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THE EFFECTS OF ACUTE ALCOHOL INTOXICATION ON WOMEN’ S
PERCEPTIONS OF AND RESPONSES TO HIGH RISK DATING AND SOCIAL

SITUATIONS

By
Kathryn Lenore Garcia Lenberg
B.A., Dance and Movement Studies, Emory Univers802
M.P.H., Behavioral Science, Emory University, 2004
Ph.D., Psychology, University of New Mexico, 2011
ABSTRACT
This study examined how alcohol intoxication, wigkzation history, and sexual
attitudes affect women’s perception of and respetséigh risk dating and social
situations. One hundred and seventeen college weovees randomly assigned to an
alcohol or control (no-alcohol) condition. Panpiants read 15 vignettes describing high
risk dating and social situations, rated the degfeactimization risk in each situation,
and indicated how likely they would be to respom@ach situation in a passive,
acquiescent, assertive, and aggressive way. Resubaled that, regardless of condition,
women with more liberal sexual attitudes made lofsd ratings than women with less
liberal sexual attitudes. In addition, women ia #icohol condition reported that they
would respond in a more acquiescent way to thataas than women in the control
group. Women with a more severe victimizationdrgin the alcohol condition reported
they were more likely to respond acquiescently thamen in the control group.
Surprisingly, women with more liberal sexual atiés assigned to the alcohol condition

reported that they would respond in a less passaxeto the situations than women in



the alcohol group with less liberal sexual attitid&esults suggest that preventative
interventions for college women might address #iationship between alcohol use and

liberal sexual attitudes and women'’s risk for séxictimization.
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Introduction and Background

Research has demonstrated that sexual victimizegiprevalent among college
women (Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2000; Koss, Gidy&aVisniewski, 1987). Fifty four
percent of women in college report having expereeinsome type of sexual victimization
since the age of 14, ranging from unwanted sexwaact to attempted and completed
rape (Humprey & White, 2000; Koss et al., 1987)haN estimating annual incidence,
between 4.7 to 5.15% of college women will expereenompleted rape (Kilpatrick et al.,
2007) compared with .03 to .94% of women in theegahpopulation (Mohler-Kuo,
Dowdall, Koss, & Wechsler, 2004; Sorenson, Steaig&, Golding, & Burnam, 1987,
Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000), a rate that is approxdhree times greater for college
women.

Sexual victimization has been linked to numeroussequences. Victims report a
wide range of problems including depression (Atke<galhoun, Resick, & Ellis, 1982;
Kilpatrick, Resick, & Veronen, 1981; Thompson & Kiree, 2010; Ullman & Brecklin,
2003), Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD; AkaBurkhart, 1995; Cloitre,
Scarvalone, & Difede, 1997; Faravelli, Giugni, Sdbri, & Ricca, 2004; Resnick,
Kilpatrick, Dansky, Saunders, & Best, 1993; Rothha&oa, Riggs, Murdock, & Walsh,
1992, Uliman & Brecklin, 2003), sexual dysfunctigilis, Calhoun, & Atkeson, 1981,
Faravelli et al., 2004), alcohol-related probleffisdmpson & Kingree, 2010; Ullman &
Brecklin, 2003), and other social adjustment protd€Atkeson et al., 1982).

Once a woman has been sexually victimized, shieas ancreased risk for future
victimization (Gidycz, Coble, Latham, & Layman 19%8melein, 1995; Koss & Dinero,

1989; Mandoki & Burkhart, 1989; Wyatt, Guthrie, Sotgrass, 1992). Unfortunately, the



mechanisms responsible for sexual victimizationl, e perplexing relationship between
sexual victimization and subsequent revictimizatiweve yet to be identified completely.
Research has, however, identified several behdymratextual, and interpersonal
factors that appear to increase a woman'’s riskpéeencing sexual assault. One
promising factor to date has been alcohol use (pbbawacki, & McAuslan, 2000;
Corbin, Bernat, Calhoun, McNair, & Seals, 2001; BaGeorge, & Norris, 2004;
Gidycz, McNamara, & Edwards, 2006; Muehlenhard &tan, 1987; Norris, 1994;
Testa, Livingston, & Collins, 2000).
Alcohol Use and Sexual Victimization

Over half of the incidents of sexual victimizationcollege women occur when
either the woman or the perpetrator have consurceti@ (Abbey, 2002; Abbey,
McAuslan, & Ross, 1998; Mohler-Kuo et al., 2004; &hlenhard & Linton, 1987; Testa
& Livingston, 2000a; Testa, Livingston, VanZile-Taem, & Frone, 2003). In a study of
college women examining alcohol as a risk factorskxual victimization, 1 in 20
women reported an assault since the beginningeo$¢hool year, with 72% of these
assaults occurring when the woman was intoxicatelduaable to consent (Mohler-Kuo
et al., 2004). Given the strong association betvgsxual assault and alcohol use, it is
important to better understand how alcohol usesm®es women'’s risk of sexual
victimization (Abbey, 2002; Koss & Dinero, 1989; Bhlenhard & Linton, 1987; Testa,
et al., 2003).

Although alcohol use is correlated with sexualimetation, there is some debate
over whether it is the cause or consequence afwasassault experience (Burnam, et al.,

1988; Gidycz et al., 2007; Kilpatrick Acierno, Redg Saunders, & Best, 1997;



Miranda, Meyerson, Long, Marx, & Simpson, 2002)esBarchers have used both cross-
sectional and longitudinal studies to understaeddtationship between alcohol use and
sexual victimization. Several researchers havethgsized that alcohol consumption
may be a strategy to reduce the experience of @asymptoms resulting from the
assault. In an examination of a national sampkeatial assault victims, 16% reported
problems with alcohol after the assault compare@Ptoof victims in the general
population (Burnam et al., 1988; Miranda et alQ20 In addition, in a sample of
college students, Miranda et al. (2002) found Waten with a severe sexual
victimization history were more likely to drink athigher frequency and quantity.
Although these studies highlight alcohol consumptais a consequence of sexual
victimization, it is difficult to determine if aldwl use is a consequence of victimization
based on retrospective studies alone.

In contrast, several prospective studies have faomdlicting results about the
effect of previous victimization on problem dringiand revictimization. Testa and
Livingston (2000a) observed that previous victinima did not predict increased alcohol
use or alcohol problems during the 12 month follguvperiod after an assault, but
alcohol use was correlated with increased rislséwual victimization. Kilpatrick et al.
(1997) demonstrated that if a woman experienceasaault, alcohol consumption
increased following the assault in a sample of comiby women. However, they also
found that alcohol use did not increase the oddssafbsequent victimization experience.
In addition, Gidycz et al. (2007) examined the tieteship between alcohol use, risk
perception, and sexual victimization. They revedlet a history of victimization

increased a woman'’s risk for revictimization andttiis relationship was moderated by



an increase in alcohol use by women with a victanan history. However, a history of
sexual victimization at baseline did not prediatgem drinking during the course of the
study (Gidycz et al., 2007). More recently, Temtd colleagues (2010) observed that the
relationship between victimization and revictiminatwas mediated by risky alcohol and
sexual behaviors. In fact, adolescents with ahystf sexual victimization were at
increased risk for engaging in college risk beha/guch as multiple sexual partners,
hookups, heavy episodic drinking, and involvemaertteavy drinking contexts.
Participation in these behaviors was predictiveswfctimization during the first and
second semesters of college (Testa, Hoffman, &igsion, 2010). In sum, research
demonstrates an important relationship betweerhalamnsumption and risk for sexual
victimization. However, previous studies have uselftreport data, which does not
allow the opportunity to identify the process byigrhalcohol use increases risk in the
sexually risky situations. The use of alcohol adstration studies allows for this
investigation.
Alcohol Administration Studies

To better understand how alcohol use is relatetskdfor sexual victimization,
several researchers have examined women'’s riskynécmn and/or their responses to
risky situations under conditions of alcohol inttation (Davis, 2000; Davis, George, &
Norris, 2004; Davis, Stoner, Norris, George, & Mast 2009; Pumphrey-Gordon &
Gross, 2007; Stoner, Norris, George, Davis, Mas&isessler, 2007; Testa, Livingston,
& Collins, 2000b; Testa, VanZile-Tamsen, Livingst@&nBuddie, 2006). These
researchers have hypothesized that intoxicationaffagt a woman'’s ability to

recognize risk, a woman’s ability to respond inaywhat reduces her risk, or both. The



predominant theory used to explain this relatiopshialcohol myopia theory (AMT),
which posits that women, under the influence obladg intoxication, have limited
cognitive capacity and are able to respond to tmymost salient cues in the
environment (Steele & Josephs, 1990). This namgwi focus on the most salient cues,
primarily impelling or instigatory cues (e.g. thesite to begin a relationship with the
man), may account for women’s limited ability to kaaeffective choices in situations
that contain both risk cues as well as sociallyivating cues. Alcohol myopia theory
posits that alcohol impairment occurs on inhibitongs (e.g. danger or risk cues) thus
making it more difficult for women to attend to cuthat may lead her to act cautiously
and instead increases her focus on the cues thdaeiiitate a relationship. For
example, a woman may be on a date with a man wihenhas previously dated but has
not decided if she wants to pursue a sexual relstip. In a situation where they are
drinking and he makes a sexual advance, she mag fotthe potential relationship gain
by responding positively to his advance rather thaticing that she is now at increased
risk for an unwanted sexual experience. The falgvstudies have utilized this
experimental methodology to test various aspectsaxfe relationships.

Testa et al. (2000b) were interested in testingetfext of alcohol intoxication on
women'’s risk perceptions of and responses to aadlgxisky situation. In the situation
described, information was also provided that sagggethe woman and man may have
the potential for developing a relationship. Tesdtal. (2000b) assigned women to one of
three groups: (a) a no-alcohol control group, (beapectancy group (expected to receive
alcohol but did not), and (c) an alcohol group. niiém then were asked to read a vignette

in which a man that the woman had dated previotsiges over with beer and a pizza.



The vignette was written to depict both the potdrtr establishing a relationship with
the man and the potential risk for having an unedrsexual experience. Women were
asked to imagine themselves as the woman in threeitgyand write an ending to the
story. Next, they were asked to rate, using artikeale, how likely the outcome to the
situation would have negative consequences antdiysonsequences. To measure risk
recognition, women were also asked to rate howlitteey would be to engage in six
behaviors that might help establish a relationshtp the man while also increasing their
risk for an unwanted sexual experience. Thesevefsancluded: (a) invite the man in,
(b) kiss him, (c) have sex with him, (d) make outtvhim, (e) let him sleep over, and (f)
drink beer with him. For the story ending analysesmen reported more concerns about
the relationship than experiencing unwanted sead@ahnces. Participants indicated that
they could successfully limit these unwanted adeanclhere were no differences in
story endings between the alcohol, control, anceetgmcy conditions. However, women
in the alcohol condition were more likely than wamie the expectancy and no alcohol
conditions to (a) perceive positive outcomes fowuse behavior, (b) perceive fewer
negative consequences for engaging in sexual bahaith the man, and (c) describe the
man favorably. In addition, women in the alcohmhdition reported that they were more
likely to engage in higher levels of risky sexuahbvior with the man described (i.e.
make out with the man, let him sleep over) than @omm the expectancy and no alcohol
conditions. There were no significant differenbesveen participants in the expectancy
and no-alcohol conditions. Sexual victimizatiostbry was included initially as a
covariate; however, this variable was unrelateainy of the outcome measures and was

not included in final analyses.



Davis (2000) was interested in examining how altaftoxication would affect
women'’s ability to identify risk and respond toypbthetical sexually risky situation.
Davis (2000) used an alcohol by no-alcohol grougigieto measure women'’s risk
recognition and response choices to a sexually ggkation. Risk recognition was
measured by asking women to indicate when the radrgbne too far (i.e., called
response latency). Response latency has beenhegd to measure risk recognition,
with longer time lapses indicating a deficit inkri®cognition (Marx & Gross, 1995).
Davis (2000) hypothesized that women who were iotigd would exhibit longer
response latencies to a sexually risky dating scetfaan women in the control group.
Davis (2000) also hypothesized that women in thetal group would respond more
forcefully to the man’s advances than women incihretrol group. Results of this study
indicated that women in the alcohol group exhibltatyer response latencies; however,
women in the alcohol group did not choose morediaesponses to the man’s
advances in the scenario, indicating that acuteication may interrupt potential
responses that could reduce the likelihood of lailsexual victimization experience.
In sum, this study provides some evidence thatalcimtoxication may lower risk
recognition and reduce the effectiveness of regmtsa sexually risky situation. This
study did not examine differences between previoustimized and non-victimized
women.

