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ABSTRACT. Objective: The purpose of this study was to examine the
distal predictors (alcohol expectancies, adversarial heterosexual beliefs)
and proximal predictors (alcohol intoxication, partner’s condom use re-
quest style, state anger) of young men’s condom use resistance (CUR).
Method: Young, male, non—problem drinking, inconsistent condom
users (N =297) completed an alcohol administration experiment. After
completing background measures, participants were randomly assigned
to receive a control or alcoholic beverage (target peak breath alcohol
concentration = .08%). They then read a randomly assigned hypothetical
sexual scenario in which their female partner requested to use a condom
either indirectly, directly, or insistently. Participants’ desire to have
condomless sex, state anger, and both coercive and noncoercive CUR
intentions were assessed. Results: Path analyses demonstrated that

alcohol intoxication directly predicted noncoercive CUR intentions. In
addition, a moderated mediation pathway was found such that, relative to
sober participants, intoxicated men’s sexual aggression-related alcohol
expectancies were positively associated with their state anger in response
to the partner’s condom use request. This increased anger was related to
stronger noncoercive CUR intentions. Adversarial heterosexual beliefs
both directly and indirectly predicted coercive and noncoercive CUR
intentions. Conclusions: Path analysis demonstrated that alcohol in-
toxication increased intentions to resist condom use through noncoercive
tactics. In addition, men’s misogynistic attitudes and alcohol intoxication
were associated with greater feelings of anger, which predicted stronger
coercive and noncoercive CUR intentions. (J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs, 81,
454-461, 2020)

LTHOUGH CORRECT AND CONSISTENT condom
use reduces the risk of sexually transmitted infec-
tions (STIs) and unplanned pregnancy (Centers for Disease
Control, 2016), condom use resistance (CUR) is common.
Compared with women, men report greater intentions to
have condomless sex (Scott-Sheldon et al., 2016) and more
frequent attempts to avoid condom use (Debro et al., 1994).
Research indicates that alcohol intoxication, in combination
with dispositional tendencies toward anger and hostility, in-
creases men’s likelihood of attempting to avoid condom use
with partners who desire protected sex (Abbey et al., 2009;
Stappenbeck et al., 2019). Although research indicates that
emotional responses to women’s condom use requests play a
role in men’s CUR (Davis, 2010; Otto-Salaj et al., 2010), lit-
tle research has examined the influence of women’s condom
request style on men’s emotional responses and intentions to
use coercive and noncoercive CUR tactics. By further delin-
eating these risk factors, this research can inform prevention
programming aimed at reducing men’s CUR behavior.
Both quantitative and qualitative research suggests that
young men commonly engage in CUR (Davis et al., 2014a,
2014b). Previous research has identified a range of CUR tac-
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tics from noncoercive (e.g., reassurance of low STI risk) to
coercive (e.g., deceit, manipulation, or force). Coercive CUR
tactics are less frequently used than noncoercive tactics and
overlap conceptually with sexual aggression (Davis, 2019;
Davis et al., 2018; Wegner et al., 2017).

As with other sexual risk behaviors (George, 2019; Scott-
Sheldon et al., 2016), alcohol intoxication increases men’s
likelihood of engaging in CUR. For example, positive CUR
attitudes, perceived social support for CUR, CUR self-effica-
cy, and CUR intentions all increase after consuming alcohol
(Davis et al., 2016). Moreover, an event-level examination
revealed that young men consumed more drinks on drinking
days in which they engaged in CUR compared with drink-
ing days on which CUR did not occur (Stappenbeck et al.,
2019).

Alcohol may contribute to CUR through its effects on
men’s in-the-moment responses during sexual situations.
In particular, some men report reacting with anger to their
partners’ requests to use a condom (Otto-Salaj et al., 2010),
and alcohol-related factors (e.g., intoxication, expectancies)
may predict such reactions. Indeed, Davis (2010) found that
intoxicated men with stronger aggression-related alcohol ex-
pectancies reported greater negative emotions (e.g., anger) in
response to a woman’s refusal to have condomless sex rela-
tive to sober men and men with weaker aggression-related
alcohol expectancies. Negative emotions then predicted
stronger intentions to engage in coercive tactics to obtain
condomless sex.
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FiGure 1. Hypothesized path model. CUR = condom use resistance.

