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Abstract

Background—This study examined gender differences in alcohol involvement and marital
interactions among probands with a past 1-year alcohol use disorder (AUD).

Methods—Adults with alcohol dependence (37 males and 17 females) and their spouses were
recruited from a local substance abuse treatment center and from the local community. Couples
completed a series of self-report measures and a 15-min videotaped marital interaction task that
was coded for negative and positive behaviors and sequential interactions. Couples also separately
called in to an interactive voice response (IVR) system every night for 14 consecutive nights and
reported on their spouse’s negative and positive marital behaviors.

Results—Compared to male probands, female probands reported a) more negative marital
interactions in the previous month; b) higher levels of negative reciprocity and a lower positive-to-
negative ratio in the marital interaction task; and c¢) more daily and nightly marital conflict over
the 14-day diary period. Negative marital behaviors in the evening by female spouses were
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associated with higher odds of intoxication among male probands on the following day. By
contrast, a) negative marital behaviors by male spouses were cross-sectionally associated with
higher odds of intoxication among female probands within the same day; and b) positive marital
behaviors by male spouses during the day were associated with lower odds of intoxication among
female probands that night.

Conclusions—Marital conflict, assessed via multiple methods over multiple time scales,
appears to be more frequent among female compared to male alcoholics. Marital conflict predicts
daily intoxication among male and female probands.

1. Introduction

The present study used self-report, behavioral observation, and daily process methods (Mohr
et al., 2010) to examine gender differences in the associations between alcohol involvement
and marital interactions among married alcoholics. Extensive evidence has documented
relationships between alcohol involvement and negative marital interactions, marital
dissatisfaction, and marital violence (Leonard & Eiden, 2007; Marshal, 2003), and
relationship factors are important predictors of treatment outcomes among adults with
alcohol and other substance use disorders (McCrady et al., 2009; for a review, see O’Farrell
& Clements, 2012). Yet, consistent with studies showing gender differences in the
associations between marital functioning and health (e.g., Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001),
there is some evidence that the association between alcohol involvement (including alcohol
use disorders, or AUDs) and marital discord may be stronger for women than men (Paolino
etal., 1978).

Several theoretical models can illuminate the nature of the association between alcohol
involvement and marital interactions. Karney and Bradbury’s (1995) Vulnerability-Stress-
Adaptation (VSA) model of marriage hypothesizes that the development of marital quality
and stability are influenced by three broad classes of variables: 1) enduring vulnerabilities;
2) stressful events; and 3) adaptive processes (e.g., marital interactions that involve
problem-solving). Psychiatric disorders such as AUD are enduring vulnerabilities that may
a) confer greater risk of exposure to stressors and b) compromise couples’ coping efforts
(Bruce, 1998; Johns et al., 2007). Consistent with this hypothesis, evidence showed that
more than 80% of women and men seeking counseling for marital problems reported
frequent marital disagreements about alcohol use (Halford & Ogarsby, 1993).

A more general theoretical model of linkages between marriage and physical health was
advanced by Kiecolt-Glaser and Newton (2001). They reviewed evidence that positive
marital interactions are directly associated with lower probability of risky health behaviors.
Evidence also showed that “marital conflict may be both a precursor and consequence of
alcohol and drug abuse” (p. 491). Kiecolt-Glaser and Newton summarized several lines of
research showing that the physiological effects of negative marital interactions are stronger
for women than men (e.g., Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1993).

Consistent with this model, Kessler et al. (1998) reported that AUDs were significantly
associated with divorce for women but not for men, and Ramisetty-Mikler and Caetano
(2005) found that female (but not male) alcohol problems predicted higher odds of marital
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separation over time. Other longitudinal evidence showed that wives’ (but not husbhands”)
AUDs predicted their own and their husband’s marital dissatisfaction (Cranford et al., 2011),
and a study using behavioral observation methods found higher levels of negativity and
lower levels of positivity in couples with a female alcoholic proband compared to couples
with a male alcoholic proband or no alcoholic proband (Haber & Jacob, 1997). However, a
study based on a nationally representative sample found no evidence for gender differences
in the relationship between AUD and marital dissolution (Cranford, 2014).

The present study used multiple methods to test hypotheses about gender differences in the
relationships between alcohol involvement and marital behaviors in a sample of married
alcoholics. A limitation of some previous studies is that they focused on between-persons
associations between alcohol involvement and marital interactions. Researchers have
increasingly turned to daily process methods (Tennen et al., 2000, 2005) to examine the
within- and between-persons associations between alcohol involvement and variables such
as coping (Park et al., 2004), daily stress (Armeli et al., 2003), and social interactions (Mohr
et al., 2001). Drawing on the VSA model, role incompatibility theory, and previous findings
on gender differences in reactivity to marital conflict, we tested the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 Negative marital interactions will be more frequent, and positive
marital interactions will be less frequent, among females compared to
males with AUDs.

