g., To fit in with a group I like), and social (e.g., To be sociable). 

Participants rated how much each item related to their reasons for drinking over the past 30 days 

on a relative frequency scale ranging from 1 (almost never/never) to 5 (almost always/always). 

Grant et al. (2007) found that the M-DMQ-R had excellent factorial validity and internal 

consistency. The 30-day version correlated strongly with the original M-DMQ-R in the present 

sample at baseline (rs = .86-89). See Table 2 for multilevel internal consistencies and ICCs. 

Self-administered Timeline Follow-Back (STLFB). Drinking frequency and quantity were 

measured using the STLFB (Collins, Kashdan, Koutsky, Morsheimer, & Vetter, 2008), a 

calendar-based self-report measure used to track alcohol use over the past 30 days. A standard 

drink was defined as 5-ounces of wine, a drink containing one shot of liquor or spirits, or 12-

ounces of beer or cooler. STLFB data was used to calculate frequency of drinking days (i.e., the 

number of drinking days/month) and quantity/occasion (i.e., the sum of drinks consumed/month 

divided by the number of drinking days). The STLFB has been effectively used to measure 

drinking behaviour in other dyadic studies (e.g., Kehayes et al., 2019). 

Procedure 

 Drinking buddies were recruited if they (a) were of the same sex, drank together, and 
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were not romantically involved with one another; (b) were friends who had known each other for 

a year or less; (c) both had regular internet access at home; (d) included at least one first-year 

undergraduate; (e) were both between the ages of 18–25 years; and (f) had both consumed at 

least 12 alcoholic drinks in the past year. These criteria were used to ensure all friends were 

engaging in drinking behaviour together and were in a relatively newer friendship where social 

influence would be likely to happen. Dyads completed questionnaires online and only came into 

the lab to complete the baseline questionnaire. Follow-up questionnaires were completed online 

at home to increase retention. Participants were each sent a secure link to their questionnaire in 

an email that contained their individual identification code. Survey links remained open for 24-

hours. If a questionnaire was missed, participants were sent a make-up survey via a link available 

for 24-hours. Make-up surveys were sent out every day for up to seven days after the original 

survey. After 7 days, participants were sent three weekly reminders until the end of the 30 days. 

At this point, the survey was considered missed if the participant did not respond. If a participant 

completed a make-up survey, the instructions were modified so that the measures referred to the 

time-period that each member of the dyad was supposed to complete the survey. To encourage 

retention, participants were provided with an extra $5.00 each per survey if both dyad members 

completed their surveys on the originally scheduled day. At study completion, participants were 

debriefed via email and compensated via cash and/or psychology course credit.  

Data Analytic Strategy 

 Missing data and protocol compliance were assessed by analyzing the proportion of 

make-up surveys completed and by examining missing data. Descriptive statistics (i.e., means, 

standard deviations, internal consistencies, and intraclass correlations [ICCs]) were calculated, as 

well as multilevel bivariate correlations. Multilevel Cronbach’s alpha was utilized to calculate 
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within- and between-subject internal consistencies (Geldhof, Preacher, & Zyphur, 2014).  

Hypotheses were tested using APIMs (Kenny & Ledermann, 2010) within a multilevel 

path-analysis framework. Ten APIMs were modeled to test the effects of five drinking motives 

on two alcohol outcomes (frequency, quantity). Given the longitudinal data, multilevel path-

analyses with fixed slopes and random intercepts were used (Preacher et al., 2010), which 

partitions the variance into within- and between-subject components. The within-subjects level 

represents change in the same direction within any given month (e.g., did enhancement motives 

and alcohol frequency change in the same direction within any given month?). The between-

subjects level represents the portion of the variance that did not change across the four months 

(e.g., when scores are averaged across four months, were enhancement motives and drinking 

frequency related?). A multilevel APIM model can be found in Figure 1. A root-mean-square 

error of approximation (RMSEA) < .06, a standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) < 

.08, and a CFI and TLI > .95 were taken to indicate excellent model fit (Kline, 2011). To account 

for any violation of the normality assumption, a robust estimator of fit indices and standard 

errors was used (MLR estimation). A full information maximum likelihood approach was used 