Previous research suggests that distal measures of anger
and hostility are related to men’s alcohol-involved CUR. For
example, compared with sober men, intoxicated men with
hostile attitudes toward women report stronger intentions to
have condomless sex with a woman who wants to use a con-
dom (Abbey et al., 2009). In an event-level examination, the
likelihood of CUR for men lower in trait anger increased the
more alcohol they consumed above their typical consump-
tion. However, for men higher in trait anger, deviations in
drinking from their typical consumption amounts were not
associated with CUR (Stappenbeck et al., 2019). Such find-
ings indicate that alcohol consumption works in concert with
pre-existing tendencies to facilitate CUR behavior; however,
neither of these studies examined proximal anger responses
as a possible mediator of this relationship.

Another factor that may influence men’s responses to a
condom use request is the way in which the request is com-
municated. Condom use requests can be verbal or nonverbal
and vary in directness (Lam et al., 2004). Direct verbal con-
dom use requests are more effective for negotiating condom
use with a partner (Lam et al., 2004), and women who are
insistent about condom use are more likely to persuade their
partner to use a condom than women who are less insistent
(Tschann et al., 2010). As in other research (e.g., Abbey
et al., 2009), men’s CUR responses to different types of
condom use request styles are also influenced by alcohol in-
toxication and hostility toward women (Wegner et al., 2017).
For men low in hostility toward women, CUR intentions did
not vary by alcohol consumption or condom request style.
However, for men higher in hostility, CUR intentions were
strongest when men were intoxicated or when they received
an indirect condom request, supporting previous research

that indirect requests are the least effective for successful
condom negotiation. Although such findings demonstrate
that women’s condom request style and men’s alcohol intoxi-
cation and attitudes about women are predictive of CUR in-
tentions, research has yet to investigate how men’s proximal
emotional reactions to condom requests (e.g., anger) might
mediate these responses.

In the current study, we aimed to address this knowl-
edge gap through an alcohol administration experiment
that manipulated previously identified predictors of men’s
CUR (e.g., alcohol intoxication, condom request style) and
assessed whether their effects on CUR are mediated by
proximal anger responses. We hypothesized that alcohol
intoxication would directly predict increased coercive and
noncoercive CUR intentions (Figure 1). We also expected
that alcohol intoxication would be indirectly associated with
increased CUR intentions through a greater desire to have
condomless sex and greater anger in response to the female
partner’s condom request. We predicted that intoxicated men
with stronger alcohol expectancies related to sexual aggres-
sion propensity would report greater anger after a condom
use request, which would be associated with increased CUR
intentions. Adversarial heterosexual beliefs were expected to
predict greater CUR intentions both directly and indirectly
through greater anger. We also predicted that adversarial
heterosexual beliefs would interact with alcohol intoxication
to predict greater coercive CUR intentions. Last, we ex-
pected that women’s condom request style would interact
with men’s adversarial heterosexual beliefs, such that men
with stronger adversarial heterosexual beliefs would respond
with greater anger to indirect condom requests, which would
relate to greater coercive and noncoercive CUR intentions.
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Method
Farticipants

Participants (N = 320) were 21- to 30-year-old non—
problem drinking men who reported at least one instance of
condomless sex with a woman in the past year and who were
not in a long-term monogamous relationship. Consistent
with guidelines for ethical alcohol administration (National
Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2005), men were
excluded if they reported medical condition(s) or prescrip-
tion drug use that contraindicated alcohol consumption,
typically consumed fewer than 3 drinks per week, or had a
history of negative reactions to alcohol or problem drinking
(Brief Michigan Alcohol Screening Test [BMAST]; Pokorny
et al., 1972).