Hypothesis 2 Daily alcohol involvement will be associated with more negative and
fewer positive marital interactions among females compared to males
with AUDs.

2.1. Participants

Alcoholic probands and their spouses were recruited from a local substance abuse treatment
center (n=20 couples) and from the local community (n=34 couples). Probands from the
clinical sample met DSM-IV clinical diagnosis of past 1-year alcohol abuse or dependence,
and probands from the community sample screened positive for a past 1-year AUD based on
responses to the Rapid Alcohol Problem Screen 4 (RAPS4; Cherpitel, 2002). A total of 54
couples (37 couples with an alcoholic male proband/female partner and 17 couples with an
alcoholic female proband/male partner) comprised the final sample (see Cranford et al.,
2010). As shown in Table 1, female probands reported significantly lower personal income
than male probands, but no other statistically significant differences were observed.

2.2. Procedures

2.2.1. Baseline interview, marital interaction task, and interactive voice
response (IVR) system training—At baseline, couples completed a series of
questionnaires asking about past 1-month moods, marital interactions, and drinking
behaviors. Couples then completed a 15-minute marital interaction task. For this task,
couples rated the importance of 10 common marital problems (e.g., money; children) using
the Marital Interaction Inventory (Knox, 1971), selected the problem that causes the most
intense disagreement between them, and discussed it for 15 minutes. Videotapes were coded
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at the Rapid Marital Interaction Coding System (RMICS) Coding Center under the
supervision of Dr. Richard Heyman (Heyman, 2004). Equipment problems led to the loss of
data from six couples, leaving us with n=48 codeable interactions. Couples completed an
IVR training session immediately following the marital interaction task. Participants called
an IVR system separately every day for 14 days, between the hours of 5:00pm and 9:00pm,
and reported on their drinking behaviors and marital interactions for two periods: 1) last
night after you completed the telephone interview, and 2) since you woke up today.

2.3. Measures

2.3.1. Past month and daily negative marital interactions—We assessed past-
month negative marital interactions with the 7-item Social Undermining Scale (Vinokur et
al., 1996) and three items from the Withdrawn Marital Behavior Scale (Schulz et al., 2004).
Participants rated the frequency of their spouse’s negative behaviors (e.g., criticism) during
the past one month using a 5-point scale (0 = not at all to 4 = about every day), and scores
were calculated as the mean of the item scores (Cronbach’s alpha = .93). Daily negative
marital interactions were assessed using 5 of these 10 items, and participants used a yes/no
response scale to report on the two time periods. Items were summed to create an index of
the total number of negative marital interactions for each period.

2.3.2. Past month and daily positive marital interactions—We assessed past one
month positive marital interactions with nine items from Manne et al. (2004) and de Koning
and Weiss (2002). Participants rated the frequency of their spouse’s positive behaviors
during the past one month, and scores were calculated as the mean of the item scores
(Cronbach’s alpha = .89). Daily positive marital interactions were assessed using 5 of these
9 items, using the same format and response options as those for the daily negative marital
interaction items. Items were summed to create an index of the total number of positive
marital interactions for each period.

2.3.3—Real-time negative and positive marital interactions were coded from the
behavioral observation data with the RMICS, which categorizes behavior into a) five
negative codes: psychological abuse (PA), distress-maintaining attribution (DA), hostility
(HO), dysphoric affect (DY), and withdrawal (WI); b) four positive codes: acceptance (AC),
relationship-enhancing attribution (RA), self-disclosure (SD), and humor (HM); c) one
neutral code: constructive problem discussion/solution (PD): and d) one other code
(Heyman, 2004). In the present study, base rates for PA, DY, and WI were too low to be
coded. Kappa coefficients were .92 for DA, .65 for HO, .92 for AC, .85 for RA, .51 for SD, .
78 for HM, and .57 for PD.

2.3.4. Past 1 month and daily alcohol involvement—Past 1-month alcohol
consumption was assessed with three items: 1) number of days consumed one or more
alcoholic beverages (frequency), 2) usual number of drinks per drinking day (quantity), and
3) frequency of binge drinking, defined as consuming 5 drinks for men (4 for women) within
a 2-hour period (NIAAA, 2004). Frequency of alcohol-related problems in the past 3 months
was measured with the Short Inventory of Problems (SIP; Miller et al., 1995; Cronbach’s
alpha = .95). Items asking about daily alcohol involvement were adapted from Helzer et al.

Addict Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 February 01.



1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN 1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN

1duosnuely Joyny vd-HIN

Cranford et al.

Page 5

(2002) and Kranzler et al. (2004) using the standard definitions of alcoholic beverages
(NIAAA, 2007). Variables for number of drinks since waking up today and number of drinks
after completing the IVR last night were calculated by summing responses across three
beverage types (beer, wine, and hard liquor). For both time periods, participants were asked
to indicate their highest level of intoxication (O=perfectly sober and 10=as drunk as you’ve
ever been). As this variable was positively skewed, we created a binary version coded 0 = no
intoxication, 1 = at least some intoxication (Searles et al., 1995).