Dauvis et al. (2004) conducted a study to examireetfect of alcohol intoxication
on women’s responses to a sexually risky scendiiomen were assigned to either an
alcohol condition or a no-alcohol control conditidnsingle vignette was presented

describing a dating episode in which a varietyr@vpusly determined risk cues were



present (Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987), including somption of alcohol by the male,
the couple remaining isolated, and the woman befivgn by the male. Women were
then instructed to imagine they had either a caslalionship with the male character
(defined as a low-conflict situation) or a serioektionship with the male character
(defined as a high-conflict situation) as they rdssvignette. In both the low and high
conflict situations, the woman was described asdgeaninterested in having sexual
intercourse at that time. Participants were tiodshthat the man attempted to engage in a
variety of sexual behaviors with the woman. Thasleaviors included: (a) kissing/breast
fondling, (b) genital touching/intercourse desard (c) rape threat (aggressive sexual
contact with strong demand for intercourse). Fmhebehavior, women were asked to
rate the likelihood of responding to each in ana@sertive, (b) passive, (c) polite, and (d)
consensual manner. Results of this study indicti@id(a) women in the alcohol
condition were more likely than women in the noeéikal condition to consent to sexual
advances made by the man; (b) women in the alcmaition were more likely than
women in the no-alcohol condition to choose passgponses when faced with
unwanted advances; (c) women told that they weeeserious relationship with the man
(high-conflict situation) were more likely than wemtold that they were not in a serious
relationship with the man (low-conflict situatiotm) consent to the sexual advances; and,
(d) women in both groups were more likely to retistman’s sexual advances when the
threat of rape was imminent. Overall, the resoiitthis study suggest that alcohol
intoxication may influence women to respond to unt@d sexual advances in a way that

may potentially increase their risk of sexual vigiation.



Testa et al. (2006) conducted two studies invetstigahe role of alcohol
intoxication on women'’s ability to identify risk i dating situation and to determine the
amount of resistance a woman may use to reduceskdor sexual victimization. In the
first study, women were recruited from a bar andenggouped into high BrAC (.06 or
higher) and low BrAC (below .06) based on a brdgites test. They were then asked to
imagine themselves in a situation that includedhblog¢ potential for establishing a
relationship and the potential to be the victimmolid aggression. Risk recognition was
measured by asking women to rate the likelihoothefsituation ending in four positive
outcomes (e.g. “another date with the man”) om&gative outcomes (e.g. “concern for
personal safety”). Women were also asked to indittee likelihood of responding to the
man in three different ways: direct (“Tell him atbaand directly that | want him to
stop”), passive (“Just go along with what he isngd), or polite resistance (“Make an
excuse as to why | don’t want to have sex”) (Testal., 2006). Women in the high
BrAC group reported less risk in the hypothetic@rsario than women in the low BrAC
group. Alcohol consumption was negatively assedatith direct or polite resistance
and positively associated with passive responBash analysis was used to determine
that the relationship between higher levels ofxitation and direct resistance was
mediated by risk recognition indicating that alcbimtoxication reduced risk recognition
which predicted reduced likelihood of endorsingediror polite resistance in a sexually
risky situation.

In the second study, Testa et al. (2006) asseksawle of alcohol on risk
recognition and women'’s intentions to resist seaaliances in a laboratory study. The

same hypothetical situation previously described used in an alcohol administration



design. An additional section was added that desdithe male character escalating in
sexual aggression. Women were assigned to oreesd groups: an alcohol condition
(target BAC = .08%), an expectancy condition, aoaalcohol condition. They were
asked to respond to the previously described hwyiotl scenario and were instructed
that they were also interested in establishindaiomship with man in the scenario. Half
of the sample was asked to respond after readitigtbe first part and the second part of
the vignette, providing a within-subjects compamni@tween the high-conflict part of the
scenario (Time 1) and the low-conflict part of #oeenario (Time 2). The other half of
the sample was randomly assigned to read and réspanther the first half (Time 1) or
read the entire scenario and respond. Risk retitogiwas measured by asking women
to rate the likelihood of the situation ending auf positive outcomes (e.g. “another date
with the man”) or six negative outcomes (e.g. “@andor personal safety”). Results of
this study indicated that women who consumed alc@oonpared with women in the
control or placebo group, perceived less risk agbenario and were more likely to
report intentions to respond politely or passivelyhe man’s advances. There was an
interaction with time, such that as women progré$san Time 1 to Time 2, all three
groups reported greater risk and their intentionsrigage in direct or polite resistance
increased. Risk perception was positively coreslatith a woman’s reported intention
to use direct resistance and negatively correlaigdher intention to engage in sexual
behaviors with the man. The relationship betwdeoh®l consumption and direct
resistance was mediated by risk recognition bug abllime 2 (i.e. following serious

aggression). This result differs from the previgutescribed bar study. In sum, the

10



results of this study provide evidence that thatr@hship between alcohol consumption
and women'’s intended responses may be partiallyatestlby risk recognition.

Pumphrey-Gordon and Gross (2007) investigateddieeaf alcohol intoxication
on risk recognition and refusal of sexual advand&®men were randomized to one of
four groups: (a) an alcohol group (target BAC =),@b) a control group (no alcohol), (c)
an expect alcohol (false BAC reading = .049), afjcekpect no alcohol but receive
alcohol (target BAC = .049; false BAC reading =).08Vomen were then asked to listen
to an audio taped vignette of a sexual interadtietveen two college students (Marx &
Gross, 1995). Women were instructed to presstamuthen they believed the “man in
the vignette had gone too far”. Response lateraywged as a measure of risk
recognition. After the participant had completid tisk recognition task, she was then
asked to explain verbally how she might responithéosituation. Responses were coded
on a scale that ranged from 1 (no clear refusal) (ear refusal and escape). Women
also completed a self-report measure of sex-rekdtmxhol expectancies.

Results of this study showed no differences betvieergroups with respect to
response latency. In addition, no main effectseweund between victimized and
nonvictimized women on response latency or restgtacores. However, women in the
alcohol condition reported lower resistance scttas women in the other three groups.
An interaction was found such that women who belkikalcohol affected their sexual
behavior provided less resistant refusal respowbes they expected to receive alcohol
than women assigned to the expected no alcohopgrbar women administered
alcohol, BAL and sex-specific alcohol expectangesdicted resistance scores

(Pumphrey-Gordon & Gross, 2007). This study presiddditional evidence that alcohol

11



may affect how women respond to risky situationd #wxat a woman’s alcohol
expectancies may play a role in this process.

Stoner et al. (2007) examined the role of alcohtaxication and history of
sexual victimization on responses to a sexualkyrgating vignette. Women were
randomized into one of four groups: (a) controlugro(b) placebo group (expect
alcohol), (c) moderate dose group (BAC=.04), af)da(high dose group (BAC = .08).

A single vignette was used that described a mameamdan watching a movie with
friends. As the story progressed, the male charasicalated in aggressive behavior
toward the woman. The story ends with the man esijrg that he intends to assault the
woman. Secondary appraisals were measured (&xgeicofor the man’s feelings,
uncertainty about the situation, and shock at wiaatoccurred) prior to the end of the
story presentation as sexual aggression escalatextidition, conflict was assessed using
two questions, one inquiring how difficult it wasr fthe woman to go along with the
advances, and one inquiring how difficult it wasésist the advances. After the end of
the vignette was presented, women were assesdéédiohkely response to the situation
using 12 items that represented three types ofteggie: assertive, polite, or passive
resistance, based on previous research (Davis 0@4). Women were asked to
indicate how likely they were to respond in eaclywa a 7-point Likert scale.

Path analysis was used to examine direct and ctdeféects of appraisals on
resistance strategies, the direct and indirecttsffef alcohol on appraisals and resistance
strategies, and the direct and indirect effect@aifmization history on appraisals and
resistance strategies. Conflict, uncertainty, stmack were related to resistance

intentions. Additionally, results suggested thatigipants who had a higher alcohol
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dose reported higher conflict and higher uncernydinan participants in the control and
placebo groups. The relationship between alcottokication and resistance strategies
was mediated by concern for the man, uncertainbyathe situation, and shock at the
actions of the male character. Alcohol did notéhawdirect effect on any of the
resistance intentions. Additionally, Stoner e{2007) found women in the alcohol
group who expressed high levels of conflict in $iteation reported they were less likely
to use assertive resistance, more likely to ussiyasesistance, and were more likely to
consent. Moreover, an indirect relationship wastbsuch that women who consumed
alcohol had higher levels of uncertainty aboutditeation, which increased the chances
of responding politely. This study provides evideihat alcohol has an effect on
resistance strategies through secondary appraiddiditionally, the pathway from a
history of victimization to resistance strategiesswnediated by secondary appraisals (i.e.
feeling uncertainty about the situation, concemtti@ man, and conflict over going along
or ending the sexual advances), such that womdnaamore severe victimization history
chose less assertive responses. Additionallyiqusly victimized women reported
higher conflict and higher uncertainty, which whsrt related to passive and polite
resistance strategies. This study provides evielémat alcohol intoxication and
victimization history are related, through secogdgspraisals, to resistance strategies
that women use in risky dating situations.

Davis et al. (2009) conducted two studies to bettelerstand the role of alcohol
intoxication on risk recognition. In both studiessingle vignette was presented
describing a social interaction between a man andraan in which the man makes

increasing sexual demands during the dating episBak cues in the first part of the
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story were “ambiguous” and included details sucthasvoman depending on the man
for transportation, being isolated from others, #tr@iman consuming alcohol. Risk cues
in the second part of the story were considereedftland included details such as
unwanted sexual advances, the man using phys&taag, and the man demanding
intercourse. In the first study, women were assigio a control condition or an alcohol
condition with a target BAC of .06%. Women wereganted with the written vignette
and asked to rate how aware they were of the arabgyaues in the first part and the
clear cues in the second part. Risk recognitios maasured using ratings of awareness
and discomfort. Women in the alcohol conditionam@d less awareness of ambiguous
risk cues and less discomfort with clear risk dias women in the control condition.
However, women in both conditions were aware ddictesk cues. In addition, women
in the control condition reported greater discormnfanen presented with clear risk cues
rather than ambiguous cues. This differed from @omm the alcohol condition, who
reported roughly equal levels of discomfort fortbatmbiguous and clear risk cues
(Davis et al., 2009). In sum, moderate intoxicaéppeared to interfere with women’s
risk recognition of ambiguous cues and reduce di$od when cues were recognized.
In the second study (Davis et al., 2009), womerewandomized to one of four
conditions, a control condition, a placebo conditia low dose condition (target BAC =
.04%) and a high dose condition (target BAC = .08%4)etermine if various levels of
intoxication affect women’s awareness of and didoohwith risk cues in the previously
described vignette. Results of this study indidat®men in the high dose condition
were least likely to report complete awarenesdl@mbiguous cues compared with

women in the other three conditions. Both womethenhigh and low dose alcohol
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conditions reported less discomfort than womernedontrol condition with all risk
cues. No differences existed between groups arteghawareness of clear risk cues.
However, women in all groups reported greater difoat for clear risk cues than for
ambiguous risk cues. Women in the placebo condrgported greater discomfort than
the women in either alcohol condition but did nibtesl from women in the control
condition, providing additional evidence for theypiological effect of alcohol
intoxication on women’s awareness of ambiguousaiss.

