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THE ROLE OF DRINKING CONTEXT IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

IMPULSIVITY AND ALCOHOL USE IN DAILY LIFE 

Anna M. Porter 

Dr. Denis McCarthy, Thesis Supervisor 

ABSTRACT 

Alcohol consumption among young adults is prevalent, with 29% of individuals 

reporting binge drinking in the past month. Impulsivity is a well-established risk factor 

for problematic alcohol use. However, little is known about the real-time association 

between momentary impulsivity and alcohol use, particularly in naturalistic settings. This 

study employed Ecological Momentary Assessment (EMA) to investigate the relationship 

between trait and state impulsivity and alcohol-related behaviors, focusing on the 

moderating role of drinking context. Results revealed that both state and trait impulsivity 

were positively associated with breath alcohol concentration (BrAC) during drinking 

occasions. The association between momentary impulsivity and BrAC was moderated by 

drinking location, showing a stronger association when away from home. There was not a 

significant relationship between day-level impulsivity and alcohol-related consequences. 

This study contributes valuable insights into the nuanced relationship between 

impulsivity, drinking context, and alcohol-related behaviors, highlighting the importance 

of considering both trait and state impulsivity measures in naturalistic settings. The 

findings have implications for personalized interventions targeting impulsivity and 

contextual factors to mitigate alcohol-related harm among young adults. 
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The Role of Drinking Context in the Relationship Between Impulsivity and Alcohol Use 

in Daily Life 

Introduction 

Alcohol is the most widely-used substance among young adults, with 29% 

reporting binge drinking in the past month (SAMHSA, 2022). Impulsivity, broadly 

defined as action with little forethought of consequences, is a multidimensional construct 

shown to be a robust risk factor for alcohol use and related consequences (Dick et al, 

2010; Lejuez et al, 2010; de Wit, 2009). While individual differences in impulsivity are 

broadly associated with problematic alcohol use (Coskunpinar et al., 2013; Stautz & 

Cooper, 2013), less is understood about how event-levels changes in impulsivity are 

associated with alcohol use in daily life, and what environmental factors may impact the 

relationship between momentary impulsivity and alcohol use.  

Previous work on impulsivity and alcohol use has primarily measured impulsivity 

using two distinct methods: 1) self-report questionnaires which conceptualize impulsivity 

at the global, trait level and, 2) behavioral tasks which assess impulsivity as a state-level 

behavior at a specific moment in time. Although behavioral tasks are useful in studying 

momentary impulsivity in lab-based settings, they are more difficult to utilize in 

naturalistic settings. There is also considerable evidence that self-report and behavioral 

measures of impulsivity have little convergence (Cyders & Coskunpinar, 2011), 

suggesting that these measures are assessing related but distinct constructs. Ecological 

momentary assessment (EMA) offers the ability to measure state-based impulsivity in the 

natural environment using the same self-report methods as trait impulsivity measures. 

Previous research (Tomko et al., 2014; Halvorson et al., 2021) has validated the 
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correlation between EMA self-report state-based and trait-based impulsivity assessments. 

The current study aimed to utilize EMA to explore the real-time association between 

trait- and state-level impulsivity and alcohol-related behaviors and consequences, with a 

specific focus on the moderating role of drinking context. 

Measuring Impulsivity  

Impulsivity is associated with a wide array of psychological disorders, including 

substance use disorders, gambling disorder, personality disorders, and mood disorders.  

However, the diverse conceptualizations and approaches to the measurement of 

impulsivity make it difficult to draw conclusions about what aspects of impulsivity are 

associated with these disorders or their symptoms. Definitions of impulsivity have often 

been broad and overlapping, varying not only in how impulsivity is defined, but also in 

the number and types of lower order factors theorized to comprise it. Many models of 

impulsivity focus on the construct as a trait-based, person-level variable, relatively 

consistent across situations and contexts (Dick et al., 2010; King et al., 2014). From this 

perspective, impulsivity is measured as a stable personality trait using questionnaires and 

self-report measures that ask participants to aggregate their behavior over a long period 

of time.  

