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We examine the effect of alcohol consumption on an individual’s risk 
of victimization for physical and sexual assault. Analyses of the 
National Violence Against Women Survey suggest that the frequency 
and amount of alcohol people consume has strong effects on their risk 
of victimization when drinking, but is not associated with their 
victimization while sober. This evidence suggests that drinking has a 
situational causal effect on victimization, and cannot be attributed to 
opportunity factors associated with drinking. This effect is particularly 
strong for men and young adults, who may be more likely to behave 
provocatively when under the influence. Victims of sexual assaults and 
men assaulted by their female partners are also particularly likely to be 
drinking. 

Research shows that victims of violence are often “under the influence” 
of alcohol (Auerhahn and Parker, 1999; Collins, 1981; and Collins and 
Messerschmidt, 1993; Dansky et al., 1997; Lasley, 1989; Miczek et al., 1994; 
Mustaine and Tewksbury, 1998; Slade et al., 1997; Testa and Parks, 1996; 
Ullman, 2003). An observational study of police-citizen encounters, for 
example, finds that victims of violent crime are much more likely to be 
intoxicated than victims of nonviolent crime (McClelland and Teplin, 
2001). Research also shows that people who drink frequently have higher 
risks of Victimization. For example, data from a nationally representative 
survey indicate that heavy drinkers have higher rates of physical assault 
victimization than light drinkers and nondrinkers (Potter, Sacks, Kresnow 
and Mercy, 1999; see also Kilpatrick et al., 1997). 

* Special thanks to Eric Silver for commenting on earlier drafts of this work. 
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Our research focuses on two important questions that have not been 
addressed in the literature on drinking and victimization. First, does 
alcohol play a causal role in victimization? Drinking may play a causal role 
in victimization because it leads to provocative or risky behavior 
(McClelland and Teplin, 2001; Parent and Newman, 1999). When people 
are drinking, they may be more aggressive, more likely to violate social 
norms, less aware of risks, and less likely to take precautions to avoid 
those risks (Graham et al., 2000; Steele and Josephs, 1990). Drinking may 
also increase vulnerability if the intoxicated person is to some extent 
incapacitated (Home1 et al., 1992; Strizke et al., 1995). Finally, others may 
stigmatize or devalue a person who is intoxicated, and punish or mistreat 
them as a result (Goodchilds et  al., 1988; Testa and Parks, 1996). 

These situational explanations can be distinguished from explanations 
that focus on individual differences in opportunity and do not posit a 
causal role for alcohol use. According to an opportunity explanation, the 
relationship between drinking and victimization is due to the relationship 
between drinking and an individual’s association with motivated 
offenders. An opportunity explanation suggests that heavy drinkers or 
drinkers are at greater risk of victimization than light drinkers or 
“teetotalers” because their routine activities and differential associations 
increase their risk of victimization. They are more likely to go to bars, go 
out at night, and otherwise live a “fast-lane” life style that increases their 
contact with motivated offenders (Felson, 1998; Lasley, 1989; Mustaine 
and Tewksbury, 1998). In addition, their friends and intimate partners are 
more likely to be drinkers, and drinking is strongly related to offending 
(Greenfeld, 1998). In sum, opportunity explanations suggest that drinkers 
are more likely to  come in contact with motivated offenders, while 
situational explanations suggest that potential offenders become 
motivated (or disinhibited) in response to victim’s drinking. 

We also attempt to answer whether alcohol is a greater risk factor for 
some types of violence than other types. It is unclear whether this is the 
case for men’s or women’s victimization, for physical assault or sexual 
assault, or for victimization by strangers, acquaintances or intimate 
partners. Because most research has focused on specific types of violence, 
or examines violence generally, it has not addressed these issues. 

Intoxicated men may be at a greater risk of physical assault than 
intoxicated women if they are more likely to engage in provocative 
behavior when they are under the influence. For example, perhaps men 
are more likely to engage in verbal aggression when drinking, and thereby 
provoke others to use physical violence. McClelland and Teplin (2001) 
find some support in  their study of police-citizen encounters. Male victims 
were much more likely to be intoxicated during violent incidents than 
female victims but only slightly more likely in nonviolent incidents. On the 
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other hand, some scholars imply that intoxicated women should be at 
greater risk of assault. According to this argument, others view women 
who drink as violating gender roles (Blume, 1991; Brownmiller, 1975; 
Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Koss et al., 1994). Their violent response to 
these women’s deviant behavior is a form of social control. Female victims 
should thus be more likely than male to be drinking before an assault. 
Note, however, that gender effects might be offset by the fact that women 
drink less often and less than men (Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration, 2003). It is thus important to control for the 
frequency and amount of drinking to  examine this hypothesis adequately. 

Perhaps intoxicated women are at a greater risk of sexual assault than 
physical assault because alcohol increases their vulnerability. For example, 
drinking may impair their judgment, lead them to engage in risky behavior 
or incapacitate them (for example, Testa and Parks, 1996). Evidence 
suggests that victims of sexual assault are often drinking (for example, 
Scully and Marolla, 1984; Muehlenhard and Linton, 1987; Ullman, 2003). 
However, to our knowledge, no one has examined whether sexual assault 
victims are more likely to be under the influence of alcohol than victims of 
physical assault. 

The “acquaintance rape” literature implies that victims of sexual 
assaults by people they know are likely to be drinking (for example, 
Muehlenhard and Linton, 1987; Ullman, 2003). Sometimes men encourage 
women they know to drink in order to take advantage of them (for 
example, Koss et al., 1987). However, at least one study suggests that 
victims of rapes by strangers are more likely to have used alcohol than 
victims of acquaintance rapes (Koss et al., 1988). 