2.4. Analytic Approach

3. Results

Analyses for this report focus on the alcoholic proband in each couple. To test hypothesis 1,
male and female probands were compared on daily, past one month, and past one year
alcohol involvement. Gender differences in past one month, daily, and real time marital
interactions were also tested. All comparisons were between-groups t-tests and Cohen’s d
(Cohen, 1992) was used as the measure of effect size.

We used multilevel modeling (MLM; Bolger et al., 2003) to test hypothesis 2. Generalized
linear mixed effects models (GLMMs; Fitzmaurice et al., 2004) using the GLIMMIX
procedure in SAS (SAS Institute, 2009) were estimated to examine last night’s alcohol use
and marital interactions as predictors of 1) today’s intoxication and 2) today’s negative and
positive marital interactions. We also tested today’s alcohol involvement and marital
interactions as predictors of 1) tonight’s intoxication and 2) tonight’s negative and positive
marital interactions. Random intercepts were included to account for individual differences
in the outcomes of interest, and within-person residual correlations were modeled with an
autoregressive (AR1) structure. All models included age as a level-2 covariate (Birditt et al.,
2005). Weekend (operationalized as Friday, Saturday, and Sunday) was also included as a
covariate based on evidence that alcohol involvement is higher on weekends compared to
weekdays (e.g., Carney et al., 2000). Because random intercepts were included in all
models, coefficients are interpretable as unit-specific or conditional multiplicative effects
(see Atkins et al., 2013).

3.1. Compliance with IVR Protocol

Participants completed a total of 1,418 out of a possible 1,512 (54 x 2 x 14) = daily process
reports, for an overall compliance rate of 93.8%. There was no difference in compliance
rates between male (94.6%) and female (93.7%) probands. Participants completed an
average of 13.1 (SD = 1.1) out of a possible 14 IVR days (range = 9-14 days, median = 13
days, mode = 14 days).

3.2. Gender Differences in Alcohol Involvement and Marital Interactions

Mean levels of alcohol involvement in the past one year, past 30 days, and over the course
of the two-week diary period are presented in Table 2. As expected, male probands reported
higher levels of alcohol involvement across all measures, but none of the gender differences
was statistically significant. Mean levels of marital interactions in the past 30 days, during
the 15-min behavioral observation task, and over the course of the ensuing two-week diary
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period are presented in Table 3. Female probands reported significantly more negative
interactions with their husbands a) over the past 1-month and b) during the day and in the
evening across the two-week diary period. However, no gender differences in positive
marital interactions were observed for either time period. For the behavioral observation
measures, three statistically significant differences were observed: female probands showed
lower levels of humor, a lower positive-to-negative ratio, and higher levels of negative
reciprocity compared to male probands. Most (90%) effect sizes were in the medium-to-
large range (Cohen, 1992).

3.3. Predictors of Today’s and Tonight’s Intoxication

3.3.1. Today'’s intoxication—Results from GLMMs predicting today’s intoxication are
presented in the top panel of Table 4. Within-person correlations between last night’s and
today’s negative and positive marital interactions were very high (rs = .88 and .91,
respectively). Because of this, we estimated separate models for each set of predictors, i.e.,
model 1 is a prospective model that includes last night’s negative and positive marital
interactions as predictors of today’s intoxication, and model 2 is a cross-sectional model that
includes today’s negative and positive marital interactions as predictors of today’s
intoxication. As seen in the top panel of Table 4, among male probands, last night’s
intoxication and last night’s negative marital interactions predicted higher odds of today’s
intoxication. Today’s marital interactions were not associated with today’s intoxication. By
contrast, among female probands, today’s negative marital interactions predicted higher
odds of today’s intoxication. Last night’s marital interactions were not associated with
today’s intoxication.

3.3.2. Tonight’s intoxication—Results from GLMMs predicting tonight’s intoxication
are presented in the bottom panel of Table 4. Here, model 1 is a prospective model that
includes today’s negative and positive marital interactions as predictors of tonight’s
intoxication, and model 2 is a cross-sectional model that includes tonight’s negative and
positive marital interactions as predictors of tonight’s intoxication. As seen in the bottom
panel of Table 4, among male probands, weekend and today’s intoxication predicted higher
odds of tonight’s intoxication. Neither today’s nor tonight’s marital interactions were
associated with tonight’s intoxication. By contrast, among female probands, today’s positive
marital interactions predicted lower odds of tonight’s intoxication. Tonight’s marital
interactions were not associated with tonight’s intoxication.