Trait models of impulsivity have been highly successful in identifying individuals 

at risk for various negative outcomes or risky behaviors (Stautz & Cooper, 2013; 

VanderVeen et al., 2016; Verdejo-Garcia et al., 2008; Sher & Trull, 1994). Whiteside and 

Lyman’s UPPS model (2001) is one of the most widely used measures of trait impulsivity 

and is grounded in the Five Factor Model of personality (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1999). 

The UPPS model incorporated previous conceptualizations of trait impulsivity into four 
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impulsive traits: urgency, the tendency to act rashly as a response to emotional states; 

lack of premeditation, the tendency to act without thinking; lack of perseverance, poor 

persistence with tasks; and sensation seeking, a proclivity to seek out new, stimulating 

experiences (Whiteside & Lyman, 2001). These impulsive traits have been shown to have 

unique relationships with specific alcohol use behaviors and consequences (Smith et al., 

2007; Coskunpinar et al., 2013; MacKillop et al., 2007).  

There is also evidence for state-like, situation-level changes in impulsivity, which 

may be important in understanding and predicting risky behaviors in the moment. State-

based impulsivity models (Dick et al., 2010; Dougherty et al., 2002, 2005a, 2005b; Marsh 

et al., 2002), and the related concepts of executive function (Nigg, 2000) and cognitive 

control (Friedman & Miyake, 2004), have primarily employed lab-based, behavioral 

tasks that capture a time-limited “snapshot” of impulsive behavior.  These behavioral 

tasks, similar to trait models, are multifactorial and tend to focus on distinct impulsive 

behaviors (e.g., prepotent response inhibition, delay discounting, resistance to distractor 

interference).  

Congruity Between Trait and State Measures 

Multiple efforts have been made to delineate the correspondence between self-

report and behavioral task measures of impulsivity. Nigg (2000) and Dick et al., (2010) 

each proposed frameworks for mapping task to questionnaire measures. Nigg (2000) 

indicated that inhibitory processes could be categorized into four different phases of 

processing: interference control, cognitive inhibition, behavioral inhibition, and 

oculomotor inhibition. Dick et al. (2010) recommended organization into five cognitive 

processes and five dispositions towards rash action that would allow for the direct 
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comparison between task and questionnaire measures. In a meta-analytic review 

following the proposed framework by Dick et al. (2010), Cyders and Coskunpinar (2011) 

found that lack of perseverance, lack of premeditation, and negative urgency correlate 

with behavioral measures of prepotent response inhibition and that lack of premeditation 

and sensation seeking related to delay response. However, these relationships tended to 

be small and the construct validity of these measures is questionable (King et al., 2014, 

Sharma et al., 2014, Stevens et al., 2018). Other studies show no relationship between 

questionnaire and behavioral measures (Reynolds et al., 2006; Dick et al., 2010), 

indicating that these lab-based behavioral tasks may be measuring a separate aspect of 

impulsivity from questionnaire-based measures (Friedman & Miyake, 2004).  

As Cyders and Coskunpinar (2011) illustrate, despite some shared variance 

between questionnaire and lab-based measures (r = 0.097), a larger proportion of 

variance is not shared. This may indicate that these measures are tapping into related but 

distinct constructs. Another potential explanation for this modest overlap is psychometric. 

Lab-based behavioral tasks provide a behavioral “snapshot”, which may not be 

representative of an individual’s aggregated levels of impulsivity over multiple 

occasions. In contrast, personality-based questionnaire measures of impulsivity ask 

individuals to aggregate behavior over longer periods of time, tapping into a more general 

summary of impulsivity.  

Ecological momentary assessment (EMA; Stone & Shiffman, 1994) provides a 

potential solution for this congruity and method problem by allowing for the collection of 

multiple self-report assessments of impulsivity across time for the same participant. EMA 

also reduces recall bias and occurs in the participant’s natural environment, allowing for 
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the assessment of situational differences that are difficult to account for in lab-based state 

impulsivity measures. Two validated measures, the Momentary Impulsivity Scale (MIS; 

Tomko et al., 2014) and EMA UPPS-P (Halvorson et al., 2021), have been developed 

that match methods between trait-based and state-based measures. The MIS appears to 

tap into the same variability as general, trait-based questionnaire measures (Stevens et al., 

2020). Several studies using these EMA state-based impulsivity measures have 

demonstrated associations between within-person fluctuations in day-to-day impulsivity 

and alcohol use and related problems and suggest that these associations are moderated 

by individual characteristics (Stamates et al., 2019; Pedersen et al., 2019).  