It is not clear whether to expect drinking to have a greater effect on 
physical assault victimization by strangers or nonstrangers. We are aware 
of only one study that examines the relationship between drinking during 
assaults and the victim-offender relationship. Thompson and Kingree 
(2004), using the data set we use in this study, found that victims of 
violence by intimate partners were just as likely to  be using alcohol as 
other victims of violence. However, their study did not distinguish 
between different victim-offender relationships (other than intimate 
partners), and did not control for the gender of the offender. Men are 
more likely to drink than women and much more likely to commit 
violence against strangers. 

PRESENT STUDY 
Our research is based on data from the National Violence Against 

Women Survey. We analyze at both the individual and the incident level. 
In our individual level analyses, we include all respondents, regardless of 
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whether they have been victims of physical assault. We examine whether 
chronic drinking predicts victimization while sober as well as while 
drinking. A finding that individuals who drink frequently and in large 
amounts are more likely to be victimized while sober would suggest an 
opportunity explanation. Drinkers are more likely to be victimized 
because of their association with motivated offenders. Their routine 
activities and differential associations put them at greater risk of 
victimization regardless of whether they are drinking. On the other hand, 
chronic drinking only (or primarily) related to victimization while drinking 
suggests that drinking has a situational causal effect on the likelihood of 
victimization. In other words, the victim’s drinking somehow motivates the 
offender to use violence. 

We also examine whether men and women differ in their risk of 
victimization while drinking and while sober, controlling for their 
frequency and amount of drinking. These analyses show whether drinking 
is a more important causal factor for male than for female victimization, 
controlling for the fact that men tend to drink more often than women. If 
men engage in more provocative behavior while drinking then they should 
be at increased risk of victimization while drinking. On the other hand, if 
women’s drinking is stigmatizing or a violation of gender roles, then 
women should be at greater risk when they drink. In addition, we examine 
the effects of age, race and education on risk of victimization while 
drinking and while sober. Perhaps young adults are more provocative 
when they drink than older adults. Note, however, that McClelland and 
Teplin (2001) found that older victims of violent crime were more likely to 
be intoxicated than younger victims (and more so than for nonviolent 
crime). They also found that victims who were white and middle and 
upper socioeconomic class were more likely to be intoxicated. They did 
not control for chronic alcohol use, however. 

In the incident-level analyses we examine whether victims are more 
likely to be using alcohol in some types of assaults than others. 
Specifically, we examine whether victims of sexual assault are more likely 
to be using alcohol than victims of physical assault. In addition, we 
examine whether victims of domestic violence are more likely to be using 
alcohol than victims of assaults by strangers. We estimate equations that 
include the gender of the offender, the gender of the victim, the victim’s 
social relationship with the offender and whether the incident involved a 
sexual or physical assault. We also examine statistical interactions between 
sexual assault and victim-offender relationship in order to determine 
whether victims are particularly likely to be drinking when they are 
sexually assaulted by a friend or acquaintance (as opposed to a stranger). 
Finally, we examine a gender by couple interaction to determine whether 
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men or women are particularly likely to be drinking when they are 
assaulted by their partners. 

In additional incident-level analyses we examine assaults that occurred 
in the past 2 years. This restriction allows us to control for the victim’s 
chronic alcohol use and isolate the situational effects of drinking from 
effects associated with chronic alcohol use. We are able to control for 
gender differences in the frequency and amount of drinking and the 
possibility that those who are vulnerable to certain types of assaults are 
more likely to be chronic drinkers. However, our conclusions about sexual 
assaults based on this sample must be tentative because of the limited 
number that occur during this period. 

Finally, we use a fixed effects model to examine within person variation 
in drinking for different types of incidents (see, for example, Horney et al., 
1995). The fixed effect model allows us to control for all stable differences 
between victims, that is, it “uses individuals as their own control.” Thus we 
can control for all unmeasured individual differences in behavior, 
including drinking behavior. We restrict this incident level analysis to 
those respondents who report victimizations by more than one offender 
and determine for what types of crime they are more likely to have been 
drinking. These analyses reveal, for example, whether victims are more 
likely to be drinking when they are sexually or physical assaulted, for 
those victims who have experienced both types of assaults. In addition, we 
can determine whether victims are more likely to be drinking when they 
are assaulted by a stranger, a partner, or someone else they know. 

METHODS 
The National Violence Against Women Survey provides data collected 

in 1995 and 1996 from a nationally representative sample of 8,OOO women 
and 8,000 men, age 18 and over (see Tjaden and Thoennes, 2000). A 
computer-assisted telephone interview was conducted that included 
information about the respondent’s experience with violence. 
Respondents were asked about incidents of physical assault during 
adulthood and sexual assaults since childhood. However, some 
respondents described incidents of physical assault that occurred when 
they were teenagers, and a few described childhood victimizations. 

For physical assaults, respondents were asked whether anyone had: 
“Thrown something at you that could hurt you? Push, grab or shoved you? 
Pulled your hair? Slapped or hit you? Kicked or bite you? Choke or 
attempt to drown you? Hit you with some object? Beat you up? 
Threatened you with a gun? Threatened you with a knife or other weapon 
besides a gun? Used a gun on you? Used a knife or other weapon on you 
besides a gun?” For sexual assaults, respondents were asked: “Has a man 
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or boy ever made or tried to make you have sex by using force or 
threatening to harm you or someone close to you?” “Has anyone, male or 
female, ever made or tried to make you have oral sex by using force or 
threat of harm?” “Has anyone ever made or tried to make you have anal 
sex by using force or threat of harm?” “Has anyone, male or female, ever 
put fingers or objects in your vagina or anus against your will by using 
force or threats?” 