3.4. Predictors of Today’s and Tonight’s Negative and Positive Marital Interactions

3.4.1. Today’s negative marital interactions—Results from GLMMs predicting
today’s negative marital interactions are presented in the top panel of Table 5. Among male
probands, last night’s and today’s positive interactions and last night’s negative marital
interactions predicted lower and higher rates, respectively, of today’s negative marital
interactions. Neither last night’s nor today’s intoxication were associated with negative
marital interactions. Similarly, among female probands, last night’s negative interactions
and today’s positive interactions predicted the rate of today’s negative marital interactions.
Neither last night’s nor today’s intoxication predicted today’s negative marital interactions.
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3.4.2. Today’s positive marital interactions—Results from GLMMs predicting the
number of today’s positive marital interactions are presented in the bottom panel of Table 5.
Neither last night’s nor today’s intoxication were associated with the rate of today’s positive
marital interactions among male or female probands. Last night’s positive and today’s
negative marital interactions emerged as common predictors of today’s positive marital
interactions among male and female probands. Weekend was associated with a higher rate
of today’s positive interactions among male (but not female) probands.

3.4.3. Tonight’s negative and positive marital interactions—Results from GLMMs
predicting the number of tonight’s negative and positive marital interactions are presented
Table 6. Neither today’s nor tonight’s intoxication was associated with tonight’s negative or
positive marital interactions for male or female probands. However, for male and female
probands, tonight’s negative marital interactions were predicted by a) today’s and tonight’s
negative interactions and b) tonight’s positive interactions.

4. Discussion

Although several studies used daily process methods to collect data from married alcoholics
(Dunn et al., 1987), to our knowledge this is the first study to use I\VR technology and
behavioral observation methods in the same study to examine marital processes in this
population.

4.1. Gender Differences in Marital Interaction Among Married Alcoholics

In partial support of hypothesis 1, female probands generally reported higher levels of
negative marital interaction over the past 1 month and over the 14-day diary period
compared to male probands. Contrary to hypothesis, this difference did not extend to the
realm of positive behaviors. Results also showed that, during the 15-minute behavioral
observation task, female probands displayed less humor, a lower positive-to-negative ratio
of positive to negative behaviors, and more negative reciprocity. Taken together, results
showed that marital conflict, assessed via multiple methods over multiple time spans, was
higher in female proband/male spouse couples.

According to role incompatibility theory (Fu & Goldman, 2000), some behavior patterns
(e.g., substance use) are incompatible with adult social roles (e.g., marriage). This role
conflict may be exacerbated among alcoholic women, leading to greater strain on the
relationship and increases in the frequency and severity of marital conflicts. Interestingly,
with the exception of humor, the differences between male and female probands were
limited to negative marital interactions. Indeed, all probands were characterized by relatively
high levels of positive behaviors across time frames and assessment methods. With respect
to the relatively high levels of both positive and negative marital interactions among female
probands, Fincham and Linfield (1997) advanced a two-dimensional model of marital
quality and found evidence for what they termed “ambivalent” spouses, i.e., those who
report high levels of positive and negative marital quality. Similarly, Huston and Melz
(2004) described a two-dimensional model of the “emotional climates” of marital
relationships that included “tempestuous” couples that are characterized as “both highly
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affectionate and antagonistic” (p. 952). The female proband/male spouse couples in the
current study appear to fit this category.

4.2. Gender Differences in Associations between Matrital Interaction and Alcohol

Involvement

Neither last night’s nor today’s positive interactions were associated with today’s
intoxication for female or male probands. Among female probands, the only predictor of
today’s intoxication was today’s negative marital interactions. In addition, today’s positive
interactions predicted lower odds of tonight’s intoxication among female but not male
probands. By contrast, among male probands, the only predictor of today’s intoxication was
last night’s negative marital interactions. These findings suggest a closer temporal linkage
between intoxication and negative marital interactions among female alcoholic/male spouse
couples, and point to the possibly unique role of positive marital interactions as a buffer
against heavy drinking among female probands.

To the extent that these results suggest a closer temporal linkage between drinking and
marital conflict for female probands, they are consistent with previous work showing that
wives’ (but not husbands’) AUDs predicted their own and their husband’s marital
dissatisfaction (Cranford et al., 2011). Results are also conceptually similar to those reported
by Homish and Leonard (2007), who found a significant association between wives’ heavy
drinking and subsequent marital satisfaction, but found no association between husbands’
heavy drinking and subsequent marital satisfaction.

Our findings are also similar to results reported by Olenick and Chalmers (1991). They
showed that alcoholic and nonalcoholic men were more likely than women to report that
their alcohol involvement was a source of marital conflict (drinking — marital conflict). By
contrast, alcoholic women were more likely than alcoholic men to report that marital
conflict led to their drinking (marital conflict — drinking). Thus, results for male probands
are amenable to a stress-generation explanation (where intoxication — marital conflict; cf.
Dunn et al., 1987) whereas results for female probands are consistent with a reactivity
explanation (where marital conflict — intoxication).