Procedure

Online and print advertisements recruited “male social
drinkers” for a study on “male—female interactions.” Interest-
ed individuals called for more information and to complete
eligibility screening. Of 971 screened, 581 (59.8%) were
ineligible; most frequent non—mutually exclusive reasons for
exclusion were consistent condom use (rz = 154), no or low
alcohol use (n = 127), high scores on the BMAST (n = 109),
and being in a monogamous relationship (n = 84).

When eligible participants arrived at the laboratory, a
male experimenter verified their age and used a handheld
breath alcohol analyzer (Alco-Sensor 1V, Intoximeters, Inc.,
St. Louis, MO) to ensure that their breath alcohol concentra-
tion (BrAC) was .00%. Participants were required to have
adhered to the following: not driving to the laboratory, not
consuming a caloric beverage or food in the past 3 hours,
and not consuming alcohol or using recreational or over-
the-counter drugs in the past 24 hours. Once verified, the
experimenter administered informed consent, after which
participants completed measures on a computer in a private
room. All procedures and measures were approved by the
university’s Human Subjects Division.

Beverage administration. Following the background
measures, participants were randomly assigned to either a
high alcohol dose or a control condition. Participants in the
alcohol condition received one part 100-proof vodka to three
parts juice, designed to yield a peak BrAC of .08% (.82 ml
ethanol per pound of body weight; Friel et al., 1999). Control
participants received an equivalent mixture of one part water
to three parts juice. Breathalyzer tests were administered
every 4 minutes until alcohol participants reached a target
BrAC of .05% in order for them to complete the remaining
procedures while on the ascending BrAC limb. Each control
participant was yoked to an alcohol participant, such that he
completed the same number of Breathalyzer tests as the al-
cohol participant to reduce error variance related to the time

between beverage consumption and experimental manipula-
tion (Giancola & Zeichner, 1997; Schacht et al., 2010).

Hypothetical sexual scenario. After reaching the crite-
rion BrAC, participants read and projected themselves into
a sexually explicit scenario written in the second person.
The story introduced a relationship with “Erica” by briefly
describing two previous consensual sexual encounters, only
one of which involved condom use. In the current interac-
tion, Erica and the protagonist engaged in explicit sexual
activity. Erica made a request to use a condom (Condom
Request 1) and the protagonist realized that he did not have
one. The story continued with Erica looking for and finding
a condom, after which she and the protagonist continued to
engage in explicit sexual activities, including genital fon-
dling but not intercourse. Erica again requested condom use
(Condom Request 2). The final part of the story included
more explicit, erotic sexual activity, leading up to but not
including penetration, followed by a final condom request
from Erica (Condom Request 3).

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three con-
dom request conditions that described the nature of Erica’s
requests: Indirect, Direct, or Insistent. In the Indirect Request
condition, Erica made nonverbal gestures toward the condom
and subtly suggested that she would like to use it. In the Di-
rect Request condition, Erica made an explicit verbal request
to use the condom and handed an unopened condom to the
protagonist. Last, in the Insistent Request condition, Erica
told the protagonist that she would not have sex with him
unless they used a condom, opened the condom package,
and handed it to him.

After the scenario, participants completed questions in-
cluding the dependent measures and were debriefed. Sober
participants were released immediately after debriefing;
intoxicated participants were required to wait until their
BrAC dropped to .03% or below. Participants received $15
per hour.

Materials

Background questionnaires. Before receiving their drinks,
participants completed background questionnaires that
included assessments of their demographic characteristics,
adversarial heterosexual beliefs, and sexual aggression—re-
lated alcohol expectancies.

Adversarial heterosexual beliefs. Participants’ adversarial
heterosexual beliefs were assessed using 15 items assessed
on a seven-point Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to
7 (strongly agree) (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995). A sample
item included “Men and women are generally out to use
each other.” Items were averaged and showed adequate reli-
ability (Cronbach’s a = .79).

Sexual aggression—related alcohol expectancies. Partici-
pants’ sexual aggression—related alcohol expectancies were
assessed using a modified six-item subscale of the Alcohol



DAVIS ET AL. 457

Expectancies Questionnaire—Sex and Aggression (Abbey et
al., 1999). These items (e.g., “When drinking alcohol, I am
more likely to pressure a woman to have sex”) were assessed
on a five-point scale, from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much).
The mean of these six items was computed and demonstrated
good reliability (Cronbach’s a = .83).