In the individual level analysis we examine whether the respondent was 
physically assaulted in the last 2 years. Sexual assault victimizations are 
too infrequent during this time period for us to examine it as a dependent 
variable. The 2-year period was chosen as a compromise: we wanted a 
sufficient number of assaults, but we did not want too extended a time 
period because our measure of chronic drinking refers to the past year. 
We must assume that drinking frequency has not changed much during the 
2-year period. 

To determine whether the victim was drinking during the incident, 
victims were asked: ”were you using drugs or alcohol at the time of the 
incident?” The response categories were alcohol, drugs, both, neither and 
don’t know.’ Each respondent was coded as either assaulted while 
drinking, assaulted while sober, or not victimized. We omitted from these 
analyses those respondents who were using drugs or both alcohol and 
drugs during the incident, who answered don’t know, or who had multiple 
victimizations and were drinking during at least one of the incidents, but 
not in another (N=84). Our interest in this analysis is to isolate effects on 
alcohol use, that is, to  create a contrast between alcohol use and no 
alcohol or drug use. 

Our independent variables include the respondent’s frequency of 
drinking in the last year, the amount respondents indicated they typically 
drink, and the respondent’s social-demographic characteristics. To 
measure frequency of alcohol use respondents were asked: “During the 
last 12 months, how often did you drink any alcoholic beverages, including 
beer, light beer, wine coolers, or liquor? Would you say that you usually 
drank alcoholic beverages: every day; nearly every day; 3 or 4 days a week; 
1 or 2 days a week; 2 or 3 days a month; once a month or less; never?” 
These categories were used to create a series of dummy variables 
reflecting frequency of alcohol use, where “never drink” is the reference 
category. 

If respondents drank, the survey asked: “How many days in the past 
two weeks have you drunk alcoholic beverages?” If they drank in the last 
two weeks, they were asked: “How many drinks did you average on the 

1. Unfortunately, we have no information on the quantity or type of alcohol 
consumed during the incident. 
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days that you drank alcoholic beverages‘?” Their response to the latter 
question was used to create a series of dummy variables reflecting the 
amount of alcohol consumed: one drink (the reference category), two drinks, 
three drinks, four drinks, five drinks, six drinks, seven or more drinks, and 
amount missing. The missing data variable (23.5 percent) included two types 
of respondents: (1) those who drank in the past 12 months but not in the last 2 
weeks, because they did not answer the question on amount; and (2) those 
who answered “don’t know” or who refused to answer. 

The social-demographic characteristics of the victim include age at the 
time of the incident, race, ethnicity, and current level of education. Race is 
coded as black, other and white (the reference category), while ethnicity is 
a dichotomous variable coded as 1 if the respondent is Hispanic, and 0 
otherwise. The level of education is coded from 1 to 7, where 1 is “no 
schooling,” 2 is “1st through 8th grade,” 3 is “some high school,” 4 is “high 
school graduate,” 5 is “some college,” 6 is “4 years college degree,” and 7 
is “postgraduate.” 

Our incident level analyses are based on reports of both physical and 
sexual assault incidents. Respondents could report up to six incidents of 
assault by six offenders and six incidents of sexual assault by six offenders. 
If an offender was assaulted by the same offender more than once they 
were asked about the most recent incident. We limited our analyses to the 
first three physical assaults and the first three sexual assaults reported by 
the respondent (99.4 percent of the incidents)? A few incidents involving 
same-sexed couples (N=10) were also omitted, since their number is 
insufficient for analysis. On the other hand, there are a sufficient number 
of male victims of sexual assault (N=175). Our final sample for the 
incident sample included 6,005 physical assault incidents and 1,725 sexual 
assault incidents involving a total of 5,861 respondents. 

We use the following coding for our dependent variable in the incident 
level analyses: the victim used alcohol, the victim did not use alcohol or 
drugs (the comparison category), other responses. The other response 
category includes incidents in which the victim was using drugs, both 
alcohol and drugs, and gave no response. 

The principal independent variables of interest include the type of 
assault, the relationship between the offender and victim, and the gender 
of the offender and victim. Sexual assault is a dichotomous variable coded 
1 for sexual assault and 0 for physical assault. Gender of offender and 
victim are treated as dummy variables where men are coded 1 and women 
are coded as 0. Victim-offender relationship is coded as either partners 
(spouses, former spouses, partners, and former partners), other family 

2. Respondents listed the most recent incidents first. The last three incidents had a 
substantial amount of missing data on the substance use and relationship variables. 
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(parents, children, uncle, aunt, cousin, brother, sister, in-laws), 
acquaintance (that is friend, date and acquaintance) or stranger (the 
reference ~a tegory) .~  Note that offenders known by sight only are coded as 
strangers on this survey. Unless otherwise indicated, cases with missing 
data were dropped from all analyses. 

The equations include a dummy variable reflecting whether the 
incident occurred in a bar or at some other location (the reference 
category). People have more contact with strangers at bars and are, of 
course, more likely to be drinking in bars than they are at other locations. 
We also control for the offender’s alcohol and drug use, because it is likely 
to be associated with victim alcohol use. For example, if victims are more 
likely to drink with their friends than with family members, then they 
would be at greater risk of victimization by friends when drinking because 
their friends are also drinking. The item on which this measure is based is 
similar to the item on which victim’s alcohol use is based. 