4.3. Limitations and Future Directions

This study has several limitations. We were unable to determine the AUD status of the
proband’s spouse, making it impossible to test hypotheses about couple concordance on
AUD:s (e.g., Mudar et al., 2002). Results from previous work showed that marital outcomes
varied as a function of couple concordance on alcohol involvement (for reviews, see
Leonard & Eiden, 2007; Marshal, 2003). In addition, it has been suggested that couples
recruited from clinical settings are less likely to be concordant for AUDs and may have
higher levels of marital commitment (Leonard and Eiden, 2007). Thus, while our discussion
has focused on gender differences, we cannot rule out the hypothesis that our findings are
driven by dyad-level concordance on AUD.

Another limitation is that the relatively small sample size — particularly for female probands
— imposes restrictions on the generalizability of our findings. Also, kappa coefficients for
some of the behavioral observation codes were low. In addition, although we used a daily
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process design, participants still relied on retrospection to report on today’s and last night’s
drinking behaviors and marital interactions. While memory biases may be minimized in end-
of-day reports of salient and discrete events (Stone and Shiffman, 2002), the accuracy of
retrospective daily reports of drinking and marital interactions is unknown.

To summarize, compared to male probands, female probands a) reported more negative
marital interactions in the previous month; b) displayed higher levels of negative reciprocity
in a marital interaction task; and c) reported more daily and nightly marital conflict over a
14-day diary period. In addition, among female probands, today’s negative marital
interactions were associated with higher odds of today’s intoxication, and today’s positive
interactions predicted lower odds of tonight’s intoxication among female but not male
probands. By contrast, among male probands, the only predictor of today’s intoxication was
last night’s negative marital interactions. Although clinical implications are limited due to
the small sample size, results suggest that negative marital interactions might be a
particularly important intervention target for female probands. Future research using more
intensive data collection protocols (i.e., ecological momentary assessment; Shiffman et al.,
2008) and assessing drinking contexts (Levitt & Cooper, 2010) will further our
understanding of the causal direction of these associations.

Acknowledgments

Role of Funding Sources

This research was support by Grant R21 AA015105 from the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism,
National Institutes of Health. The NIAAA had no further role in study design; in the collection, analysis and
interpretation of data; in the writing of the report; or in the decision to submit the paper for publication.

The authors thank Janie Slayden, Jenna Johnson, Ann Mooney, Ashley Dominique, and the staff, clinicians, and
director of the University of Michigan Addiction Treatment Services (UMATS) for their assistance with this
research.

References

Armeli S, Tennen H, Todd M, Carney MA, Mohr CD, Affleck G, Hromi A. A daily process
examination of the stress-response dampening effects of alcohol consumption. Psychology of
Addictive Behaviors. 2003; 17:266-276. [PubMed: 14640822]

Atkins DC, Baldwin SA, Zheng C, Gallop RJ, Neighbors C. A tutorial on count regression and zero-
altered count models for longitudinal substance use data. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors. 2013;
27(1):166-177. [PubMed: 22905895]

Birditt KS, Fingerman KL, Almeida DM. Age differences in exposure and reactions to interpersonal
tensions: A daily diary study. Psychology and Aging. 2005; 20(2):330-
340.10.1037/0882-7974.20.2.330 [PubMed: 16029096]

Bolger N, Davis A, Rafaeli E. Diary methods: Capturing life as it is lived. Annual Review of
Psychology. 2003; 54:579-616.

Bruce, ML. Divorce and psychopathology. In: Dohrenwend, BP., editor. Adversity, stress, and
psychopathology. New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 1998. p. 219-232.

Carney MA, Armeli S, Tennen H, Affleck G, O’Neil TP. Positive and negative daily events, perceived
stress, and alcohol use: A diary study. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology. 2000; 68(5):
788-798. [PubMed: 11068965]

Cherpitel CJ. Screening for alcohol problems in the U.S. general population: Comparison of the
CAGE, RAPS4, and RAPS4-QF by gender, ethnicity, and service utilization. Alcoholism: Clinical
and Experimental Research. 2002; 26(11):1686-1691.

Addict Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 February 01.



1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN 1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN

1duosnuely Joyny vd-HIN

Cranford et al.

Page 10

Cohen J. A power primer. Psychological Bulletin. 1992; 112:155-159. [PubMed: 19565683]

Cranford JA. DSM-1V alcohol dependence and marital dissolution: Evidence from the National
Epidemiologic Survey on Alcohol and Related Conditions. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and
Drugs. 2014; 75(3):520-529. [PubMed: 24766764]

Cranford JA, Floyd FJ, Schulenberg JE, Zucker RA. Husbands’ and wives’ alcohol use disorders and
marital interactions as longitudinal predictors of marital adjustment. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology. 2011; 120(1):210-222. [PubMed: 21133510]

Cranford JA, Tennen H, Zucker RA. Feasibility of using interactive voice response to monitor daily
drinking, moods, and relationship processes on a daily basis in alcoholic couples. Alcoholism:
Clinical and Experimental Research. 2010; 34:499-508.

de Koning E, Weiss RL. The Relational Humor Inventory: Functions of humor in close relationships.
American Journal of Family Therapy. 2002; 30:1-18.