In sum, the research examining the role of acutehall intoxication on women'’s
risk recognition suggests that women demonstrated ability to recognize risk (Davis,
2000; Dauvis et al., 2009) and reduced risk recagminay mediate the relationship
between intoxication and responses (Testa et@6)2 Additionally, alcohol may lower
inhibition and increase likelihood of women respogdo the situation in ways that
increase risk for experiencing a sexual victimat{Davis et al., 2004; Testa et al.,
2000b). Moreover, women'’s responses to risky sdna may be affected by alcohol
expectancies (Pumphrey-Gordon & Gross, 2007) autlit secondary appraisals such as
feeling uncertainty about the situation, concemtt@ man, and conflict over going along
or ending the sexual advances (Stoner et al., 2007)

Individual Risk Factors

Victimization History

Previous research has demonstrated that a histegxaal victimization is a risk
factor for future victimization. In fact, once aman has been sexually-victimized she is
at increased risk for future victimization (Gidyetzal., 1993; Himelein, 1995; Koss &

Dinero, 1989; Mandoki & Burkhart, 1989; Wyatt, Gué&h) & Notgrass, 1992). One
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hypothesis is that women who have experienced guewictimization have difficulty
identifying risk in sexually risky situations; hewer, it is unclear whether poor risk
recognition leads to victimization or if risk recgogion difficulty arises because of a
victimization experience. Several studies haveaestrated that women with a
victimization history show deficits in risk recogjon (Norris, Nurius, & Graham, 1999;
Soler-Baillo et al., 2005; Wilson et al., 1999; Yaxa Treat, Viken, & McFall, 2010).
Previous research has used predominantly croseisalcstudies to examine this
relationship (See Gidycz et al., 2006 for a review)

Research has also examined the relationship betwetmization history and
responses to risky situations. In fact, in sevstadlies, women reported they were less
likely to use resistance strategies (Corbin et28l01; Gidycz, Van Wynsberghe, and
Edwards, 2008; Stoner et al., 2007; VanZile-Tam3esta, & Livingston, 2005),
demonstrated less response refusal (Yeater & VikeiQ), suggested an increased
likelihood of responding to the situations usingsleffective responses (Nason & Yeater,
accepted pending revisions), were more likely ® more indirect and nonforceful
strategies to resist unwanted advances than namizedd women (Gidycz et al., 2008;
Nurius, Norris, & Dimeff, 1996; VanZile-Tamsen ét, 2005), and reported a concern
for the man’s feelings and concerns about his péi@e of the woman and these
thoughts reduced the likelihood of assertive redpan(Stoner et al., 2007). In addition,
research has demonstrated that a history of vizéidn moderated the relationship
between contextual features of the situation anch&ros response effectiveness (Yeater

et al., 2011). Thus, victimization history is ampiortant individual difference factor with
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respect to understanding women'’s risk recognitiah r@sponses to sexually risky
situations.

Sexual Attitudes

The relationship between sexual attitudes and wésmesk recognition and
ability to respond to risky situations has recebtien examined in the literature (Nason
& Yeater, accepted pending revisions; Yeater, VikdoFall, & Wagner, 2006; Yeater,
Viken, Hoyt & Dolan, 2009). Yeater et al. (200&penined the role of sexual attitudes
on risk recognition as well as on response effeass. A sample of women were asked
to rate risk for a set of dating and social situadias well as to rate the effectiveness of
acquiescent, neutral, and refusal response opforecreasing risk of having an
unwanted sexual experience. Sexual attitudes messured using the Sociosexuality
Scale (SS; Bailey & Kirk, 2000). The results sugjgd that women who endorsed more
liberal sexual attitudes made lower risk estim&esocial and dating vignettes and rated
acquiescent response options as more effectivewdilisal responses were rated as less
effective. In a subsequent study, Yeater et 8092 asked women to estimate risk for a
set of dating and social situations by imaginingntiselves versus an anonymous woman
in the situations. Again, the SS was used to nreasexual attitudes (Sociosexuality
Scale, Bailey & Kirk, 2000). Results suggested thamen with more liberal sexual
attitudes rated the vignettes as less risky thamevowith more conservative sexual
attitudes, regardless of perspective taken.

In a more recent study, Nason and Yeater (accqqaeding minor revisions)
measured sexual attitudes and videotaped womerbsiMesponses to a video clip of a

male actor making a request of the woman in seV@nalnd high risk dating and social

17



situations. The responses were then rated by exipethe sexual violence research area
for their effectiveness in reducing an unwantediaéexperience, defined as one in
which the woman would be verbally or physically m@el into having sexual contact of
any kind with the man. Nason and Yeater (accepésdiing minor revisions) found that
liberal sexual attitudes mediated the relationfi@veen victimization history and how
effective the women'’s responses were to the vignedpecifically, more severe
victimization experiences were linked to more lddesexual attitudes, which, in turn,
were related to responses that were rated by exagliess effective in decreasing risk of
sexual victimization. In conclusion, sexual atli#gs appear to be negatively correlated
with lower estimates of risk recognition (Yeateakt 2009; Yeater et al., 2006) and
greater likelihood of providing ineffective respesgNason & Yeater, accepted pending
minor revisions).
The Current Study

Overall, there is strong evidence that a relatignbktween alcohol use and risk
for victimization exists. Alcohol use may affectk recognition (Davis, 2000; Davis et
al., 2009; Testa et al., 2006). There is someeswdd it does so by increasing a woman’s
willingness to engage in behaviors that then mayemse her chances of having a
victimization experience (Davis et al., 2004; PungyhGordon & Gross, 2007; Stoner et
al., 2007; Testa et al., 2006; Testa et al., 200@r)e predominant hypothesis to explain
the effect of alcohol intoxication on women'’s rigcognition and response choices is
alcohol myopia theory. Additionally, both sexuatimization history and sexual
attitudes appear to be important predictors of womperception of and responses to

risky situations. To date, few studies have exaahimow a history of victimization may
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affect risk estimates and responses under conditbalcohol intoxication. Moreover,
no studies have investigated whether victimizahimtory and sexual attitudes moderate
the relationship between alcohol intoxication arainen’s perceptions of and responses
to risky situations. Thus, the current study iniggged, under conditions of alcohol
intoxication, whether a history of sexual victimioa and sexual attitudes affected
women’s risk recognition and responses to a skigbf-risk dating and social situations.
Previous alcohol administration research with wormas typically used a balanced
placebo design (alcohol, no-alcohol, and expectaonaglitions) to differentiate between
the pharmacological and expectancy effects of alc@fromme, D’Amico, & Katz,
1999; Fromme, Katz, D’Amico, 1997; Testa et alQ@®). However, research with
women demonstrates that the pharmacological efed@kohol (and not alcohol
expectancy effects) appear to negatively affect m@siresponses in high risk sexual
situations (Abbey et al., 2000; Fromme et al., 1998cDonald, Zanna, & Fong, 1996;
Stoner et al., 2007; Testa et al., 2006). Secaftel; a certain BAC, deception fails
because the pharmacological effects of the alcoheiride the expectancy of being told
one is not consuming alcohol (Martin & Sayette,399Third, in real life situations, one
drinks alcohol or does not drink alcohol, theraasovert deception related to the
beverage choices in natural drinking settings.usTlising a two group design is
considered an acceptable approach for alcohol astm@tion research with women.
Alcohol administration studies have typically usesingle vignette that describes
a high risk dating scenario and measured respatseacly (Davis, 2000; Davis et al.,
2004; Dauvis et al., 2009; Pumphrey-Gordon & Gr@8§7; Stoner et al., 2007; Testa et

al., 2006; Testa et al., 2000b). Sampling acrosaiaty of domains (stimulus sampling)
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provides an opportunity to understand how womeimesé risk and respond across
common situations in which they may find themselv8sveral researchers have called
for the use of more than one scenario in alcoholiagtration studies to more fully
explore the breadth and depth of the predictosegtial assault (Stoner et al., 2007) as
well as the use of scenarios that reflect the cerifyl present in situations that may lead
to sexual victimization (Gidycz et al., 2006). &ivprevious alcohol administration
studies have shown effects in a single, high-rigkette, it may be important to use a
sample of vignettes that describe a variety ofasituns common for college women
rather than a single vignette.

Women were assigned randomly to either an alcgloalp or a control group
using an alcohol administration procedure simitathiat used in previous research (Davis
et al., 2004; Pumphrey-Gordon & Gross, 2007; Test., 2006). They were then
presented with 15 vignettes describing high ridkndgand social situations. Women
were asked to rate risk in each situation (Yeat&filgen, 2010). They also were asked
to rate how likely they were to respond to eachation in an acquiescent, passive,
assertive, and aggressive way (see Appendix Aporese options that have commonly
been used in previous studies (Davis et al., 280@her et al., 2007). Participants were
then asked to complete a packet of questionnasi@agabout history of victimization,
sexual attitudes and beliefs, and other generabdesphic information.

Goals of the Study
Hypotheses
Based on the review of the literature, the follogvitypotheses were generated for

this study. Hypothesis 1: Participants in the latda@ondition would have lower risk
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ratings, higher acquiescent and passive respondntblower assertive responding than
participants in the control condition. HypotheBidarticipants with a more severe
victimization history and more liberal sexual afties, relative to women with a less
severe history and less liberal sexual attitudesilevprovide lower risk ratings, higher
passive and acquiescent responding, and lowerti@esersponding. Hypothesis 3:
Victimization history would moderate the relationshetween alcohol intoxication and
women’s risk and response ratings. Specificallygnen in the alcohol condition with a
more severe victimization history would provide Ewisk ratings, higher acquiescent
and passive responding, and lower assertive regpptitan women with a less severe
victimization history. Hypothesis 4: Sexual atti&ss would moderate the relationship
between alcohol intoxication and women'’s risk a@gponse ratings. Specifically,
women in the alcohol condition with more liberaksal attitudes would provide lower
risk ratings, higher ratings for acquiescent angsp@ responses, and lower ratings for
assertive responses than women with less libexaldattitudes.

Exploratory analyses were conducted to examinie tha main and interaction
effects of condition, victimization history, andcsasexuality in predicting aggressive
response ratings. Previous research has suggesheding a broad range of responses
to sexually risky situations; however, little isdwin about aggressive responding by
women in these situations. Given the lack of ditere on main effects for aggressive
response ratings and potential interactions, noispéypotheses were generated for

these analyses.
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Design

A mixed factorial design was used in the curreatlgt The between-subjects factors
were condition (alcohol, no alcohol) and two countins factors, severity of victimization
history and sociosexuality. A power analysis waisdticted to arrive at the number of
subjects needed to conduct the study. A conveatipower value of 80%, an alpha

value of .05, and a medium effect side=(.5) was used for the analysis. To achieve 80%

power, a sample size of 120 participants (60 peugywas needed to detect differences

between the groups.
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Method
Participants

Two hundred eighty three women were recruited ftbenpsychology research
pool and student body at a large southwestern tsitydor screening. Participants
scheduled a time to complete the screening pagipgtghdix B) with the researcher to
determine their eligibility. Inclusion criteria neethat the participant had to be (a)
between the age of 21 and 29, (b) a moderate dr{ckaracterized by 3 drinking
episodes in the last 30 days with at least on&ihgnepisode in which 3 or more drinks
were consumed), (c) sexually active, either culyemtin the past (defined as engaging
in fondling, vaginal, oral, or anal intercoursewénother person), and (d) currently
enrolled in undergraduate classes. Exclusionr@itecluded (a) meeting DSM-IV-TR
criteria for past (last 2 years) or current depoeggb) meeting DSM-IV-TR criteria for
past or current psychosis, (c) meeting DSM-IV-TRecia for current alcohol abuse or
dependence, (d) a history of head injury resultmigss of consciousness, (e) currently
using medications that warn against consuming alc@h no reported history of
engaging in sexual activity, and (g) a reportedonysof psychotherapy for Major
Depression, Bipolar Disorder, Schizophrenia (ordBstic disorders) or Alcohol
Dependence.

Of those ineligible to participate, 59.4% 76) drank less than the minimum
required, 35.2%rn(= 45) currently or recently met (i.e. last 2 ygarsteria for
depression, 12.5% E 16) reported current medication use contrainaigaalcohol use,
12.5% (= 16) met criteria for current alcohol abuse oradefence, 3.9%n(= 5)

reported no current or previous sexual activit3%2.(n = 3) had a history of head injury
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resulting in loss of consciousness, and 2.8% 8) were not within the age range for the
study.

One hundred fifty five women were eligible and ted to participate in the
experimental part of the study. Of these, 122 wocwnpleted the experiment. Of the
122 participants, three women who were lesbian wrctuded from analysis because the
vignettes describe situations that heterosexubhisexual women might experience when
dating or interacting socially with men. An addital four married women were
excluded because the vignettes describe situatiomarried women might experience.
Finally, two women were excluded because they diccomplete the risk rating task.
The resulting sample was one hundred thirteen wor@ormation about women who
were eligible but did not participate was not aatalié.