We also perform an incident analysis restricting the sample to incidents 
that occurred in the last 2 years. Recall that this analysis permits us to 
include frequency and amount of drinking as control variables. By 
controlling for individual differences in drinking we can isolate the 
situational effect of alcohol use. As noted, we have a limited number of 
sexual assaults during this period (N=107), so we may not have the power 
to detect significant differences with this variable using this subsample. 

We use hierarchal linear modeling (HLM) (Raudenbush and Bryk, 
2000) to estimate the incident level equations because many respondents 
report more than one incident, and thus the assumption of independence 
of errors across observations is likely to be violated. The first level in our 
multilevel design includes incident characteristics while the second level 
includes victim characteristics. 

While we treat alcohol use by victims as a dependent variable in the 
incident analyses, we do not consider it a causal outcome. Theoretically, it 
makes more sense to say that alcohol use has different effects on different 
types of violence. We chose this design because it allows us to examine 
additive and interactive “effects” of gender, relationship and crime type. If 
we treated alcohol use as an independent variable, we would have a long 
list of categorical dependent variables. While we could have used log 
linear analysis-it does not assume independent and dependent 
variables-logistic regression produces similar results. In addition, it is a 
simpler and better-known technique. 

Finally, we estimate a fixed effect model restricting the incident analysis 
to those respondents who have experienced victimizations by different 

3. Preliminary analyses suggest that it is unnecessary to code couples in more detail 
because the effects are not significantly different. 
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offenders. As indicated earlier, this analysis examines within person 
variation in drinking and permits us to control for all stable differences 
between victims. In these analyses we estimate the deviation of each 
person’s observations around his or her “group mean,” (the mean of the 
group of multiple observations for each individual). This removes the 
effect of any unmeasured, unchanging, individual-specific variables. The 
equation also includes victim’s age at the time of the incident, which helps 
control for the fact that drinking behavior may change over the life course. 

RESULTS 
Descriptive statistics for the individual level victimization analyses are 

presented in Table 1. They show that 1.2 percent of respondents were 
victimized while drinking in the last 2 years and 5.1 percent of respondents 
were victimized while sober. 

Descriptive statistics for the incident analyses are presented in Table 2 
for both the total sample of incidents and the 2-year subsample. For the 
total sample the results show that the victim was using alcohol alone in 
approximately one out of five incidents. About 4 percent of the incidents 
are coded as “other” response. Results not presented show that about half 
of the other incidents (2 percent) involved victims who were using both 
alcohol and illegal drugs. 

INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL ANALYSES 

Multinomial logistic regression analyses of the likelihood that the 
respondent was physically assaulted in the last 2 years are presented in 
Table 3. We present the unstandardized coefficients, the standard errors 
and the odds ratios. The coefficients in the first three columns are based 
on an analysis of the risk of victimization while drinking compared to the 
risk of victimization while sober. The coefficients in the remaining 
columns are based on an analysis of the risk of victimization while sober 
where no victimization is the comparison category. We changed the 
comparison category for this equation so that positive coefficients imply a 
higher risk of victimization. 

The results show that the frequency of drinking is strongly related to 
risk of victimization while drinking vs. victimization while sober. Those 
who rarely drink (1 to 3 days a month) have no greater risk than the 
teetotalers. Those who drink once or twice a week or more are at much 
greater risk. However, there appears to a slight decline in risk for the most 
frequent drinkers, that is those who drink everyday. The amount of 
drinking is also strongly related to the risk of victimization while drinking. 
The coefficients for those who have six or seven or more drinks at a time 
are particularly strong. 
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Table 1. Descriptives for Individual-level Data 
Victimizcrtioti Niini ber Percent 

Victimized while Drinking 82 1.2 
Victimized while Sober 808 5.1 
Not Victimized 14490 92.2 
Missing 243 1 .5 

Frequency of Alcohol Use 
Never Drink 5679 36.1 
Drink Once a Month 3876 24.7 
Drink 2-3 Days a Month 2165 13.8 
Drink 1-2 Days a Week 2182 13.9 
Drink 3-4 Days a Week 897 5.7 
Drink Nearly Everyday 463 2.9 
Drink Every Day 46 1 2.9 

Amount of Alcohol Consiinied 
Never Drink 5679 36. I 
One Drink 2088 13.3 
Two Drinks 209 1 13.3 
Three Drinks 947 6.0 
Four Drinks 473 3.0 
Five Drinks 224 1.4 
Six Drinks 28 1 1 .8 
Seven or More Drinks 246 1.6 
Amount Missing 3694 23.5 

Male 7865 50.0 
Female 7858 50.0 

18-25 1981 12.6 
26-35 3587 22.8 
Greater than 35 9961 63.4 

Gender of Respondent 

Age at Titlie cf’lnterview 

Age Missing I94 1.2 
Rcrce 

White 12683 80.7 
Black 1412 9.0 
Other 1628 10.3 

Ethnicity 
Hispanic 1191 7.6 

No Schooling 23 0.1 

Some High School 1162 7.4 

Some College 4403 28.0 
College Graduate 2976 18.9 
Postgraduate IS67 10.0 

Total 15723 100.0 

Other 14532 92.4 
Edircation (Highest Level Completed) 

I-Sth Grade 452 2.9 

High School Graduate 5 140 32.7 
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Table 2. Descnptives for Incident-level Data 
Ril l  Sample 2-Year Subsample 