(Enders & Bandalos, 2001) that employs all available data to adjust parameters and standard 

errors to account for missing data. To minimize the influence of a few extreme cases, we 

removed any values larger than three SDs above the group mean (7 data points; 2.01% of data).2 

The 95% confidence intervals for indirect effects were assessed using the delta method in 

Mplus (using the MODEL CONSTRAINT command; Muthén & Muthén, 2017). Sex differences 

were explored by examining nested APIM models comparing constrained-across-sex models to 

unconstrained models where paths and covariances were permitted to vary freely across sex. The 

 
2Results remained consistent with or without the outliers included. 
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model with the lower Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) value was considered to have the 

better fit, with ∆BIC 2-6 indicating positive evidence, ∆BIC 6-10 indicating strong evidence, and 

∆BIC 10+ indicating very strong evidence (Raftery, 1995). If the unconstrained model fit the 

data better than the constrained model, this indicated significant sex differences. 

Results  

Compliance and Missing Data 

 Compliance rates were high; drinking buddies completed on average 3.49 (SD = 0.93) of 

four waves, with 70.7% completing all four waves. At wave 2, 62.6% completed their survey on 

the scheduled date, 27.3% completed a make-up survey, and 10.1% failed to complete their 

survey. At wave 3, 62.9% completed their survey on the scheduled date, 22.4% completed a 

make-up survey, and 14.7% failed to complete their survey. At wave 4, 44.0% completed their 

survey on the scheduled date, 29.6% completed a make-up survey, and 26.4% failed to complete 

their survey. An average of 30.44 days (SD = 2.95) elapsed between completed surveys.  

Missing data varied by wave. Skip logic was used such that participants did not complete 

the DMQ-R if they did not consume alcohol that month. Therefore, analyses incorporated only 

data from months where alcohol was consumed by at least one buddy.3 At wave 1, 0.6% of 

participants did not drink alcohol the previous month and thus did not have drinking motives to 

report; and at waves 2, 3 and 4, 4.0%, 7.2%, and 11.2% of participants, respectively, did not 

drink alcohol the previous month.  

Descriptive Statistics, Bivariate Correlations, and Intraclass Correlations 

 
3Consistent with Kehayes et al. (2019), drinking outcomes for abstainers on any given month 

were coded as missing data as opposed to zeros. This meant that when only one buddy drank in a 

specific month, their data was used to calculate actor effects (but not partner effects). When both 

buddies drank in a specific month, their data was used to calculate actor and partner effects. 

When both buddies did not drink in a specific month, they were excluded from the model. 
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 Means and standard deviations on all study measures are presented in Table 1. Drinking 

frequency ranged from 1-23 drinking occasions/month and drinking quantity ranged from 1-17 

alcoholic beverages/occasion. Bivariate correlations at the within-subjects and between-subjects 

levels appear in Table 2. Most variables were correlated as expected. At the within- and 

between-subjects level, all five drinking motives were positively intercorrelated (rs = .22-.57 

within; .30-.77 between). Drinking quantity was positively correlated with coping-depression 

and coping-anxiety motives at the between-subjects level and with enhancement and social 

motives at both levels. Drinking frequency was positively correlated with coping-depression, 

coping-anxiety, enhancement, and social motives at both levels. Drinking quantity was positively 

correlated with drinking frequency at the between-subjects level only. Overall, correlations 

tended to be larger at the between-subjects level. Alphas ranged from .85-.98 (between-subjects) 

and from .65-.92 (within-subjects) suggesting good to excellent reliability, save for within-

subjects coping-anxiety motives which was acceptable. ICCs suggested ~45% (drinking 

frequency) to ~71% (enhancement motives) of the variance was at the between-subjects level. 

Multilevel Path-Analysis 

 Ten models were specified, with each of the five drinking motives predicting each 

alcohol outcome: frequency and quantity. These models are depicted in Figure 1 and were 

analyzed using indistinguishable dyads given drinking buddies were same-sex. All fit indices, 

except the chi-squared (2) goodness of fit test, suggested models fit the data well (see Table 4 

for fit statistics). Unstandardized path coefficients and covariances for all models appear in Table 

3. Significant findings for actor and partner effects at p < .05 are noted below. Overall, nearly all 

of the actor effects were significant predictors of both frequency and quantity of drinking at the 

within- and between-subject levels, with the exception of conformity motives. In contrast, 
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partner effects were significant primarily with respect to drinking frequency at the within-

subjects level. All covariances were positive and statistically significant, suggesting drinking 

buddies are similar in motives and alcohol use.  