Situational Influences 

Given this complexity in measuring impulsivity as a multidimensional construct 

with unique and separate trait and state conceptualizations, disentangling the momentary 

level effects of impulsivity on alcohol-related behavior is a significant challenge. There 

are clear variations in the measurement of impulsivity, the stability of impulsivity as a 

construct, and how that may differentially relate to in-the-moment impulsive actions. 

Furthermore, predicting behavior goes beyond the group level and may differ based on 

interactions between the individual and the situation. Fleeson (2007) argues that trait-

based person-level characteristics are an aggregate of an individual’s average behavior 

over many situations and specific situation-level variables can cause state-based 

behavioral deviations from person-level norms. Less is understood about what specific 

situational factors are important in predicting individual, state-based differences in the 

relationship between impulsivity and alcohol use.  
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Social-ecological frameworks posit that drinking-related outcomes at the event 

level are the product of the interaction between individual characteristics, social, 

locational, and situational characteristics, and alcohol use (Freisthler et al., 2014). Social 

context involves the number and types of people one is drinking with and the 

relationships between those individuals. Social drinking context is also related to alcohol 

consumption and risk behaviors (Beck et al., 2008; Larsen et al., 2012). Specifically, 

solitary drinking has shown to be related to higher levels of alcohol consumption and 

alcohol-related problems, lower positive alcohol expectancies, stronger coping motives, 

and less motivation to reduce alcohol use (Christiansen, 2002; Creswell et al., 2014; 

Keough et al, 2015; Keough et al., 2016; Monk & Heim, 2014; Armeli et al., 2014a,b; 

Blevins et al., 2018). Social drinking contexts are significant predictors of increased 

positive and negative alcohol expectancies (Monk & Heim, 2013a, 2013b, 2014; Bot et 

al., 2005, Larsen et al., 2012) and spending time with other people appears to drive 

alcohol consumption on days when individuals did not plan to drink (Griffin et al., 2021). 

Locational context refers to the location in which one is drinking along with 

characteristics of that location, such as the proximity to alcohol and location-specific 

alcohol norms. Location may modify alcohol response; traditional lab settings are 

associated with greater low arousal positive effects (i.e., calm, relaxed) following alcohol 

consumption than a simulated bar setting (Corbin et al., 2015). Greater proportion of bars 

and alcohol availability within a geographic area are related to higher amounts and 

frequency of alcohol use (Gruenewald et al., 2014) and location is related to greater 

frequency of certain alcohol-related risky behaviors such as alcohol-impaired driving 

(Gruenewald et al., 2014; Bahler et al., 2014) and fighting (Nyaronga et al., 2009).  
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The Present Study 

The proposed project utilized EMA to assess the relationship between self-report 

measures of impulsivity at both the trait and state level and alcohol consumption and 

related consequences across various drinking contexts. First, I tested the association of 

global, trait-level and momentary self-report impulsivity with alcohol use. My first 

hypothesis was that within a drinking event, greater momentary impulsivity would be 

associated with greater BrAC. I also tested whether baseline trait impulsivity moderated 

the association between momentary impulsivity and BrAC.  

The second aim tested the effects of drinking context on the relationship between 

momentary impulsivity and alcohol use and related consequences. Hypothesis 2 was that 

there would be significant differences in impulsivity across different drinking contexts 

such that, within a drinking event, drinking with others (versus alone) and drinking away 

from home (versus at home) would be associated with higher self-reported impulsivity. 

My third hypothesis was that there would be significant differences in the relationship 

between impulsivity and BrAC across different drinking contexts, with the relationship 

being stronger when drinking with others (versus alone) and when drinking away from 

home (versus at home). My final hypothesis was that there would be significant 

differences in the relationship between day level impulsivity and next day reported 

alcohol consequences across different drinking contexts, with the relationship being 

stronger when drinking with others (versus alone) and when drinking away from home 

(versus at home). I extended previous work in this area through the use of portable 

breathalyzers to verify self-reported alcohol use and by including a longer (6-week) 
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duration of EMA self-report that allows for greater insight into the variability of alcohol-

related consequences. 