Victim Alcohol Use 
Victim Used Alcohol 
Victim Sober 
Other Response 

Partner 
Family Member 
Acquaintance 
Stranger 

Gender of Offender 
Female 
Male 

Female 
Male 

Physical Assault 
Sexual Assault 

Location of Offense 
Bar 
Other 

Less than 18 

26-35 
Greater than 35 

Victim Offender Relationship 

Gender of Victim 

Type of Assault 

Age at Time of Incident 

18-25 

Number 

1482 
5917 
331 

2229 
720 

2335 
2414 

1125 
6605 

3777 
3953 

6005 
1725 

779 
695 1 

1352 
3067 
1979 
1332 

Percent Number 

19.2 243 
76.5 48 

4.3 1006 

28.8 401 
9.3 68 

30.2 407 
31.2 421 

14.6 291 
85.4 1006 

48.9 500 
51.1 797 

77.7 1185 
22.3 112 

10.1 125 
89.9 1172 

17.5 135 
39.7 476 
25.6 351 
17.2 335 

Percent 

18.7 
3.7 

77.6 

30.9 
5.2 

31.4 
32.5 

22.4 
77.6 

38.6 
61.4 

91.4 
8.6 

9.6 
90.4 

10.4 
36.7 
27.1 
25.8 

Total 7730 100.0 1297 100.0 

The results in columns four through six show that individual drinking 
patterns do not predict risk of victimization while sober. The coefficients 
reflecting the relationship between frequency and victimization while 
sober (as opposed to no victimization) are close to zero and statistically 
nonsignificant. The amount of drinking is also unrelated to the risk of 
victimization while sober. The pattern supports the causal explanation of 
the drinking-victimization relationship and is inconsistent with the 
opportunity explanation. 

Including measures of frequency and amount of alcohol consumption 
allows us to examine whether there are gender and other demographic 
differences in the risk of physical assault when using alcoh01.~ The results 
suggest that men are at a greater risk of victimization than women while 

4. We also examined demographic differences in frequency of drinking. Consistent 
with the literature, the results showed higher drinking rates among men, whites, and 
older respondents and respondents with lower levels of education (Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2003). 
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sober, but they are at a much greater risk when they are drinking. The 
odds of victimization while drinking (as opposed to sober) are almost 
three times greater for men than for women. This evidence suggests that 
men's drinking plays a much more important role in leading to their 
victimization than women's drinking. The pattern is consistent with the 
argument that intoxicated men are more provocative. It does not support 
the argument that offenders punish women for drinking. 

Table 3. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Predicting Victimization 
Victimized while DrinkinP' Victimized while Sobe: 

Std 
b Error 

Intercept -3.30"' (0.529) 

Drink 2-3 Days a Month 0.19 (0.510) 
Drink 1-2 Days a Week 1.05' (0.485) 
Drink 3-4 Days a Week 1.05' (0.523) 
Drink Nearly Every Day 1.44' (0.606) 
Drink Every Day 1.21 (0.634) 
Two Drinks 0.63 (0.438) 
Three Drinks 1.12' (0.445) 
Four Drinks 1.43" (0.472) 
Five Drinks 0.98 (0.544) 
Six Drinks 1.82"' (0.497) 
Seven or More Drinks 1.38" (0.489) 
Amount of Drinks Missing 0.78 (0.440) 
Male Victim 1.07"' (0.243) 
Between 18 and 25 at Interview 0.81" (0.238) 
Between 26 and 35 at Interview 0.50' (0.253) 
Age Missing 1.66 (0.870) 

Drink Once a Month -0.41 (0.532) 

Black -0.30 (0.290) 
Other Race -0.38 (0.319) 
Hispanic -0.40 (0.396) 
Education -0.14 (0.083) 

* p < .05 
' Reference category is victimized while sober. 
'Reference categorv is no victimization. 

* *  p < .01 p < .001 

Oudds 
Ratio h 
0.04 -3.75"' 
0.66 0.14 
1.20 0.06 
2.86 0.17 
2.85 0.01 
4.22 -0.10 
3.36 -0.20 
1.88 0.08 
3.06 0.11 
4.17 0.16 
2.67 0.34 

3.96 0.34 
2.17 0.15 
2.91 0.43"' 
2.24 2.04"' 
1.65 0.90"' 
5.25 0.09 
0.74 0.29' 
0.68 0.16 

6.17 -0.02 

0.67 -0.24 
0.87 -0.05 

Std 
Error 

(0.183) 
(0.153) 
(0.156) 
(0.160) 
(0.206) 
(0.289) 
(0.305) 
(0.155) 
(0.1 84) 
(0.226) 
(0.267) 
(0.275) 
(0.256) 
(0.143) 
(0.078) 
(0.092) 
(0.096) 
(0.459) 
(0.116) 
(0.128) 
(0.153) 
(0.034) 

Odds 
Ratio 

42.69 
1.15 
1.06 
1.19 
1.01 
0.91 
0.82 
1.08 
1.11 
1.17 
1.41 
0.98 
1.40 
1.16 
1.53 
7.67 
2.46 
1.09 
1.33 
1.18 
0.78 
0.95 

I I  

Note: Reference category is stranger for victim-offender relationship; no drug or alcohol use 
for victim/offender use, greater than 35 for age, never drink for frequency of alcohol use, one 
drink for amount of alcohol consumed, and white for race. 

Age also has substantial effects on risks of victimization. The risks of 
victimization while sober decline with age, consistent with the well-known 
age effect on victimization (for example, Rennison and Rand, 2003). Of 
more interest, young adults have a much greater risk of victimization than 
older adults when they are drinking than when they are sober. The odds of 
victimization while drinking is 2.2 times greater for adults age 18 to 25 
than for adults over 35. Respondents age 26 to 35 are somewhat more 
likely to be victimized while drinking than the respondents over 35. The 
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results are consistent with the idea that as people age they become less 
provocative when they drink. 