Participants’ mean age was 22.47 ye8B%£ 1.91; range 21-29). The sample
was predominantly heterosexual (88.5%) and bisefliab%). The sample was diverse
ethnically, with self-reported ethnicities includilVhite (56.6%), Hispanic (29.2%),
Asian (3.5%), Native American (2.7%), African Antan (1.8%) and other (6.2%).
Approximately 58.4% of the sample reported thearya college as senior, while a third
(33.6%) reported their year in school was junio2% reported their year as sophomore,
0.9% reported freshman, and 0.9% reported gradisatkent. The majority of
participants reported that they were currently l&ir{@6.1%), 21.2% reported living with

someone, 1.7% reported they were divorced, andep#rted being separated.
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Measures

Demographics Questionnaire (Appendix C).This self-report questionnaire
asked patrticipants for age, marital status, radeetimic membership, year in college and
current residence.

Sexual Experiences Survey (SES) (Appendix D)Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss
et al., 1987; Koss & Oros, 1982). The SES is at@Qiself-report questionnaire
assessing the frequency and severity of sexuaiigdtion experiences (i.e. unwanted
sexual contact, sexual coercion, attempted rapkragpe). This measure uses
behaviorally-specific definitions of sexual assdué. Have you given in to sexual
intercourse when you didn’t want to because yoweveeerwhelmed by a man’s
continual arguments or pressure?), and asks patits to specify if the event occurred
by answering one of two response options (no oy. ykess and Gidycz (1985) reported
that the SES has an internal consistenay ®f.74, a one-week test-retest reliabilityr of
= .93, and a correlation of= .73 with interview responses, indicating thas ia
reasonable measure of self-reported sexual viciitioa. The internal consistency of the
SES for this sample was=.71.

Using the common scoring procedure for the SESiggaaints were categorized
based on the most severe experience they repestingriencing since the age of 14
(Koss & Gidycz, 1985). With respect to frequentgexual victimization, 38.5%n(=
43) of participants reported no history of sexuatimization, 12.8%1 = 15) reported
unwanted sexual contact, 14.566<16) reported sexual coercion, 13.7%6=(16)

reported attempted rape, and 20.5% 23) reported rape.
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Sociosexuality Scale (SS) (Appendix EjBailey & Kirk, 2000). The SSis a 15-
item self-report measure of participants’ willingsdgo engage in sexual activity. It
consists of items from the Sociosexuality Oriewtatinventory (SOI; Simpson &
Gangestad, 1991) and items from Eysenck’s (19@)ystf the genetics of sexual
behavior. Higher scores on the SS indicate greategptance of permissive sexual
beliefs and behaviors. According to Bailey andkR000), the SS correlated highly
with the SOI, and had alpha coefficients of .88rfm@n and .85 for women. A factor
analysis of the SS found only one factor accoufdaethe shared item variance. For the
present study, the usual response format for teeXb items of the SS was altered from
the “yes-no” format to a 4-point Likert rating foatn(1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 =
disagree, 4 = strongly disagree). This formathesen used successfully in previous
studies (Yeater et al., 2009; Yeater et al., 20@6kcore was calculated for each
participant by summing the responses. The sumemes were then centered using the
mean of the sample. In the current study, therma consistency of the SS was .90.

Dating Behavior Survey (DBS) (Appendix F).This 19-item questionnaire was
used to assess participants’ participation in vexridating and social behaviors.
Specifically, it asks participants whether theyreatly were dating or “hooking up” (i.e.,
engaging in spontaneous sexual activity, includarglling, oral, vaginal, and anal sex);
how often they engaged in dates and “hook ups”,(Elow many dates have you been on
in the last month?, In the last 6 months?, In &@s¢ year?); their number of current and
lifetime sexual partners (e.g., How many differeexual partners have you had in your
lifetime? By sexual partners, we mean differenspes with whom you have had

vaginal, oral, or anal intercourse).
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Vignettes

In previous research, Yeater and colleagues degdla1 item inventory of
written vignettes describing problem situationg thadergraduate women might face
when dating or interacting socially with men (Yeateal., 2011; Yeater et al., 2006).
The vignettes describe a variety of situationshsaga date, party, bar, and school event,
as well as various relationships to the man, sgdbogfriend, acquaintance, and authority
figure. Known risk factors for sexual victimizatiare also described, such as previous
sexual activity, verbal coercion and threats frtwa man, and social isolation.

To ensure that participants completed their rigk @sponse ratings during the
ascending rather than descending limb of their BAGbset of vignettes was selected
for use in the current study. Vignettes were debbthat were rated in previous research
as having a high degree of risk for adverse coreszps (Yeater et al., 2011). In this
research, a separate sample of undergraduate waeehthe vignettes on three different
dimensions: (agommonnesgiow common do you think this situation is for legle
women (1 = not common, 5 = extremely common)?]d{tficulty [How difficult would
it be for you to handle this situation (1 = noffidifilt, 5 = extremely difficult)?]; and (c)
seriousnesfHow serious are the consequences to you formgaleffectively with this
situation (1 = not serious, 5 = extremely seriousYhe median was calculated for each
of these dimensions, and 15 vignettes falling alibeemedian on all three dimensions
were chosen for the risk judgment task.

Procedure
All procedures and materials were reviewed and@amat by the university’s

Human Research Review Committee. All experimgmtatedures were administered by
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a female experimenter. Participants were compedsi per hour or one research credit
per hour for their participation.

Screening Interview.

Participants were recruited through the Departroéfsychology web-based
enrollment system and from the general undergradstatient body using flyers
describing the study. The in-person screeningvrée took approximately 10 to 15
minutes. If participants met the eligibility crii, they were invited to schedule a day
and time to participate in the study. Participamt® were scheduled for the same day
and time were assigned to the same condition. @nicee slot had been filled (2 women
per time slot), the time slot was assigned randdmbither the alcohol or no alcohol
control condition. All participants were instrudte® abstain from (a) eating 3 hours prior
to arrival at the study site, (b) drinking alcolabvleast 24 hours prior to arrival, and (c)
using illegal substances at least 24 hours priartival. They were also instructed to
bring a state-issued identification to verify thage as well as the name and telephone
number of someone who could pick them up should bigerandomized to the alcohol
condition. The study was conducted in a lab tlaak leen set up with several video
game chairs, a bar, and a television with DVD playe

Experimental Session.

Upon admission to the study, participants readsagiied the consent form. A
researcher then briefly summarized the informaitnotihe consent form and allowed the
participant time to ask any questions about thdystiParticipants then were asked to
provide their identification to verify their ag&ach participant was given an initial BAC

measure (to ensure that their BAC = .00), a wedgiak height measure, and a pregnancy
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test. BAC was measured using an Alco-Sensor datiralyzer (Intoximeters, Inc., St.
Louis, MO). Weight and height were measured ustagdard scales. Each participant
was asked to urinate in a medical grade urine cw@aminister the stick urine pregnancy
test. The researcher followed instructions fotingsurine with stick pregnancy tests to
ensure consistency in testing. Pregnancy was megassing Aim Stick Pregnancy Test
Strips which detect 20 mlU/ml of hCG. This detertlevel allows pregnancy to be
detected approximately four days prior to menstonaand takes approximately three
minutes to obtain results. When two participangéserpresent, one participant waited in
a separate room while initial BAC, weight and heigieasurements, and pregnancy test
was completed on the other. Given that convensdietween participants could
influence their responses to the alcohol or thdystask (to be described), a research
assistant sat in the room with participants to emslat they did not converse. Women
who participated in the study had an initial BAC.@®0, presented ID to verify their age,
and tested negative on the pregnancy test.

Beverage Administration.

The alcohol administration procedure used in threeci study has been used
often in alcohol research (Abbey et al., 2000; Ba2000; Davis et al., 2004; Davis et
al., 2009; Pumphrey-Gordon & Gross, 2007; Stonat.e2007; Testa et al., 2000Db;
Testa et al., 2006). Participants assigned talit@hol condition were administered a
dose of grain alcohol (vodka 80 proof) that wasalalted to increase their BAC to .08
mg/dl, the legal limit in New Mexico. A computerggram developed by John J. Curtin,
PhD (version 2.1.0, 2001) uses an equation to attiacohol to orange juice ratio

taking into account weight, height, type of alcqghehgth of drinking period, and amount
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of alcohol necessary to achieve .08mg/dl BAC. Hugjsation is similar to that used in
previous alcohol administration studies (DavislgtZz04; Ogle & Miller, 2004; Stoner
et al., 2007; Testa et al, 2000b). Alcohol wasedi a ratio of 1 portion alcohol to 3
portions orange juice. For a 21 year old womarr@pmately 66 inches tall and
weighing 130 pounds, the amount of alcohol in twiakd would be approximately 2 and
a half standard drinks (~3.75 ounces).

Participants in the control condition were prepatadks of orange juice
equivalent in volume to drinks they would have reeé in the alcohol condition based
on height and weight measurements. All drinks vpeepared in front of the participant
and served in 12-0z plastic cups. Participant®westructed to consume their drinks in
approximately 10 minutes, 5 minutes per drink. gdrticipants consumed their drinks in
the expected time frame. After participants consditiheir beverages, they waited
approximately 15 minutes to allow for absorptidkt. the conclusion of the absorption
period, they were administered an initial breathafytest. Participants then waited
another 5 minutes if their BAC level had not reatl® mg/dl or above. A BAC was
taken every 2 minutes after the 5 minute BAC uagtibroximately .07mg/dl was met.
The experimental procedure began after a BAC om@itll was met in the alcohol
condition and after approximately 15 to 20 minutethe control condition, roughly an
equivalent time frame to the alcohol condition.

Participants watched “The Lucy Show” while drinkere prepared, consumed,
and during the wait period prior to the first taskhis show was chosen because it lacked
sexually-based content that could affect partidigaisk and response ratings.

Additionally, it provided a distraction from poskatalcohol related cues in the
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environment. Other researchers have chosen ttelesésion programs similar to this in
their alcohol studies for related reasons (Testd. e2000b). Participants in both
conditions also were asked to refrain from talkafgut alcohol related material during
the experiment.

Once the target BAC measure was met, the partitipas provided the packet of
15 written vignettes and allowed privacy to complitte measure. All vignettes were
written in first person, and participants were riasted to imagine themselves in each
situation, “even if you might not normally find yself in the situation”. They then were
instructed to read and rate each vignette on ari-pikert scale with respect to how
risky the situation is in terms of having an unveahsexual experience (1 = not risky, 2 =
slightly risky, 3 = moderately risky, 4 = very rigld = completely risky). An unwanted
sexual experience was defined as a sexual expertbeg will feel bad about, be hurt by,
or regret later. This definition was chosen, asased to one that included words like
assault or coercion, to reduce possible primingasficipants to think about stereotypical
rape situations. Previous researchers have detednthat the use of these words leads
participants to think about stereotypical scenasiash as stranger rape (e.g. Hickman &
Muehlenhard, 1997; Wilson et al., 1999).