Methods 

Participants 

Participants are taken from a larger study on alcohol impaired driving. 

Participants were recruited from a large midwestern university and surrounding areas via 

study flyers and mass university emails. To be eligible, participants must have (a) been at 

least 21 years old and (b) report drinking 4+/5+ standard alcoholic drinks for 

females/males on at least one occasion within the past six months. Exclusion criteria 

included pregnancy or nursing, body mass index (BMI) >30 or <18, having a substance 

use disorder or psychiatric condition, or having any medical conditions or medication 

contraindications to alcohol consumption. The final sample includes 185 participants. A 

total of 16,024 evening reports were collected, with 10,436 of those reports including a 

BrAC reading. 

Procedure 

Overview. Participants came in for a baseline assessment of individual 

differences, part of which included an alcohol administration task that was not related to 

this study. After at least a week following the baseline assessment, participants completed 

six weeks of EMA reports in the morning and at specified prompts during the evening. 

All study procedures were approved by the University of Missouri internal review board. 

EMA Procedure. Before beginning the EMA portion of the study, participants 

were trained on how to use the TigerAware EMA survey application (Morrison et al., 
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2018) and how to measure BrAC using a portable breath alcohol analyzer. Participants 

completed daily morning reports 30 minutes after waking and four or five daily evening 

reports: 6:00 p.m., 8:00 p.m., 10:00 p.m., 12:00 a.m., and 2:00 a.m. (2:00 a.m. report 

added post-COVID). Pre-COVID, if participants endorsed drinking in one of the main 

evening reports, they received three small follow up prompts soon after the main report. 

Post-COVID, small evening reports were added at 7:00 p.m., 9:00 p.m., 11:00 p.m., and 

1:00 a.m. Participants could also initiate reports at other times if they were consuming 

alcohol. Morning reports assessed whether participants consumed alcohol the previous 

evening. If participants reported drinking, the amount of alcohol consumed, drinking 

consequences, number of drinking companions, and number and type of drinking 

locations were collected. Evening report questionnaires also varied. Participants 

completed MIS state impulsivity items at all main evening drinking reports but did not 

complete MIS or context items in the pre-COVID follow up drinking prompts or post-

COVID small evening reports. When participants reported drinking on a main evening 

report, amount of alcohol consumed, current number of drinking companions, and current 

location were collected. Participants were prompted to provide breath alcohol analyzer 

samples at all evening reports.  

Measures 

Baseline Assessments 

Demographics. Demographic information, including age, sex, race, and income, 

was collected at baseline using a self-report survey. 
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Trait Impulsivity. The UPPS-P (Whiteside & Lyman, 2001; Cyders et al., 2007) is 

a 59-item measure assessing five domains of impulsivity: (1) Negative Urgency, (2) 

Positive Urgency, (3) Lack of Premeditation, (4) Lack of Perseverance, and (5) Sensation 

Seeking. Each item is rated on a scale from 1 (agree strongly) to 4 (disagree strongly), 

with higher overall sum scores relating to higher overall impulsivity. The UPPS-P is a 

widely used measure of trait impulsivity with good internal consistency and external 

validity (Whiteside & Lyman, 2001). 

EMA Evening Assessments 

Drinking. At each evening report, participants responded “yes” or “no” to the 

question “Have you been drinking in the last two hours?” If participants responded “yes”, 

they were prompted to report how many standard alcoholic drinks they had consumed up 

to that point. At each evening drinking report, participants were prompted to blow into 

the breathalyzer. Participants were not provided with their breathalyzer reading. 

Drinking Context. At each evening drinking report, participants were prompted to 

report who they were with and where they were located. Types of drinking companions 

included romantic partner, friend, coworker, child, parent, other family member, and 

other. Locations included home, bar, restaurant, friend’s home, outside, and other public 

location.  