The analyses of actor effects were partially supportive of H1 and H4. There were 

significant actor effects for enhancement and social motives; these were observed for both 

frequency and quantity of drinking, and for analyses at the within- and between-subjects levels. 

Similarly, coping-anxiety motives evidenced the same significant associations, save the within-

subjects analysis of drinking quantity. In terms of RQ1, actor coping-depression motives were 

associated with greater actor drinking frequency at the between- and within-subject levels; actor 

coping-depression motives were associated with greater actor drinking quantity at the within-

subjects level only. Actor conformity motives were associated with greater actor drinking 

quantity at the within-subjects level only.  

The analyses of partner effects were partially supportive of H2 and H4. Partner effects 

were significant for drinking frequency at the within-subjects level only for enhancement, social 

and coping-anxiety motives. These three motives did not evidence significant partner effects 

when predicting drinking quantity, save that partner enhancement motives predicted actor 

drinking quantity at the between-subjects level only.  

Effect sizes. R2 values at the between- and within-subject levels were calculated as 

estimates of standardized effect sizes for both alcohol outcomes (Table 4). Despite equality 

constraints placed on the indistinguishable dyads, variances can differ across partners causing R2 

values to vary (Kline, 2011). Therefore, R2 values for both partner A and partner B are reported.  

Indirect Effects and Moderation by Sex 

 Indirect effects testing for mediation are displayed in Supplemental Table 1. Partially 
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consistent with H3, partner social motives predicted actor drinking frequency through actor 

social motives at the within-subjects level. All other indirect paths were nonsignificant.  

In relation to exploratory RQ2, nested APIM model comparisons by sex are presented in 

Supplemental Tables 2 and 3. BIC values were always lower in the model constrained to equality 

across sex, with ∆BIC values ranging from 22.82-37.97 (Supplemental Table 4), providing very 

strong evidence of no moderation by sex.  

Discussion 

 The present study’s aim was to investigate drinking motives’ effects on drinking 

behaviour (Cooper, 1994) within the influential social context of emerging adult drinking buddy 

relationships (Lau-Barraco & Linden, 2014). Previous research had shown that drinking motives 

can be transferred between classroom peers (Kuntsche & Stewart, 2009), a close friend/romantic 

partner’s drinking motives can influence an emerging adult’s drinking behaviour (Kehayes et al., 

2019; Hussong, 2003), and drinking motives in peers and romantic partners can influence an 

individual’s drinking motives which subsequently influence their own drinking behaviours 

(Kehayes et al., 2019; Stewart et al., 2014). Overall, results from the present study add to the 

extant literature and suggest that an individual’s drinking behaviour is influenced not only by 

their own drinking motives but also by the drinking motives of their drinking buddy. 

 Consistent with H1 and past research (Cooper et al., 2016), people who endorsed higher 

drinking for enhancement and social reasons tended to drink in higher quantities and more 

frequently when averaged across four months. Fluctuations in enhancement and social motives 

were also associated with fluctuations in both alcohol outcomes over the four months. These 

results add to research showing enhancement motives are related to heavy alcohol consumption 

(Cooper et al., 2016; Kuntsche et al., 2005), and result in escalations in drinking over time 
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(Mackinnon, Kehayes, Clark, Sherry, & Stewart, 2014). Moreover, drinking to increase social 

affiliation is associated with drinking quantity and frequency (Grant et al., 2007; Kuntsche et al., 

2005). Our results add to this literature and suggest that emerging adults’ social motives are 

related to drinking behaviours, at least when other motives are not controlled (Grant et al., 2007). 