After rating a vignette on risk, participants wasked to rate how likely they
were to respond to the situation in the followingys:. (a) How likely are you to
acquiesce in this situation (e.g., agree to thaest go along with)?; (b) How likely are
you to use an excuse or other passive, indirecd\beh(e.g. do nothing, change the
subject)?; (c) How likely are you to respond inassertive way (e.g. describe your

feelings clearly, and non-aggressively, say younatanterested)?; and (d) How likely
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are you to respond in an aggressive way (e.g. satdam, push him away)?. For each
response choice, participants indicated how like&y were to engage in each behavior
using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all likeBy= somewhat likely, 3 = moderately
likely, 4 = highly likely, and 5 = extremely likely Completion of the task took
approximately 20 minutes. After completion of theks, participants were allowed to
resume watching “The Lucy Show” for approximatefyminutes in the control
condition and for as long as necessary (up to 29)ani the alcohol condition until a
BAC of .04 was reached. This was done to allovhlgpbups to experience a waiting
period prior to completing the remaining questiaresgmand provided a similar
experience in the experiment. Participants welered water and snacks during the
waiting period. Participants then completed theuaeExperiences Survey (Appendix
C), the Sociosexuality Questionnaire (SS; AppemixDemographics Questionnaire
(Appendix E), and the Dating Behaviors Survey (Appr F). A doctoral level
psychologist was available during the experimertase a participant reported distress
during the study. No participants reported beirstressed as a result of participation.
After completion of the questionnaires, particiganere debriefed and
compensated for their time. All participants wexlel that the purpose of the study was
to examine how alcohol affects women'’s risk percgpand response choices to a set of
items describing dating and social situations thay result in sexual victimization.
They were given a debriefing form that includedsadf resources such as the Student
Health Center, Psychology Department-run Clinimcal crisis number, and Student
Mental Health Services, as well as the name aegleine number of the clinical faculty

member overseeing the research. Participants asiesd to refrain from discussing the
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procedures and hypotheses of the study with otbeplp. Participants were not allowed
outside of the study site at any time during therse of the study in order to reduce the
possibility of experiencing harm as a result ofrtirgoxication.
Data Analytic Strategy

Correlations first were conducted among the vagislblf interest. Analysis of
variance (ANOVA) then was used to examine the efiécondition, victimization
history, and sociosexuality on the five outcomaalaes (i.e. mean risk rating, mean
rating for acquiescent, passive, assertive, anceagiye responses). Multiple regression
analyses also were used to measure the strengdsofiation among condition,
victimization history, and sociosexuality, as waslthe two way interactions of these

variables and women'’s risk ratings and responseeblo
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Results

Summary Variables

Five scores were calculated for each participa)ta(mean risk rating, which was
computed by summing each participant’s risk ratifegseach item and dividing by 15
(the total number of items rated in the study);glmhean acquiescent response rating; (c)
a mean passive response rating; (d) a mean assergiponse rating; and (e) a mean
aggressive response rating. The mean responsggatere calculated by creating a sum
of the each participant’s response ratings andlohgithe sum by 15 for each of the four
response categories (i.e. acquiescent, passivatigesand aggressive response rating).
Preliminary Analyses

Women in the alcohol condition did not differ fraomomen in the control
condition in age, year in college, race, numbdifetime sexual partners, or severity of
sexual victimization. The conditions did differtivrespect to marital status; however,
with more women in the control condition reportingng with a significant other than
women in the alcohol conditiom £ 2.03,p = .045). Breath alcohol concentration
readings indicated participants in the alcohol d¢oorl achieved a BAC of .070 (.01)
prior to beginning the experimental procedure whaeticipants in the control condition
had a mean BAC of .000 (115) = -82.8p < .0001).
Correlation Analyses

All continuous measures first were examined fanmedity. All of the variables
were normally distributed. The zero-order corielad among the predictors (i.e.
demographic variables, condition, victimizationtbrg, and sexual attitudes) and

dependent variables (i.e. mean risk rating, metngsof assertive, aggressive, passive,
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and acquiescent responding) are presented in Tab¥ge was negatively associated
with mean risk score across the vignettes {.291,p = .002) and negatively associated
with passive responding € -.323,p =.0001), suggesting older women rated the
vignettes as less risky and were less likely tpoad passively. Correlational analyses
also revealed a significant negative relationsleipveen victimization history and
assertive responding = -.21,p = .026), suggesting that women with a more severe
victimization history were less likely to resporgsartively than women with a less
severe victimization history. Victimization hisyowas also positively correlated with
sociosexualityr = .20,p = .034) indicating that women with a more sevestdny of
victimization also reported more liberal sexuaitattes. Sexual attitudes were negatively
associated with both risk rating= -.314,p = .001) (Figure 1) and passive responding (
= -.26,p = .005), suggesting women who had more liberal settitudes rated the
vignettes as less risky and were less likely tpaoead to the situations passively. Sexual
attitudes, in contrast, were positively associatétl acquiescence respondirrg=.29,p

= .002), suggesting women with more liberal sexugtiuales were more likely to
respond to the situations in an acquiescent waywueanen with more conservative

sexual attitudes.
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Table 1. Intercorrelations between Predictors améRisk and Response Ratings.

Variable ‘ Mear(SD)‘ 1 ‘ 2 3 4 5 ‘ 6 ‘ 7 ‘ 8 ‘
1. Age 22.6 (1.99) -

2. Cond. 48 (.50) -.077 -

3.SESCat. 1.44(1.3) .193* -032 -

4.SS 32.98(7.9) .082  -071 .200% -

5. Risk 348 (69) -201% 037 -.042 -314% -

Rating

g' Acquies. 5 17(60) -062 = .269% -009 203 033 -

esp.

;' Pass.  591(81) -323% 093 .058 -261* 210+ -027 -

esp.

8.Assert.  5.5(81) .084 @ -049 108  -.058 -552* -053 -
Resp. <2 L ' P 2100 ' ' '
%eéggress' 205(75) .045 = 170 053 -082  .053 -.330% .048512*

Note. Rvalues of .10, .30, and .50 are considered todspectively, small, medium, and
large effect sizes (Cohen, 1988)pnd.= condition coded as BES Cat. =Sexual
Experiences Survey coded as 0=none, 1=mild, 2=ratele3=severesS=
Sociosexuality Scaléycquies. Resps= acquiescent respondifgassive Resps passive
respondingAssert. Resps assertive respondingggress. Resp: aggressive

responding.

* p<.05. *p<.01.
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Figure 1. Linear relationship between sociosexyalitd risk ratings.
The linea® = .108

Additionally, correlational analyses revealed digant relationships between
participants’ risk ratings and passive responding 210,p = .025), acquiescent
responding and assertive responding ¢.552,p < .0001), acquiescent and aggressive
respondingr(= -.330,p <.0001), and assertive and aggressive respondmgq12,p <
.0001).
The Effects of Condition on Women'’s Risk Ratings ath Responses

Results of the ANOVA revealed that participantshiea alcohol groupM = 3.49,
SD=.64) did not differ from participants in the cooltgroup M = 3.44,SD=.74) on
risk ratingsF (1, 112) = .16p = .69. Additionally, an ANOVA revealed that
participants in the alcohol conditioM(= 2.35,SD= .61) provided higher ratings of

acquiescent responding than participants in thérabcondition M = 2.03,SD= .55),F
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(1, 112) = 8.67p = .004 (See Figure 2). No group differences werdest for passive

respondingF (1, 112)= .96,p = .33, or assertive respondirkg(1, 112) = .27p = .61.

5,

SN
!

N
\

Acquiescent Responding
w

alcohol control

Condition

Figure 2. Mean acquiescent responding by condition.
Mean scores between conditions are significanffeidint 0 = .004) and bars represent
95% confidence intervals.

Multiple regression analyses revealed the prediatothe model accounted for a
significant, although small, amount of varianceigk rating,F (6, 112) = 2.82p = .01,
R*=.14. Only sociosexuality(= -.41,p = .036) significantly predicted risk rating,
suggesting that women with higher sociosexualitgddhe vignettes as less risky than
women with lower sociosexuality (Table 2). Nonelg# interactions were significant;
however, the interaction between condition and sgv@easure of victimization
approached significancg € -.37,p =.06). In a follow up regression analysis,
victimization severity was regressed on risk rafmgeach of the two conditions. The
results indicated that women assigned to the alggooip provided lower ratings of risk
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when they had a more severe history of victimiza{b= -.20,SE= .07) than women in
the alcohol group with a less severe history ofimization (3 = .09,SE=.07) ¢= -

1.49,p > .05). In contrast, women with a more severémization history in the control
condition reported higher risk ratings than wometh\a less severe victimization history
in the control condition.

Table 2. Multiple Regression Analysis of Conditi@aciosexuality, and SES Category
and Interactions on Mean Risk Ratings.

Risk Ratings
Variable B SEB B
Condition 0.24 0.13 0.35
Ss -0.04 0.02 -41*
SES Categofy 0.01 0.05 0.02
SS x Condition 0.01 0.01 0.12
SS x SES Category 0.00 0.01 0.11
Condition x SES Category -0.09 0.05 -0.37
R 0.14
E 2.82*

Note.?SS refers to the Sociosexuality SCABES refers to the Sexual Experiences
Survey.

**p< .01, <.05.

Multiple regression analyses also revealed theigiead in the model accounted
for a significant, although small, amount of vadann acquiescent respondirkg(6,
112) = 4.69p = .0001,R?= .21. Conditionf = .26,p = .003) was the only independent
predictor of acquiescent responding, with wometh&alcohol condition, relative to
women in the control group, reporting a greatezlifhood of responding acquiescently to
the situations (See Table 3). The interaction betwcondition and severity measure of
victimization was also a significant predictor afjaiescent responding € -.40,p =

.04). Follow up regression analysis was conductdte beta test revealed the
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relationship between severity of victimization awdjuiescent responding differed
significantly between the two conditions< -2.04,p <.05). More specifically, women
in the control condition increased in their repdréequiescent responding as their
severity of victimization increasegd € .20, SE= .05) while women in the alcohol
condition showed a decrease in their reported asgaent responding as severity of

victimization increaseds(= -.19,SE= .06) (Figure 3).

Table 3. Multiple Regression Analysis of Conditi@gciosexuality, and SES Category
and Interactions on Mean Acquiescent Response dg&atin

Acquiescent Response Ratings

Variable B SEB B
Condition 0.38 0.11 .64**
Ss 0.02 0.01 0.26
SES Categofy -0.03 0.04 -0.07
SS x Condition 0.01 0.01 0.07
SS x SES Category 0.00 0.01 0.07
Condition x SES Category -0.085 0.04 -0.40*
R 0.21

F 4.69**

Note.?SS refers to the Sociosexuality SCABES refers to the Sexual
Experiences Survey.

**p< .01, % < .05.
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Figure 3. Interaction of victimization history bgrdition on Acquiescent Responding.
Acqu'iescent responses range from 1 to 5 on a etatereasing likelihood of
acquiescent response.

The model for passive responding was significar(6, 112) = 2.77p = .015,R?
=.08. Specifically, an interaction between coditand sociosexuality was foungl £ -
.21,p =.02) (Table 4). Follow up regression analys@icated a significant difference
between the two conditiong £ -2.39,p < .05). Women with higher sociosexuality
assigned to the alcohol condition reported lowesspe responding’(= -.54,SE= .01)
than women with lower sociosexuality in the alcobahdition (Figure 3). Women
assigned to the control group showed a very weghtne relationship between
sociosexuality and passive respondifig- (-.04,SE=.02). The regression model for
assertive responding, (6, 112) = 1.31p = .26,R*= .07, was not significant; thus, the

resulting model was not interpreted.

41



Table 4. Multiple Regression Analysis of Conditi@gciosexuality, and SES Category
and Interactions on Passive Response Ratings.

Passive Response

Variable B SE B B
Condition 0.09 0.16 0.11
Ss -0.01 0.02 -0.13
SES Categofy 0.07 0.06 0.11
SS x Condition -0.02 0.01 -0.23*
SS x SES Category -0.01 0.01 -0.18
Condition x SES Category -0.01 0.06 -0.04
R 0.15

F 3.01**

Note.?SS refers to the Sociosexuality SCABES refers to the Sexual Experiences
Survey.
**p<.01, *p<.05.
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Figure 4. Interaction of sociosexuality by condition passive responding. Passive
responses range from 1 to 5 on a scale of incrgéigilihood of passive response.
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Exploratory Analyses

The ANOVA revealed that women in the alcohol gr¢ip= 2.16,SD=.78)
reported higher aggressive responses comparedwitien in the control conditio
=1.92,SD =.67), however, the difference was not signific&n{l, 1129 = 3.31,p = .07.
The regression model for aggressive respondir(§, 119 = 1.28,p = .26,R*= .07, was

not significant; thus it was not interpreted.
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Discussion

Relationships between Risk and Responses

Previous studies found that lowered risk perceptias negatively related to
passive responding. The relationship betweenrasikg and passive responding found
in this study was opposite than previous studiesdoDavis et al., 2004; Testa et al.,
2006). It suggests that as women'’s rating ofinskeased, their likelihood of choosing
passive responding also increased. The relatipagigtween acquiescent and assertive
responding and assertive and aggressive respondiregin the expected direction and
provide evidence that women who provided higheussgent responses also endorsed
assertive or aggressive responses to a lesseredagiee women who provided higher
assertiveness ratings were more likely to also esedaggressive responses.
Risk Estimates

Findings from the present research revealed satabie associations among
sexual attitudes, alcohol intoxication, risk esti@ssand response choices in a population
of college women. With respect to estimates df inssocial situations, the results of this
study suggested that, regardless of alcohol in&ixia, more liberal sexual attitudes are
associated with women'’s lowered estimates of via@ton risk. This finding is
consistent with the findings from Yeater et al.2pand Yeater et al. (2006) who found
that, as sexual attitudes became more liberal, wagmnavided lower estimates of risk.
Given that they may be comfortable with a wide mnfsexual behaviors, women with
more liberal sexual attitudes may find themselwethese situations more often, may not
have experienced negative consequences as aaeduttay generally underestimate the

amount of risk present. Thus, their risk for \igization may be higher as a result.
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The hypothesis that women in the alcohol condii@uld provide lower risk
estimates was unsupported; however, condition msggt approached significande=(
1.77,p = .08) suggesting that perhaps, with a larger sarmsigk, it may be possible to
detect differences between conditions on risk eg@gs This is in direct contrast to the
findings by Davis et al. (2009) and Testa et d@0&), who found acute intoxication was
related to reduced awareness of salient risk clieshould be noted that the stimuli
differed between this study and the previous stuglieeh that the situations varied in the
degree to which features such as verbal coercigrnysical coercion were present.
Additionally, in the Testa et al. (2006) study, tcuntoxication reduced risk recognition
in a situation that included serious aggressionlinag physical restraint (Testa et al.,
2006), a feature included in only one of the vitggeused in this study. It may be that
using this sample of vignettes provided participamith less ambiguous risk cues, and,
as a consequence, they may have been able tofydesiimore readily. Indeed, Davis
et al. (2009) found that women under the influedicenot differ from sober women in
their reported awareness of clear risk cues.