Dependent measures. While reading the scenario, partici-
pants completed the dependent measures.

(A) DESIRE TO HAVE CONDOMLESS SEX. After Condom Request
3, there was a break in the story during which participants
rated their desire to have sex with Erica without a condom.
Response options ranged from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely).

(B) SmurE ancer: Following Condom Request 3, partici-
pants rated six items indicating the extent to which they felt
anger (e.g., “pissed off”) at this time. Response options
ranged from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). Items were aver-
aged (a0 = .93).

(c) Conpom USE REsisTANCE: Participants’ CUR intentions
after Condom Request 3 were assessed with 33 items (1 =
very unlikely to 7 = very likely). Coercive CUR intentions
were assessed with a sum of 13 items regarding intentions
to use emotional consequences, deception, condom sabotage,
or physical force to avoid condom use (o = .89). This scale
included such items as, “At this point in the situation, how
likely are you to prevent Erica from getting up to get a con-
dom by staying on top of her.” Noncoercive CUR intentions
were assessed through a sum of 20 items assessing partici-
pants’ intentions to avoid condom use through seduction, re-
lationship factors, reduced sensitivity, risk level reassurance,
loss of arousal, or a direct request not to use a condom (o =
.94). A sample noncoercive CUR item was, “At this point in
the situation, how likely are you to tell Erica you don’t want
to use a condom because they are uncomfortable.”

(D) CoNDOM REQUEST MANIPULATION CHECKS: Participants
responded to three questions about how passively, assertively,
or aggressively Erica requested condom use on a seven-point
scale, from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely).

Data analysis

The hypothesized path analytic model was tested using
MPlus 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2018) using maximum likeli-
hood estimation. When evaluating model fit, a nonsignificant
chi-square, comparative fit index (CFI) > .95, and root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) < .06 were used as
indicators of acceptable model fit (West et al., 2012). In ad-
dition, the model was estimated using 10,000 bootstrapped
resamples (Hayes, 2009) to allow for the evaluation of in-
direct effects using 95% confidence intervals (CIs). During
path analysis, the condom request conditions were effect
coded into two variables. The first effect code compared the
indirect request condition against the direct and insistent
conditions; the second effect code compared the direct and
insistent condom requests. Significant moderation effects

were interpreted through simple slopes tests (Aiken et al.,
1991), each of which were assessed in Mplus using 10,000
bootstrapped resamples (Hayes, 2009).

Results
Preliminary analyses

Manipulation checks and data cleaning. In total, 23 par-
ticipants were excluded from data analysis. Two participants
withdrew, and four participants became ill during alcohol ad-
ministration. Twelve participants failed the condom request
style manipulation check. Five participants were removed
for providing unreliable data. Thus, the final sample size
used in all analyses was N = 297. Participants were evenly
distributed across experimental conditions. Participants in
the alcohol condition had an average BrAC of .061% (SD
=.011%) at the time they started reading the experimental
story. After completing all post-story questionnaires, alcohol
participants had an average BrAC of .070% (SD = .012%)).

Demographics. Participants’ average age was 25 years (M
=24.64, SD = 2.69). A quarter (24.9%, n = 74) of partici-
pants were current students. Sixty-six percent self-identified
as White/Caucasian, 9.4% as Black/African American,
10.7% as multiracial, 5.1% as Asian/South Asian, 1.0% as
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 1.0% as Native Ameri-
can/Alaskan Native, and 6.7% indicated “other” or did not
reply. Across all participants, 10.4% identified as Hispanic/
Latino.