Dunn NJ, Jacob T, Hummon N, Seilhamer RA. Marital instability in alcoholic-spouse relationships as
a function of drinking pattern and location. Journal of Abnormal Psychology. 1987; 96:99-107.
[PubMed: 3584673]

Fincham FD, Linfield KJ. A new look at marital quality: Can spouses feel positive and negative about
their marriage? Journal of Family Psychology. 1997; 11(4):489-502.

Fitzmaurice, GM.; Laird, NM.; Ware, JH. Applied longitudinal analysis. Hoboken, N.J: Wiley-
Interscience; 2004.

Fu H, Goldman N. The association between health-related behaviours and the risk of divorce in the
USA. Journal of Biosocial Science. 2000; 32(1):63-88. [PubMed: 10676060]

Haber JR, Jacob T. Marital interactions of male versus female alcoholics. Family Process. 1997; 36(4):
385-402. [PubMed: 9543660]

Halford WK, Osgarby SM. Alcohol abuse in clients presenting with marital problems. Journal of
Family Psychology. 1993; 6:245-254.

Helzer JE, Badger GJ, Rose GL, Mongeon JA, Searles JS. Decline in alcohol consumption during two
years of daily reporting. Journal of Studies on Alcohol. 2002; 63(5):551-558. [PubMed:
12380851]

Heyman, RE. Rapid Marial Interaction Coding System (RMICS). In: Kerig, PK.; Baucom, DH.,
editors. Couple observation coding systems. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum; 2004. p. 67-93.

Huston TL, Melz H. The case for (promoting) marriage: The devil is in the details. Journal of Marriage
and Family. 2004; 66(4):943-958.10.1111/j.0022-2445.2004.00064.x

Homish GG, Leonard KE. The drinking partnership and marital satisfaction: The longitudinal
influence of discrepant drinking. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology. 2007; 75(1):43—
51. [PubMed: 17295562]

Johns AL, Newcomb MD, Johnson MD, Bradbury TN. Alcohol-related problems, anger, and marital
satisfaction in monoethnic Latino, biethnic Latino, and European American newlywed couples.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships. 2007; 24:255-275.

Karney BR, Bradbury TN. The longitudinal course of marital quality and stability: A review of theory,
method, and research. Psychological Bulletin. 1995; 118:3-34. [PubMed: 7644604]

Kessler RC, Walters EE, Forthofer MS. The social consequences of psychiatric disorders, I11:
Probability of marital stability. American Journal of Psychiatry. 1998; 155(8):1092-1096.
[PubMed: 9699699]

Kiecolt-Glaser JK, Malarkey WB, Chee M, Newton TL, Cacioppo JT, Mao HY, Glaser R. Negative
behavior during marital conflict is associated with immunological down-regulation.
Psychosomatic Medicine. 1993; 55(5):395-409. [PubMed: 8265740]

Kiecolt-Glaser JK, Newton TL. Marriage and health: His and hers. Psychological Bulletin. 2001;
127:472-503. [PubMed: 11439708]

Knox, D. Marriage happiness: A behavioral approach to counseling. Champaign, 11l: Research Press;
1971.

Kranzler HR, Abu-Hasaballah K, Tennen H, Feinn R, Young K. Using daily Interactive Voice
Response technology to measure drinking and related behaviors in a pharmacotherapy study.
Alcoholism: Clinical and Experimental Research. 2004; 28:1060-1064.

Addict Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 February 01.



1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN 1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN

1duosnuely Joyny vd-HIN

Cranford et al.

Page 11

Leonard KE, Eiden RD. Marital and family processes in the context of alcohol use and alcohol
disorders. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology. 2007; 3(1):285-310.

Levitt A, Cooper ML. Daily alcohol use and romantic relationship functioning: Evidence of
bidirectional, gender-, and context-specific effects. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin.
2010; 36(12):1706-1722. [PubMed: 21098471]

Manne S, Ostroff J, Rini C, Fox K, Goldstein L, Grana G. The interpersonal process model of
intimacy: The role of self-disclosure, partner disclosure, and partner responsiveness in interactions
between breast cancer patients and their partners. Journal of Family Psychology. 2004; 18:589—
599. [PubMed: 15598164]

Marshal MP. For better or for worse? The effects of alcohol use on marital functioning. Clinical
Psychology Review. 2003; 23:959-997. [PubMed: 14624823]