When split into separate constructs, coping-depression motives are associated with 

drinking levels, whereas coping-anxiety motives are more typically associated with alcohol-

related problems (Grant et al., 2007). However, Kehayes et al. (2019) found emerging adults’ 

coping-anxiety motives predicted their drinking frequency and quantity, whereas their coping-

depression motives predicted only their drinking frequency. Our results suggested emerging 

adults who drink to cope with their depression or their anxiety are both drinking more frequently 

and in higher quantities. Conversely, conformity motives predicted drinking quantity in the actor 

at the within-subjects level only. Our general lack of conformity motive findings across alcohol 

outcomes is understandable given conformity motives are more commonly associated with 

alcohol-related problems than with alcohol use indices (Cooper et al., 2016). 

Consistent with H2, drinking for enhancement reasons in the drinking buddy was 

associated with co-occurring changes in the actor’s drinking frequency during any given month, 

and with increased drinking quantity in the actor when averaged across time. That is, drinking 

for enhancement reasons in one friend was associated with co-occurring changes in the other 

friend’s drinking frequency during any given month, and with increased drinking quantity in the 

other friend when averaged across time. Consistent with H2, drinking buddies’ coping-anxiety 

and social motives predicted actor drinking frequency during any given month as well. Partially 

consistent with H3, when averaged across time the social motive partner effect was mediated by 

the actor’s own social motives. That is, if a drinking buddy was motivated to drink for social 
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reasons, the actor also tended to drink for social reasons which in turn was associated with 

increased drinking frequency in the actor. However, given this was the only indirect effect found 

among four significant partner effects, there are likely other important mechanisms through 

which a buddy’s drinking motives effect change in an individual’s drinking behaviour (e.g., 

injunctive and descriptive norms; Neighbors et al., 2008). For example, a person may believe 

drinking to cope with anxiety is normative if they see their drinking buddy drinking for that 

reason, which may in turn affect the person’s drinking behaviour. Alternatively, our direct 

partner effects may suggest that if a drinking buddy feels the need to drink to increase their 

positive feelings, for example, and brings their friend along, that friend may be directly 

influenced to drink through that social contextual interaction. Finally, sex did not significantly 

moderate our results, consistent with prior drinking buddy research (Reifman et al., 2006). 

However, given this was an exploratory research question, and given the relatively small sample 

of male drinking buddies in the present study, additional work is needed to further investigate 

whether male and female drinking buddies influence each other’s drinking motives to differing 

extents. 

Our results replicate, and extend to drinking buddies, the results of Hussong (2003) who 

found the enhancement, generic coping, and social motives of a friend at baseline predicted 

increased drinking frequency in the actor when collapsed over a 28-day period. Our results also 

extend her findings by utilizing Grant et al.’s (2007) five-factor model of drinking motives. 

While partner conformity motives were unrelated to actor drinking in the present study, our 

results suggest partner effects of coping motives within drinking buddies are specific to coping-

anxiety motives. Kehayes et al. (2019) also found significant partner effects for only 

enhancement, social, and coping-anxiety motives in romantic partners. Thus, our results add to 
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evidence suggesting internal motives (specifically enhancement and coping-anxiety) and social 

motives are likely perceivable by others and are more likely to effect change in close others 

(Kehayes et al., 2019; Stewart et al., 2014). While Hussong’s (2003) design included a 28-day 

assessment of drinking relative to drinking motives measured only at baseline, we assessed 

motives and drinking behaviour across four waves which allowed us to examine co-occurring 

change over time, a methodology that more strongly suggests socialization versus purely 

selection.  

Many studies support the importance of peers generally, and drinking buddies 

specifically, in emerging adult drinking behaviour (Lau-Barraco & Linden, 2014; Wechsler, 

Dowdall, Davenport, & Castillo, 1995). Our results suggest buddies influence each other to drink 

not only through modelling overt drinking behaviours (DeMartini, Prince, & Carey, 2013), but 

also through modelling the motivations that underlie their drinking behaviours. These results add 

to the drinking motives literature by investigating the social context that surrounds motives as 

opposed to their influence on the individual only. Other theoretical accounts of the social 

benefits of alcohol consumption may also contribute to drinking buddy influence (Roberts, 

Arrow, Lehmann, & Dunbar, 2014). For example, shared alcohol use might enhance 

psychological wellbeing and promote the reinforcement of social bonds with others via 

endorphin release (Dunbar et al., 2017; Gianoulakis, 2004). 