Mean comparisons

In addition to the hypothesized model, the main effect
of beverage condition on participants’ coercive and nonco-
ercive CUR intentions was examined. Participants’ alcohol
consumption did not affect their coercive CUR intentions,
1(295) = -1.516, p = 13 (M, vicatea = 16.33, SD = 8.87;
M., = 15.08, SD = 4.68), or their noncoercive CUR inten-
tions, #295) = -1.767, p = .078 (M, \oxicated = 41.57, SD =
23.47; M, = 36.90, SD = 22.01). The effect of beverage
condition was also assessed on state anger and desire to have
unprotected sex, the mediators of the hypothesized model.
Results showed that beverage condition had no effect on
participants’ state anger, #295) =-1.393, p = .17 (M, vicated
=1.59, 8D =1.22; M, .. = 1.43, SD = 1.22). However, sober
participants reported greater desire to have condomless sex
relative to intoxicated participants, #295) = 2.290, p = .023
M, .. =4.79,SD=225 M =4.19, SD = 2.26).

sober intoxicated

Path analysis model

Bivariate correlations, means, and standard deviations
of the study variables were examined (Table 1). Significant
bivariate correlations were in the expected direction, with
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TaBLE 1. Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations among study variables (N = 297)

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
1. Adversarial sexual beliefs - .350% .198% 3234 .354% 327 -.009 -015 -.059 .075
2. Alcohol expectancies: Sexual coercion - .195% JA58%%  279%%  203% -.080 -.040 -.020 .060
3. Desire to have condomless sex - A74%% 4174 81 - 132% -.081 -.066 147%*
4. State anger - .538% .615% .081 -.047 .058 -.012
5. Noncoercive CUR intentions - .693% 102 -127%  -.050 178%*
6. Coercive CUR intentions - .088 -.074 -.026 .101
7. Beverage condition - -.007 .007 .000
8. Direct request condom condition - -508t  -.489%
9. Insistent request condom condition - -.504%
1

0. Indirect request condom condition

M 2.276 2.281 4.490
SD 0.888 0.818 2274

1511 39.263 15.714
1.041  22.840 7.131

Note: CUR = condom use resistance.
*p <.05; ¥*¥p <.01; Ip <.001.

the exception of the correlation between desire to have con-
domless sex and beverage condition, which indicated that
intoxicated participants expressed less desire for condomless
sex than sober participants. The hypothesized model did not
fit the data well, ¥2(37) = 84.00, p < .001 (RMSEA = .065;
CFI = .905). Notable differences between the expected and
actual results of the hypothesized model included that bev-
erage condition neither directly affected coercive CUR nor
interacted with adversarial heterosexual beliefs to predict
coercive CUR. Furthermore, condom request style did not
interact with adversarial heterosexual beliefs to predict state
anger. After examining these results, nonsignificant paths
were trimmed, model modification indices were examined,
and pathways that were conceptually appropriate with a
modification index of greater than 10 were added to the
model (Muthén & Muthén, 2018). Notable changes included
the addition of a direct effect of adversarial heterosexual

beliefs on desire to have condomless sex, a direct effect
of direct/insistent compared to indirect condom request on
both coercive and noncoercive CUR, and the removal of a
direct effect of beverage condition on coercive CUR. These
modifications are consistent with previous research, which
shows that individuals with higher adversarial heterosexual
beliefs are less likely to use a condom during sex (French
et al., 2019) and that condom use is more likely to occur in
situations in which the woman is more assertive about its use
(Stoner et al., 2008). The final model (Figure 2) fit the data
very well, x%(26) = 33.979, p = .136 (RMSEA = .032; CFI
=.984).

In the final model, adversarial heterosexual beliefs
showed the expected positive relationship with state anger,
coercive CUR, and noncoercive CUR, although it did not
moderate the relationship between beverage condition and
coercive CUR as hypothesized. However, there was an ad-

Adversarial L121%+ i
Heterosexual Coercive CUR
Beliefs 343%% 490
' ¢
. Condom Use
S05¢
Request Style 3.917%%
253 Beverage 3 Desire to Have | State Anger 49,3821
Condition - 208% Condomless Sex 062 -2.098%+

h

Sexual Aggression-Related
Alcohol Expectancies

*k
3.907 0,581t

Noncoercive CUR

FiGure 2.  Final path model. Only significant pathways depicted. CUR = condom use resistance.