Additionally, the hypothesis that women with a maeevere victimization history
would estimate lower risk was unsupported. Degpitefinding, the interaction between
victimization severity and alcohol intoxication apached significance. This suggested
women with a more severe history of victimizatiordar the influence of alcohol
estimated slightly less risk than sober women wiiimilar victimization history;
however, this was not significant and suggeststiiail work needs to be done. An

interaction between alcohol use and victimizatievesity suggests that women with a
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history of victimization may be less able to idéntisk cues and are, thus, more likely to
experience revictimization.
Response Choices

With respect to how women reported they would oesito the various
situations, several important findings emergedstfFthe hypothesis that alcohol
intoxication was related to how likely a woman wasespond acquiescently was
supported. Women in the alcohol group reporteg there more likely to respond in an
acquiescent way than women in the control condsggesting that alcohol may
increase the chance that a woman will go along settual advances made by a man.
This finding is consistent with the findings fronalds et al. (2004), Stoner et al., (2007),
and Testa et al. (2006). Generally, both womehenalcohol and control group’s
responses had mean values of between a 2 anll& 232 andM=2.03 respectively)
indicating that they were somewhat to moderatdglyi to choose an acquiescent
response. Although these ratings were signifigeitferent for the groups, women,
regardless of condition, qualitatively reportedt iy were less likely to respond in an
acquiescent way than in an assertive Way=(3.24 andV=3.26 respectively, moderately
to highly likely). One possible explanation forstfinding was that this study used a
sample of vignettes that were common for collegeneo, difficult to navigate, and had
serious consequences if not dealt with effectivéliiese particular features suggest that
the vignettes may have provided clear risk cuesimgak easier for women to detect risk
which may have led women to report increased hiogld of assertive responses than
acquiescent responses. This finding is consistéhtprevious research by Davis et al.

(2004) in which a woman was more likely to respasdertively when the threat of
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sexual victimization was highest. The implicatmfrthis finding suggests that alcohol
may lead to an increased likelihood of respondiguaescently and this may be more
pronounced when risk cues are ambiguous; howewae nesearch is needed to
determine if this is the case.

The hypothesis that more liberal sexual attituates a more severe victimization
history would be related to more acquiescent regdipgnwas not supported. Unlike
previous research that has found a relationshipd®t liberal sexual attitudes and less
effective responding (Nason & Yeater, accepted pgnchinor revisions) and women’s
estimated level of response refusal to risky dating social situations (Yeater & Viken,
2010), these findings did not emerge in this studlgditionally, the hypothesis that
women with a more severe victimization history unaeute intoxication would be more
likely to report acquiescent responding was unstpgo In fact, the opposite result
emerged in this study such that women assignduktaltohol group with no history of
victimization reported they were more likely to aggsce than women with no
victimization history in the control group. Wometth some history of victimization
reported similar levels of acquiescent respondmgnatter what group assignment they
had. This finding is partially consistent with pi@us research that has suggested that
women consent to low levels of sexual advances wih@nare intoxicated (Davis et al.,
2004); however, victimization history has not poasly been included in these prior
studies. The direction of the interaction suggdsis alcohol intoxication reduces the
likelihood of acquiescent responding for women wlage a more severe victimization

history. It may be the case that women who haes vectimized are more aware of
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possible risk cues and respond accordingly. Howeétvmay be helpful to understand if
this same relationship exists under moderate agtulbvels of intoxication.

The hypothesis that more severe victimizationonystalcohol intoxication, and
sexual attitudes would predict passive respondiag wnsupported. However, an
interaction effect was found such that women inaleehol group with more liberal
sexual attitudes reported lower levels of passgponding than intoxicated women with
less liberal sexual attitudes. This general tisrmbmpelling for two reasons: one, it
suggests that for women with less liberal sexu#ldes, alcohol may increase the
chance that they will stay in a potentially risktation longer, which may indirectly
communicate consent for the man’s behavior. Tlag lead to an escalation by the man
to obtain sexual activity. This finding is consist with previous research (Davis et al.,
2004) that found women in the alcohol conditioneverore likely to respond passively,
more specifically, they reported they would “doimog” as a response.

Two, this finding demonstrates that alcohol intaxion may affect women with
different levels of attitudes differently. This ynhe important because women with more
liberal sexual attitudes may be choosing acquidsesponses rather than passive
responses, which may equally put them at risk feexaial victimization. In sum, women
who are less sexually liberal but intoxicated mayniore likely to stay in risky situations
longer without providing some clear indication be tman about what should occur in the
interaction while women with more liberal sexuditaties may be choosing to go along
with sexual advances made by the man.

The hypothesis that being sober, having a lessreearctimization history, and

expressing less liberal sexual attitudes would iptedsertive responses was not
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supported. A number of explanations may existh@ outcome. First, it is possible that
using a sample of vignettes that are rated by @ndduate women as particularly salient
to their social experience with serious consequentay cue women to respond
assertively. More specifically, because thesegatwere used to determine the vignette
set, it may have been that the vignettes chosdaded more obvious risk cues in the
details. Previous research has demonstrated traew report a greater likelihood of
assertive responses when risk cues are more aeagall the man in the scenario has
made more aggressive advances (Davis et al., 200%.mean assertive response in this
sample was between “moderately likely” and “vekely” (alcohol groupM = 3.2;

control groupM = 3.26). In fact, assertive responses were hititeer the other response
categories, suggesting that women across the samgpéemore likely to endorse
assertive responding than acquiescent or passpemding. Previous studies have
produced similar findings (Davis et al., 2004; $oet al., 2007) and have suggested that
women believe themselves to be more likely to aissty respond in purely hypothetical
situations. It may also have been the result aftimg in that the response itself cued
women to rate how likely they were to respond dsady, rather than providing

examples of assertive responses.

Second, this finding may also have resulted bectheslevel of intoxication was
not high enough to affect response choice. Stenal. (2007) and Wechsler and Nelson
(2001) suggested that levels of intoxication oladiduring alcohol administration
studies were below that obtained in a typical biegisode for women (4 or more drinks
in a setting). Additionally, this finding may ba affect of age. Testa, Hoffman, and

Livingston (2010) found that adolescent women emgecollege were at greater risk for

49



experiencing a sexual victimization because thesewarticipating in risky drinking
behavior and were also likely to engage in riskyusé behavior during their transition to
college. This behavior, although developmentadligsistent with late adolescents, may
be particularly risky because young women are ngdo living at home under the
guidance of a parent or parents. The lack of otsget by parents and the process of
developing one’s own controls creates a periodhod in which young women are at an
increased risk for victimization. This sample vaéder M = 22.6) than a typically
freshman population, a group known to be at higk for problem drinking and sexual
victimization (Testa et al., 2010), as alcohol adistration research cannot enroll
participants under the legal drinking age.

An alternate explanation for these findings mayddated to the amount of sexual
activity engaged in by the participants. This gtuehjuired that women have some
previous sexual experience to be enrolled. Thignh#hat the sample had at least some
experience navigating sexual interactions with m&s.a result of these sexual
experiences, women may have believed they were likketg to respond assertively and
less likely to respond passively. It may be theedhat younger college women have
fewer sexual experiences, which may increase tiséirfor responding to these types of
situations in a more passive, less assertive marntas style of response may
potentially increase their risk for victimization.

Limitations

This study has several limitations. First, theusagte of asking women to rate

risk followed by response ratings for each vignettey have primed women to orient to

risk which may have led them to choose assertispamses. This could be tested by
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inviting women to participate in the study at 2 aepe time points. First, under
conditions of alcohol, women can be presented thighvignettes and asked to rate risk.
At the second time point, women may be asked toigearesponses to the vignettes they
previously rated. When women finish the studyytimay be asked to return the
following day to complete a set of questionnair&kis may limit the amount of potential
priming that may occur when women rate risk ang@aoase during the same experiment.

Additionally, response choices were described utiegvords “passive”,
“assertive”, “aggressive”, and “acquiescent”. Tise of these words along with
examples, rather than prototypical responses fdn essponse type, may have cued
participants to endorse responses in specific wags.instance, it may be the case that
women perceive the word “assertive” as positive laank often heard they should
respond assertively to sexually risky situationsiclr potentially led them to report they
were more likely to respond that way. In contrashay be that women perceive
responses such as passive or acquiescent negatnehgport they are less likely to
respond in such a way, despite what they mightadlgtdo. Despite these limitations,
this study provides some evidence that women uth@einfluence of alcohol report they
are more likely to respond acquiescently and thbén intoxicated, women with more
conservative sexual attitudes may report they aneriikely to respond passively than
women with more liberal sexual attitudes.

Second, using a single intoxication level of .08hastarget BAC is a limitation of
alcohol administration studies. More recent warkhis area (Davis et al., 2009; Stoner
et al., 2007) has suggested that the use of twaldef alcohol intoxication along with a

control condition may be helpful in fully understiamg the effects of increasing alcohol
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intoxication on risk ratings and responses in ris@gial situations. Specifically, using
both .04 and .08 BAC provides the opportunity toklat the increased pharmacological
effects of alcohol.

Even with the addition of a second level of alcantbxication, women’s BAC in
an analogue study is well below that which theyhhmptain during a binge drinking
episode. However, this study along with previasearch demonstrates that women
under artificial conditions provide estimates skrand response choices that might
increase their risk for experiencing a sexual maation. Additionally, alcohol
intoxication has a biphasic effect suggesting &h@bhol produces an excitatory response
during the first 45 minutes to an hour after faghking and produces a depressant effect
toward the end of the drinking period. BAC was m&ad at the beginning of the task in
this study and it should have been measured arttief the task to ensure women were
on the ascending limb intoxication. Previous rede&aas suggested it may be important
to measure BAC at both time points to ensure woarercontinuously on the ascending
limb of the intoxication curve (Davis et al., 20@avis et al., 2009; Stoner et al., 2007).

Third, in some of the vignettes used in this stwdymen were told they had been
drinking, whether or not they were in the alcohmhdition. Previous research (Stoner et
al., 2007) demonstrated that intoxication, rathantexpectancies, affected women'’s
resistance strategies to risky situations. Inrmemtf Davis et al. (2010), Yeater et al.
(2011) and Yeater & Viken (2010) found that tellwgmen alcohol was present in the
situations affected their responses. Thereforaal be beneficial to examine alcohol
expectancies in several different ways to undedskenw they might affect risk ratings

and responses. One way would be to use only sitisatvhere alcohol use is absent
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compared with situations that include alcohol usa &ature. Additionally, alcohol
expectancies can be estimated by using paper-amdpgeasures as well as by adding
an expectancy condition and examining risk rateugd responses of women in high risk
sexual situations. Using multiple strategies wdwétp elucidate the potential role of
alcohol expectancies in risk for victimization.

Fourth, women who were cohabitating were includethis sample. It may have
been that women in these types of relationshipsmsmpced difficulty projecting
themselves in to the situations validly. This iiibomay have led to reduced risk ratings
and higher assertive responses. It may be impgdxasctreen out women in long term
cohabitating relationships that may not experietetteng and social situations similar to
those in the vignettes to better understand tlaiogiship between alcohol, victimization
history and risk recognition.