McCrady BS, Epstein EE, Cook S, Jensen N, Hildebrandt T. A randomized trial of individual and
couple behavioral alcohol treatment for women. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology.
2009; 77(2):243-256.10.1037/a0014686 [PubMed: 19309184]

Miller, WR.; Tonigan, JS.; Longabaugh, R. The Drinker Inventory of Consequences (DrInC): An
instrument for assessing adverse consequences of alcohol abuse. Vol. 4. Rockville, MD: NIAAA;
1995. Vol. Project MATCH Monograph Series

Mohr CD, Armeli S, Tennen H, Carney MA, Affleck G, Hromi A. Daily interpersonal experiences,
context, and alcohol consumption: Crying in your beer and toasting good times? Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 2001; 80:489-500. [PubMed: 11300581]

Mohr, CD.; Armeli, S.; Tennen, H.; Todd, M. The complexities of modeling mood-drinking
relationships: Lessons learned from daily process research. In: Kassel, JD., editor. Substance abuse
and emotion. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association; 2010. p. 189-216.

Mudar P, Kearns JN, Leonard KE. The transition to marriage and changes in alcohol involvement
among Black couples and White couples. Journal of Studies on Alcohol. 2002; 63(5):568-576.
[PubMed: 12380853]

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism. NIH Publication No 04-5346. Bethesda, MD:
NIAAA Office of Research Translation and Communications; Winter. 2004 NIAAA Council
approves definition of binge drinking.

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism. NIH Publication No 07-3769. Rockville, MD:
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, National Institutes of Health; 2007. Helping
patients who drink too much: A clinician’s guide.

O’Farrell TJ, Clements K. Review of outcome research on marital and family therapy in treatment for
alcoholism. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy. 2012; 38(1):122-144. [PubMed: 22283384]

Olenick NL, Chalmers DK. Gender-specific drinking styles in alcoholics and nonalcoholics. Journal of
Studies on Alcohol. 1991; 52(4):325-330. [PubMed: 1875705]

Paolino TJ, McCrady BS, Diamond S. Statistics on alcoholic marriages: An overview. International
Journal of the Addictions. 1978; 13(8):1285-1293. [PubMed: 744661]

Park CL, Armeli S, Tennen H. The daily stress and coping process and alcohol use among college
students. Journal of Studies on Alcohol. 2004; 65:126-135. [PubMed: 15000512]

Ramisetty-Mikler S, Caetano R. Alcohol use and intimate partner violence as predictors of separation
among U.S. couples: A longitudinal model. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs. 2005; 66(2):
205-212.

SAS Institute. SAS/STAT 9.2 user’s guide. 2. Cary, NC: SAS Institute Inc; 2009.

Schulz MS, Cowan PA, Pape Cowan C, Brennan RT. Coming home upset: Gender, marital
satisfaction, and the daily spillover of workday experience into couple interactions. Journal of
Family Psychology. 2004; 18:250-263. [PubMed: 14992625]

Searles JS, Perrine MW, Mundt JC, Helzer JE. Self-report of drinking using touch-tone telephone:
Extending the limits of reliable daily contact. Journal of Studies on Alcohol. 1995; 56(4):375-382.
[PubMed: 7674671]

Shiffman S, Stone AA, Hufford MR. Ecological momentary assessment. Annual Review of Clinical
Psychology. 2008; 4:1-32.

Stone AA, Shiffman S. Capturing momentary, self-report data: A proposal for reporting guidelines.
Annals of Behavioral Medicine. 2002; 24(3):236—243. [PubMed: 12173681]

Addict Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 February 01.



1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN 1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN

1duosnuely Joyny vd-HIN

Cranford et al. Page 12

Tennen H, Affleck G, Armeli S. Personality and daily experience revisited. Journal of Personality.
2005; 73(6):1465-1484.10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00355.x [PubMed: 16274442]

Tennen H, Affleck G, Armeli S, Carney MA. A daily process approach to coping: Linking theory,
research, and practice. American Psychologist. 2000; 55(6):626-636.10.1037/0003-066x.55.6.626
[PubMed: 10892205]

Vinokur AD, Price RH, Caplan RD. Hard times and hurtful partners: How financial strain affects
depression and relationship satisfaction of unemployed persons and their spouses. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 1996; 71(1):166-179. [PubMed: 8708998]

Addict Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 February 01.



Cranford et al. Page 13

Addict Behav. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 February 01.



1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN 1duosnue Joyiny vd-HIN

1duasnuely Joyny vd-HIN

Cranford et al.