In our study, drinking buddies’ motives were more predictive of increased actor drinking 

frequency than quantity. Kehayes et al.’s (2019) study of romantic partners found the opposite, 

where partner drinking motives predicted increased actor drinking quantity more so than 

frequency. This may be due to study design differences (i.e., four months versus four weeks), 

sample characteristics (e.g., length of relationship), and/or differences across friendships vs. 
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romantic relationships. For example, romantic partners may be more likely to drink as a dyad 

only, thus influencing the quantity each other drink via SLT mechanisms. In contrast, drinking 

buddies may be more likely to encourage the individual to go out drinking with a group thereby 

influencing drinking frequency. While heavy drinking is associated with many negative health 

and social outcomes (Health Canada, 2016; Patrick et al., 2019), drinking frequency also seems 

to predict negative outcomes. Risk of death from alcohol-related illness linearly increases with 

frequency of use (Rehm, Room, & Taylor, 2008). High frequency drinking in late adolescence 

predicts harmful alcohol use several years later (Heron et al., 2013). Thus, it appears frequency 

of alcohol use is an important outcome to target in prevention/early intervention.  

From an intervention perspective, it may be helpful to explore motivations for drinking in 

friends of those who engage in problematic alcohol use, given the influence their friends’ 

motivations may have on the individuals’ drinking frequency. In network therapy for substance 

abuse, the client’s social network is included in the treatment process (Galanter, 2015). The 

client selects either a close friend or family member who then participates in therapy and 

supports the client as they progress through treatment. Given ours and others’ results (Lau-

Barraco & Linden, 2014), it may be particularly important to specifically discuss the drinking 

buddy’s reasons for drinking in a therapy context. The buddy may not be aware of their own 

influence on the client’s drinking, and such psychoeducation could be useful in preventing 

potential negative influence from occurring. Moreover, drinking motives have been successfully 

targeted in treatment in individual intervention, where underlying risky motivations are reduced, 

leading to a reduction in drinking behaviours (Conrod, Castellanos-Ryan, & Mackie, 2011). This 

intervention might be adapted and utilized within a network therapy approach to specifically 

target risky drinking motives within the client’s friendship network.  
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Limitations and Future Directions 

 With our design and chosen analytic strategy, we were unable to fully separate 

socialization and selection effects on drinking behaviour. Although we did recruit friendships 

that were at maximum six months long and although we found co-occurring change in drinking 

behaviour via drinking motivations over time, buddies may have selected each other based on 

similarity in drinking and/or drinking motives before the study began. Future research could 

recruit drinking buddies who have just started their friendship, perhaps when first entering 

university, to see if they are similar in these constructs initially, and to see if influence occurs as 

their friendship progresses. We may lack statistical power to detect small effects due to our 

limited sample size, especially given conformity and coping motives are weakly associated with 

alcohol use as compared to enhancement and social motives (Cooper et al., 2016). This may have 

affected our ability to find mediational effects as well. Time lags that are shorter or longer may 

produce different results. Moreover, even though aspects of our design were virtually identical to 

Kehayes et al.’s (2019), our differing time lags makes it difficult to make direct comparisons 

across studies. Finally, our sample mainly consisted of young, student friends, and all drinking 

buddy dyads were same-sex dyads. Thus, future research may wish to focus on other dyads (e.g., 

older friendships, mixed-sex dyads) to determine generalizability.  

Conclusions 

 We provided a novel contribution to the literature by investigating drinking motives 

theory (Cooper, 1994) from the perspective of social influence (Bandura, 1977). Past research 

showed friends could influence each other to drink via their drinking motivations (Hussong, 

2003). We extended this research to drinking buddies (Lau-Barraco & Linden, 2014) using 

longitudinal methods. Overall, drinking motives within drinking buddy relationships were key 
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predictors of emerging adult drinking behaviour. Results showed that the social, enhancement, 

and coping-anxiety motives of a drinking buddy were predictive of drinking frequency in the 

actor over time. Thus, it appears that a person’s drinking behaviour is influenced not only by 

their own motives but also by the motives of their drinking buddy. These novel results have 

important practical applications in terms of intervention, suggesting that individual and drinking 

buddy drinking motives may both be crucial targets in network therapy to prevent an individual’s 

risky drinking behaviours from escalating over time (Galanter, 2015).  
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Table 1 