Finally, we note that the victim's race, ethnicity and education are not 
associated with a greater risk of victimization while drinking than while 
sober. However, blacks are at a greater risk of victimization than whites 
while sober. 

INCIDENT-LEVEL ANALYSES 

The equations for the incident-level analyses, based on multinomial 
logistic regression analyses, are presented in Table 4. We present only the 
results for victim's drinking, versus not drinking. The results for other 
responses, versus not drinking are available from the authors. Again, we 
present the unstandardized coefficients, standard errors and odds ratios. 

The results for the total sample of incidents (first three columns) 
indicate that victims who are assaulted by partners or acquaintances are 
more likely to be using alcohol than those who are assaulted by strangers. 
In addition, consistent with the individual analyses male victims are more 
likely to be drinking than female victims. However, we also observe a 
strong gender times partner interaction. Gender differences are much 
stronger in assaults involving couples. The positive coefficient indicates 
that men who are assaulted by their female partners are particularly likely 
to be using alcohol (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1. Alcohol Use by Victim's Gender and Relationship to Offender' 

'i; c 
8 

a 

I Because all variables wcle grandmean centered probabilities were wmputed by fixing the values of all contml variables at zero. 
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We also observe differences between sexual and physical assault in 
Table 4. The results support the hypothesis that victims of sexual assaults 
are more likely to  be drinking than victims of physical assault. They do  not 
support the hypothesis that victims of sexual assaults by friends and 
acquaintances are particularly likely to be drinking, however. The term for 
sexual assault times other known has a negative sign and it is statistically 
nonsignificant. We do observe statistically significant interactions for the 
terms representing sexual assaults by partners and family members. They 
show that victims of sexual assaults by partners and family members are 
particularly unlikely to be drinking. 

The age effects are consistent with the age effects in the individual 
analyses. Young adults (age 18-25) are more likely to be drinking during 
the assault than victims over 35. Victims between the ages of 26 and 35 are 
slightly more likely to be drinking than victims over 35. 

Finally, some of the control variables exhibit effects. Victims who are 
white or are less educated are more likely to be drinking during the assault 
than their counterparts. Victims who are assaulted in bars or who are 
assaulted by offenders who are drinking are much more likely to be 
drinking. Victims who are assaulted by offenders using drugs are slightly 
less likely to be drinking. 

In the remaining columns of Table 4, we present the results for the 
sample of assaults that occurred in the last 2 years. Recall that these 
analyses permit an examination of effects on victim alcohol use when 
frequency and amount of drinking by the victim is controlled. We omit the 
sexual assault by relationship interactions from the equation because of 
the small number of sexual assaults; we were not able to obtain reasonable 
results when they were included. 

In general, the results are similar to the results already presented. We 
continue to see effects of age, gender, social relationship and crime type, 
and they are generally stronger than before. However, the effects of 
education and one of the age dummy variables and are now statistically 
insignificant, even though they are slightly larger. We suspect the failure to 
achieve statistical significance is due to the smaller sample size. 

We do see a few changes in pattern. We now see an effect of offender’s 
gender: men are significantly more likely than women to  assault victims 
who are using alcohol. Also, the coefficients for blacks and other races 
have switched signs and become statistically nonsignificant. 

The results from our fixed effect model are presented in Table 5. Note 
that we only include the incident level variables in this analysis. Some of 
the results are similar to the results already presented, but some change. 
We still find that victims assaulted by their female partners are particularly 
likely to  be drinking, but we no longer observe significant main effects of 
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Table 4. Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Victim Alcohol Use 

Incident- Level Variables 
Intercept 
Partner 
Family 
Acquaintance 
Male Offender 
Sexual Assault 
Offender Alcohol Use 
Offender Drug Use 
Substance Use Unclear 
Bar 
Less than 18 at Time of Incident 
18-25 at Time of Incident 
26-35 at Time of Incident 
Male Victim'Partner 
Sexual Assault'Partner 
Sexual Assault'Family 
Sexual Assault' Acquaintance 

Individual-Level Variables 
Male Victim 
Black 
Other Race 
Hispanic 
Education 
Drink Once a Month 
Drink 2-3 Days a Month 
Drink 1-2 Days a Week 
Drink 3-4 Days a Week 
Drink Nearly Everyday 
Drink Every Day 
Two Drinks 
Three Drinks 
Four Drinks 
Five Drinks 
Six Drinks 
Seven or More Drinks 
Amount of Drinks Missing 

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

- 
Full Saniple' 

b Std Error 

-2.05"' (0.052) 
1.05*" (0.209) 

0.41*** (0.107) 
0.19 (0.148) 
0.80"' (0.228) 
2.44"' (0.114) 

-0.30' (0.1 18) 
0.79"' (0.148) 
2.00"' (0.1 15) 

-0.17 (0.163) 
0.61"- (0.114) 
0.39.' (0.121) 
1.43"' (0.265) 

-0.98" (0.326) 
-2.35"' (0.541) 

0.01 (0.210) 

-0.35 (0.245) 

0.76"' (0.125) 
-0.42" (0.142) 
-0.28' (0.143) 

-O.1Ov* (0.035) 
-0.17 (0.182) 