Differences between Male and Female Probands

Table 1

Male Probands (n = 37)

Female Probands (n = 17)

M (SD) / % M (SD)/ % the
Demographics&
Age 445 (13.4) 40.9 (12.8) 0.9
Educationd 4.6 (L.0) 45(L.0) 05
Personal IncomeP 45(23) 26(22) 27"
Length of Marriage (in years) 15.4 (14.1) 9.7 (9.3) 11
Race/Ethnicity (White) 78.4 70.6 0.4
Worked in Past Week 64.9 47.1 15
Any Children (Yes) 61.1 80.0 17
Any Children at Home (Yes) 51.7 41.7 0.3
Substance Use
Ever Smoked (Yes) 64.9 70.6 0.2
Ever Used Marijuana (Yes) 78.4 82.4 0.1
Ever Used Cocaine (Yes) 41.2 47.1 0.2

a .. .
Highest level of education completed ranged from 0 = never attended school to 7 = MD, PhD, JD.

b . .
Personal income during the past one year ranged from 0 = less than $1,000 to 9 = $100,000 or more.

*
p <.05.
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Table 2

Differences between Male and Female Probands: Alcohol Involvement

Male Probands (n =37) Female Probands (n =17) t d
M (SD M (SD
Alcohol Involvement: Past 1 Year
Number of drinking days 200.7 (120.6) 130.8 (118.1) 2.0 0.58
Drinks per drinking day 6.2 (5.0) 5.7 (5.8) 0.3 0.09
Binge drinking days 118.7 (129.8) 92.1 (115.4) 0.7 0.21
Alcohol Involvement: Past 1 Month
Number of drinking days 11.2 (11.0) 8.6 (8.8) 0.8 0.25
Drinks per drinking day 4.2 (5.5) 2.2(1.8) 1.4 0.43
Binge drinking days 3.8(5.9) 25(4.2) 0.8 0.24
Alcohol-related problems@ 13.3(11.1) 13.6 (12.7) -0.10 -0.03
Alcohol Involvement: 2 Week I1VR Period
Number of drinking days 8.1(4.9) 6.9 (3.5) 0.7 0.26
Drinks per drinking day 5.9 (5.6) 2.8(1.4) 1.6 0.66
Binge drinking days 1.9(34) 1.1(1.6) 0.7 0.27

Note. Degrees of freedom ranged from 48 to 52.

aThe time frame for the SIP was the past 3 months.

d = Cohen’s d (Cohen, 1992).
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Differences between Male and Female Probands: Marital Interactions

Table 3

Male Probands®  Female Probands2

M (SD) M (SD) t d
Marital Interactions: Past 1 MonthP
Spouse undermining 0.9 (0.6) 1.3(1.1) —p1* -045
Spouse withdrawal 0.8(0.8) 1.7 (1.3) —31* -084
Spouse acceptance 3.0(1.2) 3.3(0.8) -09 -0.29
Spouse disclosure 2.8(1.1) 2.8 (0.5) -0.1 -0.05
Spouse humor 2.6 (1.0) 31(11) -15 -0.45
Marital Interactions: 15-Minute Behavioral Observation Task
Distress-maintaining attributions 20(4.3) 3.1(3.0) -09 -0.30
Hostility 4.3 (10.5) 9.5(11.8) -1.5 -047
Acceptance 1.2 (1.6) 25(5.2) -1.3 -0.34
Relationship-enhancing attributions 10.0 (5.5) 12.1(6.3) -0.7 -0.35
Self-disclosure 3.0@4.2) 25(2.0) 0.5 0.24
Humor 5.5 (6.4) 1.8(3.1) 20* 074
Constructive problem discussion 71.3(13.1) 68.0 (12.7) 0.8 0.26
Ratio of positive to negative behavior 0.82 (0.23) 0.66 (0.28) 20* 0.62
Proband HO —Spouse HO 0.19 (0.47) 0.88 (0.16) _93* 062
Proband RA —Spouse RA 0.75 (0.88) 0.44 (0.73) 1.2 -1.95
Proband PD —Spouse PD 29.4 (14.7) 28.4 (14.0) 0.2 0.07
Marital Interactions: 2 Week IVR Period®
Negative interactions last night 0.4 (0.4) 1.2(11) _36° —0.90
Negative interactions today 0.5(0.5) 1.3(1.1) —36* -001
Positive interactions last night 3.9(0.9) 3.4 (1.3) 15 0.41
Positive interactions today 3.8(0.9) 35(1.2) 1.0 0.28

Page 16

Note. Degrees of freedom ranged from 46 to 52. HM = Humor, HO = Hostility, DA = Distress-Maintaining Attributions, RA = Relationship-
Enhancing Attributions, PD = Constructive Problem-Solving Discussions.

a - .
For the marital interaction results, n = 32 male probands and n = 16 female probands. All other results are based on n = 37 male probands and n =

17 female probands.

b
Scaled so that 0 = “not at all,” 1 = “less than once a week,” 2 = “once a week,” 3 = “more than once a week,” and 4 = “about every day.”

cAverage of the total number of spouse’s behaviors for a given time period (possible range 0 to 5 for last night and today).

d = Cohen’s d (Cohen, 1992).

*
p <.05.
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