Descriptive statistics 

 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Coping-depression motives 1.42 0.69 1.37 0.59 1.33 0.60 1.38 0.77 

Coping-anxiety motives 1.85 0.83 1.79 0.70 1.73 0.72 1.75 0.84 

Enhancement motives 2.77 1.109 2.60 1.06 2.55 1.02 2.56 1.06 

Conformity motives 1.27 0.64 1.31 0.54 1.31 0.59 1.34 0.69 

Social motives 2.98 0.95 0.76 0.88 2.65 0.91 2.67 0.99 

Drinking quantity 5.12 2.79 5.12 2.80 5.30 2.74 4.88 2.77 

Drinking frequency 7.78 4.03 6.04 3.82 5.58 3.67 5.46 3.73 

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Drinking frequency = drinking occasions per month; Drinking quantity = drinks per 

drinking day. 
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Table 2 

Bivariate correlations, intraclass correlations, and reliability at between- and within-subject levels 

Note. Within-subject correlations are above the diagonal, and between-subject correlations are below the diagonal. ICC = intraclass 

correlation. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

 

 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Coping-depression motives -- .59*** .33*** .57*** .22*** .04 .11* 

2. Coping-anxiety motives .77*** -- .48*** .44*** .40*** .04 .14*** 

3. Enhancement motives .47*** .71*** -- .27*** .51*** .11*** .17*** 

4. Conformity motives .52*** .51*** .30*** -- .27*** .04 .05 

5. Social motives .37*** .64*** .71*** .50*** -- .11** .19*** 

6. Drinking quantity .14* .19** .36*** .03 .29*** -- -.08 

7. Drinking frequency .24** .30*** .33*** .01 .23** .34*** -- 

ICC .60 .60 .71 .53 .59 .66 .45 

Alpha reliability (within-subjects) .92 .65 .82 .84 .76 -- -- 

Alpha reliability (between-subjects) .98 .85 .94 .92 .86 -- -- 
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Table 3 

Multilevel actor-partner interdependence model coefficients 

Note. Models were specified as in Figure 1 in two separate runs, where the dependent variable was specified as either drinking occasions per month (frequency) 

or total number of drinks consumed per month divided by the number of drinking days (quantity). Unstandardized path coefficients are reported as they are more 

comparable across samples than standardized estimates. Bolded coefficients are significant at p < .05. 

Outcome: Frequency 

 Actor Effects Partner Effects Covariance: Predictor Covariance: Outcome 

 B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p 

Within Subjects         

Coping-Anxiety 0.82 (0.25) .001 0.53 (0.22) .017 0.02 (0.01) .177 2.81 (0.48) < .001 

Coping-Depression 0.95 (0.38) .012 0.56 (0.30) .056 0.01 (0.01) .520 2.89 (0.49) < .001 

Enhancement 0.69 (0.18) < .001 0.56 (0.18) .002 0.03 (0.02) .140 2.78 (0.51) < .001 

Social 0.82 (0.18) < .001 0.64 (0.17) < .001 0.05 (0.02) .012 2.65 (0.51) < .001 

Conformity 0.32 (0.41) .428 0.30 (0.33) .358 0.01 (0.01) .440 3.04 (0.52) < .001 

Between Subjects         

Coping-Anxiety 1.39 (0.40) < .001 0.49 (0.30) .103 0.05 (0.03) .118 2.99 (0.75) < .001 

Coping-Depression 1.18 (0.44) .007 0.59 (0.36) .101 0.06 (0.03) .044 3.01 (0.77) < .001 

Enhancement 0.92 (0.21) < .001 0.12 (0.20) .529 0.10 (0.07) .139 3.16 (0.74) < .001 

Social 0.85 (0.26) .001 0.28 (0.25) .262 0.01 (0.05) .925 3.19 (0.75) < .001 

Conformity 0.32 (0.50) .530 -0.12 (0.35) .743 0.02 (0.02) .356 3.45 (0.81) < .001 