Odds 
Ratio 

0.13 
2.87 
1.01 
1.50 
1.21 
2.23 

11.52 
0.74 
2.20 
7.36 
0.84 
1.84 
1.48 
4.18 
0.38 
0.10 
0.70 

2.14 
0.66 
0.75 
0.84 
0.90 

2-  Year Sub-sumpie' 
Odd., 

b Std Error Ratio 

-2.45" (0.149) 0.09 
2.41"' (0.505) 11.19 
1.09 (0.537) 2.98 
1.11"' (0.265) 3.02 
0.93' (0.360) 2.54 
0.56' (0.384) 1.75 
2.60"' (0.290) 13.47 

1.33"' (0.372) 3.XO 
1.94"' (0.298) 6.93 

0.58' (0.278) 1.78 
0.43 (0.288) 1.54 
2.09"' (0.638) 8.10 

-0.19 (0.295) 0.82 

-0.05 (0.434) 0.95 

0.88" (0.334) 2.42 
0.26 (0.313) 1.30 
0.11 (0.356) 1.11 

-0.58 (0.451) 0.56 
-0.13 (0,105) 0.88 
0.93 (0.521) 2.52 
1.21' (0.514) 3.36 
1.82"' (0.494) 6.17 
2.22"' (0.548) 9.17 
2.49". (0.641) 12.09 
2.82"' (0.678) 16.69 
0.16 (0.432) 1.18 
0.50 (0.447) 1.65 
1.24" (0.474) 3.46 
0.31 (0.580) 1.36 
0.85 (0.489) 2.34 
0.81 (0.486) 2.24 

-0.41 (0.436) 0.66 

'Reference category is victim did not use alcohol at the time of the incident. 
Note: Reference category is stranger for victim-offender relationship: no drug or alcohol use 
for victidoffender use; greater than 35 for age; never drink for frequency of alcohol use: one 
drink for amount of alcohol consumed; and white for race. 

social relationship. We still observe an effect for sexual assaults and the 
sexual assault times family member interaction, but the sexual assault 
times partner interaction is no longer significant. While the age effects 
observed before are no longer significant, that may be because the amount 
of variation in age at time of incident is limited in an analysis of within- 
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person variation. We now observe a different age effect: victims under age 
18 are less likely to be drinking than victims over 35. 

To determine whether these effects could be attributed to the fact that 
the sample was restricted to respondents with multiple victimizations, we 
reran the analysis using the grand mean rather than the group mean, 
thereby no longer controlling for stable differences. The results were 
similar to those obtained with the total sample, suggesting that the 
differences in results with the fixed model are not due to the difference in 
sample. 

Table 5. Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Victim Alcohol Use, 
Fixed Effects 

Incident- Level Variables' 
b Std Error Odds Ratio 

Intercept - 1.66"' (0.063) 0.19 
Partner 0.05 (0.399) 1.05 
Family -0.32 (0.345) 0.72 
Acquaintance 0.04 (0.1 92) 1.04 
Male Offender -0.08 (0.223) 0.92 
Sexual Assault 0.60' (0.277) 1.82 

Offender Drug Use -0.14 (0.217) 0.87 

Bar 1.66"' (0.274) 5.24 
Less than 18 at Time of Incident -0.75' (0.333) 0.47 
18-25 at Time of Incident 0.22 (0.270) 1.25 
26-35 at Time of Incident 0.27 (0.269) 1.31 
Male Victim'Partner 1.MY (0.459) 2.71 
Sexual Assault'Partner -0.51 (0.41 1) 0.60 
Sexual Assault'Family -0.86 (0.487) 0.42 
Sexual Assault' Acquaintance -0.20 (0.333) 0.82 

Offender Alcohol Use 1.68"' (0.174) 5.38 

Substance Use Unclear 0.26 (0.241) 1.29 

' p < . 0 5  ** p < .01 p < .001 
Note - Reference category is stranger for victim-offender relationship: no drug or 
alcohol use for victidoffender use; other location for location; greater than 35 for 

DISCUSSION 
The first question we addressed in this research is whether drinking is 

related to victimization because drinkers motivate offenders or because 
drinkers associate with motivated offenders. In other words, we attempt to 
determine whether drinking is a situational factor that increases a person's 
risk of victimization or whether drinking is related to opportunity. N o  one, 
to  our knowledge, has examined the causality issue in the case of alcohol 
use and victimization. Our analyses of individual differences show that 
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frequent and heavy drinkers are at a much greater risk of assault when 
they are drinking, but that drinking is unrelated to the risk of victimization 
while sober. This pattern supports the idea that victims who are drinking 
somehow motivate or disinhibit the offender, that is, drinking has a causal 
effect. The association between alcohol and victimization cannot be 
attributed to differences in opportunity produced by different routine 
activities and differential associations of drinkers and  nondrinker^.^ By 
way of contrast, note that our (unpublished) research on offending and 
drinking suggests that our method could have revealed a very different 
pattern. That research shows that chronic drinking is associated with 
offending while sober, suggesting that at least part of the relationship 
between drinking and offending is not due to a situational causal effect. 

The second question we addressed is whether drinking is a greater risk 
factor for some types of victimizations than others. We find strong 
evidence that this is the case. The role of the victims’ alcohol use is 
different depending on the victim’s relationship to the offender, gender, 
age, and whether the crime is a sexual or physical assault. We now discuss 
these findings in more detail. 

GENDER AND SOCIAL RELATIONSHIP 

Analyses at both the incident and individual level suggest that drinking 
is a much greater risk factor for male victimization than for female 
victimization. Male victims are more likely than female victims to be 
drinking at the time of the offense, even when we control for gender 
differences in chronic drinking. Men who are assaulted by their female 
partners are particularly likely to be under the influence, according to the 
incident-level analyses. 