*p < .05; **p < .01; p <.001.
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TaBLE 2. Indirect effects within the final model

Variable Estimate SE [95% CI]
Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs — Anger — Coercive CUR 1.345% 0.628 [0.454, 3.024]
Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs — Desire to Have

Condomless Sex — Anger — Coercive CUR 0.123 0.079 [0.030, 0.376]
Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs — Anger — Noncoercive CUR 3.291%* 1.128 [1.491, 5.961]
Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs — Desire to Have

Condomless Sex — Noncoercive CUR 1.434%%* 0.407 [0.713,2.315]
Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs — Desire to Have

Condomless Sex — Anger — Noncoercive CUR 0.302 0.159 [0.075, 0.736]
Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs — Desire to Have

Condomless Sex — Anger 0.032 0.016 [0.007, 0.070]
Alcohol Expectancies: Propensity for Sexual Coercion x

Beverage Condition — Anger — Coercive CUR 0.601 0.333 [0.138, 1.532]
Alcohol Expectancies: Propensity for Sexual Coercion x

Beverage Condition — Anger — Noncoercive CUR 1.470* 0.680 [0.295, 3.001]
Beverage Condition — Desire to Have Condomless Sex —

Noncoercive CUR -0.848* 0.379 [-1.661, -0.161]
Beverage Condition — Desire to Have Condomless Sex —

Anger — Coercive CUR -0.073 0.055 [-0.263, -0.011]
Desire to Have Condomless Sex — Anger — Noncoercive CUR 0.598* 0.270 [0.136, 1.215]

Notes: CI = confidence interval; CUR = condom use resistance.

*p <.05; **p < 0.

ditional direct, positive relationship between adversarial
heterosexual beliefs and desire to have condomless sex that
was not originally hypothesized. Although beverage condi-
tion had the expected positive effect on noncoercive CUR,
the hypothesized direct effect of beverage condition on
coercive CUR was not significant, and beverage condition
had an unanticipated negative effect on desire to have con-
domless sex, with intoxicated men reporting less desire to
have condomless sex. As hypothesized, sexual aggression—
related alcohol expectancies moderated the relationship
between beverage condition and state anger. Simple slopes
analyses revealed that sober participants’ sexual aggres-
sion—related alcohol expectancies had no association with
their anger (f = 0.081, 95% CI [-0.085, 0.302], p = .34).
However, for intoxicated participants, sexual aggression—
related alcohol expectancies were positively associated
with anger responses (f = 0.326, 95% CI [0.131, 0.550],
p = .002). Desire to have condomless sex had the expected
positive relationship with noncoercive CUR and with state
anger, and state anger had the hypothesized positive as-
sociation with both coercive and noncoercive CUR. Lastly,
condom use request style did not moderate the relationship
between adversarial heterosexual beliefs and state anger
as expected. Instead, it showed a direct negative effect on
both coercive and noncoercive CUR, with direct/insistent
condom requests resulting in lower CUR intentions than
indirect requests.

Indirect effects. The indirect effects of the relevant vari-
ables in the final model were also examined. The interaction
between sexual aggression—related alcohol expectancies and
beverage condition through anger on noncoercive CUR was
significant (f = 1.470, 95% CI [0.295, 3.001], p = .031);
however, it was not significant for coercive CUR (3 = 0.601,
95% CI [0.138, 1.532], p = .071). There was also a signifi-

cant, indirect effect of beverage condition on noncoercive
CUR through desire to have condomless sex (f = -0.848,
95% CI [-1.661, -0.161], p = .025). The full results of all
indirect effects are presented in Table 2.

Discussion

The current study contributes to the literature by con-
sidering the proximal role of men’s anger in response to
different condom request styles on their CUR intentions
during sober and intoxicated states. This research enhances
our understanding regarding for whom (i.e., endorsing ad-
versarial heterosexual beliefs; stronger sexual aggression—
related alcohol expectancies) and under what circumstances
(alcohol consumption; partner condom request style) desire
to have condomless sex and state anger are related to CUR
intentions. Current findings provide new insights into the
proximal role of emotional responses in men’s resistance of
condom use.