Impulsivity. Self-report impulsivity was assessed during evening EMA prompts 

using the Momentary Impulsivity Scale (MIS; Tomko et al., 2014). This 4-item measure 

of state impulsivity asks participants to rate their current impulsivity on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (very slightly/not at all) to 5 (extremely). Examples of items include 
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“I said things without thinking” and “I have felt impatient”. The MIS has shown high 

content validity with other traditional scales of impulsivity (Tomko et al., 2014; Stamates 

et al., 2018). 

EMA Morning Assessments 

Drinking. At each morning report, participants responded “yes” or “no” to the 

question “Did you drink last night?” If participants responded “yes”, they were prompted 

to report how many standard alcoholic drinks they consumed the previous evening. 

Drinking Consequences. If participants reported drinking the previous evening, 

they were prompted to report any consequences that occurred as a result of drinking. 

Consequences spanned a wide range, including physical (e.g. hangover), interpersonal 

(e.g. problems with your friends), and risky behaviors (e.g. drove a car when you knew 

you had too much to drink). 

Data Analytic Strategy 

Multilevel models were used to account for the interdependence of repeated 

observations within the same individual. Observations were nested within three levels: 

moment, day, and individual. Individual-level variables included age, sex, and baseline 

UPPS score. Day-level variables included drinking consequences (coded 1 = experienced 

a drinking consequence, 0 = did not experience a drinking consequence) and whether it 

was a weekend (coded 1 = weekend, 0 = weekday). Day-level predictors were centered 

on person-level means. Momentary-level variables included time, BrAC, drinking 

location (coded 1 = away from home, 0 = at home), drinking companions (coded 1 = with 

others, 0 = alone), and MIS score. Momentary-level predictors were centered on day-
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level means. Only momentary reports that included a positive breathalyzer reading were 

included in analyses. Additionally, reports were excluded that had missing data for one of 

the main predictor variables. Next-day reports were lagged by one day to match previous-

day assessments.  

All analyses were performed using R Studio (version 2023.06.2). In all analyses, I 

specified random intercepts and added fixed effects of time. Age, sex, and weekend were 

included as covariates. Analyses for hypothesis 1 included MIS scores (momentary-level) 

as a predictor of BrAC (momentary-level). I then added the interaction between baseline 

UPPS score (individual-level) and MIS scores (momentary-level) to test whether baseline 

impulsivity moderated individual differences in the association between momentary 

impulsivity and alcohol use.  Analyses for hypothesis 2 included location (momentary-

level) and drinking companions (momentary-level) as predictors of MIS score 

(momentary-level).  Analyses for hypothesis 3 included location (momentary-level) and 

drinking companions (momentary-level) as moderators of the relationship between MIS 

score (momentary-level) and BrAC (momentary-level). Hypothesis 4 tested location (day 

mean) and drinking companions (day mean) as moderators of the relationship between 

MIS score (day mean) and alcohol consequences (day-level).  

Results 

 A total of 2,854 drinking reports were included in analyses. There was an average 

of 8.45 drinking days per participant (range = 1-33) and, on drinking days, participants 

reached an average BrAC of 0.054 g% (range = 0.007 – 0.25 g%, SD = 0.05).  

Hypothesis 1 
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Both within-person MIS scores (b = 0.017, p < 0.001) and between-person total 

UPPS score (b = 0.0002, p = 0.015) were positively associated with BrAC during 

drinking occasions. However, UPPS total score did not significantly moderate the 

association between MIS scores and BrAC. Separate models were run for each of the 

UPPS subfacets. Positive urgency (b = 0.001, p = 0.004), lack of perseverance (b = 

0.0002, p = 0.015), and sensation seeking (b = 0.009, p = 0.005) were positively 

associated with BrAC, but did not moderate the association between MIS scores and 

BrAC. There was also a main effect of age, with age being negatively associated with 

BrAC (b = -0.002, p < 0.001). 

Hypothesis 2 

Drinking location was a significant predictor of MIS scores, with locations away 

from home (versus at home) being associated with higher MIS scores (b = 0.127, p < 

0.001). Drinking companions were a significant predictor of MIS scores, such that 

drinking with others (versus alone) was associated with higher MIS scores (b = 0.061, p = 

0.020).  