Several limitations exist when using an experimiesatalogue. This
experimental design may be limited in externaldigfisuch that the experiment is not
similar to real life events and does not generalie# to those events. However, using
15 hypothetical vignettes that describe situatidealures as well as interactions between
men and women provides a wide range of possihlatsiins that may result in sexual
victimization.

In alcohol administration research, one is requicescreen out high risk
individuals when administering alcohol in a laborgtsetting. The women in this study,
with or without victimization histories, may be aered high functioning individuals.
Women with victimization histories that also hawyghosocial problems may have been

excluded due to stringent screening. Generallynammwho typically screen into alcohol
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administration studies appear higher functioningd aray not be the type of women
typically targeted by risk reduction interventiangheir college experience as it is
generally women who exhibit some problems relabedrinking who are recommended
to such interventions. It is important to inclustgh groups of women in standard
college drinking related educational programmiBgcause this study identified both
lower risk estimates, higher likelihood of resparglacquiescently and passively at a
lower level of intoxication, it is important to ceider how higher levels of intoxication
may amplify these effects.
Conclusions and Future Directions

Despite these limitations, this study provides addal evidence that
sociosexuality, victimization history, and alcolaoé important factors to investigate as
they affect risk recognition and response choinesekually risky dating and social
situations. Although a number of limitations eXat this study, several strengths are
also apparent. Primarily, it is the first studydok at how victimization history and
sexual attitudes moderate the relationship betvadgmohol intoxication, women'’s risk
judgments and response choices. Additionally,shigly utilized a sample of situations
in which college women often find themselves, agdmthe external validity of this
study. And finally, this study suggests that séatigudes are important to understand
as a potential risk factor for sexual victimizatimmd may be an important target of
potential interventions.

Future studies should include the following metHodal changes. Studies
should use both high and low risk vignettes thelide both ambiguous and clear risk

cues to examine differences in risk recognition @shonse choices across a variety of
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situations. Response options using actual respamgmen have given in previous
research may be used to test response selectikewike, it may be important to
examine both women'’s ability to generate responségr conditions of alcohol and
evaluate generated responses for their effectiganedecreasing risk of victimization.
Effectiveness could be estimated based on procedised in previous research that
included qualitative evaluations by researcherb wipertise in the area of sexual
violence (Nason & Yeater, accepted pending minaisiens; Yeater et al., 2011).
Including additional moderators such as secondaegyitive appraisals (i.e. feelings of
shame or concern for the man’s feelings in thas@atons and perceived social benefits
associated with the potentially risky situation)ulbbe interesting to investigate because
understanding both emotional responses and perteo@al benefits may explain how
women make the decision to either assertively resiacquiesce to a man’s request.
Additionally, it may be important to include twovkds of alcohol intoxication (BAC of
.04 and .08) to better understand how amount okioation affects women’s responses
in sexually risky situations. Along with two legeimeasuring BAC prior to initiating the
experimental task and immediately after completivegtask will ensure each participant
is on the ascending limb of the BAC curve. To colrfor procedure variability,
participants in the alcohol group should have achred participant in the control group
with whom they complete the experimental procedur¢he same time schedule.
Additionally, using prospective analysis to exaenglhanges in sexual attitudes or
victimization status would provide an opportunibyetxamine temporal relationships
among these variables. By measuring potentialgggim these variables and including

that information as predictors in a future alcoadininistration experiment, researchers
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may be able to better understand how changes urabakitudes or victimization status
over the previous 6 month period might predict Bskmates and response choices. By
advancing the methodology in alcohol studies, niaficemation can be obtained about
these exact relationships and processes.

Finally, it is important to note that, althoughsilstudy focuses on women and
their risk for victimization, ultimately, the respsibility is with the perpetrator. By
identifying risk factors that increase the likeldabthat a woman will be victimized, it is
my hope that prevention efforts can educate worbentahe effect of alcohol
intoxication on risk perception and response clwared help them make more effective
choices to reduce their risk for victimization. dfturesearch remains to be done;
however, it may be that interventions that focusassessment of potential risk factors
and skill building of effective refusal skills ugimole plays with a same age male actor
and including alcohol in the training setting castoreduce unwanted sexual experiences
for women. Practicing assertive responses magtaasieveloping and broadening
women’s possible response options. Women maytasefit from understanding the
importance of controlling their alcohol use in patelly risky situations. Through
education and skill development, women become ragmgowered to effectively protect

themselves from the risk of sexual victimization.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Vignettes for Alcohol Administration &ty

VIGNETTE #4A
You have recently put on a few pounds because gdoen busy and haven't had time to go
to the gym. You have had “the blues” because afdhid are feeling unattractive and
overweight. You're at a bar with your girlfriendsdahave had several drinks. A guy that you
find really attractive but that you don’t know buysu a drink. The two of you talk briefly.
He begins to touch your arms and shoulders. He yelll that he finds you really beautiful
and sexy. He asks you if you want to leave andagk bo his place.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky  Moderatel'  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #6

You have been feeling really good about yoursedfiya You've been doing well in school
and have several new, close friendships. You gogarty with friends that you've been
looking forward to for some time. You have a fewnlls at the party and are having a great
time. A guy you're attracted to comes over to tallyou and gives you a lot of attention
throughout the evening. He has a reputation fandai“player”. At the end of the night, the
two of you kiss. He asks you to come back to hismoYou say “no” but he keeps asking
you and telling you how beautiful you are.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky  Moderatel'  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @veat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #8

You are at a party with your girlfriends. You n&ithat your girlfriends who are wearing
revealing clothing and making sexual comments éogilnys are getting a lot of attention at
the party. You also notice that your friends stenbking up with these guys and going off to
the bedrooms in the house. A guy that you have b#gacted to for some time comes over
and starts flirting with you. After awhile, he askgou want to go to one of the bedrooms to
talk.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky  Moderatel'  Very Risky ~ Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (dégcyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vat him, push him away)
1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #9B

A guy that you really liked a lot recently broke wyh you. You've been feeling pretty
depressed and decide to go to a party with yolfriginds to make yourself feel better. You
have had a few drinks at the party and start tbdestty drunk. You notice a cute guy from
one of your classes looking at you from acrosgteen. He motions for you to come over
and talk to him. You're curious, so you go. The wigou talk for about an hour and have
several drinks together. The party begins to brgaknd he asks if he can drive you home.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky  Slightly Risky Moderatel  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lwith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #10A

You go out to dinner with a guy that you’ve datei@\a times. The two of you have kissed
and touched on previous dates. You invite him lagkour room after the date. The two of
you start to kiss, you get caught up in the momemd, before you know it, you both have
most of your clothes off. You don’t want to have séth him yet, but you can tell that he
really wants to have sex by the types of commédrastie is making to you.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky ~ Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vet him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #13

All of your close friends are either dating or itbag-term relationship. You haven't had a
date in several months and are feeling kind of legseabout finding someone that you like.
A guy that you've had a crush on for some timelljnasks you out on a date. When he
brings you home, you invite him in to watch TV. Kieses you and you start to touch each
other. You think that this feels good, but do naimivto go any farther than kissing and
touching. He then starts to unbutton your shirt.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky ~ Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@leith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively?e@wat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #16

You are at a bar with your friends. You see a yealte guy there that you've wanted to date
for a while. He comes over to you and strikes gpraversation. The two of you are really
hitting it off. After about an hour, your friendaysthat they want to leave and go to another
bar. Your friends drove you to the bar and you havether transportation. You're really
having a good time with this guy and don’t wantgave. The guy offers to drive you home
later.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky ~ Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (dégcyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #23A

You are at a party with your friends. You have bBaderal drinks and are feeling pretty
drunk. A guy who is really popular in your sociabgp starts to flirt with you. He keeps
offering you drinks, touching you, and trying ta geu to go to a bedroom with him.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky  Slightly Risky = Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (descyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vet him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #27

You go to a party with friends. You have had saldrinks during the evening and are
pretty drunk. You go into one of the bedroomshef house to rest for awhile and sober
up before you go home. An attractive guy fromphey follows you into the bedroom
and tries to kiss you.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky ~ Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vea him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #30A

You are out dancing with friends. A guy who is vente and popular on campus starts
flirting with you and dances with you several tinteging the evening. You like this guy but
has heard that he is a “player”. However, he’slyadte to you during the evening and acts
like a gentleman. At the end of the evening, hes gski to come back to his room.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky  Slightly Risky  Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vea him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #33A

You go out on a date with a guy that you've liked $everal months. You go to dinner and
the movies. He makes several sexual comments ddmmgr that indicate that he really
wants to have sex with you. During the movie, hencd seem to keep his hands off of you.
When he takes you home, he asks whether he caniodorea while.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky ~ Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (déscyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vea him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #35B

You have been dating a guy for about a month. Yally like him. He’s very attractive and
lots of women on campus want to date him. You Halt&kind of special that he’s chosen
you rather than someone else. One night, you'remgadut with him and things start to get
pretty hot. You don’t want to have sex with him,ymit you can tell he’s really into it. The
guy says that he’s really committed to the relatiop, and if you were too, you would be
willing to have sex with him.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky Slightly Risky ~ Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? ¢diég your feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vet him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #39

You are making out with the guy that you're curhguliating. You only want to touch him
and have him touch you with your clothes on. His tgbu he really wants to have sex with
you. You say you're not ready. He says that yogjetten him really excited, and he’s
finding it really hard to calm down. He tells ycat if you give him oral sex, he’ll feel
better.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky  Slightly Risky = Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lweith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (dégcyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #41

You are out on a date with a guy that you like. Ywant to look good on the date, so you
wear your sexiest dress. When you arrive homeahkesghe car and leans over and starts
kissing you. You kiss him back. He starts to rubnahighs and push your dress up. You
push his hands away. He responds by saying thatdlieyou’re dressed made him think you
were looking to have a good time. You say thawwhg you're dressed doesn’'t mean that at
all. He ignores you and starts to push your dresagain.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky  Slightly Risky = Moderately  Very Risky  Completly
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lwith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othespe, indirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (dégcyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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VIGNETTE #55

You go out on a date with a guy that you've hadw#hi before. When you return home, he
asks whether he can come in and stay the night.agoee. When you get into bed with him,
he starts kissing you and acting like you’re gdimf¢pave sex with him. You tell him that
you’re “not in the mood”. He comments that youadhsex with him in the past, and that
means you should have sex with him now.

PLEASE RATE HOW RISKY THE SITUATION IS IN TERMS OFOU HAVING AN
UNWANTED SEXUAL EXPERIENCE. BY UNWANTED, WE MEAN ASEXUAL
EXPERIENCE YOU WILL FEEL BAD ABOUT, BE HURT BY, OREGRET LATER.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Risky  Slightly Risky = Moderately  Very Risky  Completely
Risky Risky

PLEASE RATE HOW LIKELY YOU WOULD BE TO RESPOND TOHE
SITUATION IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS.

1. How likely are you to acquiesce? (agree, go@lwith)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

2. How likely are you to use an excuse or othesipasindirect behavior? (do nothing,
change the subject)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

3. How likely are you to respond assertively? (dégcyour feelings clearly, and non-
aggressively, say you are not interested)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

4. How likely are you to respond aggressively? @vat him, push him away)

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat moderately highly extremely
likely likely likely likely likely
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Appendix B: Screening for Alcohol Administrationu8iy

Please answer each of the questions to the besyotir ability.

1) Has there ever been a period of time in yoerwhere you have felt any of the
following at the same time for a 2-week period? ®lakre all were felt in the same 2-
week period.

(Please mark with a “Y” for yes and an “N” for no)

Felt depressed or down most of the day nearly edayy
Lost interest or pleasure in the things you usuatijoy

Note: If “No” on both of the above items, skip tou@stion 2.

Significant change in weight when not dieting

Increase or loss of appetite nearly every day

Insomnia or hypersomnia nearly every day

Feeling highly agitated or very slowed down neatlyday every day

Fatigue or loss of energy nearly exday

Feelings of worthlessness or excessive guilt pearéry day

Diminished ability to think or concentrate or imikveness nearly every
day

Recurrent thoughts of death or thoughts of saicid

2) Have you ever had any of the following experemnfor a period of 1-month or
longer? (Please mark with a “Y” for yes and an ‘fiNf no)
Convinced that people were talking about you kingaspecial notice of you
People were going out of their way to give youfaadilt time or hurt you
You were especially important in some way, or §aat had special powers
Something was very wrong with you
Something outside of yourself was controlling ythoughts or behavior
Someone could read your mind or know what you warking_
Some of your thoughts were not your own___
Heard things that others couldn’t hear, or vowwben no one was in the room____
See things that others couldn't see_
Feel strange sensations in your body or under skiar
Smelled or tasted things that others couldn't
Had others tell you that you were incoherent drmaking sense_
Felt unmotivated or like nothing was ever pleasant

3) Have you ever received psychiatric treatmemsychotherapy? Y N
For what problem?