Consistent with previous research, acute intoxication
was associated with intentions to use noncoercive CUR
tactics (Davis et al., 2016); however, hypotheses regarding
alcohol’s direct effects on coercive CUR were not supported.
Instead, findings suggest that coercive CUR intentions were
better predicted by men’s attitudes about women and anger
in response to condom negotiation. Alcohol intoxication
did predict increases in state anger, which was associated
with stronger noncoercive CUR intentions, but only for men
with strong sexual aggression—related alcohol expectancies.
Such findings are consistent with previous research (Davis,
2010) and suggest that interventions addressing alcohol use
to reduce CUR behavior may be particularly effective when
targeted toward men who believe that alcohol increases their
sexual aggression likelihood.
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Overall, these findings demonstrate that state anger
is associated with men’s CUR intentions, indicating that
anger-related factors may be promising intervention targets
for reducing men’s CUR (Stappenbeck et al., 2019). Future
research should work to identify potential mitigating factors
that reduce the strength of the state anger and CUR relation-
ship. For example, individual differences in anger control are
associated with reduced outward expressions of anger when
intoxicated (Parrott et al., 2003). As such, emotion regulation
interventions that target in-the-moment anger responses may
be important additions to existing sexual risk-taking inter-
ventions. Future investigations could also explore the role
of trait-related factors (e.g., externalizing behaviors; Yeater
et al., 2012) in relation to state anger during CUR events.
Moreover, the interplay between alcohol expectancies, in-
toxication, hostile masculinity, and state anger demonstrated
in these results also highlights potential mechanistic similari-
ties between CUR and sexual aggression, which could be a
useful avenue to explore in future research.

Given prior research, it was surprising that, in this study,
intoxication decreased men’s desire to have condomless sex.
This may have been because condomless sex intentions were
assessed after the female partner had requested condom use
three separate times. Because alcohol’s myopic effects typi-
cally lead individuals to focus on the most salient cues when
intoxicated (Steele & Josephs, 1990), it may be that after
three condom requests, the request to use a condom was
more salient than men’s desire to have condomless sex. This
is speculative, however, and should be explored in future
research.

Men reported being more likely to engage in both co-
ercive and noncoercive CUR when their partner made an
indirect condom request. Consistent with prior research (e.g.,
Lam et al., 2004), these findings highlight that direct con-
dom requests may be more effective for obtaining condom
use from one’s partner. Sexual risk reduction interventions
could educate women on different condom request styles
and provide information that indirect condom request styles
may result in increased resistance from their male partners.
Moreover, because women’s sexual assertiveness predicts
their intentions to insist on condom use (Stoner et al., 2008),
interventions designed to augment women’s assertiveness
in sexual situations could enhance these psychoeducation
efforts by increasing women’s capacity to directly request
condom use.

Limitations and conclusions

Although these results are a valuable contribution to the
literature, there are important limitations to consider. This
study excluded men in long-term monogamous relation-
ships; future work should examine men’s use of CUR in
such relationships. The sample was also restricted to male
non—problem drinkers who have sex with women. Future

studies should examine these dynamics in abstainers, prob-
lem drinkers, and men who have sex with men. Additional
research should investigate the role of individual and situ-
ational factors in women’s CUR as well. The use of an ex-
perimental paradigm is an important strength as it offers the
opportunity for causal inference while providing a glimpse
into men’s proximal cognitive and affective processes. That
noted, analog studies provide information on men’s inten-
tions in a hypothetical situation and may not sufficiently
predict real-world condom use behaviors.

The present investigation used experimental methods
to provide novel information about the situational and in-
dividual factors predictive of men’s anger responses and
CUR intentions during condom negotiation processes. Such
results contribute to an integrated understanding of the distal
and proximal processes that increase the likelihood of con-
domless sex through coercive and noncoercive CUR. The
development and deployment of intervention programs can
follow, targeting crucial proximal factors through a tailored
approach based on relevant distal factors.
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