The gender pattern does not support the hypothesis that women are 
more likely than men to elicit violence when they drink because their 
behavior is more antinormative. We see no evidence that intoxicated 
women are assaulted because they are stigmatized or  because they elicit a 
social control reaction. 

The most likely explanation of the gender difference that we observe is 
that intoxicated men are more likely than intoxicated women to provoke 
others, particularly their partners. We suspect that intoxicated men are 
more likely to be verbally aggressive or to engage in other behaviors that 

5. An alternative explanation of this pattern is that some people drink so frequently 
that there is little opportunity to assault them when they are sober. However, this 
explanation is not supported by evidence that the risk of victimization while 
drinking declines somewhat at the highest frequency of chronic drinking, that is, 
drinking every day. 
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others find offensive. We did not measure provocation so this conclusion 
must be tentative. However, it is difficult to imagine another explanation 
of the interaction. One could argue that men are particularly likely to 
engage in risky behavior in general when drinking, such as going to the 
type of bars that are likely to  have a violent clientele. It is also possible 
that norms protecting women inhibit assaults on intoxicated women. 
However, these accounts do  not explain why drinking men are particularly 
likely to be assaulted by their partners6 

Perhaps men are provoking their partners with their own violent or 
threatening behavior. Analyses of who was the first to use or threaten 
violence suggest that this is not the case (not presented). This type of 
victim-precipitation is not particularly likely to occur in incidents involving 
drinking males or drinking male partners. In other words, we observed no 
statistical interactions between variables measuring drinking and gender, 
or drinking and gender and partner on victim-precipitation. Therefore, we 
suspect that intoxicated men are engaging in other provocative behavior. 

AGE EFFECTS 

Both our individual and incident level analyses show that young adults 
are at a particularly high risk of victimization while drinking. The fact that 
the relationship is observed when frequency and amount of drinking are 
controlled suggests a stronger causal effect of intoxication for young 
adults. The most likely explanation is that young adults engage in more 
provocative behavior when drinking than do older adults, and this 
behavior increases their risks of victimization. In other words, people 
become less provocative when they drink as they get older. However, it is 
also possible that young adults are more likely than older adults to engage 
in other risky behaviors when they are drinking. Either way, our results 
may help explain the well-known effects of age and gender on risk of 
victimization. When young men are drinking they are much more likely 
than older people and women to engage in behavior that leads to 
victimization. 

SEXUAL ASSAULT AND SOCIAL RELATIONSHIP 

Our evidence suggests that drinking is a greater risk factor for sexual 
assault than for physical assault. We suspect that drinking plays an 
important role in increasing vulnerability to sexual attack. We cannot tell 
if drinking impairs the victim’s judgment, leads to risky behavior, or 

6. While one could argue that intoxicated men are perceived as more vulnerable when 
they are intoxicated than when sober (but not intoxicated women), one could just as 
easily argue that they are perceived as more dangerous. 
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incapacitates the victim. Note that evidence not presented suggests that 
the relationship between drinking and sexual assault is similar for male 
and female victims. In other words, we do not observe a statistically 
significant gender times sexual assault interaction. This evidence suggests 
that sexual assaults are not a social control response to women’s drinking. 

We find no support for the hypothesis that victims of “acquaintance 
rape” are particularly likely to be drinking. Victims of sexual assaults 
committed by strangers are just as likely as victims of sexual assaults by 
friends and acquaintances to be under the influence. However, we must be 
careful in interpreting this pattern because of the ambiguity of the stranger 
category. The category includes strangers who accost the victim on the 
street, but it also includes incidents in which the victim meets the offender 
at a bar or social gathering, or knows the offender “by sight only.” It may 
still be the case that victims assaulted by “complete strangers” are not as 
likely to  be drinking. The finding suggests that the distinction between 
acquaintance rape and stranger rape does not adequately reflect variations 
in risk associated with different victim-offender relationships. 

We also found that victims of sexual assault by partners and family 
members are less likely to be drinking than victims of sexual assaults by 
strangers. These results may help explain Koss et al.3 (1988) bivariate 
finding that victims of sexual assaults by strangers are more likely to be 
drinking than victims of nonstrangers. Their category of nonstrangers 
included partners and family members. 

Finally, our research confronts an important ideological issue in the 
study of victim behavior in criminology. Some scholars have avoided the 
study of the victim’s role in violence because they anticipate an accusation 
that they are “blaming the victim.” We think it is important to examine 
causal factors in violence without concern for the amount of blame they 
seem to imply for offenders and victims (Felson, 1991). While causality is a 
factor in the assignment of blame, cause and blame are different (Heider, 
1958). An individual’s behavior can play a causal role in his or her 
victimization without being at all blameworthy.’ In addition, even if 
someone does something blameworthy, blame is not a zero-sum 
phenomenon. People can still assign the majority of blame to offenders 
(and hold them responsible for their actions) while assigning some blame 
to  victims if they have engaged in reckless behavior or provocation.x 
Obviously, our analysis is not an attempt to justify physical assaults on 
intoxicated husbands or sexual assaults on men and women. Rather, it 
recognizes that the behavior and characteristics of individuals often play a 

7. Many of our crime prevention strategies are based on this principle. 
8. People typically assign some blame for reckless behavior, and much greater blame 

for intentional wrongdoing (Heider, 1958). 
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causal role in their victimization. Social science research should be based 
on “causal analysis” and should leave “blame analysis” to the criminal 
justice system. 
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