Hypothesis 3 

Drinking location moderated the association between MIS scores and BrAC (b = 

0.012, p = 0.022; see Table 1). Moments in which individuals reported higher MIS scores 

than their average were associated with higher BrAC, and this relationship was stronger 

in locations away from home (versus at home; see Figure 1). There was also a main effect 

of drinking location on BrAC (b = 0.019, p < 0.001). Drinking companions did not 

moderate the association between MIS score and BrAC. There was a main effect of 
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drinking companions on BrAC (b = 0.015, p < 0.001). There was also a main effect of 

age on BrAC (b = -0.002, p = 0.003). 

Hypothesis 4 

Day-level drinking location and drinking companions did not moderate the 

association between MIS scores and alcohol consequences. Day-level within- and 

between-person MIS scores were not significantly associated with experiencing alcohol 

consequences. There was a main effect of day-level location on alcohol consequences (b 

= 0.392, p = 0.011). On days where a greater proportion of drinking moments were away 

from home, the likelihood of experiencing an alcohol-related consequence was 

significantly higher. There were also main effects of between- (b = -0.084, p = 0.020) and 

within-person (b = 0.073, p < 0.001) BrAC on alcohol consequences. Individuals with a 

lower average BrAC (between-person) were more likely to experience an alcohol-related 

consequence. On days when an individual’s average BrAC was higher than their average 

BrAC throughout the study, the likelihood of experiencing an alcohol-related 

consequence was significantly higher.  

Discussion 

Impulsivity is a robust predictor of alcohol use and related problems 

(Coskunpinar et al., 2013; Stautz & Cooper, 2013), however little research has examined 

the relationship between event-level impulsivity and alcohol use in daily life. Although 

behavioral task measures of impulsivity can provide in-the-moment “behavioral 

snapshots” of impulsivity, they are difficult to use in real world environments and show 

little convergence with self-report measures of impulsivity (Cyders & Coskunpinar, 
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2011). The current study addressed this gap by utilizing EMA to examine the relationship 

between event-level self-report measures of impulsivity and alcohol use and alcohol-

related consequences in daily life and testing whether this relationship differed by 

drinking context. Overall, results indicated that momentary impulsivity was significantly 

associated with alcohol use during drinking events and that this association differed 

across drinking locations. Specifically, during events in which individuals reported 

greater than usual impulsivity, they also reached a higher BrAC and this relationship was 

stronger when they were drinking in locations away from home (as opposed to drinking 

at home). These findings are consistent with a growing literature supporting within-

person variability in impulsivity as an important predictor of alcohol use in daily life 

(Pedersen et al., 2019; Stamates et al., 2019; Trull et al., 2016). Importantly, this study is 

the first to use objective measurements of alcohol use (BrAC) to validate this 

relationship, as previous studies have solely relied on participant self-report of alcohol 

use.  

Although a significant relationship was observed between momentary impulsivity 

and alcohol use, I did not find a significant relationship between day-level impulsivity 

and alcohol-related consequences. This is contrary to a large body of literature 

implicating impulsivity as a strong predictor of negative alcohol-related consequences 

(Stautz & Cooper, 2013). However, in contrast to prior studies, the current study 

examined alcohol consequences as a dichotomous outcome, and did not examine either 

the number or type of alcohol-related consequences. Future research may wish to include 

a broader range of consequences to better account for how within-person variation in 

impulsivity may relate to specific types of alcohol consequences. 
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Results also did not support the hypothesis that trait-level impulsivity moderated 

the association between momentary impulsivity and alcohol use. In other words, 

individuals with higher self-reported trait impulsivity do not show a stronger momentary 

relationship between impulsivity and alcohol use. Previous work has shown similar 

results, with Feil and colleagues (2020) finding that global trait negative urgency did not 

moderate the momentary relationship between negative affect and impulsive behaviors. 