4) Have you ever been told by a professional tbathave a substance abuse or
dependence problem? Y N
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5) Have you ever had a head injury that resultddga of consciousness or
hospitalization? Y N

6) Are you currently using any medications thatrwygou against using alcohol?
Examples of possible medications that may intendttt alcohol include: Antibiotics,
Aspirin, Acetaminophen (Tylenol), Diphenhydramimetadryl), Cimetidine (Tagamet),
Ranitidine (Zantac), Ibuprofen (Motrin), Naproxexigve), and Codeine.

. What medications are you currentlygisin

7) Are you currently sexually active? (By sexuallbitive, we mean any type of sexual
activity, including fondling, vaginal, oral, or dnatercourse with another person)

8) Have you ever been sexually active? (By sexwsdtive, we mean any type of sexual
activity, including fondling, vaginal, oral, or dnatercourse with another person)

9) How many times in the past 30 days you havedmador more drinks? . Of
those times, on how many occasions did yea Bar more drinks?”

10) In the last 12 months, have you had repedisdrees from work or school or poor
performances in school or work due to drinking?sAmay include suspensions,
expulsions, or household neglect). Y N

If so, how many times has it happened?

11) In the last 12 months, have you driven a caparated a machine while significantly
impaired by alcohol? Y N

If so, how many times has it happened?
12) In the last 12 months, have you been arrestedisorderly conduct due to alcohol
use?
Y N

If so, how many times has it happened?

13) In the last 12 months, have you had sociaht@rpersonal problems caused by your
use of alcohol? Y N

If so, how many times has it happened?

14) Do you need an increased amount of alcohathiaese intoxication or desired effect?
Y N
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15) Do you have diminished effect (you don’t have same effect from 3 beers that you
did a couple of months ago) with continued usénefdame amount of alcohol?
Y N

16) Have you had any of the following symptomsedeping within several hours to a
few days after you stop (or reduce amount) headypralonged alcohol use?

1) autonomic hyperactivity (sweating, high pulage}y Y N
2) increased hand tremor YN
3) insomnia Y N
4) nausea or vomiting YN
5) transient visual, tactile, or auditory halluations or illusions Y N
6) psychomotor agitation Y N
7) anxiety Y N
8) grand mal seizures Y N

17) Have you consumed alcohol to relieve or avattidrawal symptoms? Y N

18) Have you consumed alcohol in larger amountsver a longer period than you
intended?

Y N
19) Do you spend a great deal of time in activiteesbtain alcohol, use alcohol, or
recover from the effects of alcohol? YN

20) Have you given up important social, occupatipar recreational activities because
of your alcohol use? Y N

21) Do you continue to use alcohol despite the kadge of having a persistent or
recurrent physical or psychological problem thdikisly to have been caused or made
worse by alcohol use? Y N

22) Are you currently pregnant?

23) Do you have any medical conditions that youcameently receiving care for? Please
be specific.

For Research Assistant Use

Participant is:

ELIGIBLE INELIGIBLE
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Appendix C: Demographics Questionnaire

Subject ID#

Date:

INSTRUCTIONS: For each of the questions below, either fillhe blank or place anv™

in the appropriate box.

1. Age
2. Matrital Status

[01] Single
[02] Married
[03] Separated

3. Year in College

[01] Freshman
[02] Sophomore
[03] Junior

4. Race

[01] Asian

[02] African American
[03] Hispanic/Latino
5. Where do you live?
[01] House

[02] Apartment
[03] Duplex

[04] Divorced
[05] Living Together
[06] Widowed

[04] Senior
[05] Graduate Special
[06] Graduate Student

[04] White/Caucasian
[05] Native American
[06] Other

[04] Residence hall (dormitory)

[05] Sorority house
[06] Other

6. What is your religious affiliation?

[01] Catholic
[02] Protestant
[03] Jewish

[04] Other
[05] None
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7. How frequently do you attend religious services?

[01] never (0% of the time)

[02] rarely (about 25% of the time)

[03] occasionally (about 50% of the time)
[04] often (about 75% of the time)

[05] always (100% of the time)
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Appendix D: Sexual Experiences Survey (SES)

Subject ID#

Date:

Please place anor fill in the blank for each of the following getons. Please read each
qguestion carefully. The following questions are ON&bout sexual experiences you may
have hadSINCE YOU WERE FOURTEEN YEARS OLD.

1. Have you ever given in to sex play (fondlingsgiing, or petting, but natercourse) when
you didn’t want to because you were overwhelmed byan’s continual arguments and
pressure®Since you were fourteeh

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #2)
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincewere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibgdestion #1 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ 18-10 [ 111 or more
2. Have you ever had sex play (fondling, kissingpetting, but notntercourse) when you
didn’t want to because a man used his authoritggpt@acher, camp counselor, supervisor)

to make you?Since you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #3)
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincewere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibgdestion #2 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more
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3. Have you had sex play (fondling, kissing, ottipgt but_notintercourse) when you didn’t
want to because a man threatened or used somesd#gykysical force (twisting your arm,
holding you down, etc.)@Since you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #4)
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincemere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibegdestion #3 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

**The following questions are about sexual intercs®i By sexual intercourse, we mean
penetration of a woman’s vagina, no matter howtglipy a man’s penis. Ejaculation is not
required. Whenever you see the words sexual imese please use this definition.

4. Have you had a man attempt sexual intercoursteofgtop of you and insert his penis)
when you didn’t want to by threatening or using sategree of force (twisting your arm,
holding you down, etc.) but intercourse did notur?(Since you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #5)
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincemere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibegdestion #4 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

5. Have you had a man attempt sexual intercoursteofgtop of you and insert his penis) by
giving you alcohol or drugs, but intercourse did occur?(Since you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #6)
[02] Yes
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How many times have you had this experience sincewere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibgdestion #5 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

6. Have you given in to sexual intercourse when gion’'t want to because you were
overwhelmed by a man’s continual arguments or pre&¢Since you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #7)
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincemere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibegdestion #6 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

7. Have you had sexual intercourse when you didatit to because a man used his position
of authority (boss, teacher, counselor, supervid@ince you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #8)
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincewere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibgdestion #7 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

8. Have you had sexual intercourse when you didatit to because a man gave you alcohol
or drugsqSince you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #9)
[02] Yes
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How many times have you had this experience sincewere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibgdestion #8 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more
9. Have you had sexual intercourse when you didatit to because a man threatened or
used some degree of physical force (twisting yoor, &olding you down, etc.) to make you?

(Since you were fourteen)

[01] No (If no, skip directly to question #10)
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincewere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibgdestion #9 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more
10. Have you had sexual acts (anal or oral intesmoar penetration by objects other than the

penis) when you didn’t want to because a man teneat or used some degree of physical
force (twisting your arm, holding you down, etg$2nce you were fourteen)

[01] No
[02] Yes

How many times have you had this experience sincewere fourteen years old?
[ 11 [ 124 [ 15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more

How many different men has the experience desciibgdestion #10 happened with since
you were fourteen years old?

[ 11 [ 124 [ ]15-7 [ ] 8-10 [ 111 or more
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Appendix E : Sociosexuality Questionnaire (SS)
Subject ID#

Date:

INSTRUCTIONS: For each of the statements below, circle the rarrtiat best represents
your beliefs or opinions. Feel free to be honestiwanswering. There are no “right”
answers. Please make sure to read the scale ¢prrect

1. It is better not to have sexual relations wil are married.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4

2. Virginity is a girl’'s most valuable possession.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree StrgriDisagree
1 2 3 4

3. Sex without love (impersonal sex) is highly urssactory.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4

4. | believe in taking my pleasures where | cad timem.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree StrgriDisagree
1 2 3 4

5. Absolute faithfulness to one’s partner throughibe is nearly as silly as celibacy.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4

6. Sometimes sexual feelings overpower me.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree SglyrDisagree
1 2 3 4

7. Group sex appeals to me.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4
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8. If | were invited to take part in an orgy, | wawaccept.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strgrigisagree
1 2 3 4

9. | can imagine myself being comfortable and emgycasual”’ sex with different partners.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4

10. I would have to be closely attached to somébath emotionally and psychologically)
before | could feel comfortable and fully enjoy hraysex with him or her.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4

11. It would be difficult for me to enjoy havingxswith someone | did not know very well.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree StrgriDisagree
1 2 3 4

12. | could enjoy having sex with someone | wasaated to, even if | didn’t feel anything
emotionally for him or her.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree StrgriDisagree
1 2 3 4

13. The thought of an illicit sex affair excited me

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4

14. Sex without love | ok.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree StrgriDisagree
1 2 3 4

15. The thought of a sex orgy is disgusting to me.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strigrigisagree
1 2 3 4
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Appendix F: Dating Behaviors Survey (DBS)

Subject ID#

Date:

INSTRUCTIONS: For each of the questions below, either fillhe blank or place an™
in the appropriate box.

1. What is your sexual orientation?
[01] heterosexual

[02] homosexual

[03] bisexual

[04] other

2. Are you currently datingBf dating, we mean spending time with one or sevdra
people in which there is a romantic interest, but o commitment to dating only that
person).

[01] No (If no, skip to question #4)
[02] Yes

3. How many different people are you currently rig®

4. Are you currently sexually activéBy sexually active, we mean any type of sexual
activity, including fondling, vaginal, oral, or anal intercourse with another person).

[01] No (If no, skip to question #7)
[02] Yes

5. With how many people are you currently sexuadive?

6. How many different sexual partners have youihaaur lifetime?(By sexual partners,
we mean different persons with whom you have had génal, oral, or anal intercourse).

7. Do you or have you ever practiced safe $By?safe sex, we mean the use of a condom

during vaginal, oral, or anal intercourse).

[01] No (If no, skip to question #10)
[02] Yes
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8. How frequently do you or have you practiced safe when you've had sexBy safe sex,
we mean the use of a condom during vaginal, oraly anal intercourse).

[01] rarely (about 25% of the time)

[02] occasionally (about 50% of the time)
[03] often (about 75% of the time)

[04] always (100% of the time)

9. Do you currently participate in “hooking umBy hooking up, we mean engaging in
spontaneous sexual activity, involving fondling, vginal, oral, or anal intercourse with
someone that you are not in a serious relationshipith or dating).

[01] No
[02] Yes(If yes, skip to question #12)

10. If you do not currently participate in “hooking”, have you done so in the past?

[01] No
[02] Yes

11. How many “hook ups” have you had in the lashth®
in the last 6 months? in the last year?

12. Are you currently in a serious relationship vehgou are committed to being only with
that person?

[01] No (If no, skip to question #15)
[02] Yes

13. How long have you been in this relationship?

14. How frequently do you go to bars or clubs?

[01] never [06] three times a month

[02] less than once every two months [07] once akwe

[03] once every two months [08] twice a week

[04] once a month [09] more than twice a week

[05] twice a month

15. How frequently do you go to parties?

[01] never [06] three times a month

[02] less than once every two months [07] once akwe

[03] once every two months [08] twice a week

[04] once a month [09] more than twice a week

[05] twice a month
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16. How frequently do you drink alcohol when youayd?

[01] never [06] three times a month

[02] less than once every two months [07] once akwe

[03] once every two months [08] twice a week

[04] once a month [09] more than twice a week

[05] twice a month

17. How frequently do you drink alcohol to the gaafiintoxication when you go out?

[01] never [06] three times a month

[02] less than once every two months [07] once akwe

[03] once every two months [08] twice a week

[04] once a month [09] more than twice a week

[05] twice a month

18. How frequently do you use illicit drugs, suchmaarijuana, cocaine, ecstasy, etc. when
you go out?

[01] never [06] three times a month

[02] less than once every two months [07] once ekwe

[03] once every two months [08] twice a week

[04] once a month [09] more than twice a week

[05] twice a month
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