Outcome: Quantity 

 Actor Effects Partner Effects Covariance: Predictor Covariance: Outcome 

 B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p 

Within Subjects         

Coping-Anxiety 0.20 (0.14) .132 0.06 (0.13) .666 0.02 (0.01) .166 0.57 (0.19) .003 

Coping-Depression 0.40 (0.18) .028 -0.06 (0.13) .677 0.01 (0.01) .521 0.58 (0.19) .002 

Enhancement 0.33 (0.09) < .001 0.01 (0.12) .954 0.03 (0.02) .139 0.58 (0.19) .002 

Social 0.30 (0.10) .003 -0.12 (0.10) .245 0.05 (0.02) .011 0.60 (0.19) .002 

Conformity 0.31 (0.15) .047 0.05 (0.14) .707 0.01 (0.01) .434 0.57 (0.19) .003 

Between Subjects         

Coping-Anxiety 0.68 (0.24) .005 -0.01 (0.23) .967 0.05 (0.03) .119 3.11 (0.63) < .001 

Coping-Depression 0.51 (0.26) .054 0.16 (0.25) .529 0.06 (0.03) .045 3.09 (0.65) < .001 

Enhancement 0.87 (0.16) < .001 0.32 (0.14) .019 0.10 (0.07) .147 2.60 (0.55) < .001 

Social 0.84 (0.21) < .001 0.27 (0.21) .208 0.01 (0.05) .907 2.88 (0.60) < .001 

Conformity -0.05 (0.29) .854 -0.10 (0.26) .690 0.02 (0.02) .357 3.15 (0.64) < .001 
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Table 4 

Multilevel actor-partner interdependence model fit statistics and R2 values 

Note. Chi-squared (2) goodness-of-fit df = 12 across models. Bolded 2 goodness-of-fit tests are significant at p < .001. PA = 

partner A; PB = partner b.  

Outcome: Frequency 

 2 CFI TLI SRMRwithin SRMRbetween RMSEA R2
within (PA/PB) R2

between (PA/PB) 

Coping-Anxiety 126.54 .99 .96 .02 .06 .03 0.03/0.03 0.10/0.11 

Coping-Depression 101.56 .98 .95 .03 .05 .03 0.02/0.03 0.06/0.08 

Enhancement 132.62 .99 .98 .04 .02 .02 0.04/0.04 0.08/0.10 

Social 129.75 .99 .97 .04 .05 .02 0.06/0.06 0.05/0.06 

Conformity 78.87 1.00 1.00 .02 .03 .00 0.00/0.00 0.00/0.00 

Outcome: Quantity 

 2 CFI TLI SRMRwithin SRMRbetween RMSEA R2
within (PA/PB) R2

between (PA/PB) 

Coping-Anxiety 97.68 1.00 1.00 .01 .05 .00 0.03/0.01 0.04/0.03 

Coping-Depression 86.34 1.00 1.00 .02 .03 .00 0.01/0.01 0.02/0.02 

Enhancement 123.27 1.00 1.00 .01 .02 .00 0.02/0.01 0.16/0.13 

Social 113.77 .97 .91 .03 .05 .04 0.01/0.01 0.10/0.06 

Conformity 81.20 1.00 1.00 .03 .03 .00 0.00/0.01 0.00/0.00 
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Figure 1. Multilevel APIM path diagram. Squares indicate observed variables; ovals indicate 

residual errors. Double-headed arrows indicate covariances; single-headed arrows indicate paths. 

In multilevel path-analysis, the variance is partitioned into within- and between-subject 

components. Indistinguishable dyads were specified so paths were constrained to equality across 

friends; paths that share the same label (e.g., W2) were constrained to be equal. Actor effects are 

paths W1 and B1 whereas partner effects are paths W2 and B2. Ten models were tested in our 

study by using five separate drinking motive predictors (i.e., enhancement, social, coping-

depression, coping-anxiety, and conformity) and two separate alcohol outcomes (i.e., drinking 

occasions per month [frequency] and drinks per drinking day [quantity]). 
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