There was, however, a main effect of both trait and momentary measures of self-report 

impulsivity on alcohol use. This suggests that both trait and momentary impulsivity make 

unique contributions to event-level alcohol consumption and suggests that each need to 

be accounted for to understand the impact of impulsivity on alcohol use.  Furthermore, 

this study did not examine specific facets of state impulsivity (e.g., urgency, lack of 

premeditation) or other aspects of alcohol use that may be differentially related to trait 

and state impulsivity (e.g., rate of alcohol consumption). Previous work has demonstrated 

that distinct facets of self-report impulsivity have unique associations with specific 

alcohol use behaviors (McCarty et al. 2017; Smith et al., 2007). Future work is needed to 

test the interplay between trait and momentary impulsivity across impulsivity facets and 

aspects of consumption.  

Consistent with my hypotheses, drinking context was an important predictor of 

alcohol use. My findings that there were main effects of drinking location and drinking 

companions on BrAC were consistent with previous literature showing that both social 

and physical aspects of drinking context are related to drinking behaviors (Stanesby et al., 

2019). Moderation effects on the relationship between momentary impulsivity and BrAC 

varied between social versus physical contexts. While being away from home was a 
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significant moderator of the relationship between momentary impulsivity and BrAC, 

being with others (versus alone) did not significantly moderate this association. These 

may be due the lack of detail collected about characteristics of drinking companions. 

Particularly for young adults, heavy drinking seems to be primarily associated with being 

around a large group of friends who are also drinking heavily (Trim et al., 2011). 

However, this relationship may differ according to other group characteristics. For 

example, drinking groups with low expectations about alcohol use are associated with 

lighter drinking compared to drinking groups with high expectations about alcohol use 

(Bourdeau et al., 2017). Thus, future studies examining the relationship between drinking 

context, impulsivity, and alcohol use may benefit from inclusion of additional 

characteristics of the social drinking environment that may be specific to impulsivity-

related drinking risk.  

There are several key limitations to the present study. First, our sample was 

comprised of primarily White individuals recruited from a university area, which may 

limit generalizability of the current findings. For example, previous work has found 

differences in the developmental course of specific facets of impulsivity and their 

relationship to alcohol use in European American versus African American individuals 

(Pedersen et al., 2012). Given the focus on drinking context in the present study, it should 

be noted that the majority of data for the current project was collected during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Results must be interpreted with caution given the limited breadth 

and variability of drinking contexts due to COVID-19 social distancing measures. The 

current study also did not examine the bidirectionality of the relationship between 

momentary impulsivity and alcohol use. It may be the case that momentary impulsivity 
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and alcohol-related behaviors exhibit a reciprocal relationship in which impulsivity in 

one moment may impact alcohol use which may further produce changes in momentary 

impulsivity. Furthermore, the sampling time frame may not have been frequent enough to 

capture the true nature of the relationship between momentary impulsivity and alcohol 

use. Future studies examining this relationship may wish to use more frequent sampling 

during drinking events and to look at the potential bidirectionality of this relationship.  

Overall, the present study indicates that higher momentary impulsivity is 

associated with higher alcohol consumption during drinking occasions and that specific 

drinking contexts can impact the strength of this relationship. These findings highlight 

the importance of within-person variation in impulsivity as a predictor of alcohol use in 

real-world drinking environments, over and above trait impulsivity. This study also has 

important implications for the role of drinking context by providing preliminary evidence 

that social aspects of drinking context can change the relationship between momentary 

impulsivity and alcohol use. Further research is needed to understand how specific state 

impulsivity facets may differentially relate to other aspects of alcohol use and number 

and types of alcohol-related consequences.  
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Table 1    
Location moderating the association between momentary impulsivity and BrAC 
  95% CI  
Variable Estimate Lower Upper p 
Intercept 0.035 0.028 0.043 <.001 
MIS Mean Within 0.006 -0.002 0.015 .120 
MIS Mean Between -0.001 -0.012 0.009 .800 
Location 0.019 0.014 0.023 <.001 
Hour 0.006 0.005 0.007 <.001 
Sex -0.006 -0.015 0.002 .145 
Weekend -0.002 -0.005 0.002 .437 
Age -0.002 -0.003 -0.001 .004 
MIS Mean Within:Location 0.012 0.002 0.022 .022 
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